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Form # Function: The independence of prosody and
action

Abstract

This paper argues for the importance of describing form independently of function,
especially for prosodic and phonetic forms. Form and function are often conflated by
languagein-interaction researchers when they give descriptive labels to the sound of talk
(e.g. "upgraded" pitch, "continuing" intonation), and that tempts researchers to see a
given form as having a given function or practice - often one that is influenced by the
descriptive label. | argue that we should discipline ourselves to keeping to a purely
technical description of any form (practice); that will then make it possible
unambiguously to show how that form contributes to a particular function (action),

without presuming the relationship to be exclusive.

1 Introduction

In this paper | argue for the importarafeseparating linguistic forms (practices) from
interactional functions (ie., actions). The discovery and specificafidorm-
function correlations is the basis of (at least some forms of) linginguiry. What
does a particular linguistic structure mean, how dloesry, how doests insertionin a
larger structure affect that structure? Take for instance the English morpheme (ie., the
form) -ED. When attachetb a certain kinebf verb,it changes the meaning (ie., the
function) of that verb from denotirapaction occurringn the presernb one that has
already been completedwhLK , | WALK -ED. Note that here amonly using the

spelling, not the actual phonetic realization of the morpheme.



Linguists also recognise that languages often recruit one form for more than one
function— for example, the morpheme spelled witln-&nglish. This sount usedo
mark agreement with the number of the subject when attdchedos, and possession
or plurality when attachetb nouns; eg., iE DOG EAT-S THE CAT-S BISCUITS.

Thus, having a clear technical description of a form (or structure, or pracigke} it
possibleto unambiguouslghow how that form contributds a particular function (or
meaningpr action), becaudiey are logically independent and described with different
terminology.

In this paper I equate the conversation analytic term “practices’ (for example, a practice

like delivering a stretch of talk with rising pitch) with what linguists call form, and the
term ‘action’ (for example, requesting) with what linguists call function. So throughout

the paper, | will use the pairs form / practice, and function / action, interchangeably,
though occasionally | will remind us that, in each pair, the terms come from different
disciplines.

Linguists, by strictly separating forms from functions, strengthen the scientific value of
their analyses by making clear statements about the toaome and ongée-many

relationships between them. My argument is that conversation analysts - and all students
of languagean-interaction - ought to do the same. Such attention to what may at first
glance seem only a terminological detail is important because it allows us to more
clearly conceptualise the multiplicity of linguistic forms that comprise any turn at talk
alongside the multiplicity of functions that turn is performing.

Much of the analysis that describes the phormetprosodic design of talka-
interaction, however, conflates form and function. This contridotaddifficultyin
deciding whats practice and what actioaswell asobscuring thedctthat formany
forms, theras not a 1:1 mapping to function. Thenotto say that the use of a
particular phonic form may not be crucidab performing a gien function, only thait
confounds the analysis say that the phonetic forfmeans’ or ‘is’ that function.

The papers organisedsfollows: in Section 2, Ehow how form and function are
readily separateth studies of grammar. Section 3 tutnshow form and function are

conflated and the problems tldan cause.lt’s noted here that this conflati@not



uniqueto work in CA, but may indeed be unique work in prosody and phonetics.

The following section continues this theme, explaining how andwiymportanto
maintain the division of form and function fouimdstudies ofjrammaiin studies

focussingon prosody and phoneticBheconclusionof the paper recaps the relationships
among turns, fonsand functions; the value of strictly separating them, and raises some

guestions about what future studies of the relationships among them might reveal.

2 Separatindorm and functionin grammar

Whenwe discuss the grammatical forms (or practices) that aretasestantiate
particular functions (or actions)e generally do not conflate the terms. Perhaps one
reason for thiss that the forms argoobviously disparatehey have different words
different sequentialrderswithin the turns, andve have learned that the location of a turn
in a sequencis necessarto understand whatt ‘means’ on that occasion. Additionally,
we recognise that different forms, evthose employed in different sequential
positions,cansometimes be usad accomplish the same action. Such is the case for the
action of requestingsdiscusseih Curl & Drew (2008). Here theris no single
grammatical form employetb make a request. Rather, the argumisnthat various
grammatical forms are employéd make requests for objects or actions dependent on
the amount of entittement and/or contingency that the participant chtooses
acknowledge or display. The utterance types CWréw describe are formally
unrelated: modal verbs (could you bring up a Igtterealis conditional clauses (I was
wondering if uhmt was possibléo see him one day reweek; simple declaraties(l
want youto telephone the doctprand imperaties (passme the Wishbong Yet,
importantly,they are all used for a similar functiermaking a request. The specific

form thatis usedin a particular conté is responsiveao and constitutive of other



pressures (namely, displaying entitlementhe requestedbject and awareness of any
contingencies surroundints granting), buthey all canbe described under the
functional umbrella ofrequesting’.

Crucially, the argumentn Curl & Drew (2008) does not preclude the use of ahy
theseforms for other interactional functions. | was wonderiinig not claimedo
indicate requesting outside a particular sequential locafiahprefacedit would rain
today, no one would thinto search for a ayto link the action of requesting and
whate\er action | was wondering if it would rain today might be being emplbyed.
The same for the conditional forrtonversation analysts would be unlikédyanalyze
couldyou getoff myfoot as(only) a request.

