
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
htt
00
Th

A
Bri
Ta
⇑

no

1

www.elsevier.com

ScienceDirect

Lingua 272 (2022) 103255
A functional model for the tag question paradigm:
The case of invariable tag questions in English and

Portuguese
ps://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2022.103255
16-7037/� 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V.
is is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

bbreviations: TQ, Tag Question; QT, Question Tag; ANC, Anchor; ITQ, Invariable Tag Question; VTQ, Variable Tag Q
tish English; EP, European Portuguese; BEITQ, British English Invariable Tag Question; EPITQ, European Portugue
g Question
Corresponding author at: Department of English and German, University of Santiago de Compostela, Avda. Castelao,
rte, 15782 Santiago de Compostela, Spain.
E-mail address: mdelosangeles.gomez@usc.es (M. de los Ángeles Gómez González).
URL: http://www.scimitar.es/ (M. de los Ángeles Gómez González).
Address: Faculty of Arts and Humanities of the University of Porto, Centre of Linguistics of the University of Porto, P
/locate/lingua
María de los Ángeles Gómez González ⇑, Maria da Purificação Moura Silvano 1

University of Santiago de Compostela, University of Porto, Portugal

Received 5 August 2021; revised 18 January 2022; accepted in revised form 19 January 2022; Available online 28 February 2022
Abstract

While research has mostly focused on the pragmatics of variable tag questions, fewer studies have explored invari-
able tags, either for their own sake or in contrast with other tag types within and across languages. It will be argued that
invariable tag questions are as much part of the tag question system as variable tag questions, and that a unified func-
tional model needs to consider both types in order to compare function-to-form mappings and reveal language variation,
as well as the factors motivating their use. This study proposes one such model comprising eight functional types of tag
questions, i.e., informational, affective, challenging, hortatory, facilitative, focusing, phatic and regulatory, in relation to
four clusters of grammatical, dialogic, generic and sociolinguistic features. Based on the analysis of 539 invariable tag
questions in British English and European Portuguese, results show that the constructions are more frequent and func-
tionally varied in Portuguese (N = 397 vs. 142). In addition, based on statistical analyses, corresponding multi-feature
prediction models are obtained for the proposed functional types of invariable tag questions in the two languages under
inspection, thereby uncovering novel contributions to the pragmatics of invariable tag questions within the tag question
paradigm.
� 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1. INTRODUCTION

As the body of literature continues to expand, in English functional research has mostly focused on the pragmatics of
variable tag questions (You’ve seen Martin’s hall haven’t you?) (for overviews see e.g., Kimps, 2018; Gómez González,
2020). Investigations comparing the use of variable and invariable tag questions (Well what the hell eh?) are more scat-
tered (Holmes, 1983; Biscetti, 2006; Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006; Allerton, 2009; Axelsson, 2011a, Bonsignori, 2013;
Kimps et al., 2014b, Gómez González, 2018, 2020, among others). Likewise, relatively few and far between are studies
focusing on invariable tag questions (e.g., Cuenca, 1997; Stenström et al., 2002; Biscetti, 2006; Columbus, 2010;
Mithun, 2012; Pichler, 2013), attention being generally centered on specific invariable tags such as eh?, ok? and
no? (Bublitz, 1978; Andersen, 1997, 2001; Berland, 1997) or on the increasing invariable use of variable tag questions
such as isn’t it?, innit? and is it? (Algeo, 1990; Stenström et al., 2002; Columbus, 2010; Achiri-Taboh, 2015; Criado
Peña, 2016; among others).

In Portuguese, the literature is sparser as neither variable nor invariable tag questions have been subjected to an in-
depth functional description in their own right, but rather they have been studied only in passing alongside other inter-
rogative or polarity-related constructions (Santos, 2003; Martins, 2006; Barbosa et al., 2020, among others). Exceptions
include Cruz-Ferreira’s (1981) intonational and morpho-syntactic study, as well as some contrastive investigations
(Duarte, 1985; Recksky, 2006; Gómez González, 2014; Carvalho and Kern, 2019). As to the analyses of specific invari-
able tag questions, they do not abound and are mainly concerned with não é, não and pois não (e.g., Cruz-Ferreira,
1981; Rodrigues, 1999; Santos, 2003; Martins, 2006, 2013).2

Despite the differences, most prior accounts explain the pragmatics of both variable and invariable tag questions
along analogous interactional and/or stance lines assuming that they function similarly (Kimps et al., 2014b; Kimps,
2018; Martínez Caro, 2020). Interactionally, by virtue of the polar interrogative patterns, tag questions have been
described as turn-allocation or exit devices with which speakers conduce the structure of conversation towards the
response intended and expected from the proposition to which they are appended. As a result, they show a tendency
to form adjacency pairs with regard to some information or desired action. From a stance perspective, on the other hand,
tag questions have been said to behave as stance modifiers assigning different degrees of commitment on the part of
the speaker towards the epistemic stance (roughly assessment of the likely truth or accuracy) or the attitudinal stance
(affective attitude or appreciation) of the proposition they are attached to.

From the above it follows that their dialogic dimension (i.e., whether verbal responses are provided or not) is criterial
to determine the functionalities of tag questions. Similarly, their context of use including genre constraints and users’
roles has been found to be a motivating factor for the choice of a particular tag type and function over another
(Calnan and Davidson, 1998; Cameron et al., 1988: 86; Kimps et al., 2014a; Kimps, 2018; Cheng and Warren,
2001; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2018, among others). In addition, prior socio-linguistic research has found
that certain types of tag questions are used more by men (e.g., modal tags) (Dubois and Crouch, 1975; Lapadat and
Seesahai, 1977), whereas others are mostly employed by women (e.g., facilitative tags) (Lakoff, 1975; Holmes,
1984; Cameron et al., 1988; Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 2003), which apparently suggests that both males and
females use tag questions but in different ways.

Nevertheless, the question remains whether variable and invariable tag questions are always interchangeable.
Examples like (1) (Achiri-Taboh (2015 : 52)) and (2) from the languages under inspection show that this is not always
the case because, in specific situations, the substitution of a variable tag question by an invariable one (and vice versa)
may render ungrammatical or pragmatically different constructions.3
2 Additional references on Brazilian Portuguese are Duarte (1985), Recsky (2006), Carvalho and Kern (2019), inter alios.
3 Unless otherwise specified, the examples are extracted from ICE-GB and the European Portuguese component of C-ORAL-ROM

(see Section 3). Hence, in ICE-GB the citation <S1b-062 #137: B > corresponds to mode (S = spoken), section (1), subsection (b), text
number (062), turn (#137), subtext (1) and speaker (B). Turns are given without punctuation and the only prosodic detail provided in this
corpus is the marking of pauses <,> and longer pauses <,>. Likewise, in the Portuguese examples the annotation <CORALRpnatbu01>
stands for language (‘p’-Portuguese), the text field (‘nat’-natural context) and subfield (‘bu’-business), as well as its code number (01).
Additional conventions for prosodic tagging include: // (conclusive prosodic break), / (non-conclusive break) and ? (optional
interrogative mark).
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1.
 a.
 It’s getting warmer, isn’t it/*okay?
b.
 Leave the cat alone, will you/*right?
c.
 How quiet it was in there, wasn’t it/*okay?
d.
 Let’s go home now, shall we/*right?
2.
 a.
 <Foste tu > que me mandaste / <|não foste?|>/ # okay ? <CORALRpfammn13>
‘It was you who sent me, weren’t you/*okay?’
b.
 Porque finalmente era / muito aberto / <não era>/ # está bem? <CORALRpfammn23>
‘Because it was finally open, wasn’t it/*is it ok?
c.
 / eu vou passar a sua mãe / que quer falar consigo / <|está bem|>/*não vou? <CORALR ptelpv08>
‘I’ll pass to your mother, who wants to talk to you, ok?’
It is here argued that variable and invariable tag question alternations are not felicitous, or at least are not pragmat-
ically equivalent, if they trigger a change in the interpretation of the construction. Accordingly, the grammaticality or
acceptability of the tag question alternations in (1) and (2) is attributed to the change in the functional type of the con-
struction triggered by replacing the question tag, from (confirmatory) epistemic to challenging or (phatic) textual. This is
at odds either with the type of stance encoded in the constituent which the tag is appended to – in the asterisked exam-
ples in (1) and (2) –, or with the context of situation when the alternations require different settings to be adequately
used. The latter is the case of the asterisked examples in (1a) to (1c), which unlike their counterparts are felicitous only
if what is said is interpreted as an annoyed comment on something that has been resisted by the addressee. This evi-
dence underpins the necessity for a fine-grained functional analysis of the tag question paradigm within and across lan-
guages to reveal language variation, as well as their conditions of use.

This paper homes in on this gap by applying a hybrid theoretical and empirical procedure. It consists in presenting a
functional framework for the analysis of the tag question paradigm to be empirically validated on the basis of invariable
tag questions across two languages. An in-depth characterization of variable and invariable tag questions in English and
Portuguese is accordingly first offered (Section 2.1). The comparison is based on these two varieties not only because
invariable tag questions have been neglected in the literature in both languages, but also because they represent dif-
ferent families and so linguistic variation is likely to emerge from their comparison. Secondly, a unified functional model
for the tag question paradigm is proposed distinguishing eight functions, i.e., informational, affective, challenging, hor-
tatory, facilitative, focusing, phatic and regulatory, focusing on invariable tag questions (Section 2.2). After the pertinent
methodological considerations (Section 3), the descriptive and crosslinguistic adequacy of this model is attested on the
basis of 539 invariable tag questions taken from spoken data in British English and European Portuguese concerning
fifteen variables of analysis (Appendix A) (Section 4). The overall purpose of the study is to unveil the “bundles” of fea-
tures that characterize each and every proposed functional type of invariable tag questions. Specifically, relying on our
own and prior work on tag questions, five main research questions are addressed, after which the study concludes with
a summary of the main findings:

RQ # 1. What are the frequencies of invariable tag questions in British English and European Portuguese, and what
are the pragmatic motivations underpinning their use? (Section 4.1)
RQ # 2. What are the grammatical characteristics of the proposed functional types of invariable tag questions? Do
they show any similarities across the two languages despite belonging to different language families? (Section 4.2)
RQ # 3. What are their dialogic and generic features? (Section 4.3)
RQ # 4. Can any aspect of sociolinguistic variation be determined regarding their use? (Section 4.4)
RQ # 5. Can a model of predicted associations be proposed based on the statistically significant results obtained
from RQ # 1 to RQ # 4? (Section 4.5)

