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Introduction 

Television sitcoms, particularly those set in workplace environments, can provide a 
rich source of data for linguistic and discourse analysis due to their reliance on dialogue 
to convey humor, character development, and narrative progression. In this context, 
this paper introduces the Workplace Sitcoms Corpus (WITS), a newly developed corpus 
comprising over 2 million words of dialogue from eight prominent American workplace 
sitcoms. This corpus is designed to be representative of a specific subgenre of television 
dialogue, with a focus on discourses related to work and professional environments in 
fictional settings. By building this corpus, I aim to provide a resource for examining the 
distinctive language features and conversational structures that characterize workplace 
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sitcoms, contributing to broader linguistic studies of television dialogue. This particular 
paper outlines the methodological framework behind the creation of the corpus, 
including the selection criteria for the shows, data collection processes, and initial 
transcription stages. Furthermore, I discuss several key challenges encountered during 
the construction of the WITS corpus, including difficulties in sourcing reliable 
transcripts, implementing accurate data-cleaning techniques, and developing 
appropriate annotation strategies. These considerations are essential for ensuring the 
accuracy and reliability of the WITS corpus as a resource for linguistic analysis. 

 

1. Corpus-based incursions into television dialogue 

Television dialogue, as defined by Bednarek (2018, 6–9), refers to all speech uttered 
on-screen by characters or narrators, as part of serialized scripted fictional narratives. 
This includes voice-overs, monologues, dialogues, and interactions between multiple 
speakers. When analyzing television dialogue from a linguistic point of view, any screen 
directions or extra-linguistic elements (e.g., location, time, special effects, character 
movements or actions, etc.) are generally discarded. The main interest that linguists 
may have in television dialogue, as Bednarek points out, stems from its design principles; 
i.e., television dialogue is “designed to be spoken as if not written” (2018, p. 19), 
meaning that it is scripted in a way that reflects spoken language. 

Even so, there are undoubtedly some features of television dialogue that distinguish 
it from unscripted spoken language. Richardson (2010, p. 6) states that television 
dialogue is designed to be “easily listened to”; similarly, Bednarek (2018, p. 19–20) 
describes it as “intelligible, accessible, and comprehensible” to audience members. This 
entails a certain fluency and “unnatural coherence and focus” (Toolan 2011, 181) of 
television dialogue that is generally not found in unscripted language, meaning that there 
are less speech errors, overlaps, interruptions or hesitations (Bednarek, 2018, p. 20). 

Many other differences between television dialogue and natural language, however, 
can be attributed to the design principles of available spoken corpora, as per Bednarek 
(2018, p. 21). To expand on this, unscripted data is not collected from intimate settings 
in which interlocutors may become emotional (Dose, 2013). Speakers may also choose 
not to use as many taboo words when they are being recorded as in their daily lives 
(McEnery et al., 2000). Finally, recordings of unscripted conversations generally do not 
include the initial and final greetings between speakers (Quaglio, 2009). 

Despite this, television dialogue is not wholly inauthentic to natural language. One 
function of television dialogue, as discussed by Bednarek (2012b, p. 43) and Quaglio 
(2009, p. 120), is to reflect natural language, particularly everyday conversations, in a 
realistic manner. Moreover, television dialogue is bound by the same linguistic 
resources and principles as natural language, which implies the existence of a certain 
similarity between the two (Richardson, 2010, p. 106). There are several studies that 
have successfully compared television dialogue to unscripted language through multiple 
approaches (Al-Surmi, 2012; Bednarek, 2010, 2011, 2012a; Dose, 2013; Gregori-Signes, 
2017; Heyd, 2010; Quaglio, 2008, 2009; Sardinha & Pinto, 2017). In large, television 
dialogue is believed to exemplify “core linguistic features that typify [natural] 
conversation” (Quaglio, 2009, p. 68), while also containing more emotional, informal 
and customary language (e.g., greetings, pleasantries). Sitcoms have also been found to 



Annals of the West University of Timișoara. Humanities Series 45 

 

be the television genre most similar to natural conversations (Al-Surmi, 2012; Heyd, 
2010; Quaglio, 2009). However, none of the above-mentioned studies are replicable, in 
the sense that their television corpora are not widely available. 

