
Pragmatic precision and speaker qualities. Exploring
social meaning across domains.

1 Introduction: Meaning at the Interfaces

The concept of meaning has been explored from different perspectives. Scholars in semantics and
pragmatics have explored how the truth-conditions of sentences are assembled and integrated with
contextual information; scholars in sociolinguistics and linguistic anthropology, instead, have fo-
cused on social meaning: the content that linguistic expressions convey about the social identity
of language users (Eckert 2008, 2012), e.g., their demographic profile, interactional positioning,
and affiliation with more local categories. Despite the common label, such two facets of meaning
has been largely seen as independent from one another. This paper contributes to fostering the
interaction between these areas of research, connecting to an emerging strand of work at the in-
terface of semantics, pragmatics and sociolinguistics (see Section 2.2). We focus on the following
question: are the social meanings indexed by semantic/pragmatic phenomena motivated by sim-
ilar principles to those motivating the social significance of phenomena in other domains of the
grammar? We address this issue by exploring the social significance of (im)precision (Lasersohn
1999): speakers’ well-attested tendency to apply varying degrees of deviation from the truth when
reporting facts (e.g., describing a car as going 70 MPH, instead of 72). Central to our study is the
structural parallel between (im)precision and (hyper/hypo-)articulation, a phonological process that
relies on similar pressures in order to simplify details to facilitate communication, and which has
been shown to convey a consistent core of social meanings across the different variables through
which it incarnates (Campbell-Kibler 2007; Eckert 2012; Podesva et al. 2015; see Section 2.1 for
details). Based on results from a social perception study, we found that a high degree of prag-
matic precision is associated with a constellation of both favorable and unfavorable qualities, and
that most such qualities bear a striking resemblance to those conveyed by hyper-articulated vari-
ants. We take this as evidence supporting the idea that the emergence of social meaning can be
linguistically motivated by similar principles across different domains of the grammar.

2 Background

2.1 Social meanings and linguistic processes: the case of articulation

Extensive research in sociolinguistics has shown that social meanings are clustered in indexical
fields – chains of ideologically related values, any one of which can be activated in the situated
use of a speech form (Eckert 2008). Crucially, such fields are not just linked to variants of in-
dividual variables; they also associate with broader linguistic phenomena independently of the
specific speech forms in which they surface. A paramount example comes from the (hyper/hypo-
)articulation of sounds. In particular, it has been shown that fully articulated variants of different
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phonemes of American English – e.g., /t/, /d/, /ing/, /δ/ – are linked to qualities such as “refined-
ness”, “articulateness”, “education” (Campbell-Kibler 2007, Podesva et al. 2015); and that such
qualities, in turn, underlie the association with a variety of stylistic categories and social groups
whose identity crucially relies on such values – e.g., “nerd” (Bucholtz 2001); “teacher” (Eckert
2008); or “competent professional persona” (Podesva 2007). Central to these associations is the
notion of iconicity, the semiotic process whereby linguistic features are often perceived as if they
“somehow displayed or depicted a social group’s inner nature or essence” (Irvine and Gal 2000).1

For example, Eckert (2008) highlights the iconic link between articulatory effortfulness, clarity, and
thoroughness, whereby speakers showing detail-orientedness in the way in which they pronounce
sounds are re-analyzed as embodying detail-orientedness as part of their permanent qualities; sim-
ilarly, Bucholtz (2001) argues that the act of resisting the phonological pressure to simplify the
realization of a phoneme and the practice of resisting assimilation to the crowd, a distinctive fea-
ture of particular social groups (e.g., nerds). This pattern raises the question as to whether similar
mappings similarly underlie the emergence of social meanings in the realm of semantic and prag-
matic variation. Recent work at the interface of semantics and sociolinguistics has begun to explore
the interaction between semantic and social meaning in a principled way, showing how the social
meanings of specific lexical items are crucially underlied by their semantic and pragmatic prop-
erties (e.g., demonstratives: Acton and Potts 2014; modals: Glass 2015; intensifiers: Beltrama
and Staum Casasanto 2017). Still unexplored, however, is the question whether the emergence of
persona-based social meanings can also be linked in a principled fashion to semantic/pragmatic
processes broadly construed, as opposed to idiosyncratic variables or expressions. A promising
testbed to explore this issue comes from imprecision (Lasersohn 1999), a phenomenon that paral-
lels (hyper/hypo-)articulation in crucial ways.

