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ABSTRACT

While the small group discussion is widely used in language classes, there is
little empirical research on its efficacy. This research specifically focuses on novice
level language students in order to understand the ways that they express agreement
and disagreement in group interaction. This study utilizes the methodological
framework of Conversation Analysis conducting a micro-analysis of student
turn-taking practices and their embodied behavior. This research uncovered the fact
that the novice level language learners utilized resources that are not generally
considered when investigating agreement and disagreement. Nonverbal actions such
as smiles and gaze shifts accomplished affiliative work mitigating disagreement
turns. Facial expression, laughter, and gestures were often relied on to compensate
for deficits in grammar and lexicon.

A second finding of the research was that the students were able to
accomplish significantly more as members of a group than they could as individuals.
The multi-person context created a framework enabling members to participate. The
students demonstrated a high level of collaboration, joining in word searches,

successfully constructing collaborated completions, and frequently offering support



to each other through receipt tokens, nods, and smiles. They proved to be each

other’s best resource.

Another finding of the study was the importance of basic patterns of turns in

effective group discussion. For example, in order for an argumentative sequence to

emerge, a third response was expected: Turn 1, the claim; Turn 2, disagreement; and,

Turn 3, defense, counterattack, or concession by the first speaker or a different

speaker. For less skillful groups where topics were not well developed, only two-part

sequences were utilized, not allowing subsequent and related talk to occur.

Finally, this study contributes to research on the acquisition of disagreement

strategies. Surprisingly, in expressing disagreement, these novice level language

students employed a number of different means to express disagreement that were

more often associated with advanced learners. For example, they delayed their

disagreement turns, and they utilized accounts, exemplification, and elaboration

when disagreeing. Though these students were not always able to express

themselves fluently, they were nevertheless quite capable in expressing agreement

and disagreement in the target language.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

In foreign language classrooms, it is a very common practice for instructors
to place students in small groups and have them carry out discussions in the target
language. The pedagogical goal is to provide students with an opportunity to use
language structures and vocabulary that might have been covered in class and to
focus in more depth on the content of the lessons. Using small groups allows
instructors to play a facilitator role maximizing the amount of student talk and
helping students stay engaged in the work of language practice and language
learning.

As an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teacher I often used small group
discussions in my communication classes, but it was not until | became interested in
this classroom activity as a researcher that | began to seriously consider the
assumptions behind their use. When and why did small group work become an

important part of language teaching practice? In fact, about five decades ago the



typical language student was expected to rely on memorization and the repetition of

patterned drills based predominantly on grammatical structures.

In the 1960s audiolingualism was at its height, and emphasis was placed on

the development of materials carefully ordered to fit the prevailing views of what

and when structures of the target language should be introduced. However, the

underpinnings of the method were critiqued by Chomsky (1957, 1959) targeting the

structural and behavioral foundations, and Rivers (1964) criticized the audiolingual

method from the psychological and teacher point of view. A major criticism was that

language was being taught separately from its use. There was a call for the

“meaningful use of language” (Newmark & Reibel, 1968) where the focus should be

on the learner, who when presented with instances of meaningful language, responds

to the contextual and psychological reality of the situation, and “the learner himself

stores, segments, and eventually recombines in synthesizing new utterances

appropriate for use in new situations” (p. 152).

Later in the early 1970s due to concurrent developments in both Europe and

the U.S., the concept of communicative competence and communicative language

teaching entered the field. In response to the needs of an increasing number of

immigrants, the Council of Europe developed a syllabus based on



functional-notional concepts of language use (Wilkins, 1972) where meaning and

the context of the situation were central. Teaching materials were developed (see

Candlin, 1978), and teacher in-service courses were provided to change the

curriculum of foreign language programs. At the same time in the United States,

Hymes (1971), reacting against Chomsky’s notion of universal grammar, focused on

the appropriacy of language use within the social context, and he proposed the term,

communicative competence.

Thus, the field of language teaching experienced a major paradigm shift

(Jacobs & Ferrell, 2003) where classrooms became more student-centered rather

than teacher-centered, and the approach was more process-oriented rather than

product-oriented. There was a greater recognition of the social nature of learning

leading to the encouragement of collaboration and sharing implemented through the

use of pair and group work. At the same time there was a positive acceptance of

individual differences along with the active support of student autonomy. Most

important of all was the emphasis on the principle that language learning should be

based on meaningful communication. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) is

not a specific method, but rather a set of basic principles about teaching and learning.



As a result, it can exist alongside specific methodologies or techniques that teachers

might employ in the classroom, and it continues to be relevant in today’s classroom.

My teaching has clearly been influenced by CLT. When my students were in

small group discussions, | often circulated around the room to get a sense of how

well my previous teaching points had been received and applied. On numerous

occasions as | approached a group that was highly engaged, my mere presence

seemed to extinguish their animation and spontaneity, and | detected a shift towards

a more formal tone accompanied by hesitations and silences. Even when these

students were encouraged to explain what they had said previously or to continue

along the same vein, they made attempts, however, they could not seem to recapture

the atmosphere of their previous discussion.

It was after these experiences that, as a routine part of my communication

classes, | began videotaping small group discussions without being part of the

activity. In my observations before and after the videotapings, | noticed that my

students seemed to have a different sense than what | had expected of them in the

classroom context in terms of turn-taking, timing, making topic shifts, and selecting

appropriate content. It had never occurred to me until that time that students might

need instruction in how to carry out a discussion. True to one of the CLT principles,



| became a co-learner with the students, attempting to discover how they behaved in

discussions in order to help them improve their skills.

In some of my classes, students watched their videotaped discussions and

wrote observation field notes on how group members behaved. Transcriptions were

made of selected videotaped discussions, and | conducted studies using a discourse

analysis approach (Fujimoto, 2004, 2005). In these studies | focused on group

dynamics, examining floor management and how members took on different roles in

the discussions. However, as | continued to work with students in group discussions,

| felt that | needed a more precise research agenda and a more rigorous research

approach. | decided to narrow the focus to novice language learners in order to get a

closer look at the basic building blocks of the group discussion. In investigating

student behavior in greater detail, | selected Conversation Analysis (CA) as the

methodological framework for my study.

There are a number of important reasons for utilizing Conversation Analysis.

Considering that at the outset the goal was to discover how students behaved

without the presence of a teacher, an emic perspective was clearly called for. CA is

extremely strict about this point—any interpretation must be made from the

perspective of the participant, and any conclusion must be rooted in the actual data.



This requires a highly detailed transcription of not only the talk but also the

nonverbal behavior. The analysis is not a one-time procedure, but a constant

examination and reexamination of the transcripts and videotapes. Collections are

made of the excerpts that the researcher has pinpointed, and the studies of other CA

researchers are used to document support or to raise questions about the findings.

Due to CA’s well-developed conceptual framework, its precise terminology, and its

clear transcription conventions, it is possible to make direct connections between the

findings of different CA research articles even though the interactions investigated

might have taken place in different contexts and/or in different languages.

In the current study, after making preliminary transcripts of novice language

learners, the focus turned to the students’ expression of agreement and disagreement

during the discussions. While discussions often involve questions and answers, the

sharing of experiences, and the expression of opinions on various topics, the

essential elements of effective discussions are the points where participants must

explain their stance in relation to what has been expressed by others in the group.

When students can effectively express agreement or disagreement, they display

evidence of comprehension and demonstrate that they are capable of producing

cohesion in interactions. This study is a micro-analytic investigation of how novice



level English language learners in two Japanese universities displayed their stance of

agreement or disagreement in small group discussions.

Statement of the Problem

Language teachers and researchers have overlooked the small group

discussion as an important focus for pedagogy and research. It is so commonplace

that it attracts virtually no attention in teacher education and in classroom language

research. However, if it is considered to be a pedagogically sound practice and if the

expectation is that learning takes place during this activity, serious attention is

warranted. A major difficulty, however, is that the group discussion is not a unitary

entity that can be pinned down and then examined. It is realized in a myriad of

different ways depending on the instructor, the classroom context, the students, the

goal of the activity, and numerous other factors. The current research takes a first

step by investigating language learners as they are engaged in the small group

discussion in their regular communication courses.

Research on language learning generally does not focus specifically on

novice level learners. When low-level groups are a part of a research study, they are

primarily included in order to make comparisons with intermediate or advanced



groups. When they receive attention, in many cases the focus is on the

deficits—what the members of these groups lack or are unable to do. This study

takes the opposite tack: it focuses on what the learners are able to do with the

resources available to them.

In the body of Conversation Analysis research there are no research studies,

of which I am aware, of language learners in small group discussion where the only

task is to speak in the target language on a specified topic. This type of activity can

be referred to as a discussion-for-learning task. In addition, there are no studies that

focus specifically on the expression of agreement, and there are only a few studies

which examine disagreements in the second language classroom context. In order to

raise awareness for classroom practitioners of how to make effective use of group

discussions, this study is an attempt to uncover the actual behavior of

learner-to-learner interaction.

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The initial impetus for this study was prompted by my teacher questions tied

to actual student behavior. With further observation, it became obvious that an

in-depth research study was necessary precisely because there is a lack of research



involving this common classroom practice. A primary purpose of this study is to

draw attention to the group discussion by arguing for substantive research and

raising awareness of its importance to the field. Behind this seemingly simple

activity, there is a complex web of actions and reactions, of both verbal and

nonverbal means.

This activity involves practically no preparation on the teacher’s part, yet it

shifts responsibility completely to the learners. | argue that teachers should know

more about what students are doing and what they are being required to do. This

knowledge necessitates in-depth research because of the complexity of the activity.

It is preferable not to rely on a practitioner’s interpretation—which is what is already

available now—Dbecause this serves to obscure rather than reveal the actual details of

student behavior. The research in the current study can significantly contribute to

both second language research and teacher education by shedding light on an

ordinary activity that has been by and large ignored.

Another area that has not received much research attention is the interaction

of novice level language learners speaking with each other without the presence of a

teacher or an expert-level speaker. In the past especially while the audiolingual

method was prominent, it was believed that learners should be exposed only to



correct models and thus errors were to be avoided at all costs (Brooks, 1960). The

assumption that learners would be negatively influenced by imperfect language

usage by fellow learners was still present even when communicative language

teaching was common (White, 1991; Wong-Fillmore, 1992). Research studies paired

learners with native speakers on the premise that the native speakers would provide

the appropriate model, and thus learners were generally not paired with each other

(Gass & Varonis, 1994; Long & Larsen-Freeman, 1991). As a result, little work

exists which investigates groups of second language learners interacting only with

each other.

Porter (1986) found in her research study that students did not repeat other

student’s errors. Instead a positive effect of them being grouped together was that

they produced more language when talking with each other than they did when

speaking with native speakers. Porter’s participants, however, were not novice

learners, and no detailed transcriptions of the students’ linguistic behavior were

made. In contrast then, the present study provides an in-depth examination of novice

student-student interactions. The findings can significantly contribute to the field by

documenting how these students manage their interactions and how they can make

themselves comprehensible to each other.

10



Finally, a third important purpose of this study is to fill a gap in Conversation

Analysis research on agreement and disagreement in the second language classroom.

While there are CA studies on disagreement (Antaki, 1994; Kotthoff, 1993; Mori,

1999; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998; Myers, 1998), most of these involved dyads using

their first language outside the classroom. Performing in a group in an academic

setting while using a second language is a qualitatively different type of interaction.

It is also apparent that disagreement has attracted a substantial amount of research

attention, while agreement has been largely overlooked.

There have been CA studies undertaken in the second language classroom

(Gardner & Wagner, 2004; Hellermann, 2006, 2007; Markee, 2004; Mondada &

Pekarek Doehler, 2004); however, these did not involve multi-person interactions of

novice learners. Olsher (2004) investigated novice level language learners engaged

in project work, and because the student interaction involved the making of maps,

much of the transcription involved embodied actions interspersed with talk. This

resulted in a different type of interaction than that of the small group discussion

where turn-taking, gaze, topic, and other actions were qualitatively different.

Hauser (2009) videotaped novice level language learners in small group

discussions in a Japanese university. While this study was the most similar to the

11



current study, it differed in that the students were assigned roles to manage the

discussion, and they were requested to complete a task during the discussion. Hauser

looked at how the students managed the primary speakership role in the discussions.

In contrast, in the current study the students were not assigned roles or tasks—they

were simply asked to speak as much as possible about a specified topic during the

videotaped discussion. The analysis of the transcripts revealed that the students were

able to offer opinions and assessments and to show their alignment or disalignment

with each other through agreement or disagreement.

This study contributes to Conversation Analysis research in the areas of:

second language classroom research, in multi-person interaction, in novice level

language learner discussion, and in the expression of agreement and disagreement.

Although this research study originated from a pedagogical interest, the main goal is

research-oriented. It is hoped that this study is informative and accessible to

researchers and practitioners alike.

Analytical Perspectives

In this study I used the analytical framework of Conversation Analysis to

closely examine the turn-by-turn interaction of Japanese university students as they

12



agree and disagree in discussions. The fundamental premises of CA are that: (a)
interactions are structurally organized, (b) interactions are contextually oriented, (c)
no detail can be dismissed as insignificant or accidental, and (d) the data must be
approached with an open mind without preformulated theories or concepts (Heritage,
1984b).

CA researchers analyze interaction at the micro level and the macro level
simultaneously, which is difficult and time-consuming. However, | agree with

Seedhouse (1998) who wrote:

I believe that CA currently offers the most tenable methodology for
the analysis of naturally occurring verbal interaction, since it aims to
reveal the interactional orientations of the participants in situ,
together with the structural organisation of their interaction, using as
evidence only the details of the talk themselves (p. 101).

Researchers must become immersed in the data and must be highly sensitive to
the context within which the interaction is a part. Though the context and
participants might change, the underlying mechanisms of talk are at the core, and
researchers can compare their findings with a substantive body of existing CA
work pioneered by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson in the 1960s and built upon by

many others from a number of different fields.

13



Delimitations

The data for this study are videorecordings made during regular class time

using a Sony handycam (DCR-PC350 NTSC) camera and a condenser

microphone. When students spoke softly, or made side comments to their

classmates, it was impossible to transcribe accurately what was said. At times it

was difficult to identify the speaker, and sometimes background noise interfered.

In order to minimize noise, the groups at one university were videotaped in a

separate classroom away from the other students. Thus, these discussions were not

the same as usual classroom discussions, as they had the heightened atmosphere

of a test-like situation or of a performance. The groups at the other university were

videorecorded in the classroom, while being evaluated by the other students and

the instructor. Although these two contexts were not the normal, routine classroom

activity, in that they were recorded and sometimes evaluated, they still fall into the

category of classwork because language courses, in fact, often involve assessment

and performance.

The analysis of the data revealed that for these novice learners, eye gaze,

gestures, and body movement played a role in the expression of agreement and

disagreement. With only one camera, it was impossible to document accurately all

14



these fine-grained movements, and it is possible that important behaviors that

impacted the process of the discussion were missed. Thus, the analysis in this

study was focused on the vocal utterances of the participants perhaps more than

their nonverbal behavior due to technical logistics, although whenever possible

embodied behavior was made part of the analysis.

Because the participants in this study were from two universities in Japan,

the results of the analysis are not generalizable to all novice language speakers.

However, CA methodology does not claim generalizability in the quantitative

sense. The CA researcher must analyze a large amount of data and identify

instances of the phenomenon being investigated. Subsequently, collections are

made of these instances, and in-depth analyses follow. The researcher checks the

work of other CA researchers working on the same or similar phenomena in order

to confirm the findings or to explain the reasons for differences. After the

researcher’s case is made, it is up to the reader to make judgments about the

generalizability or the transferability of the findings.
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The Audience for the Study

This study is intended for CA researchers who are interested in research on

the interaction in the classroom—more specifically, the foreign language classroom.

This study sheds light on the expression of agreement and disagreement, the basic

building blocks of the group discussion. This study is also of interest to researchers

who work on multi-person talk, a type of interaction that presents another dimension

to the analysis of sequences and turn-taking.

The second audience for this study is for those who are engaged in foreign

language pedagogy. Foreign language teachers tend to be skilled speakers of the

language, and they take it for granted that students should be able to agree or

disagree with opinions generated in a discussion. This study sheds light on the

difficulties that novice learners face and reveals the resources and strategies that

they employ. For the practitioner, the study’s findings contribute to the

understanding of how to teach discussion skills effectively and how to evaluate

student discussions fairly. For task-based language teachers, this study is useful

because it provides empirically grounded evidence of what novice learners do when

carrying out an open-ended discussion, thus enabling them to suggest appropriate

tasks.
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Organization of the Study

This study begins with three introductory chapters. In Chapter 2, the Review

of the Literature, I first review early work on the study of small groups and then

move to research and pedagogy involving small groups in the field of second

language teaching and learning. I then review Conversation Analysis studies

involving second language speakers, both in and out of the classroom, and

specifically cover studies focused on agreement and disagreement. In Chapter 3, The

Data and the Methodological Framework, | provide details of the methodology of

Conversation Analysis that was used in this study. An explanation of how the data

were collected and who the participants were is provided.

Chapter 4, Agreement and Assessment, explains the rules of turn-taking, the

multi-person context, and the structural preference for agreement. It then presents

representative examples from the data of agreement after assessments and after

reports of participation. Chapter 5, Agreement and Repetition, explains that

repetition occurs frequently in interaction, and it is especially useful in expressing

agreement. Four different types of repetition that display agreement are explained

and excerpts from the data are analyzed. Chapter 6, Agreement and Collaboration,

gives an overview of research on joint utterances or collaborated co-completions

17



followed by the analysis of four types of assistance and collaboration found in the

data.

Chapter 7, Disagreement Responses in Group Discussion, explains that while

disagreement is dispreferred, the students in the current study were capable of

producing disagreement after assessments, and disagreements within an

argumentative sequence. This chapter also examines cases of challenges, pursuing

disagreement-implicative responses, and questions related to disagreement. Chapter

8, Maintaining Alignment, provides abundant evidence that there is a preference for

affiliation and alignment even when disagreement is expressed. This chapter focuses

on mitigation, concessions, and circumventions.

Chapter 9, Disagreement and Agreement in Team Alliances, explains how

team alliances might become relevant in multi-person interaction where

disagreement or opposition is involved. The effective use of both agreement and

disagreement turns are essential in this type of situation, and examples from the data

reveal that the novice level language students were able to use linguistic and

interactional resources when participating in team alliances. Chapter 10, Learner

Development and Disagreement, reviews three research studies that provide

evidence for a developmental process in learning to disagree. Comparisons of the

18



research and the actual actions of the students in the current study are made. Chapter

11, Conclusion, summarizes the main points of the study and discusses both the

research and the pedagogical implications.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter begins first with a brief historical review of the study of small

groups and their use in different fields. This is followed by an overview of the field

of second and foreign language teaching and learning and then focuses on studies

involving group work and second language learners. | then provide a general

overview of Conversation Analysis studies and move to more specific CA studies

concerned with second language learners and studies involving agreement and

disagreement.

Early Research on Small Groups

Research on small groups is certainly not recent. Researchers in the field of

social psychology were perhaps the first to investigate small group communication

and processes. Karl Lewin (1948, 1951), often credited as the founder of social

psychology;, first coined the term, group dynamics. Bales (1950) conducted research

on discussions within groups, and he was the first to develop systematic methods for

observing groups and measuring the processes of interaction. Bales’ research has
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had a significant influence on the study of group psychology starting from the 1950s.