Curl (2006)is another analysis respecting the separation between grammatical form
and function. This work examines the different syntactic formstaseedke offersin a
corpus of telephone calls, askbws how the distribution of different syntactic
constructionss systematically relatetb the interactional situation and the sequential
placement of theffer. The syntactic formis shown to be matchetb finer detailsco-
occurring alongside thiarger activity of makingan offer. For example, offers are done
with conditionals If X, (then)Y) when callers present the offasthe purpose of getting
in touch, whilst offers of remedy for problems that emerge (or are traséederging)
from the previous talk within the call are produced with tiYéA\Dsyntactic form Do
you want (meo X)). A third ‘form’ of offer occurs whenovert problems have been raised
during the call to which the offer is resporgithese offers have various syntactic
patterns that generally match the syntax uisele talk about the problem, but not the
DYW format.

This researclshows, then, that speakers have a variety of forms availalplerform

the function of makingn offer. The claimis not that any forntanbe usedat any



point to perform that function; thens still aninterplay between the sequential location
and the syntactiform, but the placén sequence does not necessarily determine the
form used. Curk example 13hows how an offer produced near the close of the call,
the same location that most of th¥\V offers were founds not produced with that

format but with another thad better fitted to thevert problem just statdoly Mum.

(1) Holt: X(C):1:2:7:18

1 Mum: oh that’s w'I was going to tell you I'm:- (.) I’'m not bringing an (.)
2 I’'m not bringing any big j:um- (.) big ca:rdigans

3 (0.2)

4 Les: no: yl[ou can

5 Mum: [or a dressing gow:n I- (0.2) I [can ba-

6 Les: [no-

7 (.)

8 Les: you can borrow mi:ne

Despitethe factthatthey areengagedn a nove out of closing, Leslis choice of syntax
reflects theacivity sheis erngagedin (rather than displaying a more mechanistic use of
the DYW format). Thuswe see that the syntax of offeissensitive to more subtle
influenceghan ‘just’ those of sequential placement.

Whatis of special importances that therds no attempto assert that the construction
doyouwantintrinsically perform®ffering, any more thaif X, (then)Y does. Rather, the
emphasiss on explaining why the different forms are usedlifferent sequential
environments, arguing that the subtle differenoe®rm provide additional nuancesthe
(meta?) function of offering.

It is not only research in which | have been inealthatis of interestin this regard.

Fox, Thompson, Fordtal. (2013)providesanengaging and thorough review of the
interplaybetweernconversation analysis and linguistiosdisavering the distribution of and
relationships among forms and functions. Additionally, this focus on the separation of form

and functions not unique to linguists employirggpnversation analytic methods. The work



of Thompson & Mann (1987 particular explicitly addresses the importance of the logical
independence of form and function, and will repay a brief summary.

Whilst not employing a strictlgonversation analytic approach, Thompson & Mann
(1987) adopaninteractive methodologi the analysis of grammar. Tiparticular work
looks at one aspect of the organisation of informal written te@tsthe one hand, axeis
just a stringf clausel whatmakesa written tat coherent, howevers the way that the
clauses are connected and/or combined. Many kinds of clause-combining relationships
exist; the focus of the research summarised iser@ncession.

Concessiois a discourse relationship previously descrilmesemantic termas
indicating the‘surprising’ or ‘incompatible’ nature of one clause @ the proposition
put forthin anotherclause. What Thompson & Mann note, howeigethat this
explanation of concession faiis specify whoit is thatis surprised, ofs supposedo be
surprised; additionallyassigningsuchan absolute valu¢o the relatiormakesit
inseparable from simple contrastive relations (that is, where nothing is being conceded but
rather only compared).

Thompson & Mann argue, however, fam interactive view of language incorporating
the insight that writers want readéosget a particular understanding from wkisy write;
they are not just manipulating symbols when writing but rather are communicating with
purpose. Although formally concession and contrast apgpdae signalledn the same
way, the contet surrounding the claecombinationss the real clugo the relationshipln
other words, theverall construction of a sequencansignal a concessive relationship
between the clauses comprisihgather than being subjeict the use of a particular

connective such as tise-called concessive markerselthough” and“but”.

LA clause is, put simply, subjectand a predicate, where a predicate means a verb and everythingviigech
dowith that verb, including a direct object, prepositional phraserbs, and so on.



In fact, in some instances, a concessive discourse relationship exists even though no

connective terms used,asshown in this example from Thompson & Mann 1987:443)

1. Some of you have occasionally givme receipts for Xeroxing done off-
campus.

2. Until now | have nesr had any trouble getting these reimbursed/tar.

3. Now the accounting department is clampingvi@and enforcing a regula-
tion thatthey claim has beem effect since July 1976 that all Xeroxing on
University accounts must be done throughdbtgy centers on Campus.