2.2 Imprecision: a parallel domain?

Speakers tend to apply fluctuating margins of approximation when reporting events. (1) reports an
example, in which each sentence reports on the fact with a different degree of precision, and yet is
a potentially acceptable descriptor of the event.

(1) Fact: John called at 4:02
a. John called in the afternoon. Low Precision
b. John called at 4. Middle Precision
c. John called at 4:02. High Precision

Extensive work in semantics and philosophy has shown that such deviations from the truth perme-
ate the use of many linguistic constructions, as they respond to the functional pressure of limiting
informational overload in conversation (Krifka 2002; Morzycki 2011; Burnett 2014; Klecha 2017;
Aparicio 2017). This work crucially leads us to a better understanding of how truth is embedded
in the dynamics underlying human communication, with two insights emerging as especially im-
portant. First, the notion of truth is semantically negotiable: provided that our deviations from the
facts are minimal, it is acceptable – and in fact desirable – to sacrifice truth to spare the listener
potentially overwhelming details. Second, the ascription of a truth value to a statement depends
on where the threshold of accepted deviance is set in the conversation, a parameter that is crucially
subject to variation across speakers. These observations unveil an intriguing cross-domain paral-

1The notion of “iconicity” is drawn from Peirce (1955)’s seminal theory of signs, where an icon is described as a
sign that stands for its object by virtue of some kind of mutual resemblance – e.g., a portrait or a picture.
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lel between (im)precision and (hyper/hypo-)articulation. First, in both cases we find simplifying
pressures at work to suppress details – articulatory, acoustic, or informational – to reduce the cog-
nitive load associated with communication. Second, in both cases, such pressures are followed to
varying degrees by speakers: they are resisted in the case of hyper-articulation and highly precise
statements; and they are accommodated in the case of hypo-articulation and more approximate
statements. Central to our interest, specifically, is whether the parallel between these phenom-
ena likewise extends to the social meanings that they convey. Crucially, for both phenomena the
observed fluctuation between these two extremes creates a space of variation that can become a
suitable vehicle to represent and construct differentiation at the level of the speakers social identity.
As such, we hypothesize that (im)precision should convey a constellation of social values compa-
rable to those widely attested in the domain of (hyper/hypo-)articulation. We explored this issue
via a social perception study.

3 The study

Our goal is to explore how variation in the degree of pragmatic precision affects the social qualities
that listeners ascribe to their interlocutor. Before illustrating the study design in detail, we provide
a discussion of how we operationalized our variables.

3.1 Manipulating precision

The independent variable of the study is the level of precision adopted by a speaker in discourse.
To manipulate this variable, we resorted to two different types of linguistic cues, both of which
have been claimed to be salient indicators of variation along this value. One cue is Granularity –
whether numbers and quantity amounts are expressed in round vs. sharp figures. In particular, it has
been observed that round number words like one hundred invite a less precise, more approximate
interpretation than number words like one hundred and three. Krifka (2002, 2007) called this
phenomenon the Round Numbers Round Interpretation (RNRI) principle:

(2) RNRI principle: Round number words in measuring contexts tend to have a round interpre-
tation

A crucial prediction of this principle is that, all other things being equal, a speaker describing a fact
with sharp figures, as in (3-a), will come across as more precise than a speaker describing a fact
with round figures, as in (3-b).

(3) a. John arrived at 3. Approximate
b. John arrived at 2:59. Precise

The second cue of the precision level is Discourse Status –that is, whether the utterance is used to
assert a proposition for the first time, or whether it is reactive to a previously asserted proposition.
In particular, a peculiar property of precision is that it can be dynamically raised during the course
of interaction by one of the interlocutors (Lewis 1979; Klecha 2017). This is typically done through
a variety of linguistic means, including denials as in (4).