It is not surprising that small discussion groups were used in the fields of medicine

(Andrew, Sibilio, & Stehman, 1960; Fry, & Dillane, 1964; Toby, Bantock, Campling,

How, Jones, Richards & Sever, 1973), psychology and psychiatry (Foster, 1981;

Moreno, 1947; Rogers, 1970; Yalom, 1970), and business (Adler, 1991; Kreuger,

1988; Ouchi, 1981; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990).

Perhaps the study of small group discussion has had its greatest impact in the

field of education. According to Olmstead (1974), the rationale for using small

group methods for instructional purposes was generally based on scientific

knowledge, where learning theory was combined with the existing knowledge of

group dynamics. He noted the efficacy of the “leaderless discussion” where the

instructor does not participate, and no leader is specifically designated. Another type

of leaderless discussion is the “topic discussion,” where again the instructor does not

participate but simply identifies the issue to be discussed. Powell (1974) analyzed

group tutorial sessions in various disciplines at the undergraduate level. This study

recommended that leaderless tutorials should be used more often because under the

leaderless condition, students doubled their participation, participation levels of
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students became more equalized, and there was less focus on information giving and

more on argument. As Chickering and Gamson (1987) wrote:

Learning is not a spectator sport. Students do not learn much just by
sitting in classes listening to teachers, memorizing pre-packaged
assignments, and spitting out answers. They must talk about what they
are learning, write about it, relate it to past experiences, apply it to their
daily lives. They must make what they learn part of themselves (p. 4).

In keeping with this, Hill (1977) developed an eight-step process called Learning

Through Discussion where students take responsibility for leading the class

discussions. They are not expected to “teach,” but instead they must make thorough

preparations because they are responsible for initiating the discussion, posing

questions, identifying the issues and exploring a topic in depth. According to

Olmstead (1974), the use of small groups in the classroom holds many advantages,

such as increasing student understanding of the content, increasing their motivation

and engagement, helping them to develop effective problem-solving skills, and

helping them to be able to apply what they have learned at a later date. He pointed

out that simply decreasing the number of students in a class would not bring about

such results. The instructor must use methods that have been specifically designed to

take advantage of the social and psychological forces that operate within small

groups in order for learning to take place.
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One methodology specifically designed to take advantage of the group’s

social processes is known as Cooperative Learning (CL). In this approach classroom

activities are deliberately structured such that small groups of students work together

to maximize their own and each other’s learning (Johnson, Johnson & Holubec,

1993). Duplass (2006) stated that the main characteristics of CL are: (a) close

supervision and guidance by the instructor; (b) deliberately designed groups aiming

for diversity; (c) setting group goals which encourages interdependence; (d)

face-to-face student interaction; (e) individual accountability; (f) the encouragement

of social skills; (g) group processing where students reflect on the group’s work; and

(h) teacher evaluation of both group and individual work.

Cooperative Learning has its theoretical roots in social interdependence,

cognitive development, and behavioral learning. Of these three, the theory of social

interdependence plays the most important role as it specifically focuses on

cooperation. Social interdependence occurs when individuals share common goals

and the outcomes are directly affected by the actions of each other (Johnson &

Johnson, 1989). There have been many research studies comparing cooperative,

competitive, and individualistic learning situations, and in general, the results

showed that with cooperative learning there is greater student effort to achieve, an
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increase in the development of positive interpersonal relationships, and overall

greater psychological health (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1993). The practical

application of Cooperative Learning began in 1966 when Johnson and Johnson

(1974) began to train classroom teachers in its use. It was widely used in the 1970s

at the elementary and secondary levels in the United States, and in the 1990s it was

applied at the college level (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1998).

Cooperative learning is sometimes confused with collaborative learning. This

is not surprising because many authors have used the two terms interchangeably.

However, they represent two distinct areas. Researchers from both camps do not

share the same journals; they do not cite the same research and do not attend the

same conferences. The cooperative learning researchers tend to be educational or

social psychologists who focus upon the comparisons of cooperative learning with

other learning situations. Collaborative learning researchers and practitioners, on the

other hand, are more often from the humanities and social sciences. They are

interested in theoretical, political, and philosophical issues. While cooperative

learning involves very structured activities with detailed steps for teachers,

collaborative learning supporters advocate less structured activities. For them they

assume that students come to the classroom already equipped with knowledge and

24



experience and therefore do not need training in social interaction. The teacher is not

an authority figure in this context. This contrasts strongly with cooperative learning

where students often receive direct training in how to work collaboratively from the

teacher, and the teacher holds the ultimate authority in terms of guidance and

evaluation.

The use of small group work was not universally accepted in the United

States in part because the country’s history was closely tied to a strong sense of

rugged individualism and competition. However, in its history there has been

support of cooperative and collaborative learning especially from 1870 to 1900 with

the influence of Dewey’s progressive education (Dewey, 1944), and where there was

a push to advocate freedom and democracy through the public schools (Kline,

Moore, & Moore, 1987). In the late 1930s competition began to be stressed, and in

the late 1960s school programs emphasized individualistic learning. However, the

educational system came under criticism for the negative effects that competition

wielded upon student learning (Coleman, 1961). This prepared the ground for more

research and practice in the use of small groups in the classroom beginning in the

1980s. This shift in education was also reflected in other areas of society. The ability

to work effectively in groups was important not only in education, but also in
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business, industry, health care, social services, religion, family life, politics, and

government—all basic building blocks of social interaction (Galanes & Adams,

2007).

Small Groups and ESL/EFL Instruction

In the 1970s the field of second and foreign language education was moving

away from grammar-based behavioral approaches to a more communicative

approach. The basic underlying principle of Communicative Language Teaching

(CLT) is that language involves interaction, and thus in order to learn a language,

students should be engaged in real communication. The use of language is an

interpersonal activity, and it has a clear relationship with society.

...language study has to look at the use (function) of language in
context, both its linguistic context (what is uttered before and after a
given piece of discourse) and its social, or situational, context (who is
speaking, what their social roles are, why they have come together to
speak (Berns, 1984, p. 5).

Thus, in CLT there is an emphasis on using authentic situations and materials, and

the use of the student’s personal experience is encouraged. The CLT classroom is

learner-centered, as opposed to teacher-centered, where the instructor acts more as a

facilitator and guide, rather than an all-knowing authority figure. Errors are tolerated

as it is expected that language learning is a process through which the students learn
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by doing. The use of pair and group work is a common practice, and it is believed
that having students collaborate provides them with more opportunities to negotiate
meanings, and that they produce a greater amount of language than in a
teacher-fronted class. Communicative activities have a positive influence on student

motivation; thus, the students become more engaged (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).

Research and Classroom Discourse

In 1997 in the Modern Language Journal, Firth and Wagner argued that the
field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) had heavily favored a cognitive and
mentalist view of language learning and that it should make room for the social,
contextual, and emic perspectives. Their call for the reconceptualization of SLA
research was followed by much discussion, and there was a proliferation of studies
in which social interaction was considered to be key. Many areas of research were
affected by this reconceptualization. Although the concepts behind language
socialization (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1987; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986) and
sociocultural theory (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988; WWgotsky, 1962) had been around
for a long time, the move to broaden the research methodology pushed these types

of studies further into the view of researchers and practitioners. Conversation
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Analysis (CA), which was developed in the late 1960s, was also positively affected

with increased attention to seminal works by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson

accompanied by a significant rise in the number of new CA studies in different

settings.

Research on Group Work

As stated previously, the practice of putting students in small groups within

the language classroom was influenced greatly by changes in the theory of language

learning and to changing trends in pedagogy. These changes led some SLA

researchers to focus specifically on group work in order to investigate how students

learn.

Input Studies

Long and Porter (1985) were two of the best-known SLA researchers who

had a significant impact in the field by strongly advocating the use of group work in

second language pedagogy and its use in research on language learning. In their

seminal article in TESOL Quarterly (1985), they claimed that group work was

supported by five strong pedagogical arguments: (a) Group work increases language

practice opportunities; (b) It improves the quality of student talk; (c) It helps
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individualize instruction; (d) It promotes a positive affective climate, and; (e) It

motivates learners (pp. 208-212). Group work, they contended, allows students to

engage in face-to-face communication in which they can practice a wider range of

language functions than when they are in teacher-fronted lessons. They can “develop

such skills as topic-nomination, turn-allocation, focusing, summarizing, and

clarifying” (pp. 209-210), and they have the opportunity to develop discourse

competence by interacting with each other. The type of interaction that occurs in

small groups is said to be more similar to communication found outside the

classroom, giving students more opportunity to practice and learn.

A substantial number of hypotheses about second language learning resulted

by focusing on input. Examples include Long’s Input and Interaction Hypothesis

(e.g., 1983, 1985a), Swain’s Comprehensible Output Hypothesis (1985, 1993), and

White’s Incomprehensible Input Hypothesis (1987). Researchers in this area

generally agree that when learners negotiate meaning, it is more likely that both

input and output increase, and thereby language learning is enhanced. While the

initial studies involved teachers and students, or native speakers and non-native

speakers (NS-NNS), later research also included non-native to non-native interaction

(NNS-NNS), which is also referred to as peer interactions or interlanguage talk.
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These studies (Porter, 1983; Tarone, 1981; Varonis & Gass, 1985) showed that when

talking with peers, students produced more talk than when interacting with native

speakers, and the type of negotiation undertaken with peers was similar to that with

native speakers. Varonis and Gass (1985) stated that the nonthreatening nature of

these peer interactions encourages more comprehensible input, and thereby more

practice.

Some researchers (Lightbown & Spada, 1990; White, 1991; Wong-Fillmore,

1992) have proposed that interlanguage talk means that learners are exposed to

non-target-like input, and this can have a negative effect on both input and output.

However, Pica and Doughty (1985) and Porter (1983) found that learners do not

reproduce errors made by others in peer interaction, and, in fact, Porter (1986)

showed that learners were able to teach each other. Varonis and Gass (1985)

supported the use of peer interactions claiming that the negotiation used in this

activity involves the students in meaningful exchanges.

A review of the studies of interlanguage interaction indicates that most

involve dyads, some triads, and in a few cases four members. Also the participants

were given specific tasks—they were not put in the position of “talking to learn”

(Barnes, 1973). Both the type of task and the number of participants in a group make
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a significant difference in the type of talk and the types of strategies used. What type

of interaction and negotiation results in a group of four to six members tasked with

carrying out a discussion? This is an area begging for more investigation.

Cooperative Learning

As mentioned earlier, because CLT had become widely accepted,

Cooperative Learning made a fairly easy shift to the language-learning arena. Kagan

(1995) wrote, “Language acquisition is fostered if it occurs in a context that is

supportive and motivating, communicative and referential, developmentally

appropriate, and feedback rich” (p. 4), and he concluded, “Cooperative learning and

the ESL classroom—a natural marriage” (p. 5).

Unfortunately, in the ESL/EFL fields, there is often some misunderstanding

regarding Cooperative Learning; it is frequently and erroneously lumped together

with group work. Group work simply means that students are placed in groups to

perform a task; however, in Cooperative Learning, much more planning is required

to ensure that interdependence, accountability, and group processes are integral parts

of the lessons. The TESOL Quarterly editors failed to catch false statements made

about early studies of cooperative learning in one of its articles (Jacob, Rottenberg,
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Patrick & Wheeler, 1996), in which the authors stated that the early input

modification studies cited by Long (1985a) were studies of cooperative learning in

L2 classrooms. The input modification studies were not related to Cooperative

Learning at all; it was only later that Cooperative Learning became known to the

second-language profession.

Task-Based Language Teaching

Proponents of the input and interaction hypothesis have readily aligned

themselves with another innovation in the second language field that also uses group

work, Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT). Nunan (1991) outlined the main

components as follows:

1.

An emphasis on learning to communicate through interaction in the

target language

The introduction of authentic texts into the learning situation

The provision of opportunities for learners to focus, not only on language,
but also on the learning process itself

An enhancement of the learner’s own personal experiences as important
contributing elements to classroom learning

An attempt to link classroom language learning with language activation
outside the classroom (p. 279).

Long (1985b, p. 89), one of the main proponents of the input modification studies,

viewed the task as a meaningful unit of analysis that can be used to identify learner

needs, identify syllabus content, organize language opportunities, and measure
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student achievement. Sheen (1994), however, cautioned against an overly hasty
paradigm shift by pointing out that the basic premise upon which TBLT is based,
that large amounts of comprehensible input results in learning, has not been
supported by reliable and valid research, and that the strong advocates of TBLT
(Long, 1985a, 1985b; Nunan, 1991) have unjustifiably discounted findings of
methods comparison research, yet are promoting a “method” that has not yet
received empirical support.

Because group work is often used in TBLT, any type of group work is often
categorized as “task-based.” This is problematic especially when reviewing research
findings, and as Ellis (2003) rightfully pointed out, many courses that claim to be

task-based are not, or at best can be called “task-supported” courses.

Conversation Analysis and Foreign Language Learning
Conversation Analysis (CA) was first developed through the collaboration of
Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson in the 1960s and 1970s. It began as a discipline in
sociology, where the focus was upon social behavior—how people interact, and not
only on the words they use. CA researchers consider ordinary conversation to be the

basic form of talk, and it has an underlying orderliness. Thus, they examine
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mundane, routine, naturally occurring interaction in great detail in order to uncover

the structures or rules that create this order.

Starting from the late 1970s, a number of important CA studies were

conducted in institutional contexts. Researchers have focused on talk in the

courtroom (Atkinson & Drew, 1979), on doctor-patient talk (Atkinson & Heath,

1981; Perakyld, 1997), and on talk in the workplace (Drew & Heritage, 1992), to

name just a few. There have also been an increasing number of CA studies involving

interaction in other languages besides English, such as Dutch (Mazeland, 1990),

Thai (Bilmes, 1992), Swedish (Lindstrom, 1994), and German (Golato, 2000).

It is only within the past decade, however, that CA researchers have ventured

seriously into the area of second and foreign language interactions. Wong (2000)

laid some important groundwork when she analyzed conversations between L; and

L, speakers and found that delay was used to avoid or correct miscommunication.

Because one might expect that there would be difficulties with speaking, hearing,

and understanding in Li-L, interactions, it is not surprising that a number of

researchers have focused on repair (Brouwer, 2003; Egbert, Niebecker, & Rezzara,

2004; Hauser, 2003; Hosoda, 2002; McHoul, 1990), which refers to the treatment of

trouble in interactive talk. According to Seedhouse (2005), “Trouble is anything

34



which the participants judge is impeding their communication and a repairable item

is one which constitutes trouble for the participants” (p. 168).

There have also been investigations of interaction in educational settings.

Koshik (2002) noted that teachers often deliberately make incomplete utterances in

order to elicit student responses. Markee (2004) looked at teacher question-answer

sequences and ambiguous student claims that signaled to the teacher who was

having difficulty. Mori (2002, 2004) examined the talk of students in a Japanese as a

foreign language classroom where the students carried out a task that did not exactly

match the teacher’s intention. Mondada and Pekarek Doehler (2004) worked with

French as a second language data and showed that a classroom task is not static, but

a collaborative process, in which the task itself is continuously being reconfigured.

The researcher, He (2004), working with Chinese language classroom interaction,

showed how the use of incomplete turn construction units (TCU, the smallest

interactionally complete unit), intonation, and pausing can encourage student

participation. In a German conversation-for-learning interaction with an L; and L,

speaker, Kasper (2004) demonstrated how the two participants shifted between

conversational and metalinguistic orientations and made their membership

categories relevant.
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In these studies the membership categories of teacher-student and

expert-novice clearly affect the resulting participant structure. Other studies concern

interactions in which the participants are all L, speakers, sometimes sharing the

same L; or sometimes not, using the target language as the lingua franca. Olsher

(2004) discovered that L, learners make use of gestures and embodied movements to

complete their turns. Mori (2004) wrote about how an L, learner dyad shifted their

orientation between working on the assigned task and dealing with lexical problems,

utilizing their L; and nonverbal behavior to negotiate these shifts. Carroll (2000,

2005) showed how novice learners with very limited linguistic resources were

nevertheless able to precision-time their entry into the interaction using

micro-adjustments of vocal and nonvocal behavior. Markee (2005) showed how

learner dyads shifted between on-task and off-task talk. Hellermann (2006, 2007)

followed low-level adult learners over a period of approximately two years and

examined their developing interactive competence.

Conversation Analysis and Agreement and Disagreement

In his investigation of the social organization of conversation, Sacks (1987)

observed that there is a preference for agreement, and that the agreement turn is
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contiguous to the previous turn in the talk. Disagreement is dispreferred, and the

disagreement turn is not contiguous to the previous turn. Preference does not refer to

the psychological motivation of liking or wanting; it is a structural bias favoring a

particular response type or response shape. Sacks (1987) made it clear that he was

not concerned with who the speakers were, where they were, and what the topic

was; his purpose was to uncover the basic principles of interaction—what he

referred to as the apparatus or the machinery underlying talk. The assumption is that

all conversations have an intrinsic orderliness, and as ten Have (1990) stated, “This

orderliness is seen as the product of the systematic deployment of specifiable

interactional methods—'devices', 'systems’, an ‘apparatus'—that are used by members

as solutions to specifiable organizational problems in social interaction” (p. 3).

These principles are part of the basic foundation of talk-in-interaction that CA

researchers continue to refer to today.

Pomerantz (1984a) wrote on the particulars of agreeing and disagreeing

demonstrating that assessments have clear sequential constraints. After an

assessment is made, there are three possible responses: agreement, disagreement, or

the declination of participating in the assessment due to a lack of access or

knowledge about what is being assessed. There are two types of turn shapes for
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these responses. One is the preferred-action turn shape of agreement, where

agreement components often comprise the entire turn and are delivered with a

minimum of gap after the prior turn. The other type of turn shape is the dispreferred

action of disagreement, and here the disagreements are often prefaced with

hesitations, hedges, requests for clarification, partial repeats, and other repair

initiators (Pomerantz, 1984a, p. 72). Prefaces to disagreement can take the form of

asserted agreements, weak agreements, same evaluation agreements, and qualified

agreements (Pomerantz, 1984a, p. 72).

C. Goodwin and M. Goodwin (1987) examined the organization of

assessments, and pointed out that assessments are not a monolithic whole or a “static

string of symbolic components tied together through syntax” (pp. 24-25), but they

can be a dynamic process that unfolds as the speakers interact with each other. The

Goodwins found that the placement of strong agreement is “almost a mirror image”

of the way disagreement is displayed sequentially (p. 30).

In social interaction there is generally a bias towards sustaining the ties of

solidarity and avoiding conflict. Speakers tend to maximize affiliation and minimize

disaffiliation (Heritage, 1984a; Heritage & Raymond, 2005; Lerner, 1996;

Pomerantz, 1984a; Sacks, 1987). Heritage and Raymond (2005) proposed that the
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preference structure in conversation involving actions such as agreement and

disagreement, corresponds with Goffman’s (1967a, 1967b) work on the concept of

face and the further work of Brown and Levinson (1987) on politeness.

Conversation analysts take a strictly empirical stance, and thus make no direct

claims about politeness or face. They look only at the sequences of the turns

focusing on the structure, the components, the order, and the timing.

