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Supplement  4 – Qualitative Data Collection (Interviews)

INTRODUCTION

1. Background notes on qualitative research
This set of materials is aimed at anyone who is going to transcribe spoken discourse. It will also be useful for students who will have to read transcribed data even if they are not going to do any transcribing themselves. Transcription is part of the much larger endeavour of doing research and is the first step in doing qualitative data analysis. However, qualitative research does not make a clear distinction between data collection, data analysis and theory building. And so, although the focus here is on data analysis, many of the decisions which affect how data is analysed have been made before and during the data collection phase.

Transcribing is a part of the process of analysis and, like any other aspect of analysis, it is influenced by different theories, different values and political views, and by how the data was collected. So transcription is quite an elastic concept, stretching out in one direction to very technical areas such as fundamental frequencies, while stretching out, in quite another, to the politics of representation. Transcribing requires of the researcher both a high degree of accuracy and the ability to be systematic, but also an imaginative capacity to draw interpretations out of the minutiae of sounds and bodily movement and connect them to social concepts and issues. This may sound rather daunting but transcribers have a lot of choice in deciding how detailed they need to be.

These materials aim to help students make informed decisions about how to transcribe. Part of this informing is to disturb students out of any complacency about transcribing: that it is just common sense; that words on the page are the same as face to face talk or that interactions are straight forward ways of transmitting messages.

The assumption here is that students will be using transcription as part of a qualitative research project. Of course, it is possible to transcribe, for example, research interviews and do a quantitative content analysis. But the approach used here assumes certain underlying principles which are common to all qualitative research. The kind of transcribing used for much content analysis is derived from principles that are used in quantitative, positivistic research: that interviews consist of content which is unproblematically presented as words on the page which the researcher can then make generalisations from. Qualitative research, by contrast, has a very different take on reality, on how knowledge is produced and on the issue of generalisations.

Underlying assumptions of qualitative research

1. Overall orientation: striving towards understanding, interpretation and meaning rather than providing facts and figures and predictions. A qualitative or interpretive approach aims to shed light on informants’ own insider or emic ways of knowing and meaning.

2. Assumptions about reality: reality is not ‘out there’ waiting to be discovered in an unproblematic way but is socially constructed by the every day practices of speaking, interacting and writing. Any insights from our research are just another version of reality - a representation of individuals, groups and institutions. A socially constructed view of reality means that it is never fixed as immutable ‘truth’. Rather, it changes as local social conditions change. For this reason, any research is never final or complete but is subject to different interpretations.

3. Ways of knowing: the knowledge we use and contribute to in our research always comes with values attached - and, increasingly, a recognition that both the data we collect and our analysis of it is wired into a set of power relations. This recognition is part of the reflexive relationship between knowledge and the researcher. Reflexivity is a critical reflection by the researcher of how their theories, methods and so on help to construct the understandings and insights which emerge. The researcher is part of the social world they are researching, not some separate being, standing back behind the two-way mirror of their own objectivity. Reflexivity requires the researcher to make explicit their role in the research process so that the reader can take account of this in interpreting the account. An important element in being reflexive is what Cicourel calls ‘ecological validity’. The researcher must be aware of how their own assumptions about what is normal and natural may impose ways of knowing and behaving on informants which are not part of their routine lives. This notion also links to the next point.

4. Approach to generalisation: instead of predicting how phenomena may occur based on experiments or surveys, the researcher looks at particular cases in their context and tries to understand them in all their complexity. Concepts may be derived from this detailed study which can illuminate other cases, provided all the local conditions are taken account of.

5. Relationship of theory and data: instead of testing theory by seeing if the data fits the hypothesis, or imposing pre-existing categories on the data, the research starts in a much more open-ended way. The researcher may go in with a hunch or a problem, but no more. Working on small bits of data, slowly and with great care, leads to themes, categories and concepts being drawn out of the data.

6. Kinds of data: whereas quantitative research works with numbers, qualitative research works with words. And it is for this reason that the social sciences, generally, have turned to discourse studies. Also, unlike quantitative research which tends to turn even data collected in real settings into codes and numbers, qualitative approaches work continuously with naturally occurring material - rather than abstractions and idealisations from it. Qualitative analysis tries to stay close to the original data, rather than moving away from it and abstracting from it.

2. What is the relationship between these general principles and transcribing ?

From your current knowledge of transcribing and issues of transcription, what connections can you make between it and these six general principles ?

Try to write down at least one implication for the transcriber for each of the six general principles. When you have done this, look at the suggestions on the next page.

Relationship between general qualitative research principles and issues of transcription
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1. Overall orientation: transcribers need to think about how transcribed data will be interpreted: issues of lay-out, how intelligible or competent the speaker appears to be, and, indeed, the degree of detail of the transcription will all affect how it can be interpreted. Just putting down the words on the page as if people speak a kind of written prose will produce a neat but idealised version of the original (see Part One: Issues in transcribing spoken discourse). Although the analyst is making decisions about how and to what degree of detail to transcribe, they also need to be aware of the informants’ perspective, their insider view of how they spoke and how they wish to be represented in writing (see Part One).
2. Assumptions about reality: the process of transcription is not just a process of transmitting words to paper but is, itself, a construction of one version of reality. Different transcriptions align the reader to particular features in the interaction. Decisions about how to represent voices are political ones, in the broadest sense of ‘political’, in that judgements about people, based on transcriptions, feed into wider categorisations of groups in society.(see Part One). Given that the transcription is one version of ‘reality’, the idea of a complete and final transcription is a chimera.

3. Ways of knowing: a reflexive take on transcription assumes that the researcher will be explicit about their role in the transcribing process. Both the theories, methodology and data collection activities influence the recording of the data and how it is to be transcribed. Similarly, the decisions about the level of transcription and even what the transcriber can hear need to be explicitly accounted for. Your perspective on the data may mean that only one version is hearable.

4. Approach to generalisation: any transcription must be viewed within the particular context of its occurrence. What counts as ‘context’ depends upon your theoretical point of view and this needs to be made explicit. (see Part One). The conventions used in your transcription on this particular piece of data have significance for that piece of data but the meaning may not be generalisable to other bits of data. For example, a two second pause may be seen as long in one piece of data but ‘normal’ in another.

5. Relationship of theory and data: although researchers bring, usually widely recognised, notation systems to the data, the extent to which they use all of them, adapt them or incorporate other elements depends upon what emerges from the data. This inductive approach involves working in small bits of data very slowly, gradually discovering more and more. The process of transcribing and then analysing further is a reiterative one in which transcribing, further analysis and reflection all work together.

6. Kinds of data: at no other stage in the research process does the researcher spend more time with their nose to the data, listening again and again and hearing something new each time. For this reason, the researcher should not farm out the business of transcribing to others but see it as an integral part of data analysis. Similarly, they should keep the original recordings close to hand so that the transcription and the recording can be worked on together during the whole phase of data analysis.

The rest of this introduction will :

· look at some of the theoretical and methodological background to the transcription system used in the CDROM: Conversation Analysis, Interactional Sociolinguistics and issues of context.

· give a framework for a qualitative data analysis course and show where the transcription section would fit.

· give some technical suggestions to help you get a good quality audio or video recording.

The transcription system used in the CDROM is based on Conversation Analysis and Interactional Sociolinguistics. Some of the key features of these two approaches will be introduced to set the scene for Part Three: Steps in Doing a Transcription. Then there will be a data driven example to illustrate the significance of context and the notion of ‘ecological validity’.

3. Conversation Analysis

The transcription notation system now most widely used was developed by the sociologist Gail Jefferson for what was then the new approach to analysing talk: Conversation Analysis. It is used now by linguists, discursive psychologists and researchers and students from a variety of backgrounds whose studies are discourse based, as well as by sociologists. One of the reasons it is so popular is that it is designed to be easily readable by those without any linguistic background. Another reason is that it appeals to readers’ common sense. If you stop to think about the features of an interaction which make it successful or not for you, then you will probably think about:

· whether you got the chance to say what you wanted to say or whether you missed your ‘turn’ or were cut off in mid-stream or talked the same time as someone else but it felt comfortable to do this

· whether the interaction went the way you expected - did it open, develop and close as you expected it to

· what people said in response to you and what you said in response to them and
how these responses showed you how others were interpreting what you said.

These thoughts are the bread and butter of CA method. The fine-grained details of interaction, it is argued, constitute the activities and identities which make up social life. People’s roles, their different identities and the social relationships they develop are not just general notions that can be used in sociological analysis but are actively ‘accomplished’ moment by moment in interaction. Precisely how this is done can only be discovered through a transcription system such as the one developed by Jefferson. This system is devised to show the dynamics of turn taking and what conversation analysts call ‘Speech delivery’. This consists of features of stress, enunciation, intonation and pitch. But unlike linguists these are primarily designed to help understand how speakers manage the business of taking turns. For example, stretching a sound within a word such as ‘re::ally’ may be one way in which the speaker indicates that she wants to ‘hold the floor’. Non-verbal communication is also an important channel of communication in taking turns and so this is included in the analysis.

The idea of sequence underpins these features of CA. Since, on the whole, an interaction unfolds by one speaker following on another, each turn at talk tells us how the previous turn has been interpreted. So if ‘hello’ by one speaker follows ‘hello’ by another, then we, the analysts, can assume that the second speaker interpreted the first speaker as greeting them. And in greeting back, the second speaker shows this understanding to the first one. This banal description is the foundation on which the now quite Byzantine architecture of CA analysis has been developed. The other clever aspect of looking at sequence is that it shows the practical reasoning of the speakers, out in the open so to speak . This, then, acts as a resource for the analyst. The speakers show how they are accountable for their actions in the way they respond to the previous speaker. This is a kind of reflexivity which analysts can then use to justify their interpretations. So, for example, if a speaker invites another to go out and the second speaker hesitates and then explains that they have a lot to do, both the speakers and the analysts interpret this as a refusal. The hesitation and the explanation are designed to acknowledge to the listener that the speaker knows this is not what they want to hear. It is, therefore, what CA analysts call a ‘dispreferred’ response.

The best way of looking at what CA transcription ‘buys’ you is to compare a rough transcription of a piece of data with a CA version. Here is a short example from an encounter between a homeless person Mr O and a housing officer. Since students are very likely to gather discourse data in institutional settings, this example is a useful one. Institutional talk has special characteristics which are tied to the goals, identities, allowable contributions and procedures of the particular institutions (Drew and Heritage 1992). These features create a unique ‘finger print’ (Heritage and Greatbatch 1991) for each institutional encounter.

Transcript A : ‘rough’ transcription

Mr O
(starts to sit down)

HO
hello

Mr O
hi (short pause) how do do

HO
right what is the situation

Mr O
situation (short pause) is that (short pause) er (short pause) what sort of
situation is that

HO
sorry can you speak up a bit ?

Mr O
about housing what situation which situation

HO
why have you come in to see us now

Mr O well (short pause) ive been on the waiting list (short pause) and the housing list so ( ) I just come back to see what is happening about five months now six months

HO
you’re living in the Glencairn at the moment

Mr O
yes

HO
is that right ?

Mr O
yes

HO
is there just yourself ?

Mr O
(six months) and my wife

HO
and your wife is there as well

HO
and you filled in a form for the Glencairn Hotel?

are we aware that you are in fact living there?

Mr O
you put me there (short pause) I dont know about Glencairn they sent me
there from here (short pause)

HO
the Homeless Person Section put you there did they ?

Mr O
yeah yeah

Transcript B: CA transcription (Gumperz and Roberts 1991)


1
Mr O
((starts to sit down))


2
HO
hello,


3
Mr O
hi (.5 ) how do do,


4
HO
right. what is the situation ? ((looks down))


5
Mr O
situation (1) is that (.5) er (1) what sort of


6
situation is that,


7
HO
[sorry can you speak up a bit? ]


8
Mr O
[about housing] what situation which situation,


9
HO
why have you come in to see us now.


10
Mr O
well (1) ive been on the waiting list (.5) and the housing list so ( ) i just


11
come back to see what is happening, about five months, now six months


12
HO
you’re living in the Glencairn at the [moment


13
Mr O
[yes


14
HO
is that right ?


15
Mr O
yes.


16
HO
is there just your self?


17
Mr O
(six months) and MY WIFE.


18
HO
and your wife is there as well.


19
HO
and you filled in a form for the Glencairn Hotel?


20
Mr O
((lowers gaze)) (1)


21
HO
are we aware that you are in fact living there?


22
Mr O
you PUT ME THERE. (.5) I DONT KNOW ABOUT GLENCAIRN, they


23
sent me there from here (1)


24
HO
the Homeless Person Section put you there did [they ?


25
Mr O
[yeah


26
yeah,

Transcription Notation

[

[
overlapping utterances

(1) timed pauses e.g. one second pause

. a period indicates a falling tone with some sense of completion , a comma indicates continuation

? a question mark indicates a rising intonation

CAPITAL LETTERS indicates increased loudness

( ) empty brackets indicates transcription doubt

(( looks up )) indicates non-verbal communication

What does the CA transcription tell us that the rough transcription does not?

For example:

· What can we now read more accurately?

· What additions are there to the transcribed words which help us to understand the interaction better?

· What does the CA transcription help us to focus on?

· In what ways does the CA transcription highlight the institutional nature of the encounter?

Try to answer all these questions before moving on.

The opening few turns of transcript A and transcript B indicate that the speakers are having some difficulty in getting the encounter to start smoothly. With the CA transcription, however, we can begin to see why both sides are in trouble. At line 4 the housing officer asks a question but looks down at his paper work. This, combined with the unusual ‘What is the situation’ appears to leave Mr O in some confusion. The one second pause in line 5 suggest some interactional discomfort which is further complicated by the overlapping speech in lines 7 and 8. This overlap means that the housing officer (HO) fails to respond to Mr O’s ‘about housing’ and HO then asks a second eliciting question at line 9. Already, the interaction is marked by what CA analysts call ‘perturbation phenomena’ - that is hesitations, interruptions and so on. Also the overlap marked in transcript B helps to make sense of Mr Os’ utterance at line 8.

Similarly at lines 12 and 13 there is another overlap which helps to make sense of the HO’s ‘Is that right?’ at line 14. But is also highlights the institutional, quasi-judicial nature of the questioning.

Even if the HO hears the overlapping ‘yes’, he checks again in order to get a clear, acoustically unambiguous ‘yes’ from Mr O and in order to maintain the question/answer rhythm of the bureaucrat fitting the client into the correct slots.

At line 20 Mr O does not conform to this question/answer sequence but simply lowers his gaze. This leads to HO’s bizarre question at line 21 ‘Are we aware that you are in fact living there?’ when at line 12 he had already shown that he knew that Mr O was there. This in turn creates the context for Mr O’s loud response at line 22 which the HO only responds to after a one second pause.

This short opening section of the encounter shows how overlapping speech, the use of gaze, shifts in the volume of speech and the sequencing of the question/answer format all shed light on the way such encounters can open, the institutional nature of the encounter and the uncomfortable environment created by the HO which Mr O cannot repair.

A great deal of recent CA has been of video tapes. As we have seen from the analysis of the housing encounter, features such as gaze are an important part of the interaction. Non-verbal communication, or what CA researchers usually call ‘bodily movement’ is now widely accepted as part of how an interaction is accomplished. It is not a separate channel of communication but is co-ordinated with talk. So, for example, eye gaze, facial expressions, shifts in posture, movements of arms and legs, relative closeness of interactants to each other and the different ways the physical environment is called up and made significant all needed to be accounted for in the interaction, if participants orientate towards them (Heath 1986, 1997).

The co-ordination of talk and bodily movement is turning out to be much more complex than was originally thought and just as context specific as talk on its own. And, in combination with technologically advanced environments, shows how people participate in multiple activities at the same time (Goodwin and Goodwin 1997). In Part 3 of the materials, Heath’s notation system for showing non-verbal communication is included. However, as yet, unlike other CA conventions, there is no widespread agreement as to how to show highly detailed co-ordination of body and talk. For this reason, the CD ROM does not offer a model of how to transcribe this. But it offers an opportunity for students to watch the video repeatedly and make decisions about which aspects of bodily movement should be included in the transcription and how best to show this.

Finally, there are other common features of CA transcription such as laughter, intake and out take of breath, applause and so on which do not feature so much in institutional talk nor in the example above. Similarly, other features such as the latching of one utterance to another and stretched syllables do not appear in this example but are common features in both general and institutional talk (see Part Three for details). To sum up, therefore, CA’s preoccupation with turn-taking and certain aspects of speech delivery focuses on how interactions are socially managed and how social and institutional relations are constructed in and through talk. The transcription notations designed by conversation analysts are designed to reveal the mechanisms through which this conversational work is achieved.

4. Interactional Sociolinguistics

‘Interactional sociolinguistics’ (IS) like other areas of sociolinguistics is concerned with variation in language use. However, the particular take on ‘variation’ of IS researchers is markedly different from other, more traditional forms of sociolinguistics. Both theoretically and politically, the notion of ‘diversity’ rather than ‘variation’ is claimed by IS. Ethnic, linguistic and cultural diversity and the inequalities which have arisen from it are the main preoccupations of IS. So, for the transcriber, there are problems in how to display and represent this diversity.

The ‘interactional’ in IS brings it closer to conversation analysis. The similarities in theoretical assumptions between IS and CA mean that the transcription systems used by IS researchers borrow heavily from CA. Both approaches to analysing talk and interaction assume that meaning is negotiated turn by turn and that it is the sequencing and management of turns, along with how these turns are designed and delivered, which provide insights into the nature of both interaction, as an area of interest in its own right, and social institutions. In addition, both CA and IS use video data material and IS includes some aspects of bodily movement in the transcription.

However, there are both substantive differences and differences in focus and degree between CA and IS and these also affect decisions about transcription. The following is a rough guide to these differences and should not be taken too categorically.

· Diversity. CA tends to look for patterns in participants’ strategies across large data sets - in other words to look for similarities within particular settings. IS is concerned with diversity and how it affects interpretation. There is more focus on individuals as members of social and cultural groups. IS works with notions of cultural and ethnic identities whereas CA is concerned either with general conversational mechanisms or with the general social and professional identities in institutional settings as they are constructed in and through talk.

· Inferences. IS examines the ways in which people make sense of conversation by analysing the inferences they make. In other words how they connect what is said to their knowledge of context and to the more general background knowledge which they can bring to the encounter. This knowledge includes ‘frames’ or ‘activities’ or ‘scenarios’ about how things tend to be done. What is said in the interaction both helps create that particular context but also triggers or cues other contextual knowledge. These ‘contextualisation cues’ (see Part Two for more details) are a nudge to the individual’s inferential processes. They cue usually indirect inferences - in other words they help the listener to call up a number of unspoken words and assumptions in order to make sense of the previous speaker. While CA also assumes that meaning is negotiated in conversation, the interpretive processes by which this is done tend to be taken for granted. CA concerns itself with the strategies and mechanisms of talk rather than with situated interpretation. So CA will examine the different types of repair mechanisms which are usually found in conversation, whereas IS will ask why a particular misunderstanding occurred.

· Working out what is going on: CA argues, as we mentioned above, that we can tell what participants’ intentions and understandings were by what they say, the particular ways

they say it and, above all, by the sequencing of the interaction. If it is there in the data then that is the empirical evidence we need for our analysis. Indirect inferences are excluded. IS, because of its focus on inferential processes, assumes a great deal of interpretive work is going on which is not only to be found in sequential analysis and which is not necessarily explicitly acknowledged in the data. For this reason, IS analysis draws on ethnographic studies of the particular groups and/or institutions which are the subject of research. Analysis of a piece of discourse is embedded in an understanding of the ‘communicative ecology’ (Gumperz 1999:465) of the research site so that researchers are familiar with the ways things get done and with the particular communicative styles of the local actors.

• Sharedness: IS assumes that in order for people to make sense to each other and maintain conversational involvement, they need to create the grounds for shared understanding. IS does not presume that these grounds exist or that the analysts can take for granted that they share those grounds with the interactants they are studying. CA does make this assumption because, on the whole, CA researchers have analysed the mechanisms of speakers who are not so different from themselves.

We can sum up some of the differences between CA and IS as follows. CA is concerned with finding the order and patterns in social interaction by examining large data sets. It looks for similarities in the mechanisms of conversation and uses these to show how social institutions are in Heritage’s term ‘talked into being’. These mechanisms are primarily concerned with the sequencing of turns and are empirically discovered through a fine grained analysis of how participants orientate to each other in interaction. By contrast, IS is primarily concerned with diversity and with the inferential processes that individuals (as members of particular social and cultural groups) use to come to an interpretation of what is going on. Since linguistic and cultural diversity is so common in modern urban settings, interactions are frequently between people who do not share inferential practices. Analysts cannot assume that they know what is going on only by looking at the data. They need extensive exposure to the ways of speaking of the interactants in order to find likely solutions to the problem of interpreting the data.

The following example from a job promotion interview illustrates some of the main issues in IS. The two interviewers T and S, are white and the interviewee, I, is a South Asian Panjabi speaker. He has been asked how he gets on with the foreman and has explained that since he has started looking for a staff job he has received rather different treatment from some of the foremen. The first part of the example is a rough transcription and the second part uses an IS transcription notation, marked with an arrow:

S: You say different, do you mean different for the worse or for the better?

I: Er ...well as they were quite fair with me before, couple of gentleman, but later on I saw some different .. er .. impression on their mind about me

T: Interesting. I wonder why ..er ..why you think that was when you first joined you say that things were all right and then you noticed you’d been applying for staff positions er .. you since noticed a difference in the attitude... what...of people who before you got on with quite well. I was wondering why, why you thought there was a change which I understand from what you’re saying was not for the better?

→ I:
Er ...well / there ' could be some human fàctor / on their mind //

you know / all five fingers are not alike //

T: uh

I:
As I said / not àll ònly / còuple / gèntlemen / thèy / shown / such sort of

attitude // you know / faces and in depths of mind // they ..you can read me / I can read you //

(Roberts, Davies and Jupp 1992:127) Transcription conventions

/
minor phrase boundary marker, slightly rising intonation

//
major phrase boundary marker indicating finality

à
grave accent denoting high falling tone

'
high secondary stress

you
underlining indicating sustained tone
 Pitch register shift upwards

 pitch register shift downwards

.. short pause

(Based on Gumperz 1982)

This is a typical gatekeeping interview in which judgements about a candidate’s suitability depend upon how they present themselves. In an intercultural encounter such as this, the communicative norms of the two white interviewers are very likely to prevail. If the candidate does not conform to their presuppositions about how to do an interview - in other words if they do not share the same grounds for shared interpretation - the candidate is likely to fail.

For analysts to begin to make interpretations of what is going on, they need to have ethnographic knowledge of these kinds of interviews, familiarity with the communicative style of both the white interviewers and of the South Asian candidate and, through interviewing and feedback, have a good understanding of expectations of the local actors in this particular setting. For example, they will need to find out to what extent the white interviewers expect candidates to ‘sell themselves’ by presenting themselves positively but not boastfully. Similarly, they will need to become familiar with the presuppositions of South Asian workers from the Panjab about interview practices.

For example, they might well have found out from ethnographic interviewing that this group tended to be reluctant about displaying personal likes and preferences and guarded against being over assertive. (Gumperz 1996).

This knowledge would be particularly relevant given the nature of the questioning in this promotion interview. The candidate is faced with awkward questions about his relationship with the foremen. Anyone might want to tread carefully in this position, but I. responds in such a gnomic way - with general, impersonal maxims - that he hardly seems to be treading on the same path of the interview at all. His proverb, translated from the Panjabi that no five fingers are all alike receives an ‘uh’ response from T which appears to be a non-recognition reply. Such formulaic expressions are one type of contexutalisation cue (Gumperz 1982). A likely interpretation is that I. wants to signal that he does not wish to make a personal and possibly incriminating response to the previous difficult question. Where a native speaker of English might contextualise indirectness and uncertainty through modal verbs, this candidate uses proverbs and metaphors.

