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ABSTRACT
The cohesive function of prosody in Ekegusii (Kisii) narratives:

A functionattypological approach

by

Daniel William Hieber

This thesis aims to advance the idea that prosody is fundamentally about creating
cohesion t hat i s, signaling the nr elHalday&ns of
Hasan 1976:4)Building on research on the cohesive function of prosody by Wichmann
(2000)and Wennerstror(R001) | show how each of the features generally referred to as
prosodic are used by speakers to lend cohesion to their discourse by signaling the transitions
from one unit of discourse to the next, the relations that hold between those units, and their
relative prominence. To accomplish this, | look at six prosodic cues in Ekegusii, a Great
Lakes Bantu language of southwestern Kenya with lexical and grammatiegl@Gammenga
2002; Nash 2011). Those cues are pause, vowel elision, prosodic accent, pitch reset, isotony
(intonational parallelism), and intonational contour. For each feature, | exemplify the ways in
which it demarcates conceptually cohesive units etalirse, and/or signals the relations
between one unit of speech and another. | show that when these prosodic cues appear, they
create cohesive ties between one segment of discourse and another by signaling where one
discourse topic ends and another begamsi indicating how and how closely the new

discourse topic relates to the ¢CouperKuhlen 2004; Swerts & Geluykens 1994pgether



with morphosyntactic devices for cohesion, such as anaphoric pronouns and reference, the
cohesive ties created bygsody are what give coherence to the text, thus distinguishing it
from a random assortment of unrelated utterafidaliday & Hasan 1976) conclude by
discussing how an understanding of prosody as a means for signaling discourse cohesion
complements merinteractional approaches to pros¢Bgrth-Weingarten 2013; Barth
Weingarten & Reber 2010; Coupkuhlen & Ford 2004)and provides a language
independent means of examining prosody crosslinguistically, thus laying a foundation for

future typological stdies.



1. Introduction

Thisthesisaims to advance an understanding of prosody as the collection of phonetic
phonological cues that give structure to discoursearticular, | wish to show th#éte
function ofprosody is fundamentally abotrteatingcohesionthatiss i gnal i ng t he #fr
of meaning t hat (HahkdaysktHasan 1976:4Buildihghoe regarehkon o
the cohesive function of prosody by WichmgB000)and Wennerstror(2001) | showhow
each of the features generally referred to as prosodic are used by speaketthésion to
their discourséy signaling the transitions from one unit of discourse to the next, the
relations that hold between those units, and their relative pemcén To accomplish this, |
qualitatively examineix prosodic features across a collection of spoken narratives in
Ekegusii (Kisii), a Great Lakes Bantu language of southwestern Kenya with lexical and
grammatical tonCammenga 2002; Nash 2011Lshow tlat when these prosodic cues
appear, they create cohesive ties between one segment of discourse and another by signaling
where onaliscourse topi¢orii i d e a 0, t (1988:3)term)€ridmaindccadather begins,
and indicating how and how closely thenewdiscourse topicelates to the olCouper
Kuhlen 2004; Swerts & Geluykens 1994 pgether with morphosyntactic devices for
cohesionsuch as anaphoric pronouns and reference, the cohesive ties created by prosody are
what give coherence to the text, thus distinguishing it from a random assortment of unrelated
utterancegHalliday & Hasan 1976)

Within Bantu linguistics, there have bemtatively few studies of intonation and
prosody, or indeed of discourbavel phenomena generallfurse & Philippson 2003:40)
Most phonetic and phonological research in Bantu concernslexetitone, and to the

extent that prosody is discussed, itssially treated as a syntactic phenomefsae



Downing(2013)and Coleg(2015:5 8) for overviews) Rarely is prosody in Bantu treated as
an independent system operating at the level of discourse with its own functions and
structure, which in turn interactgtv other linguistic systems such as wdegsiel tones and
syntax The presenhesistherefore aims to fill this lacuna with a more fully discourse
oriented approach to prosontya Bantu language

Thisthesisproceeds as follows: | begin by surveying tinerse ways that previous
researchers have conceptualized prosody with the aim of showing that, despite this diversity
of viewpoints, their research exhibits some common themes in how prostefinesdas
well as treated in practice. Prosody is viewgdlmost all researchers as a phenomenon that
operates 6above the word |l evel d, Obeyond the
(Cole 2015Gordon 2018 The i ntwuition behliende |lp& opshoednyo naest
| argue, is that prosodieétures are discourselated because they help signal discourse
structure. For researchers that emphasize the suprasegmental rather than discourse nature of
prosody (e.g., Fog000)and many others), | suggest that what is common to the features
generaly listed as prosodit tempo and rhythm, intonation, loudness, phrasal stress/accent,
and sometimes voice qualityand what is also the motivation for treating them as a unified
phenomenoii is precisely that they are the kinds of phonptionological cas that tend to
signify cohesive relations and structure in discourse.

Thethesisthen proceeds to look six prosodic cues of relevance to Ekeguaiid their
realization in the narratives that constitute my dagarse, vowel elision, prosodic accent,
pitch reset, isotonyirftonationalparallelism), and intonational contodior each feature, |
exemplify the ways in which it demarcates conceptually cohesive units of discourse, and/or

signals the relations between one unit of speech and another. ld®mbgldiscussing how



anunderstandin@f prosody as a means for signaling discourse cohesimplements more
interactional approaches to prosd®arth-Weingarten 2013; BartlWeingarten & Reber
2010; CoupeKuhlen & Ford 2004)and provides a languagedependent means of

examining prosody crosslinguistically, thus laying a foundation for future typological studie

2. Themes in Prosody Research

The ways in which prosody researchers have conceptualized their object of study are
diverse to say the least. Whitearly allresearchersegardintonation, tempo, and loudness
as centralthe perspective from which they approach these features varies. The different
emphases on prosody have included its suprasegmental (faixr2000) its hierarchical
structure(Cruttendon 1986; Ladd 2008; Nespor & Vogel 2Q0%) syntactic functions
(Downing 2013; Selkirk 1986)ts cognitive underpinning€hafe 1994)its use in
interaction(CouperKuhlen & Selting; BartiVeingarten & Reber 2010; Szczepek Reed
2011) its affective functiongGussenhoven 2004:1796), its relation to discourse structure
(Swerts 1994)and many othersee Colg2015)for an excellenteview ofthese and other
approaches to prosodgnd Fonagy & Bérar(006)for an example oits manifdd
functiong. These variedoci have led researchers to add other phenomena to the list of
features considered prosodic, from Kmvel phonological structure (morae, onsets, etc.) to
voice quality (creaky phonatiorgo thatthe list of prosodic featurehanges from researcher
to researcheaind language to languageéhus while there is general agreement on at least
some of what prosodwpvolves there is hardly any agreement on what pross@yox
2000:1, 9)

It is perhaps for this reason that definitions of prosody are oftelikkstwithout always

discussing what makes the features in that list cohere. This technique for defining prosody is



used by Wennerstro2001:4) forexamplefi pr o s ody irmenaomgassmeg r a | t e
intonation, rhythm, tempo, loudness, and pauses, as these interact with syntax, lexical
meani ng, and segment alLkenmoyraaHhors, y\ennersromsgpes k e n  t
on to discuss the different functions of prosdalyt, does noéxplicitly address what binds
them together as an object of studie are still lef with the questiomf what makes features
as disparate as timing andghtpart of a unified phenomenon.
Still, there are some common themes tedssfinitions, and much tbe gleaned from
considering which features are included in them, as well as how prosody is framed in the
subsequent discussions. For startiéms very existence of variability across prosody research
on different languages keys us into an important ppnoisodic features are language
specific. As Himmelman & Lad{008:253n ot e, WAt here i s no way of
time how the phoneti c f eatiupitoh,durdtianocasdesbdn r ef er
are going to be put to phonol ogical use 1 n a
phonemic distinctions one language may have purely prosodic functions in another, and
vice versa. Creaky phonation is one example of this. In some languages, creaky phonation is
a phonemic property of segments operating at the lexical level. In other languragéy
phonaion correlates witlphrasal boundaries, and so operates at the level of disemdse
prosody Whether a given phonetic feature is prosodic is a langsiaggfic fact.This point
has led several researchers on prosody to set aside ternmédikeion urt in favor of ones
less biased towards one particular prosodic feature, such mo#uelic unitof Genetti &
Slater(2004)
A second theme in prosody research general acknowledgement that prosody is

somet hing which f uncnts er@somesartopostiexecal lewelv el of d



(Cole 2015:2; Himmelman & Ladd 2008)his is evidenfrom the way that prosody is

always closely associated with intonation in the literati@.g., Cruttendon 1986:1ff; Jun
2005) Indeed, the one feature thatmcontrovertibly referred to as prosodic by all
researchers is intonation, and the one universaged upon function of intonation is the
demarcation of larger stretches of discoyesg., Cole 2015; Fénagy & Bérard 2006;
Himmelman & Ladd 2008; JurOR5; Wennerstrom 2001:7f prosody does any one thing,

it is this.Moreover, even those researchers whose definition of prosody includésvkw
phonological features such as syllable structure recognize a principled distinction between
these Apurely phonol ogical 6 f eat uvergmmmaand
like discours€Nespor & Vogel 2007:3)