Here, concessiois ‘signalled’ (or displayed) through the (interacjwconstruction of
the sequence,-nbi the use of a-concessive/contrastive conjuncilitleauthor clearly
displaysthat reimbursement will no longer pessiblg(3), after having acknowledged what
recipients already know has been the ¢gaghe past (2), and pointirgut the changen the
situation (clamping den and enforcing a regulation thiey claim has been in effeict
(3)).

By focusing on the interactive construction of sequemcadditionto the use of certain
connectors, Thompson & Mann are afalelemonstrate théfunctional unity of the
relation” (Thompson & Mann 1987:443). Thatt say, they can demonstrate the
mapping of several forms (including#ro’ form) to the single function of concessidyy,
maintainingan awarenes®f what a‘function’ is — anaction here beingdone’ by writers
soasto influence the behaviour or opinions of the readers. @undmalysis would not
have been possiblgithout a strict separation of form and function, allowing for the
possibility that the same function could be accomplisiyadarious forms.

The logical independence of form and function does not mean thatighere
relationshipbetween form and function, or that languagesommunities of speakers af
language do not construct or recognise relations between forms and functions: this is where

grammaticalization starts (see eg., Haiman 1983; Hopper & Traugott 199&}ain

2| have retained Thompson & Mann (1987:43Tivision into (numerical) unitslefinedthus:
“each unit consist®f one clause, except that embedded complement and relative clausassaatered pacf

the same unidsthe clauses with whictiey are associatéd.



linguistic forms, whether morphemes, words, clausesyen intonation patterns or tone
groups, rhythmic patternSpundles’ of phonetic featuregan and do become associated
with a particular function, because they are repeatedly depioybe appropriate
sequence not because the forimbiologically best-fittedo do thatob.

There are casas which reasonable labels for forms are almost synonymous with
description®f the functionghey are usetb perfom, especially when those forms are
bundles ophonetideatures. Cur(2004,2005)shows how upgraded/non-upgraded phonetic
forms seemo equate with upgraded/non-upgraded functions. The analysis of a collection
of other-initiated repairs res@d by self-repetition revealed two separate phonetic
patterns. One consisted of repetitions thatdraelxpanded pitch range, and were louder,
longerin duration, and had altered vocal tract settings comgarte first saying (the
turn treatedby the co-participant as a trouble source). These were called the upgraded
phonetic pattern. The non-upgraded phonetic pattenversely, consisted of repetitions
that had a compressed pitch range, and were quieter, shorter, and had similar vocal tract
settings to the first saying.

The deployment of these phonetic patteras fsundto be differentiatedy the typeof
sequenceén which the trouble-source turnawembedded. The upgraded phonetic pattern
occurred after trouble-source turns that were fittieely were appropriately designtx
follow the previous turn, continuing the sequemagsrogress, or beginning a new sequence
if the prior one had been collaboratively closed. The non-upgraded phonetic patern w
foundto occur on repetition repairs produced after trouble-source turns that were disjunct,
ie., not designedsrelevant net actions, and that laekla clear linkto the just-prior turn,
and failed to display shared understanding.

The descriptive terms for the sequential organization of the trouble-source turns
fitted and disjunct sit comfortably alongside the phonetic descriptions of upgraded and
non-upgraded. | would argue, however, that ihidueto a metaphorical understanding

of ‘positive” and‘negative’ functions or actions. It is easy accepthat a turn that \&s



fitted when produced,ub nonetheless treated as a trouble-source, would be repaired with
an upgraded phonetic patterit. is easyto then say that perhaps this upgraded phonetic
patternis a display of a rejection of the proposed role of trouh#&er, or‘offender’, whilst

the non-upgraded phonetic pattern (being quieter, and shorter) accepts responsibility for the
breakdaevn in intersubjectivity. Andt is possible that thiss all true— that these are the

very functions that these forms accomplislthis position. Thiss indeed the contention put
forwardin Curl (2004, 2005).

What is importanto remember, howeveis that this linkages the outcome ofn
analysis,notits starting point. Thédanger’ of a finding such as this thatit can reinforce
a non-analytic approach that equates, a priori, talkighatid orslow or higheiin pitch
with a a particular function, and talk thaiuiet or fast or lower in pitch with the opposite
function.

It should also be stressed tttas researchs an analysis only of the phonetic patterns
employed on other-initiated repetition repairs. Theneo claimin either of those
publications that the bundle of features that comprise the upgraded phonetic pattern will
awaysco-occur with, or mean that, a turn containing themesignedsfitted to its place
in sequence. Until the reseaisldone,we do not know whether quieter, shorter utterances
with compressed pitch ranges are usedbwngrade speak claimsin other sequential
positions. Anecdotally, intuitly, it is easyto associate this pattern with submission and
deference. But just as anecodotally and intelgjwvhat of the deadly quiet afidtly-
intonedvoice of a parenthastisingan unruly adolescent? Just because a particular
intonation contour (or differenge loudness, or quality of voicé usedn the performance
of a particular functionye cannot assume that contour wilvays be usetb perform said
function. It must beshown to be doing so, just as reseamlghtshow that a modal verb
could be useth aninterrogative utterancéo do some function other than requesting

namely, complaininggsin the(invented) example coulau getoff my foot.