 

1.1.  Corpora of television dialogue 

Despite the existence of multiple studies (discussed above) that focus on analyzing 
the linguistic dimension of one or several TV series, there are very few existing TV 
corpora that are accessible for educators. The largest corpus, in both size and scope, 
is the aptly named TV Corpus, containing over 325 million words extracted from the 
subtitles of 75 thousand episodes that aired over the past 75 years. Although the TV 
Corpus was built from the best-rated subtitles readily available online (Davies, 2021, p. 
13–14), its substantial size means that the accuracy of its data cannot be fully 
guaranteed. Furthermore, the TV Corpus does not contain any information about the 
speakers, only the dialogue lines themselves. The TV Corpus is available for consultation 
and paid offline download on the website english-corpora.org. 

SydTV (“The Sydney Corpus of Television Dialogue”) was created to ensure high 
accuracy of data and a great level of representativeness for TV dialogue as a variety of 
English. SydTV comprises around 275 thousand words from sixty-six shows, with one 
episode per show being selected. Bednarek (2018, p. 81–85) aimed to strike a balance 
between drama and comedy series, as well as between “mainstream” and “quality” 
shows. She also took into consideration the textual time, i.e., she processed a mix of 
pilots, finales, and episodes throughout the shows’ first seasons. Frequency and keyness 
lists, as well as examples of linguistic analyses done with SydTV are available on the 
website syd-tv.com. 

Other examples of TV corpora, this time representative of specific genres, are SOAP 
and CATS. SOAP, also known as the “Corpus of American Soap Operas”, consists of 100 
million words extracted from the scripts of ten soap operas (Davies, 2011). Like the TV 
Corpus, SOAP is accessible on english-corpora.org. On the other hand, CATS (“Corpus 
of American Television Series”) contains approximately 160 thousand words from 
twenty-eight episodes taken from four drama series. Dose (2012, p. 106–109) used fan 
transcripts to build CATS, annotating the data with extra information related to 
character actions and scene settings. The CATS corpus, as opposed to other TV 
corpora, is not yet accessible online. 

To sum up, there are TV corpora meant to be representative of TV dialogue as a 
whole (TV Corpus, SydTV) or of a particular genre (SOAP for soap operas, CATS for drama 
series). The manner of data collection for such corpora also varies greatly: some use 
subtitles, while others use (fan) transcripts. To the best of my knowledge, there have 
not been any corpora built specifically to examine the linguistic characteristics of 
workplace sitcoms as a television (sub)genre, despite its consistent worldwide success 
(Schneider, 2023). To fill this gap, my project’s aim is to design and collect the WITS 
(“workplace sitcoms”) corpus, meant to be a representative sample of English language 
dialogue spoken in workplace sitcoms, i.e., comedies that primarily take place in the 
workplace, as defined by Charney (2005). 
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2. Corpus design 

The following section details the preliminary corpus design stage of WITS, focusing 
on various selection criteria of titles that are included in the WITS corpus, as well as 
the data collection and initial transcription stages of building the WITS corpus. It also 
highlights some of the key challenges in gathering a large amount of television dialogue 
data: difficulty in finding sources and means of assuring their accuracy, adjusting data 
cleaning techniques, proper annotation methods, and others. 

 

2.1. Data selection 

When designing the WITS corpus, the first question was related to what titles should 
be included. Given the large number of comedy series that have aired over the decades 
and to ensure the high cultural relevancy of the corpus, I used a variety of criteria to 
select the shows for WITS. First, I created a list of all TV series that were categorized 
as belonging to the “comedy” genre and that included the keywords “workplace” or 
“work” on the Internet Movie Database (henceforth IMDb, www.imdb.com). 