Related to the discourse function of prosody is its interactional funetiothertheme
emphasized by many of those working in conversation and discourse a(t3dyts
Weingarten & Reber 2010; Ogden 20®ark 2002; Szczepek Reed & Raymond 2013)
Szczepek Ree(®2011:13) f or exampl e, defines prosody
supr asegment alMuch af hereseasch ia this gemsdedtive draws on earlier

work by GumperZGumperz 198; Gumperz 1992)which introduces the notion of

contextualization cues.e. the cues that enable a listener to interpret the context and meaning

of a speakerdés discourse. Prosodic cues
contextualizatio cuesWhat this and the above theme suggest is that prosody is most

centrally about the roléhatphonetiecphonological featurelsavein shapingdiscourse.

t

ar

There is also a long tradition in prosody research, going back to at least Jakobson, Fant &

Halle (1951) of associating prosody with suprasegmer(@atde 2015:2) While later

research then refined the understanding of prosody to include only those suprasegmental

ho

as

e



features that operate at the phrasal or discourse level (see above), it is still thataaseh
of the work on prosody considers only suprasegmental features when examining ,prosody
often explicitly so At the same time, several prosody researchers have pointed out that, if
prosody is intended to encompass those phonological featuresoplicite at the phrasal or
discourse level, then a focus on just suprasegmental features risks missing other important
phonological cues to discourse segmentaitmx 2000:2; Himmelman & Ladd 2008:249;
Ladd 2008:5)Cole(2015:2) for example, reviewingumerous studies on prosody, points
out that, fAAt the same | ocations where proso
we also often observe segmental effects, for example, on the acoustic parameters that encode
voicing, manner or place of articlla on. 0 She then di scusses how
consonants show variation depending on their pHeagd prominence (e.gvhethera
syllable is accented), or how segments may become glottalized at phrasdDeltiyes
ShattuckHufnagel & Ostendorf 1996)

Another way in which prosodic phrasing may be signaled bysopnasegmental cues is
through phonological domairfsadd 1986:312; Nespor & Vogel 2007:9he domain of
application of many segmental processes is a phrase or other didevetseit rathe than
a morpheme or word. The boundaries of these phonological domains contribute to the
segmentation of discourse into cohesive units. In many American English dialects, for
example, the realization of /t/ as a fla@pdt the beginning dfinstressed nemitial syllables
applies within prosodic phrases but not across phrase boun@esmsor & Vogel 1986)To
take another example, in the Chitimacha language (isolate, Louisiana), certain words contain
a glottal stop consonant in the ultimate syllableaphfinally but not phrasenedially

(Swadesh 1946:316)s will be seenBhegus&ipo signals prosodighrasingn part by



means of a segmental phonological process of vowel elision, where elision applies phrase
internally but not at phrasal boundariéghatever prosody is, then, it seems it must
encompass nesuprasegmental features of speech as well.

To further illustrate the neimtonational means by which languages systematically
structure discourse, let us examine a case of particular relevancegsikIin Bantu
languages, it is common to disallow H tones on phfiasé syllables, a phenomenon known
asnortfinality (Nurse & Philippson 2003:645). Strategies that languages exhibit for
avoiding final H tones include deleting the final tone or shifting the tone leftward, among
others.The nonfinality of Bantu H tone is thus another example of how the phonological
domain for gohonological feature pically functioning at the word level (tonean serve as
one additional phonological cue that helps delimit prosodic pheashe discourse levdin
these cases, tone has both a lekggcaimaticafunction and a prosodic function. For other
languageshowever, tone has no prosodic function whatsoever. The lexical tones operate
independently of prosody. However, the particplaoneticrealization of these lexical tones
is indeed affected by the intonational contour they happen to reside under,tsodbatre
shifted upwards in the presence of rising intonation contours or high registers, and lowered in
the presence of falling contours or low registers. It is as though the intonational contour is
overlaid on the tones, and the phonetic realizaticghade tones calibrated to the intonational
baseline. | term these types of prosodic systeveslay systems Denadi na
(Dene/Athabaskan) exhibits this kind of syst@mvick & Tuttle 2012:141144), as does
Ekegusii.

Finally, let us consider the privilegethpe of intonation in prosody resear8gcause of

the centr al nature of intonation to the pros



languagesthe strong association of prosody with intonationlhegely stood the test of
time. But there are langgas where intonation seems to do very little prosodic work:
according to Lin(2009:140) phrasal boundaries in rGyalrong (Tib&arman) are not
determined through overlaying broad intonational contours on the phrase, as we see in most
languages. Insteagrosodic phrasing is realized through changes to the lexical tones on the
word in phrasdinal position. This is a subtle but important distinction: in more canonical
prosodic systems, prosodic effects on pitch are realized through changes to broad
intonatonal contours that apply over an entire phrase. But for rGyalrong and other languages
like it, prosody affects pitch through changes to the tones on individual segments. These are
tonal cues to prosodic phrasing rather tliaionationalones. In anotherase, Taq1996)
reports for Mandarin that prosodic phrasing is realized primarily through pitch declination
across the phrase and changes to the lexical tones, while Kraid®@®a)states that much
of the prosodic work in Beijing Mandarin is accomplidiibrough phonation rather than
pitch. Donlay(2015:201)makes the case most explicitly for Khatso (Sinbetan), a
| anguage with 8 tones: fiBecause Khatso is a
lexical tone system, the functional load on pitch is too great to allow it to also play an
extensive ole in prosody. Thus, boundary tone, pitch reset and tune are not employed in
Khatso IUs [intonation units]. Instead, IUs rely on cues that do not involveipitedt is,
pause, | ag, rSinselprosodichphrasing irekihadioes got depenchqitch,
it seems that even intonation cannot be taken as criterial for prosody.

Nonetheless, because of the dominant role that suprasegmentals play in prosody, it
became popular, particularly in the generativist tradition, to treat anpam@aaigmatic

syprasegmental features as prosodic, so that evelesigial phonotactigphenomena like



syllable organizatiomare considered prosodiespecially infuential here is Nespor & Vogel
(1986; 2007). Out of thistraditiongrew what is now called th@rosodic herarchy. This idea

of a hierarchical phonological structure to mirror the type of hierarchical structure seen in
syntax is for these researchafsindamental insight of prosodic resea(Clole 2015:2)

However, fom the perspective ohore discours@riernted approacksto prosodylike those
outlined above, this hierarchy is not so much a prosodic one as simply phonological, where
some levels of the hierarchy function prosodically and others do not. Those levels of the
hierarchy which function at the disase level, or otherwise influence discourse structure,
would be considered prosodic, while lower levels like syllables are simply a matter of
phonotactic$ unless of course certain syllabic or phonotactic patterns contribute to the
identification of unitsof discourse, whiclean certainly be thease. The essential point, from

a discourse perspective, is that it is not participation in the phonological hierarchy itself that
makes a feature prosodic; rather, it is the extent to which that feature plég/sna ro

discourse.

