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Since the early 1970s, Wallace Chafe has been developing a comprehensive, coherent, and highly creative discourse model that has shed interesting new light on the relationship between cognitive experience and language.  Throughout his career, he has based his research on careful analysis of naturally occurring language data.  During the 1970s and 80s, Chafe published a series of articles addressing issues such as the relationship between discourse structure and human knowledge and the relationship between language and consciousness (Chafe 1972 and 1974).He also wrote about  givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects, and topics in discourse (Chafe 1976); about the relationship between knowledge, experience, and verbalization (Chafe 1977a, 1977b, and 1979); and about cognitive constraints on the deployment of consciousness and on the flow of information (Chafe 1980,1987, and 1988).  In 1994, he published a landmark book-length synthesis and update of these and other ideas entitled, Discourse, Consciousness, and Time:  the Flow and Displacement of Conscious Experience in Speaking and Writing (Chafe 1994).   




At the core of Chafe’s work are (1) his particular notion of consciousness as the cognitive capacity in humans that makes coherent discourse possible and (2) his particular view of the intonation unit as the primary locus in language where the operations of consciousness are realized.  Even though he has addressed many discourse issues besides these two, the intonation unit and its relation to the flow of consciousness are central to his work.   


Another carefully developed (and thoroughly data-tested) system for analyzing discourse intonation is that of the so-called Birmingham School of discourse analysis, which is rooted in the British tradition of systemic linguistics and especially the work of M. A. K. Halliday (cf. e.g., Halliday, 1967).  David Brazil has been the primary architect of this approach (Brazil 1985), and Malcolm Coulthard has written useful summaries of it (1985 and 1992), but the clearest detailed description of this system of analysis was a 1980 book jointly authored by Brazil, Coulthard, and Catherine Johns entitled, Discourse Intonation and Language Teaching.  Their system is more narrowly focused than Chafe’s, but it shares with Chafe’s a rootedness in naturally occurring language data (as opposed to invented, or even experimentally elicited, data), and, like Chafe’s system, it focuses on the intonation unit (which they call the tone unit) as the locus of important discourse processes.


This article developed out of my attempt to apply Chafe’s system to the analysis of a particular type of conversational data, during which I discovered that I needed to incorporate certain aspects of the Birmingham system in order to transcribe accurately what I was hearing and to analyze it consistently and insightfully.  The observations and suggestions contained here are provisional and practically motivated.  Throughout the paper, I will focus on the ways in which intonation units realize a speaker’s judgments about the activation status of information in the mind of a listener.


My plan is as follows:  (1) briefly summarize what Chafe has to say about consciousness; (2) discuss Chafe’s definition of the intonation unit and compare it to Brazil Coulthard, and Johns’s definition of the tone unit; (3) describe Chafe’s views on how given, accessible, and new information are verbalized in intonation units and compare his ideas to Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s treatment of tones as markers of information status in discourse.  My basic assumption is that Chafe’s system is more carefully worked out and broadly applicable to all kinds of discourse analysis than the British system, but that it can benefit from adopting a few conceptual and notational practices of that system.

Consciousness 


For Chafe, consciousness is above all a process, a “limited activation process . . . an active focusing on a small part of the conscious being’s self-centered model of the universe.” (1994, p. 28).  That is, at any given moment, only a small portion of the vast store of knowledge that a person possesses can have the special status that consciousness confers.  Chafe compares consciousness to vision, stating that it has a focus that is embedded in a surrounding periphery.  For example, if you are paying attention to the language of my presentation, I have just activated the idea of “paying attention” in your focal consciousness, and at this moment, i.e., before I now mention them again, the names Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns were in your peripheral consciousness.  At the moment I just mentioned them they were reactivated in your focal consciousness. After the next few intonation units, those names will be back in peripheral consciousness; if I do not mention them for a paragraph or two, they will fade from peripheral consciousness as well.  And so it goes.  