Since I am primarily concerned with American English, based on the worldwide 
proliferation of American pop culture in the past decades, I chose only US productions 
with primarily American writers and casts, excluding any British workplace comedies, 
such as The IT Crowd (2006-2013). Furthermore, in order to take as much of an inclusive 
approach as possible to contemporary language, I decided to focus on series that have 
initially aired over the past 25 years, as this timeframe spans from the global rise and 
new “golden age” of American television in the 2000s (Bednarek, 2018, p. 82) up to the 
present. 

Moreover, there were other discourse-related criteria that impacted my corpus 
design. I restricted my selection to series that were first broadcasted on non-premium 
television, omitting the likes of HBO’s Veep (2012-2019) and Silicon Valley (2014-2019). 
This restriction acknowledges Bednarek’s findings that there are usually major 
differences in language use between network and subscription-based outlets, 
particularly when it comes to the censorship of taboo words (2018, p. 7). As one focus 
of my study is work-related discourse in workplace sitcoms, I decided to exclude any 
comedies that are set in a workplace, but in which “working” does not play an 
important role, as is the case in It’s Always Sunny in Philadelphia (2005-ongoing). 

Even so, the list of workplace sitcoms included in WITS is not exhaustive and may 
be further expanded in the future. 

 

 
Figure 1. Timeline of WITS series 
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Taking all aspects into consideration, at the end of the corpus design stage, I had 
eight valid workplace comedy series that could be included in the WITS corpus (see 
Figure ): Ally McBeal (1997-2002), Scrubs (2001-2010), The Office (2005-2013), 30 Rock 
(2006-2013), Parks and Recreation (2009-2015), Brooklyn Nine-Nine (2013-2021), 
Superstore (2015-2021) and Abbott Elementary (2021-ongoing). Over the course of their 
initial broadcasting, six of the series were exclusively broadcast to one channel, with 
Scrubs and Brooklyn Nine-Nine as the only two to appear on multiple channels throughout 
their run. Six of the eight aired on NBC, two on ABC, and two on Fox. Based on 
Bednarek’s classification of “quality television”, i.e., shows that have been nominated 
and/or have won an Emmy or a Golden Globe for “best/outstanding series” (2018, 83), 
seven of the WITS titles can be considered “quality” series. These series also enjoy high 
audience ratings, with an average score of 7.9 out of 10 per episode (see Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. IMDb ratings per TV series 

 

2.2. Included metadata 

Before the data collection stage, I extracted metadata for the eight workplace 
sitcoms in WITS from their IMDb pages. Every episode that officially aired on television 
at least once was included in the metadata table, excluding unaired pilots and web-
exclusive specials. Generally, I maintained the official production numbering of the 
episodes as per IMDb, except for two-part episodes that originally aired on the same 
date, in order to retain their narrative integrity. 

Each episode was attributed a unique identification number, i.e. ID code (see Figure 
3). Each code follows the same format: corpus name (WITS, short for workplace 
sitcoms), number in the corpus (from 01 to 08), subcorpus (two representative letters), 
and episode number (starting from 001). The corpus number is not chronological, i.e., 
based on the series initial airdate; rather, it represents the arbitrary order in which I 
have decided to process the corpus data. The name of the subcorpora were generally 
chosen to represent two letters from the series’ names, ideally the capitalized letters. 
Attributing IDs to all episodes ensures that the corpus is expandable in the future, as 
more episodes are released (in the case of Abbott Elementary) or more transcriptions 
are published online. 
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Figure 3. Sample ID codes for WITS series 

 