A final theme in prosody research is the need to consider its affective (attitudinal,
emotional) functions in addition to its more structuralohes. i s often noted th
emotional state affects features considered prosodih,asiloudness and pitch. However,
these modulations are considered by some &xtralinguisticor paralinguistig in that they
convey psychological or sociolinguistic information rather than linguistic information such as
the structure of words aliscoursgGussenhoven 2004; Ladd 2008; Laver 1994) this
issue, researchers are divided or uncertain as to whether these affective functions should also
beencompassedithin the domain of prosody, with somesearchersxcluding the affective

functions of prosodyLadd 2008; Laver 1994:223), and others embracing(Ford &



CouperKuhlen 2004; Inoue 2006:199; Selting 2018pme maintaithedistinction, but
acknowledge it as an important function of prosody neverth@isssenhoven 2004;
Wennerstron2001) while others note that the distinction is impossible to maintain in
principle (Fox 2000:271)To complicate matters, Re€2011)points out that much of what
is often called extralinguistic or paralinguistic in prosody is deployed by speakers in
interactionally relevant ways, and thaselevant to the discourse as well. Thus, in addition
to theirlexical and prosodic functions, features like pitch can also have broader semiotic
functions that extend beyond the realm of linguistic semantics narrowly conceived.

This fact complicates the study prosodyinsofar as pitchs involved making the
discaurse functions of pitch in particular difficult to operationalize. This does not by any
means imply that linguists can ignore the affective, semiotic functions of prosody in order to
focus on the more narrowly linguistic functiongjuite the opposite. Thesearcher
interestedn the linguistic functions of prosody alone just netdsperationalize the study of
prosodic features in a way that accounts for their affective functions, or at the very least
makes it possible to compare prosodic features adifiesent affective states. For example,
in many of the stories examined as part of
steadily throughout the narrative, presumably due to increasing levels of excitement as the
story nears its climax. For thesd other reasons, it is therefore helpful to examine pitch in
relative measurements (e.g. semitones or percent pitch change from one vowel to the next)
than absolute ones (Hertz). This strategy will be adopted at various points in the present
study. So waile it is good tobe attentive to the emotive functions of prosody, linguistic
descriptiors of prosodywill alsoneed tdind a way to abstract away from these affective

modulations of pitch.
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3. Prosody as @hesion

Given the diversity of perspectives on adg just outlined, and thdifferent ways
prosodyis realized crosslinguistically, it is perhaps no surprise that appropriately general
definitionsof prosodyare difficult to come by. How does one decide when a given feature is
functioning prosodically ira language and when it is not? Put differently, on what basis
should we consider a feature prosodic? In order to answer this question, a layeuege
definition of prosody (omparative concept the sense dflaspelmatt{2010) is required,
one thataptures the functional underpinnings of prosody rather than attempting to list its
various realizations. Such a functional definition would be sufficiently flexible as to
accommodate various languaggecific implementations. The present section attetopts
advance this kind of functional definition.

We have seen above that prosodgrigcially linked to discourseeven if this discourse
function is not always viewed as its essential characteristic. | want to suggest, however, that
the discourse functioof prosody is indeed its defining characteristithat makes us
intuitively perceive features like intonation, pause, voice qualitg othersis related is that
they sharen the function of structuring discourddore precisely, what it means for progod
to be a-léedied do prhseenomenon i s that it helps

additional structure to the texitherefore | suggest the following definition of prosody:

I.  Prosodyis the set of phetic and phonological cues thateate cohesion
in discourseby markingtransitions between units speechthe relations
that hold between them, and their relative prominence

It will be the goal of § to provide evidence in support of this claim, and show how each of

the prosodic features of Ekegusii contrimitethe cohesive structure of the text.

11
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Cohesiomay be thought of gsart ofwhat distinguishes a text froncallection of
random utterances, suchthat n Wher e t he interpretation of a
making reference to some ot her(Haliday&tHasam t he d
1976:11) Cohesion is therefore constructed through collectioniegfor connections made
between two or more items in discou(balliday & Hasan 1976:3)Anaphoric reference is a
classic example of a kind of tie, since the anaphoric element creates an gapbca prior
point in the utterance through coreference with it. In addition, any kind of struatoue¢her
morphosyntacticprosodicdiscoursdevel, or othej definitionally contributes to cohesion as
well, because structure implies ties betweerctimaponent parts of that structure i | n
general, any unit which is structured hangs together so as to form text. All grammatical units
I sentences, clauses, groups, wdrdsr e i nt ernally O6cohesived sir
structured. The same applies twopological units, the tone group, foot and syllable.

Structure ione means of expressing textuelalliday & Hasan 1976i67).

As Wichmann(2000:74poi nt s out, AThe view that proso
in discourse is not new, and has most camly been discussed in relation to information
status, involving the condndeed evenfHalldlaygkv en and
Hasan(1976:6) in their seminal work on cohesiamtei n passing that, #fdAcer
grammatical cohesionareirth r t urn expressed through the I
this, few researchers have explicitly examined the connection between prosody and cohesion
since Themost thorough treatments are\Wennerstron{2001:7) who views prosody as
constituting a Agrammar of cohesionod that fc
constituents i n di2600:64ywhs devotes aa entre dhapterhiontkee n n

cohesive functions of prosody in English, with theervation that prosody serves to indicate

12



Athe close conceptual rel atedness of success
not explicitly focused on cohesion, nonetheldsshonstratéhe cohesive functiof prosody
well. In her review of prosodsesearch, Col€015:9)notes that many studies have shown
that, fAwhen prosodic cues are available, 1|is
discourse boundaries and in evaluating the degree of discourse cohesion or juncture between
successiveitterances in a discours@/ork showing how prosody works to connect large
topical units of discourse can also be found in, among otBeyen (1977) Genetti(2011a)
Ladd(1986; 1988) Swerts & Geluykengl994) and Yule(1980) Other studies showing
how prosody signals the relatedness between successiveugngadly in connection to pitch
resetareBrazil (1985) CouperKuhlen(2004) Ladd(1986; 1988)Pierrehumbert &
Hirschberg(1990)

Cohesiornis thusa common theme among studies of prosedgn when not explicitly
acknowledgedThe approach advocated hérengsthe connection between prosody and
cohesion to the fore, such tlaatertain phonetiphonological featurshould be considered
prosodic whenever it iginctioning to add structurend cohesion tehetext. In this respect
the presenapproach is similar to that of Seltigg010:5) who st ates that fAal
phenomena that are constituted by the interplay of pitch, loudness, duration and voice quality
can be understood asogodic, as long astheyareusdédn dependently of t he
segmental structuiieas communicatives i g n Ehé definiéion given here represents a
synthesis of more cognitively r i e nt e d ,-asififormationtin la o(@o@perKuhlen
2015:84 85) approaches to prosody like that of Ch&t879; 1988; 1993; 1994Lroft
(1995) Du Bois(1992) and Mithun(1996) and more interactionalg r i ent ed ,- fAi nt or

ascontextualizatiorc u e(GoaperKuhlen 2015:85papproaches like that of Coupléuhlen

13



& Ford (2004) Szczepek Reg@011) and Szczepek Reed & Raymqg2®13) This latter
resear ch bui (Gdngpernlf82;&Gumppre ¥9aa§tion ofcontextualization
cues the O6empirically detectable sigwhats t hat
being said in interaction or more generally
foremost among these cugouperKuhlen & Selting 1996:13)CouperKuhlen(2015:85)
explains that, Aln this appr oypwsodicont extuali
phenomena, are not seen as accidental or fortuitous nor as automatic reflexes of cognitive
and affective states. They are thought to ha
approach advocated here, intonation is taken as just one amondper mirpotential
contextualization cues. I't is for this reaso
study of Ai nt onmasddyanddiscoucse. [Thisg scrodl of thqughothius
actually deserves to be callpmbsodyas-contextudization cue @CouperKuhlen 2015:85)

What context is being constructed by speakers through their use of présosly@akers
talk, they are constantly foregrounding nemsemiactiveinformation, while simultaneously
backgroundingld information(Chake 1988:22) This fact is also noted by Wennerstrom
(2001:70) who states, ATurn by turn, participant
of the mental representation that they have constructed so far, taking into account the prior
t ext 0 atha soomlandcordextual information. The backgrounded information
becomes therior context, théackdrop against which the new information is situated.
Therefore, the speaker must frequently signal when they are transitioning frahscmase
topicto the next, and in what way the new topic should be considered in relation to the old.