He follows up the proverb with an equally indirect comment in his next turn when he uses rhythm and repetition to hint at how it is possible to ‘read’ someone’s mind from the expression of their face: ‘you can read me, I can read you’. Again, he avoids making any direct criticism or even hinting at such a position. But perhaps he hopes that his cues will convey his intent to the panel - that he does not consider it appropriate to talk personally about such matters. The inteviewers fail to pick up on these contextualisation cues and press on with further questions about his relationship with the foremen.

Judgements about candidates do not only depend upon the content of their talk. They also depend upon how they come across more generally. Panjabi listeners, when played the video tape of I. ’s interview felt he came across as heartfelt and tentative. English listeners judged him as pedantic and over-confident. A detailed transcription of the features of intonation (see above) offers an explanation and shows how intonation and other paralinguistic features also function as contextualisation cues.. The Panjabi viewers’ interpretation was based on the candidate’s low rising intonation to convey respect and politeness and also on the chunking of information into small units to indicate emphasis or concern.

The English viewers’ interpretation was also based on the chunking into small units, with falling tones and with frequent and major shifts in pitch register. The effect of this on the English viewers was to give emphasis to almost every point so that the candidate was judged as over-confident and too concerned with detail - too pedantic. This, in combination with the highly impersonal and proverbial stance discussed above, led to interviewer frustration and negative judgements.

Now, look back over this section and, particularly, at the contrast between CA and IS analysis. Think of some of the implications of the differences between the two approaches for you as a transcriber e.g. the kind of data you will choose to transcribe, the length, what conventions will be most important and how you will decide this etc. Try to write down three or four points before you read the next paragraph.

Implications for transcription

These are some of the implications for transcription:

· CA transcriptions will tend to be of relatively short extracts ( 20 lines or so or even as few as a line or two) and similar phases of the interaction will tend to be compared across the data set. IS tends to take each interaction as a case study and transcribe longer chunks and not necessarily make direct comparisons across similar types of data.

· IS researchers will tend to transcribe those sections of the tape where there are particularly interesting/uncomfortable moments - particularly those moments which participants in feedback sessions have orientated to. CA usually has a prior agenda e.g. let us look at all the second turn repair strategies in this data set or let us look at how closings are done in this data set.

· CA conventions tend to highlight sequencing and turn management strategies, including non-verbal features such as sighing, laughter etc. IS uses these conventions but also has a more refined system for transcribing intonation and other features of prosody (see Part Two) since these are so important in cueing the context for listeners.

· Assigning a particular notation to a sound or other interactional feature is less problematic in CA since it is assumed that the interactants display how this feature or sound was heard or attended to by the subsequent turns at talk. In IS, other ethnographic information is used to help assign a particular notation e.g. a high rise in one variety of English may not sound high in another. Informants’ feedback is used to help transcribers come to a reasonable decision as to how to transcribe certain utterances.

Both CA and IS studies argue that a close transcription and analysis of data show how context is created as the interaction proceeds moment by moment. This next section uses a range of different pieces of data to raise awareness of issues of wider context and what Cicourel calls ‘ecological validity’.

5. Context and ecological validity

In order to illustrate these issues and provide a framework for a similar task, Aaron Cicourel’s paper: ‘The interpenetration of communicative contexts: examples from medical encounters’ will be used (Cicourel 1992). In this paper, Cicourel is concerned with what counts as context in the understanding of interactions in institutional settings. His interest is in how both participants and researchers use their tacit knowledge to make sense of what is going on in an interaction. And as the editors of the volume, Duranti and Goodwin, mention, one of Cicourel’s frequent questions to colleagues when they present their data analysis is “How do you know that?” In other words what evidence is there to support a particular claim.

Cicourel makes a distinction between ‘broad ‘context and ‘narrow’ or ‘local’ context and suggests that they need to be integrated in the analysis of interactions. ‘Narrow/local’ context is the context of the interaction itself (see the CA discussion above) and ‘broad’ context includes all the ethnographic information about the institution, including ‘participant attributes’ (their perceptions and characteristics) and patterns of social organisation.

Cicourel’s method in this paper, which is used to discuss a piece of medical data, is used as a framework for looking at data collection from a classroom research project (Roberts, Garnett, Kapoor and Sarangi 1992). He starts by looking at a small segment of transcribed data and gradually reveals more and more ethnographic information so that the data can be interpreted in an ever wider context. This is a technique similar to one used by film critics called ‘slow disclosure’. He argues that without this broad context, analysts have to rely on assumed shared knowledge with the interactants. However, where the data is from an institutional setting and where participants do not have the same social identity as the researcher, there may be little or no shared cultural knowledge on which the researcher can rely. As Cicourel points out, ignoring the ‘broad’ context means ignoring both the history and the current institutional relationships between interactants, including interpersonal baggage, and the ‘normative institutional features’ (p.295) of encounters in public life.

STEP ONE : The interaction

Here is a piece of interaction between an adult and two young people who will be identified below.

Data Example 1

01
L:
[moves to a group of three young people and has eye
     contact with Ravi who is sitting next to Shiv] Come  on we must get this finished by ( )

02
R:
I know

03
L:
Now, what are you looking for?

04
R:
Five, ten, twenty-five

05
L:
No, what's the question? Not what are you looking
     at, but what are you looking for? What does the    question say?
06
R:
Complete the following (
)

07
L:
You're looking for (0.5) to find the average output.
Ok, how do you find the average?

08
R:
You get that and [gestures with hands, looks at Shiv
     and laughs]

09
L:
Now think about it. What is an average? How do we
find an average?

10
R:
(
) mean (
) sort of thing [smiles and looks at
      Shiv]

11
L:
Yeah, OK, then fair enough
(0.5) so what is the
mean? How do we find the mean? because this is the type of average I want there

12
R:
[reads and mumbles]

Transcription Conventions

?



Rising intonation

.



Falling intonation

[
]

Comments on non verbal communication    and activities]

(
)

Unclear words/sounds

(0.5)


Timed pauses eg .5 is half a second

A first look at this interaction indicates that it is a classroom conversation between a teacher, L, and some students. It is difficult to tell what kind of classroom - it might be maths or finance - or the age and level of work of the students. The interaction is between Ravi and Liz, the teacher, only but Shiv is part of the audience and two other students form part of the group. At first glance, it is difficult to infer very much about the nature of the relationship between Liz and Ravi or to what extent their interaction forms part of a larger pattern of social organisation in this classroom. Information and perceptions from the informants themselves, from other sequences of classroom talk and more fine grained analysis of this interaction eg analysis of prosodic features, might give us further understanding. For example, Liz’s ‘no’ in line 5 might be a gentle remonstrance or a clear sign of exasperation. Without further contextual information, any further analysis may just be guess work.

STEP TWO: The research setting

This piece of data is part of a one and a half year research and development project funded by the then Training Services Division (part of the then Department of Employment). The study set out to address the question; What makes for success for vocational education students in multi-cultural Further Education classrooms?

The course studied was a Business and Technical Education course (BTEC) in Business and Finance. This course is for students with a few GCSEs who either wished to pursue a vocational path or who had not been accepted onto A level courses. Four colleges in London took part in the study and two of the four classes became the focus for the study.

This piece of data is one very small fragment from a one and a half hour video of a multi​cultural classroom in a Further Education College in North West London. Three key classroom videos, one per term, formed the core data for this project. This fragment comes from the first key video which was filmed towards the end of the first term. In addition to the key videos, several other preliminary videos were made; both students and teachers viewed and gave feedback on the videos and were interviewed in extended interviews towards the beginning and the end of the course. Other background data included: brief factual questionnaires, documents on the course, numerous classroom visits, tape recordings of end of year meetings to agree on students’ grades and some ‘hanging around’ in staff rooms.

STEP THREE: Re-examining the interaction

The next stage is to re-examine the data focusing on the narrow context i.e. on turn taking and the sequential organisation of the interaction, on the referential system, metaphor and so on.

Liz’s opening utterance to Ravi is a directive to hurry up. While there is no obvious adjacency pair which couples directives with a particular response, some form of acknowledgement of the force of the directive would be expected. Ravi acknowledges the referential meaning of her directive: that the task must be finished by a specific time but not its implication - that he needs to get on with it. So Liz proceeds to question him about how the task should be done. Lines 3 - 6 deal with the procedure of the task and we can call this type of talk procedural talk. The rest of the interaction deals with how the task is to be handled rather than with any outcomes from it that Ravi should be on the way to completing. At lines 5, 7, 9 and 11, Liz uses the tactic of multiple questioning. Indeed, the number of questions she asks with and across turns suggests a strategy of ‘hyper-questioning’. The term ‘hyper-questioning'
draws on Erickson's
(1976)
notion of ‘hyper-explanation' in intercultural communication. Whereas `hyper-explanation' is used by white gatekeepers to produce long and increasingly less abstract statements on the assumption that the client cannot understand them, `hyper-questioning' involves two features: repeated questioning within a turn without turn-taking pauses (turns 5, 9, 11) and a high rate of questioning across turns (3-11), in an increasingly less
abstract form.

Another feature of this interaction is Liz’s use of metatalk. This is the talk about talk which is a common feature of classroom interaction: For example, ‘Not what are you looking at but what are you looking for?’ Ravi responds to this meta level by simply repeating what the question says and then by an incomplete response and a gesture. Liz's use of hyper-questioning and metatalk appears to construct an increasingly disengaged response from Ravi, as can be seen from his minimal response in turn 10. Although Liz is Ravi’s audience, his non verbal strategies draw Shiv into the interaction so that he becomes audience as well as onlooker (Goffman 1981.). His eye contact is with Shiv and he seems to be colluding with him and so distancing himself from Liz.

STEP FOUR: Identities, roles and histories (What counts as relevant ethnographic details)

So far, the focus has been on the data itself, some general background on the project and the methods used. The question now is: What is the significance of this piece of data for understanding these types of classrooms and this type of student? And in order to answer this question, another has to be asked, as Cicourel suggests: What counts as relevant ethnographic detail ? So at this point, much more extended ethnographic data is needed and the process of connecting up the different data types must begin.

The video feedback data in which Liz commented on individual classroom interactions and on the performance, behaviour and characteristics of the students gives insights into Liz’s perception of Ravi as a student.

The lesson was videoed towards the end of the first term and was viewed by Liz a few weeks into the next term. Early on in viewing the lesson, she stops the tape to comment on his lack of participation:

L: Again, Ravi relying on the people in the group. He’s got the notes, he’s got them and yet he isn’t actually contributing to the group discussion. A total lack of responsibility really. Putting it on to other people, relying on other people to sort of help, and not really ( ). Really if he had any you know - spark of insight - being ready with a point. Because he knew they were going to get that. And the likelihood is that I was going to actually ask him, because his attendance had been so poor, and yet he wasn’t ready. And that really is a reflection of his - his general attitude and his lack of organisation and preparation.

I: 
That’s how it came across?

L: 
Yes, very much so. What do I do ? What am I doing ? That sort of thing. I’m sure he’s half asleep most of the time.

The fact that in line 1 of example one Liz concentrates on Ravi becomes significant in the light of her comments about him: that he is over reliant on others and is perceived by her as lacking responsibility. She criticises him for not having the ‘insight’ to anticipate that he would be the focus of her attention. His lack of attention and awareness may account for the hyper questioning that is her device for helping to progress with the task, as discussed above.

A little later on, Liz stops the video to comment again:

L: 
Now Ravi in the middle, he just said ‘What are we supposed to do? And that’s a pretty classic comment from him. Ravi has been sinking on the course, virtually from the day he started. I’ve spent hours and hours of time with him, going through work - trying to encourage him. He’s been absent also for long periods of time, which obviously hasn’t helped him at all. (Liz talks about letters sent home) At the moment he’s in the process of being counselled off the course, because he just has not been attending and he hasn’t had a big assignment. And basically he hasn’t responded to the help that I’ve been giving him.

I: 
What’s that about?

L: 
In terms of him?

I: 
You said he’s sinking

L: 
His work, he can’t cope with the work at all. He hasn’t got the organisational skills and the determination - commitment to do the course.

The theme of ‘organisational skills’ surfaces again and this links to Liz’s procedural question in line 3 in the classroom interaction data above. Her following ‘hyper - questioning’ also relates to the ability to organise and clarify a task. Students need to have these skills - a type of meta awareness which allows them to trace through the procedures embedded in a task

Liz’s comments on Ravi seem to cluster round two themes which are lexicalised in different ways. One relates to lack of drive and commitment which is variously described as lack of contributions, lack of spark, half asleep, sinking, lack of commitment. The other relates to lack of organisational skills. What is important here is that Liz keeps on returning to these themes, using different but related metaphors. This over lexicalisation, as Fairclough argues, (Fairclough 1989) is a pointer to tacit theories or ideologies. We can begin to see something of Liz’s theory of learning as she revisits Ravi’s problems using repetition or thematically linked metaphors to position herself in relation to him.

Towards the end of the video feedback, Liz was talking more generally about doing assignments and again referred to Ravi:

L: 
Ravi just just wouldn’t get himself organised. He had the ability but he didn’t actually like to put things down - he was very ( ) just lark about. Ravi would be better getting a job because the college environment just gave him too much freedom. He hadn’t got the maturity to organise his time. Certainly I think when you’ve got a student like that, you can’t have someone running around for him, he’s just got to take responsibility.

Again the theme of lack of organisational ability is returned to and linked to the freedom offered by the college environment which Ravi was unable to manage. There is a tension here between the organisational skills the students are expected to develop and the freedom of the college which may not necessarily foster such skills.

Data Example 2

A few minutes after data example 1 (above) has taken place, Liz returns to check Ravi’s work.

Ravi: 
The more workers, the more output is it ?

Liz: 
Hopefully, yes, unless . as you employ other workers .. they are not as efficient. There will come a point when you employ more workers and they are less efficient. [Ravi starts to lean back away from Liz].

Ravi: 
Yes ( )

Liz: 
Yes . therefore if =

Ravi: 
= and they go on strike for some reason =

Liz: 
= if you are thinking of maximising your profit, you wouldnt employ that

person, would you, because they might be costing you more than theyre

actually contributing to your profits. [Ravi now leaning back at full stretch] Ravi: 
You wouldnt know that you have to.

Liz: 
This is what you would do if you were a business person .. youd be looking for that information .. cos theres no point in employing people if theyre costing you more than what theyre making you. Thats a waste of your resources, isnt it ? [As Liz moves away, Shiv and Ravi look at each other and Ravi smiles].

Despite the fact that they seem to be speaking ‘on topic’ in the opening utterances, Ravi’s non-verbal communication suggests otherwise. But can we interpret his movement as a distancing from Liz? Some student feedback on the same video gives further evidence to support this claim.

Student Feedback

In the same week that Liz viewed the video, four students who had agreed to be the focal students in this college viewed the same classroom video. ‘S’ denotes one of the four students.

I: 
I know it is a long time ago but is - from what you remember of it is this a typical sort of lesson

Ss: 
Yeah (chorus)

S: 
But (Liz) put on a very nice (Laughs)

S: 
Oh come on she’s always like that

S: 
Oh shut up she’s always like that

S: 
No she aint

S:
 (general disagreement)

S: 
No she’s always like that 
S: 
That funny tone of voice

I: 
That funny tone of voice?

S: 
Talks slow like I don’t understand her

S: 
Yeah a bit patronising sometimes

I: 
What sometimes she talks a bit slow?

S: 
She uses big words
S: 
Her tone

S: 
Yeah she thinks we’re little kids but she has to be like she’s teaching I: Are you saying that she is talking like - over the top of you?

S 
Everyone was in the...

S: 
Most of the time

S: 
As though we understand it

I: 
Because no one will understand. Are you saying that...

S: 
No one would understand if she talked fast

I: 
Sorry?

S: 
What?

S: 
No she uses these big words as well

S: 
Yeah

I: 
Is it M. weren’t you saying about the....

S: 
No, E

I: 
Were you saying about using those words and in that tone, are you saying that there is a particular reason for that?

S: 
To get attention I suppose

S: 
Well it helps sometimes, say for instance, like obviously when we are covering something that we haven’t done before we came here but, um ,other time, like when you do understand it, it does seem a bit, you know, unnecessary, if you see what I mean.

A little later on, the researcher is asking about why a student had asked Liz to repeat the question:

S: 
No I did listen to it but I didn’t understand the question properly so I wanted her to repeat it S: She was using all those big words that’s the problem

S: 
No

S:
Yeah

S: 
Oh big words (general overlapping talk and laughter)

I: 
You’ve said quite a lot that she uses big words though

S: 
I don’t think she does

S: 
5he does use big words

S: 
5he does (Chorus)

I: 
So we just have to take one at a time because otherwise we are not going to get ... 
S: 
What I like about her is sometimes that when she does ...

S: 
awer

S: 
Oh shut up, its not like all the time constantly, its only at certain times and I think there are good times as well so you think, oh that was good

S: 
She’s a very good teacher, I’ll give her that much

S: 
Naa

I: 
No no

S: 
Yeah she’s a brilliant teacher

S: 
She is , she is a really good teacher

S: 
I think she is a totally excellent teacher

I: 
NO, M, you had...

S: 
Yeah ask her what she said

I: 
Thanks

S: 
What I was saying about her if you take it sort of the words that she uses right - it was the word information, she tends to use that quite a lot

I: 
What do you mean, they are the same words?

S: 
Same - like the information and everything

S: 
What are you talking about?

I: 
The word information?

S: 
That’s right

(General overlapping talk)

S: 
Maybe it fits in the context of what she is trying to ..

I: 
So these big words then are..

S: 
No it’s all right

S: 
Yes, we can understand them

S: 
They are not a problem - we’re doing a business course, we can’t just go round .. that’s why she uses it so that we know what they mean and we can use it when we do our science or whatever

S: 
Yeah

S: 
Yeah

I: 
okay doke, we’ll carry on

Although there is some disagreement among the students about Liz’s style of teaching, three of the four students involved in this feedback talk about her use of ‘big words’ and her somewhat patronising style of talking. They rate her as a good teacher but certainly for some students, the discourse of business, which she is trying to develop, is resisted. In example two above, Liz attempts to engage Ravi in this discourse eg. ‘maximising profits’, contributing to profits’, ‘waste of resources’. In the light of the students’ comments on Liz’s ‘big words’, Ravi’s non verbal behaviour, leaning away from Liz, would seem to be significant. The relative formality of her discourse encodes more distant social relations.

It puts constraints on how she and Ravi may relate together as teacher and student and Ravi’s physical distancing from her may both reflect this and be a more general resistance to ‘big words’ and her attempts to move him on in the task.

(Video playback with the students continues. Liz is talking about office jobs)

I: 
What is going on here? This isn’t information any more. I don’t think - she’s .. what is she doing here?

S: 
She tell us what to - what to find out to put in our assignment

S: 
Make us think for ourselves

S: 
Think a bit more

I: 
Explain a bit more - making you think for yourselves .. er I think you go to work in groups 5: Yeah, that’s right

S: 
Yeah

In this short piece of feedback, all four students agree that Liz is encouraging them to ‘think for yourself’. This suggests that at least one aspect of her theory of learning which concerns taking responsibility is well understood by this group of students.

(A few minutes later, the researcher asks what sorts of questions Liz asks when they are in groups)

S: 
(overlapping talk) Can you ( ) assignment .. that’s the one .. how are you getting on .. 
S: 
Presumably its to make sure we were working or ..

S: 
Have you written anything

S: 
And she is constantly wanting people to catch up - you know so we are working on the same level because she doesn’t like anything trailing

S: 
Yes

I: 
Yeah, are you saying what she is doing here is different?

S: 
No, she is walking around but she’s asking what sort of ideas we have got and she don’t usually ask us that

S: 
She won’t necessarily go round to all the groups she’ll probably just make sure that the people that don’t look like they are working are working

S: 
Yeah, that’s it

As in the first set of student feedback data, students bring to the surface the effect the video my have had on Liz’s performance. In discussing this effect, what is more typical or routine is highlighted. This again emphasizes the importance of using video feedback data reflexively.

This piece of feedback also throws further light on Liz’s classroom style and theory of learning. 5he is ‘constantly wanting people to catch up’, ‘she doesn’t like anything trailing’ and she interacts with groups and individuals to check on their working.

These student comments align with Liz’s own presentation of herself as a teacher. Aspects of this self-presentation are available in the video feedback data and they are presented more consistently and at a more generalised level in the interviews with her at the beginning and at the end of the course. Her theory of learning covers the teacher/student relationship, skills development and the use of group work, managing and displaying learning, pace and structure and the centrality of course requirements.

She talks of herself as ‘running a tight ship’ and of the need for continual monitoring and evaluation. Learning is described as an ‘organised activity’. In group work, someone has to be the ‘backbone’ so that others could ‘lay the foundation’and ‘build on it’. There is a focus on displaying learning, on ‘performance’ and so role play is an important tool. Learning for Liz is a highly structured activity with teaching and learning cast in a relatively hierarchical relationship. Teachers and students have specific roles to play: the teacher has to ‘know the score’ and students have to ‘have the right garb’ and ‘adopt the appropriate tone’. Maintaining social distance is seen as a good thing: ‘Some students try and get too close and it doesn’t work. Or some staff try and get too close. I think you’ve got to respect each other’s personal space. Be accessible, do your job, you know, but not be over-familiar, because that is death.’ Liz’s theory of learning can be characterised as ‘visible pedagogy’ (Bernstein 1996). Such a pedagaogy suggests relatively traditional ways in which learning is regulated and transmitted. Although the emphasis on the course is on skills rather than referential knowledge, these skills are made visible as she questions students about how to set about doing the tasks. She controls explicitly the ways in which learning is introduced and evaluated by strong framing of each activity.

The broad context within which the classroom data is analysed shows us something of the everyday understandings of classroom life. Liz’s comments on individual students such as Ravi tell us about the ‘participant attributes’ of both teacher and student and the history of the relationship between them. And this is also illuminated in the video feedback from students. Some of the tacit knowledge of how learning should and in practice does get done is revealed in the feedbacks and interviews with Liz. Without this ethnographic information, we can make only superficial claims about the nature of the social interaction in Liz’s classroom and its impact on students’ success on the course.

STEP FIVE (Expanding the ethnographic context)

Up to now, the focus has been on the data itself and feedback from the lecturer and students. This can help with our interpretation of what is going on. The assumptions and theories that both lecturer and students bring to the interaction can be drawn upon to stop the analyst from making high inferences about what is going on. These feedback sessions are also part of learning the ‘communicative ecology’ of this particular FE college and the ways of talking of the students. Now we need to step back and look at the wider context in which this classroom and these students are set. This means looking at the stated and hidden assumptions of BTEC courses, the wider discourses of vocational education, training for FE teaching, the particular culture of the college and so on.

The BTEC First course was a pre-cursor to the General National Vocational Qualifications in business and technology currently in place. It was a broad-based vocational course including a mix of technical (eg finance) and more general or soft skills (eg communications). The majority of students on the course had wished to take A levels but did not do well enough in GCSEs. Most of them had gained one or two at Grades A -C and a few more at lower grades. The BTEC’s stated goal is to provide basic vocational training for employment but the students on the courses observed saw it as a preparation for BTEC National diplomas and then to higher education: ‘BTEC First is just an extra year in your life that you’re just preparing yourself for the National .. It is like a stepping stone in one’s life offering a step forward to your destination’.

There was, therefore, an in-built tension in realising the BTEC curriculum : preparation for work versus preparation for further and higher education. The design and organisation of BTEC First marks it as a vocational rather than educational course. The broad based vocational skills are ‘delivered’ through a series of units assessed through behavioural outcomes, illustrating the achievement based outcomes which are part of the vocational education debate. Some of the familiar features with this preoccupation with outcomes are:

· specification of knowledge, abilities and experience in outcome form

· development of unitised curricula

· introduction of training for assessment of outcome based accreditation

The focus on outcomes leads to attention being directed towards curriculum product rather than process. This is illustrated in field notes taken at the end of year assessment of students in which each one is given a final grade. Each student is assessed on the ‘core’ of the programme: Work in Organisations and Finance and in a series of other skills which are integrated in the assessments. One student was assessed as follows:

Core. she did a cockup of Modern Office because she was doing GCSE at the time. We have to take that into account. Merit in the last ones but not in the earlier ones; finds work difficult. She should get a pass.