2. THE TAG QUESTION PARADIGM WITHIN A FUNCTIONAL FRAMEWORK

2.1. Variable and invariable tag questions in English and Portuguese

English tag questions (Jespersen, 1924: 323) have been characterized as utterances or anchors (ANCs) with inter-
rogative tags or question tags (QTs) (in bold type) that are consecutively produced by the same speaker (Aijmer, 1979;
Huddleston and Pullum, 2002: 891; Axelsson, 2011a, b; Kimps, 2018; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2018, 2020,
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inter alios). As will be shown, the construction results from a modification of the ANC by the QT (Kimps, 2007: 270;
Gómez González, 2018: 113) or from a combination of the two and their corresponding characteristics (Hudson,
1975; Na ̈sslin, 1984: 26). ANCs are normally realized by declarative matrix clauses – (3a), (3b), (4a), (4b) –, but they
may also be interrogatives – (3c), (4c) –, imperatives – (3d), (4d) – or exclamatives – (3e), (4e). QTs, in turn, are gen-
erally appended to and separated off from the ANCs on which they are grounded. They may be variable / variant or
invariable / invariant, turning the construction into variable / variant (VTQs) – (3) – or invariable / invariant tag questions
(ITQs) – (4) –, respectively (for overviews see e.g., Allerton, 2009; Kimps, 2018; Gómez González, 2018).
(3)
 a.
 You’ve seen Martin’s hall haven’t you? < ICE-GB:S1A-073 #4:1:B>
b.
 He doesn’t seem to care though does he? which isn’t such a bad thing < ICE-GB:S1A-041 #284:1:B>
c.
 Isn’t it true to say that if you get the get the design of the fermentor wrong <,> the costing wrong then the rest of
the process is is a little bit academic isn’t it? <,> <ICE-GB:S1B-020 #48:1:A>
d.
 Let’s stop for the moment shall we?< ICE-GB:S1A-001 #051>
e.
 Oh what a mess everywhere isn’t it? (Roesle, 2001: 52)
(4) a. You know tight skin jeans that went choo choo don’t you think? <,> <ICE-GB:S1A-085 #011:1:B>
b.
 I’ll give you a ring next time I’m down and we’ll try and meet OK? <ICE-GB:S1A-098 #131:1:A>
c.
 Is Bim at the Slade now or not? < ICE-GB:S1A-015 #072:1:B>
d.
 Dani come on you’re not doing anything start talking yeah? <,> <ICE-GB:S1A-038 #011:1:A>
e.
 Well what the hell eh? <,> <ICE-GB:S1A-039 #211:1:A>
Formally, VTQs – (3) – contain a grammatically dependent QT (e.g. haven’t you?, does he?, isn’t it?, shall we?) that
is structurally and lexically conditioned by their ANCs: (i) reproducing, if explicit, the same operator or auxiliary with iden-
tical tense, number, and person; (ii) repeating, if present, the Subject (S) of the ANC, usually a personal pronoun agree-
ing in number, person and gender; and (iii) if negative, with the operator and enclitic negator (n’t) before the S (3c) or,
less commonly, including not after S. VQTs usually reverse the polarity across ANC and QT, either (+ / –) – (3a), (3e) –
or (– / +) – (3b). Less frequently, polarity may remain constant, either affirmative (+ / +) – (3d) – or negative (– / –) – (3c).
Prosodically, VTQs (especially the reversed type) tend to have a nuclear accent, be uttered with a falling tone, and be
preceded and followed by phrasal prosodic boundaries in turn-final, sentence-final or phrase-final position, typically
obtaining a confirmatory reply (for overviews see e.g., Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006; Kim and Ahn, 2008; Axelsson,
2011a, 2011b; Kimps, 2018; Gómez González, 2018, 2020).

In contrast, ITQs – (4) – may be triggered by invariable / invariant lexical QTs (e.g. yes? / yeah?, ok / okay? – (4b),
(4d) – (Quirk et al., 1985: 814, 1115), intonational QTs (eh?, hunh?) – (4e) – (Bublitz, 1979; Holmes, 1983), reduced
non-concordant yes/no questions QTs (e.g. (is that) right (and variations), isn’t that so, don’t you think, wouldn’t you
say) – (4a) – (Quirk et al., 1985: 814, 1115), or disjunctive QTs like or not and or what – (4c) – (Govindan and Pillai,
2009). IQTs stay the same regardless of the structure of the ANC, which are generally declarative clauses as in
VQT. IQTs may also keep polarity constant – (4d) – or they may reverse it – (4a), (4c). But, unlike their variable coun-
terparts, additional patterns emerge as some IQTs (e.g., eh?) – (4e) – have no marks of polarity and therefore are
polarity-neutral. Furthermore, ITQs generally show a higher tendency to display constant positive polarity patterns
and to obtain no response from addresses, among other differences (see e.g., Quirk et al., 1985: 814; Norrick, 1995;
Biber et al., 1999: 210 ; Andersen, 2001; Stenström et al., 2002; Columbus, 2010; Axelsson, 2011a; Torgersen
et al., 2011; Pichler, 2013; Gómez González, 2018, 2020; inter alios).

Turning to Portuguese, since it is a null-Subject language in which pronominal Subjects are not generally lexically
realized, IQTs show more variation lexically and phonetically as different forms are used depending on whether they
are accented or deaccented (Cruz-Ferreira, 1981; Martins, 2006; Moniz et al., 2011). In addition, we distinguish four
types of TQs depending on the degree of dependency of QTs upon their ANCs: variable, partially variable, partially
invariable and invariable, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (Martins, 2006; Gómez González, 2014).

Constructions like (5) and (6) below occupy opposite extremes as ITQs and VTQs, respectively. In (5), não é ver-
dade?, certo? and polarity-neutral eh? are regarded to trigger ITQs because they stay the same regardless of the
morpho-syntactic features of the ANC (tense, verbal agreement and polarity); whereas não sabe? in (6) is classified
as variable because it changes in accordance with such features. In contrast, examples like (7) to (9) show in-
between degrees of dependency or variability. Não foi? – (7) – is a partially variable TQ because it reproduces the tense
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and verb agreement of the ANC, but it uses the verb ser ‘be’ instead of repeating that of the ANC and is restricted to
reversed polarity patterns. Examples like não é? (8) and pois não? (9), in turn, are illustrations of the partially invariable
type because they stay the same regardless of the tense and verbal agreement features of their ANCs, although they
have a more restricted distribution than IQTs. In their invariant use, não é? is biased towards reversed polarity patterns
(+ / –) while pois não? occurs only in constant negative (– / –) patterns.4
(5)
4 F
Allert
a.
or fu
on (2
é o big brother que está lá em cima / não é verdade? <CORALRpmedin03>
‘it’s the big brother who is up there, isn’t that right?’
b.
 eu começo aqui a fazer uma ordenação // <|certo|> ? e depois esta começa logo aqui a seguir // e /
&eh < CORALR-pnatte02>
‘Here I start to put things in order right? and then it starts right after eh’
c.
 não era político // <hã ? nem era militar // <CORALRpmedts02>
‘he wasn’t a politician eh? not a soldier either
(6)
 sabe onde é o liceu Filipa de Vilhena/ não sabe? <CORALRppubdl03>
‘you know where Filipa de Vilhena high school is, don’t you?’
(7)
 E ele estudou / ele estudou/ fora / não foi? <CORALRpfammn15>
‘And he studied, he studied abroad, didn’t he?’
(8)
 Em princípio não improvisarão / não é ? < CORALRpfamcv10>
‘In principle they will not improvise, right?
(9)
 E / não há dúvidas / pois não? <CORALRpfammn01>
‘And there are no doubts, are there?
Both VTQs and ITQs may deviate from these general tendencies. Focusing on the latter, one such case is isn’t it? – (10)
–, the most common variable tag question in Standard British English and American English (Tottie and Hoffmann,
2006; Gómez González, 2014, 2018), which is pervasively used as an ITQ in several (colloquial) varieties of English
(i.e., Welsh, Singapore, Malaysian, Indian, Hong Kong or Cameroonian English) (Achiri-Taboh, 2015; Takahashi,
2014; Criado Peña, 2016). A similar phenomenon occurs in Portuguese with the variable QT não é?. It may be used
as a partially invariable QT – (8) – and as an IQT that “is able to replace all other tags except the disjunctive ones”
and “carries no meaning of tense” even in the standard varieties, as explained by Cruz-Ferreira (1981: 346). In addition,
tag questions may be added to phrases or to incomplete or truncated clausal ANCs – (11) –, or they may also occur
medially – (12) – or be stacked in the QT slot, in which case they either stick to the one type – (13) –, or combine both
– (12a) (Gómez González, 2014, 2018, 2020). The sequencing of QTs offers a research window on the discourse-
functional structure of the right clause periphery within and across languages, mirroring the increasing number of inves-
tigations on discourse marker organization in the left clause periphery (Fraser, 2013; Tagliamonte, 2016). Such an anal-
ysis, however, lies beyond the scope of this study.
rther discussion of the issue of tag question variability from a cross-linguistic perspective, see Tottie and Hoffmann (2006),
009), Axelsson (2011b), Mithun (2012), and Hoffmann et al. (2014), among others.
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(10)
5 Alth
(Fische
howev
6 Oth

TQs de
to both
oug
r, 20
er, u
er in
pen
A a
John doesn’t eat fish, isn’t it? (Achiri-Taboh, 2015: 51)
(11)
 a.
 Shelf on the top front room OK? < ICE-GB:S1B-073 #140:1:C >
b.
 *JOS: [<] < o factor > cultural / <não acha> ? CORALRppubdl10>
‘JOS: the cultural factor, don’t you think?'
(12)
 a.
 But everybody talks about them you see? don’t they? as being so marvellous <,> < ICE-GB:S1A-016
#203:1:D >
b.
 Se não tivesse havido / o dinheiro / inicial / posto / pelo programa ciência / de / de / da / da &j / da JNICT da
altura / <não é? / da junta> / de investigação científica // <CORALR- pfammn17>
‘If it hadn’t been for the initial money put in by the science program of the JNICT at the time, hadn’t it? from the
council of scientific research’
(13)
 B.
 Let’s look at the women. So we can discuss it yeah OK yeah right < ICE- GB:S1A-090 #131:1:B>
C.
 Ok brilliant
2.2. A functional model for the tag question paradigm

This study proposes a unified functional model – Table 1 – for the description of the tag question paradigm within and
across languages. Extending prior work that used this framework to explore mostly VTQs across languages (Gómez
González, 2014, 2018, 2020), the model is now applied to compare and contrast ITQs in British English (BEITQs)
and European Portuguese (EPITQs) according to four kinds of stance (epistemic, deontic, attitudinal, and textual)
and eight functionalities (informational, affective, challenging, hortatory, facilitative, focusing, phatic and regulatory), with
corresponding descriptions at the locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary levels.5

The first stance type corresponds to statement-question ITQs used to negotiate shared knowledge, comprising such
examples as (4a), (4c), (5a) or (5c) above categorized as epistemic and information/verification-seeking that are in many
cases overlapping. The category includes ITQs that expect the supply of additional information or verification, as well as
those that trigger a confirmatory response regarding information known to both speaker and addressee, assuming that
these uses often coalesce in natural discourse.6 In this case speakers position themselves along an epistemic or knowl-
edge scale including different degrees of certainty, likelihood and evidentiality (grounds for speakers’ judgments) (Biber
et al., 1999, 2018; Boye, 2012).