(4) Alys: John arrived at 3.
Brienne: No, he arrived at 2:59. From Klecha (2017): 1

3



As Klecha suggests, Brienne is expressing a metalinguistic disagreement in the example above –
one that does not concern the facts, but rather how the level of precision ought to be fixed to describe
them; more specifically, Brienne explicitly aims at raising the precision level of the discourse,
objecting to Alys’ choice to adopt a standard that, in his view, was too low. As such, an utterance
of this kind contributes to making precision especially salient: not only does it deploy a sharp figure,
but it also sets up a contrast with the use of a round number in the previous turn, suggesting that a
1 minute discrepancy between the linguistic descriptor and the worldly facts warrants a correction.
The upshot is that the use of a sharp number triggers an even stronger connection to high precision
when embedded in a correction (5-b) than when it is used to describe a fact for the first time (5-a).

(5) a. Alys: At what time did John arrive?
Brienne: He arrived at 2:59. First time mention

b. Alys: John arrived at 3.
Brienne: No, he arrived at 2:59. Correction

We created experimental conditions that exclusively varied along these two cues, but were other-
wise identical; this would allow us to conclude that observed differences in the perceived social
meaning between the conditions are linked to either Granularity or Discourse Status.

3.2 Methods

Our stimuli consisted of written dialogues between two people, called Person A and B respectively.
We chose not to use proper names to remain as neutral as possible on the gender identity of the
speaker. Each person only participated in one conversational turn; Person B always spoke after
Person A and used a number word/quantity amount in their utterance. Expressions of time, amount,
and size were used. Two factors were manipulated in a 2x2 design: (1) Granularity, the type
of number in the quantity expressions (Levels: Sharp vs. Round); (2) Discourse status, which
determined whether B’s utterance contained the first quantity expression of the exchange or was a
correction to a quantity expression uttered by A (Levels: 1st mention vs. Correction). Below is a
full item. All items are available in the Appendix.

(6) a. Person A: At what time did John call you?
Person B: He called At 9 Round, 1st mention

b. Person A: At what time did John call you?
Person B: He called at 9.03 Sharp, 1st mention

c. Person A: John called at 9.
Person B: No, actually he called at 9.03. Round, Corrective

d. Person A: John called at 5.
Person B: No, actually he called at 9. Sharp, Corrective

Based on our discussion above, we predict that the level of precision of each condition should be
as reported in Table 1.
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Table 1: Conditions and precision level
Granularity Discourse Status Level of precision
Round 1st mention Normal
Round Correction Normal
Sharp 1st mention High
Sharp Correction Highest

To investigate how variation in precision correlates with differences in the social meaning, we
resorted to a matched guise task, a design in which listeners’ social evaluation of speech is used
as a proxy into the social meaning of a form (see Campbell-Kibler 2010). As the first step, we
conducted a preliminary study to construct the evaluation scales to use as a dependent variable.2

Based on the most recurring adjectives in the responses, a total of eight social attributes were
selected as salient in connection with precision. Four of such attributes are positively connotated,
and four are negatively connotated.

• Positive: Intelligent, Educated, Hard-working, Articulate

• Negative: Uptight, Pedantic, Annoying, Obsessive

Following each experimental item, subjects were instructed to evaluate Person B on a [1-6]
Likert scale along each of such attributes. 64 native speakers of English, age 18-35, participated to
the experiment and were paid $ 2 for completing the study. The experiment was designed with the
software Qualtrics and subsequently circulated on Amazon Mechanical Turk.