Afterwards, I created a list of all IMDb pages related to the episodes in my corpus. 
IMDb contains information about the episodes and provides relevant insight into 
various aspects related to the production and reception of the series. These 
characteristics were collected by web scraping each respective IMDb link. Web scraping 
is an automatic extraction method in which website data is accessed, mined, and 
exported in a spreadsheet format (Barton, 2024). Subsequently, the metadata 
spreadsheet of the WITS corpus includes the above-mentioned details, such as unique 
ID code, series title, episode number overall (same as episode number used in the ID 
code), season and episode number in season, episode title, director(s), writer(s), 
runtime, original airdate, IMDb rating, summary, IMDb URL, as well as a column that 
automatically displays whether an episode transcript is added to the WITS corpus 
database. As Figure 4 shows, the spreadsheet is also conditionally formatted to display 
rows that do not have any transcript data attributed. The storing of the metadata in 
spreadsheet format entails the ability to sort and filter the given information based on 
any number of criteria, which will prove useful in my data analysis, as well as offer the 
possible addition of other metadata categories in the future. 

 
Figure 4. Metadata categories for WITS 

 

2.3. Data collection 

The next step in building the WITS corpus was gathering dialogue lines from at least 
ten episodes of each of the eight abovementioned workplace sitcoms. It must be noted 
there is no agreed-upon “best” source of television dialogue data, since there are 
multiple aspects to be considered, and researchers may value each one differently. For 
instance, if the desired result is collecting a large dataset of “raw” unannotated lines, 
then automatically extracting subtitles is the easiest method (Davies, 2021, p. 15). 
However, as Bednarek (2015, p. 69) and Bywood et al. (2013, p. 598) point out, there 
are several disadvantages to using subtitles: they rarely include the names of the 
speakers, they may reflect standardized versions of the English language (e.g., grammar, 
spelling, etc.), and they tend to “correct” characters’ oral mistakes. Thus, subtitles may 
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not be entirely accurate to dialogue spoken on-screen. 

Another potential source of dialogue data, official scripts, has also been found to be 
inadequate. Bednarek notes that scripts are oftentimes available solely in PDF format, 
which means that their conversion is problematic even with the best software available. 
She also explains that online scripts can be earlier working drafts, thus featuring 
significant changes from the on-air version of the shows, and that a “definitive” script 
usually does not exist (2015, p. 70–71). For instance, since some sitcoms are known to 
allow some actors to improvise certain lines on set (Greene 2020, 169), it is impossible 
for scripts to be fully representative of on-air dialogue. These observations are in line 
with the findings of Taylor (2004) and Forchini (2012), which underline the changes that 
occur between written scripts and the final on-screen products. 

The final option for collecting television dialogue is transcribing the data. Transcripts, 
as opposed to scripts, are written post-factum, i.e., after the airing of an episode, and 
consist of the lines of dialogue heard in the episode (Quaglio, 2009, p. 30). Transcripts 
can be created by researchers themselves, but this endeavor is unpractical, time-
consuming, and costly for small research teams (Bednarek, 2015, p. 72). 

Instead, a potential alternative is offered by fan transcripts, i.e., transcriptions done 
by fan clubs and made available online. Quaglio found that fan transcripts are more 
reliable than official scripts or subtitles, claiming that they “were not only fairly accurate, 
but also extremely detailed, including several features that scripts are not likely to 
present: hesitators …, pauses …, repeats …, contractions …, and even descriptions of 
the scenes and actors’ performances” (2009, p. 30). 

Taking all concerns into consideration, the WITS corpus was built on fan transcripts. 
The main sources for fan transcripts were Fandom (www.fandom.com), the largest wiki 
for the entertainment sector, and ForeverDreaming 
(www.transcripts.foreverdreaming.com), a forum featuring fan transcripts for a large 
number of telecinematic products. These two were used alternatively for seven of the 
series. Another source, that was solely used for Ally McBeal transcripts, was a Japanese 
website (www.upp.so-net.ne.jp) from the early 2000s that offered English and Japanese 
transcripts of the show (dubbed Ally, my love) for English-learning purposes. This website 
is no longer active, but it has been archived on the Wayback Machine (web.archive.org), 
making it still accessible today. 