Prosodic cueplay a crucial role in thisontinual task that speakers have of foregrounding

14



new topics in the discourse while simultaneously backgrounding old Ghafte 1994;
Kumpf 1987)

One of the ways prosody accomplishes this task of backgrounding and linking segments
of speech is, counterintuitively, through the creation of prosodic breaks. A great deal of
prosody research has focused on the way that prosotlicde@ombine to indicate the
location and relative strength of such boundaries or bi@&ssh-Weingarten 2013; Brierley
& Atwell 2005; Downing 2010; Genetti & Hieber 2015; Karlsson, Svantesson & House
2014; Myers 1996; Oliveira 2003; Swerts 1997; YabiAijun 2003). It is important to
recognize, however, that prosodic breaks or disjunctures are every bit as ctloddiog as
prosodic cues that mark continuity (e.g. continuing terminal contours) or parallelism (e.g.
isotony) A prosodic break is whamdicates for the listener that the precediigroursdopic

is done, and can now be treated as a bounded unit, against which the upcoming topic will be

situated.This function is pointed out by Chaf#988:39)f or i nt onati on unit s:
commonfunckn of an intonation unit is to provide
preceding or following clause. 0

Additionally, while he strength of a break in the discourse signals the degree of
discontinuity between one segment of speech and anothdéiptsiele of this fact is that it
also signals their degree of cohesivendégsaker breaks indicate a stronger cohesive tie
between units of speech than stronger breaks. Finally, it is precisely these breaks that help
createhierarchical structure in thdiscoursgWennerstrom 2001:96As we will see irg5,
stronger breaks signal the ends of larger units of discoprgeadic sentencgswhile
weaker but still strong breaks signal the ends of smaller yn@sddic phrases Because all

strudure is cohesiouilding, these breaks therefore contribute to the overall cohesion of the

15



text, rat her than just iworkto#&ddeobemeacetothe i o n .
discourse everpit asmuch asnore overt links between utterances, sashsotony or
anaphora.

In sum, the approach to prosody outlined here views prosody as the phonetic and
phonological cues that structure discourse through the creation of cohesive ties between units
of speech. It will be the aim of the remainder of thissisto provide evidence from Ekegusii
in support of this perspective. 14 §describe the data and methods used for this study, and
then | proced in & to describe the cohesive functions of a variety of prosodic cues in the

data.

4. Data & Methods

The data for this stly consist of a&ollection of 10texts which | recorded in the Kisii
region of Kenya during a fieldwork trip in the summer of 2014. These texts are part of a
larger collection of stories, conversations, expositions, and speeches at community
gatherings, in both audio an@leo formats, recorded as part of a community language
revitalization prgect. As such, théentexts selected for inclusion in this study were chosen
because they are taken by community membere exbmplary of the traditional folktale
genre All ten were told by a single speaker, who community members acknowledge as one
of the best storytellers in the ar@is ensured a fair amount of consistency across the texts
in terms of structure and contefiheywere narrated entirely in Ekegusii, and trarissali
and translatedsingELAN (Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistiosjth the help of a
secondhative speaker. The folktales revolve around the actions of a recurring set of

anthropomorphized animals, and thus contain a fair amount of reported apdesdtaracter
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voicing. Many of the stories also contain short,-stenza songs, but these sections were not
included in the preseminalysis

Once the stories were transcribed, they were annotated for a number of the prosodic
featuresncludingpause, leath, prosodic lengthening, creaky phonation, vowel reduction,
isotony {ntondional parallelism), and overall contour shagalike nearly all previous
researcheren prosody, however, | do not demarcate
60i nt onat i o nthellikepécauaesl wishdo reanaid agnostic regarding the status of
the Oboundariesd that separate t hadmscourbbost pr
(as opposed to constructed sentences) have noted the convergent nature of prosodic cues
(BarthrWeingarten 2013; Chafe 1994:60; Cole 2015; Du Bois 2014; Himmelman & Ladd
2008:252; Tao 1996:41; Wennerstrom 2001:28), and many have commentedat that
prosodic boundaries come in different degrees of strength (Amir, SMlber od & | zr ed el
2004; BarthWeingarten 2013; Genetti 2011; Himmelman & Ladd 2008:252; Ladd 1988;
Lovick & Tuttle 2012:318314; Swerts 1997; Yufang & Bei 2002:4). All wriseon prosodic
phrasing acknowledge that no one cue is sufficient to establish prosodic constituency.

In spite of this fact, the practical necessity of discotresgscriptionrequires that the
researchemake a decisiowhether or not to mark a boundaryaaty given point in the
discourse, reducing a complex, gradient phenomenon to a mere binafyhendéentification
of prosodic units and their boundariesiisoa point of some contention among prosody
researchers because of its potential for methodmbgircularity: the same phonetic
phonological cues cannot be used as a diagnostic for identifying prosodic phrases if prosodic
phrases are then used to establish a correlation between those pblooetiogical cues and

prosodic structur@Barth-Weingaten 2013; Swerts 1997As such, different researchers
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have attempted to establish prosodic constituéinojnthegr ound upd -opb6i n a ¢
fashion, i.e. in an independently valid w@arth-Weingarten 2013; Swerts 1997; Yufang &

Bei 2002) One way liis has been addressed is through crowdsourcing the identification of

prosodic phrases to both experts and-epperts: Oliveirg2003)involved seven experts in

intonation and discourse analysis in the annotation task, while S@%8)has 38 non

lingui st s segment texts i @009%. Swuetathea lpakedpththe 6 ( s e e
extent of agreement among different transcribers as a heuristic for the strength of each given
boundaryHowever, this approackeems to merelgrowdsourcehe circulariy, so to speak,

and does not address the basic issue.

A different approach is taken by BaiWiieingarten(2013) rather than focusing on
prosodic units or even boundariesperse&l nst ead examines the &6bumg
flow of speech, which shertescesuras She establishes the independent validity of cesuras
by identifying them not through their phonegihonological properties, but through their
interactional relevance to the discourse. If prosodic segmentation has any function in the
discoursethen speakers and listeners alike must be aware of cesuras at some level, and
deploy them in interactionally relevant ways. Bateingarten therefore determines the
placement of cesuras by where conversational participants (attempt to) come into the
disoourse, on the idea that participants take up a turn at perceived breaks. The speech prior to
theseincomings as they are termed, is then examined to determine the phphetiological
cues that the listener may have been picking up on, and in partihdacues tend to cluster
at these incomings.

BarthWei ngart endés st udy whlesanullaneousiwhmhlightinthe i r c ul a

discoursebhas ed nat ur e of pr owspdyappAr sa ah |vairl 10 blod t a
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where the assorted features to be investigated will be annotatedverever they happen
to occur in the data, midtterance or not. Onlhenwill convergence of thdifferent
features be examinedt shoul d be noted, hwwewemnp, otalcdt | e
entirely objective, since the researcher (mejt still decide which phonetghonological
properties to investigate for correlations to the prosodic boundary. As discussed above, there
is no way to know in advance whether a given phioshonological feature will be prosodic
in any given language. Contra more positivistic approaches to science, there is no way this
deci sion can be -mpdeohromet hasbdbbobfthetmhe dat a
Il i ngui st 0s menudithe eclevtant featurep, built ghrough a process of induction
over many instances of the phenomenon, has to be taken into account. The definition of
prosody proposed here at least progi@éunctional basis on which this decision can be
made: does the pamtilar phonetiephonological feature contribute to the structure and the
cohesion of the discourse? Therefore some of the phonetic features selected for examination
in this study were included on the basis of this heuristic and my impressionistic sérese of
data. Other features were included because they are known to be relevant to the prosody of
related or neighboring languages, or common typologically. Most are motivated in both
ways. Not every feature was found to be prosodically relevant, as wesuill s

Another reason | avoid transcribing prosodic boundaries is that, techniballyifferent
prosodic features hat mi ght ¢ o ndotnd dctuallydineap témparaliynWea r y 6
tend to conceptualize prosodic boundaries as happening at a simglapime, but in
reality the variety of features which are typically taken to constitute those boundaries occur
over a span of several seconds or mireny Ekegusii data, for examplereaky phonation

oftenprecedes or follows a pause, while a slayimthe rate of speech signals that a pause
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or some other sort of break or transition might be cominddopy can one decide where the
6boundaryé6 is, if the featur es Thisprabilemconst i t u
forces ustoreconsidertheot i on of O&éboundaries6 and o6cesur
interactional models where speakers are constantly signaling (either intentionally through
primary cues like intonation, or unintentionally through secondary cues like creaky
phonation)whatt e y 6r e doi ng at any Therefoswisiptoremain i n t I
agnosticabout prosodic boundaries, focusing more on the cohesive funofidiferent
prosodic features. More useful for present purposes is to recognize the existezcsgtion
zoneswhere speakers employ multiple signals to indicate a transition from one section of the
discourse to the next.