3.3 Results

The average values for all attributes are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Average scores for all attributes
Attribute R-1st S-1st R-C S-C Attribute R-1st S-1st R-C S-C
Articulate 3.86 4.55 4.48 4.53 Obsessive 2.00 4.39 3.17 5.00
H. Working 3.93 4.23 4.25 4.03 Pedantic 2.10 3.88 3.26 4.66
Intelligent 4.01 4.60 4.46 4.34 Uptight 1.89 4.03 3.19 5.02
Educated 3.97 4.45 4.38 4.40 Annoying 1.92 3.54 3.00 4.85
Avg. Pos. 3.95 4.53 4.44 4.42 Avg. Neg. 1.98 3.96 3.16 4.88

For each attribute, a linear mixed effects model was created for each attribute using the lmer
function in the lmerTest package in R (Kuznetsova et al. 2016). Each model included random inter-
cepts and slopes for participants and items, and Granularity, Discourse Status and their interaction
as fixed effects. In light of the discussion above, we predict that, if the level of precision affects

2The pre-study study was designed with the software Qualtrics and subsequently circulated on Amazon Mechanical
Turk. 60 subjects, who self-declared to be native speakers of American English and between 18 and 35 years old, were
recruited and paid $ 0.50 for participating. Each subject saw two written sentences, one of which contained a sharp
and one of which contained a round number. The order in which the two instances was randomized. For each sentence,
each subject was asked to provide four adjectives to describe the speaker by filling out blank spaces on a computer
screen. The subject was then asked to repeat the same task with both sentences simultaneously on the screen.
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the social perception along the selected attributes, sharp numbers should be associated with higher
values on the social scales; and this effect should be stronger when sharp numbers are used in
corrections. No effect, by contrast, should be observed for round numbers. To best assess these
effects, we entered Round and 1st Mention as reference levels of the model. While all Positive and
Negative social attributes behaved highly consistently with one another, the two groups of dimen-
sions behave differently. To look further into each differences, we present the results for Positive
and Negative attributes separately.

3.3.1 Positive attributes

Figure 1 reports the plot for the average of the four positive values; Table 3 reports the summary of
the mixed effects models.

Figure 1: Total average scores for Positive attributes
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Table 3: Mixed effect model summary for positive attributes. Intercept: Round & 1st mention
Factor Articulate H.Work Intelligent Educated Average

Coeff. p Coeff p Coeff. p Coeff. p Coeff. p
Intercept 3.86 <.001 3.92 <.0001 4.01 <.001 3.97 <.001 3.94 <.001
Sharp 0.69 <.001 0.30 <.05 0.59 <.001 0.48 <.001 0.52 <.001
Corrective 0.62 <.001 0.32 <.01 .044 <.001 0.41 <.001 0.45 <.001
Sharp:Corr. –0.64 <.001 –0.52 <.001 –0.70 <.001 –0.46 <.001 –0.58 <.001

For all attributes, the models reveal a main effect of both Granularity and Discourse Status, as
well as an interaction between them. We observe that all social dimensions behave very consis-
tently, even though the amplitude of the effects is reduced for “Hard Working” in comparison to
the other qualities. To better understand such effects, we carried out post hoc comparisons with
an application of a Tukey correction for multiple comparisons on the average of all values. The
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analysis supports the following observations: (i) speakers using Sharp numbers for the first time
were rated more highly than speakers using Round numbers for the first time (t(83.02) = 5.5, p <
0.001); (ii) speakers using Round numbers in Corrections were rated more highly than speakers
using Round numbers for the first time (t(22.57)=5.4, p < 0.001); (iii) no difference is found be-
tween speakers using Round vs. Sharp numbers in Corrections (t(25.02) = .7, p = 0.85); (iv) no
difference is observed between speakers using Sharp numbers in Corrections vs. for the first time
(t(22.79)=1.6, p = 0.38). We now move on to discuss the negative attributes.

3.3.2 Negative attributes

Figure 1 reports the plot for the average of the four positively connotated values, while Table 4
reports the summary of the mixed effects models.

.