We have just seen an example of how items introduced by a speaker or writer in the language of a discourse will activate or reactivate ideas in consciousness. But the environment in which communication takes place also plays a role. Until I mention it now,  the chair you are sitting in was in your peripheral consciousness simply by virtue of being perceptible; now, of course, I have used language fully to activate it in your focal consciousness.  But unless it is reactivated, it too, like the names of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns, will quickly be replaced by something else.   


For these reasons, Chafe characterizes consciousness as dynamic: Information constantly flows into and out of both focal (i.e., active) and peripheral (i.e., semiactive) consciousness (p.29).  That consciousness has a focus and a periphery, and that consciousness is dynamic, are what Chafe calls constant properties of consciousness, as is the fact that consciousness has a point of view (in ordinary conversational language it is a self-centered).  Another constant property of consciousness is that it needs to be oriented in space and time (p. 30). (Chafe notes that a person regaining consciousness, asks, ”Where am I?” “What time is it?”)  


Consciousness also has several variable properties (pp. 30-35): (1) Conscious experiences can arise from different sources (perceptible events, feelings, introspections).  (2) Conscious experiences can be “immediate” (i.e., based on what one is perceiving, doing, feeling at the moment) or “displaced”(i.e., based on remembering or imagining).  (3) Conscious experiences can be factual or fictional (4) Conscious experiences can be more, or less, interesting. (5) Conscious experiences can be verbal or non-verbal.


Though its essence is that of a dynamic process, Chafe also refers to consciousness as a place:    “the crucial interface between the conscious being and his or her environment, the locus of remembering, imagining, evaluating, and speaking, and thus central to the functioning of the mind.” (p. 40)


There is nothing like Chafe’s notion of consciousness in Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s system.  As we will see later, they talk about the speaker’s assessment of the listener’s knowledge, but they do not seem to propose any new neurological, psychological, or epistemological innovations as part of their explanations of the discourse function of intonation. 

The Intonation Unit

Before defining the intonation unit and its relationship to the flow of consciousness, Chafe briefly discusses “echoic” memory, the phenomenon, long noted by psychologists, whereby sound remains briefly available to consciousness after it is physically over.  The intonation unit is, according to Chafe,” a unit of mental and linguistic processing . . . that seems to be exactly the right size to be processed in its entirety with the help of echoic memory . . .”  (p. 55).


In his 1987 article, “Cognitive Constraints on Information Flow,” Chafe defined the intonation unit as “a sequence of words combined under a single, coherent, intonation contour, usually preceded by a pause.” (p.22)  He went on in that article to add that it is the vehicle of expression of temporarily activated information, that it typically contains about 5 or 6 words, and that information units typically begin about 2 seconds apart (p. 22).  In his 1994 book, he elaborates considerably.  In discussing those elaborations, I will be referring to the information unit transcribed in (1a) and (1b):


(1a)
.. and so the háll is rèal ló=ng%.


(1b)
.. and so the háll is rèal ló=ng.


Chafe uses the term “accent” to refer to syllable prominences that are realized as pitch deviations from a mid or neutral baseline, usually higher, but perhaps lower.  He transcribes what he calls primary accent with an acute accent mark, which indicates that the pitch deviation is accompanied by extra loudness and/or length.  He transcribes secondary accent with a grave accent mark, which indicates that the pitch deviation is not accompanied by extra loudness or length.   Presumably, the type of pitch deviation, loudness, and length involved in “accent” are of a qualitatively different kind from similar phenomena associated with what is usually called “word stress”; however, Chafe does not explicitly say this.


My cited example (1a) is an exact replication of an example of an intonation unit that Chafe discusses at length in his book (1994, pp. 58-61).  He says that this is a detailed “narrow” transcription (p. 59).  Throughout his book, intonation units are in fact represented in a less detailed “broad” transcription such as I have provided in (1b).  