Deontic or action-seeking ITQs are used as softening strategies to get the addressee to do something. They express
deontic stance or the speakers’ positions towards three main parameters: necessity / obligation, permission / possibility /
ability and causation / effort (Lyons, 1977), as represented in the above examples concerning a desired action. Two
subtypes of deontic ITQs are recognized: hortatory and facilitative, which generally are indexed by expressions of will-
ingness or commitment (ok?, eh?), as well as affirmative polarity markers (yeah?, right?, está bem?), and mostly have
the perlocutionary effect of triggering the desired actions. As hortatory devices, TQs range from demanding as in com-
mands and requests – (4b), (13) – to offering and invitations – (14). A variant of the latter, facilitative are predominantly
used as positive politeness strategies to invite the interlocutor(s) to take the discourse floor and continue talking, as
shown in (4d) and (15).
(14)
 a.
h

lt
v
d
n

B: See how the gig goes eh? < ICE-GB:S1A-099 #348:2:B>
b.
 /depois a gente vê isso> / <|está bem|> ? <CORALRptelpv11>
‘then, we will see that, ok?
ITQs are potentially multifunctional and consequently may target the joint expression of more than one meaning at a time
06), we assume they can be ascribed a predominant or primary function in a specific discourse context. This decision,
imately, depends on the speaker’s or analyst’s interpretation.
estigations (Brazil, 2008; Axelsson, 2011a, 2014; Kimps, 2016) distinguish three different subtypes of information-seeking
ing on the event-type encoded: A-event (known to A, but not to B), B-event (known to B, but not to A), and AB-event (known
d B) (Labov, 1972; Labov and Fanshel, 1977).
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(15)
Table
A func

Focus

Interac

Interac
*JOS: [<] < o factor > cultural / <não acha> ? <CORALRppubdl10>
‘JOS: the cultural factor, don’t you think?'
*NAZ: [<] < cultural > também // sim // também o factor cultural / acho que sim // também // isso
‘Naz: cultural, also, yes, also the cultural factor, I think that yes, also that.
Within the attitudinal category, affective ITQs show speakers’ attitude to propositions, conveying subjective evaluation /
appreciation, frustration, and so on (Biber et al., 1999, 2018; Hyland, 2005a). They are often indexed by means of an
adjective or some sort of (usually intensified) adjectival phrase (tão lindo ‘so nice’) or evaluative expression (problem),
as in (16) below. Challenging ITQs, on the other hand, are generally used as confrontational strategies to boost the force
of a negative, threatening, or aggressive speech act. Within this group are also included ITQs expressing mirativity or
surprise, that is, reactions of the “unprepared mind” (Andersen, 1998: 308–311) towards an event “somehow not con-
sonant with the current state of mind of the speaker” (Aksu-Koç and Slobin, 1986: 160), mostly marking a disalignment
with the co-participant or a perceived incongruence with the situation (Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer, 2007; Kimps,
2007, 2018). This occurs in (4e) above, where the “unprepared mind” expresses an exclamative ANC with an evaluation
noun (hell), as well as in (17) below, where a scornful criticism is made about the seaworthiness of an old vessel (vossa
caravela): the counter-expectation (that it can still sail despite its many years) triggers a humorous effect (see also e.g.,
Algeo, 1990, 2006; Holmes, 1995; Biscetti, 2006; Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006).
(16)
 a.
1
tiona

on

tiona

tive
Mummy’s always had this Vienna problem OK? <,> ICE-GB:S1A-032 #264:2:A>
b.
 Era um tempo tão lindo // não é /?<CORALRpfamdl03>
‘It was such a nice time, wasn’t it?’
l framework for BEITQs and EPITQs.

Stance
Types

Functional
Types

Illocutionary
level

Perlocutionary level

l Addressee Epistemic Informational Statement-
Question
Blends

Answer
Verification
Confirmation
Acknowledgement
vs.
Disclaimer
Refutation
Contradiction

No verbal response: Backchannel
feedback (not evident) No response or
paralinguistic features

Deontic Hortatory
Facilitative

Order
Command
Suggestion
Request
Invitation

Undertaking
vs.
Denial

Speaker Attitudinal Affective
Challenging

Evaluation
Threat
Joke

Agreement
Response
Appreciation
vs.
Disagreement
Rejection

Interaction Textual Focusing
Regulatory
Phatic

Follow-ups
Repairs

Confirmation
Verification
Backchannels
vs.
Refutation
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(17)
 Desde que a vossa caravela da / hhh / dos quinhentos anos não navegou / não é / ? <CORALRpfamdl04>
‘Since your five hundred caravel didn’t sail, right?’
Finally, textual ITQs are used as textual stance markers to organize the conversation in reflection of the speakers’ line of
reasoning or topic management strategies (Tomaselli and Gatt, 2015). This functional type is displayed in (12) above
illustrating the focusing use (Carter and McCarthy, 2006; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2018, 2020). The insertion of
the IQTs within their respective ANCs focuses attention on both the pre-tag and post-tag slots that are realized in sep-
arate intonation units keeping an informational balance between them as both receive focal prominence. In all these
cases, a shared thematic perspective is intended to be acknowledged by the addressee in the pre-tag slot, namely
the fact everybody talks in (12a), and the science program of the JNICT in (12b). At the same time, the post-tag con-
stituents are placed in rhematic position within the ITQ and therefore receive end focus prominence, expressing what is
said about them (being so marvellous) or specifying the funding institution’s name (da junta de investigação científica).

Also included in the textual category are ITQs fulfilling a phatic function for controlling contact – (18) – in the sense
that they are used to maintain, verify or follow-up the communication channel and understanding between the partici-
pants (Cruz Ferreira, 1981; Holmes, 2001; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2018, 2020). The examples in (19), in turn,
are assigned to the regulatory or “narrative” subtype (Columbus, 2010; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2018, 2020). In
this type, ITQs help organize the processing of information including topic organization (closing, emphasizing), thematic
corrections, false starts, “performance errors” or such idiosyncratic uses as repeating the same TQ within a turn and
throughout a conversation.
(18)
 a.
 So this F X tends to infinity right? <,>
b.
 ORQ: fomos a um restaurante brasileiro // �|está bem|� ? <CORALRptelpv08>
‘we went to a Brazilian restaurant, right?
(19) a. I mean just to give you a sort of swift example supposing uhm you 've got a chain of gas stations a chain of

petrol stations uhm and they have one independent competitor who sets up in business selling low petrol OK?
b.
 GRA: Dava então muitas aulas / só / a pessoas / já formadas // normalmente médicos / e engenheiros // <não
é> ? <CORALRpfamcv03>
‘GRA: At the time you taught many classes only to graduates normally doctors and engineers, right?
The four kinds of stance and eight functional types of ITQs described so far are grouped into two more general cate-
gories: interactive or interactional (Thompson, 2001; Hyland, 2005a, b; among others). In their interactive use, ITQs
are resorted to as (focusing, phatic or regulatory) textual cues that guide addressees through the interactions. In their
interactional capacity, ITQs are (epistemic, deontic or attitudinal) discourse strategies used to involve the co-participants
collaboratively in the development of the discourse, as will be further detailed in Section 4. But let us first clarify some
methodological issues.

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Linking up with prior research (Gómez González, 2014, 2018), the data were extracted from two available corpora:
the spoken component of the International Corpus of English-Great Britain – Release 2 (ICE-GB) (Nelson et al., 2002),
composed of 637,562 words and 300 texts, and the European Portuguese subcorpus of the Integrated Reference Cor-
pora for Spoken Romance Languages (C-ORAL-ROM) (Cresti and Moneglia, 2005), consisting of 384,123 words and
152 texts. For the retrieval, the search utility programs ICE-CUP III (ICE-GB) and Contextes (C-ORAL- ROM) were
used. We ran lexical searches for the IQTs listed and aligned as translation equivalents in Table 2, based on prior
literature on the constructions in the two languages (BEIQTs and EPIQTs) (Bublitz, 1979; Holmes, 1983; Quirk



Table 2
IQTs under inspection in this study.

BEIQTs EPIQTs

1. all right?
2. am I right?
3. right?

1. está bem?
2. está certo?
3. estou certo?
4. (estás de) acordo
5. (está) correto?
6. certo?
7. verdade?

4. is that right?
5. isn’t that right?
6. isn’t that so?

8. está certo?
9. não está certo?

10. não é verdade?
11. não é assim?

7. don’t you think? 12. não acha(s)?
13. não te parece?

8. eh? 14. eh?
15. hã?
16. hhh?

9. okay?
10. is it ok?

17. okay? / ok?
18. está okay?

11. or not? 19. ou não?
12. or what? 20. ou quê?
13. see?
14. you see?

21. vês?
22. está(s) a ver?

15. yeah? 23. sim?
16. innit? / VTQ 24. não é? / né? (contracted form)
17. no? / VTQ 25. não?

VTQ 26. não já?
27. pois não?
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et al., 1985; Andersen, 2001; Columbus, 2010; Gómez González, 2014, 2018; Cruz-Ferreira, 1981; Rodrigues, 1999;
Santos, 2003; Martins, 2009, 2013).7

We had to prune and code the data manually as neither of the two corpora is tagged for ITQs. So, the next step
involved determining if the tokens retrieved (cf. Table 2) followed the criteria to be considered BEIQTs and EPIQTs, both
structurally (QT invariance irrespectively of ANC features) and prosodically (phrasing and intonation contour).8 This task
was especially daunting in Portuguese because, among other reasons, variable and partially variable – (7) – QTs with
ser? had to be discarded, whereas instances of invariable and partially invariable QTs with não é? – (8) – had to be
included in the sample. We tagged and annotated the selected BEITQs and EPITQs on the basis of the sixteen vari-
ables specified in Appendix A, as illustrated in Table 3 comparing the analyses of the ITQs in (20).
(20)
7 It w
já? an
accord
invaria
8 Ph

determ
questio
Ferreir
a.
ill be
d poi
ance
ble.
rasin
ine
ns l
a (19
B. I can put there my mother’s right? <ICE-GB:S1B-080 #238:1:B>
A.
 Yeah, OK, and initials
b.
 TER: ou / será que / &ah / quando nós estamos a crescer/ as nossas células são substituídas muito mais
rapidamente / <|certo|>? <CORALRpmedsc01>
‘or it is that when we are growing up, our cells are replaced much more quickly, right?’
CON: não // numa fase de crescimento / o ritmo de divisão das células / é muito menor
‘no// in a growth phase / cells’ division rate is much slower’
observed that in Table 2BEIQTs have several translation equivalent EPIQTs,while establishedEPIQTs like não?, não é?, não
s não? may be translated by equivalent BEIQTs (innit?, no?) or by variable questions tags (VQTs) which would change in
with their ANCs. However, in the English translations of the EPIQTs offered in this paper, whenever possible, TQswill be kept

g (whether integrated within a syntactic unit or turn, or separated from it) and intonation contour (falling or rising) helped us
the structural configuration of invariable question tags. However, a systematic analysis of the prosody of invariable tag
ied beyond the scope of this work. Details about the prosody of question tags and tag questions can be found in Cruz-
81), Moniz et al. (2016), Dehé and Braun (2013), Kimps (2018) or Gómez González (2020), among others.



Table 3
Exemplification of empirical analysis.

Variables and values (20a) (20b)

A. Dependent variables
1. Function information phatic*

B. Independent variables
Bi. Grammatical
2. IQT type right? certo?
3. IQT position final
4. Meta-polarity constant
5. Polarity positive-positive
6. Mood (ANC) declarative
7. Truncated ANC no
8. Clause type (ANC) simple complex-sub
9. Type of Subject (ANC) pronoun noun
10. Type of subject (IQT) not applicable
11. IQT tense not applicable
12. ANC tense present

Bii. Dialogic
13. Response other reply

Biii. Generic
14. Genre public dialogic discourse

Biv. Sociolinguistic
15. Sex female
16. Age 18–25 unknown

*This example has been analyzed as phatic because it is used to verify the correct understanding. Alternatively, it could also be
classified as informational if the emphasis is laid on the provision of information about cell reproduction.
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To avoid data dispersion in the genre variable, text types were organized according to three parameters that are
used in both corpora to classify texts, i.e., monologic discourse (e.g., political speeches, legal presentations, confer-
ences, or weather forecasts), private/informal dialogic discourse (e.g., face-to-face conversations or telephone conver-
sations) and public/formal dialogic discourse (e.g., interviews, political debates or broadcast discussions), as displayed
in Table 4. This allowed us to compare ITQ distribution across the private/informal-public/formal and dialogic-monologic
divides in the two languages.