Figure 2: Total average scores for Negative attributes
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Table 4: Mixed effect model summary. Intercept: Round & 1st mention
Factor Obsessive Pedantic Uptight Annoying Average

Coeff. p Coeff p Coeff. p Coeff. p Coeff. p
Intercept 2.00 <.001 2.10 <.001 1.89 <.01 1.91 <.001 1.98 <.001
Sharp 2.39 <.001 1.77 <.001 2.13 <.01 1.64 <.001 1.98 <.001
Corrective 1.17 <.001 1.11 <.001 1.30 <.05 1.08 <.001 1.17 <.001
Sharp:Corr. –0.56 <.001 –0.30 – –0.30 – 0.2 – –0.26 –

Again, we observe that all social dimensions behave very consistently. For all attributes, the mod-
els reveal a main effect of both Granularity and Discourse Status. However, contrary to what we
observed for the Positive attributes, no interaction is found, except for “Obsessive”. To better under-
stand such effects, we carried out post hoc comparisons with an application of a Tukey correction
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for multiple comparisons on the average of all the negative values. The analysis supports the fol-
lowing observations: (i) speakers using Sharp numbers for the first time were were associated with
higher values than speakers using Round numbers for the first time (t(41.67) = 11.3, p < 0.001);
(ii) speakers using Round numbers in Corrections were associated with higher values than speak-
ers using Round numbers for the first time (t(11.79)=7.18, p < 0.001); (iii) speakers using Sharp
numbers in Corrections were associated with higher values than speakers using Round numbers in
Corrections (t(41.30) = 9.81, p < 0.001); (iv) speakers using Sharp numbers in Corrections were
associated with higher values than speakers using Sharp numbers for the first time (t(11.91) = 6.06,
p < 0.001).

4 General Discussion

Authors of precise statements are rated higher in articulateness, intelligence and education; they are
also perceived as more annoying, obsessive, pedantic and uptight than authors of more approximate
statements. These results indicate that the degree of attentiveness to informational detail paid by the
speaker carries a cohesive core of social indexicality, which crucially resembles the one described
for (hyper-)articulation in two respects.

First, for both phenomena, such qualities appear to be motivated by a relationship of qualitative
resemblance to the linguistic properties of the speech forms that convey them. As can be recalled, it
has been suggested that both the positive and the negative values linked to variation in articulation
are driven by an iconic link to the degree of clarity, care, and effortfulness. We see two ways in
which resisting the pressure to reduce informational detail could similarly inform the emergence of
such identity-level qualities. First, a speaker describing a fact with a sharp number significantly re-
duces the indeterminacy surrounding the interpretation of the statement: while round numbers can
be associated with an array of different values sharp numbers are univocally associated with their
strict denotation, eliminating any source of uncertainty surrounding the resolution of the intended
meaning. This might contribute to projecting an image of the speaker as an agent committed to pro-
ducing a non-ambiguous, carefully crafted message, similar to a speaker providing a clear phonetic
rendition of a phoneme. Second, using a sharp number entails working with considerably more
informational detail, both on the part of the speaker and the listener. On the production side, the
speaker has to perform a longer, more complex utterance than the utterance containing the corre-
sponding round number; on the perception side, the listener has to keep track of a a higher amount
of information to interpret what their interlocutor is saying. The end result is that the decision to
use a high level of precision indexes effortfulness, once again mirroring what has been described
to be the domain of articulation performances.