Organising Learning. Pass

Working with Others. Bearable; Merit

Communications. Relies heavily on others; bare pass; she was recommended to communication workshops but didn’t go

Information gathering. What is tested there ? Work experience is it ?

Pass/merit. M+ with the last one, got quite a few merits there; border line again - Pass Using Information Technology. Pass

Identifying and tackling problems. Relies on staff: grades say a Merit

Numeracy. Pass; she’s neglecting the course, she thinks GCSE is more important

Design and Visual Discrimination. Pass; work poorly presented ; I failed her once; careless; scrappy work; she does lean a lot on others.

In what ways is this list relevant to our understanding of the data examples above ? The following concerns all seem to be relevant: the focus on organising, the tension between working with others and the sanctions against being too reliant on others and the behavioural outcomes of process skills ( rather than content) which are diffuse and often hidden and difficult to assess. In addition, to these specific comments, students were routinely discussed in these assessment meetings in terms of personality and social attributes: This same student was described as follows by the course tutor before her marks were discussed:

‘A border line candidate; a lot of personal qualities; she is very emotional; was quite enthusiastic in the beginning but later became sulky; she thought she wasn’t doing very well.’

This is illustrative of the labelling process in which evaluations of competence and personality rapidly turn into fixed labels about what kind of student each one is. Again, this illustrates some of the tensions built into the design of the BTEC course : in which outcomes and product are the stated goals and yet evaluation of social relationships regularly feeds into the assessment procedure. An undestanding of some of these tensions helps to illuminate the way in which Liz and Ravi interact together and to provide evidence for some of the claims that were made in the intepretation of the data.

Conclusion:

‘I have sought to discuss the topic of local context in terms of those cultural and organisational constraints, normative expectations, and immediate conditions that surround local speech events as they unfold.’ (Cicourel, p307).

Although classrooms are not subject to quite the same tight procedures and constraints as medical settings, nevertheless any interpretation of a classroom sequence is embedded in a history of relationships and expectations amongst the interactants. There us also the wider ethnographic context which embraces the beliefs, assumptions and discourses of this particular college as well as the ideologies of the BTEC course within the training and education framework.

‘A nagging issue that undoubtedly remains for any readers is the familiar one that an infinite regress can occur whereby the observor must presumably describe “everything” about a context. Such a demand is of course impossible to satisfy because no one could claim to have specified all of the local and larger sociocultural aspects of a context. Observers or analysts, like participants of speech events, must continually face practical circumstances that are an integral part of all research or everyday living. As researchers, we obviously privilege some aspects of a context while minimising or ignoring other conditions. The observer is obligated to justify what has been included and what has been excluded according to stated theoretical goals, methodological strategies employed, and the consistency and convincingness of an argument or analysis.’ (Cicourel, 309).

As Cicourel says, it would be impossible to describe everything about a context. But researchers, like participants in any interaction, attend to those features of context which are significant for them in making sense of what is happening. Some of these are highly local but others assume knowledge and assumptions which have been brought along. It is the job of the researcher to cast the net as wide as they think is feasible (given all the constraints of time etc.) so that they do not make claims about the data which this wider context might contradict.

Part of this net casting includes listening to the styles of communicating of the participants so that the transcription process has its own ecological validity.

This section of the introduction, like the opening one, connects the apparently narrow and local decisions of the transcription process to wider matters of qualitative analysis and institutional contexts. In order to locate the element of transcription in a course on qualitative data analysis for applied linguists, the next section gives the framework for such a course.

6. Framework for a qualitative data analysis course.

This outline suggests what the components of such a course should be. It has been designed to include a more general strand and a more specific one. In this case, the specialised strand is Interactional Sociolinguistics since this is the focus of the CD-ROM. Transcription is marked in bold under Theme 3.

Themes
Interpretive Analysis
Interactional

Sociolinguistics

1 a Ethnographic Interviewing Reflexivity

Context and scope of the data

Triangulation

2a Indexing Using Software

5a Claims and evidence Rhetoric of qualitative research writing


1b. All these issues as they relate to Interactional Sociolinguistics (IS)

2b Organising and Indexing for IS

3b CA techniques and prosodic analysis for IS.

CD-ROM

4b IS analysis: ethnography of speaking,

inferencing, contextualisation

5b Relating these issues to IS research i.e. using IS frameworks in writing up

NOTES on the chart.

1. The materials could either be used vertically or horizontally. The suggested route is to use them horizontally i.e. 1. Relationship between data analysis and data collection would first be tackled within the interpretive paradigm and then, in a more focused way, through interactional sociolinguistics. In this way, each of the five areas would be introduced through the interpretive analysis and then through interactional sociolinguistics. But it would also be possible to use them vertically, looking at each of the five areas through a broader interpretive lens and then through a narrower, more micro, sociolinguistic lens.

2. The first and last of the five themes deal with the relationship between data analysis and other aspects of the research process. The first theme relates to data collection and the fifth theme with data analysis and writing up. As, we have discussed in the introduction, within qualitative research, there is no clear boundary between data collection and data analysis. Initial data analysis may be followed by further data collection and there is always a reflexive process in which the researcher interrogates how the data came to be collected and what impact that has on the subsequent analysis and interpretation. Similarly, the writing up process is not a straightforward matter of drawing conclusions from certain facts or figures. Instead, writing up requires a continuous dialogue between the data and the emergent text so that the writing is grounded in the analysis and data and theoretical and analytic claims can be substantiated.

3. It would not be necessary to give each of the five themes an equal weight. For example, a short course could concentrate on: Theme One: The relationship between data collection and analysis; Theme Three: Transcription and Theme Four: Analytic Procedures. Some of the aspects of the outline course given here may be covered in more general research methods courses and it will then be a case of picking up the general issues and applying them to language/discourse based programmes.

The rest of the materials focus on transcription only. But in tackling the technical and micro issues of transcription, it is important to bear in mind these wider issues of ecological validity. The wider context in which the data is embedded and the communicative practices of the interactants recorded need to be drawn on when making decisions about transcribing.

7. Technical Notes

(NB This section could not have been written without numerous very valuable emails from BAAL mail users. Thanks to them and especially to Frank Gilmore of Leeds University who answered so many queries).

One of the most frustrating and time-consuming aspects of transcription is simply trying to hear what is on the tape. There cannot be a transcriber anywhere who has not, at some point, had some difficulty in hearing what was said. Some transcriptions are littered with empty brackets, ( ) and you will already have seen quite a few of these even in the small number of examples in this introduction. Not being able to hear what someone has said or having to guess at the meaning, puts a strain on your ability to interpret what is going on. And as many discourse and applied linguistic researchers are working with data where linguistic variety is central to their research question, problems of hearing and understanding are much more real. Anyone who has transcribed speakers whose variety of language is different from their own will know that you cannot overestimate the difficulties. In encounters where speakers are from different cultural and linguistic groups and where one side speaks, say, a standard variety and the other speaks a non-standard variety or is not a native speaker, the non​standard and/ or non-native speaker can be far harder to transcribe, even if both are equally close to a mic or both have radio mics.

There are many other difficulties which lie in the path of the intrepid transcriber. It is always worth spending extra time thinking about the sound quality rather than rushing in and hoping that the recording will be good enough. Some of the issue to think about are:

· How important is good sound to you? Are you going to do a detailed transcription? Will any of the speakers be difficult to distinguish clearly because of their age, style of speaking etc.? Will they be doing other things as they talk which will muffle their voices? For example, the crackle of paper as someone opens a letter can sound quite deafening when you have a sensitive mic. If the answer to any of these questions is ‘yes’, then you need to think very carefully about what is the best way of recording to get quality sound.

· Who exactly do you want to hear on the tape? For example, in a classroom, is your focus on the teacher or on the pupils/students? You may not be able to mic them both up equally well and remember that pupils are much more likely to mumble than teachers.

· Have you thought about the ambient noise and how you can cut it down? This is not just a question of what is going on inside the room but what is happening outside? Is the road going to be drilled on the day you record?

· Will your informants be moving round or sitting still? This will affect what kind of mic you use and whether you use a radio powered mic which has no wires and can be strapped to the body or a more conventional mic which involves wires. Even when you think your informant will be sitting still, there is often a lot of movement with posture changes, movements of arms and hands etc. which can knock a mic off course.

· Are you using video as well as audio? Most video cameras are designed to capture high quality pictures and sound is usually less important. Do not assume that a built in mic will give you anything like good enough sound, especially if there is more than one conversation going on in the room at the same time or the people you are recording are moving about.

· Are you using more than one mic or an audio tape recorder which is separate from, say, your video recorder? You will have to think about how you can have separate signals coming in through one channel so that the different sound or sound and camera signals can be co-ordinated.

· Before you start to find equipment or arrange to do any recording, it is worth sitting down and making yourself a checklist of equipment requirements and of the best possible recording conditions that you can create. You need to ask yourself:

- what sort of setting am I recording in and what problems do I need to overcome by choosing the right equipment?

- what do I expect to be able to hear from this recording?

- do I want mono or stereo recording? i.e. do I need to have the voices on

separate channels?

- what exactly am I going to do with this recording? Is it just for me or will I present it to others ?

- am I using audio and video and if so how will I co-ordinate sound and vision? - (If you are using video) do I need a time code on the video ? Do I need a wide angle lens (if videoing in a small room)?

Some possible solutions

Getting really good quality sound is still more of an art than a science, despite the dauntingly complex equipment that is on offer. But, realistically, the majority of researchers and students reading these notes will not have such a great choice. You may have to use your own or a friend’s equipment or you may be able to borrow departmental equipment. Either way, you will need to make the best of what you have got. If you are lucky enough to have access to a digital camera/ tape recorder, you will need to think about how you are going to store your data. And if you then want to edit for presentation, you will need further equipment for your computer and perhaps an upgrade of the memory and a new hard drive and editing software etc. The list always seems to get longer and the cost is high.

Audio:

The kind of mic you choose will depend on the particular circumstances of your recording.

· If you are recording, for example, children or young adults who are moving around a lot and you want them to be free of any wires or obvious microphones, then the radio mic is your only choice.

· If these are not available, then a combination of a memory stick (which can be put in a pocket) and a lapel mic can work. But it is time consuming working from two sources.

· A boom mic will probably give you the best quality sound but they are large and off putting and may be quite impractical

· A boundary mic is a good choice if you are recording, for example interviews or a small group sitting round a table. They are small disk like mics which sit on the table and are fairly unobtrusive. They should have a switch on them which helps you to cut down the low frequency noises e.g. keyboard tapping, cars passing in the street etc.

· Tie or lapel mics (lavaliers) will give you good sound. They are usually omni- directional so if one speaker has on the mic and another speaker is sitting within one or two metres, their voice should be picked up quite well. In this case, make sure that the quieter speaker or the one who is harder to transcribe for whatever reason has the tie mic on. However, not everyone likes to wear them and they can easily slip or be knocked sideways or pick up and exaggerate other noises such coughing, chest thumping etc. Both boundary and lavalier mics can come with radio links which can cut down on the wires etc.

· Shotgun mics can be attached to the top of the camcorder and pick up from a narrow field directly ahead. They should give very high quality sound if you only want to record one voice.

· Your choice of mic will also depend on whether you want a unidirectional mic i.e. a mic to focus on one sound source - one voice - and get a very high quality sound, or to pick up sound from anywhere around the mic. In this case you need an omnidirectional mic. Boundary and tie mics tend to be omnidirectional whereas shotgun mics are very unidirectional.

Audio with video

If you are transcribing video and need to think about combining camcorders and good quality sound, the problems are quite complex.

· If you are planning to use a digital camera, you need to decide whether to use a camera which has digital mini disks or DV cassettes. Minidisks are more robust than tape and are likely to become increasingly widely used. However, they have a short running time so if you want to video for up to an hour or more, then they more not be suitable. Also, you may find editing on mini disks quite difficult. DV cassettes are less robust but you can buy tapes for up to 80 minutes. At the moment DV footage is easier to handle when it comes to editing.

· Sony, Panasonic and Canon camcorders are all recommended. It is important to check that they have at least one mic socket so that you can use at least one external mic to improve the sound quality. Some more expensive camcorders which are semi-professional standard have more than one sound track built into the video so that separate sound signals can feed directly into the camera.

· Your choice of camcorder and ways of enhancing the audio quality will, of course, depend upon your research setting and the purpose of the recording. If, for example, you are filming young children in the home, you may find that you can follow them around with a good small camcorder and the built-in mic will be close enough to the children to capture good quality sound. If you are video recording classrooms, interviews etc. in institutional settings, you may not be present and the camera will be a on a fixed tripod. In this case, you will need to enhance the sound with at least one external mic.

· It is usually recommended to choose an external mic which has a separate power source - what is called a phantom power supply. This will enhance sound quality. It is also a good idea to feed any external mic through an adapter called a Beachtek. This takes the balanced sound from the mic and feeds it through the adapter and turns it into unbalanced sound which is what the camcorder works with. It is possible to feed the mic straight into the camcorder but again the Beachtek will be able to improve the quality of the sound. The downside is you have plenty of cable to get tied up in! It is possible to use a radio link from the mike to the camcorder but that will increase the costs. All these complicated extras are daunting but they all help with the combination of high quality picture and sound. For example, with the Beachtek, if you are feeding two signals in from two mics, the volume control can be tested out and adjusted before you start so that the two sets of sounds can be reasonably balanced.

· If you are intending to edit the video, you will need appropriate software, including what is called a firewire card which allows the digital data to be transferred to your computer. You also need a video graphics card and these must be compatible with the disk drives and computer motherboard. Video swallows up large amount of hard disc space, and it is best to have an additional hard drive (preferable 45 - 60 Gb) and add memory.

For many readers of these materials, it may be quite impossible to obtain such hi-tech equipment. But whatever you are able to beg or borrow, remember to give yourself lots if time to try it out in similar conditions to the ones that you will be using for the actual recording. And to repeat, pay attention to the audio quality above everything else.

Also remember to take spare charged batteries, spare cables, extra tapes etc on the principle that if something can go wrong, it will! Good luck. You will almost certainly need it.

PART ONE: ISSUES IN TRANSCRIBING SPOKEN DISCOURSE

“There is no such thing as a ‘natural’ mechanism for the representation of speech”. (Atkinson
1992: 23)

1. INTRODUCTION

Discourse analysis of spoken interaction requires transcription. There is no other way, at the moment, anyway, apart from playing back the recordings, of ‘fixing’ and making accessible to scholars and students, the patterns and sequences of actual talk, and the activities which surround it, which the researcher has collected. Because spoken interaction has to be ‘fixed’ through writing down the words and other features of the interaction, it is usually assumed that talk is like writing. And the way we transcribe is, inevitably, biased towards writing. The upshot is that many discourse analysts work entirely from the written transcript once the job of transcribing is seen to be completed.

But transcription is both a great deal more and a great deal less than talk written down.

STOP AND THINK !

List some of the ways in which transcription is both more and less than talk written down

It is a great deal more in the sense that any transcription also reveals the particular stance of the transcriber – their theoretical ‘home’, the purposes of the transcription, their ideological position and so on: ‘transcription procedure is responsive to cultural biases and itself biases readings and inferences’ (Ochs 1979: 44).

Transcription, therefore, cannot be separated off from theory, analysis and interpretation. This means that the same piece of data can be transcribed and so interpreted in different ways depending on the particular theoretical stance of the researcher.

It is also a great deal less than talk written down since it is a double reduction. The audio and video recording is already a reduction from the actual interaction. The transcription is even further removed since it cannot convey on the page all the contextual details which gave that encounter its particular life. And, paradoxically, the more the transcriber tries to depict what they actually hear, the more messy and incoherent it seems. Since talk and interaction are such multi-channelled activities, the transcriber has to show on the page both words, prosodic and paralinguistic features such as intonation, voice quality, rhythm and so on, other non​verbal phenomenon such as coughs and sighs, turn taking and other features of context which are relevant. By the time even some of these phenomena are transcribed, the page looks crowded and the speakers lost in a forest of symbols! But when we return to the original audio or video recording, the interaction usually seems smooth and well orchestrated.

Deborah Cameron makes the important point that when we look at transcribed talk it looks incoherent and repetitive because we work from models of coherence and communicative efficiency which are largely drawn from written discourse:

This is a bias that needs to be unlearned. Analysts of talk must begin from the assumption that if communication is not breaking down in a given instance then participants must be able to make sense of it, no matter how incoherent it must seem; and if certain features recur in spoken language data, they must serve some purpose, however obscure we find it.

(Cameron 2000:33)

However hard we work on producing a complete transcription and an ‘objective’ one, we will never succeed. That is not a reason to be down hearted. But it is a reason to be open and explicit about the process of transcription.

We have to acknowledge:

· purpose and audience for the transcription and how these affect our decisions

· the technical limitations of our transcriptions in terms of accuracy and readability

· the politics of transcription more generally.

In the next sections, each of these issues will be dealt with briefly. All three aspects inter​relate even though they are dealt with separately here. The key issues are highlighted but for a detailed discussion see the annotated references at the end of this section.

These three aspects assume that the process of analysis begins with the transcription. Discourse analysis does not start after the transcription but before it. Indeed, decisions about who and how to record are all part of the interpretive process which culminates in what is generally thought of as discourse analysis. A good example of this is David Langford’s textbook Analysing Talk. The title suggests that this book is about analysis but a great deal of emphasis is given to the process of transcription as part of analysis.

Much conversation analysis and linguistic discourse analysis starts with the recording of a particular event, and transcription is seen as the technical process of documenting the recording. This focus on the technical aspects of transcribing has been invaluable. The system developed initially by Gail Jefferson and used with modifications ever since both within Conversation Analysis and beyond (Atkinson and Heritage 1984, Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998) has been one of the most influential innovations in discourse analysis since the tape recorder was invented.

It also forms the basis of more ethnographic approaches to discourse. Such an approach starts with a period of participation and observation in which the researcher learns about what John Gumperz (1999) calls the ‘communicative ecology’ of the research site. Patterns of interaction, the rhythm and movement of individuals or groups, the participant meanings that evolve and so on are all part of the preparation for transcription. This ethnographic preparation will not only affect such obvious concerns such as accuracy but will also influence how participants are represented, what level of transcription the researcher will choose and what aspects of the interaction the participants orientate towards.

2. PURPOSES AND AUDIENCES

What our final transcription should look like – what it should be – will of course depend on the kind of data, the purpose of the transcription and who the audience is.

	STOP AND THINK!

Think about two or three different settings in which transcription might be used and think about how the purposes and audience for these transcriptions will affect what kind of transcriptions they are.


A transcription that conveys the first words of a young child for a specialist, academic audience will be very different from a transcription produced by a court transcriber for legal purposes or from a transcription of a classroom for student teachers. So, one of the first questions to ask is: What do we want our transcription to do? Do we want it to be a broad or rough transcription where only the words and the speaker turns are given or do we want a narrow or fine-grained transcription where prosodic analysis, turn taking systems and non​verbal communication are detailed? For example, Gumperz (1982) describes a court case in which a Philippino doctor’s communicative style was crucial in coming to a decision about his conviction for negligence. In this case, prosodic features, pausing, rhythm etc. were all important.

If our concern is with the Discourses of the talk – in the sense of the knowledge that is being produced and circulating in talk – the Foucault sense of Discourse or what Gee (1999) calls big D ‘discourse’, then we may only want to transcribe the words of talk and indicate who the speaker is. We do not need to indicate pauses or overlaps unless we are linking the big D discourses to how they are interactionally produced. (There are plenty of problems in even putting the words down on the page, see below, but on the whole these are not technical problems). If we are also looking for the overall structure or ‘grammar’ of discourse as the early discourse analysts did, then again, getting the words down on the page, with some fairly basic intonational features noted, may be enough.

However, the basic assumption of Conversation Analysis and most discourse analysis is that social reality - and that includes social relations and the wider social order - are created in interaction.

If talk and interaction are so fundamental to our understanding of society, then finding out how talk and interaction are produced and managed moment by moment is essential. Conversations, lessons, interviews, consultations and all the activities which constitute social life are made up of interactional routines and improvisations of which words are only a part. The local interactional organisation of any activity includes how people take turns, how they organise their talk to orientate towards other speakers, how they deal with the social problems of embarrassment and how they integrate the verbal and non-verbal in their talk - to list just a few of the ingredients that make up interaction. Transcriptions, if detailed enough, can display the fine-grained details of interaction and how these feed into the accomplishment of a particular activity.

One of the difficulties is that novice discourse analysts often use a transcription as a text to be interpreted rather like a literary text. From the words of the speakers and the transcriber’s memory of how they sounded, interpretations are made about affect, attitude, intention and so on. Quite often, the transcriptions will be made more ‘scientific’ by including some common notations for pauses, overlap, unclear words and so on, usually borrowed from Conversation Analysis. And CA has done a very good job in drawing attention to these and other phenomena such as hesitation particles, stress, intonation, sound stretching and laughter. However, many of the features in this list, although they appear in the transcription, are not analysed systematically and it is difficult to see the justification for this level of transcription unless they are.

So, the problem for novice transcribers is not so much which type of transcription notation to use, but how far their transcription accords with the theories they are working with. If transcribers are working within the CA tradition, then questions about how to present local interactional organisation will be important. For example, how turns are presented, together with degrees of overlap, latching and so on.
	STOP AND THINK!

If you wanted to transcribe some data of very young children talking to their carers, what ways of transcribing and lay-out might you want to use?


Elinor Ochs, for example, looking at early child language development, drew on notions of child communicative competence to drive the transcription decisions. She started to think about transcription in terms of how young children interact together. This meant giving emphasis to non-verbal communication and thinking about ways of showing turn taking which did not assume that each turn followed the last in a relevant sequence (Ochs 1979). The transcriber must be clear about their theoretical goals before they select how to transcribe.

For many people reading these materials, the purpose of transcription is to fulfil the requirements of a particular assignment. The audience will be the tutor and perhaps no one else. However, many students are professionals who may want to use their study with colleagues and the issue of audiences other than tutors is therefore significant. This raises issues of accessibility, readability and flexibility discussed below . If the transcription is just for tutors, they will want to see evidence that the type of transcription fits the analysis and the overall theoretical position the student has taken. They will also want to see some recognition that the way students have represented speakers is appropriate for tutors as the audience.

To sum up, making decisions about purposes and audience involves the transcriber in being selective. It essential that the transcriber selects because a transcription which is too detailed is difficult to read and/or make judgements about (Ochs 1979). But the selection must be based on the particular theories and concerns of the researcher. These issues are taken up under the politics of transcription below but the significance of purpose and audience runs through all of the discussion below.

3. TECHNICAL LIMITATIONS OF TRANSCRIPTIONS: ISSUES OF ACCURACY, ACCESSABILITY AND FLEXIBILITY

Lay-out

Before looking at how the interaction itself is transcribed, the researcher needs to think about lay-out on the page.

	STOP AND THINK!

Think about how the lay -out will affect what you transcribe and how the transcript is interpreted.


How the transcription is laid out will affect :

· how detailed the transcription can be

· the extent to which verbal and non-verbal elements can be integrated

· the extent to which both the speakers and the features of the interaction are relatively highlighted or not

· issues of representation (see below)

The two basic lay out types are: line by line as in a dialogue with each speaker turn following underneath the last or column lay-out in which speakers are allocated a separate column and there may also be a separate column for non-verbal communication:

Data Example 1:

A = baby; M = mum

[A taking empty cup from M]
baby/
[A sneezes]

God bless you!

[A looking into empty cup]
baby cup/
Baby cup?

[A holding out cup to M]
Mommy/
Mommy what ?

baby

(from Bloom 1973 quoted in Ochs: 1979:53)

In the lay-out here, the non-verbal information is placed to the left of the child’s utterances. As Ochs points out (op. cit.) leftness is associated both with prominence and with temporal priority in English transcripts.

Bloom deliberately puts the non-verbal aspects to the left to show their importance in child - adult interaction. (and see below for further discussion of lay out as ideologically influenced representation.)