Let us now look at additional aspects of Chafe’s definition of the intonation unit.  First, intonation units are often, but not always, separated by pauses.  Short pauses (of less than 0.2 seconds) are transcribed with two periods.  Pauses of between 0.2 seconds and one second are transcribed with three periods.  Pauses of longer than one second are transcribed with three dots followed by a number in parentheses indicating the exact length of the pause.  Intonation units are not delineated by pauses alone, because they may occur without a preceding pause, and pauses may also occur within them.  


Second, intonation units are in some way delineated by changes in fundamental frequency (the clearest manifestation of the “coherent intonation contour” referred to above).  However, Chafe explicitly asserts that they need not be limited to one primary accent as is “arbitrarily required [of the tone unit] in the British tradition.” (p. 58)  


Third, changes in duration can help delineate intonation units.  The smaller typefont transcribing syllables toward the beginning of (1a) indicates rapid articulation (Chafe borrows the poetic term “anacrusis” as a label for this phenomenon).  The equal sign after the vowel in the last syllable of the intonation unit in (1a) indicates lengthening.  He says this speeding up at the beginning and slowing down at the end of intonation units is common.


Fourth, he says changes in voice quality of various kinds can also accompany intonation unit boundaries.  The percent sign at the end of (1a) is used to transcribe what Chafe characterizes as “creaky voice (laryngealization or ‘fry’)”  (p. 60).  


Fifth, intonation units end in an identifiable intonation contour.  Chafe lists three possibilities: a falling contour, transcribed with a period, as in (1a) and (1b) above; a rising contour, transcribed with a question mark; and what he characterizes as “everything else,” (i.e., contours indicating continuation) transcribed with a comma.  If an intonation unit is cut off, or in some other way clearly missing a terminal contour, then no terminal punctuation is used in the transcription.  


Sixth, Chafe points out that intonation researchers have long noted a tendency for intonation units to group into what are called “declination units,” sequences of several intonation units throughout which the dominant pitch level gradually falls (p. 59).  The points at which these declination units begin and end, can also help to delineate intonation unit boundaries.


Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns use the label “tone unit” for the discourse unit in their system that corresponds to Chafe’s intonation unit.  Before looking at the tone unit itself, let us examine a few of their definitions of related terms.  They define “accent” as the attribute which invariably distinguishes the marked from the unmarked syllables in words like those in (2a) and which distinguishes lexical items from others in a sentence like(2b):   


(2a)
certain, relation 


(2b)
Tom is the best boy in the class.  

To them, accent is an inherent property of the word and can therefore have no discourse significance (p. 39).  Note that their use of the term ”accent” is not the same as Chafe’s; it corresponds to what I labeled “word stress” earlier.  They define “prominence” as a property that is associated with a word by virtue of its function as a constituent of a tone unit.  Prominence involves pitch change, which may or may not co-occur with lengthening and/or accent.  Making any word prominent, whether lexical or not, constitutes a meaningful choice in discourse (p.39).  Their use of the term “prominence” exactly corresponds with Chafe’s use of the term “accent.” Chafe in fact discusses and defines his two types of “accent” in a chapter section with the heading, “Prominences.”  


Now let us look at what Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns have to say about the tone unit itself.  Please refer to the examples listed in (3):



   (Proclitic Segment) | Tonic Segment | (Enclitic Segment)

 
(3a)
                                       // p  GOOD  //


(3b)
                 // p  he was | GOing to GO //


(3c)
                // p  it was a | WED               | nesday //


(3d)
When do you eat?  



    // r  i usually cook a | MEAL  //


(3e)
                   // p  in the  | EV                   | ening //


Within the tone unit, the “tonic segment” begins with the first prominent syllable (the onset) and ends with the last prominent syllable (the tonic).Very commonly, these are one and the same, as in (3a, c, d, and e).  They are different in (3b), where the first syllable of the word going is the onset, and the only syllable in the word go is the tonic. (1980, pp. 39-40)  The “proclitic segment” consists of any syllables before the tonic segment (by definition, none can be prominent)  (p. 40), and the “enclitic segment” consists of any syllables after the tonic segment (by definition, none of these can be prominent either) (p. 40). The “tone unit” is thus a tonic segment with or without preceding proclitic segment and/or following enclitic segment.  Chafe would transcribe the tone unit in (3b) as in (4):


(4)
... He was gòing to gó.