Second, both phenomena present a co-occurrence of positive and negative qualities in their
indexical field. As can be recalled, this ambivalence is part and parcel of the idea that social
meanings are clustered in fields of potential meanings – chains of ideologically related values,
any one of which can be activated in the situated use of a speech form (Eckert 2008). With re-
spect to /ing/, for instance, the effort provided by speaker using the velar variant (i.e., [N]) can be
re-analyzed as either an index of articulateness or as pretentiousness, depending on whether the
speaker’s articulatory attentiveness is seen as a display of verbal proficiency, or as an unnecessary
show of detail-orientedness. If similar communicative forces underlie variation in articulation and
pragmatic precision, it does not come as a surprise that both phenomena are subject to a similar
ambivalence. What remains to be explored is the interaction between similarly grounded positive
and negative values. First, are positive and negative values mutually exclusive, or do they co-occur
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as part of the same cluster of activated meanings? To shed light on this, we explored the correlation
between each possible pair of attributes. While each favorable and unfavorable value is positively
correlated with all other favorable and unfavorable values respectively (see Table 5, Appendix B),
neither a positive nor a negative correlation is generally found between positive and negative values.
This points to the fact that positive and negative evaluations are, to a certain extent, independent of
one another, raising the question of whether, and how, different paths of social meaning activation
relate to one another within the same indexical field. Second, what stylistic or ideological factors
condition the activation of favorable vs. unfavorable traits in connection to precise statements?
Previous work on social indexicality has shown that such evaluations are not merely contingent on
the perspective of the hearer, but also on the style in which the relevant speech form embedded. For
example, Campbell-Kibler (2007) shows that velar realizations of /ing/ tend to be perceived more
negatively when they are inconsistent with contextual expectations about the social identity of the
speaker – e.g., in contexts in which the speaker is independently known to be uneducated, and thus
sounds pretentious or insincere when using an incongruent variant. Similar manipulations can be
experimentally implemented in further work to investigate if the same logic governs the ascription
of positive vs. negative qualities in connection with precision.

While higher levels of precision by-and-large have an effect on social meaning in the expected
direction, our results depart from our predictions in two ways. First, across all qualities, corrective
utterances significantly record higher values on both favorable and unfavorable qualities also with
round numbers, and not just with sharp ones. The emerging picture is one in which disagreeing
about the world, as is the case when there is a substantive discrepancy between the number asserted
in the first utterance and asserted in the correction, has similar social effects to disagreeing about
the level of precision in discourse. As a possible explanation, we suggest that the use of corrections
could have been independently interpreted as a sign of effortfulness and thoroughness, even when it
is not related to precision per se. This is consistent with the idea, widely accepted in pragmatics, that
accepting the asserted proposition is the default, unmarked reaction to an interlocutor’s assertion,
while disputing the move is a highly costly move, which puts the conversation in a state of crisis,
and requires extra work on the part of the interlocutors to be sorted out (see Farkas and Bruce 2010
for details). On this view, embarking on correcting the interlocutor might also be interpreted by
listeners as a sign of a speaker that is highly committed to truth, and thus ready to undertake all the
necessary course of action to ensure that language is used with descriptive adequacy. It thus does
not come as surprise that these moves obtain similar social effects to the use of sharp numbers, even
when the correction hinges on a substantive issue, and not just a minor detail of the interlocutor’s
description.

Second, Granularity and Discourse Position differentially impact the social perception of pos-
itive vs. negative qualities. With negative attributes the rating resulting from the combination of
corrections and sharpness amounts to the linear combination of the effects contributed by each
factor. With positive attributes the two factors interact: while corrections and sharp numbers inde-
pendently are linked to higher ratings, this effect does not increase when correction and sharpness
are used in combination. We account for this by suggesting that the ascription of favorable traits to
precise speakers is contingent on a successful balance between effortfulness and detail-orientedness
on the one hand, and overall pragmatic cooperativeness on the other. This balance is crucially com-
promised in corrections involving sharp numbers, for which the disruptive effect of challenging the
speaker on the grounds of neglectable informational detail offsets the enhanced salience of pre-
cision in this context, thus preventing the favorable effect of sharp numbers to add on to the one
contributed by the correction. Note that such a social penalty is consistent with current accounts
of the practice of raising precision in the course of a conversation, where speakers calling out the
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interlocutor on the adopted level of precision have been characterized as “mildly uncooperative”
(Klecha 2017: 4). This account predicts that, once disagreements over precision are no longer seen
as uncooperative, the interaction should disappear. A way to provide empirical support to this idea
would be to investigate the social perception of dialogues in contexts in which attention to detail
is indeed central to a pragmatically cooperative behavior, even in the case of corrective utterances
– e.g., in a police report or a chemistry experiment, where even minimal differences between two
quantity expressions can be highly relevant to distinguish adequate vs inadequate descriptions of
the world.