3 Conflating form and function in prosody and
phonetics

The workof linguists doingCA differs remarkably from that dfnainstream’ linguists
primarily in that the formes work relies on demonstrating the observable orientation of
coparticipantsn talk-in-interaction. This contrasts with the use of native speaker intuitions
to guide research and test hypotheses. Intuitions about the meanings of particular pitch
contours form the basis of wairkthefield known asintonational Phonologwsillustratedby

this quote from Cruttenden (1997:90):

For instancejf we considel. .. ] what meanings that tone has when
combined witheachof the sentence-typds..] we may end upde
scribing a number of local meanintjke ‘weighty’, ‘impatient’, ‘dis-
passionate’, ‘serious’, and ‘powerful’, which are all meaningsug-
gested by a low-fall..

This quote (and there aneany otherdike it) reflects the drivéo attach a single
meaning to prosodic (mainly intonation or pitch) patterns; here, Cruttésmden
suggesting that thelie a particular intonation contour associated with each of the terms
he placesn scare quotes, but rather that these meanings are all fine distinctions of some
more basic meaning tha attachedo the low fall. The driveéo associate a gaén
intonation pattern with a (single, basipaningis not unusual; arguments for oresv
assertions of tone-meaning associations aboubdth research-based theoretical articles
and booksaswell astexts aimed at teaching Englith speakers of other languages (eg.,
Ladd 1996; Wells 2006). Irhe caseof English-teaching textbooks, the appisatiear:
to attain native fluency, you must know not only the sounds of the words, but the melodies
that entire utterances should bain such texts, however, a great deal of surrounding
contet (albeit inventedjs supplied, and the words themsegalso provide much of the
‘sarcastic’ or ‘polite’ meanings under discussion.

To what extent the claims are true about what intonation past@mds polite” or

‘sounds disinterested’ is another story. The works cited offi@tle more than their authw

native speaker authority. More importantly, this literature also postulates that there are a



limited setof intonation contours with associated meaningslanguage. Thus, the

meanings associated with intonation contours cannasbpecificas ‘weighty’, impatient’,
‘dispassionate’ or ‘serious’; there simply canndbe a 1:1 pairing of form and function.

This is why many of the ‘basic meanings’ proposed for intonation contours a&evague

asto be vacuos, if not indistinguishable from one another. Notice that the basic meaning
postulated in the quotdiove must abléo encompass bothlispassionate’ and‘impatient’

on different occasions of use.

Cruttenden is clearly aware of the interaction between the words being used (which he
calls the sentence-types) and their phonetic-prosodic realization. Given that, to have any
intonation at all, these sentence types must be spoken, we can also presume that they will be
spoken to be heard by another pers@md if to another person, then they are also being
produced in a particular context, in a sequence, requiring a response of some kind. Surely
then all of this will contribute to how the sentence/utterance is interpreted. Indeed, the
intonational phonology literature often provides little vignettes preceding the description of
a contour claimed to express a particularly subtle meaning. The words, the fine details of
their production (not only their pitch and the overall melody of a turn, but also their timing
and aspects of their articulation), what they come before and what they comeadifter
this contributes to how participants interpret what a turn at talk means (or, in CA parlance,
‘does’). To researchers accustomiedthe importance that sequential locaterts onthe
function of a particular item of talk, this should not be surprising. What is apparently
more contentious to researchers of all persuasions, hovugt@suggest that prosodic
phenomena like pitch and duration, patterns of sound thatoa equatable with
alphabetic symbols, perform Functionrfone placén sequence, but FunctioniBanother.

Now, to my knowledgeno one has exr posited that the sound (form) [s], as used to
mark various functions in English (as discussed in the introduction), has a basic or root
meaning thaéncompassebe concepts of both possession and plurality, and thaisthis

true for all languages, not just English. But this seeni®e exactly what




intonationologists are proposing for pitch contourserkk/ the “local meaning” of a
contouris allowed to vary based on cortdas per Cruttenden 1997:90), thesestill the
assumption of a basic, immutable meaning.

Theclaim that there are basieaninggor intonation contours (whethbrologically-
determined or not) seents run directly counteto the arbitrariness of form-function
mappings foundh the rest of languagé. is probably uncontiversial to say that every
languagemakesuse of different prosodic forms (ie., high and low pitch peakseaptbys
prosody functionallyit is, however, more comversialto agree with Hirst (2005:33) and
others that' althoughmany prosodic functions and prosodic forms sderbe quasi-
universal, the mapping between form and funct®aoertainly not universél. Despite
what you may have heard, or read, themot auniversal consensus that rising intonation
contoursmean’ questioning (see eg., Hirst & DiCristo (1998), citedHirst (2005); see
also Local, Wells & Sebba 1985; Local & Kelly 1986; Wells & Peppé 1986&)nationis
made upof pitch rises and falls (or lack thereof). These rises and falls can be dessribed
technicallyasany segmental articulation, and tleambe associated with a particular
function. This isrft, however, what generally happens. Thera great deal of conflation
of form and functionin prosodic labelling (for a non-interactional argument against this
conflation, see Hirst 2005) rather than analysisof the mappings between forms and
functions.In the CA and Interactional Linguistics literature, this surfaces most
perniciously and penavely in the labels final and continuing intonation.