Whereas Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns indicate prominence with all capitals, the tonic syllable with underlining, and the type of tone on that tonic syllable with an italicized abbreviation at the beginning of the tone unit (p indicates “proclaiming” tone), Chafe marks non-tonic prominent syllables with a grave accent mark, the tonic syllable with an acute accent mark, and the type of tone on that tonic syllable with terminal punctuation marks (the period indicates a falling tone, which corresponds to Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s “proclaiming” tone).  


Notice also that, whereas Chafe indicates pauses before intonation units when they occur, Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns do not measure or transcribe initial pauses.  Therefore, it is not known whether there was a pause preceding the intonation unit represented in (3b), or, if there was a pause, how long it was. The indication of a long pause in (4) is therefore arbitrary; I have inserted it simply to highlight an important difference between the two systems of transcription.


Note that Chafe defines the “intonation unit” in terms of both initial pauses and intonation contour.  Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns in effect posit a tone unit wherever a nuclear tone occurs; they do not use pauses as a way of establishing boundaries; though, presumably, a new intonation unit will begin immediately after the terminal contour plays itself out (which may take place over any non-prominent syllables in the enclitic segment).


We have here an important difference between the two systems, and one which Chafe explicitly addressed in his book when he asserted that intonation units need not be limited to one primary accent as is “arbitrarily required [of the tone unit] in the British tradition.” (p. 58)  I am not prepared to take a final position on this issue.  However, my own data consist of exceptionally spontaneous conversations in which the speakers are wholly involved in discussing immediate perceived phenomena.  In working with it, I have been unable to assign intonation unit boundaries without resorting to Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s axiom that each tonic segment manifesting a clearly identifiable terminal contour marks the occurrence of a separate intonation unit.  Translated into Chafe’s terms, this means that an intonation unit will have only one primary accented syllable and the terminal contour will occur primarily on that syllable, although it may be played out over any unaccented syllables following it (syllables which, in Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s terms, are in the “enclitic segment”).  Chafe and his associates have analyzed intonation units in all kinds of spoken data and even in written data, and I have no doubt that there may be good reasons to posit the existence of single intonation units with more than one primary accent, but the criteria for deciding when to assign such a grouping are not yet clear to me.  

Given, Accessible, and New Information

Chafe distinguishes between three types of intonation units: substantive, regulatory, and fragmented.  Fragmentary units are precisely that:  false starts or units cut off by another speaker.  Regulatory units are of various types:  textual, e.g., “and then” and “well”; (2) interactional, e.g.,”mhm” and “you know”; cognitive, e.g., “let me see,” and ”oh”; and validational, e.g., “maybe” and “I think.” However, it is in substantive intonation units that the cognitive processes that mark givenness, newness and accessibility have their domain  (Chafe 1994, pp. 63-64).


Ideas (events, states, or referents) may have three statuses in relation to consciousness:  (1) “active,” i.e., “lit up” in a person’s focus of consciousness; (2) “semi-active,” i.e., present in a person’s peripheral consciousness (the person has background awareness of it, but it is not being actively focused on; and (3) “inactive,” i.e., in long-term memory (neither focally nor peripherally active) (Chafe, 1987, p. 25). 
Ideas that are newly activated in consciousness at a given point in a conversation are verbalized  as “new.”  Ideas that are already active in consciousness at a given point in a conversation are verbalized as “given.”  Ideas that are reactivated from a previously semi-active state are verbalized as “accessible.”