Each author analyzed the language sample she felt most confident with, but the most challenging cases were dis-
cussed and agreed upon jointly. To ensure that our annotations were consistent and reliable, we fully annotated 30
instances of ITQs in parallel. As a measure of reliability in the annotation, we used Cohen’s Kappa (Siegel and
Castellan, 1988) for estimating the agreement value. We calculated unweighted kappa values, measuring categorical
agreement between the two judges for each of the sixteen labelling variables, which involved two to eleven options
(e.g., two for IQT position vs. eleven for ANC tense). In all but one cases, Kappa values were above 0.90, which is con-
sidered to be almost perfect agreement (Landis and Koch, 1977). The only value below 0.90 was 0.80 for Function,
which is probably the most subjective of the categories due to the multifunctionality of ITQs, as already noted (cf. fn.
4). The agreement is nonetheless also substantial for this category. We thus feel that these are very high levels of
agreement, rendering the annotations valid and reproducible.

Finally, to place our results on a firmer footing, statistical analyses were performed in three stages with R Statistical
Software (R Core Team, 2020) using the packages vcd (Meyer et al., 2020) and Goodman and Kruskal’s tau measure
(Agresti, 2012; Pearson, 2020) for estimating association statistics, as well as Boruta package for feature selection
(Kursa and Rudnicki, 2010a, 2010b). First, in order to answer RQ # 1 to RQ # 4 presented in the introduction, descriptive
statistics with percentages and raw frequencies for BEIQTs and EPIQTs were obtained, as well as whenever necessary
and possible, normalized frequencies per ten thousand words (nfpttw). In addition, to address RQ # 5 and also to avoid
problems derived from cells with low expected counts, v2 tests were first used with simulated p-values (of expected fre-
quencies) in contingency tables cells in order to evaluate the association between categorical variables. The selected
alpha (a) was set to 0.05 so that equal or lower p-values were considered as significant results. To control the false
discovery rate (expected proportion of false discoveries among rejected null hypothesis) p-values were then adjusted



Table 4
Classification of tex types in ICE-GB vs C-Oral-Rom-Portuguese.

Genre ICE-GB text types - codes C-ORAL-ROM text types - codes

private/informal dialogic discourse face-to-face conversations - S1A-001 to 090
telephone conversations - S1A-091 to 100

private/family conversations – pfamcv01 to 12
private/family/ dialogues – pfamdl01 to 31
private telephone conversations – ptelef01 to 17

public/formal dialogic discourse classroom lessons - S1B-001 to 020
broadcast discussions - S1B-021 to 040
broadcast interviews - S1B-041 to 050
parliamentary debates - S1B-051 to 060
legal cross-examinations - S1B-061 to 070
business transactions - S1B-071 to 080

public/formal dialogues – pubdl01 to 11
interviews – medin01 to 05
talk shows – medts01 to 03
political debates – pnatpd01 to 05
professional explanation – pnatpe01
business conversation – pnatbu01 to 03
law conversation - pnatla01

monologic discourse spontaneous commentaries – S2A-001 to 020
unscripted speeches - S2A-021 to 050
demonstrations - S2A-051 to 060
legal presentations - S2A-061 to 070
broadcast news - S2B-001 to 020
broadcast talks - S2B-021 to 040
non-broadcast speeches - S2B-041 to 050

family/private monologues – fmmn1 to 24
public/formal monologues – pubmn01 to 07
meteo/weather forecast – medmt01 to 10
news – mednw01
reportages – medrp01 to 02
scientific reports – medsc01 to 02
sport – medsp01 to 03
political speech – pnatps01 to 03
preaching - pnatpr01 to 02
conferences - pnatco01 to 03
professional explanation – pnatpe02
law monologue – pnatla02
teaching - pnatte01 to 03
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using Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) method. The null hypothesis of the test was independence (no association)
between the two categorical variables. In a second stage, contingency coefficient (CC) and Goodman and Kruskal’s
tau measures were used to evaluate the association strength between variables: CC (estimated from chi-square and
sample size) helped us determine whether two variables were independent or dependent of each other (the closer to
one, the greater the association between variables). Goodman and Kruskal’s tau measure, on the other hand, allowed
us to measure asymmetric associations assuming that the association between variables x and y does not have to be
the same as that existing between y and x. The closer the value is to one, the greater the association is between vari-
ables. Two types of measures were obtained: tauxy s (x, y) or forward associations, and tauxy s (y, x) or backward asso-
ciations, where x was our response variable (Function) and y represented each of the independent variables for which
association with x was estimated (IQT type, IQT position, etc.). We were interested in finding out whether it was Function
that determined the features of ITQs across the independent variables, if forward associations were obtained s (x, y); or
whether it was the values of the independent variables that predicted the function of ITQs, in which case backward asso-
ciations would emerge s (y, x). Lastly, the Boruta algorithm was employed to identify the most relevant features of the
proposed functional types in order to obtain a model of their predicted associations for BEITQs and EPITQs.

4. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS: DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The descriptive and crosslinguistic adequacy of the unified functional model for the tag question paradigm presented
in Section 2.2 is attested here on the basis of 539 invariable tag questions retrieved from the spoken component of ICE-
GB and the European Portuguese subcorpus of C-ORAL-ROM concerning sixteen variables of analysis (Appendix A).
The overall purpose of the study is to unveil the “bundles” of features that characterize each and every functional type of
invariable tag questions posited in this study. Specifically, what follows reveals the findings of the five research ques-
tions presented in the Introduction taking Function as the observed variable.

4.1. RQ # 1: Frequencies of BEITQs and EPITQs and their functional types

Table 5 shows that in our sample EPITQs are not only five times as frequent as BEITQs (N = 397 (10.3 nfpttw) vs.
N = 142 (2.2 nfptt)), but also more functionally varied attesting the eight functionalities considered in the framework
(Table 1).



Table 5
Functional types across BEITQs and EPITQs.

Rank BEITQs
N = 142

EPITQs
N = 397

1 informational 75 (52.8%) regulatory 162 (40.8%)
2 attitudinal 45 (31.7%) informational 91 (22.9%)
3 focusing 12 (8.5%) attitudinal 67 (16.9%)
4 hortatory 5 (3.5%) phatic 51 (12.8%)
5 phatic 4 (2.8%) focusing 11 (2.8%)
6 regulatory 1 (0.7%) hortatory 11 (2.8%)
7 challenging (–) facilitative 3 (0.8%)
8 facilitative (–) challenging 1 (0.3%)
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BEITQs register only six with no tokens of the challenging and facilitative uses. Furthermore, the two languages
report different functional rankings. The numbers in Table 5 reveal that EPITQs tend to be used as textual devices
(56.4%) (especially regulatory, phatic or focusing) or, to a lesser degree, as statement-question blends to share infor-
mation (22.9%) or as (dis)alignment strategies to negotiate attitudinal stance (16.9%). In contrast, BEITQs are mostly
used as informational (52.8%) or attitudinal strategies (31.7%), the textual (mostly focusing) usage representing only
12%. Deontic ITQs (hortatory and facilitative) record the lowest frequency across the two languages (lower than 4%).

These results complement those reported in previous investigations (e.g., Gómez González, 2014, 2018; McGregor,
1995, 1997; Axelsson, 2011b; Kimps, 2018). Interestingly enough, the same functional scales were obtained for the use
of VTQs in the two language varieties under inspection (Gómez González, 2014: 21). It can thus be concluded that in
(European) Portuguese, both ITQs and VTQs are predominantly used as interactive or textual strategies (Gómez
González, 2014), whereas in (British) English both types of TQs are mostly used in their interactional capacities (epis-
temic and attitudinal) (McGregor, 1995, 1997; Axelsson, 2011b; Gómez González, 2014; Kimps, 2018), even if BEITQs
exhibit a higher incidence of textual usages than the variable type (Gómez González, 2018). This finding, however, not
only seems to question previous claims that only a minority of TQs are really information-seeking (Kimps, 2018). This
usage ranks first and second in the BEITQs and EPITQs in our sample, respectively, as well as in their variable coun-
terparts according to previous studies (Gómez González, 2014). This result also underscores the importance of the tex-
tual capacity of TQs, whether variable or invariable. This aspect has been underexplored in the English literature, but it
has received ample attention in studies examining TQs in Romance languages (Cortés and Camacho, 2005; Pons
Bordería, 1998; Portolés, 1998; Rodríguez Muñoz, 2009).

In addition, a possible explanation for the scarcity of deontic (hortatory and facilitative) IQTs in the two languages is
that speakers generally avoid the face threatening force of expressions with obligation meaning (Biber et al., 1999: 489),
and, if they do use them, they tend to resort to other grammatical devices (modal auxiliaries) as deontic markers. Like-
wise, the informality of the conversations could explain why deontic IQTs may prove unnecessary or inappropriate.

Turning to the association between function and IQT type, Table 6 reveals that, out of the seventeen types of
BEIQTs, only thirteen were recorded in the sample as there was no record of isn’t that so?, is it ok?, innit? and no? This
result confirms the findings of prior investigations attributing the IQT use of innit? and no? to other varieties of English
(Algeo, 1990; Stenström et al., 2002; Columbus, 2010; Achiri-Taboh, 2015; Criado Peña, 2016; among others). In addi-
tion, Table 6 shows that there is an overall direct proportional relation between frequency of functional type and marker
variation. It can be observed that informational BEITQs display eleven of the thirteen BEIQT types detected (with the
exception of isn’t that right? and see?), and the attitudinal category nine (with no records of am I right, don’t you think,
is that right? and or what?). In contrast, the other functional types register a narrower range of BEIQTs: hortatory (ok?,
eh?, right?, yeah?), focusing (right?, you see?, all right?), phatic (ok?, right?) and regulatory (is that right?). All in all, the
most frequent BEIQT is ok? (26%), followed by right? (19.7%), and yeah? (12.0%). The remaining ten types register
percentages below 10%.

In the case of EPITQs, Table 7 displays the seventeen types registered in the corpus out of the twenty-five. No
records were found for (estás de) acordo?, está certo?, eh? (with 10 BEQT tokens), não é assim?, né?, não está certo?,
sim?, verdade?, vês?. The fact that no instance of isn’t that so? or não é assim? were found suggests a more limited use
in the two languages. Strikingly, unlike what happened in the English data set, 100% of the occurrences of the regula-
tory use (162), the prevalent one in (European) Portuguese, were performed by just one IQT, i.e., não é?.

This result provides evidence of the grammaticalization of não é? as a textual device, as well as of its pervasive use.
It registers scores for six of the seven functionalities under inspection, a tendency already perceived by Cruz-Ferreira
(1981). The two other textual uses, phatic and focusing, display more variation with eight (está a ver?, ok?, certo?, cor-
recto?, está bem?, hã?, não é?, não é verdade?) and three IQTs types (não é?, hã?, está a ver?), respectively. Turning



Table 6
Functional types of BETQIQTs.