Because the individual prosodic features each involve different deos&img
processes for when and how to annotate thendiitceission of those methods is reserved for
the particular subsection in which that prosodic feature is discussed. | now turn to the

examination of each of these prosodic features.

5. Prosodic Cues to Cohesion

This section examinesix prosodic cues in Ekegiiisand shows whether and how those
features create cohesive ties between sections of the discourse. Each feature was selected
because it either stood out to me in my transcriptions as a potential correlate to discourse
structure, or because it is a knoworrelate to discourse structure in other languages, and
especially Bantu languag€eBhe cues to be examined are pause, vowel elision, prosodic
accent, pitch reset, isotony, and type of intonational conf@thier potential cues that could
be investigatedyut that will not be examined in this study, are pitch range,

intensity/amplitudeyowel reduction, rate of speech, phrfisal lengthening, creaky
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phonationand manymord. n gener al , | have | eft aside mor
i.e. featuresghat, forBKHegus@at least, seem to be purely a matter of phonetics and the

physiology of vocal production rather than something that is actively manipulated by

speakers for discourse purposes. Creaky phonation, for example, appears predictably at the
ends of utterances ending at the bottom of t
restarts. It does not appear to be a primary cue for prosodic phrasing. In other languages,
however, including some varieties of English, creaky phonation deservestm$idered a

primary prosodic cue because it is a salient sociolinguistic variable, or because it is

manipulated in discourselevant ways.

5.1. Pause

Pauses are generally agreed to be one of the most important cues to prosodic phrasing,
with many studies morting strong correlations betwepauses angrosodic boundaries
(Amir, SilberVar od & 1 zrebdel 2004 ; -Mawsohall PO04g Gendilit e nj e
& Slater 2004; Lin 2009; Lovick & Tuttle 2012; SchewZeburn, Shapley & Weber 1991)
Moreover, the @cement and relative length of pauses is manipulated by sp&akegsilate
information flow(Swerts & Geluykens 1994)he length of the pause is also found to
correlate with the strength of the break in the narrd®veerts 1997; Vaissiere 1988jany
other prosodic cues are found in the vicinity of pauses aq@ieteira 2000; Swerts 1994;
Swerts 1997; Yabin & Aijun 2003; Yufang & Bei 200Bauses are therefore central to
understanding how it is that prosody lends coherence to the discourse.

For this study, pauses were measured from the end of the visible activity in the waveform

corresponding to a stretch of speech to the beginning of the next, and rounded to the nearest
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tenth of a secontiBreaths were not counted as speech, and thereforg paaises contain a
quick breath within them (more on the prosodic role of breath below). Very occasionally, a
micropause (0.2 seconds or less) will occur within an utteréimese are usually hesitations
or repairs.

How do pauses lend cohesion to the?2e@ne simple way is hpndicating that the
segmenbdf speectdemarcated by pauses shouldreated as a cohesive ur@onsider the

following example:

Figure 1. Pauses demarcating a cohesive unit of speech

500Hz
75Hz
(0.6) 6mong’ina oria akagenda akauita émorero 0.4)
That woman went and made fire.
0 2.806

Time (s)
It is very common foan utterance ithesenarratives to contain a sequence of two or more
verbs in the Consecutive Past tense, marked-Watt-ga-, indicating that the actioiollows
the preceding onéhis can be seen Kigurelin the two verbskagHpda ekauuta Gshe went
and maddfire)0 . Gi ven that the translation is O6she

Then she made f i r e slheingconstrued assamnantigionseactiont t er an c e

L A greater degree of precision in rounding is of course possible, but for the phenomena of interest here 100
milliseconds was sufficiently precise for capturing any relevant trends.
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However, when two verbs in the Consecutive Past are separated by a pause, they are usually
translated as separate actions rather than a single contiguo@aonEre the example in

Figure2 with that ofFigurel above.

Figure 2. Pauses indicating that two events are conceptualized as separate

500Hz
75Hz
chiséesé chiria chigaacha chigachaaka (SNIFF) (SNIFF)
those dogs came. They started, *sniff*, *sniff*.
0 3.463
Time (s)

The fact that this sequence is translated with a sentence boundary rathéthlzaserial
verb construction | i ke 0 tuggestethatthe gve vetbaaree a n d
being construed as distinattions In both examples, there is no noticeable pitch reset
between the verbs, so the presence or absence of pausasddet indicator of whether the
two consecutive verbs should be construed as one cohesive event or two.
Interestingly, in these storiéise speakeseems to draw on the cohesive function of pause
for dramatic effect as welConsider the full text of thirst story in the dataset below, where
each line indicatesither a unit demarcated by pause or a pause. it$adflength of each
pause is given in parentheses. In addition, the length of each utterance is provided in the far
right column.Sections of th story are labeled with the canonical parts of the narrative

schemglLabov & Waletsky 1967)
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(1) Ofmodrng NSO I h&isifA Girl Who Got Married to Dogs 6

# | BRegusig English Narrative Function sec
1 | Mogano ngazhagide May |, Story,come? Introduction of 15
narrative
2 |(0.1)
3 | Moganogichuan Story, come. Introduction of 0.9
narrative
4 1(0.1)
5 | Qrhodseika A girl Introduction of 0.7
participants
6 | (0.05)
7 | n'aaow was there Introduction of 0.8
participants
8 [(0.3)
9 | GO amehaIsly who was married to dogg Introduction of 1.3
participants
10| (0.6)
11 | OMmoggamyo, This girl, Introduction of 1.1
participants
12 (0.1)
13 | GarQasOlyaehaiiply) | when she got married to| Introduction of 15
dogs, participants
14| (0.4)
15 | taptagetegaadipiihayn she didnot Introduction of 2.0
baginda@@O parents to go there. participants
16| (0.6)
17 | RGukagAM QY One day, Complicating action 0.9
18| (0.1)
19 | mama@nwab(y her mother persisted Complicating action 2.9
akamolefgyeria kabisa, |[f orcef ul | vy,
AN §tage B/goazhan come.
201 (0.3)
21 | IMchek@a aasy | come and see where | Complicatingaction 1.7
gwagO @i gozhia. you got mar
221 (0.6)
23 | Mama@nwabiQgakagnaiga | Her mother set on the | Complicating action 1.6
egabaria journey
241 (0.05)
25 | akagnda. and went. Complicating action 0.5
26| (0.6)
27 | 3irgmgnda @APOQ | When she went and Complicating action 1.4
reachedhere,
28| (0.5)