5 Conclusion

We have shown that listeners rely on variation in pragmatic precision as a cue to ascribe social
qualities to their interlocutor; moreover, we have suggested that social meanings associated with
precise vs. imprecise statements might be accounted for with similar motivations to those claimed
to inform the emergence of social meanings in other areas of the grammar. While a number of issues
remain open for further investigation, these results highlight the importance of integrating semantic,
pragmatic and social perspectives on the study of meaning, so as to reach a more comprehensive
understanding of the dynamics whereby humans convey and perceived different types of content
when engaging in communication.
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Appendix A: Experimental Stimuli

1. (a) Person A: At what time did John call you? Person B: He called at 9.03.

(b) Person A: At what time did John call you? Person B: He called at 9.

(c) Person A: John called at 9. Person B: No, actually he called at 9.03.

(d) Person A: John called at 3. Person B: No, actually he called at 9.

2. (a) Person A: How far is the closest gas station from here? Person B: It’s 11.9 miles down
the highway.

(b) Person A: How far is the closest gas station from here? Person B: It’s 10 miles down
the highway.

(c) Person A: The next gas station is 12 miles down the highway. Person B: No, actually
it’s 11.9 miles down the highway.

(d) Person A: The next gas station is 30 miles down the highway. Person B: No, actually
it’s 10 miles down the highway.

3. (a) Person A: How long does it take to walk from your house to the closest ice-cream shop?
Person B: It takes 9 minutes and 30 seconds to get there.

(b) Person A: How long does it take to walk from your house to the closest ice-cream shop?
Person B: It takes 10 minutes to get there.

(c) Person A: The closest ice-cream shop is 10 minutes away. Person B: No, actually it
takes 9 minutes and 30 seconds to get there.

(d) Person A: The closest ice-cream shop is 40 minutes away. Person B: No, actually it
takes 10 minutes to get there.

4. (a) Person A: What time did they deliver the package? Person B: They delivered it at 8.02
am.

(b) Person A: What time did they deliver the package? Person B: They delivered it at 8 am.

(c) Person A: They delivered the package at 8 am. Person B: No, actually they delivered it
at 8.02.

(d) Person A: They delivered the package at noon. Person B: No, actually they delivered it
at 8 am.

5. (a) Person A: How many people live in this town? Person B: The population is 14,932.

(b) Person A: How many people live in this town? Person B: The population is 15 thousand.

(c) Person A: This town has a population of 15 thousand. Person B: No, actually the popu-
lation is 14,932.

(d) Person A: This town has a population of 25 thousand. Person B: No, actually the popu-
lation is 15 thousand.

6. (a) Person A: How far are we from the next town? Person B: It’s 6.9 miles from here.

(b) Person A: How far are we from the next town? Person B: It’s 7 miles from here.
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(c) Person A: The next town is 7 miles from here. Person B: No, actually it’s 6.9 miles
from here.

(d) Person A: The next town is 25 miles from here. Person B: No, actually it’s 7 miles from
here.

7. (a) Person A: What time did Mary get home last night? Person B: She came home at 10.33
pm.

(b) Person A: What time did Mary get home last night? Person B: She came home at 10.30
pm.

(c) Person A: Yesterday Mary got home at 10.30 pm. Person B: No, actually she came
home at 10.33 pm.

(d) Person A: Yesterday Mary got home after midnight last night. Person B: No, actually
she came home at 10.30 pm.

8. (a) Person A: How long was the trip to get here? Person B: It was 3 hours and 58 minutes.

(b) Person A: How long was the trip to get here? Person B: It was 4 hours.

(c) Person A: The trip to get here was 4 hours. Person B: No, actually it was 3 hours and
58 minutes.

(d) Person A: The trip to get here was 6 hours. Person B: No, actually it was 4 hours.

9. (a) Person A: How far from home were we when you when the car broke down? Person B:
We were 19.8 miles away.

(b) Person A: How far from home were we when you when the car broke down? Person B:
We were 20 miles away.

(c) Person A: We were 20 miles away from home when the car broke down. Person B: No,
actually we were 19.8 miles away.

(d) Person A: We were 40 miles away from home when the car broke down. Person B: No,
actually we were 20 miles away.