It’s well knavn that researchers from th¥ork School’, of whichI’m honouredto
count myself one, are and have been opptsédde use of such labels (and their
corresponding transcription symbols [.] and [,]) for some time. But what sedm$ess
well understoodks the true or full reason for that opposition. The probiethat the use of
such symbols anldbelsfor intonation contours encouragesomflationof the formof a
contour withits function. To transcribe, and thus label, a tattalk asexhibiting

continuing intonation iso define that contouoy its function. It obscures the linguistic-



phonetic description of treound— level or slightly rising— and replaces with the function
it [the pitch]is doingatthat placen the sequenceWhat oughtto be done insteas to say
that slightly rising or legl intonationcanbel/is used for the function of continuing, and it
is encouragingo see that (Hepburn & Bolden 2013:68) in fact say that the [,]
transcription symbdtindicates slightly rising intonation, not necessarily a clause boundary
and not necessarily marking that the sge&kcontinuing”. It’s interesting that the authors
recognise the necessiby warning against conflating the function of continuing with this
kind of pitch contourit’s clearly reévantto themto mention it. And wellt should be,
becauset’s not clear how readily such a definition will be adoptéds not difficult to
find papers using the terms continuing and final intonati6® emege just from a
nonsystematic search of the electronic papers in a personal bibliographic collection (in
other words, not from a systematic searchefliterature, but merely from a computerized
searchof a collection of electronic versions of papers).

| contend that the continuing conflation of form and functganathemao scientific
enquiryof the sort thatonversation analysts ougtat beengagedin. | am arguing not for
the proliferation ofjargon, but forits elimination. Theras a growing (and welcome)
concernin the CA literature with providing rigorous, verifiable definitions of the actions
and practices under investigation (see the argument irglegv,& Kitzinger 2012).
Maintaining a division between the fowh a contour (rising, falling, level) ants function
(which cannot be specified a priori, but requires analytic wortemonstrate)e should
not — must not- combine the form and the functiona label.

Thisis not just wranglingpver ownership of terminology. The following quote from
Robinson &evoe-Feldman (2010:fndxemplifieshow confusing two levels of description
canleadto overall confusion- perhaps not on the part of the authdrat on the part of

the readers.

31 in no way meanto single out these particular authasthe sourcer root of the problem;
theirsis but one outbf many useof the terminology that | wisto argue against!



turn-final-le\vel or continuing intonation... canproject the lackf turn
completion, and thus turn continuation

Leaving aside the difficulty of understanding how turn-finalelguitch could be
continuing (if the speak continues, the plade question may be TCU-final but
presumably not turn-final), the quasedeeply confusing. First, whg it necessaryo gloss
the descriptiori‘turn-final-level” with “continuing”? Turn-final-lewel is a perfectly
adequate descriptiasf whatthe intonation, or pitch, sounds like. Turn-finaléév
describes the form, including a specification of where the feffiound. Next, however,
the authors describe whiis intonationpattern- this form— canproject- its function;in
this case, turn continuation. But whsigained by incorporating the function into the label
for the form? This case seetosrather transparentigxemplify the ease with which form
and functioncanbe conflated. The function (or action) being descrisdfiat of turn
continuation past a point of possible syntactic and pragmatic completion. This action may
be accomplished (at ledatpart; but see Local & ¥ker (2012) for a fuller account of the
phonetics of turn projection and turn completiasyell asthe discussion in Section By
employing the form (or practice) of lkelpitch. Butif this level pitchs (mis)labelledas
continuing intonationt neatly bummisleadinglypackages the form and function as a single
construct.

Making this point often lead®s the question’but then how would you transcrileat?”’
Excellent discussions of the various uses and pitfalls of transcription, including

comparisons between systemmanbe foundn eg., Kelly & Local (1989); Selting (2010);

Walker (2013), and’d caution against what sometimes seéwnise the fetishization of
the transcriptlt’s widely accepted that creating a transcript inesév certain legl of
analysis, andver-reliance on the standakdfersonian transcription symbatanencourage

theconflationof form and functiofIn my experience a fairl§bare’ or minimal transcripis

* The transcription system Q& for English (Selting, Auer, Barth-Weingartehal. 2011)
addressemany of these concerns.



anexcellent tool for focussing the mind on listeniathedataonce a phenomenon has been

identified based on sequential-interactional function.