Notation

For students relatively new to transcription, it is unlikely that they would want to develop their own system of notation and indeed they should be warned off doing it. But it is important that the novice transcriber has some clear criteria for selecting the right transcription system for their purposes. This is particularly important if they are involved in transcribing a corpus which will be analysed on line. Du Bois (1991: 78) suggests five design principles for his Discourse Transcription system which are given below in a slightly modified form (and see also Edwards 1992) :

1. Define good categories: make sure the different conventions are clearly distinct from each other e.g. Do not use colons- :: - to mean stretching out a sound if a colon is used to distinguish between the speaker and their utterance as in:-

Data Example 2

J: are you coming? T: not ye::t

2. Make the system accessible: ensure that the diacritics used are relatively familiar and easy to use. There is a tension here between a system where punctuation is used because it is familiar and the problem of over-familiarity. A reader may read a comma or a full stop as they would in a written text when it means something slightly different when used as a transcription convention. This is particularly problematic with using the question mark to indicate rising intonation when questions do not necessarily have a rising intonation and utterances with rising intonation are not always questions.

3. Make the system robust: This is important if the transcribed data is to be available on line. Conventions should not be used if they are going to be lost when transferred to other types of software.

4. Make the system economical: Do not use a system which is too verbose. This, again, is particularly important when transcribing long passages for computer retrieval. Du Bois, for example, suggests using @ for laughter because it is so common in conversations but writing COUGH because it is much less so (p.91). However, if the transcription is to be analysed by the transcriber and is not a huge corpus, the principle of accessibility and readability is probably more important and writing out non-verbal and paralinguistic aspects in full is recommended. For example, using @ for laughter is difficult to ‘read’ and adds more ‘noise’ to the interpreting of the transcript.

5. Make the system adaptable: Ensure that new features can be added in. Also, as we shall see in the discussion of representation below, it is important to be flexible in how the data can be presented on the page.

As has already been suggested, there are plenty of conflicts for the transcriber to acknowledge even if they cannot be dealt with. Many of them revolve around the difference between the participants’ understanding of what is going on and the transcribers. This can be at a very straightforward level - for example, the speaker hears the words he or she utters but the transcriber cannot always. So even the apparently simple task of transcribing the words of the speaker in the order they spoke them may not be so easy. And of course in multi-party talk, this can become impossible. If the transcriber has to leave lots of gaps or has to guess at possible words, the speaker may appear less competent than they actually are. In these cases, the researcher’s failure as a data collector or transcriber are projected on to the informant. A much more problematic area is that of how to represent accurately the words and prosodic features of speakers.

Accuracy of speech

The whole notion of the extent to which we can make transcriptions scientifically accurate is still open to debate. While qualitative analysis is still subject to attack for lacking rigour, objectivity and so on, a piece of transcribed data heavily garnished with transcription diacritics, use of IPA conventions and pauses timed to the micro second may appear satisfyingly scientific. However, complete and absolute accuracy is a chimera and indeed, outsider categories and measurements do not necessarily depict how the interactants themselves experienced the encounter. This is certainly true of how to represent pausing. (see below)

Writing down words

The wider political issues of representation are taken up in detail below, but here it is worth flagging up the problem of how to represent, accurately, the sounds we hear as we write them down. The problem is we have no means of using our writing system to convey anything other than a standard variety of speech without drawing the reader’s attention to its non​standardness in some marked way. For example, as soon as we write ‘aint’ instead of ‘isn’t’ or ‘becuz’ instead of ‘because’ we mark the speech as aberrant.

STOP AND THINK!

Make a list of some examples that you remember where speech is marked as non-standard, a dialect or a colloquial way of talking. This may be from other transcriptions, from novels or comics or any other texts. Are these ways of marking non-standard, dialect or colloquial speech consistent?

Of course, no speaker speaks in exactly the same way but most transcribers do not want to display the subtle differences in speech of each person’s idiolect. What tends to happen is that transcribers write down words as they understand them and only re-spell words which strike them as not conforming to their expectations of what is ‘normal’. And these words tend to come from a very restricted list of verb forms, prepositions and certain colloquialisms.

Bucholtz suggests that the most frequent linguistic phenomenon which are respelled are:

· reduced vowels e.g. ‘ascent ‘v man’ (ascent of man)

· flaps e.g. ‘gotta new teacher

· voiced alveolar fricatives e.g. ‘iz’, ‘b’cuz’

· non - phonetic English orthography e.g. ‘elecshun’ ‘enuf’ .

(Bucholtz 1999)

In the last case, the writing is quite fanciful since ‘election’ always sounds like ‘elecshun’ and enough as ‘enuff’.

These types of respellings are easily noticeable and act to stigmatise speakers as coming

from a particular social group. Interestingly, work on court transcribers in the USA has shown that they tend to notice non-standard forms among defendants but not among barristers (Coulthard 1996, Walker 1990).

Many transcribers use re-spellings and what has come to be known as eye-dialect. This is transcribers’ attempts to present visually the non - standard varieties of language so that they read as they sound e.g. hwaryuh for how are you. It is reminiscent of the comic strip ‘words’ to capture strange noises on the page. Denis Preston has been particularly concerned with how folklorists, who inevitably are collecting a great range of dialect material, use misspellings and eye dialect. Here are examples from his analysis of folklore studies of ‘black’ American English (1982):

wanna, git, would of been, a yella gal, ya lookin’ for, sure ‘nuff, ain’t gon be.

This type of re-spelling and eye dialect is also frequently used in Conversation Analysis. Given that CA notations were developed by sociologists rather than linguists, it is hardly surprising that they would avoid technical linguistic solutions. However, in sacrificing accuracy to readability, they create a new set of problems.

Data Example 3:

[HG:11.1]

N: H’llo:?

H: Hi:,

N: HI:: .

H: Hwaryuhr =

N: Fi:ne how’r you H: Oka: y

N: Goo:d

H: mkhh hhh N: What’s doin

(Atkinson and Heritage 1984: xxx)

Here common expressions such as ‘hello’ and ‘how are you’ are respelled to look as they apparently sounded. But other words are given the standard spelling. The point here is that there is such a variety of ways of saying common phrases that there is no obvious point at which to decide that there should be a re-spelling. For example, very few speakers of whatever variety of English are likely to say ‘would HAVE been’ . They are much more likely to use the schwa. Jefferson (1996) has tried to defend the CA approach to respelling and eye dialect by trying to capture, with increasing accuracy, the range of varieties.

STOP AND THINK!

How many different ways can you think of pronouncing and transcribing the word ‘of’ ?

In one set of tapes, Jefferson identifies seven different pronunciations of the word ‘of’: of, uff, ohv, awv, off, awf, and aff (Jefferson 1996: 161). Although, this a much greater range than is usually given, it is not very clear how these seven varieties are meant to sound and how many other varieties might need to be added to this list.

And this is only one of the problems. As Preston and other linguists such as Jane Edwards (1992) have pointed out respellings and eye -dialect are inaccurate, ambiguous, inconsistent and difficult to read. Preston (1985) gives the following as an example:

Data Example 4:

“With A one boat yuh: : : uhlon dohlenko”.

This represents the words “With, uh, one boat you hold on : don’t let go”.

And this seems to contain all of the four problems that Edwards and Preston have identified.

STOP AND THINK!

Can you identify the four problems in this one small piece of data ?

Unless we are familiar with this speaker’s dialect, we cannot be sure that we are pronouncing it accurately. It is ambiguous, in that we have to assume that the speaker’s words’ with’, ‘one; and ‘boat’ are pronounced in a standard form since no alternative respelling is given. If they are not spoken in a standard form, then the transcriber is being inconsistent.

And, finally, most people find this example so difficult to read, that they cannot reconstruct what the speaker actually said!

So what is the answer to representing non-standard varieties accurately? There is, of course, a technical solution which is to transcribe all the data in the international phonetic alphabet (IPA). Linguists and phoneticians have used the IPA for small and often constructed examples but it is hard to imagine long chunks of discourse being transcribed in this way. And it would make the transcription virtually unreadable to all but the most skilful and determined of linguists. Elinor Ochs, in her seminal paper, suggests, quoting from Ron Scollon, that in child language acquisition and socialisation single words should be transcribed phonetically. This is workable if the transcripts are of children in the early stages of learning to use language but would not work with other sorts of data. Preston suggests that only unpredictable realisations of a phoneme should be shown phonetically. However, this assumes that the transcriber knows what is stable and what is not in any variety. This is extremely difficult to know in multilingual, intercultural settings where speakers’ variety is in a state of change.

Other research, motivated by an interest in code-switching and language crossing in just these kinds of settings, looks at those moments of discourse when speakers switch or take on a new voice (Hewitt 1986, Rampton 1995). These brief instances can be transcribed accurately using IPA since they are the focus of attention and stand out from the rest of the discourse for particular analytic attention.

Data Example 5:

In this example two young British Asian adolescents ‘cross’ between London English and a stylised Asian English (SAE):

BR
attention gents

Asif
yeah alright

Alan
alright

Asif
yeh

Kazim
(in SAE) I AM VERY SORRY BEN JAAD
[ ai æm yeri sori ben da:d ]

Asif
(in SAE) ATTENTION BENJAMIN

[ǋthenfa:n bendǋmin ]

(laughter)

(Adapted from Rampton 1995:)

However, there are criticisms that IPA is not an ‘objective’ system. Becker (1995) reminds us that the IPA is based on the Roman alphabet and that the phonetic values of many of its symbols are based on the orthographic systems of European languages. This tends to make even such an apparently technical and neutral tool as the IPA subject to a Eurocentric bias.

In many cases the main focus of the analysis is not to do with dialectical and non-standard forms of words, grammar and phonology. In these cases, there seems little justification for transcribing the sounds accurately. Since it is impossible to do a complete transcription, the transcriber needs to do a fine-grained analysis only of those aspects of the interaction which are significant for their particular focus.

For example, if the research is on the way in which children avoid answering questions in class but still want to appear to be contributors, the rhythmic placing of their contributions and their non-verbal communication in relation to the teacher’s elicitations may be important but not their particular accent or use of syntax. (see McDermott and Gospodinoff 1979) Where the focus is on a particular linguistic variety or style of communicating, then Du Bois’ criteria of economy may be sacrificed to readability and explicitness.

For example, the transcriber may want to comment in brackets on a particular realisation of an utterance below a standard transcription of it as in the following example:

Data Example 6

Ahma git me a gig

(Rough gloss: I’m going to get myself some support)

Here a male Afro-American student switches from a standard variety to a Black English variety ‘Ahma git me a gig’. This code-switching is an example of a ‘contextualisation cue’, designed to alert the other Black English speakers in the group to the fact that he was having to play the white man’s game in order to get some financial support.

(Gumperz 1982: 30 -32)

Writing down the organisation of talk

Accuracy in relation to the management of talk, such as turn taking, pausing etc, appears less problematic in terms of an attempt at an objective means of transcribing. It is quite possible, for example, to time pauses, to show overlaps and so on. But, when it comes to the more general problem of transcribing from participants’ perspective, again there are difficulties. Pausing is a good example to take. It is quite common to use a stopwatch to time pauses both within utterances and between turns - for example (0.5) is half second pause, (1.00) is a one second pause and even to time in tenths of a second. But recent thinking (see Jefferson 1989 and Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 1996) suggests that this accuracy and objectivity is unwarranted. Stopwatch timing does not necessarily bear any relation to how silences and pauses are identified by participants. What an analyst measures as a pause as a result of a moment of silence may not be perceived as a pause by the participants. The analyst measures it and writes in the pause, say, (1.5) and this element of the transcription gives a salience to pausing in the interaction which the participants may not have perceived at all.

Jefferson suggests counting such as ‘one one thousand, two one thousand’ etc. consistent with the rhythm of the interaction is a more participant friendly way of timing pauses. Couper-Kuhlen (1993) has argued that it is the rhythm of the surrounding talk which tends to determine whether a moment of silence is perceived as long or short. Similarly, it is the rhythmic timing which is crucial in the next speaker gauging their entry point and yet most transcription systems ignore the rhythmic element.

There is another area where accuracy is a problem if only CA transcription techniques are used and these relate to the accuracy of prosodic transcription. These are dealt with in the ‘Notes on Prosody’.

Another problem which relates to the tension between analyst and participant perspective has been raised by Cook (1990, 1995). This is the question of context. There are two difficulties here. The first is trying to work out how much of the context the participants orientate to. The analyst may want to transcribe all the features in a piece of data as determined by a well known transcription notation. In other words take note of all the local contextual features which are considered significant in what are sometimes elaborate systems. But if the participants do not orientate to them, there seems little point.

For example, the positioning of a blackboard in the class may be relevant to how the children orientate to each other or it may not be. Similarly, features of turn taking may be transcribed but if the researcher is focusing on narrative style, turn taking may be relatively unimportant.

The second difficulty is trying to capture all the features of context which are relevant but are not readily observable. For example, participant knowledge and attitudes and feelings and features of the situation which are not ‘captured’ by audio or video taping. Since the process of transcribing involves both analysis and interpretation, inevitably the transcriber has to guess at some of the subjective reality of the participants in deciding what to transcribe and what leave out.

Conversation analysts would claim they have solved this problem by only looking at the features which the participants display, in some way, that they are attending to.

Similarly, since they would argue that setting, context, roles and so on are not given but accomplished in the interaction, notions of subjectivity, wider context and so on are irrelevant. These arguments are persuasive in the many research sites that CA workers study where the routines and patterns of large data sets provide warrants for the interpretation of what is going on. For example, in a data set of hundreds of doctor-patient interactions, transcribing and interpreting a doctor’s orientation towards the patient’s perspective can be straightforward since it routinely occurs in many consultations.

However, making sense of participant perspectives in unfamiliar encounters where the interactants and analysts do not share similar ways of showing conversational involvement, takes us back to the problems Cook raises.

Transcribing non-verbal aspects of interaction

There has been a tendency (outside of Conversation Analysis) to privilege verbal over non​verbal communication and indeed where only audio tape recordings are made, researchers may only have field notes to supplement the verbal. But clearly, where there are video recordings and/or detailed notes have been taken, then non-verbal communication will need to be transcribed where the participants orientate to it. Ochs (1979) discusses the different ways in which NVC can be described and the extent to which it should be integrated with the speech or described (as prose) in a separate column. She discusses the various advantages and disadvantages to writing a descriptive account of NVC or using a notation system. Both have problems where there is a great deal of NVC to transcribe, for example, when young children are interacting together. Where a researcher’s theoretical interest is in the ways in which verbal and non-verbal work together, then conventions which tie them together are necessary:

↑
↑ ↑

P lands and
posture and

posture shifts
then gaze

away
shift towards D.

( Heath 1984: 249)

While the doctor is reading his notes, the patient lands in the chair and moves back. The patient then moves towards the doctor and shifts his gaze toward the doctor. Immediately the doctor initiates the topic by asking the patient, ‘What can I do for you?. Heath makes the point that who gets to talk and when depends crucially upon posture and gaze.

Transcribing and Translating

Many researchers are working in one language but having to write and publish in another. Frequently, this means recording and transcribing in one language and then presenting the data and the analysis in English. Some publishers insist on only using the English translation in the publication. This dominance of English may influence the transcriber’s practice. They may decide to translate as they make a rough transcription and analyse from the translation. However, they are then working at a further remove from the original. A recording is already an abstraction from the actual event and people talking. A transcription is another remove and a translation yet another. For both reasons of accuracy and representation (see below), it is important that the researcher works from the original speakers’ voices and includes the transcription of the original in anything they write or publish.

Working and publishing only an English version makes a significant ideological statement about the power of English to represent everyone and everything.

Many of the issues in this section may seem tiresome or unnecessarily agonising. Another way of looking at them is to see how interesting the process of transcription is. It is not just a chore or an attempt to put a bit of science into the data analysts work. Issues of transcription are a microcosm for the many issues that face the qualitative researcher. These range from questions of purpose, of fit, and entanglement of theory and method, of the importance of reflexivity in qualitative research methods to matters of rigour and accountability.

4. THE POLITICS OF TRANSCRIPTION

Mary Bucholtz ( 1999) argues that applied linguists need to develop a reflexive approach to transcription as part of a wider reflexive discourse analysis. The notion of reflexivity borrowed from anthropology and sociology asks how do the researchers’ interpretations come to be produced?

Take, for example, a study of a multilingual classroom which shows certain minority groups as being offered less conceptually demanding instruction than other groups. Such a study is not an objective, neutral or transparent account. It is the product of the researchers’ particular interests and orientation and of the political context within which such research can be carried out. It is a construction of knowledge rather than a transmission of knowledge. It assumes that categorising students in certain ways is important, that certain methods are both appropriate and allowable, that the data collected and its analysis are sufficient for grounding general interpretations in the data and so on.

Similarly, the process and outcomes of transcription - the transcribed data and the analysis and interpretations from them - need to be looked at reflexively. Transcription is as much a political act as a scientific one. It is part of what Mehan (1993) calls the ‘politics of representation’. In other words, transcription is always a representation based on the transcriber’s theoretical orientation, political beliefs and understanding of their particular audience. There are two aspects to transcription as representation: how we interpret the data and how we present the speaker, although the line between them is very fuzzy.

Representation as Interpretation

We need to be reflexive about our own role in making choices about what and how we transcribe. We need to be aware of how our own theoretical interests, knowledge of the discourse practices of the language or particular variety that we are transcribing and political orientations affect how we make these choices (Green at al. 1997 , Bucholtz 1999). And these choices begin with whom we chose to record and how we record them.

STOP AND THINK!

If you put a radio mic on a teacher but not on the students what might be the technical and representational issues that confront you ?

What are you going to do about utterances or words that are not intelligible to you?

Putting a radio mic on the teacher and not on students shows that our orientation is towards the teacher and her interactions with students rather than towards the students. When we transcribe the student voices and many of the utterances/words are unintelligible, we can convey, unwittingly, a sense of muffled or incoherent student voices. We also have to make interpretations about the students based on much less evidence than we have for the teacher.

Data Example 8

This transcription is part of an oral examination.. The examiner is asking about the use of computers and the possible replacement of hand written notes by computers. The candidate is Spanish and the examiners do not rate her very highly, citing the fact that she does not speak English as her first language as a problem. So the evaluation of her communicative performance is vital.

First attempt

C = (.) um (.) some people have (.) tried to bypass that by (.) uh writing in the records (.) see computer (.) erm (.) but (.) I think that’s still a bit

E4
or what do you think about that

C
well I think (.) ((laughs)) I mean it’s like not having written records
really if you only write see computer (.) erm (.) I think the problem

→
with records is (.) written records is that they are (wonky) and [(.)]

E4
[mhm]

C
= handwriting can be difficult (.) um (.) and computers (.) can be very
helpful [in] giving somebody’s um

Second attempt

C
= (.) um (.) some people have (.) tried to bypass that by (.) uh writing in
the records (.) see computer (.) erm (.) but (.) I think that's still a bit

E4
or what do you think about that

C
well I think (.) ((laughs)) I mean it's like not having written records really

if you only write see computer (.) erm (.) I think the problem with records is (.) →
written records is that they are bulky and [(.)] =

E4
[mhm]

C
= handwriting can be difficult (.) um (.) and computers (.) can be very
helpful [in] giving somebody's um

(Roberts and Sarangi 2002)

In the first attempt, the candidate’s apparent use of the word ‘wonky’ suggests an inappropriate register and a somewhat irrelevant response. In the second attempt, the candidate’s word is reinterpreted as ‘bulky’. This is both appropriate and relevant to the argument. So she comes across quite differently. The conclusion we can draw from this is that giving up on words as unintelligible or guessing at a word may be a serious misrepresentation of the informant. We need to listen again and again to try and avoid such misrepresentations.

Similarly, our own theories and orientations may make us hear one version as correct even if we are not knowingly slanting the transcription in a particular way. Bucholtz, for example, discusses one case where she was asked to re-transcribe an interview between a police officer and a suspect which had been transcribed by the police. She found that the way in which it had been transcribed gave the interpretation of a compassionate police officer and a suspect willing to confess.

Her re-transcription presented the police officer as coercive in his attempts to extract a confession. How could these differences in interpretation be accounted for? Bucholtz identifies three aspects of the transcription process which led to these differences:

1) what is counted as unintelligible

2) the level of accuracy in terms of content

3) the level of accuracy in terms of attributing utterances to a speaker

She found that several ‘unintelligible’ words spoken by the police officer were intelligible to her and their inclusion affected how he came across. Inaccuracies, as she heard them, on several occasions also affected how the police officer and the suspect presented themselves. And, finally, attributing some utterances to one speaker rather than the other affected how these utterances were understood in their local context.

Data Example 9
Back to previous

Police transcript
Researcher transcript

9. Q. Okay. You’ve got to understand,
11. P. Okay. You’ve got to understand,

I’m not going to make you deal
I’m not going to make a deal

with anybody
with anybody

10.A. Well, I don’t want to -
12 C. Well, I don’t want to

11. Q. – unless – unless I know what
13. P. – unless –I know what

I’m doing. You know what I’m saying?
I’m dealing with. You know what

I’m saying?

Q = police officer, A = client
P = police officer, C = client

(Bucholtz 1999)

This is an example of what Mishler (1991) calls the ‘rhetoric of transcription’ where how a passage is transcribed will have a particular effect on the audience. Bucholtz, following Mishler, is also honest about her own political stance.

She ‘corrected’ those elements of the transcript which were advantageous to the suspect but left ‘incorrect’ those elements of the transcription which did not jeopardise the suspect. It is also worth noting here that although we have a separate section on accuracy, it is not possible to separate issues of accuracy from the politics of transcription.

In a somewhat similar case involving a speaker of limited English whose answers in the interrogation were seen to be apparently contradictory and therefore self implicating, I took a similar political stance. I highlighted the apparent incoherence of a defendant’s style of communicating to show that the customs officer, who transcribed the interrogation, had turned the suspect’s variety of English into standard English. My argument was that the defendant’s poor English meant that he came across as inconsistent in his responses and therefore was believed by the customs officer to be suspect. But I did not highlight all the examples where the suspect’s English was coherent. So, again purpose and audience are not just matters of appropriacy and flexibility but are political considerations.

Representation and speaker presentation

These examples move us on to more overtly ideological or political choices when it comes to how the speakers transcribed should be ‘read’ by specific audiences. And again there is the tension between readability, accuracy and ideology which is a particularly difficult one to manage when speakers are from a different language group from the transcriber, when varieties (particularly unfamiliar varieties) of the language spoken are being transcribed or in multilingual settings. The transcriber has to think about his or her own purpose since as Clifford (1986) says “Stories are built into the representational process itself (1986:100).

Every decision about how to transcribe tells a story. The question is whose story and for what purpose? Should the transcribed speakers come across as the transcriber hears them? Or how the speakers themselves feel they come across? Should, for example, the fact that they are language learners, speak Black English, speak ‘posh’ when no one else does and so on be highlighted or not? The transcriber also has to think about their audience: how will the transcription ‘speak’ to the readers? What judgements will they bring to the way voices have been represented? However inexpert readers may be as linguists, they still come to the act of reading with some firm language ideologies in place (Cameron 1995, Gal 1989, Woolard 1993).

As we have seen above in data example 8, the assumptions by the examiners about a non​native speaker of English influenced how they judged her and so it was a particularly important to represent her as coherent as the recording showed she was.

Representing grammar and accent

Transcribers also have to make a decision about how to present an individual speaker’s lines. Should they be presented as written prose with conventional use of capitalisation and punctuation or should they be presented to display some of the non-standard features of the speaker’s organisation of talk? It would certainly be stigmatising if the speakers of a standard variety were transcribed with standard written conventions and speakers, who used another variety, were transcribed with notations which marked the speakers as aberrant.

The issue of representing ‘otherness’ is a hot topic in anthropology (Clifford and Marcus 1986, Hallam and Street 2000) and there is now increasing interest, in a number of disciplines, in the difficult choices transcribers have to make when representing others. Clifford and Marcus’s book Writing Culture (1986) forces us to be reflexive about how ‘others’ come to be constructed in writing. Similarly, sociolinguists such as Preston are concerned about ‘writing people’: how minority and disadvantaged groups are stigmatised by being misrepresented through non-standard spellings and eye dialect (See the discussion above on accuracy). Atkinson (1992) and Tedlock (1983) are similarly concerned with stigmatisation and, more broadly, with the issue of how informants can convey their identity through the filter of transcription - in other words how they can convey an emic (insider) perspective.