Chafe’s 1987 article, “Cognitive Constraints on Information Flow,” analyzes in great detail and from a number of discourse perspectives a brief narrative taken from a longer conversation.   Chafe’s transcription of it contains 40 numbered information units.  In it, the speaker talks about a class he took in college, describing the professor’s manner in vivid detail.  After introducing the ideas of “a big undergraduate course that I had” and stating that “everybody loved the instructor,” the speaker produced the intonation units which I have numbered (6) and (7):


(6)
... a=nd he was a ... real .. uh .. óld world ... Sw’ss= ... guy,


(7)
.. this was uh .. a biólogy course,

In (6), the word he verbalizes given information, and the words real old world Swiss verbalize new information.  In (7) the words this and course verbalize given information, and the word biology verbalizes new information.  This is because, according to Chafe, “language gives more prominence to new ideas than to given ones, prominence being recognizable in terms of full nouns (more prominent) versus pronouns (less prominent), and strong accent (more prominent) versus weak accent (less prominent).” (1994, p. 71)  These examples of given and new information, and Chafe’s characterization of how language typically verbalizes given and new information are entirely representative of a rich tradition of research on this aspect of discourse structure.  One of Chafe’s special insights is, of course, that such prominences verbalize the status of information in “consciousness” as he has defined it.


His other innovation, and one central to the purpose of this article, is his addition of a third information status, “accessible,” to the traditional binary distinction between “given” and “new.”  I have already noted that he asserts that ideas that are “semi-active” in consciousness are verbalized as “accessible.”  But what exactly does that mean?   Let us look at a (8), (9), (10) and (11), which are intonation units that occurred later in the same narrative cited in (6) and (7):


(8) 
... a=nd he= .. wou=ld .. immèdiately open his ... nótes up,  [his notes = “accessible”] 


(9) 
... in the front of the róom,  [the room = “accessible”]


(10)
... and évery ... évery lecture,  [ every lecture = “accessible”]


(11)
.. stárted the same wáy.

Chafe identifies the following words in (8), (9), and (10) as verbalizing “accessible” information:  his notes in (8), the room in (9), and every lecture in (10).  Notice that in each case, the cited phrase contains a primary accent, a feature commonly associated with new information.  What is it that sets these phrases off as “accessible” rather than new?  According to Chafe, they are accessible because they verbalize concepts that belong to a set of expectations associated with a “schema,” in this case the schema of a college course (1987, p. 28).


Another reason to analyze an expression as a verbalization of accessible information is that it reactivates an idea that was mentioned previously but not very recently in a conversation.  Here is an example from the same narrative.  The intonation unit numbered (6) in this paper occurred very early in Chafe’s cited narrative: it was the fourth intonation unit in the 40-intonation-unit segment analyzed in Chafe’s article.  The unit I here number (12) occurred very late in Chafe’s segment: it was the thirty-fourth unit in that narrative:


(12)
.. I  I guess that ’s the .. old world stýle,  [old world style = “accessible”]

The idea of  “old world this or that” was not verbalized at all in the intervening 29 intonation units.


To summarize this section so far, Chafe gives us clear formal criteria that will help to analyze “given” versus “new” information in conversational data:  given information tends to be verbalized as pronouns or as weakly accented words; new information tends to be verbalized as full lexical items with strongly accented words.  But all four of chafe’s examples that I have cited of “accessible” information (8), (9), (10), and (12), seem formally indistinguishable from verbalizations of new information.  Seemingly subjective semantic judgments about what might constitute a member of a schema or about how long it has been since prior mention of an idea in the same discourse seem to be the only basis for identifying “accessible” verbalizations.  The distinction seems quite reasonable, conceptually, especially in light of the intuitive soundness of the distinction between focal and peripheral consciousness.  It would nonetheless be desirable to find some kind of systematic formal correlate of “accessible” in a corpus of data.


Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns may provide us with just such a correlate.  First, we need to look at how their system addresses the issue of how tone units signal information status.     


Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns define tone as “major pitch movement.” There can be only one tone per tone unit  (1980, p. 13).   Tone choices indicate whether the matter of the tonic segment is proclaimed or referred to (p.42).  In using referring tones, the speaker assesses that the matter in the tonic segment of the tone unit constitutes what they call “common ground “with the listener, i.e., the ideas verbalized in the words in the tonic segment are either “already known” information or “socially” shared values (pp. 51-52).  There are two referring tones.  The most common (unmarked) referring tone is a falling-rising tone.  As was illustrated in the examples in (3), Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns transcribe tone units between double virgules, and the occurrence of the unmarked referring tone on the tonic syllable is transcribed as an italicized lower case r at the beginning of the tone unit. They also characterize “common ground” as “vividly present background information or values” (p. 53).  By using referring tone, the speaker indicates that the information in the tonic segment is not considered to be “news” to the listener.  The tone unit cited in (3d) (reprinted here for ease of reference) exemplified this well:


(3d)
When do you eat?  



// r  i usually cook a | MEAL  //  [ r = falling-rising contour on tonic syllable: \/]


(3e)
// p  in the  | EV | ening //  [p = falling contour in word with tonic syllable: \]

Another of their examples of referring tone is (13)  (p. 57):


(13)
Where’s the typewriter?   // r  in the CUPboard //



. . . where it always is.

Intensified referring tone is a rising tone, and it is transcribed with an italicized r+ at the beginning of a tone unit.   It means that the tonic segment of the tone unit consists of matter which, while deemed to be present in the area of convergence, has need of reactivation. (p. 53)  This is the tone typically used in yes/no questions; however it may be used in other tone units as (14) attempts to demonstrate  (p. 57):


(14)
Where’s the typewriter?  // r+  in the CUPboard //  [r+ = rising contour: /]



Why don’t you ever remember? 

When intensified referring tone is used in yes/no questions, it signals that, whereas the matter in the tone unit may not be news to the listener, it will be news to the speaker.   Note the difference between (15a), where the (rising) intensified referring tone signals that the speaker doesn’t really know whether Peter is here but signals an expectation that the listener does know, and (15b), where the speaker uses a (falling) proclaiming tone on the same words to signal that both the speaker and thelistener know that Peter is here (cf. p. 108):


(15a)
// p  PETer’s here // r+  ISn’t he // 


(15b)
// p  PETer’s here // p  ISn’t he // 


In using proclaiming tones the speaker assesses that the matter of the tonic segment is indeed “news” to the listener; i.e., it is not part of the so-called “common ground”  (pp.55-56).  According to Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns, there are two proclaiming tones. The most common (unmarked) proclaiming tone is a falling tone, and it is transcribed with an italicized lower case p  at the beginning of a tone unit.  You will find an example in (16).  You may want to compare (16) with  (13) and (14)  (p.57).


(16)
Where’s the typewriter?   // p  in the CUPboard //  [p = falling contour: \]



I assume you don’t know and have never known.

Intensified proclaiming tone is a rising-falling tone, and it is transcribed with an italicized p+ at the beginning of a tone unit.  In choosing it, the speaker signals that he/she is simultaneously adding information not only to the common ground but also to his/her own store of knowledge; i.e., it signals that the information in the tonic segment is in some sense  “doubly new”  (p.56). Typically, this tone indicates that the speaker is surprised.  It occurs much less frequently than the three tones previously described.  You will find an example in (17), which you may want to compare with (13), (14), and (16)  (p. 57).


(17)
Where’s the typewriter?   // p+  in the CUPboard //  [p+ = rising-falling contour: /\]



I’m as surprised as you are, but I can see it on the shelf there  or 



but that’s what Mary says.

The fifth tone in Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s system is neutral tone.  It is a flat tone, with perhaps a very slight rise at the end.  It is transcribed with a lower case o at the beginning of a tone unit.  When it occurs, it indicates that the “news” signaling function of intonation is not active.  Brazil, Coulthard and Johns have little to say about it in their chapters on conversation, but discuss it at great length in relation to reading written texts aloud (cf. pp.83-96).  They do not provide an example to compare with (13), (14), (16), and (17).  However, I will be so bold as to propose (18) as such an example.


(18)
Where’s the typewriter?   // o  in the CUPboard //  [o = flat contour: _]



What did you ask? I wasn’t really paying attention.
I have found this tone to occur commonly in my data when a speaker seems more involved with her or his own thoughts than with actively signaling to a listener his or her assessment of the status of information.


Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns seem to go out of their way to avoid using the traditional terms, “given” and “new” to refer, respectively, to information that is referred to and information that is proclaimed by the tones they describe, but the connection is obvious.


Chafe,as we have seen, has no problem adopting the traditional terminology; however, he defines the terms “given” and “new” in terms of his own special notion of consciousness, and he adds a new term, ”accessible,” thus turning the binary distinction of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns into a tripartite distinction.


It seems to me that Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s system provides reasons to revise Chafe’s system in two ways.  The first revision is a set of notational changes.  Chafe recognizes only three terminal contours, those he transcribes with a period, question mark, and comma.  It seems to me that the falling contour he transcribes with a period corresponds exactly with Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s proclaiming tone, and the rising contour he transcribes with a question mark corresponds exactly to their intensified referring tone.  I have not had the opportunity to review recordings of any data that Chafe has cited in his publications, but work with my own data leads me to suspect that Chafe uses the comma to transcribe two of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s tones:  referring tone and neutral tone.  Chafe does not seem to take account of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s intensified proclaiming tone.  


I wish to propose, and have adopted in my own research, the following adjustments in Chafe’s transcription conventions concerning terminal contours: 


Reserve the comma for transcription of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s referring tone, marking the tonic syllable with an acute accent as in (19):


(19)
... in the cúpboard,  [= referring tone]


Continue to use the question mark to transcribe Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’sintensified referring tone, marking the tonic syllable with an acute accent as in (20):


(20)
... in the cúpboard?  [= intensified referring tone]


Continueto use the period to transcribe Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s proclaiming tone, marking the tonic syllable with an acute accent as in(21):


(21)
... in the cúpboard.  [= proclaiming tone]


Adopt the exclamation point to transcribe Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s intensified proclaiming tone, marking the tonic syllable with an acute accent as in (22):


(22)
... in the cúpboard!  [= intensified proclaiming tone]


Adopt the double dash to transcribe Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s neutral tone, marking the tonic syllable with an acute accent as in (23):


(23)
... in the cúpboard--  [= neutral tone]


In all tonic segments (i.e., with all five types of tonic syllables) reserve the use of the grave accent to mark any other prominent syllables in the tonic segment, as in (24), which is a reprint of (4):


(24)
... He was gòing to gó.  [grave accent = non-tonic prominent syllables]


The second revision I wish to propose in Chafe’s system is actually a conceptual  addition.  At this point it is a strongly motivated educated guess, but I have found good support for it so far in working with my own data.  However, I need to do additional and more precise analysis in order to make a definitive case for it.  My suggestion is this:  That Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s referring tone may be a strong formal indicater of the verbalization of “accessible” information.  Whereas, I cannot be sure that Chafe used the comma actually to transcribe the falling-rising tone in the narrative from which I cited examples in this paper, there did seem to be some correlation in the narrative between the comma and what he labeled, on other grounds (such as verbalizing a schema or verbalizing ideas mentioned much earlier in a conversation) as accessible information.


I have found that, when I define the intonation unit in terms of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s one-tone-unit-per-tonic-segment criterion, the correlation between referring tones, transcribed with the comma, and ”accessible” information that seems to be reactivated from a semi-active state is extremely high.

Summary


I have proposed in this paper that Wallace Chafe’s notion of consciousness provides an especially rich and insightful vehicle for describing and analyzing how speakers signal the cognitive status of information in discourse.  I have proposed that Chafe’s intonation unit might be more objectively identifiable if, in addition to pause, and changes in speed of articulation, his notion of “coherent intonation contour” were specified along lines described by Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns.  I have proposed some changes in Chafe’s notational conventions to allow transcription of all five nuclear tones of Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns.  Finally, I have proposed that Chafe’s category of “accessible” ideas may correlate strongly with Brazil, Coulthard, and Johns’s referring tone, which thus may provide a formal basis to identify accessible information and distinguish it from new information.
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