BEIQT
N = 142

attitudinal
N = 45

focusing
N = 12

hortatory
N = 5

information N = 75 phatic
N = 4

Regulatory
N = 1

ok?
37 (26%)

25
(55.6%)

(–) 2
(40.0%)

7
(9.3%)

3
(75.0%)

(–)

right?
28/20%

4
(8.9%)

5
(41.7%)

1
(20.0%)

17
(22.7%)

1 (25.0%) (–)

yeah?
17/12%

2 (4.4%) (–) 1 (20.0%) 14 (18.7%) (–) (–)

you see?
14/9.9%

6 (13.3%) 5 (41.7%) (–) 3 (4.0%) (–) (–)

eh?
10/7.0%

2 (4.4%) (–) 1 (20.0%) 7 (9.3%) (–) (–)

is that right?
9/6.3%

(–) (–) (–) 8 (10.7%) (–) 1 (100.0%)

or not?
9/6.3%

1 (2.2%) (–) (–) 8 (10.7%) (–) (–)

all right?
6/4.2%

2 (4.4%) 2 (16.7%) (–) 2 (2.7%) (–) (–)

don’t you think?
4/2.8%

(–) (–) (–) 4 (5.3%) (–) (–)

or what?
4/2.8%

(–) (–) (–) 4 (5.3%) (–) (–)

see?
2/1.4%

2 (4.4%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

am I right?
1/0.7%

(–) (–) (–) 1 (1.3%) (–) (–)

isn’t that right?
1/0.7%

1 (2.2%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

Table 7
Functional types of EPIQTs.

EPIQT attitud
(N = 67)

challeng
(N = 1)

facilitat
(N = 3)

focusing
(N = 11)

hortatory
(N = 11)

informat
(N = 91)

phatic
(N = 51)

regulat
(N = 162)

está a ver? (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) (–) 16 (31.4%) (–)
não acha? 2 (3.0%) (–) 2 (66.7%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
ok? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 16 (31.4%) (–)
certo? 2 (3.0%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) 11 (21.6%) (–)
correcto? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (2.0%) (–)
está bem? (–) (–) (–) (–) 7 (63.6%) 3 (3.3%) 1 (2.0%) (–)
está okay? (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) (–) (–)
hã? (–) (–) (–) 2 (18.2%) (–) (–) 1 (2.0%) (–)
hhh? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) (–) (–)
não? 1 (1.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 28 (30.8%) (–) (–)
não é? 56 (83.6%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 8 (72.7%) 2 (18.2%) 33 (36.3%) 3 (5.9%) 162 (100.0%)
não é verdade? 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) 2 (3.9%) (–)
não já? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) (–) (–)
não te parece? (–) (–) 1 (33.3%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
ou não? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 15 (16.5%) (–) (–)
ou quê? 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) (–) (–)
pois não? (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 8 (8.8%) (–) (–)
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Table 8
The functions of equivalent EPIQT and EPIQT.

BEIQTs EPIQTs function

ok? okay? –
right? certo?/ correto? –
you see? está(s) a ver? –
eh? hã?

hhh?
–
informational

or not? ou não? informational
all right? está bem? –
don’t you think? não acha(s)?/ não te parece? –
or what? ou quê? –
isn’t that right? não é verdade? attitudinal
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to the second most frequent functionality, the informational type also exhibits marker variation, but is mainly expressed
by negative ITQs (92.4%), i.e., não é?, with the highest score, não?, ou não? and pois não?. The remaining 7.6% cor-
responds to two positive (está bem?, certo?) and one disjunctive (ou quê?) informational IQT. Hortatory (está bem, está
okay?, não?, não é verdade?) and challenging (não é?) EPIQTs also confirm a propensity towards negative polarity
IQT. This tendency was also observed in the variable type in this language (Gómez González, 2014), which confirms
the claim that in Portuguese questions tags tend to express negative polarity, explaining why they are generally referred
as marcadores de negação frásica ‘sentential negative markers’ (Gonçalves, 1995).

Lastly, the data also reveal that, while some IQTs seem to have an inherent function (am I right?, don’t you think?, or
what? – informational; see? – attitudinal; pois não?, ou não? – informational); others are more polyfunctional such as
ok? (attitudinal, informational, phatic, hortatory), you see? (informational, affective, focusing), não é? (registering seven,
out of eight, functionalities) or não é verdade? (affective, phatic and hortatory). However, it should be observed that, out
of the nine pairs of equivalent IQTs detected in our sample, only three of them share the same most frequent function,
as shown in Table 8 below. This seems to suggest that there are no one-to-one form-to-function correspondences
between IQT types across the two languages.

4.2. RQ # 2: Grammatical characteristics of functional types

Tables 9 and 10 (Appendix B) present the quantitative information corresponding to the grammatical characteristics
of the proposed functional types. Comparing the results, firstly, the numbers suggest that both BEIQTs and EPIQTs, but
especially the former, are normally appended to, rather than inserted within, their ANCs. The only exception is the focus-
ing type that registers the highest incidence of medial occurrences. This feature profiles a contrastive characteristic in
the tag question paradigm as the same positional tendencies have been observed for variable tag questions across the
two languages, even if IQTs show a more skewed distribution (Gómez González, 2014, 2018).

Secondly, considering (meta)polarity, the data uncover a stark contrast between the two data sets. In BEITQs, con-
stant positive polarity values are the most common across the six functional types (76.8% BE vs. 26.2% EP), no records
being registered of the constant negative pattern. Specifically, constant positive polarity schemes occur in 100% of the
occurrences of focusing and regulatory BEITQs, as well as in 80% of the hortatory type. The remaining patterns, includ-
ing all the occurrences of reversed patterns, cluster around the most frequent uses, i.e., information and attitudinal, in
keeping with the wider variation they also exhibit in other parameters of analysis. In EPITQs, on the other hand,
reversed polarity constructions are the general trend (72,0% EP vs. 13,4% BE), predominantly (+ / –) patterns. They
represent 70.7% of the Portuguese data set, as well as the majority of attitudinal (73.1%), facilitative (100%), focusing
(63.6%) informational (79.1%) and regulatory (87.7%) uses. Alternatively, constant (+ / +) patterns (13.6%) are only
found in three uses, most of them belonging to the phatic (82.4%) or hortatory (63.6%) types and only one token of
the focusing type. Constant (– / –) schemes (12.3%) are registered in more uses, but with lower frequencies overall:
attitudinal (19.4%), informational (14.3%), regulatory (12.3%), focusing (9.1%) and only one token in the focusing, phatic
and challenging (the only one) categories. Regarding neutral polarity, the ITQs seem to confirm the same tendency
across functional types in the two languages: there are more instances of positive neutral (7.7% BE vs. 1.8% EP) than
negative neutral (3% BE vs. 2.1% EP).

Zooming out these (meta)polarity results, three main contrastive conclusions are to be drawn in the light of relevant
literature. One is that in English invariable and variable question tags seem to deploy two complementary strategies
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concerning polarity: the former generally keep it constant, while the latter mostly reverse it (Aijmer, 1979; Biber et al.,
1999: 208; Quirk et al., 1985; Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006, 2009; Axelsson, 2011b; Gómez González, 2012, 2014, 2016,
2018; Kimps et al., 2014a; Kimps, 2018; Barron et al., 2015). The second conclusion is that this tendency cannot be
extrapolated to languages like Portuguese (nor possibly to other Romance languages), where negative QTs, whether
variable or invariable, are the general rule as already noted in the previous section. And thirdly, confirmations and devi-
ations from these tendencies have a functional underpinning (Biber and Egbert, 2016; Gómez González, 2014, 2018).
Broadly, in reversed patterns negative question tags are used to assess the anchor proposition as unexpected
(DeLancey, 2001: 370; Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer, 2007; Kimps, 2018) or as self-evident (Brazil, 2008: 36) or
as an alternative negative option in disjunctive tag questions, typically in informational and attitudinal uses in English
and as regulatory strategies in Portuguese. In contrast, polarity-neutral and affirmative ITQs are used, particularly in
English, as reinforcement strategies of a previous, usually but not necessarily, affirmative statement; or, otherwise, they
are generally associated with speakers’ negotiations of desired actions, as illustrated in (13), where four IQTs are
stacked (yeah OK yeah right) to involve the addressee in the proposal, to which s/he agrees.

Moving on to the fourth parameter, Mood, the large majority of ITQs in the two data sets, but particularly in Por-
tuguese, have declarative anchors. This is the only mood pattern that deploys all the functional capabilities recognized
in each language. Interrogative anchors, on the other hand, are much less frequent and are mostly found in informa-
tional ITQs, and less frequently in attitudinal ITQs in the two data sets. Even less frequent are imperative anchors. They
are restricted to hortatory EPITQs and also represent 100% of such use in BEITQs. In the English sample, however,
imperative anchors are also found to deploy attitudinal and phatic strategies. Exclamative anchors only occur in one
BEITQ with eh? – (4e).

To bring this section to an end, some regularities should be observed with regard to the remaining grammatical char-
acteristics of ITQs across the two languages. Most anchors are not truncated, especially in Portuguese (90% BEITQs
and 96% EPITQs). In English, only the anchor of informational tag questions is truncated, but they again represent a
minority in this use (18.7%). In Portuguese, truncated anchors generally display percentages below 14%, but across
a wider array of functions (facilitative, focusing, hortatory, informational, phatic and regulatory). Likewise, most anchors
are realized by simple clauses with present (particularly in English) or past (especially in Portuguese) tenses. However,
complex-subordinated sentences prevail in BEITQs with an attitudinal, focusing, and phatic function, as well as in the
focusing, hortatory and phatic EPITQs. As already noted, it is the most frequent uses that display a wider tense selection
in the two samples (informational and attitudinal in BE vs. regulatory and informational in EP), while choices are more
constrained in less frequent uses (focusing, regulatory, phatic in BE vs. facilitative and challenging in EP), hortatory
ITQs being associated with imperative ANCs. Lastly, the IQT Subject is reported as irrelevant (null realizations) or
not applicable in most cases across the two languages.

The above results partly confirm those obtained in previous investigations concerning VTQs in English (Axelsson,
2011b; Gómez González, 2012, 2016; Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006; Kimps, 2018, inter alios), contrasting VTQs across
languages (Gómez González, 2014) or comparing variable and invariable tag questions in English (Gómez González,
2018). The fact that most variable and invariable TQs in English and Portuguese have a declarative anchor, typical of
statements, followed by an interrogative pattern in the QT, associated with questions, underscores the unmarked blend-
ing of formal features and speech. At the semantic-pragmatic level, this blending suggests that speakers first use declar-
ative anchors to encode meaning from a knowledgeable status, and then use (in)variable question tags to express some
type of meaning imbalance that, at least formally, expects a response in order to level out such an imbalance. With this
strategy, at least formally, speakers present themselves as secondary knowers or secondary actors, and turn to the co-
participants as primary knowers or primary actors, sources or beneficiaries/addressees of the goals pursued in the com-
municative acts (Berry, 1981a, 1981b, 2016; Martin, 1992; Heritage et al., 2011; Kimps, 2018; Gómez González, 2018,
2020).