4 (how to) Separatdorm and function in prosody
and phonetics

It is notmy intent hereo advocate a modular or hierarchical approtxlanguage
structurejn which a syntactic forns given phonetic implementation a kind of assembly
line production. The division between the tissimply an artefact of the way we (have
to?) do analysis. Both the syntax and phoneti@naftterance have beproducedn an
appropriate \ayto accomplistanintended action, and a goocayto proceed with
analysisis to provide accurate descriptions of the various forms that sed® used for a
particular function. These accurate descriptions should be built out of the appropriate
terminology, which does not mean that everyone interestbdw an utterarce sounds
needsto complete a doctoraia phoneticgseealso Selting 2010, especially pp 24-25).
Rising pitchcansimply be called risingitch, ratherthan question intonation; lelpitch
canbe called legl pitch, rather than continuing intonation. Words that describe forms
—rising, falling, quiet, loud, short, lorgshould be used for descriptions of forms, and words
that describe functions questioning, continuing, offering, requestinfpr description of
functions, not a mixture of the two.

Once the forms have been described, thé part of the analysis to dismver
whether,andshow that, the forms consequential for performing a certain function. Local
& Walker (2012) does just this for the use of phonetic featarése projection of turns.
Through a careful analysis of all the phonetic parameters attending points of possible
syntactic and pragmatic completidhey find that a fallto-low pitch contourat such a
pointis not a reliable indication of turn finality.hey report thain 13 cases with falle-low

pitch co-occuring with other markers afrn-continuationpnly 3 resultedn turn transition.

However, 67 cases with faib-low pitch co-occuring with other markersf turn-



completion, 60 resultesh turn transition.In other words, falto-low pitchis but one of a
set of phonetic markers of possible turn finality. Witeoo-occurs with these other
markers, turn-transition does inddekle place; bt whenit occurs without these other
markers, thso-called‘final intonation” pattern does not regularly mark turn finality. How
much more accurate, then,dispense with theonflatedabel‘final intonation” and replace
it with the more descriptively accurate fedHow pitch.

What Local & Walker show, then,is that fallto-low pitchis systematically but not
consequentially associated with turn transition. The aspects of phonetic design that do
seento be consequential for turn transition are aspiration of TCU-final voicelessgsosiv
and outbreaths.

Another function-form pairing that emple aspects of phonetic production not usually
capturedn CA transcripts (though explicitly provided forthe ‘fine’ level of GAT 2)is that
of ‘doubles atclosing’ asdescribedn Curl, Local & Walker (2006). These are self-
repetitionsemployedto close davn a sequence of talk, @&s the following example
(fragment 5of Curl, Local & Walker 2006:1726). The arrowed lines have been
retranscribed according the GAT 2 transcription system, $bow (some of) the relant

phonetic detail.

(2) Holt.5.88.1.5.nevermind (telephone)

1 Rob: you know she’s very .hh sometimes she’s quite
2 helpful and other times I feel you know I
3 don’t know where I stand with her

4 Les: no

5 (0.2)

0 Les: no no

7 > Rob: /nEver “MIND. /

8 (.)

9 —» Rob: /nEver "M[IND. /

10 Les: [no

11 (0.3)

12 Rob: anyway (.) I will let you (0.2) go

The repetitiorof “never mind” in line 9is constructed as @ouble’ by virtue of its

relationshipto the first saying (lin€’) in terms of accentual pattern and rhythpiich,

5 A phonetic feature not usually captuiadanyconventionalCA transcription system.



duration,and loudnessln other words, not every phrasal repetition will display the same
relationship between the first and second saying; what Curl, Locab&evW(2006)show

is thatthe production of a doubie an accomplishment that plays a functional reléhat

of closing devn a sequence of talk.

The phonetic forms that are a part of this practice are not utogelesings or endings;
in fact, at least one of thens usedto indicate continuation of a turn, rather than closing of
a sequence. Thoughis not immediately apparent from the transceptwn above,
Curl,_Local & Walker (2006:1744) provide thiaspart of the description of the phonetic
characteristicef a double:“second parts are shorter in duration than figstts”. However,
longer durations are one of the indicators of turn finai$ygshown by Local & Walker
(2012). Thereforet is clear that simply describing the durationeeif doneasa
relationship between one realization and another (eg., lengthened or shageasty
preferableto using a (misleading) label that incorporates any mention of an interactional
function, since the functions that shorter duraticersbe putto arein this case nearly
opposite.

Separatingut the various forms of phonepiooduction(eg., pitch, voice quality, duration)
and analysing each independently also h&dpgetach the analyst from the data ahdw,
in cold hard fact, whais regularly occurringn utterances that perform a particular
function. This worksto prevent the analysis being colorbg the analyss folk knowledge
of whatit is to ‘sound unfinished’ or to ‘sound angry’. We are al(l presume!) human, and
participatein a daily basisn the very same kind of interactions the also studyin a
professional capacitin our everyday interactiongye (also presumably) rely on
socialised, shorthand labels for the action sequemeeseco-constructing:‘He sounds
angry’; ‘she dways does that when she wantsto hurryup’ is the kind of self-talk that
we probably wouldrt wantto publishasananalysis. Whewe getto theoffice, however,
and build a collection of turns that are treadsdisplaying anger, and begdio break davn

and investigate what design featuttesy share (ie., the forms that produce the functiwa),



beginto build a scientific explanation of whiitmeango ‘sound angry’. If we cannotshow
that there are featur@s common, this must biakento mean that ouimpressionor our
intuition, that there is &ound’ thatmeans ‘angry’ cannot bescientifically sustained.