24




29 | akanQUaEBgento she[the daughter] told | Complicating action 2.5
@XPamnoawebisa h e MWhat you do is hide
Mgoo yourself in the ceiling.
30| (0.6)
31 | N'arioghgiipigchioy Then those dogs will not Complicating action 1.6
chgagche gioria. be able to
321 (0.5)
33 | Mama@nwaliakagmnaia/ The mother went and hi¢ Complicating action 2.2
akebisagfhgO in the ceiling.
34| (0.4)
35 | 3kir QefisagihgQ When she hid herself in | Movement toward 1.7
the ceiling, climax
36 (0.3)
37 | chapughirigghgpaclay | those dogs came. Movement toward 1.2
climax
381 (0.4)
39 | Chigachaaka *sniff* They st ar t e|Movementoward 1.8
*sniff*. *sniff*. climax
40| (0.1)
41 | Bdento giad@kre igaigay | Something has smelled | Movement toward 15
here. climax
42| (0.1)
43 | *sniff* *sniff* Movement toward 0.7
climax
441 (0.1)
45 | Bdento giadgkire igan Something hasmelled | Movement toward 1.4
iga0 Y &y here. o ANo!|climax
46| (0.1)
47 | Oywam'oppogenio That 6s a vi|Movementtoward 0.8
climax
48| (0.5)
49| Qo n g & igaka@ o | When that woman heard Climax 1.6
achikagwanmg S0,
501 (0.1)
51 | agamsa/ she came down. Climax 0.8
521 (0.3)
53 | Chapsughirian Those dogs told her to | Climax 2.4
chikabwsfgia make fire.
chikamQUiaawAa)
oorero.
541 (0.5)
55| GMmo n g G iggkagnada| That woman went and | Climax 1.9
akaugmmorero. madefire.
56| (0.4)
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57 | Ririgatugagma gzhia When she bent to make | Climax 2.1
kogammerero, fire,

58| (0.4)

59 | chasughirigghigaacha | the dogs came from Climax 2.3
chikamwagiga igqn behind and hit her hard

60 | (0.3)

61 | chikamoruta &¥M) and threw her into the | Climax 1.2

fire.

62| (0.3)

63 | ChikamouAzEama They removed her from | Climax 2.1
chikamotgugochia there and threw her awal
ariaqy

64 | (0.3)

65 | akabwaf@ agakvey and then she died. Climax 1.1

66| (0.1)

67 | N'aboamogano@ayy That 6s how |Coda 1.9
oereretegpy

There are several points to notice regarding ttosvspeakeuses pause to structure this
narrative. First, with the exception of utterances containing reported speech, the longest

utterances

ar

e

those in t

he

storyoés

cl

just a single main verb, utteranceghie climax contain sequential chains (like those

discussed above usiAka-/-ga-). By increasing the length of time between her paukes,

ma X .

speaketreats broader sequences of action as a single unit, providing the perceptual effect of

making it seentike more is happening at ondkt the same time, the length of the pauses

decreases, suggesting that the events are ahasely cohesively connectadd therefore

happening in quick succession.

boundary leading into reported speethese utterances are being structured as a single

cohesive event of sayir{ines 19, 29, and 39T he lack of pause at these locations parallels

It is also interesting to note whethee speakedoes notuse page, particularly at the

the tighter degree of conceptual unity of the speech frame and the reported ettt

2011b; Swerts & Geluykens 1994)
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It is also rare thahis speakepauses during repairs. One example of a repighout

pause is shown below.

Figure 3. Repair without pause

500Hz
+75Hz
¢éndo crié cka-- Ogasusi akabwatwa
that lion it-- Rabbit was caught,
0 2.062
Time (s)

Repairs, restarts, and hesitations are not often new pieces of inforimattiostead restate,
reframe, or continue the idea of tlist part of the utteranc®necohesive strategy that
speakers can use in repaired utterancesmsnonize prosodic breaks hysing fillers and
avoiding pauses until the entire cohesive idea they are trying to present is fiifisised.
appears to be the predominant strategyBiEgLsigharrators Theynever perform repairga
metacommentary e . g. 0 S o r in any of the taxts ldhave recordedl.)

It might be questioned whether speakers really are using pauses as a discourse device, or
whether they simplysepause to enablareathing. To this question it can be pointed out that
there are many fewer breaths than pauses in these narratives. Only approximately half of all
pauses in the stories contain a breath. Thus these-galiséted utterances cannot

appropriately bethough of as ¢ Hrradd@ionhsinge the langtk @ the breath
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itself depends in part on the length of the preceding and following utter@odsvorth,
Dauvis, Ellis, et al. 1994; Winkworth, Davis, Adams, et al. 1984yould seem that breath
or at least its duration is more a result of production factors than discourse motivations.
Moreover, towards the climax of her narrativibss speakegoes longer and longer stretches
without breath(partially as a result of the longer utterances meatabove)often
sacrificing her own personal comfort to maintain the flow of the narrative. In the above story,
the speakegoes as long as 5.2 seconds without breathing at the point where daughter tells
the mother to hide in the ceiling. It seems shethiglso as not to interrupt the flow of the
repoted speech in those utterand®segets the impression listening to these narratives that
the narratoworks her breathing in around the pacing of the narrative, rather than adjust the
narrative to her baghing, so that she is often short of breath and needing to make rapid, deep
inhalations.

It does not seem, then, as though pdusetions to abet breathing, ndoes breath
appear to serve a particularly salidigcourse functiorBreath is at best a secondary cue to
prosodic phrasindgrather, forthis speakeat least, breath seems opportunistic, something she
slipsinto pauses before continuirigause, on the other hand, seems systematically motivated
by the need téend cohereneto discoursby segmenting it intoneaningfuly cohesive
segmentsand using the length and presence/absence of pause to signal the degree of
integration between those unitpause were a mattef just taking a breath, we would
expect to sethe naratorpausing in the middle of words or clauses, especially in a several
minute long story like thisAndif pause were a matter of demar ¢
see more caistency in the syntactic units delimited by pauses. But as seen in the story

presented above, any variety of syntactic units or multiple syntactic units can occur between
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pauseslinstead, it seems speakers actively utilize pauses to separate their speech into

bounded narrative events or ideas, thereby giving cohesion to theirrdiscou

5.2. Vowel Elision

As mentioned in & not all cues to prosodic constituency are suprasegmental. Ekegusii
has one cue to prosogbrasinghat issegmentain naturexvowel elision within prosodic
units Ekegusii vowel elision applies to the domain of, and doitess additional evidence
for, cohesivesegments of speech

Ekegusii, like many Bantu languag&asali 1997)elides vowels at word junciis
(syntactic word junctions in particular, though for other Bantu languages elision applies to
phonological word boundaries instead). When one word ends in a vowel and the next begins
with one, Ekegusii resolves the potential vowel hiatus by deletingromere vowels and
resyllabifying(Bosire & Machogu 2013:xxi; Cammenga 2002:158fhe rules regarding
which vowel deletes, when compensatory lengthening occurs, and how tonal processes
operate during elision are somewhat involved, and a full treatrhémtrm cannot be given
here. For present purposes it is enough to remember that the most common case is where the
word-final vowel deletes, while the first vowel of the following word is resyllabified with the
final syllable of the preceding word. Otheppesses of tonal spreading or leftwtodal
shift, lengthening, and in certain contexts diphthongization may also 4sliyould also be
noted that these processes do not always result in a CV syllable structure. Even after elision,
two vowels may stilbe in hiatus (in cases where there were three vowels in sequence to

begin with). A few illustrative examples of vowel elision from my data are providéd.in

2 Diphthongization is included as a type of vowel elision here becaim®lves resyllabification of two
vowels into one, which then serves as the nucleus of the final syllable of the preceding word. The following
word therefore loses its initial vowel.
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Elided words are separated by a word boundary symbol <#>, arelided words by a

space.

(Ma endo tyatiba rHiK @Go @goocha kogthda Gy

lion it.said today so _l.am.going to.go so.that.l.trap

[endHPAtD 0‘@‘ng O "Yrioa@aatixp

0The | ion said, AToday 106l go and
b. édore omorto ogoocra -ria chénchugu cheanH,

so.that.l.see perso es fo.eat ground.nuts my

[ §idogfornoontbiAd ot o iwuiemm

6 é] so that see who comes to eat

The most common domain that vowel elision picks out is an utterance delimited by

pausesFigure4 demonstrates one such case where vowel elision applies within an utterance

but not at its edges.