In an important talk-in-interaction study of agreement and disagreement,

Mori (1999) studied six multi-party groups of Japanese speakers engaged in casual

conversation. Mori found no clear-cut distinction between agreement and

disagreement, but, there is a continuum between the two. Responses can display

“partial agreement” or “partial disagreement” (Pomerantz, 1975). Mori (1999)

showed that precision timing is an important factor in the agreement sequence.

When the next speaker times the initiation of agreement at the exact point when the

opinion or assessment becomes recognizable or predictable, this response displays

strong agreement. Agreement is also displayed when the recipient extends the prior

speaker’s claim or opinion. Mori referred to this as the “agreement-plus-elaboration”

format. Her results also showed how three causal connectors in Japanese are used to

display different types of support for the prior speaker’s stance.
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When the Japanese speakers in Mori’s data disagreed, there was a preference

for agreement whereby accounts were made for the disagreement, such as claiming

insufficient knowledge or some other reason for the absence of agreement. The

response might consist of pauses or mitigation, and the recipients might point out an

exception, a limitation, or a different perspective than that which was given by the

previous speaker. The disagreement response is often presented as a partial

disagreement rather than a direct disagreement. As Mori (1999) put it,

“disagreement tends not to be asserted but insinuated” (p. 134).

Sacks (1987) noted that accounts often occur in disagreement sequences, and

these accounts can foreshadow the disagreement itself. Firth (1995) pointed out that

accounts can “’short-circuit’ disagreements or foreclose arguments” (p. 221). In his

analysis of a business negotiation, Firth found that accounts are a rich resource

available to both parties allowing them to move through a sequentially ordered

negotiation towards agreement or resolution.

Disagreement is clearly a part of argument sequences. Coulter (1990)

outlined the basic patterns of an argument, where the most elementary form has two

parts: a declarative assertion (the first pair part) and a disagreement token or counter

assertion (the second pair part). This can develop into a three-part sequence: a
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declarative assertion, a counter-assertion, and then either a backdown or a next

assertion. The backdown works towards closing the argument, while the next

assertion expands the argument. Muntigl and Turnbull’s (1998) analysis of

arguments in naturally occurring conversations showed that speakers can use four

types of disagreement acts: the irrelevancy claim, challenge, contradiction, and

counterclaim. They stated that facework plays a role in the regularities found in the

argument sequences.

Myers (1998) investigated how topics and disagreement are managed in

focus groups in which the moderator deliberately guides the interaction to elicit

disagreement, and the members know that the purpose is to display their opinion to

the moderator. While focus group data can be categorized as institutional interaction,

Myers pointed out that members generally behave following conversational rules

while recognizing the constraints of the focus group. He proposed that studies of

focus group data can help researchers better understand how people raise topics and

how they manage agreement and disagreement.

In her study of disagreement, Kotthoff (1993) investigated dyads that were

given a constructed topic. She discovered that unlike the preference for agreement

that Pomerantz (1984a) and others posit, once a dispute has been established, there
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is a preference for disagreement. The opponents are expected to defend their
respective stances, and thus agreement markers disappear and disagreement is
preferred. In this type of sequence, if an opponent concedes too quickly, it is seen as
a weakness. In contrast, in most ordinary conversations, once a clear disagreement is
presented, Pomerantz (1975) showed that speakers negotiate exits from the
disagreement by moderating their assertions in step-wise moves of concession.
According to Greatbatch (1992) “...disagreements are normally managed in ways
that in the first instance function to minimize the likelihood of overt conflict and
which, upon its actualization, operate to temper it in the interests of its subsequent

resolution” (p. 277).
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CHAPTER 3

THE DATAAND THE METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

The data for this study are 32 video recordings of groups of four to six
novice language learners participating in a discussion during regular class time. In
this chapter, | explain the type of data gathered; | describe the procedures and the
rationale for using the methodological framework of Conversation Analysis; and |

describe the transcription system that was employed.

Participants

The participants were first-year university students who were enrolled in a
required English communication course. There were 27 male and 54 female students,
and their ages ranged from 18 to 22. All were Japanese except for six who were
from China. The students were from two universities in western Japan. One
institution was a public prefectural university, which was coeducational and where
the students majored in business. As first-year students they were required to take a
three-semester course in English communication, called Eigo Enshu. The TOEIC
scores in this group of students ranged from 290 to 500. The other institution was a

private women’s university where all students were part of the English and
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Interdisciplinary Studies Department. The students were taking required English
courses in discussion, writing, reading, grammar, and phonetics. The TOEIC scores
in these classes ranged from 230 to 405. Students in both universities were novice

learners of English. Pseudonyms were used in all of the transcripts.

Procedures

The data consisted of videorecordings made as a part of several
communication courses from 2001 to 2008. At the public coeducational university,
students received a topic one week beforehand, and they were asked to think about
their opinions and be ready to participate in a small group discussion that would be
videotaped. On the day of the videorecording, they were randomly assigned to
groups of five to six people immediately prior to the videotaping. This was done in
order to avoid any opportunity for students to prepare content or to rehearse lines
beforehand. Each recording lasted 8 to 10 minutes, and the instructions were to
speak as much as possible. The participants were explicitly told that they were not
expected to reach a consensus, nor was it necessary to make any decisions by the
end of the recording. The main purpose of the exercise was to give them

opportunities to learn to express themselves in English, and they were not being
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evaluated. This was done to avoid creating undue stress and to capture as much as

possible the type of small group discussion that usually takes place during normal

class time. Because small group discussion was a regular part of the course, the

students were aware of what to expect.

One group at a time was videotaped in an adjacent classroom in order to

minimize the background noise. The rest of the students in the regular classroom

were in groups working on a different task. To ensure that the students would not

practice for the recording, the members of the group to be recorded were selected

immediately before moving to the adjacent classroom. Students were seated in a

U-shaped formation facing the video camera, and all members were able to make

eye contact with all other members. The researcher turned on the camera, signaled

the students to begin, left the classroom, and returned occasionally to check the

recording and to stop the camera. The eight-minute time limit was decided upon for

a pedagogical reason, that is, to ensure that all students were able to participate in a

discussion within the 90-minute class period.

In the case of the private university, the students were required to participate

in two small group discussions during the year, which were evaluated. The grades

for these discussions represented 20% of the semester grade, so students took this
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activity seriously. Although I had hoped to videotape a regular class discussion

without the pressure of grades, this was not possible because of the scheduling of the

integrated curriculum at this institution. The students were expected to prepare for

three general topic areas (e.g., environmental issues, religion and religious practices,

and how science affects daily life) for each videotaping. On the day of the

videotaping, students were placed in random groups, and the topic was randomly

chosen. The students were seated in a U-shape so that their faces were visible to the

camera. The other students in the class watched the discussion and gave each group

a score from 0-10 points, judging the group (not individuals) based half on content

and half on discussion strategies. (See Appendix A for the scoring sheet.) The

instructor also scored each group, and each group received two grades: one from the

instructor and one that was the average of the scores of their classmates. The general

time frame for these discussions was approximately ten minutes for each group of

four to five students. A total of 32 video recordings were made and transcribed. (See

Appendix B for the list of the video recordings.)

Before making the video recordings, the students were informed that their

discussions were being videotaped for research purposes. In some of the classes at

the public coeducational university, students viewed the recordings of their own
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group plus one other group as a part of their classwork. This exercise was intended

to raise student awareness of discussion strategies. All students received a consent

form (see Appendix C), and they were told that signing or refraining from signing

the form was not connected to their grades for the course.

The Use of Conversation Analysis as Methodology

As mentioned in the introduction, I initially used discourse analysis to

examine the transcriptions of the group interaction. However, | changed to

Conversation Analysis because this methodological framework offered a more

rigorous and principled approach than the discourse analysis approach | had used

previously. In the following section, | provide the background to Conversation

Analysis and an explanation of how it was used for analyzing the data in this study.

Background of Conversation Analysis

Conversation Analysis was first developed through the collaboration of

Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson in the 1960s and 1970s. It began as a discipline in

sociology and was greatly influenced by the work of Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology

(1967) and Goffman’s work on social interaction (1963, 1967a, 1967b). CA came to
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have a rather distinctive stance as compared to the conventional fields of sociology,

psychology, and the study of interaction at the time. A basic assumption of CAis

that underlying every social action there is a natural systematic organization that can

be uncovered through rigorous and detailed analysis. These social actions are

meaningful to the participants themselves, and thus it is the job of the researcher to

discover “the machinery, the rules, the structures that produce and constitute that

orderliness” (Psathas, 1994, p. 2). Researchers must refrain from imposing their own

theoretical or conceptual views upon the participants, and must keep an open mind

to explore and be led by the data, that is, the actual speech and actions that have

been recorded. Thus, the methodology of CA is deeply linked with its theoretical

stance.

Sacks, whose early lectures at the University of California, Irvine, in the

1960s formed the seminal core from which CA emerged, was insistent on staying as

close as possible to the views of the participants themselves. As a result, many of the

CA terms that came to be used were words that are commonly used in the vernacular.

Thus, even the name of the emerging discipline (at that time), Conversation Analysis,

is deceptive and, in fact, it is a misnomer. Although talk-in-interaction is a more

accurate term, both terms are used interchangeably in this study.
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At the outset, CA was focused on the analysis of everyday, mundane

conversation between friends and acquaintances or of telephone conversations.

Again, it should be noted that “mundane” here does not simply refer to the

colloquial meaning, but it is used “in a technical sense to describe a particular form

of talk in which what people say, how they say it and the length of the turn in which

they say it—in other words, turn form, turn content and turn length—are free to

vary” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 47). It can be clearly contrasted with

“institutional” talk, which often has prescribed and recognizable turns. For example,

in the courtroom the prosecutor and the defendant’s turns are distinguishable

regardless of the participants or the content. As Heritage (1997) explained:

There are, therefore, at least two kinds of conversation analytic research
going on today, and, though they overlap in various ways, they are distinct in
focus. The first examines the institution of interaction as an entity in its own
right; the second studies the management of social institutions in interaction”
(p. 162; emphasis in the original).

The first CA audiorecordings that Sacks based his lectures upon were from an

institutional context (suicide prevention hotline), but much of the definitive early

work was based on conversation in a social context because “The general idea seems

to have been that such non-institutional data provided better examples of the purely

local functioning of conversational devices and interactional formats...” (ten Have,

1999, p. 8). The key concepts that were developed included: turn-taking, sequential
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order, repair, and preference. Even today there is still some confusion among those

unfamiliar with CA about the meanings of these terms. Just as in the use of the word

“mundane,” these, of course, have colloquial meanings, but in CA, they should be

understood in a much stricter, more technical sense.

Another important precept of CA that makes it unique from other types of

research analysis is that nothing in an interaction can be considered insignificant,

accidental, or irrelevant. The participants themselves produced the interaction, and

thus the analyst must demonstrate how the participants themselves oriented to that

particular point. CA transcripts must be gone over repeatedly in minute detail, and it

is not uncommon for CA researchers to work together on a piece of data in data

sessions to sharpen the analysis. The rigor of CA is not only in its fine-grained

analysis, but also based on the fact that findings are reproducible by other

researchers in other contexts. CA data are generally made accessible to the research

community, and later analysis is always possible.

Conversation Analytic Methodology for the Study

In my previous studies of students in group discussion (Fujimoto, 2004;

2005), 1 used a discourse analysis approach, which shed light on student use of
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silence, interpretive frames, and floor management. While these analyses resulted

in a general view of student behavior, they did not provide details on exactly how

students carried out discussions. Silences were timed, but the analysis did not

indicate why they occurred, or if there was a system guiding their occurrence. |

then decided to use Conversation Analysis because it is empirically based, and it

has a rigorous methodological framework. It attempts to uncover the procedures

by which the participants themselves “produced their own behavior and

understand and deal with the behavior of others” (ten Have, 1990, p. 2). As a

classroom teacher, | have often witnessed behavior in the classroom that made

sense to the student peer group, but was not necessarily appropriate for the

classroom. CA would be able to take into account all these types of behavior and

analyze them from the student perspective.

CA is based on the premise that interaction is orderly (Sacks, 1984;

Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). “This orderliness is seen as the product of the systematic

deployment of specifiable interactional methods—'devices', 'systems'’, an

‘apparatus'—that are used by members as solutions to specifiable organizational

problems in social interaction” (ten Have, 1990, p. 3). In this study, CA helps

uncover the “systems” used by the students to carry out their discussions in their
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second language. CA methodology is, on the one hand, quite general, yet, on the

other hand, it allows “for a fine-tuned adaptation to local circumstances” (ten Have,

1990, p. 3). This is what Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) referred to as being

both “context-free” and “context-sensitive.” The general systematic structures that

CA researchers uncover are not affected by the particulars of the context. Thus, for

example, the turn-taking system is context-free in the sense that it does not matter

who the speaker is, what the topic is, what the specific setting is, or how many

speakers are present. (Psathas, 1994). At the same time, CA methodology is

context-sensitive in that much attention must be paid to what is happening at the

moment, in addition to what took place previously, and even projecting what will

happen after that moment.

It is important to point out that context in CA is not the same as the term

commonly used by other researchers, where context is conceptualized as a

“container” in which people enter or are situated, and which exerts an influence on

the participants. As Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) wrote,

Basically, the ‘container’ view of context fails to pay sufficient
attention to the active knowledge that participants have of the
production of their behaviour. Rather than seeing contexts as abstract
social forces which impose themselves on participants, conversation
analysts argue that we need to begin from the other direction and see
participants as knowledgeable social agents who actively display for
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one another (and hence also for observers and analysts) their
orientation to the relevance of contexts. (p. 147).

This is why CA researchers do not go into detailed descriptions of the context from

their point of view, but instead allow the participants themselves to display and

orient to the context. Thus, CA researchers must pay close attention to the resources

that the participants utilize in each step of the unfolding interaction. In CA,

interaction is seen as being both “context-shaped” and “context-renewing.” It is

context-shaped because a participant’s action is always made in response to the

immediate ongoing activity as well as the larger global environment. It is

context-renewing because the participant’s contribution changes the local

environment, which in turn changes the next action. It is this dynamic view of

context seen from the participants’ perspective that is utilized in this study.

The general research approach in CA is also quite different from other types

of research. ten Have (1990) presented a seven-step model of CA research practices.

1. Researchers record the primary data.

2. They make transcriptions using their membership knowledge, but limiting

themselves to what is being said and how it is being said.

3. Researchers select the episodes of interest.
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4. They try to make sense of the episode using their common sense. “This

interpretation is specifically directed at a typification of what the utterances that

make up the sequence can be held to be 'doing’ and how these ‘doings'

interconnect” (p. 13).

5. The researchers use both their membership knowledge and the details of the

interaction to understand the participant behavior.

6. They deepen the analysis by examining the utterances before and after the

episode of interest.

7. Researchers make comparisons to similar and dissimilar cases found in other CA

studies.

ten Have (1990) pointed out that this is an idealized set of practices, and most

researchers combine steps 4, 5, and 6. However, he recommended that step 4 be

given special attention and be done separately in order to be faithful to the local

meanings of the utterances and sequences.

In a later publication, ten Have (1999) provided detailed guidelines for the

exploration of the data. He suggested that the researcher begin by examining the

transcripts closely in terms of (a) the turn-taking organization, (b) the sequence

organization, (c) the repair organization, and (d) the organization of
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turn-construction/design (p. 107). This examination must be done in detail, turn by

turn and documented by the writing of analytic descriptions or by using a coding

system. After this stage, the researcher should be able to make general statements or

come up with general rules summarizing what has been found. As ten Have stated,

“...CA involves both an ‘inductive’ search for patterns of interaction, and an

explication of the emic logic that provides for their significance” (p. 102).

In CA methodology there is a distinction between interpretation and analysis,

or rather, a tension, as pointed out by ten Have (1990).

‘Interpretation,” here, refers to the effort to formulate the relatively unique
meaning an utterance, an action or an episode seems to have for participants
and/or researchers, while ‘analysis’ is used to indicate efforts to isolate
aspects, mechanisms and procedures that are relevant to a range of cases.

(p. 47)
Schegloff (1996¢) clarified this further:

One key difference between “interpretation” and “analysis” in this domain of
inquiry (as | understand it) is that analysis lays bare how the interpretation
comes to be what it is—i.e., what about the target (utterance, gesture,
intonation, posture, etc.) provides for the interpretation which has been
proposed for it. So interpretation may be more or less subtle, deep, insightful,
etc., but remains vernacular interpretation nonetheless; the issue is not its
excellence. Analysis is “technical,” it explicates by what technique or
practice the interpreted object was composed and produced, and by what
technique or practice of uptake the interpretation was arrived at. And analysis
grounds those claims in the observable conduct of the parties whose
interaction is being examined. (p. 26)
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In this study | examined the vocal and nonvocal behavior that | interpreted to be

cases of agreement and disagreement and put them into collections to be further

analyzed. This required me to pay attention to adjacency pairs and to sequential

organization—two central concepts in Conversation Analysis.

When people talk, they take turns. These turns are not just serially ordered,

but they are sequentially ordered. Serially simply means one turn follows another,

but sequentially ordered means that the turns are linked together in a meaningful and

describable way. After a turn, the next turn displays an understanding of what this

prior turn was about, whether or not it is what the speaker intended. This is what CA

researchers refer to as the next-turn proof procedure, which is “the most basic tool

used in CA to ensure that analyses explicate the orderly properties of talk as

oriented-to accomplishments of participants, rather than being based merely on the

assumptions of the analyst (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 15). The examination of

these turns provides the analyst with evidence, or proof, of what the speakers

understood and how they were orienting themselves to each other and to the

understanding of the content of the turn.

Certain types of turns always occur in pairs. For example, after a question, an

answer follows, or after an invitation, an acceptance or refusal follows. These paired
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action sequences are called adjacency pairs (Sacks, 1992). The adjacency pair is

made up of two clear components: a first pair part and a second pair part. The two

generally follow each other, but there is always the possibility of insertions between

the two that simply defer the second pair part until later. Even if the second pair

part is not delivered, it is still relevant despite its absence. Schegloff and Sacks

(1973) showed that the adjacency pair is a powerful mechanism that provides

concrete evidence of mutual understanding between speakers. They wrote:

What two utterances, produced by different speakers, can do that one
utterance cannot do is: by an adjacently positioned second, a speaker can
show that he understood what a prior aimed at, and that he is willing to go
along with that. Also, by virtue of the occurrence of an adjacently produced
second, the doer of a first can see that what he intended was indeed
understood, and that it was or was not accepted. Also, of course, a second can
assert his failure to understand, or disagreement, and inspection of a second
by a first can allow the first speaker to see that while the second thought he
understood, indeed he misunderstood (p. 296).

In searching for examples of agreement and disagreement in the data, | looked for

adjacency pairs. The most common type was the elicitation of an opinion, and the

subsequent response by the addressed speaker. Often accounts or elaborations were

given, but when these were not provided, students displayed their expectation for

further explanation by pursuing a response often in the form of questions. Students

also self selected a turn, and the subsequent turns from the other members were

carefully examined to see how the prior turn was understood and what type of
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response was being made. Assessments often trigger agreement and disagreement

responses, and these were examined closely. However, displays of agreement or

disagreement were not often expressed in neat adjacency pairs—they were

frequently constructed over a series of turns. This required detailed inspection of the

verbal and nonverbal actions of not only the prior and current speaker, but also of

the hearers who at any moment could take a turn. Analysis had to go beyond the

core adjacency pair.

