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1 Introduction

One might expect that a conversation would be a cooperative act, in which the speaker tries to
be understood, while the listener tries to understand. Exactly this conception is embodied in the
famous quote from Jakobson, Fant, & Halle (1952), “we speak to be heard in order to be under-
stood” (p. 12). Yet in much current work, notably Lindblom (1990) but also many others, the in-
teraction is instead conceived as a competition or even strugle between the speaker and listener, in
which the speaker seeks to expend as little effort as possible while the listener demands the mes-
sage be as distinct as possible. In these lectures, I will present a series of arguments for the cooper-
ative as opposed to the competitive conception of conversation.

2 Day-by-day schedule

2.1 Day 1: Lindblom and allies

During the first day of the course, I will lay out Lindblom’s (1990) Hyper- and Hypo-Speech (H&H)
theory in some detail, as well as discussing related proposals, principally those developed in Kirch-
ner’s and Flemming’s work (Kirchner, 1998, 2001, 2004; Flemming, 2004, 2005, 2006).

2.2 Day 2: Prosody and allophony

During the second day, I will review the evidence presented in a series of papers by Keating, Fougeron,
Cho, and their colleagues (Fougeron & Keating, 1997; Keating, Cho, Fougeron, & Hsu, 1999; Cho
& Keating, 2001; Keating, Cho, Fougeron, & Hsu, 2003; Cho, 2005, 2006, 2008; Cho & McQueen,
2005) demonstrating that the strength of articulations varies systematically as function of a seg-
ment’s prosodic position, as well as work which shows that listeners use that variation as informa-
tion about the segment’s prosodic position (McQueen & Cho, 2003; Cho, McQueen, & Cox, 2007).
I will also present the alternative conception of lenition that follows from these results, which treats
it as conveying prosodic information, too (Kingston, 2008). I will also briefly discuss the difference
between less effortful versus more efficient articulations.

2.3 Day 3: Automatic versus controlled articulations 1

On the third day, I will begin to compare alternative accounts of why articulations and their acous-
tic consequences covary systematically in speech. The “automatic” account asserts that speakers
control relatively few articulations and the others covary because they are mechanically dependent
on the controlled articulations (Hombert, Ohala, & Ewan, 1979), while the “controlled” account as-
serts that many more articulations are controlled and that they are controlled in order to produce
arrays of acoustic properties that mutually enhance one another in perception (Kingston, 1991;
Kingston & Diehl, 1994; Kingston, 2007; Kingston, Diehl, Kirk, & Castleman, 2008). The discus-
sion will focus on the contrasts for voicing in obstruents and for height in vowels. This discussion
will include a comparison of the gesturalist and auditorist theories of speech perception (Fowler,
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1986; Diehl & Kluender, 1989; Fowler, 1990, 1991; Diehl, Walsh, & Kluender, 1991; Diehl, Lotto,
& Holt, 2004), as differences in their conceptions of the objects of speech perception dovetail with
differences between the automatic and controlled accounts of speakers’ articulatory behavior.

2.4 Day 4: Automatic versus controlled articulations 2

The discussion begun on the third day will continue into and conclude on the fourth day.

2.5 Day 5: New experiments

The focus of the first four days of the course is a retrospective review of what has been said and
accomplished concerning these issues up to now. On the last day, I will describe in detail new ex-
periments designed to test the hypotheses arising out of this review. The purpose of this discussion
is to show what needs to be done next and to elicit critical feedback from course participants.

3 Concluding remarks

If conversation is conceived as an information exchange between participants, then it’s expected
to be a cooperative rather than competitive act. Even if this conception is correct, a fundamental
unanswered question remains: is the speaker aware of the success with which the information in the
message is transmitted, or only aware of the moment-to-moment variation in information content?
Quite different predictions follow if the speaker is a solipsist rather than an altruist.
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