The problem here is how to produce a technically adequate representation and also convey the experience of the interaction for its participants. This may mean looking for ways of evoking the experience - perhaps using experimental forms of writing to do this. Tyler, writing about the ethnographic voice, argues that the voice cannot be presented by the ethnographer. It is always ‘stolen’ (Tyler 1986 :128).

Ethnographies, he argues, should be about evoking rather then representation since, like poetry, they are a break with common-sense life and an evocation of the ethos of a community. In other words, a transcriber’s job is to try to capture the feeling and atmosphere of an interaction and not just the words and other behaviour of speakers. This means using some experimental forms to critique over naturalised conventions and to convey something of the fragmented, uncertain quality of lived experience (Marcus 1986:190). But then we come up against those powerful criteria du Bois developed. If we start experimenting with new ways of evoking the character and feel of the interaction, readers’ patience and forbearance may be tested to the limits. There is the added dimension of transcribing the talk of varieties of a language, of learner varieties and of the talk in intercultural communication.

Some theoretical and methodological approaches have ways around this impasse. The example of ‘crossing’ (Data Example 5, above) manages to convey technical accuracy without stigmatisation. The stylised Asian English which is conveyed phonetically does not stigmatise the speakers as inadequate because SAE is presented in Rampton’s theoretical framework as a resource to be used among equals to subvert the ideology of the dominant local variety of English.

Here are two examples which address some of the problems of representing otherness.

Data Example 10

Bucholtz discusses, in some detail, her attempts to contrast the transcription by a journalist of a speaker of Black American vernacular English with her own transcription. She makes the following points:

1. By standardising certain non-standard word forms and phonology, the newspaper article avoids stigmatising the speaker (assuming that the readership would read non-standard varieties as inadequate.)

2. However, this is not done consistently e.g. ‘aint’ is retained as if the writer wishes to

convey something of the ‘flavour’ of the original (i.e. to evoke the original).

3. Standardising could be seen as stigmatising since it suggests that the variety used is

inadequate. It also rubs out variety as the standard form is the unmarked from and so the reader does not pay attention to the possibility of variety.
4. Her solution (since her transcription and the discussion is for an academic readership) is to balance her desire to ‘represent AAVE (African-American Vernacular English) as a legitimate linguistic variety’ with her recognition that ‘to call attention to non-standard forms introduces problems of social evaluation’ (p 16).

So she opts for the following:

- Focus on the technical e.g. use of Courier font with a fixed character width

which appears more scientific and allows precise aligning of overlaps and

latching to show the importance of these interactive features in AAVE

- Be explicit about the problems this solution, in turn, produces i.e. the danger of

making AAVE appear exotic and alien and utterly different from the standard

variety of English.

- Be flexible: be ready to use different layers of transcription for different purposes. So, in an academic paper the transcribed speaker may seem to speak a relatively arcane and ‘difficult’ language and in a popular paper, their specific style of speaking may be rubbed out in the interests of readability.

Data example 11

This second example comes from the European Science Foundation project on natural second language acquisition among adult migrant workers (Perdue 1993). Paula (P) has recently arrived from Chile and she is talking to a native speaker researcher (N):

1 P:
je entre et je vu une madame et do do do personnes *mas* eh plus et

+ je le + je le viens eh + + de an question *por* un un radio-cassette + elle me dit que ah je oblié que je suis très nerviou pasque madame je le

5
vi le face (mimics)

i entered and i saw a woman and two two people more er more and + i

+ and i come to them er + + with a question for a radio cassette + and she told me that ah i forgot that i am very nervous because madam i saw them their face (mimics)

N:
hm c’est à dire ↑ sérieux ↑

thats to say serious


P:
oui oui eh je/

yes yes er i


N:
qu’est ce que tu veux dire par sérieux t c’est à dire euh

what do you mean by serious is it er


P:
eh méch/ comment t méchant

eh nast/ how is it t nasty


10 N:
méchante donc tu l’as trouvée méchante t

nasty so you thought she was nasty t


P:
oui oui et je suis trés nervou

yes yes and i am very nervous


    N:
ah oui so

P:
elle appelle son mari
she call her husband N:
oui yes
   
15 P:
et le me dit ah madame quelle nationalité t

and she told me ah what nationality t



N:
tu disais que il fait hm une expression du visage il a eu une expression du  visage quit’a/

you were saying that he made mhm an expression, he had an expression on his face which did not



P:
oui yes

  N:
qui t’a pas plu t


20 
  P:
oui yes
(Bremer, Roberts et al 1996)

Transcription conventions

+, + +

short pause, longer pause

* *


use of first or dominant language

↑


question intonation

/


self - correction

The following issues were discussed at our meetings on how to transcribe the data:

1. The informants had had little or no language instruction and their use of the target language varied enormously across research settings and within an interaction as well as over time. It was difficult to talk of their use of the target language as a stable variety in which certain uses were predictable and therefore did not need to be marked. (This is Preston’s solution, see the section on Accuracy above).

2. They were both politically and communicatively marginalised and stigmatised and the use of respellings and eye dialect would stigmatise them further. Also, we wanted the reader to have some kind of emic experience i.e. what kind of identity did the informants want to convey about themselves? (Presumably they did not want to appear incompetent but perhaps also they wanted to present themselves as non-native speakers so that they might attract at least some measure of tolerance from the speakers from the majority group).

3. Our studies were concerned with how migrant workers ‘accomplished understanding’ in their interactions with native speakers so issues of how well speakers were intelligible to each other were important.

Paula is from Chile and her use of French at this point and with this listener draws quite considerably on her Spanish. As researchers, we had to decide how far to show this Spanishness in the transcription? We experimented with eye dialect and respellings but were unhappy with them. Also we were aware that the speakers from the majority group were themselves often speaking a local vernacular. Should this be represented as well? In the end our solution was:

- to retain standard orthography most of the time but to show the influence of Spanish in grammar and pronunciation when it was telling - for example, the spelling of ‘do’ (two) in line 1 and of ‘nerv(i)ou’ (nervous) in line 5; the ‘le’ (she) instead of ‘elle’ in line 15.

- to try to retain a balance between showing Paula, and others, as struggling to express themselves in a new language but without stigmatising them with too much respelling and eye dialect.

- to try to represent Paula’s voice as she would wish to be heard.

- to be clear about issues of purpose as part of the politicised decision making of the transcriber. If we were using Paula’s narrative as an example of routine racism rather than example of her struggles with the language (if it is possible to separate the two) then there seems little justification for not standardising her speech in the transcription.

- next time to work with the informants on how they wished themselves to be represented in transcriptions.

Representing interaction

The way in which transcriptions are laid out is also a political matter. Again it was Eleanor Ochs (1979) who first raised awareness of the cultural, and we could say here ideological, power of lay-out in her studies of child language socialisation. As we have seen (above) she challenged the orthodoxy of putting adults’ speech in the left hand column and children’s in the right.

She argued that since we read left to right, we are more likely to see what we read first as pre​eminent. So the adult would be seen as the more powerful and the topic initiator, which was not necessarily the case.

Most transcriptions lay out the words in a linear way as if it was a set dramatic piece with each one taking their turn. This can mask the multi-layered and overlapping nature of much interaction and down play the complexities of roles and relationships in claiming the floor, giving way and so on (cf. Green, Franquiz and Dixon 1997). And, as Ochs, says, it may make children appear more orientated to others’ speech than in fact they are. An alternative lay out is one devised by James Gee in which, borrowing from Dell Hymes’ lay out of stories, narratives are set out as stanzas of a poem (Gee 1999).

Linear prose like transcription can also downplay features of coherence and cohesion in some varieties of, for example, English, where repetition, rhythm and other prosodic cues play a more significant role than in the standard variety (see also section two on prosody).

For example, Fred Erickson has always been particularly interested in the role of rhythm and prosody in intercultural encounters. He has examined the rhythmic co-ordination of speakers who share the same communicative style (Erickson and Shultz 1982) and ways in which white gatekeepers ‘talk down’ to speakers of Black vernacular English because of different ways of signalling understanding and turn-taking (see prosody section). One way of highlighting the importance of prosody in establishing coherence and cohesion is to set out speech more like poetry than prose. In this example, a young graduate medical student describes a patient:

Data Example 12

1. ended up in E.R. (emergency room) on the

2. ninth. . six-nine-ninety-four . . .

(The student describes a dip-stick urine test in E.R.)

3. but anyway he describes . . its a very poor/very poorly

4. characterised like a pressure or cramping abdominal

5. pain . . it waxes and wanes . . its usually worse during the

6. day . . its better . . in the morning or the

7. evening. . and ah it gets worse during the

8. day ah its . . . . ah it does never wake him up at 9. night

(Erickson 1999: 116)

Here, instead of ending the line at the right hand margin or at a clause or sentence type boundary as transcripts so often do, utterances are transcribed as breath groups. The most stressed syllable containing the nucleus of the breath (or information) group is placed on the left hand side. In this way it is possible to read the transcript with the stresses without adding additional diacritics and to be aware of the speaker’s rhythm.

As with other aspects of the transcription process, it is important to be reflexive about the lay​out on the page and how to divide up speaker utterances since the visual presentation directs the readers’ attention in certain ways and calls up certain values and assumptions about who is powerful, competent, coherent and so on.

To sum up, transcribing is a political act. It is part of the wider concern with language ideology (Woolard 1993) in that the transcriber has to be conscious of how they are representing informants - what voice they are allowing them to have, what messages are conveyed about their lives and identities. These issues are just as important as technical discussions related to accuracy, robustness of systems and so on (Roberts 1997).

5. GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR TRANSCRIBING

Reflexivity

· Acknowledge the politics of transcription.

· Be reflexive about the whole process of transcribing from initial decisions to record to the fine-grained detail of lay-out, spellings, notations etc. Write about this process openly but do not let your discussion dominate the representation of the informants.

· Acknowledge that all transcriptions are representing others and that the choices you make affect how they are represented. If possible, find out how they wish to be represented as well as discussing with colleagues and others how they think the tape should be transcribed. Remember that when you are transcribing talk, you are transcribing people.

· Be aware of the theoretical, political and individual assumptions which determine your choices and acknowledge that there is no such thing as an objective, neutral, complete and accurate transcription. It is always ideologically motivated and it is always a compromise.

· Take particular care with issues of lay out and respellings and eye dialect since the way these are used are particularly prone to social evaluation by readers.

· Be open and explicit, in any writing, about how your transcriptions came to be made the way they are. Explain why they are relatively naturalised (i.e. the transcription process is made less visible) or denaturalised (i.e. faithful to the actual oral experience) in which case it appears unfamiliar and difficult to read (West 1996: 335).

· Be aware of the tension between readability, accuracy and representation since choices between these competing demands are political as well as scientific e.g. Whether something is heard as intelligible or not can skew the way in which speakers are presented to readers; for example, including all the hesitations, false starts, repairs and overlaps can make the reader unfamiliar with the transcripts and read them as disjointed and lacking fluency.

Technical issues

· Select data to be transcribed and a notation system which fits with your theoretical and methodological concerns.

· Chose (and if necessary adapt) a transcription system which is robust i.e. ensures consistency, flexibility, readability, economy and (at least some measure of) accuracy.

· Do not be beguiled into an apparently scientific system which measures aspects of the data if these measurements are not significant and relevant to the speakers. So, adopt at least a partially emic (or insider) perspective.

· Design your transcriptions for a particular audience. Take a multi-layered approach with rougher transcriptions for some audiences and a narrower transcription for others

· Be aware that in designing your transcription for different audiences you may have to sacrifice some of the robust elements of your system for others e.g. Readability may conflict with economy.

· Consider issues of clarity, readability and accuracy (as well as the politics of representation) when making difficult decisions about representing speech i.e. IPA, versus respellings and eye -dialect and issues of lay-out.

· Be aware of what is ‘invisible’ in the transcription which needs to be explained more i.e. Those aspects of context which help the reader to make sense of the transcription (although there will always be an arbitrary decision at which point enough is enough).

· Do not necessarily transcribe what is more readily transcribable. For example, pauses are relatively easy to note and measure but may be less salient than rhythm in understanding conversational involvement or miscommunication.

• Remember to keep going back to the original tape recording to refine and modify your transcription. It is easy to interpret a transcription in a way that suits your particular research interest but repeated listenings/viewings may well show that you have made exaggerated claims. There needs to be a constant dialogue between the original recording and the emergent transcription.

CONCLUSION

This section has raised several of the problems of transcription and has perhaps left the reader feeling that it is all too demanding and fraught with difficulty. But as was said at the beginning, as long as the transcriber has thought through some of paradoxes and theoretical and ideological problems and has been explicit about them, then they should feel less bowed down with all the complications.

The central process of transcribing is what Ben Rampton calls a ‘discovery procedure’. However many guidelines and warnings are given, what matters most is the researcher’s careful and thoughtful listening and notating over and over again. Each time you listen to a tape and watch/ listen to a video recording there is more to be discovered. Working slowly on small pieces of data will teach you as much and perhaps more than working more rapidly through larger stretches of data. So take time, train your ears and find the patience and the tolerance to go back again and again to the original data.

For a full description of Conversation Analysis notations see the introduction to Atkinson and Heritage’s Structures of Social Action (1984) with numerous examples of this system in use on a range of data types. David Langford’s Analyzing Talk is a good workbook for students who need to start from the basics in transcribing and analysing talk and is largely based on CA principles. For a notation system for Interactional Sociolinguistics (the system used in section 2 and for the CD-ROM) see Gumperz and Berenz 1993 ‘Transcribing conversational exchanges’.

PART TWO: NOTES ON PROSODY

This section details some of the current thinking about prosody and uses a range of data examples to illustrate it. You can go straight to Part Three if you want to practise transcribing and do not need the theories about prosody presented here. Or you may want to come back to this part once you have tried transcribing from the CDROM.

Many people think of transcription as writing down the words of speakers as if it was a play script. This kind of transcription only tells you what words they used and who spoke them. But this is only the beginning of trying to understand what was going on in the interaction you recorded. Some of the other issues have been referred to in Part One. But the most technically challenging aspects of transcription relate to prosodic transcription and analysis.

What is prosody?

Prosody has been called the musical attributes of speech. Indeed, the word ‘prosody’ has its origins in the Greek word for melody. It consists of those elements of talk which can be heard and which are not words or sounds (such as hmms, laughter, false starts and so on). These hearable elements (or, more technically, auditory effects) include : melody (tunes and other intonation patterns), rhythm, dynamics, tempo and pausing.

Prosody is absolutely central to discourse analysis because when we talk we do more than produce words. We convey emotions, we show what is important and what is not, we tie our information together into a line of argument, we create a comfortable interactional climate and so on: ‘Prosody plays a key role in discourse level interpretation, in fact without it there can be no conversing’ (Gumperz 1996:x). We only have to listen to computer generated speech for a few seconds to be aware of how unmusical it is and therefore hard to listen to. But even this kind of speech has some prosodic features such as a fixed rhythm. We (or machines) simply could not talk at all without prosody.

The Daily Mail has an advert which goes as follows: ‘You’re better looking in the Mail’.

The double meaning here depends on prosody. The message the newspaper wants to sell is that ‘you are better off looking in the mail’ - better off in terms of information, financial advice etc. But the meaning which is meant to catch your eye, and make you think about buying the mail, has a more personal message: ‘You will look better if you read the Mail’. As you read the advert, the first meaning depends upon taking a slight pause after ‘better’ (where the ‘off’ is implied) and the rest of the words form a unit with the first syllable of ‘looking’ which forms part of a smooth intonation contour, gliding down to a fall at the end. The second meaning ‘reads’ differently.

Here the two words ‘better looking’ are elided together with an equal stress on the first syllable of each word and the slight pause is after ‘looking’. ‘In the mail’ then forms a unit with falling intonation. It is only the prosody which disambiguates the two meanings. So prosody plays a central role in helping us to make meaning and choose between different meanings.

Prosody is not just an extra layer on top of grammar and lexis. It is not a question of laminating on a ‘tune’ to a word. It is distinct from the lexico-grammatical system but often functions in harmony with it as a ‘quasi independent signalling system’ (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 1996). And it comes as no surprise to find that different languages and varieties of English use prosody and syntax in different combinations to convey information, attitude and conversational involvement as we shall see below.

Prosody in Discourse Analysis has not been given the attention it deserves. This is mainly because language has been equated with what Abercrombie (1965) calls ‘spoken prose’ - i.e. language organised for reading but read out aloud. But also because, as Bolinger (1972) says, ‘prosody is an untamed horse’. In other words, there is still no agreed system of how to transcribe it. The reason it is difficult to ‘tame’ is that it cuts across words and therefore is hard to segment. Also, prosodic phenomena are a matter of degree (what is called gradient) rather than discrete items. So, for example, a raise in pitch or an increase in loudness are relative to what has gone before and what is to come. More generally, it is very difficult to hear pitch movement in naturally occurring speech and then to hear, simultaneously, several other different aspects of prosody as they work together to create meaning. For example, to make sense of a speaker’s utterance, you may have to listen to the combination of: pausing, pitch at the onset of speech and then any pitch movement, the rhythm and pace of the utterance and degree of loudness.

Prosody: features and functions Basic notes on prosody

These notes are based on Couper-Kuhlen 1986, Gumperz 1982, Halliday 1976. The following features are included in prosody:

1. Intonation i.e. pitch levels on syllables and their combination into contours - which gives speech its melody

2. Change in loudness

3. Stress - perceived in terms of pitch, loudness and duration

4. Other variations in vowel length

5. Tempo and pausing

6. Overall shifts in pitch register i.e. changing and maintaining a certain pitch of voice over an utterance or part of an utterance.

7. Rhythm

Intonation and pitch register have been analysed quite extensively and the following brief description gives a little detail of some of the thinking in the 1970s and early 1980s.

Some traditional categories for prosodic analysis

(Based on Brazil, Coulthard and Johns 1980, Chafe 1980, Gumperz 1982 and Halliday 1976, Ladd 1980)

1. The tone group or information unit. This is the basic planning and process unit in speech production and analysis. There are:

a) major tone groups. These indicate some sense of semantic completion (what might be a sentence in written prose) with a final or concluding fall. These are commonly marked with a double slash !!
!! or with a full stop at the end of the group.

b) minor tone groups. These indicate that there is likely to be more to come but this particular part of the utterance has some sense of being complete in the sense that a clause in grammar is complete in itself - i.e. temporary closure. These are marked with a single slash !
!

Example:

1. what i said was!

2. .. that it is not a suitable course! ..for you to apply for!!

3. .. now if you want to apply for it!

4. .. of course you can do what you want!!

(Gumperz and Berenz 1991)

2. The tonic or accent. This gives the clue as to what the listener should focus on. The tonic or accent is the major stressed syllable. In the notation system in these materials, the accent is marked with an asterisk * if there is extra prominence.

3. The tune or pitch accent movements. This is the rising or falling tune on the tonic or accented syllable. In the notation system used here, detailed pitch movements are not included because they require considerable ear training. For applied linguists interested in developing their prosodic analytical skills much further, the GAT system (Seltig et al 1998) is recommended.

4. Shift in pitch register. This marks where the speaker’s voice shifts up or down over several words and is marked as (hi) or (lo).

5. Loudness and speed. These are marked with abbreviations : (acc), (p), (f).

The idea of a tone group boundary and of a tonic is fundamental to much intonation research and is an important ingredient in the system of transcription introduced in these materials and used as a model in the CDROM. However, recent thinking (see below) suggests that conversation does not necessarily fit into neat tone group boundaries and that, often, intonation researchers have to fall back on analysis of syntax to decide where the boundaries fall. In the next two sections, we will look in a little more detail at how prosody functions. Instead of focusing on the tone group or the tonic, we will look at how prosody functions in interaction. But, first, we will discuss some of the issues surrounding prosodic analysis more generally.

Why analyse conversation prosodically?

Interaction involves planning and co-operation by speaker and listener. The listener has to actively monitor and respond. Prosodic signals are as important as syntactic and lexical signals in helping to make sense of talk. Prosody plays a vital role in enabling speakers and listeners to chunk the stream of talk into basic message units so that talk can be interpreted.

It is part of the constant process of making inferences, tying these into past experiences and generating expectations about what is to come. It is a key feature in the process of contextualisation (Duranti and Goodwin 1992, Auer and di Luzio 1992).

So prosody, by showing us the point of prominence in an utterance helps us to:

1. scan the stream of talk so that we can group words and phrases

2. distinguish main from qualifying phrases

3. signal relations between utterances and parts of utterances e.g. subordination, finality

4. select between a range of possible meanings

5. convey attitude and affect

6. know when to take a turn

7. pick out the line of argument

8. establish the particular shade of meaning or perspective which the speaker wishes to convey

9. establish and maintain conversational synchrony and involvement e.g. showing how a particular utterance is designed for that context.

In this way, we can fit what we hear into a consistent theme or line of argument and interpret speakers’ intent. Part of this process involves categorising a particular activity, and prosody helps us to decide what the activity is: for example, is it a joke or a warning ? And to show when the speaker is shifting from one activity to another.

How prosody relates to syntax in order to signal meaning may differ systematically between languages and/or between one cultural area and another. Since prosody is so important as a basic planning and processing mechanism, systematic differences transferred from the first language to other languages can fundamentally affect how the speaker of a second or other language is interpreted. Judgements of competence, co-operation, effectiveness and so on may all be based on the speaker’s communicative style which is influenced by the prosodic features from the first language ( Erickson and Shultz 1982, Gumperz 1982a, 1982b, 1992a and b)

Interviewing in Intercultural Situations

Now read through John Gumperz’ s chapter ‘Interviewing in intercultural situations’ (1992c). Concentrate, for the moment, on the first four data examples from this chapter. Study the transcription key first so that you can read the transcriptions with close attention to detail. The first four data examples will be used to illustrate the nine functions of prosody listed above and show how prosody functions in interaction. The numbers in brackets refer to the line numbers of the data extracts in the chapter.

Transcription key

.
Final fall

?
Final rise

,
Slight rise

-
Truncation

. .
Short pause

<2>
Timed pauses (e.g. 2 seconds)
=

=
Overlap

= =

= =
Latching

*
Extra prominence

{ [ ] }
Non-lexical phenomena which overlay lexical stretch e.g. [hi]
indicates raised pitch

[
]
Non-lexical phenomenon which interrupt lexical stretch

(
)
Unintelligible speech

1. Scan the stream of talk. See Ex. 1 turn 6: (6) .. I’m RD from the training services.

And you understand that,

..the panel you’re here, . .ehm, * at today,

the purpose of it is to confirm,

.. *finally that eh, you’ve chosen the right, *course.

The final fall after ‘training services’, indicated as a full stop, indicates that the next utterance will be on a different topic. The slight rises at the end of the next three lines (indicated by commas) help to chunk the next three phases and separate off the contextualising phrase about the panel from the statements about the purpose of the interview.

2. Distinguish main from qualifying phrases. See Ex. 1 turn 3:

(3) 
and I’ll introduce mr C,
an instructor at the skills centre,

Here Mr C is introduced and, in parenthesis, his role is identified by the slight rises, indicated by the commas after ‘C’ and ‘centre’ which serve to bracket it out as a qualifying phrase.

3. Signal relations between utterances. See Ex.3 turn 8: (8) { [hi] oh yeah. I under= *stand them.} =

Here the trainees emphasis on ‘stand’ and the final fall after ‘them’ indicates finality and a full and complete answer in which T’s relatively raised pitch caps R’s preceding low one.

4. Select between a range of possible meanings. See Ex 1 turns 7-8:

(7) = = {[lo] yeah}

(8) = = and to give you the opportunity, to ask any questions that you want to ask.

T’s low key ‘yeah’ and the statement from R ending with a final fall, suggests that the opening stage of the interview in which its purpose is formally conveyed is now over. Both T and R orientate to this message rather than any other i.e. that this opening stage is still continuing.