The Transcription System

Transcriptions are central to CA work. Their purpose is to capture as closely

as possible what was said and how it was said, and essentially to understand the

sequential order of the interaction. The act of transcribing is, in itself, a powerful

tool for analysis. As Heath and Luff (1993) wrote:

The process of transcription is an important analytical tool, providing the
researcher with an understanding of, and insight into, the participants’
conduct. It provides the researcher with a way of noticing, even discovering,
particular events, and helps focus analytic attention on their
socio-interactional organization. (p. 309)

In CA, the transcription is not the data; the data are the audio- or videorecordings of

the interaction. As Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008) stated, “The transcript is seen as a

‘representation’ of the data; while the tape itself is viewed as a ‘reproduction’ of a
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determinate social event” (p. 270). The transcripts are used as referential tools for

the analysis. ten Have (1999) explained, “So, while the tapes contain the primary

material on which the analysis is to be based, it is elaborated, clarified, and

explicated by the transcripts” (p. 33). ten Have (1999), Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008),

and many other researchers recommend that analysts produce the transcripts

themselves because this is integrally related to the analysis. Repeated listening and

focused attention to the details of the transcripts can deepen the understanding of the

interaction under study.

The transcripts are not neutral. As Ochs (1979) explained, transcription is in

itself ““a selective process reflecting theoretical goals and definitions” (p. 44). For

CA, the transcripts reflect the act of turn-taking as well as how the speech was

delivered, including paralinguistic sounds, such as inbreaths, outbreaths, laughter,

throat clearing, and others. Most CA transcripts are based on the transcription

conventions developed by Gail Jefferson (see Jefferson, 2005), and which individual

researchers have adapted to their needs. CA transcription is important, but it is not

static. As Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008) point out, transcripts can change and evolve

due to new areas of interest, or because the researcher begins to see and hear more in

the recordings. In general, though, CA work has recognizable transcription practices,
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making it easier for CA researchers to understand the work of others and to make

useful comparisons. CA work can be subjected to scrutiny by fellow researchers, and

transcripts can be reanalyzed or challenged as researchers bring out points that had

previously gone unnoticed. This type of testing helps ensure that the analysis is not

simply a product of a researcher’s idiosyncratic practice, but is accurate and

reproducible. Good transcripts clearly play an important role in maintaining the rigor

of CA research. The transcription symbols used in this study (Appendix D) are based

on Jefferson’s work and adapted from Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008).
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CHAPTER 4

AGREEMENT AND ASSESSMENTS

During the discussions the students in the current study stated opinions,

expressed propositions, proffered assessments, and asked and answered questions.

They shifted topics, issued challenges, and abandoned or pursued responses. Through

the course of their talk, they generally—though not always--revealed their stances on

the issues. Individual speakers could not have done this alone—it was through the

responses to prior speakers’ turns that varying positions became clear. This chapter

looks at the basic components of agreement turns. The fundamental groundwork for

the study of agreement (and disagreement) in Conversation Analysis is based on the

close examination of assessments and their subsequent responses (Pomerantz, 1984a).

This chapter begins with background information about the organization of

turn-taking, the multi-person context, and the preference structure for agreement. This

is followed by an explanation of the structure of assessments in talk, and examples of

agreement with assessments found in the data are provided.
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The Organization of Turn-Taking

In order to understand more precisely the activity that the students were

involved in, it is necessary to examine the details of how they managed the talk and

how their turn-taking was organized. Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) produced

a model of turn-taking, which is quite simple in terms of its clearcut rules, yet

far-reaching in its coverage, involving all types of conversation no matter how many

participants are involved, where the talk takes place, and what language is being used.

According to this model, the minimal unit of a turn is the turn construction unit

(TCU), which is a basic unit that completes a communicative act. ATCU can

correspond to a lexical item, a phrase, a clause, or a complete sentence. The end of

every TCU constitutes a possible completion point for a turn, which means that at the

end of any TCU, a transition relevance place (TRP) becomes available. The TRP

indicates a location where a speaker can potentially change.

The rules of turn-taking explicated by Schegloff et al. (1974) are the

following:

Rule 1(a) The current speaker selects the next speaker, and that selected speaker has
the rights and obligation to speak in the next turn

Rule 1(b) If 1(a) does not occur, then any other speaker can self select the next turn.
Rule 1(c) If neither 1(a) nor 1(b) occurs, then the current speaker may continue the
turn.

62



Once a speaker change has occurred, then Rules 1(a)-(c) are reapplied to the next TRP.

The same rules are reapplied recursively after each speaker transition.

Sacks et al. (1974) also made the following observations pertinent to

turn-taking:

A w e

13.

14.

Speaker-change recurs, or at least occurs

Overwhelmingly, one party talks at a time

Occurrences of more than one speaker at a time are common, but brief
Transitions (from one turn to a next) with no gap and no overlap are common.
Together with transitions characterized by slight gap or slight overlap, they make
up the vast majority of transitions

Turn order is not fixed, but varies

Turn size is not fixed, but varies

Length of conversation is not specified in advance

What parties say is not specified in advance

Relative distribution of turns is not specified in advance

. Number of parties can vary
. Talk can be continuous or discontinuous
. Turn-allocation techniques are obviously used. A current speaker may select a

next speaker (as when he addresses a question to another party); or parties may
self-select in starting to talk

Various ‘turn-constructional units’ are employed; e.g., turns can be projectedly
‘one word long’, or they can be sentential in length

Repair mechanisms exist for dealing with turn-taking errors and violations; e.g., if
two parties find themselves talking at the same time, one of them will stop
prematurely, thus repairing the trouble. (pp. 700-701)

These rules and observations have stood the test of time and have proven to be

comprehensive and applicable regardless of any contextual, cultural, language, or

grammatical differences in data. Two other important features of this turn-taking

approach are that turn-taking is context-free, meaning that regardless of the identities

63



of the speakers, the situation they are in, their relationships to each other, and other

factors, the rules operates in exactly the same way. At the same time, however,

turn-taking is context-sensitive in that the mechanism can take into account any

locally specific instances. As Sacks et al. (1974) state, the organization of turn-taking

“appears to have an appropriate sort of general abstractness and local particularization

potential” (p. 700).

The Multi-Person Context

The current study involved small groups of four to seven members, and the

turn-taking system outlined above clearly applied. The activity, discussion, is similar

to conversation in that it does not fall into the category of a speech exchange system

with different rules, as can be seen in such interactions as interviews, meetings,

debates, and focus groups. The CA turn-taking system allows for variation in the

number of speakers (#10 above) with clear mechanisms for speaker change. Varying

the number of potential speakers has an effect on the interaction. As Goffman (1974)

states about larger groups, “Numbers themselves reduce the communication

obligation of any one recipient” (p. 540). The length of turns is also affected. Glenn

(2003) points out that ““a bias operates in favor of shorter turns: each possible
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transition relevance place in the ongoing turn presents possibilities for speaker

change, so current speaker may be constrained to keep turns short, and minimize

points of possible competition for the floor” (p. 89).

In general, aside from possible overlaps and gaps, there is one speaker

talking at any one time, however, the other participants are “not passive listeners but

incipient speakers, continuously monitoring current talk to project the completion of

the current speaker’s TCU or transition-relevance place (TRP) where speaker

change may occur” (Aoki, Szymanski, Plurkowski, Thornton, Woodruff, & Yi, 2006,

p. 394). Unlike in dyadic interaction, in multi-person talk the roles of speaker and

hearer (Goffman, 1981) become more complicated. A distinction can be made

between the addressed and non-addressed hearer. There might be times when a

speaker clearly specifies the addressed hearer through gaze and/or name, yet the

other members are also hearers and any one of these non-addressed hearers can

potentially respond to the speaker.

In talk with four or more speakers, there is also the possibility of schisming

(Egbert, 1997; Schegloff, 1995), where the members split and engage in separate

conversations. In the current study there were only a few cases where two members

spoke to each other while the primary speaker was taking a turn, while there was an
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intraturn pause, or during a gap between speakers. In these instances, the speakers

who initiated simultaneous talk communicated in whispers, leaned closer to each

other, and spoke in Japanese. The volume, body posture, and choice of language all

distinctly contrasted with the behavior displayed during the previous discussion with

only one conversation occurring. This private conversation was clearly not intended

to be part of the group’s discussion, as it was not being shared with the other group

members. For their part, the other group members did not react to this schism either

verbally or nonverbally, and the discussion continued without interruption. Thus, the

manner in which these simultaneous conversations were delivered demonstrated the

students’ understanding of the institutional requirements of conducting a classroom

discussion. They understood that their task was to contribute to the main topic using

the target language and not to engage in a private conversation.

In a comparison of dyadic and triadic talk, Kerbrat-Orecchioni (2010)

concludes, “trilogues are potentially more conflicting organizations than dilogues

(since there are numerous more opportunities to struggle for the floor), and at the

same time less compelling for each participant as the obligation to co-operate, being

somehow shared out within the group, is weaker for each speaker taken individually

(p. 6) [italics in the original].
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The type of talk that Kerbrat-Orecchioni writes about contrasts markedly

with the interaction in the current study. Rather than a “struggle for the floor” and a

weaker “obligation to cooperate,” there was often a reluctance to take a turn and

even clear evidence of the avoidance of turn-taking. This was not surprising

considering that the students did not voluntarily select the topic nor did they have a

say in who their fellow group members would be. They were involved in a

teacher-assigned task where their obligation was to speak as much as possible in the

target language regardless of their level of proficiency or their willingness to

participate. These possible types of turn distribution represent exactly what Sacks,

Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) have already observed: “Turns are valued, sought,

or avoided” [italics by current author] (p. 701).

Hauser (2009), who also investigated novice level language students engaged

in small group discussion in a Japanese university, wrote: “the impression one

gets...is not of opportunities to talk being a scarce resource that participants must

compete for and share, but rather something that the participants are unwilling to

take and....the person who is now giving his opinion about the topic of discussion,

has no choice but to take [the next turn] if the discussion is not to come to a

complete stop” (p. 224). In a similar way in the current study, it was extremely rare
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that students actively vied for turns. When there were overlaps, one speaker always

immediately allowed the other to speak. When a speaker finished a turn and did not

designate the next speaker, it was not unusual to have gaps. At times there were

relatively long gaps—gaps longer than 10 seconds. In these instances, the students

often oriented to this duration of time with no speaker by laughing, smiling, shifting

in their seats and/or gazing to one another. In all cases, however, no matter how long

the gap, Rules 1(b) and 1(c) were eventually applied.

The Preference for Agreement

The most basic building block of turn sequences is the adjacency pair. The

adjacency pair consists of two utterances made by two different speakers, and they

are specifically ordered with the first utterance (the first pair part or FPP) preceding

the second utterance (the second pair part or SPP). The two utterances are related not

only in terms of order, but also because they are both of the same pair type.

Examples of pair types are question-answer, offer-acceptance/refusal, and

greeting-greeting. A FPP constrains the SPP to a certain type of response (Schegloff

& Sacks, 1973).
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Heritage (1984b) points out the importance of the third position after the

adjacency pair. “The sequential ‘next positioned’ linkage between any two actions

can be a critical resource by which a first speaker (and, of course, ‘overhearing’

social scientists) can determine the sense which a second made of his or her

utterance” (p. 256). This mechanism showing that understanding has been achieved

is crucial, and Heritage argues that these paired actions are the primary basis for

achieving intersubjectivity (p. 254). The examination of the turn in third position is

referred to as the next-turn proof procedure, which is a basic and useful tool used in

Conversation Analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt 1998; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson,

1974).

For novice language learners being able to achieve understanding is of

paramount concern, and thus the examination of adjacency pairs and subsequent

turns should be examined particularly closely. As Sacks (1992) noted, adjacency

pairs are important mechanisms that keep people engaged in conversation. Thus for

these students, when a question (FPP) was posed, there was a constraint upon the

SPP that it be an answer. An evaluative statement or a claim in the discussion

established a conditional relevance for a related response of agreement/disagreement

or acceptance/rejection. When students tried to elicit an opinion from another
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member (“What do you think?”), the addressed member acquired the right and the

obligation to respond. If the response to the FPP was not provided, or if it failed to

conform to the pair type of the FPP, a repair mechanism would have to be deployed.

Next-turn agreements take on a preferred turn shape (Pomerantz, 1984a),

meaning they are delivered in a straightforward manner with a minimal gap or no gap,

and they tend to be contiguous with the prior turn (Sacks, 1987). This contrasts with

disagreements that are dispreferred and are often marked by delays, hesitations, repair

initiations, partial agreements, and accounts (Pomerantz, 1984a; Sacks, 1987). This

term, preference, is not related to the psychological attitude or the desire of the

speaker, but it refers to a structural bias towards particular types and shapes of turns.

Thus, in conversation there is generally a preference for agreement coupled with a

strong preference for contiguity between FPPs and SPPs. This means that

disagreements, by contrast, tend to be pushed further back into the SPP or to be

pushed to later turns. This structural preference operates “without knowing who the

parties are, what the topic is, where the sequence had occurred, etc. That is to say, we

would not need to know anything else about the sequence to know these features”

(Sacks, 1987, p. 58).
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Agreement in Response to Assessments

Assessments in everyday talk are ubiquitous and are part of participating in

social activities. Pomerantz (1984a) refers to them as “occasioned conversational

events with sequential constraints” (p. 58). Assessments occur when speakers

participate in an event, when they report on their participation, or when a speaker

makes a subsequent assessment after an initial one. According to C. Goodwin and M.

Goodwin (1987, 1992), assessments are quite complex. The term “assessment” can

refer to different elements of an interaction depending on the level of the

organization. It can refer specifically to the structural unit, the assessment segment,

that conveys evaluative meaning (such as an adjective or adverb). Assessments can

be communicated through nonvocal means, and these are referred to as assessment

signals. An evaluative speech act is called an assessment action, and when multiple

speakers are involved, it becomes an assessment activity.

Assessments are sequentially constrained (Pomerantz, 1984a), and the

initiation of an assessment occasions a relevant next turn. Next turns can be: (a)

agreement in the form of upgraded assessments, (b) downgraded assessments, or (c)

same evaluations or a declination of participating in the assessment due to lack of
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knowledge about what is being assessed or for other reasons. Downgraded and same

evaluations can foreshadow potential incipient disagreement.

In the data, the students made all three different types of assessments.

Excerpt 4-1 is an example of an upgraded assessment.

Excerpt 4-1. Upgraded assessment (Religious practices)
229 Saki:  u: (0.8) lyi: lizke: Japane:se: sty:le:.
230 (0.2) kimono: iz: ve:ry: ni:ce:

231 — Mari:  ah::it's: beau:tifu:l: ((nod))

Saki was talking about weddings, and here she gave a double assessment: she liked

Japanese-style weddings, and she thought the kimono was “very nice.” In response,

Mari’s second assessment was made in response to the kimono and was upgraded

from “very nice” to “beautiful.”

In Excerpt 4-2, the topic was international marriage and what was at issue

was that the children of an international marriage would face difficulty when it came

to deciding their nationality. Mayu made the following assessment in lines 233-234:

Excerpt 4-2. Downgraded assessment (True love)
233 Mayu: AH:::UH:: (0.1) it's difficult (0.3)

234 problem

235 (0.6)

236 Sun:  bu:t: um: (0.6) mother's: (0.3) country
237 and father's country (0.7) it's uh no:t:
238 only just uh two country it's a father
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239 and mother (0.7) m:: (0.6) so: I: think
240 — (1.2)it's Tnot uh: (0.1) important thing

Sun’s response to Mayu’s assessment was delayed by 0.6 seconds. She introduced
her turn with “but” which signaled a possible upcoming disagreement. Before
delivering her downgraded assessment in line 240 (“not important”), she gave an
account for her assessment, and the account was marked by pauses and hesitation
markers.

In Excerpt 4-3, Fusae asked the other students (Eka, Chiho and Mina) if they
knew about the food supply in Japan. The answer from Eka was, “I don’t know.”
Fusae then said the percentage of imported food was 30 percent. The two other
students uttered newsmarkers (Gardner, 2001; Wong & Waring, 2010) “ T a:::::”
delivered with a rising intonation at a high pitch indicating surprise. In response

Fusae nodded reaffirming her statement. She then said in line 226:

Excerpt 4-3. Declination of assessment (Fast food)
226 Fusae: I think (1.4) too: many:: (0.6) im:poh:t: foo:d: ((nod))
227 — Mina: [m:: ((nodding))]

228 Eka: [((nod))]

229 Chiho: [((nod))]

230 (3.6)

231 Mina: °m:°

232 0.9)

233 Fusae: what: kind ov im:poh:t: foo:d:

73



Fusae made an assessment that there was too much imported food in Japan. The

other students responded with receipt tokens by Mina and nods by Mina, Eka, and

Chiho. As indicated by the turns before the transcript, Fusae had information about

the percent of imported food that the others did not have. The long gap of about 4.5

seconds (not including Mina’s minimal vocalization) showed that the others declined

to make a second assessment. Hearing no uptake, Fusae posed a question related to

the topic of imported food, and the discussion continued.

Agreement and Adjacency Pairs

Mori and Nakamura’s study (2008) of agreement and disagreement in

Japanese takes into account the turn in third position (the same has also been

reported for English and other languages). A schematicized representation of their

opinion negotiation sequences is given here:

1st position A: Proffering of an opinion or stance (FPP)

2nd position B: No uptake, delayed and/or minimal claim of agreement (SPP)

3rd position A: Reiteration, extension, or modification of the viewpoint stated
in FPP  (p. 58)

As the researchers explain, if the FPP is given and the response is one with no

uptake, a delay, or only a minimal agreement, speaker A can repeat, extend or
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modify the FPP in the pursuit of a better alignment. Pomerantz (1984b) explained

that problems in the second position might not always be due to an upcoming

disagreement, but can stem from misunderstanding, incorrect facts, or an inapt

utterance. Speaker A can respond with clarification, remedying the facts, or

modifying the utterance.

In contrast, a full agreement would look like the following:

1st position A: Proffering of an opinion or stance (FPP)
2nd position B: Agreement (claim + substantiation) (SPP)
3rd position A: Acknowledgment/Confirmation (Third Turn Receipt) (p. 58)

The SPP is delivered promptly and directly, agreeing with the FPP through an

upgrade and/or additional support. The SPP conforms to the preferred turn shape,

and in response, speaker A acknowledges or confirms speaker B’s turn. In this

sequence, speakers A and B achieve mutual alignment and the sequence can move to

closing.

It should be noted that this third turn does not invalidate the adjacency pair.