 

2.4. Data processing and storage 

Even though the eight selected shows are fully transcribed on the websites 
mentioned above, not all transcriptions follow the same format. A small number of 
episodes are extremely detailed, with narrative sequences describing character actions, 
as in Figure 5. The majority have only allocated speaker names to each dialogue line, 
occasionally describing character actions between square brackets (see Figure 6). Many 
others, however, did not have any additional information other than the spoken 
dialogue lines (see Figure 7). Because of the lack of standardization in the transcripts 
and in order to be able to add a large number of episodes to the WITS corpus, I decided 
to process my data using only speaker names and their respective spoken lines, as in 
Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 5. Example of transcript with speaker names and narrative details 

 

 
Figure 6. Example of transcript with speaker names 

 

 
Figure 7. Example of raw transcript 

 

Figure 8 charts the number of transcribed episodes that have been processed in the 
WITS corpus as of late 2024. Overall, 628 out of 1048 total episodes (roughly 60%) in 
the eight series were processed so far. The Office and Parks and Recreation are the only 
two series fully transcribed in WITS. Scrubs, Superstore, and Abbott Elementary have more 
than 68% of their total episodes transcribed. Ally McBeal sits at 45%, and Brooklyn Nine-
Nine at 17%. 30 Rock is the series with the lowest percentage of episodes transcribed 
(7%), as it is the only TV series that did not have any transcripts with allocated speakers 
whatsoever. Thus, in order to process it, 10 episodes were randomly selected and 
manually assigned speaker names through parallel viewing. Although this was a time-
consuming effort, I aim to add at least ten more episodes of 30 Rock to the WITS corpus 
in order to reach at least 15% of the total episodes transcribed for each series. 
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Figure 8. Number of episodes in WITS 

 

During the processing stage, the WITS data was stored and managed exclusively in 
spreadsheets. At first, every episode was allotted its own sheet in which the 
transcriptions were manually copied from the source websites, each row of a sheet 
representing one line of spoken dialogue. Using the data separator tools, I divided the 
names of the speakers and their lines into two different columns based on the use of 
colons. While this was largely a success, some lines had to be manually divided due to 
the erroneous use of semi-colons as a separator. Via a series of filters and formulas, I 
then cleaned and organized the data following a set of principles, which are described 
below. 

First, the “speaker” column was normalized. Multiple names referring to the same 
character were standardized to make filtering easier. As a rule, the speakers are all 
formatted as first name (or nickname) and last name, with the exception of unnamed 
extras or characters with no full name given. All honorifics, titles, and positions (e.g., 
“Dr.”, “Mr.”, “Captain”) were removed. For example, in the Brooklyn Nine-Nine 
subcorpus, the speaker names “Holt”, “Ray Holt”, “Raymond Holt”, “Captain Holt” 
appear in the transcripts, but in WITS, they were all changed to “Raymond Holt”. 

Then, all non-dialogue parts from “speaker” and “line” columns were removed. 
Details related to character actions, narrative sequences, and locations (see Figure 5) 
were removed because they were enclosed in brackets (round, square, and curly) or 
written in all caps. Afterward, data was also manually checked to ensure no accidental 
omissions of non-dialogue information. 

Any missing data was manually added. Transcribers used three question marks 
(“???”) or an equal sign (“=”) to indicate places in which their transcription is incomplete. 
They also color-coded instances where they were unsure of their transcriptions in red 
or yellow. This generally occurred when characters used rare or specialized vocabulary, 
or when there were overlaps in the conversations. In both such instances, I viewed the 
corresponding episodes and manually filled in the missing information. Lines spoken in 
foreign languages (e.g., Spanish, Tagalog) were only partially transcribed, based on 
consulting multiple sources. 
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Finally, all bleeped instances were coded. As they were initially broadcast in the US, 
the series follow strict regulations when it comes to the use of swear words, with the 
most profane of them being bleeped. Transcribers marked bleeps using two or more 
asterisks (e.g., “Holy ****” or “Holy s**t”). In the WITS corpus, all bleeped words are 
marked using the code [BLEEP]. 