The latching here seems to indicate shared understanding of what is going on in this stage of the interview.

5. Convey attitude and affect. See Ex. 2 turns 2 - 3:

(2) {[lo]
*no .. no. no.}

(3) {[lo] no. i think you just crossed the wrong ones there.}

T here puts prominence on the first ‘no’ presumably to be emphatic about it but with a low tone matching R’s earlier tone In previous sequences he has used a low tone to confirm ‘old’ information and by continuing to use this tone he turns this exchange into something routine rather than potentially damaging. If he had combined prominence with a high tone this could have sounded quite challenging as if he was contradicting R.

6. Know when to take a turn. See Ex 2 - 3

The same data as in number 5 also illustrates the crucial role of prosody in turn-taking. T gives three ‘nos’ each with a final fall. He might have expected R to come in after the first ‘no’ but after waiting about half a second, he continues. After the third ‘no’ R takes the turn, echoing his word and the low pitch. Here the overall rhythm of the interaction as well as the length of the pausing is important. The half second pause does not seem to be read by other parties as a ‘long’ pause and although R could have come in, the pause is not ‘read’ by either side as an uncomfortable silence.

7. Pick out the line of argument. See Example 4 turn 4:

(4) 

= = I s:- I spent .. two *years over there.

{ [lo] I worked in a boatyard for some time,} and [clears throat] I worked for a builder as well. And, you know, I did some brick laying, .. over there.

.. [in-breath] {[ac] I suppose that’s what got me interested, you know.}

The line of argument conveyed here is a subtle one. On the one hand he shows that he has had a considerable period working abroad - not just twelve months but two years. The work in the boatyard is in parenthesis, indicating that it is less important than the brick laying which receives some emphasis from the pause as he clears his throat. On the other hand he does not overstate his experience and his evaluation of it is speeded up so that he does not come across as overselling himself.

8. Establish the particular perspective and shade of meaning. See example 1 turns 1-5 and also the previous example:

(1) come in. <2> hello mr T

(2) = = hello.

(3) = = take a seat [sigh] <1> and I’ll introduce mr C,

an instructor at the skills centre,

(4) = = mhm. (5) = = how do you do.

These opening lines are in fast tempo and with frequent latchings, indicating an air of informality.

9. Establish and maintain conversational synchrony and involvement. See example 1 turns 1 - 5 and also Ex. 3 turns 1 - 6.

In both these examples, the tempo of individual’s speakers and the tempo of turn taking indicates a high level of synchrony and speaker involvement. There are no noticeable examples of what Erickson calls ‘arhythmia’ where the speaking rhythm is uneven and uncomfortable.

Now look again at the transcription notation given above. Spend some time familiarising yourself with the notation scheme used here as it is very similar to the one that is used in the CD-ROM.

Recent critique of traditional analysis of prosody

The examples that have just been given demonstrate how prosody functions in interaction. Bearing this approach in mind, it should now be easier to see why the more traditional ways of analysing prosody have their limitations.

Linguists such as Halliday, Chafe, Bolinger and Ladd have done ground breaking work on the empirical analysis of intonation and stress at sentence level, and how they are used to convey information, and pitch and tempo as they convey feeling and attitude. The traditional approaches to prosody research provide some insights into how prosody functions as a means of conveying (or misconveying information or attitude). However, there are limitations to this type of general analysis. It tends to work with constructed examples at sentence level rather than with chunks of naturally occurring discourse.

It does not pay sufficient attention to how the local context of talk comes to be produced and it is over reliant on grammar as a way of understanding prosodic meaning. Over the past twenty years, there have been several different approaches to the empirical analysis of real talk. Three of these are considered here.

Birmingham School

One approach was developed by discourse analysts in the Birmingham School, notably Brazil, and was primarily concerned with assigning meaning to pitch contours in naturally occurring discourse. As Seltig and Couper-Kuhlen point out (1996), this approach was very reliant on a structuralist approach in which meaning was attributed on the basis of contrastive pairs - so, for example contrasting a marked word with an unmarked word. However, in real talk, no such simple contrasts are often possible. Instead, prosody functions to give clues to the listener as to how to interpret what the speaker says by choosing between a closed set of options e.g. the listener infers from the prosodic cues what is being highlighted, what has already been said that this highlighted item relates to and how it may be related. So it is the preceding talk in its particular context which determines how to make on - line interpretations, as we have seen in the examples from the bricklaying interview.

Conversation Analysis

This focus on preceding talk is central to the second approach - that of Conversation Analysis.. It is the best known and most widely used notation system at the moment. The prosodic features analysed by Jefferson whose transcription system is foundational for CA include pausing, loudness, pitch movements, sound stretching and hesitation phenomena. A brief general introduction to CA is included in the Introduction to these materials and the transcription notations used by CA are described in Part 3 (Step 3) in more detail (See Suggested Reading for several good introductions to Conversation Analysis).

It is ironical that sociologists within the ethnomethodological tradition, rather than linguists, have taken the lead in designing and developing a system which takes account of paralinguistic and some prosodic features as they are managed and interpreted in on-going talk. And indeed many discourse analysts pay less attention to the fine-grained detail of talk than their CA colleagues. Although there are limitations to the CA system, it has been enormously influential among discourse analysts and it would be difficult now for any applied linguist to ignore the massive contribution CA has made to the transcribing and analysing of talk.

But CA is not a completely adequate system. As Seltig and Couper - Kuhlen point out, CA’s main concern is with sequencing rather than prosody and prosody tends to be taken for granted. Although a number of prosodic features are transcribed in CA, they do not figure very strongly in the analysis of talk. In addition, turn-taking and pausing are more systematically transcribed than the features of rhythm, pitch and so on which are so central to the inferential processes which allow conversationalists to make sense to each other.

There are specific criticisms of the CA notation system which Couper - Kuhlen and Seltig have highlighted.

They have outlined two major limitations:

(i) The use of punctuation marks such as the full stop for a stopping fall in tone, the comma for continuing intonation and the question mark for rising intonation is ambiguous. It assumes that sentences and intonation go together. However, a falling tone is not necessarily the end of a sentence and a question does not necessarily have a rising tone. Because the meaning of punctuation marks is so familiar, it is difficult for the transcriber (and even harder for the reader) to resist assuming there is a one to one connection between rising intonation and questions, for example. Similarly, with underlining of syllables to mark stress and with punctuation marks at the end of an utterance(or part of an utterance) it is difficult to tell exactly where the pitch change is. You will have noticed that Gumperz uses some of the features of CA notation, despite these criticisms. Their virtue is that they are easy to read and providing the transcriber is aware of their limitations, they remain useful.

(ii) The conventions are not always detailed enough to be relevant to all aspects of conversational maintenance. For example, CA gives two categories for rise but only one for fall. However, in conversation there are at least two kinds of falling tone. One suggests ‘paragraph’ non-finality and one ‘paragraph’ finality. The difference between these two may affect the listener’s decision about when to take a turn. Similarly, there are different types of pitch at the beginning of a speaker’s utterance which show whether it is a new topic or the beginning of an old one and there is no provision for this in current CA transcriptions. On the other hand, the timing of pauses may be too exact (see notes on transcription). What is important is the timing and the rhythm set up between participants rather than any etic (outsider) counting of micro seconds.

Although there are limitations to CA transcription conventions and they need some

modification and elaboration, CA principles and many of its transcription design features,

remain central to recent developments in putting interaction and prosody together. In

particular their user-friendliness for non-linguists have made them a popular choice for non‑
specialist discourse analysts.

The set of conventions developed by interactional sociolinguists combines CA techniques with more attention to prosodic details and this constitutes the third approach outlined here.

This approach is the one illustrated by John Gumperz’s chapter, ‘Interviewing in intercultural situations’ (1992c). Gumperz sees prosody as a central to conversational involvement and the negotiation of intent. The interactional features of CA are enriched by the theories of prosodic analysis, both some of the more traditional approaches outlined above and by more recent interactional perspectives on prosody.

Gumperz, contextualisation and prosodic features.

Prosodic features, as outlined above, help to work out the particular meaning and perspective of the speaker’s words. As such they are a key way in which participants make inferences about the other’s meaning and create the local context within which interpretations are made. Prosodic cues help to construct both the immediate local contexts and wider interpretive frames which help speakers draw inferences. Together with such features as code-switching and non-verbal communication, they function as contextualisation cues to channel the interpretive process (Gumperz 1982a, 1992a, 1992b, 1996). They give messages about what kind of activity is going on e.g. is this a joke or a serious comment?, they signal connections to preceding talk , as we have mentioned above, and trigger expectations about what is likely to come. They cue:

... what is to be expected in the exchange, what should be lexically expressed, what can only be conveyed indirectly, how moves are to be positioned in an exchange, what interpersonal relations are involved and what rights to speaking apply.

(Gumperz 1996: 396-7)

Contextualisation cues act as prompts and guides in the interaction, helping participants to negotiate together what they are actually doing, what the topic is, what kind of social relations they have and how they are getting along (or not). The examples given above from ‘Interviewing in intercultural situations’ illustrate how prosodic features function as contextualisation cues. For example, shifts in tempo and pitch cue participants to interpret certain phases of the interview as routine and others as salient. Final phrase intonation is significant in cueing the next speaker’s turn and low pitch register and acceleration help to indicate to the interviewers that the candidate is not being boastful.

The following is an example taken from a gatekeeping encounter which is rather different from the selection interviews in the examples above and the CDROM. A doctor is conducting an oral exam in which the candidate is another doctor who has applied for membership of the Royal College of General Practitioners (Roberts 2000). See Section One for another example from the same data set. The exam is not going very well as the

candidate has not cued into the contextualising work the examiner is doing to tell him, indirectly, that he is not answering the question appropriately. A further complication is that the examiner does not cue into the contextualisation cues of the candidate. The examiner’s question concerns a mother’s anxiety that her young son might have caught AIDS from a needle stick injury. The candidate is asked how he would deal with her concerns.

C. is the candidate and E. the examiner:

	1. 
	C:
	SO it's really to get history

	
	
	/

	2. 
	
	and to know MORE about her con< cerns>

	
	
	↑

	
	
	<<E. nods>>

	3. 
	
	<as part of (. . )>

	
	
	↓
/

	
	
	<<p>>

	4. 
	E:
	< ye : s.>

	
	
	/\/

	
	
	<<len>>

	5. 
	C:
	again = =

	6. 
	E:
	= = so (.) shes immed- (..) <its AIDS ( . )

	
	
	<<Moves head to the right>>

	7. 
	
	whats on her mi : nd. >

	
	
	\

	
	
	<shifts gaze down to the paper on his desk>

	8. 
	C:
	AIDS < on her mind ok > <2>

	
	
	↑
\_

	
	
	<<p>>

	9.
	
	sorry (.)< you want me to see>


<<h>>

Transcription Code

This is based on the GAT system developed at Konstanz and Potsdam Universities (Seltig et al 1998): Gesprächsanalytisches Trankscriptionsystem. There is no need to learn to use this very detailed system unless you are specialising in prosody. But use the code to ‘read’ the transcription in depth so that you can then read the analysis with a critical eye.

=
overlapping talk

= =
latching

(.)
micro pause

(.), (..), (...)
brief, mid, longer pauses of about 0.25 second up to 1 second

(2), (3)
estimated pause of more than one second

:, ::, :::
segmental lengthening according to duration

-
truncation

acCENT
strong primary accent

acCENT
weaker secondary accent
Pitch at end of turn transition unit

?
Rising to high level

level

_

Conspicuous pitch jumps

↑
to higher pitch

↓
to lower pitch

Changed register <<l>> low registere <<H>>high register

Pitch accent movements

\
falling to mid

\_
falling to low

/
rising to mid

/\
rising-falling

/\/
rising-falling-rising

Changes in loudness and speech rate

<<f>>
loud

<<p>>
soft

<<len>>
slow

Other conventions

< >
non-lexical phenomena which occur between lexical stretches
<< >> non-lexical phenomena which overlay lexical stretches ( )
unclear words

The focus for the analysis will be on lines 1 and 6. In line 1 ‘SO its really to get history’ the candidate appears to be closing this part of his answer. The formulaic and strongly accented ‘so’ with the emphatic ‘really’ suggest a kind of summing up. However, at line three, C. pauses and does not complete. E., at line 6, follows up a slow and strongly contoured ‘yes’ (line 4) with an attempt to refocus C. on the task of how to advise the mother on the HIV/AIDS question. The latching on to line 5 and the accented ‘AIDS’ are used by the examiner as steering cues. Bearing in mind that this is a peer assessment, E. may rely particularly heavily on contextualisation cues in order to convey his intent rather than bring out in the open, so to speak, that he is not getting a preferred answer.

So, in this short extract, we see a number of examples of typical, prosodic contextualisation cues as defined by Gumperz (1 982a). We can also see how these cues function at three levels (Gumperz 1992a: 232-3): (1)the perceptual plane in which speech is chunked into manageable units and assessed for coherence and relevance. For example, in line 6 C. has to process the false start made by the examiner and switch his attention to the thematic focus E. gives to ‘AIDS’. (2) the level of communicative intent in the sense of what is going on right now. Here C. needs to be able to make sense of the latching at line 6, as well as the metamessage given off by the accent on ‘AIDS’.

Both seem to be cueing some kind of request for repair work on the part of C. Similarly, E. interprets C’s utterance at line 1 as a summing up and closing. (3) at the level at which more general framing work is going on in which the candidate is expected to give an institutionally appropriate response according to the oral examination criteria to produce a coherent and consistent response.

So both sides bring interpretative resources to manage the particular and local work that must be done to process the stream of talk, as it happens, and make a situated assessment of intent. The problem is, as line 9 indicates, they do not seem to share the same intepretive conventions.

Linguistic Varieties and misunderstandings

Gumperz and his associates have studied how the influence of first language prosodic systems on a speaker’s second language can lead to misunderstandings and uncomfortable moments as in the oral exam example just given. This is the theme of the CDROM material and the accompanying paper by John Gumperz, as we have already seen. The most detailed studies have been carried out comparing the prosody of standard variety speakers of English with speakers of English influenced by North Indian languages (Bhardwaj 1982, Gumperz 1982a, 1982b, 1996, Mishra 1982, Roberts, Davies and Jupp 1992).

The following are some of the contrasts which can lead to misunderstandings and!or negative judgements:

1. Different ways of distinguishing between normal information flow and contrastiveness.. A Panjabi speaker of English, for example, is more likely to shift the pitch register over a whole utterance or part of an utterance to show contrast whereas a standard variety of English speaker tends to put the accent on the particular word contrasted:

e.g. Panjabi: Do you want a cup of tea! or! {[lo] do you want a cup of coffee ?} e.g. English Do you want a cup of *tea! or do you want a cup of *coffee ?

The Panjabi speaker shifts down to a lower pitch over the whole utterance to show contrastiveness whereas the English speaker picks out ‘tea’ and ‘coffee’ to stress. To the English speaker, the contrast between the tea or coffee is not clear. To the Panjabi speaker, the English speaker is being unnecessarily emphatic.

2. Different ways of stressing important points. In the English of speakers of North Indian languages, it is quite common for stress to be placed on a particular word such as a relative pronoun or auxiliary verb to stress its literal meaning or function where speakers of the standard variety of English would put stress on individual words for contrast or emphasis (see 1. above) .

e.g. Speaker of a North Indian language: In the third school! in which I *had been transferred

e.g. English speaker: In the third school in which I had been *transferred or

trans*ferred

The first speaker puts the stress on ‘had’ to highlight the passiveness of the transfer (i.e. against my will) but the English speaker might interpret this as ‘in spite of what you might think’. The latter is more likely to put the stress on the first or second syllable of ‘transferred’ which would convey normal information flow in the standard variety of English.

3. Prosody used to convey attitude in one system but information or speaker’s perspective on knowledge in another. Whereas the low fall pitch movement in English routinely indicates a statement , new information or proclaiming, in Panjabi, it would have associations of lack of interest, boredom or rudeness. The English high fall which indicates contrast or emphasis can convey to a Panjabi speaker irritation or some kind of rebuke. In Panjabi, the low rising pitch movement is common to show respect but if transferred to English it can suggest uncertainty.

4. Different ways of conveying importance. North Indian speakers of English may use slow rhythm and highly contoured intonation to show that something is important or to show a lot of personal concern. English speakers tend to ignore this or find it too mannered or emotional (see for example the interview in the Introduction where Panjabi and English viewers interpreted the Panjabi speaking candidate in very different ways).

Other examples of misunderstandings and miscommunication where speakers to not share the same prosodic system:

· Frederick Erickson and Jeffrey Shultz, in their study of intercultural counselling interviews (1982), explored the phenomenon of what they called ‘talking down’. This frequently occurred when white speakers in some position of power and authority used a style of communicating which prevent the black American speakers from putting their case. White speakers tended to take long turns when explaining a point and when they did not receive the expected listening response or turn taking from the black speaker would re-explain the point in a simpler, less abstract or less structurally complex way. This re-explaining Erickson calls hyper-explanation.

At least one reason for this phenomenon, Erickson argues, is because of different prosodic cues used by the white and black speakers. White speakers used less obvious ways of signalling they had finished their turn: they tended to finish their turn with a sustained contour over a chunk of language and then give a pause.

The black speakers tended to use a steeply falling intonation contour to finish their utterances, although it did not always come right at the end. Sometimes a filler like ‘you know’ came after the steep fall. So they tended not to interpret the white speakers’ less marked intonation to show completion of their turn.

· Ron and Suzanne Scollon have studied the language use of the Athabaskan people of Alaska. Where standard variety speakers of English would use prosody to show emphasis, Athabaskan speakers uses emphatic particles such as k’é or ‘eku. When Athabaskan speakers use English they may use these particles to indicate that one section of the narrative is finished and another is about to begin. ‘Eku is translated as ‘and’ or ‘and then’ . To English speakers this often sounds like hesitation and they wait for something more when the Athabaskan speaker has concluded.

There are two other ways in which turn taking can be a problem in intercultural communication between Athabaskan and English speakers. In Chipewyan,a high tone is often used on the last syllable of a clause to show it is subordinated. English speakers hear this raised pitch as a question, take over the floor and answer when the Chipweyan speaker is in mid-flow. In addition, the Athabaskan speakers tend to pause longer then English speakers between tone groups or information units and so, again, English speakers tend to jump in.

· Sarah Michael’s study of white and black American children in first and second grade classrooms showed differences in narrative style which led to indirect discrimination against them. Black children’s narrative style was frequently misinterpreted by white teachers. The black children were interrupted more and given less ‘scaffolding’ support than white children. This had a knock-on effect on how the children were assessed as potentially good readers and the black children tended to be placed in the lowest reading group.

A summary of misunderstandings

· misinterpretation of attitude e.g. ‘over-emotional’, ‘passive’, sincerity perceived as uncertainty etc.

· apparent lack of coherence because of difficulty in distinguishing between main and subordinate points, contrastiveness, emphasis and so on.

· misinterpretation of intent e.g. where the speaker is trying to convey their perspective but it is perceived as contradicting the previous speaker.

· turn-taking problems where speakers find they cannot get a word in edgeways.

· general confusion because the line of argument is not clear to the listener and the relationship between ideas cannot be disambiguated.

· uncomfortable moments where the conversation lacks rhythmic co-ordination.

Recent approaches

More recent work, very much influenced by Gumperz, has taken the issues of prosody in interaction further. This recent approach combines Conversation Analysis methods with the insights of intonation specialists such as Elizabeth Couper-Kuhlen, Margaret Seltig and Susanne Günthner in Germany (Coooper-Kuhlen and Seltig 1996, Gunthner 1996) and Local, Kelly and Wells in Britain (Local 1992, Local and Kelly 1986 and Local, Wells and Sebba 1986). This section will concentrate on the work of the intonation specialists in Germany since they have been particularly influenced by John Gumperz and so their approach is especially relevant to the CDROM and related discussion. This method can be summed up as follows:

· Focus on interactional analysis of prosody in talk i.e. Be aware of all aspects of interaction especially how speakers take and compete for turns, manage repairs, negotiate meaning etc. and not just on how they convey information or attitude . In other words how prosody is used to accomplish interactional goals.

· Prosody refers to pragmatic meaning rather than grammatical meaning i.e.. the use of prosody to cue inferences which lead to a particular interpretation at a particular moment in the interaction. So prosody is an important element in contextualisation. Rather than tone units which are associated with clauses in the grammatical system, it is more useful to talk about prosodic units which are associated with speaker’s turns.

· Prosodic features are sensitive to the particular context in which they are used and which they help to create - in particular to where they are placed in the sequence of turns.

· Prosodic cues are important only in as far as the participants attend to them and make inferences from them.

· Prosodic analysis does not rely on the analysts’ intuitions of what a particular pitch movement or pause means. Instead, they attend to how the participants’ handle prosodic cues. In this way, prosodic analysis is attuned to the assumptions of Conversation Analysis. In other words, how the participants orientate to each other’s prosodic cues is a warrant for the analyst’s interpretation.

· Prosody can be seen as one of the orderly details of interaction just as CA has described such orderly details as preference organisation and repair sequences etc. So they are members’ devices just as grammar, bodily movement etc. are devices for the organisation and management of talk.

· The basic unit of conversational prosody must be understood in relation to a turn-constructional unit. So, instead of looking at sentence level prosody, the analyst must look at how a speaker constructs their turn and how this turn relates to/ compares with their other turns and other speaker’s turns. For example, a low pitch and fast tempo may mean this is just an aside and not important or it may, when compared to the speaker’s other turns and understood within the particular context in which it occurred, suggest grave concern, anxiety, rejection and so on. Or, if a speaker’s turn is interrupted by another, their prosody when they get the turn back again will show if what they are saying is a continuation from before (what Langford 1994 calls ‘re-starts’). Understanding what meanings a particular set of prosodic features have depends upon the particular local context.

· Similarly, prosody does not just map onto a sentence-like utterance in a finished way e.g. a smooth intonational contour from the beginning to a low fall at the end. Instead it works dynamically, depending on each moment in the utterance where the listener(s) may come in with their turn (what CA calls a transition relevance place - TRP). So prosodic units work contingently. For example, a speaker may take a turn and make a point and when the listener does not come in after a pause, the first speaker continues. But it is not just a continuation of the last utterance, the speaker designs her next utterance, prosodically, as a new contribution and so shows, retrospectively, that her last utterance was complete (see Couper-Kuhlen and Seltig :29-30).

Some of the examples from ‘Interviewing in intercultural situations’ illustrate a number of these points well. For example, in point number 5, on showing attitude and affect, in the section above Why analyse conversation prosodically?, T’s low pitch is not an absolute pitch which always conveys a certain perspective but is related to his earlier low pitch to convey old information.

The following short data extract from Susanne Günthner’s work on how prosodic features help speakers to distinguish between different activity types will be used to illustrate these points further. She has looked at the role of prosody, in conjunction with other features, in cueing the listener in to ‘reproachful talk’ (Günthner 1996). In particular, she has looked at reproaches packaged as ‘why’ formats: For example, ‘why do you always let her in’ .

Her concern is to find out how interactants differentiate between real ‘why’ questions and reproach formats which begin with ‘why’. In the following example, a caller has asked telephone information for a the number of a family in Konstanz. When they cannot be traced, the caller reformulates her request:

14 s: ja die wohnen glaub ich auf der * Reichenau.

I think they live on the Reichenau

15
und gar nicht direkt * in Konstanz

and actually not directly in Konstanz

16 a: WARUM = * SA: 1'.L GEN = SIE = DANN = KONSTANZ then why did you say Konstanz

17 s: tut mir leid, ich dachte die Reichenau fällt unter * Konstanz. I am sorry I thought Reichenau belonged to Konstanz

18
(2.5)

19 a: Also die * Nummer ist

okay the number is

(p284)

[transcription conventions - see GAT notation]

(0.5)
pauses of 0.5 seconds or longer

word=word=word
fast tempo

.
intonation phrase-final: falling

,
intonation phrase-final: slightly falling

word 1' .L
rise-fall

* WORD
primary accent of the intonational phase

a:
lengthening

no
strong accent, emphasised ]

Günthener argues that it is the prosody here which is the major cue to the caller that she should interpret the ‘why’ format as a reproach. First of all the ‘why’ utterance has a falling terminal pitch. Secondly, the turn as a whole is spoken with increased loudness and tempo. Thirdly the ‘why’ utterance has an extra strong and loud accent on the verb * SA 1'.L GEN with as extreme rising and falling glide on the first lengthened syllable.