In essence, the turn in the second position subsequently functions as the FPP to the

turn in the third position, which becomes the SPP and thereby formulating yet

another adjacency pair. This continued series of paired turns extend the “trajectory

of action” (Schegloff, 2006, p. 76).
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In the current study, many of the sequences of turns tended to be two-turn

sequences—adjacency pairs. Many of them were question-answer adjacency pairs,

which were utilized in the selection of the next speaker: “What do you think?” or

“How about you?”” Other sequences were characterized as a statement followed

sequentially by direct agreements and acknowledgements (““I agree with you™). Mori

(1999) and Mori and Nakamura (2008) do not clearly define “opinion negotiation

sequences” making it unclear if the sequences in the current study would qualify as

opinion negotiation sequences as presented in their studies. The lower frequency of

three-turn sequences in the study might be due largely to four factors: (a) grammar

and lexical difficulties, (b) the institutional task, (c) the multi-person context, and (d)

embodied responses functioning as a turn in the third position. More details for each

of these factors follow:

(a) Turns that had language-related problems (where students struggled to

make themselves understood) were usually closely monitored by the hearers, and

constant minimal vocalizations, nods, and smiles were offered, in addition to

assistance with word search or repair. This made it difficult to clearly delineate a

three-turn sequence.
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(b) Through their talk the students demonstrated their orientation to the

institutional classroom task of participating and speaking in English. They were not

necessarily orienting to constructing full opinions and being ready to defend them,

but the transcripts showed them frequently offering short factual and personal

statements which were generally accepted by the others as appropriate for the task.

(c) In the multi-person context, more than one hearer often responded to the

speaker resulting in multiple responses in the second position.

(d) Students made constant use of embodied actions throughout the

discussions: to designate next speakers, to help in word search, to mark the end of

turns, and to emphasize meaning. Speakers were frequently checking their fellow

classmates to see if they were being understood. It is not surprising then that

confirmation and acknowledgment in the possible third position would be expressed

nonverbally with gaze, nods, and smiles. If the end of a turn was met with nods or

smiles, this was treated as hearably complete by the students. A new speaker or new

topic followed.

Some representative examples are given here. Excerpt 4-4 shows a typical

guestion-answer adjacency pair followed by another question-answer used to select

the next speaker. Excerpts 4-5 and 4-6 show examples of students offering an
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opinion, and after nonverbal displays of acknowledgment another student delivered

a clear agreement turn.

In Excerpt 4-4, the students were talking about ghosts.

Excerpt 4-4. Agreement (Supernatural)
10 Jiro:  >do you believe ghost?<

1 (0.9)

12 Kengo: | don't: believe: ghost:.
13 (0.8)

14 how: a bout you?

15 (0.3)

16 — Jiro:  uhuh (0.1) me too

17 (1.1)

18 I:yi::: like: mateeri:al:izm

Jiro began by asking the question, “Do you believe in ghost?” Kengo answered and

turned the question back to Jiro, asking “how about you?” In line 16, Jiro used “me

too” to align himself with Kengo. In the transcripts students frequently used this

phrase, “me too,” as a shortcut to express agreement whether the previous turn was

grammatically positive or negative. After the relatively long gap of 1.1 seconds and

with all students still gazing at him, Jiro added a reason for his position. “I like

materialism.”

In Excerpt 4-5, the topic of the discussion was about religion. Erika stated

her opinion that she thought that people who believed “too” strongly in religion

Were scary.
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Excerpt 4-5. Agreement (Economic problem)
10 Erika: I-yi thi:nk: (0.2) that: thuh

11 pah:so:n: with stro:ng: (0.3)
12 too: stro:ng:

13 Nao:  ((nod))

14 (1.2)

15 Erika: faithiz: (0.4) sca:red:

16 Nao:  [((2 nods))]

17 — Sanae: [me too::] ((nodding 2 times))
18 Nao:  ((5nods))

19 — Sanae: I-yi ca:n't: ah:ndah:sta:nd: (0.6)
20 sah:ch: ah- thuh peo:pol:

21 Erika: ((6 nods))

In lines 10-12, Erika said, “I think that the person with strong too strong faith is

scared (scary)” (pauses and stretches deleted). After her statement, Nao nodded and

at the same time, Sanae said, “me too::” while nodding. Nao continued to nod, with

her nods becoming slightly more pronounced. In line 19, Sanae said, “I can’t

understand such people” (pauses, stretches, and hesitations deleted). This statement

clearly aligned with Erika, and she used “such people” to link her statement with

Erika’s. Directly after this, Erika made six clearly defined nods as she gazed at

Sanae. This action clearly showed that she received and acknowledged Sanae’s

agreement, and it sufficiently qualified as the third turn receipt in Mori and

Nakamura’s (2008) representation.
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Excerpt 4-6 shows an example in which a student stated an opinion, and the

other students acknowledged it nonverbally. One student then made a clear

agreement turn and supported the prior speaker by giving an example. (Earlier the

students were talking about global warming, acid rain, and dying corals.)

Excerpt 4-6. Agreement (Economic problem)

82 Asami: we should-oh (0.9) we should-oh
83 (1.0) take aksho:n: (1.4) uh:(0.2)
84 to: stop-ih environ:ment-oh

85 Suzu:  [°m:°] ((nodding))

86 Nana: [((nod))]

87 Ume: [((nod))]

88 (1.1)
89 Asami: °m° soh:: (0.6) we should-oh
90 akshon: for exampo:l:

91 Ume: [((nod))]

92 Suzu:  [((nod))]

93 (6.2)

94 Asami: recycle-ih hh
95 Ran:  [((nod))]

96 Suzu  [((nod))]

97 Ume: [((2 nods))]
98 Nana: [((3 nods))]

99 (0.5)

100 Asami: recycle-ih and-oh (4.9) oh: (1.1)
101 use-ih (0.1) and-oh save-ih (1.1)
102 energhi:.

103 Ran:  °m::° [((nod))]
104 Suzu:  [((nod))]
105 Ume: [((nod))]
106 Nana: [((nod))]

107 (0.4)
108 — Nana: | think-ih ((gazed away from Asami))
109 (0.4) too. ((gazed back to Asami))
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110 (0.5) ((gazed left)) eh: (0.2) for example (0.7)

111 eh: (0.3) save e: leck tri k: (0.5) ih (0.7)
112 iz-ih (1.3) e:toh (1.1) we: can: (1.0)
113 1do (0.6) in daily life-ih

In lines 82-84 Asami said: “we should take action to stop environment” (pauses,

stretches, hesitations, and repetitions deleted). Suzu made a soft vocalization in line

85, and Nana and Ume also nodded in lines 86 and 87. The 1.1-second gap

demonstrated that they did not orient to Asami’s turn as complete, and Asami

responded by continuing her turn saying, “so we should action for example recycle”

(lines 89-90). Thus, Asami’s lines 82-84 corresponded to the first position; Suzu,

Nana, and Ume’s responses in lines 85-87 comprised the second position; and

Asami’s extension of her previous turn in lines 89-90 represented the third position.

After Asami gave her example, “recycle-ih,” any of the other students could

have taken a turn, but they continued to keep their gaze on Asami. Asami restarted

her turn (line 100) saying, “recycle and use and save energy” ending with a nod and

a falling intonation. Ran made a soft vocalization as she nodded (line 103), and the

other students also nodded (lines 104-106). At this point it was an even clearer

opportunity for another person to take a turn, and after a 0.4-second gap, Nana self

selected a turn. Her gaze shifted away from Asami when she began her turn, but just

as she said “too” her gaze went briefly back to Asami. This quick gaze shift linked
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her turn with what Asami had just said displaying her agreement with Asami’s prior
turn. Then Nana’s gaze shifted back to her left, as she provided an example which
supported Asami’s claim. Nana said in lines 108-113, “for example save electricity
we can do in daily life (pauses, stretches, and hesitations deleted). She was
proffering her opinion to the whole group and not just to Asami, and this meant that
when Nana delivered her agreement, she was not gazing at Asami. This left no

opportunity for Asami to provide a third turn receipt of acknowledgement to Nana.

Figure 1 shows everyone gazing to Asami at the end of her turn.

Figure 1. Line 102 Asami: energhi: ((all gazing at Asami))

Figures 2 to 4 show Nana’s gaze shifts as she began her turn.

Figure 2. Line 108 Nana: | think (gazing forward)
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Figure 4. Line 110 Nana: eh for example (gaze shifted left)

Excerpts 4-4, 4-5, and 4-6 illustrated some typical agreement turns
constructed by the students. The first exhibited an adjacency pair—an invitation to
speak followed by an acceptance of the request, where the SPP supplied an
agreement with the prior speaker. The second excerpt represented a three-turn
sequence where the nonverbal response served as the third-turn receipt. Finally, the
third excerpt demonstrated two agreement sequences: (a) one sequence where the
second turn was minimal, prompting a more extended response in the third position;
and (b) another sequence where a gaze shift precluded a third-turn receipt that could

have displayed acknowledgement of the agreement.
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Agreement After Reports of Participation

According to Pomerantz (1984a), “Assessments are produced as products of

participation; with an assessment, a speaker claims knowledge of that which he or

she is assessing” [italics in the original] (p. 57). In the current study, there were a

number of cases where students reported firsthand experiences, and other students

who shared similar experiences responded with a minimal gap or no gap. The

responses were very often animated, given at a quick tempo, and usually

accompanied by smiles, nods, and/or laughter. These cases contrasted sharply with

many other assessments such as those in the excerpts in the previous section where

the assessments and the responses were delivered with many pauses, hesitations, and

repairs. Two examples of the assessments reporting firsthand experiences are

provided here.

In Excerpt 4-7 the students were discussing ways to save electricity, and

Kayo stated that in her house, they did not use the air conditioner.

Excerpt 4-7. Agreement (Energy)

86 Kayo: kh ((cough)) (0.9) in my house:ih (1.6) I: don:'t
87 use:-ih air conditioner:

88 Eiko:  ((3 [strong nods], 2 lesser nods))

89 Kiku: [°ah::°] ((after second strong nod))

90 (1.0)

91 —» Kiku: ((smile)) me too me too

92 Kayo, Sako, Eiko: hehe
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After Kayo’s statement, Eiko’s very strong and clear nods displayed understanding.

Kiku also responded to Kayo producing a soft receipt token, and after 1 second she

smiled saying, “me too me too.” Kiku displayed to everyone in the group that she

also did the same action as Kayo in her home, and she reported sharing the same

experience to the group.

In Excerpt 4-8 the students were talking about visiting shrines. Prior to this

excerpt, Ami said she went to pray at a shrine, and when she could not find the next

word, she said it in Japanese, nyushi. Mari supplied the appropriate lexical item,

entrance examination, and Ami accepted it with four nods in line 389.

Excerpt 4-8. Agreement (Religious practices)

388 Mari:  %entrance examination® entrance examination ((nod))
389 Ami:  ((4 nods))

390 —» Mina: me: too: ((smiling, pointed to chin))

391 Ami:  uh:: ((3 nods)) huhhh

392 —» Saki:  me too: ((2 nods))

393 Mari:  ((3 nods))

394 Mina: lyi: bou:ght:-oh (0.3) tomamori [religious amulet]
395 Ami:  m: ((nod))

396 Mari: o

397 — Ami:  [me too:]

398 — Mari:  [me too:]

399 Saki:  ((4 nods))

400 Mina: hhe
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In line 390 Mina said smiling, “me too,” meaning she had also been to a shrine to
pray before the entrance examinations as Ami did, and in line 392, Saki said “me
t00” as she nodded. In line 394 Mina added another action she made at the shrine,
saying she bought a religious amulet (omamori), a very common practice in Japan.
In response both Ami and Mari produced receipt tokens, and then simultaneously
said, “me t00.” As stated earlier the students often used the phrase, “me too” as a
short cut to display agreement. Figures 5 to 7 show their gestures and facial

expression when the students said, “me too.”

Figure 5. Line 390 Mina: me too (smiling, pointed to chin)

Figure 6. Line 392 Saki: me too (two nods)
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Figure 7. Lines 397-398 Mina, Mari: me too

The nods, smiles, and chorus of “me too” clearly conveyed the sense of the students’
shared and positive experience of visiting the shrine. This is what C. Goodwin and
M. Goodwin (1987) referred to as an assessment activity—an interactive activity
that includes multiple participants and involves types of actions that are not in
themselves assessments. The students were reporting that they had had the same
access to the actions that Ami and Mina had just reported and exhibited a shared

positive response regarding the experience.

Chapter Summary
This chapter began with general background information about turn-taking,
the multi-person context, the preference for agreement and an explanation of
assessments. Examples from the data of assessments with agreement responses were
provided. This was followed by agreement sequences that can involve a third turn

expansion. These subsequent turns display confirmation and acknowledgement, or
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they allow the first speaker to respond to a minimal or non-agreeing SPP. The writer
reported that adjacency pairs were more frequent in the data than the third-turn
response and some possible explanations for this were delineated. Finally,
assessments in response to participation in shared activities were analyzed. The
delivery of these responses contrasted with the previous agreement responses in the
earlier part of the chapter as they were being delivered quickly and accompanied

with frequent nods and smiles displaying positive reactions to shared experiences.
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CHAPTER 5

AGREEMENT AND REPETITION

Repetitions occur frequently whether in mundane conversation or

institutional language (McCarthy & Carter, 1994). They can be produced by an

individual speaker within the same turn or by a different speaker in subsequent turns.

Jefferson (1972) explains that a repeat “is an object that has as its product-item a

prior occurrence of the same thing, which performs some operation upon that

product-item” (p. 303). Repetitions are occasioned by prior turns in talk, and are

therefore not random nor insignificant.

Next-speaker repetitions often occur in second position or third position from

the source turn. Kim (2002) found that second-position repetitions: (a) initiate repair,

(b) seek confirmation or clarification, (c) display stance or attitude, (d) provide

confirmation or receipt, (e) register agreement, and (f) expand the current speaker’s

turn by utilizing the prior turn. Third-position repetitions occur: (a) when repair was

initiated in the second position and the repair solution is realized through repetition

in the third turn, and (b) in cases of interruption or overlap in the second turn and

part or all of the source turn is repeated in the third position.
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Repetitions are important in the management of sustained talk. When a hearer
is uncertain of the prior turn, repeating all or a portion of the trouble source notifies
the prior speaker that a repair is in order. Using repetition in this way can precisely
target the source of the hearing or comprehension problem. In general, this type of
repetition (as in all repairs) is delivered as soon as possible after the trouble source
(Schegloff, 1979; Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). A repeat with an intonation
contour characterized as “disbelief” or “surprise” signals that there is a problem and
more talk is needed to remedy the problem (Jefferson, 1972, p. 299).

Repetition is often utilized for the clarification of a previous turn when there
are no hearing or comprehension problems. Not just clarification, but Jefferson notes
that “questioning repeats” (p. 303) can prompt the prior speaker to elaborate more
about the object of the repeat. Greer, Andrade, Butterfield and Mischinger (2009), in
a study of L, pair and small group interaction found next-turn repetitions were
short—often one word—and the repeat object was frequently located near the end of
the prior turn. They referred to this practice as “receipt through repetition.” These
short repeats fulfill various functions, such as acknowledging receipt of the prior
turn, confirming understanding, displaying agreement, confirming a word search, or

initiating a next-turn repair. While displaying receipt of understanding, they also can
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signal the prior speaker to continue the turn. Repeats, then, might not occupy a full

turn as they simply show that the hearer is passing up a turn. Greer et al. report that

these repetitions often have falling intonation and are frequently followed by

agreement, acknowledgement (Jefferson, 1984a), or confirmation tokens (Schegloff,

1996a). Thus, in many ways hearers can use repetition to influence the later turns of

the prior speaker.

When a speaker is facing difficulty in constructing a turn and a second

speaker offers a formulation, the first speaker might readily accept it, and by

repeating it s/he “takes possession of it, and ratifies the co-conversationalist’s

participation at the same time” (Norrick, 1987, p. 252). Another type of repetition is

the “rebroadcast repeat” (p. 253) when a speaker reiterates what had been said to a

larger group perhaps because of interference, noise, or other circumstance. In

addition, a speaker can “appropriate” words or phrases from prior turn/s and recycle

them at a later time (p. 254).

Speakers can borrow words, phrases, or whole sentences from prior talk,

thereby making the task of turn construction easier. “Often enough a speaker will

replay all or part of the foregoing utterance as a kind of thinking out loud in order to

hold the floor and to gain planning time” (Norrick, 1987, p. 249). Many repetitions
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simply show affirmation and agreement, and minor or no modifications can be made.

Some repetitions spotlight particular parts of the repeat object and expand on them

“to signal agreement and rapport” (p. 250). These can look very similar to the

upgraded assessments that were discussed earlier. A special type of this repeat is

referred to as “shadowing” where “a second speaker may begin to echo the

foregoing utterance before it even ends” (p. 250).

Repetition has the power to create cohesion and coherence (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976; Halliday, 1985) in text, and it is just as effective in spoken discourse.

Repeats are at the core of format tying (M. Goodwin, 1990), which is the recycling

of components of the surface structure of previous turns. Tannen (1987) claimed that

repetition enhances interpersonal rapport, creativity, and sense of self (p. 215).

Jefferson (1972) noted another kind of repeat when the speaker demonstrates

“appreciation” and “enjoyment” (p. 299), and Tannen (1987) pointed out that

repetitions are used for humor and verbal play (p. 232).

While the students in this study used many of the repetitions outlined above,

this chapter specifically focuses on repetitions related to the display of agreement.

Special attention is paid to second-position repetitions that reveal the second
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speaker’s stance of agreement and alignment. Four types of repetitions were found

in the data, and each is examined in detail. The four sections are:

=

the short agreement repeat

N

receipt through repetition

w

a repetition produced distally, providing a clear cohesive tie to the previous

e

repetition used as playful word play, simultaneously strengthening agreement

The Short Agreement Repeat

The students in the study frequently produced rather short turns when

expressing their opinion, and the subsequent responses were also relatively short. In

Excerpt 5-1, the selected next speaker repeated the prior speaker’s turn.

Excerpt 5-1. Short agreement repeat (UFO)

166 = Ryu: |- I: believe in ghost: hheh

167 0.4)

168 Kana: [m:]: ((nod))

169 Mie:  [n]

170 Ryu:  a:nd: (1.0) how ano:: [well or uh] (0.6)
171 how about |you ((pointed to Kana))
172 0.7)

173 Kana: me?

174 Ryu:  ((nod))

175 (0.3)

176 — Kana: eh: I: believe in ghost: too:
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Kana was clearly selected as the next speaker through gesture and gaze; however,

she used silence and a request for confirmation to stall before delivering her

response. She recycled Ryu’s turn (line 166) and she added “too:” providing a

cohesive link and clearly identifying herself to be in agreement with Ryu.

Excerpt 5-2 illustrates a short agreement repeat that was frequently produced

by the novice language learners—“me too.” I refer to these as “short-cut

agreements” because they allow the speaker to orient to any prior turn and express

agreement with no extra effort. In this exchange the students were talking about the

dangers of imported food, and Ai stated that her family only ate meat produced in

Japan.

Excerpt 5-2. Short agreement repeat (Food problem)
274 Ai: so:-oh I- (0.3) my: family:-ih
275 Kiko:  ((nod))

276 Ai: eat:-oh

277 Kiko:  ((nod))

278 (1.4)

279 Ai: eh only-ih ( .) Japanese:ih meat-(hh)oh

280 Kiko: oh::huh::: ((nod))
281 = Hoshi: me too: hhhuhhh
282 — Kiko: me too: me too: ((nod))

After Ai’s statement, Kiko showed receipt by nodding and saying “oh::huh:::” (line

280) and Hoshi registered receipt and agreement when she said, “me too” followed
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by laughter (line 281). In the very next turn Kiko echoed Hoshi’s turn saying it twice,

“me too: me too:” (line 282).