Figure 4. Canonical vowel elision with an utterance

500Hz
75Hz
nii tu
0.6 rituké érimd (0.1
One day,
0 1.106
Time (s)

In this examplethe final bfjof r@ukois elided because it is utterarAogernal, but the final

/@rof HimKis not because it is utterance final and borders a pause.
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However, there are cases where vowel elision fails to apply within an utterance, creating

aprosodic break that does not align with any paGse instance is shown Figureb.

Figure 5. Lack of vowel elision indiciaiy a prosodic break

500Hz

r75Hz

egastinylinta

it hit it.

égasusu keria

That rabbit,

0.2)

Time (s)

2.662

The wordfinal /a/ ofegasinyuntaand the worenitial /efof egasusi appear in hiatus,

with neither one elided, providing evidence &prosodicbreak. There are other cues

indicative of prosodic discontinuity at this paittte first word is pronounced orevel

register throughout with no declination, and lengthened for dramatic.eBfeitt of these

effects stop at the worjasusl. Notice too that the final vowels &ér&a are also present and

not elided, since thegre adjacent to a salient prosodic boundary with a pause.

What is the discourse function of these 1pausal phonological boundaries indicated by

lack of vowel elision he f ul

[therabbit] 1t hit i t.

context

Then

of

t

hi

S

exampl e,

in kha dabove ecade there 3 a Sinft a t rab

discourse topiérom the lion (the one dointlpe hitting) to the rabbit (the one being hit)

Let us examine a femstancesn more detailln one caseHigure6), there is no vowel

elision between words becaube speakeis drawing the words out, speaking them slowly
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in imitation ofthe ominous natu e

o f approaclendRsa b bi t 6s | mphendi ng

narratordoes not pause between the words however, and so the utterance retains a degree of

cohesiveness. Lack of elision slows the pacing of the narrative by creating a minor prosodic

break between ords.

Figure 6. Lack of vowel elision motivated by narrative pacing

500Hz
F75Hz
(0.3) ekabwata 6gasusi 0.4)
and got hold of Rabbit,
2421
Time (s)

Vowel elision also often fails to apply at the transition into reported speechi-iggiie

7. The reported speech at both the beginning and end of this utterance is also marked by a

higher register than the speech frasl@nyambiakankiHbe. The lack of vowel elision

here indcates a minor prosodic break signaling the transition into reported speech, while the

lack of pause suggests that this event is being construednageacehesive event of saying.
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Figure 7. Lack of vowel elision at theansition into reported speech

50011z

r75Hz

0.4) 0o Gkanyambu akamoté€bia dgasusi téng'ikaranséra (0.6)

“0h,” Chameleon told him, “Rabbit don’t sit on me.”

0 4.444
Time (s)

The aboveexamples make clear thadwel elisioncan be manipulated to create minor
prosodic breaks without sacrificing cohesitins yielding a layered prosodic structurack
of vowel elision is a minor prosodic disdomity that reflects an equally minor
disconnectedness between two segments of speech. Pause, on the other hand, creates a much
stronger prosodic discontinuity between units of speech while simultaneously giving strong
cohesion to the units that it sepas so that even when lack of vowel elision creates a minor

prosodic break, lack of pause ensures that the utterance is still treated as a cohesive entity.

5.3. Prosodic Accent

In the definition of prosody given ir381 stated that prosody is not just about signaling
the kinds of relations that hold between segments of discourse, but also their relative
prominenceOneof the most important ways in wiichis prominence is realized is via
prosodic accent, the uséphonetiephonological cues to give some point in the discourse
greater prominence in the discou(gan der Hulst 2010)rhe particulaphonetie
phonological cues that create this prominevary from language to language. In English,

they are the bundle of cues that yield the perception of stress, while in Ekegusii the most
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important cue is pitchTake the canonical example of prosodic accent in Ekegusii shown in

Figure8.
Figure 8. Prosodically accented word in Ekegusii
500Hz
r75Hz
(0.4) igd (0.3)
chiséesé chiria chigaacha chikamwaaka igd
the dogs came from behind and hit her hard,
0 2.997

Time (s)

The intonational contour on the final word of this phragiédhus, that way, like thétis
significantly higher than would be expected for a simple lexical Hitandeed, it is higher
in pitch than any other H tone in the utterance. This large pitch excursion is not due to a
terminal contour (transitional contiity/boundary tone), because this speakea rising
terminal contour is a sharp rise to a pitch peak at the end of the syllable, as can be seen
clearly inFigure4 above.

What the prosodic prominence is marking in this case is not a transitional boundary but
rather the relative discourse prominencegtf Here,igKis functioning as an intensifier, and
by prosodically accenting the wortthe narratoris indicating that the dogs hit the person

extremely hard. This prosodic accent made the word asdmantics (intensification)
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prominent enough that my transl ator Gl adys

even though thereisnowonde ani ng 0 h ar d ©Kidtypicatlylirensldiek asg u s i 2

6l i ke thatdé, or not translated at all).
Notice that it would be impossible to interpret the prosodic acceigik@s accent if it

appeared in isolation. There would be no accompanying giimsontext against which to

judge whethergKwere more or less prominent. Since cohesion occurs wherever the

interpretation of one element in the discourse is dependent on that of dhiathiday &

Hasan 1976:4)even these cases of prosodic accemttian to add cohesion to the discourse.

They create a contrast between what is being foregrounded and what is being backgrounded,

creating a cohesive tie between the two.

5.4. Pitch Reset

While prosody research has paid a great deal of attention to the gardsadic units,
there has been much less attention to their beginnings (though see-Kohlezr(2004).
The concept of boundary tones, for example, is investigated almost exclusively with respect
to the intonational contours near the ends of phradesrrditan at their beginnings. The
exception to this is research on pitch résenir, SilberVar od & | zredel 2004,
Oliveira 2003; Scheutz€oburn, Shapley & Weber 1991he difference in pitch between
two adjacent unitdn this section, tiscuss some difficulties in defining and operationalizing
pitch reset for naturalistic discourse, using Ekegusii data for exemplification. | suggest
that these difficulties can be at least partially overcome if we understand pitch reset less as a
mechaistic resetting of pitch due primarily to production considerations, and more as a
functional means that speakers have of signaling the conceptual relatedness between units of

speech.
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Pitch reset is generally agreed to be a key feature defimnigoundaes between
prosodicunits (Gussenhoven 2004:113; Himmelman & Ladd 2008:252; Ladd 1986; 1988;
Oliveira 2003) However, the way pitch reset is defined, and the domain it applies to, varies
from one researcher to another. Many researchers leave it undefpesling to common
knowledge of what admittedly seems like a rather intuitive concept. Some researchers focus
on the difference in pitch between two adjacent (@&netti & Slater 2004; Kong 2004, Lin
2009; Oliveira 2003; Swerts 1997; Yufang & Bei 200wvhile others focus on a change of
the overall slope or trendline of the pitch declination over the pl@Gsesenhoven 2004,

Ladd 1988; Matsumoto 2003; Scheutzeburn, Shapley & Weber 1990 0nnell(2001)

defines reset as when the pitch returnssoitginal height. Some researchers focus on pitch

reset as a property of prosodic phrases, others as a property of prosodic sentences (elsewhere
declination unit{ScheutzeCoburn, Shapley & Weber 1994) utterancey, although there is

general acknowledgment that pitch reset occurs at the boundaries of both types of units, and
there have been several studies showing that the degree of reset corresponds to the level of
that boundary in the prosodic hierardhpdd 1988; Oliveira 2003; Swerts 199%]ill, there

is no consensus on what actually constitutes pitch reset. Moreover, few studies examine pitch
reset in a tonal language in a way that makes clear how the reset is being operationalized
(though see Yufang & Bei 2002)