Günthner argues that there is no single prosodic feature which, in a context free way, constitutes a ‘reproachful voice’. Rather it is the interplay of prosodic cues in combination with other linguistic and rhetorical features which produces a context in which ‘why’ formats are interpreted as reproachful. Although falling terminal pitch and rising - falling pitch movements are activated in all ‘why’ formats, they do not automatically mean reproachfulness. But they can mean this when combined with other features.

As well as illustrating the reproach theme, this example can also be used to illustrate the more general points made above:

Focus on the interactional analysis of prosody in talk. here the telephone operator is not only showing her displeasure in some general way, but is negotiating a particular meaning at this precise moment in the interaction.

Pragmatic meaning. the falling pitch, loud accent and so on are not associated with the grammar but with the overall turn i.e. the way in which reproachfulness is contextualised.

Sensitive to sequence. Line 16 coming as it does after the caller’s clarification and before her explanation, opens up a space for the telephone employer to be reproachful.

Prosodic cues are important only in as far as participants attend to them. The caller’s apology at line 17 shows that she attended to the reproachful message of line 16.

How participants’ handle prosodic cues. It is not the analyst’s intuitions that count but, in the CA tradition, how members i.e. participants orientate to the prosody that counts. So, the analysis of line 16 depends upon how the caller reacts in line 17.

Prosodic cues as orderly devices. Prosody functions in an orderly way like adjacency pairs etc. This does not mean that, for example, raised tempo always means the same thing, whatever the context, but that raised tempo will produce a reproachful response in a particular local context and will in turn produce the kind of expected response that we see in line 17.

Prosody in relation to turn construction units. The ‘reproachful’ utterance is spoken with raised volume and increased tempo which, coming immediately after the caller’s quieter explanation, clearly marks it as exceptional. The lengthened syllable and rise fall on ‘SA’ (the first syllable of ‘say’) foregrounds the action of ‘saying Konstanz’ and shows it up to be a mistake on the part of the caller.

So, this prosodic approach to interaction:

· focuses on how interactants interpret each other and attends to those prosodic features which they display as relevant to them

· requires the analyst to look holistically at the whole interaction to see how each speaker uses tempo, rhythm, pitch shifts etc. and so can compare a particular local production of speech with speakers’ previous performance

· looks at on the spot, emergent decisions by speakers e.g. a speaker may use the same pitch level, loudness and tempo to show a continuation of their talk despite an apparent interruption.

· puts greater emphasis on rhythm and tempo in describing how interactions work e.g. the length of a perceived pause will depend upon the rhythm and tempo of the surrounding talk

• is cautious about generalising about variation in styles of speaking. It can be misleading to identify features in the talk of a particular group of speakers and assume that these features will always be present no matter what the local context. It is possible to talk about mid-level pitch to show finality in standard variety of German or to discuss Punjabi influenced English or pausing in Black American vernacular English (see the examples above) but only if these features have been analysed within their local context and if speakers’ orientate to them.

When working on the CDROM, it is useful to bear these general points in mind since they will help you defend the decisions you have made about how to interpret the data.

Summary

1. Any analysis of talk which is concerned with its local interactional features must include some element of prosodic analysis.

2. Prosody functions to convey perspective, to help the listener select between meanings, to pick out a line of argument and to interpret the speaker’s role and maintain conversational turn-taking and involvement.

3. Transcribers must start by notating what they can hear, whether they are important to the participants or not and for this some guidance on how to chunk the stream of speech, indicate pauses, pitch changes etc. is important. However, the recent approaches described here argue that after a preliminary transcription, the transcriber needs to focus on the participants’ perspective - on those prosodic features which are relevant to them and not on some outsider set of categories.

4. The principles and the notation system of CA, despite some limitations, are an important resource for undertaking prosodic analysis.

5. The most recent approaches to prosodic analysis of conversation combine CA and studies of contextualisation with a more fine-grained analysis of intonation.

6. In real life situations, particularly in gatekeeping ones, clients and candidates are judged on the basis of their communicative style. A significant feature of this style is the range of prosodic features discussed above. Where speakers bring different communicative styles to the interaction, miscommunication and misjudgements may result. For applied linguists concerned with contributing to the solving of real world problems, an understanding of how prosody feeds into the negotiation of meaning and judgement of others is, by no means, a trivial matter.

PART THREE
STEPS IN DOING A TRANSCRIPTION
This guidance is based on Gumperz and Berenz 1993, Atkinson and Heritage 1986 and Langford 1994.

· STEP ONE: TUNING IN

· STEP TWO: DOING A ROUGH TRANSCRIPTION

· STEP THREE: CONVERSATION ANALYSIS TRANSCRIPTION

· STEP FOUR: DOING AN INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC TRANSCRIPTION

· SUMMARY OF SYMBOLS USED IN INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC TRANSCRIPTION

Before you work through this part of the materials, answer the following questions:

Have you done any transcribing before?

If ‘yes’ then you may only want to read through steps one and two quickly.

Are you familiar with Conversation Analysis notation?

If ‘yes’ then you may just want to briefly remind yourselves of the conventions in step three.

Step One: Tuning in

1. Before you start to transcribe, you need to think about the whole interaction and the purposes of your transcription (see Part One of these materials). There is a tendency for those new to transcribing to transcribe too much and to produce only rough transcriptions. Once you have listened to the whole interaction, you need to stop and think about whether you are going to transcribe it all. The best way to help you decide a) whether you are going to transcribe the whole sequence and b) how you are going to relate any part you are concentrating on to the whole, is to mark out where there are boundaries which indicate the different phases of the activity. Gumperz and Berenz describe this (1993:4) as ‘the segmentation of the interaction into thematically coherent and empirically boundable portions, that is, ‘events’ within the encounter as a whole.’

It is not always easy to do this just by listening through several times. Sometimes, these events are quite clear e.g. in a job interview there is often a clear boundary between going through the applicant’s cv and asking questions about the job that (s)he is applying for. But other phases of the encounter are not so clearly marked. It is best to start the analysis with the clearly bounded events. Once these have been analysed, the less clearly bounded ones can be analysed more easily. In the CDROM and the Gumperz paper in the Appendix the different ‘events’ are already marked out i.e. there is a phase where the applicant is asked about procedures, and a later phase where he is asked about his previous experience.

2. Take one ‘event’ and listen through two or three times for general meaning. Identify the different people/voices in this event Listen out for the overall sequential organisation eg. is it largely question and answer, a discussion, a teaching event and so on. If you are analysing informal conversations, discussions and so on, this may be a very difficult thing to do. At this stage, leave the problem of sequences where there is multiple overlapping of voices until later and indicate that there is a sequence to return to once you have done a rough transcription of the rest of the event.

Step Two: Doing a rough transcription

1. Think about lay out. Use an initial for each speaker and leave plenty of space between the speaker identification and their utterances. If it is not clear who is speaking, then use ‘X’ instead of a speaker initial. Number the transcript at the left hand margin. Some researchers number by line and some by turn. Numbering by line is recommended. Capital letters should only be used for proper names ( and for CA transcription to indicate loudness in which case no other upper case letters should be used). So, new lines should not start with a capital nor should any word that follows a particular diacritic. For example, ‘?’is used to indicate rising intonation but should not be followed by a capital letter:

Data Example 1

1. R:
ok can we just clarify one or two points ? ok ?

2. A:
yes

3. R:
you did a capstan setting operating course

4. A:
yes

5. R:
was that a skills centre course?

6. A:
yes

2. Think about both readability and representation when making decisions about setting out lines on the page. ie how to represent the speaker’s turn on the page. It is not a good idea to run the line to the margin of the page. It is much more useful to set out the turns starting a new line at the end of what has variously been called a breath group, an intonational phrase or what Gumperz calls an ‘informational phrase’. This is a string of words within an intonational contour marked off usually by pausing and recognisable as syntactic wholes. (See also Part One). Depending how long each phrase is, it is common to have one or two phrases for each line. This is usually quite readable and also means that the transcript follows the rhythmic organisation of the speaker:

Data Example 2

C: all right. i see from the information that i’ve got here (xx) that you spent eh,.. .twelve months,

working for a builder, [hi] in the south of france?

In each of these lines there are two informational phrases. Can you identify them ?

3. Pausing and unclear utterances: At this stage put empty brackets for any long pauses. These can be timed later. For any unclear words/phrases use brackets filled with xxxx : 
Data Example 3

C:
hello mr A

A:
(xxx)

4. At this stage, use conventional orthography for representing speech. Step Three: Conversation Analysis transcription

The next step is to look more closely at the sequencing of the interaction and this requires familiarity with Conversation Analysis (CA) conventions. The CA notation system is also introduced here because it is well known and widely used. Some elements of this system are used for doing the rough transcription in the CDROM. The CA system also forms the basis of the Gumperz and Berenz model used for the detailed transcription in the CDROM. This model is used in interactional sociolinguistics which draws heavily on CA notations but has a more refined system for transcribing prosody (See Part Two for a detailed discussion). You should be able to read CA transcribed data even if you are not following CA notations exactly in your own transcriptions. You are not asked to undertake a CA transcription in the CDROM, although, the data could be used for this.

Most of the examples below are taken from CA conventions and they do not necessarily follow the advice about presentation given above. This is one of many instances where researchers use different forms of presentation and representation to show interaction on the page. It is important to note these differences and take a critical attitude towards them. Does the researcher’s choice of modes of presentation reflect their theoretical position? Or have they simply not through all the implications of transcribing and presenting in this way?

1. SIMULTANEOUS UTTERANCES: 
When two speakers start talking at the same time, their utterances are linked together by a left hand bracket:

Data Example 4

R:
now are the details the same as when you applied?
you s- living at the same address?

K:
[yes

R:
[ back in road A ? (Gumperz and Berenz 1993)

2. OVERLAPPING UTTERANCES 
These are marked with left and right hand brackets to show which parts of the speakers’ utterances occur simultaneously

R:
no. i think you crossed the wrong ones there

just ah
[(xxx) ]

T:
[right ]

3. LATCHING. 
This is when one speaker immediately follows the speaker before, without any pause between the two speakers. This is marked by an equals sign after the first speaker’s utterance and before the second speaker’s:

Data Example 5

T:
i used to smoke a lot =

B:
= he thinks he’s real tough

(Atkinson and Heritage 1 986:x)

This notation is also used within a single turn if that turn is interrupted by another speaker but the first speaker continues their flow of speech:

Data Example 6

T:
i used to smoke [ a lot more than this =

B:
[you used to smoke

T:
= but i never inhaled the smoke

 (Atkinson and Heritage 1986)

If more than one speaker latches on to the previous utterance, double brackets are used as well as the equal sign:

Data Example 7

T:
i used to smoke a lot =

B:
= [ he thinks he’s tough

A:
[ so did i

(Atkinson and Heritage: x)

Although the same transcription notation is used for overlapping and interrupting ie. the left and right hand brackets (see above), it is often difficult to distinguish between overlapping and interrupting when it comes to analysing the transcript and it is worth bearing this in mind at the transcription stage. Langford argues that it is an overlap when we think the overlapper can predict what is going to be said next or when s/he believes that the other speaker has reached a turn transition point:

Data Example 8

M:
you’ll k [ eep the place ↑ really spotless ↑ ]

D:
[ i will i’ll make my friends
]

M:
[and you’ll ] make

D:
[ i’ll make ]
friends

(Langford 1994: 93)

Both instances of simultaneous speech can be counted as overlap in this example. In the first case, at line 2, D says ‘ i will’ and seems to be anticipating M’s instruction to keep the place spotless. In the second case, her ‘ I’ll make’ begins after an apparent turn transition point by M who appears to have finished her turn after ‘spotless’

4. CHARACTERISTICS OF SPEECH DELIVERY

These notations mark the way in which words are pronounced and the intonation patterns of strings of words. Many of the diacritics used are familiar as punctuation signs and thus make for easy reading.

But it is important to remember that they do necessarily convey the meaning thay have in conventional orthography. (The following is based on Atkinson and Heritage):

.
A period indicates a stopping fall in tone, with some sense of completion (but not
necessarily the end of a sentence).

,
A comma indicates a slightly rising tone giving a sense of continuation

?
A question mark indicates a rising tone which may (or may not) indicate a
question

!
An exclamation mark indicates an animated tone, not necessarily an exclamation

:
A colon is used to indicate to indicate a stretched sound and is placed after the
stretched vowel.

Data Example 9

R:
what ha: ppened to you

Additional colons indicate the sound is stretched over a longer period:

Data Example 10

T:
i’m so::: sorry

(Atkinson and Heritage: xi)

-
a single dash indicates a cut off either because of an interruption or self -repair:

Data Example 11

T:
i s- i spent two years over there

↑ ↓
an upward arrow indicates a marked rise in pitch ↑

a downward arrow indicates a marked lowering of pitch ↓

NB. To insert a symbol, such as an arrow, which is not on the keyboard, select ‘symbol’ on the ‘insert’ tool bar.

Data Example 12

T:
↑ yep.. ↓ i’ve been there

_
Emphasis is indicated by underlining

Data Example 13

R:
the purpose of it is to confirm,

finally that eh, you’ve chosen the right course

CAPS
Capitals are used to indicate that part of the utterance which is louder than the
surrounding talk:

Data Example 14

T:
UHM WELL YEAH. i did actually

O The degree sign ° is used to indicate that part of the utterance which is softer than the surrounding talk:

Data Example 15

M: .hhhh °um : : ° how is your mother

hhh
Audible aspirations (hhh) and inhilations (.hhh) are inserted in the speech where
they occur

.hhh

(( ))
double parenthesis is used:-

(i) for vocalisations which are not easy to spell out such as ((cough)), ((snort)) and ((sniff))

Data Example 16

T:
I worked in a boatyard for some time,

and ((clears throat)) I worked for a builder as well. ii) for other noises which are part of the context.

Data example 17

J: this is just delicious

((telephone rings))

K: i’ll get it

(Atkinson and Heritage :xiii)

(iii) or for special characteristics of talk eg ((falsetto)), ((whispered))

> <
Speeding up the pace of delivery: the part of the utterance which is speeded up is
enclosed by ‘less than’ brackets > < :

Data Example 18

T:
I did some brick laying ( ) over there

> I suppose thats what got me interested, you know <

5. TRANSCRIPTION DOUBT

( ) Doubts about the actual words or part of a word are put in single parenthesis. When the word(s) are quite unclear, the parenthesis is left empty. If there is any doubt or the words are unclear but partly intelligible, the words are enclosed in parenthesis:

Data Example 19

C: two years in f (ull time)

6. DISTINCTIVE PRONUNCIATION

Most transcription is written using conventional orthography. In CA, deviations from what is assumed to be ‘normal’ tend to be written using what is called ‘eye dialect’ (see Part One) . This term was coined because the pseudo phonetic forms used resemble the speech of characters in comic strips. For example, ‘b’cuz’’ for ‘because’, ‘dju’ for ‘do you’, ‘wanna’ for ‘want to’, ‘dz’ for ‘does’. Although it is important to recognise these phoneticised spellings as they occur quite often in CA transcriptions, it is not very advisable to use them as they often make the transcript harder to read. If it is really important to show distinctive pronunciation, then use standardised phonetic symbols, or use eye dialect but also include the conventional orthography. (The issue of how to represent speech is dealt with in more detail in section 4 below and see also Parts One and Two.

7. PAUSES AND GAPS BETWEEN UTTERANCES

Pauses are timed in tenths of a second and inserted within parenthesis, either within an utterance:

Data Example 20

R:
come in (2.1) hello mr

or between utterances:

Data Example 21 H:
step right up
(1.3)

H:
I said step right up
(0.8)

J:
are you talking to me
(Atkinson and Heritage :x - xi)

A short untimed pause within an utterance is indicated by a dash:

Data Example 22

R:
and did you look at the - brick shop ?

Untimed gaps between utterances are described with double parentheses and inserted when they occur:

Data Example 23

((pause)) R: are you ready to order
((pause))

P: yes thank you we are

(Atkinson and Heritage : xi)

8. NON-VERBAL COMMUNICATION

Gaze direction:

The gaze of the speaker is marked above the utterance and that of the addressee below it. Dots mark the transition from non gaze to gaze and the point where the gaze reaches the other is marked with an X:

Data Example 24

B:
. . . . .[ X

Terry - [ Jerry’s fa [scinated with elephants

D:
. . . . . [X

B moves her gaze towards D while saying ‘Terry’. D’s gaze starts to shift towards her and reaches her just after she starts to say ‘fascinated’.

Commas are used to indicate the dropping of gaze:

Data Example 25

Karen has this new hou:se. en it’s got all this

: ’’’

B’s gaze starts to drop away as A begins to say ‘new’. (Atkinson and Heritage: xiv)

Other non - verbal communication:

Different CA researchers mark other non-verbal signs in different ways. For example, either above or below the relevant utterance, using arrows, brackets or double parentheses. Christian Heath who has studied the sequential organisation of speech and body movement uses the following notations in his research on doctor/ patient communication:

Data Example 26

P gazes at D

↓

.
. .

P:
have a look you know about err ::: (0.7) ...

’’’

[image: image1.png]



D turns back to the records

P starts to look at D as he comes to the end of ‘have’. The doctor’s gaze is on him until he turns back to his records at the word ‘about’. At this moment, the patient hesitates and shows signs of perturbation (Heath 1986: 255).

If CA transcription is quite new to you, take some time to read transcripts from CA books and papers (see examples in the Bibliography below). You could also view the CDROM at this stage and try using the CA conventions after you have made a rough transcript of either the Bricklayer or the Electrician.

Step 4: Doing an Interactional Sociolinguistic Transcription

Many aspects of interactional sociolinguistics (IS) draw on conversation analysis and this is particularly true in the use of transcription notations. This section is based on Gumperz and Berenz, except on a few occasions where other systems are referred to. This is the section you need to read very carefully before undertaking an IS transcription using the CDROM data.

Where the notation system is the same as CA, this is clearly marked. It may be confusing to use a system which is so similar to CA but Gumperz and Berenz, and other researchers who are not strictly CA people, use and adapt the CA system for their own purposes.

It is also important to be able to read and use different transcription notations and many CA transcriptions are used by other researchers. Being familiar with more than one transcription system means that the transcriber has a choice when they come to do their own transcriptions and can learn the skill of rapidly familiarising themselves with any set of conventions used and then of reading transcribed data accurately.

There is no one best way of deciding which elements of the transcription should be done first. The rough transcription should give you the basic turn taking mechanism which is central to CA theory, although the precise details of how turns are taken will not have been registered yet. You may want to refine the turn taking next or look more closely at the characteristics of speech delivery. So the order given here is by no means a fixed one and you may find you partially transcribe using a number of the notations given and then return to the data later to refine the transcription before going on to use some new notations.

1. FIRST STEPS AND LAY OUT

The initial steps are those given as steps one and two (above): Tuning in to the different events in the encounter, identifying the sequential organisation and thinking about lay out. As Gumperz and Berenz assert, the basic unit of speech production is the breath group (Couper-Kuhlen 1986), the idea unit (Chafe 1993),the information unit (Halliday 1976) or what they call the ‘information phrase’. (see step 2 above and the detailed discussion in Part Two on Prosody). These units are absolutely crucial to IS analysis and are not simply a matter of readability (see below). Some analysts only put one information phrase or breath group on each line. This makes the transcript less readable and takes up a lot of space but has the advantage of marking the phrases clearly:

Data Example 27

I: 10 but anyway he describes. . it’s a very poor/very poorly

11 characterised like a pressure or cramping abdominal

12 pain .. it waxes and wanes ...it’s usually worse during the

13 day . .it’s better.. in the morning or the

14 evening 
 etc.

(Erickson 1999)

In this case most lines are a single breath group (except for line 12 where there is a brief comment in parenthesis). The syllable which is most stressed, containing the tonal nucleus, appears at the left margin. This lay out has the advantage of helping the reader to sound out in their heads where the main stress lies but it is also rather counter intuitive to have the piece of information which normally falls at the end of the phrase put at the beginning of the utterance on the page. This example has been put in to raise the representational issues of lay out originally raised by Ochs in 1979 (and see Part One where this example is also used). For the rest of the analysis, the Gumperz and Berenz lay out will be used ie. One or two information phrases on each line with the line ending at the end of a phrase.

The use of capitals is restricted to proper names and the first initial of a name where it is important to protect anonymity. Unlike CA, capitals are not used for any other purpose ie to indicate loudness. If capitals were used for both, there would no way of distinguishing whether a person’s name was being uttered loudly or not.

2. REPRESENTING DISTINCTIVE PATTERNS OF SPEECH

Gumperz and Berenz argue that most speech should be transcribed using conventional orthography. This still leaves the problem of how to represent significant features of pronunciation, style and dialect. Like other sociolinguists, they are unhappy with the CA use of ‘eye dialect’. This is because it is often used inconsistently, it reduces readability - especially for those readers who are not familiar with comic strip conventions - and it tends to trivialise and stereotype non-standard varieties. Where there are well known spelling conventions of informal styles of speaking and this informality is a significant marker of participant categorisation e.g. somethin’, wanna, then the transcriber can use the popular spelling but include the conventional orthography as well:

Data Example 28

H: ahma git (I’m going to get) me a gig (Gumperz 1982)

When transcribing code switching, a similar format can be used:

Data Example 29

A: to this day he says that .. uh. .it’s a shame they don’t speak ..uh . .spanish/

está ban como burros/ les habla uno y

( “they are like donkeys, someone talks to them and” ).

Where one or more participants consistently use a variety or dialect and the usage is relevant to the research interests for which the transcript is being developed, then it is useful to put in a table which shows how the transcriber has regularised the spelling.

3. PHRASE BOUNDARY MARKERS

These are the features of speech performance used by speakers to indicate phrase boundaries and the diacritics used to show them. Most of these markers are in the section ‘Characteristics of speech delivery’ in the CA transcription above. There are, however, two major differences between IS and CA transcription stemming from their theoretical differences.

The first is that, for CA, turn taking mechanisms are more important than information phrases ( and this is why, no doubt, in Atkinson and Heritage’s description of transcription notations, turn taking mechanisms are the first aspects of conversation to be described). The second is that where CA describes these markers as characteristics of speech delivery, Gumperz and Berenz anchor them within the notion of phrase boundary markers showing the centrality of information phrases in speech production and so the importance of the intonational contour in the interpretation of speech. The markers are used to process incoming information, to show whether a speaker has finished their turn or not, to elicit listener feedback and so on. And in conjunction with other prosodic features, such as shifts in pitch, they are used for rhetorical effect to be persuasive.

//
A double slash indicates a final fall i.e. a concluding fall either to show the end of a turn
or emphasis. (CA uses a period . for this)

/
A single slash indicates a slight fall which may end the turn or suggest there is more to
come. (CA has no regular notation for this)

?
A question mark indicates a rising tone to indicate uncertainty, a question or to elicit
feedback (as with CA)

,
A comma indicates a slight rise to indicate continuation e.g. for a list or to show that
more is to come (as with CA) :

Data Example 30

1. L:
what i said was /

2. .. that it was not a suitable course / .. for you to apply for //

3. .. now if you want to apply for it /

4. .. of course you can do what you want //
(Gumperz and Berenz 1993 [transcription simplified] )

Here L ‘s first utterance ends on a low fall indicating that there is more to come. In line two there are two information phrases with the second ending with a concluding fall. But she keeps the floor and produces a similar pattern with a low fall and then a concluding one. L is a teacher who is trying to persuade an ex-student that the new course that she has been helping to develop is not suitable for him. Her use of intonational contours both indicates interclausal relations and, it could be argued, a certain teacherly style of explanation.

4. PAUSES AND GAPS BETWEEN UTTERANCES

..
Two dots indicate a pause of half a second or shorter.