Receipt Through Repetition

In Excerpt 5-3, the repetition in second position functioned simultaneously

as a receipt and as an agreement. In this discussion the students were talking about

animal clones, and the topic of Dolly, the cloned sheep, was brought up. Rumi said

she remembered that Dolly died. When asked how long Dolly had lived, Rumi said

she did not know, and everyone laughed. Rumi then concluded that cloning was

dangerous.

Excerpt 5-3. Receipt-through-repetition (Clones)

153 = Rumi: so:: (1.2) clo:ne: i:z:: (0.2) dangerous:

154 (0.5)

155 — Miya: °yes® (0.4) dangerous: ((while nodding 3 times))

Rumi tied her turn with the previous turn when she used “so::”” and then concluded

in line 153, “clo:ne: i:z:: dangerous: (pauses deleted). Miya made an affirmative

response, “yes,” and repeated the last word of Rumi’s turn, “dangerous:” as she

nodded (line 155). Miya acknowledged receipt of Rumi’s opinion, and showed

agreement by deploying the affirmative, the repetition, and her nods.
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In Excerpt 5-4 a receipt through repetition was delivered after problems with
understanding. The topic was about the supernatural, and Kana had said she believed
in UFOs and ghosts. Mie did not believe in ghosts, and in the following excerpt she
was trying to clarify if Kana believed in the existence of both a physical body and a

spirit. The repetition occurred in Kana’s response to Mie.

Excerpt 5-4. Receipt-through-repetition (UFO)
199 Mie:  if:if you: (0.3) eh:: (1.1)

200 chau (0.7) iy-ou:: mea:n: (0.4)
201 thuh the:re a:re (0.2) two::::
202 type of li:fe:?

203 Kana: |m: ((nod))

204 (0.7)

205 Mie:  and: (0.8) one: iz:ih |body
206 (0.3)

207 Kana: |m: ((nod))

208 0.2)

209 Mie:  thuh othah: iz:ih spirit?

210 (0.4)

211 Kana: |m::m::m:: ((nod at each “m::”))
212 (1.3)

213 Mie:  do you? heh cha- don't you?
214 (1.0)

215 Kana: supirit-oh?

216 (0.5)

217 Mie:  |m:

218 (0.4)

219 Mie:  °do you believe®

220 (2.0

221 Kana: AH- ((leaning back)) (0.2) ghost wa?
222 0.1)

223 Mie:  |nghost-0 iz uh spirit
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224 0.2)

225 = Mie:  [of] Thuman

226 Kana: [AH::]

227 — Kana: AH::: human human human ((nod))
228 0.2)

In line 200, Mie used a Japanese word, chau (the reduced and informal form of

chigaimasu roughly translated as “that’s wrong” or “I was wrong.” When used in

this way, it retroactively erases what had just been said before. (Perhaps an

equivalent in English might be “no” followed by a new version). Mie abandoned her

if-clause construction changing instead to a formulation (Heritage, 1985; Heritage &

Watson, 1979) of Kana’s belief in the supernatural; in other words, stating the gist of

what Kana had stated previously. Mie utilized a common marker of formulations,

“ly-ou:: mea:n:” and this was followed by, “the:re a:re two:::: type of li:fe:? and:

one: iz:ih body thuh othah: iz:ih spirit? (pauses and Kana’s receipt responses

deleted).

In line 211, Kana produced a receipt tokens with nods, but she did not

attempt to address Mie’s question. After a long gap of 1.3 seconds, Mie added a

question tag, “do you” which she repaired to “don’t you?” (line 213). Kana’s

response indicated that she was having trouble understanding because after a gap of

1 second, she uttered, “supirit-oh?” with a rising intonation (line 215). Mie
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responded with an affirmative vocalization (“m” line 217) and reformulated her

question softly, “do you believe” (line 219). This was followed by another long gap,

this time 2 seconds long. Kana said, “AH-" (this was cut off) at a high volume as she

leaned back, and this was followed by the try-marked (meaning it was delivered

with a rising intonation), “ghost wa?”” This phrase is a Japanese construction where

wa is a topicalizer in Japanese. This means that Kana was checking to see if Mie was

referring to ghosts.

Mie responded in a Japanese way by saying “n.” It was delivered with a

falling intonation, and it is the equivalent of “’yes” in English (Kushida, 2011). Mie’s

affirmative “n” was immediately followed by her further reformulation, “ghost-0 iz

uh spirit” confirming that she was speaking about ghosts. In line 225, Mie added an

increment, “of human” and “of” was overlapped with Kana’s “AH:::” followed by

her repetition of “human” not just once, but three times. This “AH:::” contrasted

with the previous “AH-"in line 221. While both seemed to operate as newsmarkers,

the first “AH-" was cut off and the very next utterance confirmed that, in fact, Kana

had not understood. On the other hand, the “AH:::” in line 227 was stretched and the

next utterance was “human human human. Saying “human” three times in rapid

succession conveyed a qualitatively different nuance than stating it just once. This
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multiple repetition increased the intensity (Ishikawa, 1991) of the receipt perhaps

indicating that after a struggle, Kana had finally understood. The multiple repetition

served to demonstrate to Mie, the other hearers, and to herself that she had

comprehended Mie’s question. At the same time it underscored her agreement with

and acceptance of Mie’s formulation. Thus, by line 227, Kana displayed

unmistakable understanding. The next few lines (not shown here) provided further

supporting evidence that Kana had indeed understood. She had understood not only

Mie’s formulation, but also Mie’s overall point.

This excerpt clearly demonstrated what Schegloff (2006) claims: “Most

fundamentally, the basic place to look to see how someone understood a turn is to

see what they produced in next turn” (p. 86). It was evident that Mie understood this

as she continued to pursue a response of real understanding from Kana until it was

finally delivered.

Distal Repetition

While most repetitions that display agreement occur in close proximity to the

source, it is possible for a repetition to occur much later in an interaction. Excerpts

5-5 and 5-6 demonstrate how a word used at the beginning of the discussion was
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brought up again at the end of the discussion. The word was first offered by Jiro, but

in the end it was brought back into the discussion by Kengo. The students were

sitting in the following arrangement:

Figure 8. Supernatural. Group

The topic was the supernatural. Jiro began by asking “do you believe ghost?”

Excerpt 5-5. Distal repetition (Supernatural)

10 Jiro:  do you believe ghost?

11 (0.9)

12 Kengo: | don't: believe: ghost:. (0.8)

13 how: a bout you? ((gaze to Jiro))
14 (0.3)

15 Jiro:  uhhuh (0.1) me too (1.1) Lyi:::
16 = like: matee ri al izm

17 (1.3)

18 Kengo: what iz | materialism

19 (0.5)

20 Jiro:  eh-iz: means: (0.4) uh:: (0.4)

21 uh::: belief: in: only mattah:

22 (0.9) uh so:: (0.4) lyi::::

23 don't like: uh: super natural

24 things: (0.3) uh:: ((leaned toward
25 Tosh)) how about you?
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Kengo used the exact base of Jiro’s interrogative and transformed it into the

affirmative, saying, “I don’t: believe: ghost:.” As was quite common in these

discussions, Kengo quickly turned the same question back to the interlocutor using,

“how about you?” In line 15, Jiro used another well-used phrase, “me too” and he

gave a short account: “L:yi::: like: matee ri al izm.” When asked to explain further,

Jiro said: “iz: means belief: in: only mattah: so:: Iyi::::: don’t like: super natural

things:” (pauses and hesitations deleted). Jiro ended his turn by selecting Tosh.

The rest of the discussion continued. This is a brief synopsis:

Tosh: said he did not believe in ghosts because he had not seen one

Li: was asked; she gave a very long narrative about an unusual event

Sun: self selected and told a story about her dream

Aya: self selected and said she believed in ghosts because of an
experience she had

Kengo: said it was strange

Jiro: agreed

Sun: said stories about ghosts were jokes or teasing; she said she did not
believe them

Li: said she thought everyone had some supernatural experience but

did not know about it; she told another long story about a friend.
She asked the others what they thought.

Sun: said nobody knew

All: laughed

After a very long gap of 5.6 seconds, Sun self selected a turn.
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Excerpt 5-6. Distal repetition (Supernatural)

283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301 —
302
303
304

Sun:

Li:

Sun:

Li:
Sun:

Li:

Jiro:
Kengo:

Jiro:

Li:

Kengo:

All:
Jiro:

do you believe in an:gels: (0.1) ((gazed to Jiro, Kengo))
and (0.5) heaven (0.3) when you |die
(1.5)
AH::[uh::] hh ((smiled))
[you will]
(0.8)
you [will]
[to] heaven
(0.3)
hehe
(1.9)
((leaned back and gazed at Kengo))
°heaven® ((gazing at Jiro, smiling))
(0.7)
I:: (0.3) can't |believe
h[eaven]
[hehe] hh
0.7)
materialism ((smiling))
0.1)
HEHEHE[HEHE]
[materialism] ((nodding))

Sun’s question (lines 283-284) was directed to Jiro and Kengo as her gaze shifted

between them: “do you believe in an:gels: and heaven when you die you will to

heaven” (pauses deleted). In line 286, Li produced a newsmarker showing she

understood Sun’s question, and in line 289 she repeated Sun’s “you will” ratifying

Sun’s question and directing her gaze to Jiro. Jiro gazed at Kengo, and Kengo

repeated “heaven” softly to Jiro signaling him to answer. After 0.7 seconds, Jiro said,
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“I:: can’t believe heaven” (pause deleted), and Li overlapped the end of his turn with

laughter. While Jiro was speaking, Kengo’s gaze was down towards his lap, and then

he smiled, turned to gaze at Jiro and said, “materialism.” The simple repetition of

this word triggered loud laughter by the whole group. Jiro accepted Kengo’s

formulation of his stance by nodding and repeating “materialism,” once again

affirming his stance of “belief in only matter.”

This single word was a repeat of Jiro’s explanation (lines 15-16, 20-24) of

why he did not believe in ghosts. Kengo effectively made a formulation of Jiro’s

position in one compact word utilizing it to address a different but somewhat related

topic: belief in angels and heaven. Clearly everyone appreciated this. Kengo

reminded all the group members of Jiro’s belief in materialism, and because he was

in full agreement with Jiro about not believing in ghosts, this recognition of Jiro’s

stance displayed his own acceptance and agreement. He did not appropriate Jiro’s

word outright as a response to Sun’s question, but his action showed him beginning

to take possession of the word by repeating it—in effect, sharing possession with

Jiro. Jiro repeated “materialism” as he was nodding in line 304 indicating his

ratification of Kengo’s use of the word and acknowledgement that Kengo was in

agreement with him.
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This example demonstrated that a repeat could be used distally. It had the

effect of tying the end of the discussion back to the beginning, and it was in keeping

with Jefferson’s (1972) repeat of “appreciation” and “enjoyment.” Figure 9 shows

the group enjoying a laugh.

v‘ 2 o
o A Y - \ -
‘_'_ \ WIS — -

Figure 9. Line 303 All: (laugh)

Word Play Repeat
In this section, all of the elements of assessment occurred: the assessment
segment, assessment signal, assessment action, and assessment activity (C. Goodwin
& M. Goodwin, 1987, 1992), and they all functioned together to display strong
agreement within the group. In Excerpts 5-7 to 5-9 the students engaged in an
assessment activity where the students used a two-word phrase several times during
the discussion utilizing it as a form of word play. The topic was international

marriage, and a photo of the group is provided here.
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Figure 10. Love power. Group.

A synopsis of the discussion before the word play:

Masa:
Kazu:
Yuri:
Kazu:
Li:

Masa:
Li:
Masa:
All:
Kazu:
Li:

Masa:
Kazu:
Li:

Tosh:
Li:

Masa:
Li:
Yuri:
Masa:
Kazu:

said he did not like intercultural marriage

agreed

asked why

because of language

said she agreed with international marriage because love was
important

said love was important, but he had to learn another language
agreed but said if the couple loved each other they were happy
said, “I see”

laughed

said there was the problem of the children

said there may be problems, but the couple could make an effort
for the children to be happy

said there were many problems in Japanese society: work, school
agreed

gave an example of her friends; their parents did not agree, but the
couple was happy

was asked his position; he said he agreed with Li

said, “thank you”

she asked Masa if he had a foreign girlfriend that he loved very
much, would he continue with her

responded if he loved her, he would try “I try try.”

said it was good and that trying was important

questioned Masa’s position

responded, “I changed my mind” “I agree!”

was asked his position; he said if there were many problems he
could not agree
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Excerpt 5-7 began when Masa gazed to Kazu and self selected a turn.

Excerpt 5-7. Word play (Love power)
171 = Masa: ho:- love power izu (0.4)

172 Li: very hheh

173 Masa: ((raised both arms))
174 (0.1)

175 Li: Joo-bu= [strong]

176 Masa: =muscle
177 ALL: hehahahehe

Masa admitted that he had changed his position to agree with Li. In line 171, he

began a TCU (“love power izu”’) and during his pause, Li projected the end of his

turn by supplying “very” followed by laughter. Just as Masa raised his arms, Li

already projected the next word, although she used the Japanese word for strong,

(“jobu”) and Masa used the English noun, “muscle.” Everyone laughed. Figures 11

to 13 show the embodied actions and facial expression of the group.

Figure 11. Line 171 Masa: ho:- love power izu (gazing to Kazu)
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Figure 12. Line 173 Masa: (both arms raised)

P =

Figure 13. Line 177 All: (laugh)

Synopsis:

Yuri: asked Kazu if he would consider if his girlfriend worked hard and
learned Japanese

Kazu: had difficulty answering; there was a 8.6-second gap

Masa: gazed at Kazu; “communication (2.5) commu ni {ca [tion (2.3)

is (1.2) important” (6.4)

Kazu was having difficulty answering Yuri’s question. After a long gap, Masa turned
to Kazu. He said the first “communication” quickly and emphatically. The second
“communication” was delivered in a singsong voice, and “is” and “important” were
delivered in a neutral way, but each one was delivered between rather long pauses.

At the beginning of Excerpt 5-8, Kazu was gazing downward and speaking

softly and diffidently as if thinking out loud.
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Excerpt 5-8. Word play (Love power)

203 Kazu: () (0.4) change: ((gazed downward))
204 (3.2)

205 Masa: you must: change my- your mind

206 ALL: hehehehe

207 (0.9)

208 Kazu: change my mind? ((gazed to Masa))
209 (0.3)

209 Masa: change your mind. ((gazed down))
210 (1.0)

211 Kazu: Cagree® ((gazed down))

212 (0.4)

213 Masa: change your tmi:nd

214 (1.8)

215 Kazu: °l agree® ((gazed to Masa))
216 Yuri:  °hehe®

217 Yuri, Li, Tosh:  hehehe

218 (0.9)

219 Kazu: | agree hhe ((gazing down))
220 Yuri:  hehehehhhihh

Picking up on the word, “change,” Masa said, “you must: change my- your mind”

and everyone laughed. Kazu gazed at Masa and said “change my mind?” with a

rising intonation. Masa repeated “change your mind” with different stress patterns:

first emphasizing “your” then emphasizing “mind,” and this was delivered at a

higher pitch. During this excerpt, Kazu said “agree” three times, but each of these

were different. In line 211, he said only the word “agree” very softly and his gaze

was down. It did not appear that he was directing this to anyone. In line 215, he said,

“I agree” very softly and quickly as he gazed to Masa. In line 219, he said “I agree”
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more loudly, and because his gaze was downward, he did not sound nor look

committed. .

Synopsis:

Masa: asked Haru what she thought

Haru: said she thought international marriage was good. She thought
there were problems, but norikoete ikeru (she used Japanese for
“can be overcome”)

Li, Yuri: laughed

Haru was asked her opinion, and she also agreed with the group. After a gap of 0.8

seconds, Kazu, the one who had literally been coerced into changing his mind,

brought up “love power.” He said this a bit softly as he gazed to Masa. This was not

random as he was connecting Masa’s earlier phrase, “love power,” with Haru’s

statement about surmounting problems of international marriage.

Excerpt 5-9. Word play (Love power)

245 (0.8)

246 — Kazu: love power= ((gaze at Masa))
247 — Masa: =love power

248 — Li: love power

249 — Masa: fire power

250 Li, Kazu, Yuri: hehehe

Kazu’s “love power” triggered a cascade of repeats. Masa said “love power” more

loudly than Kazu, followed by Li’s “love power.” Then Masa made a word play by
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altering “love” to “fire,” and, in fact, “fire power” could be considered an upgrade

from “love power.”

In this discussion, Masa changed his position after hearing Li’s arguments.

He then tried to change Kazu’s position as well, using direct imperatives and also

utilizing the repetition of “communication” and “change your mind” as part of his

work of persuasion. It was Kazu who brought up “love power” even though he

seemed slow and reluctant to agree with all the others. Excerpt 5-9 was in clear

contrast to many of the other parts of this discussion because the turns were

delivered quickly, smoothly, and with no gaps. With Masa taking the lead in playing

with the language—using a singsong voice, using different stress patterns, and

initiating the word play—the others were able to participate. Together they made use

of repetitions which were quite meaningful, yet also lighthearted and playful. This

type of repetition was a clear demonstration of agreement. Not only did the word

play make the discussion cohesive, but the group itself also became more cohesive.
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Chapter Summary

Repetitions are used frequently when people interact. Research findings

attest to the fact that they are not random, but are important interactional devices

with numerous functions, and the interpretation of the messages that they convey

depend on the location of the occurrence and the way they are delivered. This

chapter began with an overview of the different types of repetitions that have been

identified in the research. We learned that very often repetitions are connected with

repair in both the initiation of repair and the resolution of the trouble. They are

frequently utilized to confirm and clarify the talk at certain steps of the interaction

ensuring that non- or misunderstandings are avoided. Most importantly repetitions

can display agreement or an acknowledgment and acceptance of a previous

speaker’s turn/s. Depending on how they are delivered, they can even indicate the

degree of agreement. In the multi-party context, repetitions can be used to create

cohesion and solidarity among members of the group. They can be used in a playful

manner generating an atmosphere of enjoyment and appreciation.

Four types of repetitions that occurred in the data were presented. First, a

typical repetition was the short next-turn repeat that recycled portions of the

previous turn. This was an especially useful device for the novice level language
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students to capitalize upon and reuse what their classmates had said. Second, receipt

through repetition showed an example of a next response demonstrating

simultaneously receipt and agreement. Not all receipt through repetitions were

delivered in the second position. The second example in this section illustrated how

even after difficulties and after multiple turns, the next speaker was able to display

her understanding, acknowledgement, and agreement. Third, while most repetitions

occur in second or third positions, this excerpt showed a repetition of a lexical item

that occurred at the beginning of the discussion, but then repeated near the very end

of the discussion. It demonstrated an extremely effective use of format tying, and all

the other students displayed their appreciation of how only one word could

successfully sum up the speaker’s entire stance so economically. Finally, while one

student initiated word play, it was successfully adopted by the other members, even

by a member who had previously shown reluctance to agree with the group. The use

of embodied action and laughter contributed to the sense of solidarity and enjoyment

of the group.
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CHAPTER 6

AGREEMENT AND COLLABORATION

The transcripts show that moment-by-moment the students paid close
attention to not only the primary speaker but also to each other—the hearers. As
Hayashi (2003) pointed out “even though the words might come out of one mouth, it
[language form and meaning] is inextricably bound up with and dependent on, the
interaction between speaker(s) and hearer(s) during the unfolding course of the
activity” (p. 3) [parenthetical insertion by current author]. Through talk and through
nonverbal behavior, students displayed their understanding of their task
(participating in a group discussion) and their understanding (sometimes non
understanding) of the talk as it was being produced. Students frequently expressed
agreement, not as an individual speaker, but in collaboration with each other.