Howewer much | would argue against thesscientific or analytic constructs, | woule
loatheto abandon the folk notions &founding angry’ etc. Having these folk labels and
being ableto talk about the forms that tatkkes (againin a non-technical sense) seetos
meto beaninvaluable social-interactional tool. Indeed, Local &lkér (2008)show just
how such utterances arefactdeployed and treated talk-in-interaction.

By conducting our research this way — strictly separating our folk notions of what
something soundiske from whatwe can scientifically describe- we may alsomake it
easierto conceptualize the possibility, indeed thieelihood, that a particular phonetic
form may be used for more than one function. For example, Benjamialei2013)
describes the usaf high rise-fall intonation contours repair sequences. Specifically, the
claimis that repairs initiated by other-repetitionitiwthis distinctive intonation pattern, are
designedo mark the unacceptabiliyf the trouble source. The unacceptability may be a
problem with the veracity of the prior talk givtheco-participants knowledge; or theo-
participant maybe questioning the contextual appropriateness of wiaatsaid. The
contour thats used on these repair initiators, a rise-fall, may also funstiother
sequential locations to display surprise, but this do@sean that the rise-fall neba
describedhs surprise- justas| wonderif needrit be (and wouldi be)describedas
‘requesting grammar’.

To show howto separate form and functi@amresearch involving prosody and phonetics,
and whait cangain us, the research of Benjamin &Meéron high rise fall repetitions will
be usedo exemplify (and perhaps demystify) how reseadrcthis area proceeds.

The collection upon which Benjamin & aker (2013)is based s built as part of a
larger collectionof other-initiated repairs accomplishbg other-repetitior(see Benjamin

to appear)In the course of building thlarger collectiont became apparent that the



phonetic pattern employed on the other-repetition varied. The questions this raised for us
were, how could that variation best be described, asthere a functional difference
linkedto the different phonetic patterns. Our ansteethe second question |éd the

published paper (and ongoingwork); the procedurewne followed to answer the former,

and whichcanbe extendedo other data sets, folles below.

First, all those repetitions thabund similar’ based on repeated listening are gathered
together. Thers no greamysteryhere; justepeated listenintp repeats. The xéstep,
however, does require some analytic thought and decision-making. Firsmekesthem
‘sound similar’? Eitherthey share certain characteristics in commonhey share certain
characteristicselativeto the talkthey repeatlf it’s the latter, you have listen carefully to,
and perhaps measure, the difference between the loudness, pitch range, tempo, and rhythm
of the trouble source turn and the other-repetition. Repeated listermngcollection didit
suggest thiasthe commonalitysowe had to try to pin den what phonetic characteristics
they shared amonfpemselves.

Although the high rise fall pitch contours were certainly saliera)y other phonetic
regularities could be occurrirmgwell, and might have contributéalthe sense afounding
similar. Therefore, we set about measuring duration, loudness, tempo, and rtgthm.
other wordsat this stagewe looked for waysto define and delimit the fornwve trusted
ourselesto have heardThey werert yet “high rise &ll” repetitions, nor hade yet
beguninvestigatingthe functionthey were accomplishing.

The absence of any extended discussion of the duration, loudness, tempo, and rhythm of
therepetitionan Benjamin& Walker (2013)indicatesour failureto find any regularities.

Thus whileit might looklike we only analyzed the most perceptually salient paramster,
did investigate other aspects of phonetic production as well.

Sowhat then of the form-function relationship? Our collection had already been

guidedby the functionof engendering a repair sequence, accompliblgede production

of the form ofan other-repetition. Were the finer details of this form accomplishing



additionalfunction? Our answers yes— that using the form of a high rise fall repetition
claims a problem with the appropriateness of the prior turn. This appropriateness might be
the talks veracity, or moral implications, or contextual fittedness. This funacten,

claim, canbe accomplishetby using this form. And becausee had a clear description

of the form, onits own, it wasnot necessartp invent a labelike ‘claiming a problem

with veracity/morality/contextual appropriatenesstour’.

This division between form and function also allows us to acknowledge a potential
relationship between, but also separation of, this contour and the function of displaying
surprise.They do sound similar. Put aforced-choiceexperimental condition, | could
imagine labellinghe high rise faltepetitionsas‘surprised.” But the contet they occur in,
and the function these repetitions perforsndemonstrably differenasshown by the data
extracts below.In each, the repetitiois produced with a high rise fall contour.

Fragment 3 comes from a conversation between two male friends discussing John, a
mutual friend neither of them has been in touch with for some time. In lines 3-4, Speaker A
proffers some knowledge about where this person might now be.