The canonical realization of pl reset involves a gradual declination in pitch over the
course ofan utteranceThen, when the next phrase starts, the pitch jumps sharply back up,
allowing the declination process to repeat. A feand only a few such clear cases occur in

the Ekegusinarratives. One case is showrFigure9.
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Figure 9. A canonical case of pitch reset in Ekegusii
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Despite a mix of both high and low tones, the overall declination trend in each phrase is quite
clear. But what, precisely, are we picking out when we perceive this pattern of reset?
Technically, there arsevercases of pitch reset in this example rathan one. Why does

only the one in the center count@ghreset? In this example, the reset happens-taccar

with pause, but this is not a necessary feature of pitch reset generkiyiaslOa, where

there is no pausaccompanying the pitch resehows. (All the examples Figure10 show

just the pitch traces and phrase boundaries, and not the transcriptions, for reasons of space.
The pitch range of each example is 751Hx00 Hz)

The reasons why clear cases of pitch reset occur so infrequently in the data are manifold.
For starters, the presence of a terminal rising contour may interrupt any declination trend, as
in (10b). There may simply be no significant change in pitch from the end aftteranceo
the start of another, as in0d). There may even be a pitch reset daather than up ().
Longerutterancesre often characterized by a flat contour or even gradual rise rather than a
declination (De). It is also the case that reported speech shows a higher pitch register than

the surrounding speech, as in the seadtetancen (10f) (Genetti & Hieber 2015)in some
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cases, an utteranosay simply be too short to establish a trendline, like theuttstancen
(10g). Finally, the presence of a prosodically accented syllable can also obscure any pattern

of trendlineor reset, as in the firsitterancen (10h).
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Figurel0 Types of phrases that prevent identification of pitch reset in Ekegusii
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Given all these problematic cases, the actual number of casasarficapitch reset that
can be identified in the Ekegusii narratives is quite low. If pitch reset is supposed to be an
important cue for prosodic structu@ussenhoven 2004:113jut it can only be reliably
identified in a small proportion of phrase boundaries, and it occurs with high frequency
within phrases (as seenfigure9 above), can we really say that pitch reset tells us anything
useful about prosodic phrasing?

| do believe we caantill talk usefully about pitch reset, and how it contributes to prosodic
phrasing, if we understand it as a more holistic property oftieawers perceive phrases,
abstracting away from the parts of the pitch contour that are irrelevant to the overall trend,
such as the terminal contour, modulations due to lexical pitch or prosodic accent, and
changes in register. What counts as a dectinati one type of intonational contour may be
very different from what counts as a declination in another type. If pitch reset has a role to
play in the identification of prosodic boundaries, it has that role lmniyrtue of being
mediated through numeus other phenomena affecting the overall pitch contour of the
phrase

Pitchresetisoftem i ewed as a rather mechanistic rese
default pitch(Cole 2015:15; Myers 1996YVhile terminal contour is thought to play an
important role in signaling the type of phrase and its relationship to the ones around it, pitch
reset and other initial cues are not viewed as having a particularly strong functional basis.
Perhaps this is because the beginnings of phrases are assuraedtter obvious listeners
know when an utterance has begun because they hear segmental Bohtsne
researcherbaveprovided strong evidence that more is happening at utterance beginnings,

functionally speaking, than is typically recognized. S@aeier work in prosody showed
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that the degree of pitch reset signaled the boundaries of smaller or larger units of discourse
(Ladd 1986; 1988)More recently, CoupeKuhlen(2004)shows that the extent of pitch reset
signals how tightly conceptually coacted the new unit of speech is to the old one. Ceuper
Kuhl en examines fithose cruci al moments i n co
recognizable closure and a next turn could begin somethingoew not 6 and demon
that prosody is a key meahg which speakers indicate which of the two paths they are
following (CouperKuhlen 2004:335)Wichmann(2000)likewise introduces the notion of
onset depressignvherein some pitch resets are made less drastic than others. Wichmann
shows that onset depsgsn is motivated by the fact that speakers need to indicate a new
discourseopic, thus creating a prosodic break by means of a pitch reset, but simultaneously
need to show the degree of relatedness between that topic and the previous one, thus making
thepitch reset smaller than it would otherwise be.

We see exactly this pattern in the Ekegusii narratives, where little or no pitch reset signals

a close cohesive relation between segments of speech, anesiasgeresets indicate greater

discontinuitiesm the narrativeConsider the relatively straightforward example below.

Figure 11. Greater and lesser degrees of pitch reset indicating greater and lesser degrees of

breaks in the discourse
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ant her parents to go there. One day,

The first feature to notic this excerpts that there areesets both down and uphe pitch

resets up occur at the two larger pauses in the selection, while the pitch resetscawn
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with much shortepausegonly 0.05s for the second pauséy, if one wants to ignore the
terminal contour for the purpose of examining reset, one could say that the second and third
pauses in this selection actually show a reset up. Even so, the pitch resets at those pauses are
significantly smaller than those at the first and last pauses, tsihéhdegree of pitch reset
correlates with the length of the pause. Why the larger prosodic break at the first and last
pauses here? The first pause signals the end of the introduction of the characters, and the
beginning of the complicating action. Likese the last pause finishes setting up the
background against which the complicating action is set. Thdagd notvant her parents
to come visit, and in the next utterance weo
two prosodic break signakccordingly large transition points in the narrative.

The minor pitch resets also have important functions. The first minor pitch reset above (at
the beginning of the third utterance) signals that the topic phoasgsgke oyo ¢his girlo s
complde and a new idea is starting. The second minor pitch reset (at the beginning of the
fourth utterance) signals that the adverbial
the background against which the main clause is situated.

Lack of pitch rest has the opposite function, signaling a greater degree of narrative
continuity and relatedness. Consider the ext

Who Got Marr i edi5%fromdé&anpl®above)l i nes 53

Figure 12. Lack of pitch reset indicating narrative continuity
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All of these utterances are pronounced on a high register, with a brief terminal fall on the first
two phrases, a terminal rise on the third, and the prosod&edigntedgK (discussed above)
obscuring any terminal contoat the end of the fourti®verall, the terminal contours of

these utterances are not nearly as exaggerated as is usually the tasespaakerwith the

result that there is little to no pitch reset between utterambesneatly aligns with the

climactic nature of this portion of the text, whémne narrators construing these events as a
chain of actions happening in rapid succession, buildisgeed and anticipation until the

final point of the climax (the nextterance, not pictured here, where the woman didsjs

the intonational continuity of these units signals their cohesivexsgsart of a chain of

connected actionsnd it is left to pause to signal the slightly less significant breaks between
each evenin the sequence. Just as it was shown that vowel elision creates a more minor
prosodic break than pause, here we see that pauses likewise constitute more minor prosodic
breaks than major pitch resets. These and other prosodic features come togetiaés t cr
hierarchical prosodic structure that in turn reflects the hierarchical structure of events and
subeventsdiscourseopics and subtopids the narrativelt is this prosodic connectedness

and structure that is partialbut significantlyresponsil# for the cohesive nature of texts.

This example also nicely illustrates that the units picked out by prosody do not necessarily
align with syntactic units. Here, there is no significant prosodic difference between utterances
that are entire sentences amgks that are just clauses. This supports the understanding of
prosody put forward here, where its major function is to give structure to discourse, not

syntax per se.
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5.5. Isotony
Isotony also calledonal parallelism(Wichmann 2000:893) (though here use
intonational parallelisn), is defined by Du Boi§2014:119% s 06t he r eal i zati on
tune on successive prosodic phraseso. | sot on
creates cohesive ties in text. By repeating the same intonational caotoss two different
stretches of speech, the speaker explicitly highlights some similarity between them, whether
in function, form, or semantic content. At the same time, each repsgetendf speech
constitutes a cohesive unit, by virtue of the faet its parts are repeated together. Likewise,
the edges of any repeated units in isotony create prosodic bre#sition zonedat that
those pointsin total, | identified 155 instances of isotony in the data, or approximately 20%

of utterances. Istony therefore appears to be a robust narrative technique in these stories.

Figure 13. Basic isotony in Ekegusii

A simpleexample of isotony is given irigure13. Here, the lexical content of thieird
utterancas repeated along witits intonational contoumotice that the isotony here parallels
the way theentire set ofictiorsis repeated in thearrative. They (the dogs) sniff around,
then say that they smell something. They sniff around again, and again say that they smell
something. The fact that the intonational contour is repéusgeslis crucial to the

interpretation, and not just a mere byghuct of the lexical repetitioespite the single
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