The next section begins with a brief review of what Sacks (1992) first
referred to as joint productions and later as collaborative completions. Work on
collaborative completions was first done in English conversation (Lerner, 1991;
1992; 2002), and later investigations on joint utterances were conducted on Japanese

conversation (Hayashi, 2003; Iwasaki, 2008). The next four sections present
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examples from the data that show how students collaborated together, and through

these collaborations they succeeded in displaying a shared stance: (a) Completing

the Not-as-yet-Complete Turn shows a student helping to complete another student’s

turn; (b) Collaborated Completion in Word Search shows a student providing the

appropriate candidate word (plus predicate) of another student’s word search; (c)

Assisted Collaboration involves a student supporting another member through

minimal turns and gestures and not taking the primary role; and (d) Collaborated

Co-completion looks at how two students made numerous collaborative turns as

they set up an argument against two other students in the group.

Conversation Analysis Work on Collaborated Completion

Lerner (1991, 1992, 2002, 2004) demonstrated how a hearer can anticipate

the ending of an as-yet-uncompleted TCU and with precision timing provide a

grammatically and pragmatically appropriate ending to the speaker’s turn. Certain

compound turn construction units (TCUSs) provide sequential resources to enable

such joint constructions. These compound TCUs consist of a [preliminary

component + final component] where the first component provides enough clues in

order to project a possible final component. Compound constructions such as [if X
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then Y ] and [when X then Y ] formats provide opportunities for these joint

constructions.

According to Lerner (1991) there are other syntactic forms that make

anticipatory completions possible. He documents the following types of structures:

Quotations have a recognizable two-component format, so for example, in [X said +

Y], the phrase, “X said” can project the upcoming quote, and both the placement and

form of the final component might be predictable. TCUs can have a two-part

contrast, such as in [not X + Y]. A parenthetical insert can also create an

environment for an anticipatory completion. After the first component the

parenthetical insert, without disrupting the trajectory, provides additional clues for

the projection of the final component. Lerner provides an example of a parenthetical

insert followed by an anticipatory completion.

Dan: it seemed to be

(.)
— to Ken at least
(.)
Roger: the wrong kind. (p. 447)

When a speaker begins to make a list, it can often allow hearers to participate in

completing the list. The compound TCU structure can be represented as [items 1, 2

+ item 3].
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Disagreements are also projectable because the dispreferred turn shape is

generally characterized by delays, hesitations, sound stretches, and/or partial

agreements before the delivery of the disagreement component. The two-part format

consists of [preface + disagreement]. The spelling of names or words allow for a

different speaker to complete the spelling. Not only the TCUs, but also the way they

are delivered can play a role in joint utterances. For instance, contrastive stress can

signal a predictable completion. As Lerner points out, this is not an exhaustive list of

the environments that can provide opportunities for anticipatory completions, but it

illustrates the sheer variety of localities that invite co-participation.

Hayashi’s (2003) in-depth study of joint utterance constructions in Japanese

demonstrates how speakers and hearers not only utilize syntactic and prosodic

structures, but also the visible embodied actions enabling the production of this

coordinated vocal production. Key to any joint utterance is the concept of

projectability (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974; Schegloff, 1980). The syntactic,

lexical, prosodic, and sequential features combined with nonverbal actions provide

evidence making the trajectory of the not-as-yet-complete turn somewhat

predictable.
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In contrast to English, Japanese speakers can attach “utterance-final

elements” (Hayashi 2003, Tanaka, 1999), such as yo ne, mon ne , or janai, to a

predicate which display the following: “(i) the speaker’s affect, perspective,

epistemic stance, etc., toward the proposition expressed, and (ii) the speaker’s

interpersonal sensitivity towards the addressee in the speech situation” (Hayashi,

2003, p. 29). When next speakers participate in a joint construction using these types

of endings, they can assert their claim on what has been expressed and show a

collaborative and shared perspective. The co-completions indicate not just a

confirmation of the prior component, but they display shared understanding of

knowledge/experience and demonstrate agreement with the prior speaker.

This type of shared understanding is what is referred to as intersubjectivity

(Heritage, 1984b; Schegloff, 1992). As Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008) explain, “One

of the key sociological issues that CA...addresses is that of intersubjectivity. How

do we share a common understanding of the world and of one another’s actions in
g

the world?” (p. 4). By examining the sequential organization, that is, adjacency pairs,

it is possible to delineate how and whether or not mutual understanding is

accomplished. For the novice leaners in this study, this was a chief concern.
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Completing the Not-as-yet-Complete Turn

The students in this study were very attentive to each other’s turns, and their

actions provided clear evidence that they worked actively to understand the prior

speaker and, for their own part, attempted to produce appropriate next responses.

Excerpt 6-1 is an example of this close attention to each other. It is a case where a

student produced a turn, but it was was not recognized as complete by another

participant. After a long gap and there was no sign that the turn was going to be

completed, the hearer provided a final component that fit the prior turn. The

discussion was about the global issue of food, and the students were sitting in the

following arrangement:

Figure 14. Food problem. Group

At the beginning of this discussion, Kiko had already made her stance clear: she

thought food was a problem in Japan, and she gave the example of imported food

from China. At the time of the discussion the news had reported that tainted frozen
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foods had originated in China. Kiko selected Chie as the next speaker, asking “what

do you think?”

Excerpt 6-1. Not-as-yet completed turn (Food problem)

40 (0.8)

41 Chie:  its-ih (0.9) it's bad:-oh (0.4) e:toh
42 (0.8) be:co:z-ih (2.8) it:oh (0.1)
43 it: provide-oh

44 Kiko:  ((nod))

45 (0.7)

46 Chie:  hu:man:

47 Kiko:  ((1 nod + slight nod))
48 (3.4)

49 Chie:  unhealthy?

50 Kiko:  m:m::m ((3 nods))

51 (0.4)
52 Chie:  ((shifted right))
53 (1.8)

54 Chie:  ((2 nods as gaze moved to Kiko and Hoshi))
55 — Kiko: bad: influence.

56 (0.8)

57 Chie:  ahyes: ((nodding))

58 Kiko:  ((4 nods))

Chie was making a compound TCU construction, [proposition + reason]. Japanese

grammar is characterized by allowing zero anaphora (Hayashi, Mori & Takagi,

2002; Takagi, 2002), and Chie did not specify what was the main referent in her

proposition. “It” was standing in for the general situation that Kiko had previously
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outlined—the problem of tainted imported food products. By saying, “it’s bad-o,”

she displayed agreement with Kiko, and she was following this up with a reason.

From lines 44 to 50, Kiko kept her gaze on Chie and gave receipt responses

both verbally and nonverbally after each additional word that Chie offered. Both

Chie and Kiko were actively involved. Kiko was monitoring Chie’s speech checking

for the next possible relevant place for a next action, and Chie was constructing her

turn in order to be understood by Kiko and the others in the group. Chie’s gaze was

mostly down towards the table, and it went to Kiko only momentarily on the last two

syllables of “unhealthy” in line 49. The other three students also kept their gaze on

Chie, but they did not make any receipt responses.

These actions by speakers are referred to as recipient designed (Sacks &

Schegloff, 1979; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson 1974). According to Schegloff

(2006) recipient design is central to talk, and

the things one talks about with another are selected and configured for who
that other is--either individually or categorically. And how one speaks about
them — what words, reference forms, and so forth are to be used is also
shaped by reference to who the recipient relevantly is at that moment, for this
speaker, at this juncture of this interaction (p. 89).
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At any point, a hearer can enter the stream of speech and can also affect the

trajectory of the turn (C. Goodwin & M. Goodwin, 1987; lwasaki, 2008; Schegloff,

1996b), meaning then that both parties are active participants.

The long gap of 3.4 seconds in line 48 signaled that there was some trouble

for Chie, and when she finally delivered the next word, it was try-marked, meaning

it had a rising intonation. Try-marking can be used as a check for alignment with the

hearer before proceeding (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979; Schegloff, 1996a). Without a

gap, Kiko responded with three nods that punctuated her receipt response,

“m:m::m:” and she continued to gaze at Chie. Chie’s gaze remained down on the

table, and her body posture shifted to her right. She held that position for 1.8

seconds, and then she made a gaze shift and a cluster of nods that were important

signals to the hearers. (a) She made one nod with her gaze forward not engaging

with anyone; (b) Her gaze moved to Kiko as she made another nod; and (c) then her

gaze moved to Hoshi. Her first nod indicated that she had completed her turn. This

could be called a pull-down nod (lwasaki, 2008) as it is a nod that stops

momentarily at the descent and does not bounce back up as in a regular nod. Her

nod signaled finality, and this type of nod was found throughout the data. It was also
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reported by Hauser (2009) who studied a similar group of Japanese students in small

group discussion.

Recognizing that Chie was no longer going to add to her turn, Kiko clearly

oriented to the syntactic incompleteness of the turn and provided an appropriate

addition, an NP, “bad influence.” This was accepted by Chie as she said, “ah yes”

while making two nods, one at each word. This was immediately acknowledged by

Kiko with four nods, and her turn acted as a sequence closer. A new sequence was

initiated by Chie as she selected Eko using the same question that she had been

asked, “what do you think?” (transcript not shown).

Collaborated Completion in Word Search

The novice learners in this study faced challenges as they generally

possessed limited lexical and grammatical resources. The data gave evidence of

students constantly and consistently assisting each other to compensate for these

limitations. Excerpt 6-2 is an example of a hearer coming to the aid of the speaker

who had initiated a topic but was unable to complete the TCU even after

innumerable attempts. The hearer finally offered a possible candidate, which was

precisely timed and appropriately constructed. The TCU completion successfully
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ended the prior speaker’s turn, but in addition to this, it allowed this newly

self-selected speaker to raise a related topic that she wanted to talk about. This

cooperative completion accomplished two actions at once: (a) it assisted the prior

speaker to end a prolonged and awkward word search, and (b) successfully

completed a speaker change allowing the discussion to get back on track.

The topic of the discussion in Excerpt 6-2 was the environment and a photo

of the group is given here:

Figure 15. Eco bag. Group

Before this excerpt Miu explained that she saw on television that a supermarket was

encouraging customers to bring their own shopping bags. Plastic bags would cost

five yen. She told the other students that the supermarket distributed free eco bags

before this change, and she described the bag. The reaction of the other students to

Miu’s turns indicated that this was news to them, and they asked many questions.

Fumi self selected a turn at the beginning of this excerpt summarizing what

everyone should do after hearing Miu’s explanation.
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Excerpt 6-2. Collaborated completion (Eco bag)

342 Fumi: we: should:-oh (0.3) brin:g-ih

343 (0.3) eco bag-ih=

344 Miu:  =so-

345 Fumi:  [we mu:st-oh]

346 Miu:  [SO:::: ] so::: every: supah:mah:ket-oh

347 Fumi:  ((nod))

348 Miu:  (0.4) change: to: nee:d-oh (1.4) fi:ve: yen:

349 Sanae: m:m: ((2 slight nods))

350 (0.6)

351 Miu:  ((nod)) ((gaze to Nao))

352 Nao:  ((nod))

353 Fumi: hai ((right index finger tapped above left palm 8 times))
354 Miu:  and-ih de:crea:se: gah:rbage:

355 (1.6)

356 Fumi:  woo:d-oh chop:stick: ((both hands held out about 15 cm apart))
357 Miu:  uu:

358 (1.1)

359 Fumi:  ((nod) (0.8) [woo:d] chop: st(h)ick: and:
360 Nao: [hhhh]

361 Miu:  u ((nod))

362 (3.3)

363 Fumi:  |n:

364 Nao:  hehehe ((bent, head down above the table))

365 Fumi:  woo:d:chop=

366 — Sanae: =stick ba:d: for: (1.1) environment:

367 (0.4)

368 Fumi:  m:m: ((first nod--gaze to Sanae; second nod—gaze to Miu))
369 Miu:  M::: (0.7) °yes®  ((4 very slight nods))

370 Fumi: ((nod gazing at Miu))

371 Sanae: |Ko:re:an: (0.3) chopstick: iz-ih (0.7)

372 good: for: environment: beco:z:-ih

In lines 342 to 346, Fumi and Miu were competing for the turn. As stated in Chapter

4, vying for turns was rare in these student discussions, and this particular case was
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notable in that the effort to take and complete the turn was done mostly through gaze

and embodied behavior by one of these speakers. Miu was the primary speaker, and

Fumi self selected the next turn (line 342) expressing a deontic stance on the group’s

behalf based on Miu’s previous turns. The end of her TCU was latched with Miu’s

“so-“ which was cut off when Fumi rephrased her previous turn saying, “we

mu:st-oh.” Her utterance was overlapped completely by Miu’s very loud and very

stretched, “SO::::” By loudly talking over Fumi, Miu regained her position as

primary speaker as Fumi relinquished the turn. Miu then recycled the word “so:::”

but at a lower volume (line 346), after which she introduced her own and different

conclusion: all supermarkets should change to a system of charging five yen for

plastic bags (line 346 and 348).

At this point, Miu already knew she had an acknowledgement from Sanae

without looking at her because Sanae’s response was delivered verbally, “mm:” as

she was nodding (line 349). Next Miu invited Nao’s response by turning her gaze to

her and nodding. After Nao nodded, Fumi began to raise her hands as she said,

“hai” (the literal translation from Japanese is “yes,” but in this context it was a

signal indicating the beginning of a turn). With her right index finger she tapped 8
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times above the palm of her left hand, and through the use of one word and

embodied actions, she managed to regain the primary speaker role (see Figure 16).

.

Figure 16. Line 353 Fumi: ((tapping eight times above her left palm))

Fumi’s hands slowed by the 8™ tap, and they were held in the same position when
Miu continued her turn, “and-ih de:crea:se: gah:rbage:” (line 354). There was a long
gap of 1.6 seconds while Fumi and Miu gazed at each other. Then in line 356, Fumi

said, “wo0:d-oh chop:stick:” while making a gesture with her hands as shown in

Figure 17.

Figure 17. Line 356 Fumi: woo:d-oh chop:stick:
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Fumi’s gestures were not helping her classmates understand what she wanted to say,

and she repeated it again in line 359, but this time delivered with a laugh breath

perhaps triggered by Nao’s laugh outbreaths in line 360. There was a long gap of 3.3

seconds, and in line 363, Fumi could not come up with any words, only the sound,

“n:” which could possibly have been a Japanese “yes.” Nao laughed as she bent over

(see Figure 18).

Figure 18. Line 364 Nao: hehehe

While Nao was laughing, Fumi and Miu were smiling. Sanae, however, was the only

one not laughing nor smiling. The reason for this became clear in the next few turns.

In line 365, Fumi began a third repetition, but she only said “woo:d:chop”

when Sanae chimed in with “stick: ba:d: for: (1.1) environment:.” This showed

precision timing--coming in within a word--not even at a TCU boundary. In this case

where Fumi was clearly struggling, Sanae showed her orientation to coming-in-
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the-sooner-the-better especially after Fumi’s extended failure to complete her TCU.

Figure 19 shows Sanae’s gesture as she said, “stick.”

Figure 19. Line 366 Sanae: stick ba:d: for: (1.1) environment

Sanae’s candidate completion was accepted by Fumi as she nodded twice and made

a receipt response, “m:m:.” The nodding behavior was intricate. Only the first part

of Fumi’s nod was made with her gaze on Sanae, and as soon as her head came back

up, she shifted her gaze to Miu, and at that point completed the full nod. Miu had

been gazing at Sanae when Sanae was talking, but she turned her gaze back to Fumi

as Sanae said “environment.” This allowed Miu to give Fumi her acknowledgement

of Fumi’s point (not Sanae’s completion) as Fumi was still recognized as the

primary speaker.

These gaze shifts demonstrated that even though Sanae had played an

important role in assisting Fumi, the main stage involved Fumi and Miu. Fumi

oriented to Miu as the primary speaker/hearer, and the person to whom she was
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addressing her point. Miu accepted Sanae’s voicing of Fumi’s point and displayed

her understanding directly to Fumi. The gaze shifts are shown in Figures 20 to 23.

Figure 20. Line 366 Sanae: bad for environment (Fumi and Miu gazing at Sanae)

Figure 21. Line 366 Sanae: bad for environment (Miu gaze returned to Fumi)

Figure 22. Line 368 Fumi: m:m: (first nod)
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Figure 23. Line 368 Fumi: m:m: (second nod)

In line 368, Fumi invited Miu’s response as she gazed at her, and Miu

delivered a loud receipt response, “M:::” displaying understanding, and she then said

a soft “yes” acknowledging Fumi. Fumi in turn nodded again to Miu in line 370. All

of these turns, lines 369 to 370, served to terminate this sequence. Sanae

immediately began a new, yet related topic—Korean chopsticks that were good for

the environment. Before any of the other students, she had been able to understand

Fumi despite having had very few clues. Her assistance with the joint utterance

construction enabled her to gain the primary speakership role for the very next

sequence.

Assisted Collaboration

In the next section, Excerpts 6-3 to 6-5 show how a student oriented to

playing the role of assisting the primary speaker rather than taking the primary role

herself. The sequence of turns, the responses, and non-responses of the members
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played a part in shaping the unfolding of the interaction and determining the roles of

the participants. The topic of the discussion was the supernatural, and the students

were sitting in the following arrangement:

Figure 24. Aliens. Group

Early in this discussion Tomo and Misa made it very clear what their positions were:

Tomo did not believe in ghosts, aliens, or UFOs, while Misa believed in them. Haru

was asked directly what she thought, and she said she did not believe in them

because she could not believe in anything she could not see. (Later when Kei was

asked he said he did not believe in them either.)

Yuri did not comment on the positions of any of her other classmates.

However, after Tomo’s turn when he said that aliens could not live in this world,

Yuri self selected and said: “I think: alien iz: li:ke: like: people so:: alien can: li:ve:

this world” (pauses deleted). This was in direct opposition to what Tomo had just

said. Perhaps because there were no disagreement signals attached to her statement,

Tomo did not orient to this as a disagreement, which would mean that a
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response/defense was conditionally relevant. Hearing no uptake after 2 seconds,

Yuri added an increment (Wong & Waring, 2010), the preposition, “with,” as she

began making a circular gesture in front of her and adding, “us.” In overlap with

“us,” Misa said “ah” This “ah” was a marker of realization, which according to

Hayashi et al. (2002) the “ah” in Japanese is similar to the “oh” in English

documented by Heritage (1984a) displaying a change of state. After “ah” Misa said:

“so: you:: believe:.” This displayed that Misa understood at that point that Yuri was

on her side in this discussion. Hearing the “ah” in overlap, Yuri shifted her gaze to

Misa and delivered a confirmation saying, “yes believe in them.”