Lastly, the data was combined in a single spreadsheet. Basic metadata categories 
(episode code, series name, season and number, title) were added in order to allow 
easy filtering. Each line of dialogue was attributed a line number to ensure that the 
chronological order of each episode is still intact, even when the database is filtered. 
Finally, using a pre-existing formula, the word count of each line appears automatically 
in the final column of the dataset. Figure  displays an example of processed dialogue 
lines from Parks and Recreation. 

 
Figure 9. Example from WITS dataset 

 

Since spreadsheets cannot generally be used as data sources for corpus tools, the 
WITS corpus has also been exported into UTF-8 encoded *.txt files. This was done in 
the episodic format, meaning that each *.txt file is named after one episode code and 
contains all dialogue lines that are attributed to that specific episode, thus allowing a 
chronological examination of linguistic data, with the possibility of looking into each 
series individually, similar to Davies’ approach to virtual corpora in The TV corpus (2021, 
p. 16–21)An additional benefit of storing the data as such is the ease with which various 
subcorpora can be created. For instance, files can be exported to contain all dialogue 
lines attributed to one “speaker” to delve into corpus-driven examinations of character 
identity (cf. Bednarek, 2023). 

 

2.5. Data accuracy and linguistic annotation 

To test and ensure the accuracy of the fan transcripts found on these websites, I 
selected five random episodes of each series, totaling 40 episodes, and compared them 
manually with their respective episodes. In each case, the transcripts were found to be 
satisfactory, accurately reflecting dialogue lines, including the aspects that Quaglio 
mentioned related to hesitation, repetitions of words or sounds, and contracted verb 
forms (2009, p. 30). However, they were not entirely accurate, which prompted me to 
create two separate categories of the WITS corpus: the large WITS corpus, containing 
all available transcripts, which will be used to compare the language of workplace 
sitcoms to a larger reference corpus of natural language, and a smaller WITS corpus, 
more balanced in terms of episodes per series (10-20 for each TV show) and manually 
checked for complete accuracy, which will be used for pedagogical activities. 

On a linguistic level, annotation refers to the act of applying supplementary 
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information to corpus data related to its analysis of various levels: grammatical, 
semantical, phonetic, etc. (Baker et al., 2006, p. 66–67). Some types of annotations, such 
as part-of-speech (POS) tagging or semantic tagging, can be done automatically through 
the use of taggers. For POS tagging, the most well-known example would be CLAWS 
(“Constituent-Likelihood Automatic Word-Tagging System”), which assigns an 
indicator of grammatical class to each word based on its context. The CLAWS system 
has been perfected over time, achieving around 96-7% accuracy (Garside, 1990, p. 31). 
Another example of a frequently used automatic tagger is USAS (“UCREL Semantic 
Analysis System”), which groups words based on their meanings being more or less 
related to the same conceptual framework with a 96-8% accuracy (Rayson et al., 2004, 
p. 7–8). 

In its main format, the WITS corpus data is not annotated for its linguistic features, 
i.e., it does not feature any linguistic analysis encoded in the data itself. However, by 
using LancsBox X (Brezina & Platt, 2024), the WITS corpus has been automatically 
annotated through POS and semantic tagging. LancsBox X allows files to be exported 
after being processed through the application, meaning that the annotated version of 
the WITS data is also readily available under the format shown in Figure 10. Other 
linguistic annotations may be possible in the future. 

 

 

Figure 10. POS and semantic annotation of WITS file 

 

3. Meeting the WITS corpus 

As of late 2024, the large WITS corpus contains over 2 million words of dialogue 
lines from eight contemporary American workplace sitcom series that are considered 
to be representative of the genre. The data was extracted from 628 episodes across 
the eight series. The total runtime of the episodes included in WITS is 262 hours and 
37 minutes, with an average runtime per episode of 25 minutes. When it comes to its 
sample size, if counting a word as being separated by two white spaces, WITS measures 
2.086 million words, averaging 3,322 words per episode. Figure 11 illustrates the overall 
word count distribution of the series in WITS. 
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Figure 11. Word count distribution of WITS 