Nevertheless, the findings partly contravene the assumption that unmarked variable and invariable TQs share similar
characteristics and are always interchangeable. In addition to the functional disparities already noted, there also exist
grammatical divergencies that distinguish invariable and variable tag questions, for instance, those concerning such
parameters as ANC Tense, Type of Subject (ANC), Type of Subject (IQT) and IQT Tense. They are mostly related
to the formal make-up of the constructions and to the constraints imposed by the features of each language.

4.3. RQ # 3: Dialogic and generic features

Considering the dialogic level, Tables 11 and 12 show that, although all in all ITQs tend to receive no verbal response
both in the English (73.2%) and Portuguese (66.3%) data sets, other/self replies are registered particularly in the infor-
mational and attitudinal uses, a tendency that is more marked in Portuguese.



Table 11
Dialogic / Generic features of functional types of BEIQTs.

attitudinal
(N = 45)

focusing
(N = 12)

hortatory
(N = 5)

informational
(N = 75)

phatic
(N = 4)

regulatory
(N = 1)

Total
(N = 142)

Response
no 42 (93.3%) 11 (91.7%) 4 (80.0%) 42 (56.0%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%) 104 (73.2%)
other reply 3 (6.7%) (–) 1 (20.0%) 30 (40.0%) (–) (–) 34 (23.9%)
self reply (–) 1 (8.3%) (–) 3 (4.0%) (–) (–) 4 (2.9%)

Genre
private
dialog
205,608 w

17 (37.8%)
0.8 nfpttw

7 (58.3%)
0.3 nfpttw

4 (80.0%)
0.2 nfpttw

50 (66.7%)
2.4 nfpttw

(–) 1 (100.0%)
0.04 nfpttw

79 (55.6%)
3.8 nfpttw

public
dialog
171,059 w

28 (62.2%)
1.6 nfpttw

5 (41.7%)
0.3 nfpttw

1 (20.0%)
0.05 nfpttw

25 (33.3%)
1.4 nfpttw

4 (100.0%)
0.2 nfpttw

(–) 63 (44.4%)
3.6 nfpttw

Monologic
260,895 w

(–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

Table 12
Dialogic / Generic features of functional types of EPITQs.

attitudinal
(N = 67)

challeng
(N = 1)

facilit
(N = 3)

focusing
(N = 11)

hortat
(N = 11)

informat
(N = 91)

phatic
(N = 51)

regulat
(N = 162)

Total
(N = 397)

Response
no 49

(73.1%)
1
(100.0%)

(–) 10
(90.9%)

4
(36.4%)

9 (9.9%) 39
(76.5%)

151
(93.2%)

263
(66.2%)

other reply 15
(22.4%)

(–) 3
(100.0%)

1 (9.1%) 7
(63.6%)

81 (89%) 12
(23.5%)

9 (5.6%) 128
(32.2%)

self reply 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) (–) 2 (1.2%) 6 (1.6%)

Genre
private
dialogic
111,264 w

35
(52.2%)
3.1 nfpttw

1
(100.0%)
0.1 nfpttw

2 (66.7%)
0.2 nfpttw

1 (9.1%)
0.1 nfpttw

7
(63.6%)
0.6
nfpttw

54
(59.3%)
4.8 nfpttw

7 (13.7%)
0.6 nfpttw

41 (25.3%)
3.7 nfpttw

148
(37.3%)
13.3 nfpttw

public dialogic
107,818 w

16
(23.9%)
1.5 nfpttw

(–) 1 (33.3%)
0.1 nfpttw

6 (54.5%)
0.5 nfpttw

4
(36.4%)
0.4
nfpttw

28
(30.8%)
2.6 nfpttw

33
(64.7%)
3.1 nfpttw

51 (31.5%)
4.7 nfpttw

139 (35%)
12.9 nfpttw

monologic
165,041 w

16
(23.9%)
1 nfpttw

(–) (–) 4 (36.4%)
0.2 nfpttw

(–) 9 (9.9%)
0.5 nfpttw

11
(21.6%)
0.7 nfpttw

70 (43.2%)
4.2 nfpttw

110
(27.7%)
6.6 nfpttw
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This finding indicates that invariable and variable tag questions behave somewhat differently across the two lan-
guages. According to previous investigations (Gómez González, 2014, 2018), the latter show a slightly higher ten-
dency to obtain verbal responses. The lack of verbal responses in ITQs confirms the bleaching of their
questioning function in usage, especially in interactive or textual uses across the two languages. However, although
a minority (26.8% BEIQT and 33.8% EPITQs), there are also tokens evidencing the dialogic and conducive nature of
interactional (information-seeking or facilitative) invariable tag questions. These generally project a next turn as the
second-pair part of an adjacency pair, so that a confirmation is provided – as in (13c), (15), (20a) –, but less fre-
quently such dispreferred seconds as refutations – as in (20b) – may be offered (Ford et al., 2003; Axelsson,
2014). Further illustrations of the rhetorical nature of, especially interactive, ITQs are presented in (21), all self-
replied not allowing the addressee to intervene.
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(21)
9 Ne
publish
numbe
becau
sex an
and ag
situatio
ultimat
a.
ither
ed i
r of
se th
d ag
e va
n in
ely i
A: Debilitating right? Yes. Uhm. Uhm. < ICE-GB:S1A-061 #080:1:A>
b.
 NAT: há quarenta e tal anos / não é ? pois / há quarentas e &mui / quarenta e cinco para aí
<CORALRpfammn15>
NAT: there-are forty and so years not is-PRESENT-3S? right / there-are forty and & many / forty five more or
less
NAT: ‘forty or so years ago, isn’t it? Right, forty and many, forty five more or less’
Turning to the contextual level, the scrutiny of Tables 11 and 12 confirms the dialogic nature of ITQs since they are farmore
used in dialogic than in monologic texts in the two languages. However, the frequency rate of the constructions in mono-
logues is much higher in the Portuguese data set (27%, 6.6 nfpttw), particularly in the regulatory use (43.2%, 4.2 nfpttw),
because no record was found in the English sample. Instead, BEITQs were evenly distributed between private (N = 79,
55.6%, 3.8 nfpttw) and public (N = 63, 44.4%, 3.6 nfpttw) dialogues. EPITQs, in contrast, exhibited a more balanced dis-
tribution across the three genres: private dialogues also registered the highest percentage (37.3%, 13.3 nfpttw), followed
by public dialogic discourse (35%, 12.9 nfpttw) and monologues (27.7%, 6.6 nfpttw). On closer inspection, it can also be
observed that, in BEITQs, only the attitudinal type registers a higher percentage in public than in private dialogues, while in
the other functionalities the tendency is reversed. Turning to the Portuguese sample, more common in private dialogic dis-
course are those serving interactional purposes (attitudinal, challenging, facilitative hortatory and informational), while
interactive EPITQs (focusing, phatic and regulatory) register higher percentages in public dialogic discourse.

These results uncover yet another finding of a comparative nature that is relevant to describe the tag question para-
digm. In prior work (Gómez González, 2014: 21), variable tag questions were reported to exhibit a similar generic dis-
tribution in the two languages under inspection. It appears then that in BE both variable and invariable tag questions
tend to be used in private informal conversations, whereas in EP tag questions seem to be more frequent in all domains,
including monologues. But, while according to Gómez González (2014) variable tag questions in Portuguese tend to be
more pervasive in public contexts, our data reveal that EPITQs show slightly higher scores in private dialogues.

More generally, the data seem to support the idea that it is the context and the participants’ roles that explain the
choice of a particular type and function of TQ, as also suggested in some prior investigations (e.g., Calnan and
Davidson, 1998: 31; Cameron et al., 1988: 86; Cheng and Warren, 2001: 1436; Gómez González, 2012, 2014,
2016, 2018; Kimps, 2018). A more detailed study of this issue, however, goes beyond the scope of this contribution.

4.4. RQ # 4: Sociolinguistic variation

Tables 13 and 14 summarize our data for the ITQ user’s Sex and Age parameters. Regarding Sex, 64.8% BEITQs
and 57.4% EPITQs were used by men.9 This result is in keeping with the expected distribution as in both corpora male
discourse predominates. In the spoken component of ICE-GB, 460,967 words are uttered by male speakers, while the
female set registers only 176,595 words. In C-ORAL-ROM, the proportion is 144 male and 117 female speakers. How-
ever, if we consider the nfpttw values in ICE-GB, it turns out that ITQs are more frequent overall in female discourse by
0.8 points (except for the phatic, regulatory and focusing types), while in the Portuguese data set women users outnum-
ber males in three functionalities (attitudinal, challenging and hortatory). This is in keeping with some prior studies
(Lakoff, 1975; Holmes, 1984; Cameron et al., 1988; Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 2003), but it contravenes the conclu-
sions of other investigations (e.g., Dubois and Crouch, 1975; Lapadat and Seesahai, 1977).

Finally, considering the age of ITQ users, Tables 13 and 14 seem to profile an age trend in the two languages
because the bulk of BEITQs and EPITQs cluster around the 46–65 and 41–60 age groups across most functional types,
which are also the age groups sampled with more speakers. Nevertheless, if the nfpttw values in ICE-GB are observed,
it turns out that speakers aged 18–25 use ITQs twice or more as much than the other age groups. In EPITQs, deviations
are detected in the challenging and phatic functional types, which show more frequent uses by the 26–40 age rank.
ICE-GB nor C-ORAL-ROM provide a way to obtain subcorpora according to sociolinguistic variables only, nor is there
nformation available on the corpus compilation statistics concerning metadata for each and all speakers. Furthermore, a
ITQs had to be assigned to the “Unknown” Age category across the two corpora (BEITQ N = 10 and EPEITQ N = 40)
e user’s age was not offered in those cases. Nevertheless, in C-ORAL-ROM we could obtain the number of speakers per
e (but not the number of words) for each set, while in ICE-GB we could calculate nfpttw in each category based on gender
riable searches in ICECUP 3.1 combined with WordCounts for each file after removing coding material. This is not an ideal
terms of this study, but it helps overcome the issues derived from the imperfect information in the corpora, which are

n the hands of the corpora compilers.