Yuri oriented to Misa’s turn as a side sequence (Jefferson, 1972; Schegloff,

2007) returning her gaze to Tomo. This demonstrated that she still expected a

response from him. When there was no uptake after 1.6 seconds, Misa began her

turn in Excerpt 6-3 shown below. In this sequence Misa directed her turns only to

Yuri, who she now knew agreed with her. This indicated that Misa was not

attempting to strengthen her case to persuade the other students who did not agree

with her, but she was giving Yuri more details about her own thinking which served

to augment her display of agreement.
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Excerpt 6-3. Assisted collaboration (Aliens)
135 Misa:  yes: I think s- I: think: (0.7)

136 uh::m (0.5) there a::re: (2.2)
137 °uh® (0.8) |another (0.3) ga:laxy
138 (1.0)

139 Yuri:  °0°

140 0.2)

141 Misa:  uh:m: (1.4) we:: ha- | think we
142 have (0.3) another (0.4) ah::th:
143 or: (0.9)

144 Yuri:  °mh[m°]

145 Misa: [su]n: or: (3.3) °mah® ((gaze shifting to
146 Yuri)) mah

147 (0.5)

148 — Yuri:  °(m )°=

149 Misa: =Mars:

150 Yuri::  °uh huh® ((nodding))
151 Misa: Mars or

152 Yuri:  °u:® ((nodding))

153 Misa:  >things like that<
154 Yuri:  °okay”’

155 (1.0)

156 Misa:  °and® (2.6) |m: ((nod)) (0.1)

157 so::: (0.5) I:: belie:ve: (0.9)

158 Yuri: — °C [ 1) °((nod))

159 Misa: [alien] o:r like yufo or °>s’mething like that<®

160 (0.6) and: ((eyes raised up in thinking mode))

161 (1.2)

162 Misa:  ((3 nods, gaze shifted to Yuri continuing with [2 nods]))
163 Yuri: [((2 nod))]
164 Misa:  °l think so° ((gaze shifted to front))

165 (1.6)

166 Misa:  ((gaze shifted to Kei))
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Misa began her turn by responding directly to Yuri’s previous confirmation that she

believed in aliens saying, “yes: I think.” This was followed by another “I think,”

however, this “I think™ was not a repair nor a repetition. It signaled that an opinion

would follow. In elaborating on her agreement with Yuri, she expressed a belief in

another galaxy, and she started compiling a list of celestial bodies (another earth, a

sun...). She ran into trouble with the third item, but she came up with “mah”

delivered softly and repeated again more loudly (line 145). As she said this, her gaze

shifted to Yuri, inviting her to participate in a word search. The audio was not clear

enough to confirm if Yuri was able to supply the correct candidate, “Mars,” or if she

said another word—the visual record showed that when she spoke her lips were in

an initial bilabial position, but she made a two-syllable utterance. Regardless of

whether she supplied the correct word or not, Misa was able to retrieve the word she

wanted, “Mars:” latching it with Yuri’s inaudible turn (line 144). Yuri ratified the

repair with a soft “uh huh” while nodding (line 146).

Figures 25 to 28 show the gaze shifts at the beginning of Misa’s turn.

Figure 25. Line 135 Misa: | think
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Figure 28. Line 149 Misa: Mars

During this entire sequence, Yuri offered constant receipt responses in lines
139, 144, 150, 152, 154, 158 and 162. Except for the beginning of Misa’s turn in
lines 135-136 (and very briefly when Misa said “or:” in line 145), Yuri continually
gazed at Misa. While constructing her turn, Misa’s gaze was often in a forward

direction, but at each of the occasions when Yuri made a receipt response, Misa was
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gazing at Yuri. This type of active listenership is recognizable as Japanese aizuchi,

listener response tokens showing attentiveness and understanding.

Iwasaki (2008), who analyzes Japanese conversation, challenges the

commonly accepted view of aizuchi by linguists and discourse analysts as

backchannels or feedback mechanisms. Past studies (Maynard, 1986; Mizutani,

1982) did not provide sufficiently precise meanings for these response tokens,

generally claiming that they act as signals of attention, of understanding, of

agreement, or signals for the speaker to continue. Iwasaki’s detailed investigation

takes into account the sequential organization and the context of the interaction, and

she shows how Conversation Analysis has the necessary tools to shed light on the

intricate work of these brief responses. Schegloff (1982) has noted the use of

continuers; Jefferson has written about acknowledgement tokens (1984a); and C.

Goodwin and M. Goodwin (1987, 1992) have reported on responses to assessments.

Iwasaki (2008) demonstrates that the recipient in Japanese conversation is

not passive, but plays an active role in the construction of turns. She provides clear

evidence that the subunit components of the Japanese language allow a variety of

potential transition relevance places, and that speakers create interactive turn spaces

not only at the boundaries of TCUs but even within a TCU itself. These
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characteristics allow frequent opportunities for recipients to respond, and this can

account for the research findings that show aizuchi occur twice as often in Japanese

than in English conversation (Maynard, 1989).

Rather than conclude that the frequent use of aizuchi indicates that Japanese

people prefer cooperation and harmony (Clancy, 1982; LoCastro, 1987; Mizutani,

1982), lwasaki shows that the frequency of aizuchi can be explained by the subunit

components of the language and by the intricate local contingencies of the turns.

Speakers and recipients utilize embodied actions (gaze, head movements, gestures,

body posture, and facial expression) as rich resources in managing the interaction.

The speaker and hearer are continuously monitoring each other’s behavior moment

by moment, and these short response tokens can display understanding, affiliation,

alignment, emotion, and stance.

It is not surprising, then, that Yuri and Misa would display similar interactive

responses as they would in Japanese. The gaze behavior clearly indicated that Yuri

and Misa were the only members active in this sequence. Yuri accompanied her

response tokens in lines 150, 152, and 158 with nods, and these clearly displayed

receipt. Iwasaki notes that typical recipient nods are of the “pull-down” type, where

the head moves vertically downward and then back to the original position. The
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head might make a series of shallow up-and-down movements, bouncing like a ball

and continuing over several words from the speaker. In contrast, speaker nods are

often "pull-up-and-down™ movements, where the head moves upward first and then

returns to the original position (p. 337). These can often foreshadow an invitation for

a recipient response.

Yuri’s nods here were typical recipient pull-down nods, but Misa’s were not

speaker pull-up-and-down nods. Her nod in line 156 was an emphatic head dip

delivered after a long 2.6 seconds, and it indicated that she was ending that part of

her turn. Her next TCU was a summary of her opinion, “so::: I:: belie:ve:” (pauses

deleted). This head dip was made with a strong and discrete downward motion as

she said, “m:” with a falling intonation. This was the same type of nod of finality as

reported by Hauser (2009) and seen in Excerpt 6-1, Not-as-yet completed turn. In

line 162, Misa made a series of pull-down nods as she shifted her gaze from a word

search mode to Yuri. By the time her gaze met Yuri’s, Yuri also made two nods

simultaneously with Misa’s final two nods. Both were smiling. All of this

demonstrated that the facial expression, the mutual gaze, and the synchronized nods

together displayed mutual understanding and alignment. Figures 29 to 32 show

Misa’s gaze shifts.
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Figure 32. Lines 162-163 Yuri and Misa: (simultaneous nods)

In Excerpt 6-4, Yuri again assisted Misa by repeating a word and displaying

her understanding through nods and smiles. Prior to the excerpt Tomo had asked
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Misa, “what: do: you: think: if: you:: sa:w alien (pauses deleted). After laughter by

Yuri, Misa, and Haru, Misa responded.

Excerpt 6-4. Assisted collaboration (Aliens)
202 Misa:  (1.0) according to |mo:vie

203 0.7)

204 Tomo: oh::

205 (0.2)

206 Misa:  movie (2.3) attack: they attack:
207 (1.4) hit: (0.7) °hit-ih° ((gazed at
208 Haru))

209 (0.8)

210 - Yuri:  attack:=
211 Misa:  =attack: (0.9) on us.

212 (0.6)
213 Misa:  °on people®
214 (1.3) ((Misa shifted gaze to Yuri))

215 — Yuri:  ((3 nods))
216 Misa: attack to people ((nod))
217 — Yuri:  ye:s hehuhu hh

Misa used the movies as her source, and she said, “according to mo:vie movie

attack: they attack: hit: hit-ih” (pauses deleted). Figures 33 and 34 show Misa’s

gestures.

Figure 33. Line 202 Misa: according to mo:vie (gazing to Tomo)
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Figure 34. Line 206 Misa: attack: they attack: (gazing to Tomo)

When she repeated “hit-ih” more softly, she shifted her gaze to Haru inviting her
assistance, but Haru did not respond verbally or nonverbally. While Misa was still
gazing at Haru, Yuri said, “attack™ as she bent her head gazing at Misa. The angle of
her head was evidence that she was trying to connect with Misa, and not to Haru
because if she had been gazing at Haru, she would have simply leaned forward.

Misa did not respond to Yuri’s “attack™ and continued to gaze at Haru as she said

“attack: on us. on people” (pauses deleted). Figures 35 and 36 show the gaze of

Misa and Yuri.

Figure 35. Line 207 Misa: hit: hit-ih (gazing to Haru)
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After 1.3 seconds and no uptake from Haru, Misa shifted her gaze to Yuri, and Yuri
immediately responded leaning forward with nods and smiles. Misa repeated,
“attack to people” gazing at Yuri, nodding, and smiling. Yuri said “ye:s” which was
marked by a vowel stretch and delivered at a slightly higher pitch. This was
followed by laughter. Figures 37 and 38 show the gaze and posture of Misa and

Yuri.

Figure 38. Line 216 Misa: attack to people (Yuri head tilted, smiling)
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The next sequence showed Yuri assisting Misa more actively than before.

Just previous to Excerpt 6-5, Tomo asked Kei what he thought about UFOs. During

this discussion, Kei had shown a reluctance to talk, giving very short and formulaic

answers. When there was no uptake after 3.4 seconds, Misa self selected.

Excerpt 6-5. Assisted collaboration (Aliens)

316 (3.4)

317 Misa:  some peo:po:l: (0.7) an::d (1.7)

318 alien (1.1) take: some: people

319 an:d (1.2) a:n:d ((gaze shift to Tomo/Yuri))
320 (0.6) pla:nt: ((tap finger on arm)) something
321 Hheh ((gaze back to Kei))

322 Tomo: [oh:]
323 Yuri:  [hh] ((nod))
324 Misa:  ((gazing to Kei, made small circles with index finger

325 on arm)) °like® ((gaze to Haru))

326 Haru: °n:°

327 (0.2)

328 Misa:  some:thing-ih n:: >I don't know<

329 ((indicated something small and round))
330 (0.8) but: (1.3) |plant: ((finger

331 placed on arm)) (0.4) in the (0.3)

332 skin

333 1.7)

334 — Yuri:  °put [some]thing® ((right hand to left arm))
335 Misa: [and]

336 (1.6)

337 Misa:  heh[eh]

338 Kei: [eh::] wakaranai [(I don’t understand)]

339 Misa:  ((raised left hand moving back and forth as if soliciting))
340 Yuri:  ((left hand beginning to move up))

341 Misa:  ((gaze shifted to Yuri))

342 — Yuri:  put: (0.5) something (0.6) our: body (0.5)
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343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360

Misa:
Yuri:
Misa

Yuri:
Misa:

Yuri:
Kei:

°m° ((gazing at Kei, right hand touch left arm))
((gaze shifted to Kei)) put in ((index finger tap left arm))
((right hand on left arm))

°put® (0.2) our body ((tapping 3 times))

(0.3) an:d (2.3) the:re: (0.5)

n:::: (0.4) the:y come: back:

(0.4) thuh ah:th: (2.0) ((both hands

make circle)) an:d-ih (1.1) alie:n:

(0.9) obsah:ve: (0.6) obsahve?

(1.3)

°m° ((nodding))

thuh (0.8) ah:th: (0.4) what: (0.8)

lah:sking: (0.4) °what is° (0.7)

°what® (0.3) °is® (0.9) what i-

(0.4) people |iz:

(2.0)

[heheh]uh

[hhh]

Misa had said earlier that one of her sources was the movies, and here she tried to

explain alien kidnappings. She directed her turns to Kei, not to Tomo, who had

asked the question. This showed that she was not attempting to answer Tomo’s

question for Kei, but was providing Kei with information he could respond to. In

lines 317-320 she said, “alien take: some: people an:d a:n:d pla:nt something”

(pauses deleted). She used gestures to show what she meant (see Figures 39 to 41).
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Figure 39. Line 319 Misa: take some people an:d (gazing to Kei)

Figure 41. Line 324 Misa: (making small circles on arm, gazing to Kei) Tomo, Yuri,
Misa: (smiling)

In lines 328-332, Misa tried to give more details showing something small. She gave

up saying, “I don’t know” and returned to the gesture on her arm (see Figures 42 and

45).
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Figure 43. Line 332 Misa: plaht in the skin (gazing at Kei)

Even though she repeated both her verbal and nonverbal explanations, there was no
uptake from Kei for 1.7 seconds. At that point, Yuri’s left hand began to move
upward, and she said softly, “put: something.” This was in overlap with Misa’s
“and” showing Misa was continuing her turn. Yuri used the easier lexical item,

“put,” in place of “plant” and she used a similar gesture to Misa’s. Yuri’s and Misa’s

gestures can be seen in Figures 44 and 45.

m e 2 |

Figure 44. Line 334 Yuri: put something (gesture matched Misa’s)
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Figure 45. Line 335 Yuri: put [some]thing (gestural matching and overlap)
Misa: [and ]

After the overlapping in lines 334 and 335, a 1.6-second gap ensued with no
uptake from Kei. In line 337, Misa laughed, and at the end of her laugh Kei
overlapped with “eh:: wakaranai” (huh:: I don’t understand). At this point, Misa’s

left hand was raised with her palm facing her, and she waved it back and forth

gazing at Kei as she solicited more of his talk (see Figure 46).

. -
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Figure 46. Line 339 Misa: (waving left hand) (everyone smiling)

In a micro-second before Misa shifted her gaze to Yuri, Yuri’s left hand began to be

raised in a similar but-not-exact way as Misa’s gesture (see Figure 47).
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Figure 47. Lines 340-341 Yuri: (left hand raised) Misa: (gaze shifted to Yuri)

Misa had shifted her gaze to Yuri, and Yuri tried again to explain using the same

type of gesture that Misa had used and repeated her turn, but adding “our body.”

(see Figure 48).
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Figure 48. Line 342 Yuri: put: something our: body

After watching Yuri try to explain, Misa shifted her gaze back to Kei saying, “put in
put our body” (pauses deleted). As she said the first “put” she made the same gesture

to her arm again (see Figure 49).

% y

Figure 49. Line 344 Misa: put Ain put our body (gaze shifted back to Kei)
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By the time Misa said her second word, “in,” in line 344, Yuri matched Misa’s

gesture (see Figure 50).

E-W T Al

Figure 50. Line 344 Misa: put in our body (Yuri and Misa with same gesture)

In his analysis of choral co-production, Lerner (2002) demonstrated how
participants can co-produce gestures as well. These are “gestures that are
post-positioned as visible realizations of something prefigured in the talk. Here the
just-prior talk prepares a place for an iconic hand gesture” (p. 245). Lerner refers to
the co-production of gestures as gestural matching. Hayashi (2003) in his study of
joint utterance constructions in Japanese conversation cites the same phenomenon
and calls it gestural tying.

Imagistic gestures, or more specifically, iconic, gestures (Kendon, 2004;
McNeill, 1992; Schegloff, 1984) can enhance the comprehensibility of a message,
and Misa was relying on gestures to get across her meaning. While the others in the
group showed understanding, Kei did not, and in the face of his continued

non-understanding, Yuri stepped in to assist. Gestural matching (Lerner, 2002) or
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gestural tying (Hayashi, 2003) occurred several times during Excerpt 6-5. In Figures

45 and 46, Yuri assisted by saying “put something.” In Figures 47, Misa used a

regulator gesture (Kendon, 2004; McNeill, 1992) a type of elicitation gesture

waving her hand as if soliciting understanding or more speech from Kei.

Immediately after this in Figure 48, Yuri made a similar, but not-exactly-the-same

hand movement. This gesture was not directed to Kei as Misa’s was, but was made

in response to and mirroring Misa’s gesture. Finally, in Figure 49, Misa repeated her

gesture of her index finger on her arm, and Figure 50 shows Yuri using a similar

gesture with her right hand on her left arm while also gazing at Kei.

Yuri was essentially acting as the co-teller of an alien kidnapping as depicted

in the movies. In a telling, specific identities are realized: the teller, possible

co-teller/s, the addressed recipient, the unaddressed recipient, and/or the knowing

recipient. These identities are mutually constructed through the talk and through the

embodied actions of the members involved (C. Goodwin, 1986; Jefferson, 1978;

Lerner, 1992). Co-tellers might not necessarily have the same information or

experience, but they have enough shared knowledge to be able to participate in the

telling. In this case, Yuri did not take the role of primary teller. She did not add any

new information or explanation, but simply assisted Misa in her description of an
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alien kidnapping. Through this conjoined action, Yuri showed that she had been

closely monitoring Misa’s turns, and she was able to make her understanding visible

to the others.

Misa did not give up. In lines 347-351 and 354-357, she explained to Kei

that the aliens come back to earth and observe them (the kidnapped victims), asking

“what is people” (paraphrased). She continued to use more gestures to get her

meaning across, and Kei gazed at her with no change in his facial expression (see

Figure 51).

Figure 51. Line 357 Misa: people iz: (Kei unchanged facial expression)

After Misa completed her turn, there was no uptake from Kei for 2 seconds. At that

point Misa smiled, Yuri laughed, and this was overlapped with Kei’s outbreaths of

laughter (see Figure 52). This was the end of the videotape.
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Figure 52. Lines 359-360 Yuri: heheh[uh] (Tomo and Misa smiling)
Kei: [hhh]

These three excerpts taken from the same discussion showed Yuri
consistently assisting Misa when she was trying to make herself understood. This
type of support can be helpful when coping with language challenges. Assistance
can take many forms: it can be help with a word search; it can be a repetition of
words or phrases that provide encouragement because they demonstrate
understanding; and it can be in the form of the matching or tying of gestures which
provide visible evidence of understanding. Making oneself understood is important
in a discussion, and in these classroom discussions helping others make themselves

understood is a meaningful contribution.
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Collaborated Co-Completion

While the previous section examined a speaker consistently assisting a

primary speaker, in this section the non-primary speaker collaborated by

constructing co-completions, which were so highly precision-timed that their

utterances sounded as if they were made by one individual. This was a notable

example of intersubjectivity in action. The topic was international marriage and the

seating arrangement was the following:

Figure 53. Big love. Group

At the beginning of this discussion, it was clear that Hana and Misa already knew
the positions of Kengo and Naoki. The male students supported international
marriage, while Hana and Misa thought it was difficult. Just previous to this excerpt,
the video camera had just been turned on, and there was mostly silence while the

students smiled, and looked at each other waiting to see who would be the first to

speak. Finally, Hana self-selected the first turn.
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Excerpt 6-6. Collaborated co-completion (Big love)

4 Hana: ah:: you: you two said ((gesture to

5 Naoki and Kengo)) (1.4) in international

6 tmarriage (1.1) n: if there is: (0.4)

7 Tlove (0.3) big |love (0.5) we ((gazed to Naoki)) can:

8 ((gaze to Misa, both hands revolving around each other))
9 — Misa: °un°®

10 (0.4)

11 Hana: we can ((upward word search gaze))
12 (0.2)

13 —» Misa: go:[:]

14 Hana: [go::7]

15 (0.5)

16 - Misa: a[:