 

3.1. Limitations of the WITS corpus 

The size and scope of the WITS corpus were both impacted by time and resource 
constraints. While WITS aims to be representative of the TV subgenre of contemporary 
American workplace sitcoms, it is not comprehensive in the list of series included. WITS 
is also not yet entirely balanced when it comes to the length distribution of the data 
(McEnery & Hardie, 2012, p. 9). The amount of data collected so far is different for 
each series due to the low number of existing fan transcripts with allocated speaker 
names for some shows, such as Brooklyn Nine-Nine and 30 Rock. Additionally, since the 
series themselves vary in number of seasons, episodes per season, and runtime length, 
some series may be overrepresented in the raw frequency lists of the WITS corpus. 
That is why it is important to consider comparing the subcorpora among themselves, 
as well as look at the relative frequency of certain linguistic items across the entire 
corpus (McEnery & Hardie, 2012, p. 247). 

However, a benefit of the current design of WITS is that, by watching the shows and 
designing the corpus to include extra information such as episode summaries, my level 
of familiarity with all the series can be considered high. Thus, I ensure that this study is 
not merely focused on counting “decontextualized data” and that I do not start “from 
the position of tabula rasa” (Baker, 2006, p. 25). Instead, I will be able to provide 
meaningful insight into the relationships between linguistic data, character identities, 
and storyline developments. Furthermore, because of the current size and scope of the 
corpus, I am able to easily access the source videos of the series, be it on subscription-
based platforms (e.g., Netflix, Max) or DVDs. McEnery & Hardie note that the level of 
ease of access to corpus data is an important aspect that corpus builders need to take 
into consideration (2012, p. 66). Moreover, the availability of the source videos means 
that I can undertake multimodal analyses of key scenes based on the linguistic data in 
the WITS corpus. 

Another impact that time constraints had on the WITS corpus relates to the level of 
detail and type of linguistic information included. In spite of it containing spoken data, 
the corpus does not contain typical mark-ups of spoken corpora, such as details about 
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extra-linguistic information (gestures, actions), prosodic elements (rhythm, stress, 
intonation), or phonetic transcriptions (Knight & Adolphs, 2022, p. 28–29). Therefore, 
on its own, WITS can only be used to identify lexical and grammatical aspects of 
characters’ speech. It is also notable that while WITS primarily features American 
English, there are certain characters who also speak in other languages, such as Spanish 
(e.g., Carla Espinosa in Scrubs), Tagalog (e.g., Mateo Liwanag in Superstore), or German 
(e.g., Dwight Schrute in The Office). As explained in Section 2.4, not all such dialogue 
was transcribed, which means that WITS is not a suitable source to analyze 
multilingualism in TV series. 

The corpus also does not contain other extra-linguistic information other than 
speaker names and corresponding lines. In the future, I plan to add more detailed 
annotation when it comes to the locations of the scenes, in order to be able to filter 
between conversations that take place in the workplace and outside. In addition, I plan 
to add certain annotations for speakers, i.e., extra information about the socio-
demographic profile of some of the key characters in the series, including their gender, 
sexuality, ethnicity, nationality, profession and employment status. This will allow me 
to link the results of my quantitative language analysis to “individual and social character 
traits as well as character relationships and social stereotypes and norms” (Bednarek 
2023, 29). 

 

4. Conclusion. Next steps 

Overall, this paper has introduced the first version of the WITS corpus, detailing the 
design principles, selection criteria, and main steps in the process of building a corpus 
of dialogue lines extracted from fan transcriptions of eight contemporary American 
workplace sitcoms. Moving forward, I plan to expand the corpus to its full potential, 
e.g., include enough data from all sources and add more relevant linguistic and 
extralinguistic annotation. Thus, I will be able to perform high-quality corpus-based 
analyses (e.g., frequency-based, keyness analyses of word and n-gram units) and develop 
pedagogical materials for learners of English as a foreign language. 
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