(3) CallFriend 4175: Utah

1 B: uh yeah (I) think he's just (0.3) you know a real standup guy
2 or whatever [he's like- ] really (.) workaholic [and (every)
3 A: [yeah ] [he got ]
4 a job in uh Utah right

5 (0.4)

6— B: .t "Utah

7 (0.2)

8 A: I think so

9 B: .t I can't re[member]

10 A: [ Idalho

11 A: Utah

12 (0.3)

13 A yeah Utah

14 (0.9)

15 A: cause he's [(near) ] Idaho

16 B: [really ]

17 (0.06)



(For a more detailed analysis of this fragment, see Benjamin & Walker (2013:120ff).) It
is of course possible that Speaker B may feel surprised by Speaker A’s suggestion that
John isn Utah. There’s little in this fragment, however, to indicate that a display of
surprise is relevant from Speaker B, or that his turn in line 6 is designed to be heard as a
display of surprise. Speaker A has done nothing to work up to ‘‘he got a job in Utah
right’’ as a potentially surprising bit of information, or indeed as news of any sort. Quite
the contrary; he adds a tag question particle, ‘‘right’’, displaying a lack of certainty.
Rather than surprise, Speaker B displays conviction of the falseness of this information
in the turns that follow. He never accepts Speaker A’s continued assertion of Utah (see
lines 16 and 20).

The next fragment comes from a conversation between a father and daughter. Though
the other-repetition is produced with a high rise fall contour, the context preceding the

repetition is quite different from that of fragment 3, as is the treatment of the repetition

itself.
(4) Call[Home 4184:Hendricks
1 Bill: and guess who called here last night (.) looking
2 for your address
3 (0.7)
4 Jen: who
5 (0.6)
6 Bill: Aiden Hendricks @:: @
7— Jen: Aiden Hend[ricks
8 Bill: (@ @ @ QR@E@EEEEE[E
9 Jen: [why [hhhhh
10 Bill: [.hhhhh well
11 Mommy and I were sea- seated with his mother
12 I'm sure this is why

In this fragment, Bill builds his turn at line 6 to be heard as news, prefacing it with
‘“‘guess who’’ (line 1). Jen plays along, giving him the go-ahead to deliver the news, or
in this case punchline, and produces an aligning display of surprise in her turn in line 7
(Wilkinson & Kitzinger 2006). Bill treats her surprise as relevant by continuing to laugh;
Jen doesn’t pursue any repair work, instead asking ‘‘why’’ in her next turn; it turns out

she is looking for some explanation of why someone from her past would suddenly



come looking for her address, a situation especially delicate as she (Jen) is at the time of
the call living abroad and engaged to be matrried.

What the juxtaposition of these fragments of talk clearly shows is that the form of a
high rise fall intonation contour can’t easily be equated with a single function like
displaying surprise. Separating form and function allows us to describetmang-
relationships that go both ways; one form involved in constituting many functions, and
one function that can be accomplished by several forms. This also allows for the
flexibility of talk-in-interaction, and participants’ ability to co-construct the meaning of a
turn by their treatment of it.

The work describeth this section and the previous ost®w that careful attention
to the form ofanutterance alls usto discern functions with a function. Take for
instance Curl 8Drew’s requests. Several different forms areskdwn to be usedo do
the function of requesting, baaichindividual form displays the speaks awareness or
estimation of the attendant contingen@swell ashis/her entitlemento the requested
item. Thusdisplaying entitlement and contingency might be thougtassub-
functions of the function of requesting. A similar argument could be made for the
other-repetitions.They function on one level as repair initiators, but through their
phonetic desigithey indicate what trouble needs addressirttpe repair: a sub-function

of initiating repair.

5 Conclusion:A practicefor everyaction?

In this paper | have argued that describing form independehtiynction will allow
the broadening of our understanding of what the phonetic design might be
accomplishing. Wheit comesto the sound of tallkr-interaction,we are firtoo
quick to attach functional, often emotive labétspractices rather thao provide

formal descriptions of thenMany prosodic transcription systems do thssvell (see



Hirst 2005), and the most commonly u§sal transcription systens unfortunately no
exception.

This papeis not intendedo bean argumenbver howto transcribe, but howo
conceptualise Conversation analytic principles support the idea of one attalk
being ableto accomplishmany actions, which | have equated here with functions; |
haveshown that any function may be instantiateyl several forms, and vice versa, that
a particular form may be invaddin signalling more than one function. | wowddggest
that this rich interrelationship 1 turn— many functions, 1 functior» many forms; 1
form — many functions— underlies another concept bagdCA, that ofco-
construction of meaning. The multiplicity of the relationships between forms and
functions, the layering within any genfunction, allavs participantsn a conversatiorno
reach different yet equally sensible interpretationsamhindividual turnat talk. Should
any of these interpretations féil match what theo-participant understands, the
mechanism of repais available to rescue the sequence.

Questions remain about the specific details of the forms and functions. For
instancewill increasingly sophisticated analysasyell as the sheer increasethe
number of functions and actions that are studied, allote describe how a form or
practice that accomplishagarticularaction or functions (however subtly) different
from a form/practice that accomplishes a differgoivever subtly) action/function?f
we achieve the right lel of granularity, willwe find a 1:1 mapping between forms
and functions, between practices and actions? | simply kloow, chooséo remain
agnostic about the issagthis time. Buwwve’ll newver dismver the answergr evencome
to a better understanding of whether these are sensible quéstamks unlessve analyse

form and function separately.
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