10. (a) Person A: When did your parents arrive in town? Person B: They got here at 9.04.

(b) Person A: When did your parents arrive in town? Person B: They got here at 9.

(c) Person A: My parents got to our place at 9. Person B: No, actually they got here at 9.04.

(d) Person A: My parents got to our place at 5. Person B: No, actually they got here at 9.

11. (a) Person A: How long did it take to get home from the game? Person B: It took us 22
minutes and 20 seconds.

(b) Person A: How long did it take to get home from the game? Person B: It took us 20
minutes.

(c) Person A: It took us 20 minutes to get home from the game. Person B: No, actually it
took us 22 minutes and 20 seconds.

(d) Person A: It took us 40 minutes to get home from the game. Person B: No, actually it
took us 20 minutes.

12. (a) Person A: When did you go for lunch? Person B: We went at 12.01.
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(b) Person A: When did you go for lunch? Person B: We went at 12.

(c) Person A: We went for lunch at noon yesterday. Person B: No, actually we went at
12.01.

(d) Person A: We went for lunch at 3 yesterday. Person B: No, actually we went at 12.

13. (a) Person A: What quantity of mushroom did John bring in? Person B: He brought 1.95
pounds.

(b) Person A: What quantity of mushroom did John bring in? Person B: He brought 2
pounds.

(c) Person A: John brought in 2 pounds of fresh mushrooms today. Person B: No, actually
he brought 1.95 pounds.

(d) Person A: John brought in 4 pounds of fresh mushrooms today. Person B: No, actually
he brought 2 pounds.

14. (a) Person A: How long did it take you to find a parking spot? Person B: It took us 9
minutes and 40 seconds.

(b) Person A: How long did it take you to find a parking spot? Person B: It took us 10
minutes.

(c) Person A: It took us 10 minutes to find a parking spot. Person B: No, actually it took us
9 minutes and 40 seconds.

(d) Person A: It took us 30 minutes to find a parking spot. Person B: No, actually it took us
10 minutes.

15. (a) Person A: When did the show begin? Person B: It began at 8:31.

(b) Person A: When did the show begin? Person B: It began at 8:30.

(c) Person A: The show began at 8:30. Person B: No, actually it began at 8:31.

(d) Person A: The show began at 10:30. Person B: No, actually it began at 8:30.

16. (a) Person A: How old is the building in front of the town hall? Person B: It’s 39 years, 8
months and 20 days old.

(b) Person A: How old is the building in front of the town hall? Person B: It’s 40 years old.

(c) Person A: The building in front of the town hall is 40 years old. Person B: No, actually
it’s 39 years, 8 months and 20 days old.

(d) Person A: The building in front of the town hall is 70 years old. Person B: No, actually
it’s 40 years old.
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Appendix B: Correlation Matrix

Table 5: Correlation Matrix for all attributes
– Art Int Edu HW Pos Upt Ped Ann Obs Neg
Art 1.00 0.63 0.69 0.56 0.86 0.22 0.18 0.05 0.20 0.19
Int 0.63 1.00 0.67 0.61 0.86 0.12 0.11 0.00 0.18 0.12
Edu 0.69 0.67 1.00 0.57 0.86 0.20 0.15 0.03 0.15 0.15
HW 0.56 0.61 0.57 1.00 0.80 0.11 0.14 –0.01 0.10 0.09
Pos 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.80 1.00 0.19 0.17 0.02 0.19 0.16
Upt 0.22 0.12 0.20 0.11 0.19 1.00 0.75 0.80 0.79 0.93
Ped 0.18 0.11 0.15 0.14 0.17 0.75 1.00 0.68 0.69 0.87
Ann 0.05 0.00 0.03 –0.01 0.02 0.80 0.68 1.00 0.72 0.89
Obs 0.20 0.18 0.15 0.10 0.19 0.79 0.69 0.72 1.00 0.89
Neg 0.19 0.12 0.15 0.09 0.16 0.93 0.87 0.89 0.89 1.00
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