...
Three dots indicate a pause of between half a second and one second

....
Four dots indicate a pause longer than one second which is not timed.

< 3> Angled brackets are used to show timed pauses e.g. 3 seconds (as with CA except that CA uses regular brackets).

( But see Part Two for a discussion of some of the limitations of exact timing). This system is different from CA where all pauses are carefully timed. In IS the decision to time pauses accurately or not depends on the extent to which the pause enters into participants’ inferential processes. So some pauses are significant and others are not. A lengthy pause is entered on a new line with no speaker identified. There are sometimes difficulties in interpreting whether a pause ‘belongs’ to the speaker or to the recipient and this may only be resolved after a detailed analysis of the event as a whole, using non-verbal features as well where relevant:

Data Example 31

T: so how old are you now, twenty:: ? ... twenty-two! A: yeah

or

T: so how old are you now, twenty:: ?

A: ...

T: twenty-two!

A: yeah!

(Gumperz and Berenz 1993)

After a close analysis, Gumperz and Berenz argue that the second transcription more clearly reflects the interpretation of the whole event. So instead of the interviewer appearing to pause before he answers a follow - up question ‘twenty two ?’, he pauses after twenty and does not get a reply from A. From an interpretive point of view, in the second transcription, T might judge A as not responsive while, in the first, A might be waiting for T to finish his turn. This is one of many examples to show that in transcription, it is not possible to assign a constant interpretation to a particular feature.

5. OVERLAPPING UTTERANCES

= the single equal sign before and after the overlapped portions is used to indicate overlap.

Lay out on the page is also used to show overlap i.e. the words! utterances that overlap

are placed beneath each other as in the next example (CA uses long brackets): Data Example 32

C: ... and that - ... was that at B ?

A: ... B. yes, = skills centre. =

C:
= who was your = instructor?

The equal sign can also be used to represent overlap of nonlexical material with both lexical and nonlexical material:

Data Example 33

R: so that’s ok = with you then ? = L:
= { [nod] sure!} =

6. LATCHING

= = Double equal signs at the beginning of the latched word(s) are used to indicate latching

and as with overlapping can also be used with nonlexical material. They can also be

used within a speaker turn to show that a speaker is latching her word (s) to what has

just gone before. The double equal signs are entered in the left hand margin :

Data Example 34

R: have you visited the skills centre? A: yeah once

R: = = you have?

A: = = before this, yeah

R: was that on Tuesday ?

The pacing of an event will depend (in part) on the culturally specific style of communicating. If pauses between turns are consistently different from the standard variety, then this may be taken to be the norm for this interaction and latching may be paced quite differently. If this is the case, a note to this effect needs to be added.

7. TRUNCATION

- a dash is used to indicate either when a speaker breaks off and possible self repairs or a speaker breaks off as a second speaker breaks in :

Data Example 35

R: .. from your point of view is ok, what you’re saying is ok, bu -

B: = = and as T has already told you, the preentry test is quite a stiff one/

Hyphens within words are not used (e.g. there is no hyphen in ‘pre-entry’ in the transcript) so that the dash only indicates truncation in order to cut out ambiguities in computer searches.

8. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WHOLE PHRASE: PITCH REGISTER, RHYTHM AND TEMPO

The notations are not used here in any absolute sense. Loudness, slowness and so on are relative to the stretch of talk as a whole (see Part Two on recent approaches to prosody). A speaker’s utterance is marked as loud, for example, relative to their previous utterances.

The
utterance is marked as high, low etc. and this shift in pitch register is indicated by
enclosing the whole phrase in curly brackets :

[hi]
higher pitch register

[lo]
lower pitch register

In CA these are marked by arrows ↑↓ but tend to be used to show changes in pitch within a single word and it is not always indicated when the marked form, up or down, ends).

Speed is indicated in the same way:

[ac]
‘ac’ is used to indicate that the speech is accelerating (CA uses < >)

[dc]
‘dc’ is used to indicate that speech is decelerating. (CA uses > <)

Data Example 36

T:
I did some brick laying, .. over there

{ [ac] I suppose that’s what got me interested, you know} These features can also be nested one within another:

Data Example 37

J: { [lo] { [dc] I suppose} that could be right after all/}

(Gumperz and Berenz 1993 )

9. ASPECTS OF INTONATION: ACCENT, LOUDNESS AND SYLLABLE LENGTHENING

Accent: that part of the phrase which is perceived as stressed as a result of pitch change which usually co -occurs with a change in volume.

* a single asterisk indicates ‘normal’ prominence. This precedes the stressed syllable ** a double asterisk preceding the syllable which indicates extra prominence

∼
a tilde indicates fluctuating pitch over a single word. Again, this precedes the syllable:

Data Example 38

R: so you’ve *had a look at the *workshops ?

Data Example 39

C: there’s no ∼ way he’s got all the * * right end of the stick (Gumperz and Berenz: 15)

In the example of ‘workshops’ in Data Example 38, the accent falls on the last content word of the information phrase. This indicates normal information flow and, therefore, is predictable and so may not always be necessary to mark. But sometimes what is predictable may not be obvious to the reader ( or to the recipient of the message) in which case it is worth marking the accent. For example, certain dialectical or stylistic differences may be predictable in one variety of the language being transcribed but not in another. Or the predictable accent is combined with an accent on another syllable. For example, R (above) is trying to elicit from a candidate some response to his questions about the skillcentre and the two stresses in the single information phrase may signal an expectation of some extended response from the candidate. This stretch of discourse is marked by monosyllabic responses from the candidate and therefore this interpretation (and the need to mark the predictable stressed syllable) is validated. (The issue of accent is not explicitly addressed in CA although emphasis is shown by underlining.)

Loudness and softness are marked with musical notation and used with curly brackets in the same way in which pitch (i.e. hi and lo) and tempo (i.e. ac and dc) are used (see above).

[f]
‘forte’ indicates loud and is doubled to indicate ‘fortissimo’, very loud: [ff] . (In CA
loudness is indicated with capitals)

[p]
‘piano’ indicates soft and ‘pianissimo’, very soft [pp]. (In CA this is indicated with the
degree sign: ° )

Syllable lengthening:

:
the colon is used for a stretched sound (as with CA)

10 OVERLAYS

IS makes a distinction between non verbal phenomena which occurs simultaneously with the utterance and that which interrupts an utterance (see 11 below). CA transcription schemes do not generally specify how non lexical phenomena should be transcribed ( apart from laughter and gaze) and individual researchers use their own techniques (see 3.8 above).

In IS where the non lexical phenomena overlay the utterances, it is transcribed as follows:

Data Example 40

P: { [handing paper to doctor] is this it} is this the one you mean?

(Gumperz and Berenz 1993)

The non verbal stretch enclosed by square brackets overlays the verbal stretch enclosed by curly brackets. This notation is used for both body movement e.g. head nods, finger snapping, postural shifts etc. and for audible sounds such as laughter.

11. VOCAL AND NON-VOCAL INTERRUPTION

Where the utterance is interrupted by a vocal (e.g. cough) or non-vocal (e.g. papers fall on the floor) phenomenon, this is transcribed with square brackets:

Data Example 41

T:
come in [ pause while M enters ] hello M

12 BACKGROUND INORMATION

This may precede or follow the transcribed data but sometimes, particularly when important information is known to some but not all the participants, it is useful to include background information as the interaction unfolds. A hash sign # can be used to mark off the information:

Data Example 42

J: who was it/

L: { [sigh] a ** client/}

# J knows that one of L’s clients has been phoning her at home and that L is annoyed by his call #

J: { [laugh] I think he must be in love with you/}

T: who was it mom, got a new boyfriend ?

(Gumperz and Berenz 1993)

13 TRANSCRIPTION OF LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH

As we discussed in Part One, it is important to do the transcription in the original language and then translate. GUMPERZ and Berenz suggest a three line lay -out with the original language first, a literal (or morpheme by morpheme ) line next and an English translation third:

Data Example 43

R: você ta (“esta”) estudando pra (“para”) = o exame de amanhã?=

you are
studying for
the exam tomorrow

are you
studying for
= tomorrow’s exam?=

(Gumperz and Berenz 1993 )

Where the sequence to be translated is very short, then the translation can just be put alongside in parenthesis.

Once you feel reasonably familiar with these notations then you can use the summary given below.

SUMMARY OF SYMBOLS USED IN INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC TRANSCRIPTION

(Based on Gumperz, J and Berenz, N ‘Transcribing Conversational Exchanges’ in J.
Edwards and M. Lampert (eds.) 1993 Transcription and Coding Methods for Language
Research. Hillsdale,NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates, Inc.)

TRANSCRIPTION NOTATION FOR THE ROUGH TRANSCRIPTION

Symbol
Significance

,
Slight rise (more is expected)

..
Pause of less than . 5 of a second

...
Pause of more than . 5 of a second (unless precisely timed)

=
Overlap

( )
Unclear word

(did)
Guess at unclear word

[clears throat]
Non-lexical phenomena, vocal and non-vocal, which interrupts
the lexical stretch

INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC DESCRIPTION

//
Final fall

/
Slight fall (indicating more could be said)

?
Final rise

,
Slight rise (more is expected)

-
Truncation

..
Pause of less than . 5 of a second

...
Pause of more than . 5 of a second (unless precisely timed)

<2>
Precise units of time ( number enclosed in brackets indicates
the number of seconds)

=
Overlap

= =
Latching on to previous utterance

::
Lengthened segment

~
Fluctuation over one word

*
Accent; normal prominence

**
Extra prominence

{ [ac] }
Non-lexical phenomena, both vocal and non-vocal which overlays
the lexical stretch i.e. ac = accelerate; dc = decelerate; hi = high pitch register; lo = low pitch register

[ ]
Non-lexical phenomena, vocal and non-vocal, which interrupts
the lexical stretch

( )
Unclear word

(did)
Guess at unclear word

APPENDIX
SKILLCENTRE INTERVIEWS

(NB data example numbers refer to the data examples in the paper based article by Gumperz 1992)

1. BRICKLAYER

R = Training Officer

C = Skillcentre Instructor T = Candidate

1.1 (Brick layer example 3)

Rough Transcription

1. R:
have you visited the skillcentre

2. T:
yep .. ive been there yeah

3. R:
so youve had a chance to look around

4. and did you look at the .. bricks shop

5. T:
ah yeah well we had a look around the brick shop

6. and um .. ah it looks - it looks ok ... mm which ( )

7. R:
mm

8. T:
pretty good yeah

9. R:
are you quite happy about the um conditions at the centre

10.
you understand them .. i mean

11 .T:
oh yeah i understand them

12.R:
( requirements) for the course

13.T:
yeah

14.R:
and that the first three weeks are assessment weeks

15.T:
yeah

16. R:
(did) mention that to you

17. um its normal industrial discipline and conditions

18. at the skillcentre ..

19. and the allowance system, you know how much you have to live on

20. for a period of six months if you = (
) =

21. T:
= thats right = yeah

22.
they did tell us

1.1 (Brick layer example 3)

Interactional Sociolinguistic Transcription

1. R:
{ [hi] have you visited the skillcentre? }

2. T:
{[hi] yep, } .. {[lo] ive been there! {[p] yeah!!} }

3. R:
{ [ac] so youve * had a chance to look around!! }

4. = = {[lo] and did you look at the,
.. *bricks shop?}

5. T:
{[hi] ah yeah // well we had a look around the brick shop,}

6.
and um, .. ah it looks - it looks ok// ... mm which ( )

7.R:
= = mm// =

8. T:
= pretty = good // yeah //

9. R:
{[ac] are you quite happy about} the, um . . conditions at the
centre?

10.
= = you understand them, .. {[lo] i mean?}

11.T:
{[hi] oh yeah //
i under = stand them //} =

12.R:
= {[lo] ( requirements) for the = course, = }

13.T:
= yeah// =

14.R:
= = {[lo] and that the first
three weeks are assessment
weeks?}

15.T:
{[lo] yeah//}

(NB lines 16 - 22 are only roughly transcribed)

16. R:
(did) mention that to you

17. um its normal industrial discipline and conditions

18. T:
yeah

19. at the skillcentre ..

20. and the allowance system, you know how much you have to live on

21. for a period of six months if you = (
) =

22.T:
= thats right = yeah

23.
they did tell us

1. 2 (Bricklayer example 4)

Rough Transcription

1. R:
ok eh .. if you want to have a chat with mr C now

2. T:
hmmm

3. C:
all right i see from the information that ive got here J---

4. that you spent eh twelve months

5. working for a builder in the south of france

6. T:
uhm well yeah i did actually

7. i s i spent .. two years over there

8. i worked in a boatyard for some time

9. and [clears throat] i worked for a builder as well

10. and you know i did some bricklaying over there

11.
i suppose thats what got me interested you know

12.C:
yeah ahm all right you did some bricklaying over there

13.
what sort of things were you doing

14.T:
well all sorts

15. we were do we were putting flats up you know

16. and ah .. oh just laying bricks n

17. and that sort of thing you know

18. general building really

19.
drain work and that sort of thing

20. C:
and flagging that type of thing

21. T:
yeah flagging

22. C:
and then twelve months you spent with .. Seville isnt it

23. T:
Seville Construction yeah

24. theyre a building company as well

25. C:
yeah

26. T:
mm i did some brick laying ..

27. eh with them too

28. ..and ..that was for about ah ..

29. twelve months i think

30. ... but uh the reason

31. i i wanted to do bricklaying

32. was because uh

33. ive always been interested in it you know

34. C
yeah yeah fine [clears throat]

35. eh .. the reason for coming in for training as a bricklayer

36. eh although youve only spent uh

37. ... two years in total = ( )
=

38. T:
= yeah
=

39. C:
yeah ahm you dont feel yourself

40.
or in yourself competent enough to

41. to take a job as a bricklayer

42. as things stand at the moment

43. T:
no not really

44. well [clears throat] i could do with ah

45. .. practising the bonds and that sort of thing

46. you know ... in bricklaying itself

47.
thats thats the reason i i want to take the course you know

1. 2 (Bricklayer example 4)

Interactional Sociolinguistic description

1. R:
{ [hi] ok, [out breath] eh .. if you want to have a chat with mr C now // }

2. T:
hmmm

3. C:
all right // i see from the information that ive got here J

4. that you spent eh, ... twelve months,

5. working for a builder, { [hi] in the south of france?}

6. T:
{[f] [hi] uhm well yeah //} {[ac] i *did actually,}

7. = = i s: - i spent .. two *years over there //

8. {[lo] i worked in a boatyard for some time, }

9. and [clears throat] i worked for a builder as well //

10. and, you know, i did some bricklaying, .. *over there //

11.
.. [in breath] { [ac] i suppose thats what got me interested, you know //}

12.C:
yeah / ahm, all right, you did some bricklaying over there,

13.
= = what sort of things were you *doing //

14.T:
well, { [hi] all sorts}

15. {[ac] we were do - we were putting flats up you know //}

16. and ah, .. oh just laying bricks - n: -

17. {[lo] and that sort of thing, you know //}

18. {[hi] general building} really,

19. {[ac] drain work, and that sort of thing //}

20. C:
{[lo] and flagging, that type of thing //}

21. T:
{[lo] yeah, flagging //}

22. C:
and then, .. twelve months you spent with .. *Seville isnt it?

23. T:
{[hi} Seville Construction, } yeah //

24. {[lo] theyre a building company as well //}

25. C:
= = yeah,

26. T:
= = mm / i did some brick laying, ..

27. eh {[lo] with them *too//}

28. ..and, ..that was for about ah, ..

29. {[lo] [ac] twelve months, i think //}

30. ... but uh - {[hi] the *reason}

31. { [lo] i - i wanted to *do bricklaying}

32. was because uh,

33.
{[ac] ive always been interested in it / you know//

34. C:
{[lo] yeah, yeah / fine //} [clears throat]

35. eh, .. the reason for coming in for training as a *bricklayer ?

36. eh - {[lo] although youve only spent uh, }

37. ... two years in total = f(ull time), =

38. T:
= yeah
=

39. C:
yeah, ahm - you dont feel yourself,

40. or in yourself, competent enough to -

41. to take a job *as a bricklayer,

42. as things stand, at the *moment //

43. T:
= = *no, not really //

44. = = well, [clears throat] i could do with ah /

45. .. {[ac] practising the bonds and that sort of thing ,}

46. = = you know / ... {[ac] in bricklaying itself //}

47. thats - thats the reason i - i want to take the course, you know //

2. ELECTRICIAN

C = Skillcentre Instructor

A = Candidate

R = Training Officer

2.1 Electrician (Examples 6 and 9)

Rough transcription

1. R:
ok have you visited the skillcentre

2. A:
yes, i did

3. R:
so youve had a look at the workshops

4. A:
yes

5. R:
yeah you know what the .. training allowance is ...do you

6. you know how much youre going to have to live on for the period of time

7. A: yeah

8. um ... [clears throat] was it explained to you at the skillcentre

9. that the first three weeks are assessment weeks

10. A: yes

11. R: and what that entails

12. A:
yeah

(Several lines omitted)

(Electrician example 9)

14. R: and you say here,

15. that you want to apply for the electrical installation course

16. A:
yes

17. R:
right you do understand that thats a block entry course
which means that . .the course starts

18. at a particular time every year

19. and it runs for thirty nine weeks

20. C:
yeah

21. A:
yeah

22. R:
ok .. um the next course of that kind

23. will be at the end of this year

24. we have a course in at the moment

25. so when they finish in november

26. then well start on another one

27. ... possibly december or january

28. ... and youve put here, that you want to apply for that course

29. because there are more jobs in ... the trade

30. A:
yeah

31. R:
so perhaps you could explain to mr C

32.
ahm ... apart from that reason

33. why else you want to .. apply for electrical work

34. A:
i think i like .. this job .. in my .. as a profession

35. C:
and why do you think youll like it

36. A:
.. well

37. C:
could you explain to me why

38. A:
... why you like it well, i think is .. ah more job prospect

39 A:
thats why and i can do my own private job

as electrical installation after 39 weeks or go on to further trainings

40.C:
so supposing that you was accepted for training

41. and did a skillcentre course

42. what youre saying is

43. you would go self employed when youve finished

44. A:
or i can go to further training as well in the college

45. C:
i see

2.1 (Electrician examples 6 and 9)

Interactional sociolinguistic

1. R:
ok? { [hi] have you *visited the skillcentre ?}

2. A:
yes, i did //

3. R:
so youve *had a look at the *workshops ?

4. A:
yes //

5. R:
= = yeah. ..{[hi] you know what the .. training allowance is ?} ...do you?

6. = = you know how much youre going to have to live on, for the period of time ?

7. A: yeah //

8. um ... [clears throat] {[hi ]was it explained to you } *at the skillcentre,

9. that the first three weeks are assessment weeks?

10. A:
yes//

11. R: {[lo] and what *that entails// }

12. A:
yeah//

(Several lines omitted)
(Electrician example 9)

14. R: and you *say here,

15. that you want to ap*ply for the electrical installation course//

16. A:
yes//

17. R:
{[lo] right.} you do understand that thats a *block entry course ?
= = which means that, . .the course *starts

18. at a particular time every *year,

19. and it runs for, *thirty nine weeks. [looks left at mr C]

20. C:
yeah [looks right at R]

21. A:
yeah

22. R:
ok .. um the next course of that kind

23. will be at the end of this *year//

24.
we have a course in at the moment,

25. so when they finish in november,

26. then well start on another one!

27. ... possibly december or january!!

28. ... and youve put here, that you want to apply for that course,

29. because there are more jobs in, ... {[dc] the trade!!}

30. A:
{[lo] yeah}

31. R:
so perhaps you could explain to mr C,

32. ahm ... a*part - from *that reason,

33. *why else you want to, .. apply for e*lectrical work!!

34. A:
i think i like .. {[hi] this job .. in my -} .. as a { [hi] pro*fession!!}

35. C:
and {[lo] why do you think youll *like it!!}

36. A:
.. well -

37. C:
could you explain to me *why ?

38. A:
<1> why you like it ? well, i think is .. ah more job {[hi] prospect !!}
(The next few lines are roughly transcribed only)

39 A:
thats why and i can do my own private job

as electrical installation after 39 weeks or go on to further trainings

40.C:
so supposing that you was accepted for training

41. and did a skillcentre course

42. what youre saying is

43.
you would go self employed when youve finished

44. A: or i can go to further training as well in the college

45. C: i see

Electrician 2.2 (Electrician example 10)

Rough Transcription

1. C:
... what sort of work have you done before .. in this particular field

2. A:
.. what do you mean please

3. C:
well ... electrical installation and maintenance

4. eh some of it involves ... ehm jobs done in your home

5. in your own home

6. have you done jobs in your own home

7. A:
yes sir

8. C:
yeah and what sort of jobs have you done

9. A:
well i - ... i wired up my own house

10. C:
youve wired your own house

11. A:
yeah

12. C:
yeah

13. A:
it is passed ... by the .. authority electricity board

14 C:
yeah

15 A:
first time

16. C:
.. so having wired your own house

17. could you tell me what the consumer box is

18. A:
yeah where ... the fuses is

19. C:
where the fuses are all right fine

20.
... have you done anything else other than .. wire your own house

2.2 (Electrician example 10)

Interactional sociolinguistic description

1. C:
... what sort of work have you done be *fore, .. in this particular
*field //

2. A:
.. { [lo] what do you mean ? please?}

3. C:
well, ... electrical installation and maintenance,

4. eh some of it in*volves, ... ehm jobs done in your home /

5. in your own *home //

6. have you {[hi] *done } jobs {[lo] in your own home //}

7. A:
{[hi] yes sir // }

8. C:
yeah, and what sort of jobs have you *done //

9. A:
well i - ... i wired up my own {[hi] *house,}

10. C:
youve wired your own *house //

11. A:
yeah //

12. C:
yeah?

13. A:
it is passed, ... by the .. authority {[hi] electricity board //}

14 C:
yeah?

15 A:
first {[hi] time //}

16. C:
..{[dc] so having wired your own *house,

17. could you tell me what the con*sumer box is?}

18. A:
yeah / where ... the fuses is //

19. C:
{[ac]where the fuses are //} {[lo] all right / fine //}

20.
... have you done anything else *other than .. wire your own house?

SUMMARY OF SYMBOLS USED IN INTERACTIONAL
SOCIOLINGUISTIC TRANSCRIPTION

(Based on Gumperz, J and Berenz, N ‘Transcribing Conversational Exchanges’ in J.
Edwards and M. Lampert (eds.) Transcription and Coding Methods for Language
Research. Hillsdale,NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates, Inc.)

TRANSCRIPTION NOTATION FOR THE ROUGH TRANSCRIPTION

Symbol
Significance

,
Slight rise (more is expected)

..
Pause of less than . 5 of a second

...
Pause of more than . 5 of a second (unless precisely timed)

=
Overlap

( )
Unclear word

(did)
Guess at unclear word

[clears throat]
Non-lexical phenomena, vocal and non-vocal, which interrupts
the lexical stretch

INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC DESCRIPTION

//
Final fall

/
Slight fall (indicating more could be said)

?
Final rise

,
Slight rise (more is expected)

-
Truncation

..
Pause of less than . 5 of a second

...
Pause of more than . 5 of a second (unless precisely timed)

<2>
Precise units of time ( number enclosed in brackets indicates
the number of seconds)

=
Overlap

= =
Latching on to previous utterance

::
Lengthened segment

~
Fluctuation over one word

*
Accent; normal prominence

**
Extra prominence

{ [ac] }
Non-lexical phenomena, both vocal and non-vocal which overlays
the lexical stretch i.e. ac = accelerate; dc = decelerate; hi = high pitch register; lo = low pitch register

[ ]
Non-lexical phenomena, vocal and non-vocal, which interrupts
the lexical stretch

( )
Unclear word

�








Relationship between data collection and analysis


Organising and Indexing data sets





Transcription	3a Rough�transcriptions. Politics of transcription


Analytic procedures	4a Steps in interpretive�analysis e.g. analytic induction, grounded theory, narrative analysis





5. Data analysis and writing up





Data example 7


D reads records





,	, --- what can I do for you?


‘’	’‘





D:






