Table 13
Sociolinguistic variation across BEITQ functional types.

attitudinal
(N = 45)
nfpttw

focusing (N = 12)
nfpttw

hortatory (N = 5)
nfpttw

informational (N = 75)
nfpttw

phatic
(N = 4)
nfpttw

regulatory (N = 1)
nfpttw

Total
(N = )
nfpttw

Sex
male
460,967 w

30 (66.7%)
0.6

10 (83.3%)
0.2

3 (60.0%)
0.06

44 (58.7%)
0.9

4 (100.0%)
0.08

1 (100.0%)
0.02

92 (64.8%)
2

female
176,595 w

15 (33.3%)
0.8

2 (16.7%)
0.1

2 (40.0%)
0.1

31 (41.3%)
1.7

(–) (–) 50 (35.2%)
2.8

Age
18–25
82,731 w

6 (13.3%)
0.7

1 (8.3%)
0.1

3 (60.0%)
0.3

23 (30.7%)
2.8

(–) 1 (100.0%)
0.1

34 (23.9%)
4.1

26–45
316,506 w

17 (37.8%)
0.5

2 (16.7%)
0.06

(–) 27 (36.0%)
0.8

(–) (–) 46 (32.4%)
1.4

46–65
219,085 w

17 (37.8%)
0.8

7 (58.3%)
0.3

1 (20.0%)
0.04

18 (24.0%)
0.8

4 (100.0%)
0.2

(–) 47 (33.1%)
2.1

over 66
19,240 w

4 (8.9%)
2.07

(–) 1 (20.0%)
0.5

(–) (–) (–) 5 (3,5%)
2.6

Unknown 1 (2.2%) 2 (16.7%) (–) 7 (9.3%) (–) (–) 10 (7,1%)

Table 14
Sociolinguistic variation across EPITQ functional types.

attitudinal
(N = 67)

challeng
(N = 1)

facilit
(N = 3)

focusing
(N = 11)

hortat
(N = 11)

informat
(N = 91)

phatic
(N = 51)

regulat
(N = 162)

Total

Sex
male
N = 144

33 (49.3%) (–) 3 (100.0%) 9 (81.8%) 4 (36.4%) 53 (58.2%) 42 (82.4%) 84 (51.9%) 228 (57.4%)

female
N = 117

34 (50.7%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 2 (18.2%) 7 (63.6%) 38 (41.8%) 9 (17.6%) 78 (48.1%) 169 (42.6%)

Age
18–25
N = 37

7 (10.4%) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) 17 (18.7%) 1 (2.0%) 8 (4.9%) 34 (8.5%)

26–40
N = 40

21 (31.3%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 2 (18.2%) 2 (18.2%) 16 (17.6%) 26 (51.0%) 30 (18.5%) 98 (24.7%)

41–60
N = 69

29 (43.3%) (–) 2 (66.7%) 2 (18.2%) 8 (72.7%) 37 (40.7%) 19 (37.3%) 88 (54.3%) 185 (46.6%)

over 60
N = 8

8 (11.9%) (–) 1 (33.3%) 3 (27.3%) (–) 12 (13.2%) 1 (2.0%) 15 (9.3%) 40 (10.1%)

Unknown
N = 107

2 (3.0%) (–) (–) 3 (27.3%) 1 (9.1%) 9 (9.9%) 4 (7.8%) 21 (13.0%) 40 (10.1)
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Interestingly, despite the fact speakers whose age is unknown are the most numerous, they register the lowest relative
incidence of EPITQ use.

These findings, in particular those reported for BEITQ, seem to confirm the conclusions of prior investigations noting
that ITQs tend to be used by teenagers and younger speakers (Stenström, 1997, 2005; Stenström et al., 2002;
Andersen, 2001; Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006; Moore and Podesva, 2009; Kimps et al., 2014b; Kimps, 2018). Neverthe-
less, these corpus-based differences seem to be too small to attribute the age variable a significant impact on the choice
of ITQs functional types, as also concluded in other studies (Kimps et al., 2014b; Kimps, 2018; Gómez González, 2018),
among others.

4.5. RQ # 5: Significance of results and model of predicted associations

As can be seen in Table 15, all fifteen variables have a significant association with Function in the Portuguese data
set, according to both p-values and adjusted p-values. In English, in contrast, p-values register significant associations



Table 15
Significance of statistical analyses (p-value, CC and tau for Function).

Variables BEITQs EPITQs

p-
value

Signif Adjusted
p-value

Signif CC tauxy tauyx p-
value

Signif Adjusted
p-value

Signif CC tauxy tauyx

IQT type 0.031 * 0.0759 ns 0.658 0.116 0.298 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.852 0.361 0.408
IQT position 0.002 ** 0.0150 * 0.489 0.314 0.058 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.612 0.599 0.028
polaritiy 0.482 ns 0.4818 ns 0.336 0.071 0.063 0.003 ** 0.0037 ** 0.672 0.330 0.162
meta-polarity 0.105 ns 0.1431 ns 0.327 0.081 0.060 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.514 0.289 0.074
Type of
Subject
(ANC)

0.357 ns 0.3828 ns 0.354 0.036 0.072 0.029 * 0.0290 * 0.387 0.024 0.029

Type of
Subject
(IQT)

0.183 ns 0.2286 ns 0.304 0.066 0.024 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.462 0.271 0.048

Mood_(ANC) 0.006 ** 0.0244 * 0.665 0.287 0.097 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.632 0.290 0.042
IQT tense 0.097 ns 0.1431 ns 0.244 0.063 0.004 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.650 0.470 0.211
ANC tense 0.006 ** 0.0244 * 0.731 0.114 0.171 0.004 ** 0.0046 ** 0.676 0.132 0.127
Truncated
ANC

0.040 * 0.0759 ns 0.298 0.098 0.059 0.026 * 0.0284 * 0.265 0.076 0.014

Response 0.039 * 0.0759 ns 0.403 0.160 0.109 0.003 ** 0.0037 ** 0.640 0.394 0.203
Clause type
(ANC)

0.050 * 0.0833 ns 0.350 0.103 0.044 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.386 0.043 0.030

Sex 0.337 ns 0.3828 ns 0.199 0.041 0.010 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.244 0.063 0.010
Age 0.037 * 0.0759 ns 0.475 0.081 0.083 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.383 0.047 0.037
Genre 0.002 ** 0.0150 * 0.323 0.117 0.046 0.000 *** 0.0008 *** 0.417 0.106 0.061

p-values:***: p-value <= 0.001, **: 0.001 < p-value <= 0.01,*: 0.01 < p-value <= 0.05, ns: p-value > 0.05.

Table 16
Feature importance for BEITQs and EPITQs.

Rank BEITQs EPITQs

1 IQT type Response
2 Response IQT type
3 Mood (ANC) IQT tense
4 IQT position IQT position
5 Genres Polarity
6 Truncated (ANC) Mood(anchor)
7 Type of subject (ANC) Genres
8 ANC tense ANC tense
9 Type of subject (IQT) Type of subject (IQT)
10 IQT tense Age
11 Polarity Type of subject (ANC)
12 Age Sex
13 Clause type (ANC) Clause type (ANC)
14 Sex Truncated (ANC)
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only in nine variables, i.e., IQT position, Mood (ANC), ANC tense, Genre, IQT type, Truncated ANC, Response, Clause
type (ANC) and Age, although only the first four remain significant if adjusted p-values are considered.

Furthermore, if we consider Table 16 ranking the CCs showing significant association, the variables that register
higher values (both in BEITQs and EPITQs) are IQT type, Response, Mood (ANC), IQT position, and Anchor tense.10

Considering Goodman and Kruskall tau’s, although values are very low in the English data set (with the exception of tag
10 The variable Meta-polarity is eliminated from the model since it is constructed upon Polarity.



Fig. 2. Feature importance for BEITQs.
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position), forward associations (from Function to variables) display higher values and therefore seem to generally pre-
vail, particularly in EPITQs.

Additionally, Figs. 2 and 3 display the boxplots featuring the models of predicted associations for the characteristics
of EPITQs and BEITQs found in our sample based on the Boruta algorithm with 500 iterations. The colours green, yel-
low and red represent scores of statistically confirmed, tentative and rejected features, respectively.11 Accordingly,
Fig. 2 shows that the values of the nine features highlighted in green can be predicted for the functional types of
BEITQs, whereas Age, Polarity, Tag tense, Clause type and Sex are rejected. Turning to EPITQs, Fig. 3 indicates that
the values of eleven out of the fourteen variables under study (except for Clause type, Sex and Truncated ANC) can be
forecast for the proposed functional types.

To conclude, the most important variables in both data sets are Response and ITQ type, though in reverse order.
Importance values are higher in the Portuguese data set, in general, where forward associations (from Function to vari-
ables) are higher than backward ones (from variables to Function).
11 Additionally, blue represents a shadow feature. A shadow feature is a feature created by randomly permuting each variable in the
data frame, and they are used to set the score threshold for feature importance, allowing to confirm or reject the original variables. A
variable is of predictive usefulness when its Z score (i.e., the equivalent of importance score for shadow features) is higher than the
maximum Z score of the shadow feature. In the boxplots displayed in Figs. 2 and 3, the terms shadow mean, shadow min and shadow
max represent the distribution of the mean, minimum and maximum values of z score for shadow features over the 500 runs of the
Boruta algorithm, respectively.



Fig. 3. Feature importance for EPITQs.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

This study has offered a comparative characterization of invariable tag questions in British English and European
Portuguese. We have claimed that, although invariable and variable question tags can be modelled within the same
functional paradigm, they may not always be interchangeable in the same contexts mostly due to functional motivations,
although grammatical disparities have also been observed. In addition, qualitative and quantitative corpus-driven data
have been examined on eight functional types of invariable tag questions according to fifteen variables (Appendix A):
i.e., informational, affective, challenging, hortatory, facilitative, focusing, phatic and regulatory.

Using statistical significance tests, it has been determined that all the observed variables have a significant associ-
ation with the proposed functional types of invariable tag questions in Portuguese, whereas in English only nine cate-
gories are significant: Tag position, Mood (ANC), ANC tense, Genre, IQT type, Truncated anchor, Response, Clause
type (ANC) and Age. However, only the first four remain significant in the two languages if adjusted p-values are con-
sidered. Furthermore, comparing Contingency Coefficients, the highest values in both data sets are Response, ITQ
type, Tag position, ANC tense and Mood (ANC), the first two being the most important variables in the two languages
(though in reverse order). Goodman and Kruskall’s tau measures are higher in Portuguese, while they are very low in
English with the exception of IQT position. In both languages, particularly in Portuguese, forward associations (tauxy s
(x, y)) prevail, which suggests that Function determines the features of ITQs across the independent variables, exclud-
ing Clause type (ANC), Sex and Truncated (ANC) that were rejected.

Based on these results and on prior work, four overarching conclusions can be drawn. The first is that tag questions,
whether invariant or variant, are not only more frequently used, but also more functionally varied in Portuguese than in
English. Secondly, while in Portuguese both invariant or variant tag question are predominantly used as interactive or
textual strategies, in English the two types are mostly used in their interactional capacities (epistemic and attitudinal).
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Thirdly, we have seen that, while in Portuguese negative tag questions generally prevail (as well as in other Romance
languages), in English invariable and variable question tags seem to deploy two complementary polarity strategies, the
former generally keeping it constant (positive) and the latter mostly reversing it. Additionally, evidence has been pro-
vided that there are no one-to-one form-to-function correspondences between the nine equivalent invariable tag ques-
tions pairs detected in our English and Portuguese data sets.

Finally, the Boruta algorithm has been implemented to propose corresponding models of predicted associations with
nine and eleven variables for invariable tag questions in English and Portuguese, respectively. More specifically, we
have explained that the functions performed by invariable tag questions, especially in Portuguese, determine whether
a response is provided or not, as well as the ITQ type, the position of the IQT, alongside the Tense and Mood charac-
teristics of the ANC. All the other variables display a weaker or no significant association with the functional types of
invariable tag questions investigated.

Given the richness of the data and the theoretical breadth of the tag question paradigm, further research should con-
tinue to explore the pragmatic peculiarities of each and every type of invariable tag question, either for their own sake or
in contrast with the variable type or equivalent constructions across varieties and languages. Similarly, a more thorough
analysis focusing on speaker’s variables (e.g., role in interaction, gender and age) should be conducted in order to be
able to establish on firmer grounds the correlation of such variables to invariable tag question use.
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APPENDIX A

Variables and values used in the empirical analysis
A. Dependent variable
1. Function
1 = affective

2 = challenging
3 = facilitative
4 = focusing
5 = hortatory
6 = informational
7 = phatic
8 = regulatory
C. Independent variables
Bi. Grammatical
2. IQT type (cf. Table 2)
3. IQT position
1 = final

2 = medial
4. Meta-polarity
1 = reversed (1 = positive–negative, 2 = negative-positive)
2 = constant (3 = positive-positive, 4 = negative-negative)
3 = neutral (5 = positive-neutral, 6 = negative-neutral)
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5. Polarity
1 = positive–negative
2 = negative-positive
3 = positive-positive
4 = negative-negative
5 = positive-neutral
6 = negative-neutral
6. Mood (ANC)
1 = declarative
2 = interrogative
3 = imperative
4 = exclamative
7. Truncated ANC
1 = no
2 = yes
8. Clause type (ANC)
1 = simple
2 = complex-coord
3 = complex-sub
4 = not applicable
9. Type of Subject (ANC)
1 = noun
2 = pronoun
3 = null subject
4 = quantifier

5 = clause
6 = not applicable
10. Type of subject (IQT)
1 = null subject
2 = pronoun
3 = not applicable
11. IQT tense
1 = present
2 = continuous
3 = not applicable
12. ANC tense
1 = present
2 = past
3 = future
4 = perfect
5 = continuous
6 = gerund
7 = conditional
8 = imperative
9 = infinitive

10 = subjunctive
11 = not applicable
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Bii. Dialogic
Table 9
Grammatical features of functional types of BEITQs.

attitudinal
(N = 45)

focusing
(N = 12)

hortatory
(N = 5)

informational
(N = 75)

phatic
(N = 4)

regulatory
(N = 1)

Grammatical features
IQT position

medial (–) 4 (33.3%) (–) (–) (–) (–)
final 45 (100.0%) 8 (66.7%) 5 (100.0%) 75 (100.0%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%)

Meta-polarity
reversed 3 (6.7%) (–) (–) 16 (21.3%) (–) (–)
constant 40 (88.9%) 12 (100.0%) 4 (80.0%) 48 (64.0%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%)
neutral 2 (4.4%) (–) 1 (20.0%) 11 (14.7%) (–) (–)

Polarity
positive–negative 2 (4.4%) (–) (–) 12 (16.0%) (–) (–)
negative-positive 1 (2.2%) (–) (–) 4 (5.3%) (–) (–)
positive-positive 40 (88.9%) 12 (100.0%) 4 (80.0%) 48 (64.0%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%)
negative-negative (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
positive-neutral 1 (2.2%) (–) 1 (20.0%) 9 (12.0%) (–) (–)
negative-neutral 1 (2.2%) (–) (–) 2 (2.7%) (–) (–)

Mood (ANC)
declarative 43 (95.6%) 12 (100.0%) (–) 64 (85.3%) 3 (75.0%) 1 (100.0%)
interrogative 1 (2.2%) (–) (–) 10 (13.3%) (–) (–)
imperative 1 (2.2%) (–) 5 (100.0%) (–) 1 (25.0%) (–)
exclamative (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.3%) (–) (–)
13. Response
1 = no
2 = other reply
3 = self reply
Biii. Generic
14. Genre
1 = Private dialogic discourse
2 = Public dialogic discourse
3 = Monologic discourse
Biv. Sociolinguistic
15. Sex
1 = male
2 = female
16. Age
European Portuguese English
1 = 18–25 18–25
2 = 26–40 26–45
3 = 41–60 46–65
4 = over 60 over 66
5 = unknown unknown
APPENDIX B. STATISTICAL ANALYSES
.



Truncated ANC
no 45 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 5 (100.0%) 61 (81.3%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%)
yes (–) (–) (–) 14 (18.7%) (–) (–)

Clause type (ANC)
simple 18 (40.0%) 1 (8.3%) 4 (80.0%) 47 (62.7%) 1 (25.0%) 1 (100.0%)
complex-coord 4 (8.9%) 2 (16.7%) (–) 4 (5.3%) (–) (–)
complex-sub 23 (51.1%) 9 (75.0%) 1 (20.0%) 24 (32.0%) 3 (75.0%) (–)
not applicable (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

Type of Subject
(ANC)

noun 10 (22.2%) 4 (33.3%) 1 (20.0%) 7 (9.3%) 1 (25.0%) (–)
pronoun 35 (77.8%) 8 (66.7%) 4 (80.0%) 53 (70.7%) 2 (50.0%) 1 (100.0%)
null subject (–) (–) (–) 3 (4.0%) (–) (–)
quantifier (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
clause (–) (–) (–) 2 (2.7%) (–) (–)
not applicable (–) (–) (–) 10 (13.3%) 1 (25.0%) (–)

Type of Subject
(IQT)

null subject 2 (4.4%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
pronoun 7 (15.6%) 5 (41.7%) (–) 16 (21.3%) (–) 1 (100.0%)
not applicable 36 (80.0%) 7 (58.3%) 5 (100.0%) 59 (78.7%) 4 (100.0%) (–)

IQT Tense
present 9 (20.0%) 5 (41.7%) (–) 16 (21.3%) (–) 1 (100.0%)
continuous (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
not applicable 36 (80.0%) 7 (58.3%) 5 (100.0%) 59 (78.7%) 4 (100.0%) (–)

ANC Tense
present 33 (73.3%) 8 (66.7%) (–) 35 (46.7%) 2 (50.0%) 1 (100.0%)
past 6 (13.3%) 3 (25.0%) (–) 11 (14.7%) (–) (–)
future (–) (–) (–) 5 (6.7%) (–) (–)
perfect 3 (6.7%) (–) (–) 6 (8.0%) (–) (–)
continuous 2 (4.4%) 1 (8.3%) (–) 5 (6.7%) (–) (–)
gerund (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (25.0%) (–)
conditional (–) (–) (–) 2 (2.7%) (–) (–)
imperative 1 (2.2%) (–) 5 (100.0%) (–) 1 (25.0%) (–)
infinitive (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
subjunctive (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
not applicable (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

Table 10
Grammatical features of functional types of EPITQs.

attitudinal
(N = 67)

challeng
(N = 1)

facilit
(N = 3)

focusing
(N = 11)

hortat
(N = 11)

informat
(N = 91)

phatic
(N = 51)

regulat
(N = 162)n

Grammatical features
IQT position

medial (–) (–) (–) 10 (90.9%) (–) 3 (3.3%) (–) 2 (1.2%)
final 67 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%) 3 (100.0%) 1 (9.1%) 11 (100.0%) 88 (96.7%) 51 (100.0%) 160 (98.8%)

Meta-polarity
reversed 51 (76.1%) (–) 3 (100.0%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (36.4%) 72 (79.1%) 7 (13.7%) 142 (87.7%)
constant 13 (19.4%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 2 (18.2%) 7 (63.6%) 17 (18.6%) 43 (84.3%) 20 (12.3%)
neutral 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) 2 (18.2%) (–) 2 (2.2%) 1 (2.0%) (–)

Polarity
positive–negative 49 (73.1%) (–) 3 (100.0%) 7 (63.6%) 3 (27.3%) 72 (79.1%) 5 (9.8%) 142 (87.7%)
negative-positive 2 (3.0%) (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) 2 (3.9%) (–)
positive-positive (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (4.3%) 42 (82.4%) (–)
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negative-negative 13 (19.4%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) 13 (14.3%) 1 (2.0%) 20 (12.3%)
positive-neutral 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) 2 (18.2%) (–) 2 (2.2%) (–) (–)
negative-neutral (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (2.0%) (–)

Mood (ANC)
declarative 64 (95.5%) 1 (100.0%) 3 (100.0%) 11 (100.0%) 4 (36.4%) 85 (93.4%) 51 (100.0%) 162 (100.0%)
interrogative 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 6 (6.6%) (–) (–)
imperative (–) (–) (–) (–) 7 (63.6%) (–) (–) (–)
exclamative (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)

Truncated ANC
no 67 (100.0%) 1 (100.0%) 2 (66.7%) 10 (90.9%) 10 (90.9%) 87 (95.6%) 44 (86.3%) 161 (99.4%)
yes (–) (–) 1 (33.3%) 1 (9.1%) 1 (9.1%) 4 (4.4%) 7 (13.7%) 1 (0.6%)

Clause type
simple 40 (59.7%) 1 (100.0%) 1 (33.3%) 3 (27.3%) 2 (18.2%) 56 (61.5%) 17 (33.3%) 96 (59.3%)
complex-coord (–) (–) (–) (–) 2 (18.2%) 2 (2.2%) 6 (11.8%) 6 (3.7%)
complex-sub 27 (40.3%) (–) 1 (33.3%) 6 (54.5%) 6 (54.5%) 29 (31.9%) 18 (35.3%) 58 (35.8%)
not applicable (0.0%) (–) 1 (33.3%) 2 (18.2%) 1 (9.1%) 4 (4.4%) 10 (19.6%) 2 (1.2%)

Type of Subject (ANC)
noun 15 (22.4%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 4 (36.4%) 3 (27.3%) 19 (20.9%) 8 (15.7%) 38 (23.5%)
pronoun 10 (14.9%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 18 (19.8%) 5 (9.8%) 35 (21.6%)
null subject 33 (49.3%) (–) 1 (33.3%) 5 (45.5%) 7 (63.6%) 47 (51.6%) 27 (52.9%) 79 (48.8%)
quantifier (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) 1 (2.0%) (–)
clause 7 (10.4%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 4 (2.5%)
not applicable 2 (3.0%) (–) 2 (66.7%) 2 (18.2%) 1 (9.1%) 6 (6.6%) 10 (19.6%) 6 (3.7%)

Type of Subject (IQT)
null subject 2 (3.0%) (–) 2 (66.7%) 1 (9.1%) (–) (–) 16 (31.4%) (–)
pronoun (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–)
not applicable 65 (97.0%) 1 (100.0%) 1 (33.3%) 10 (90.9%) 11 (100.0%) 91 (100.0%) 35 (68.6%) 162 (100.0%)

IQT tense
Present 61 (91.0%) 1 (100.0%) 3 (100.0%) 8 (72.7%) 11 (100.0%) 36 (39.6%) 6 (11.8%) 162 (100.0%)
continuous (–) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) (–) (–) 16 (31.4%) (–)
not applicable 6 (9.0%) (–) (–) 2 (18.2%) (–) 55 (60.4%) 29 (56.9%) (–)

ANC tense
present 8 (11.9%) (–) 1 (33.3%) (–) 3 (27.3%) 32 (35.2%) 13 (25.5%) 1 (0.6%)
past 44 (65.7%) 1 (100.0%) (–) 8 (72.7%) (–) 43 (47.3%) 21 (41.2%) 134 (82.7%)
future 5 (7.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 5 (5.5%) 4 (7.8%) 6 (3.7%)
perfect (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (1.1%) (–) (–)
continuous 1 (1.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) (–) 1 (2.0%) (–)
gerund (–) (–) 1 (33.3%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 3 (1.9%)
conditional 2 (3.0%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 2 (2.2%) 1 (2.0%) 1 (0.6%)
imperative (–) (–) (–) (–) 4 (36.4%) (–) (–) (–)
infinitive 3 (4.5%) (–) (–) (–) (–) 3 (3.3%) 1 (2.0%) 9 (5.6%)
subjunctive 4 (6.0%) (–) (–) 1 (9.1%) 3 (27.3%) 1 (1.1%) (–) 6 (3.7%)
not applicable (–) (–) 1 (33.3%) 2 (18.2%) 1 (9.1%) 4 (4.4%) 10 (19.6%) 2 (1.2%)
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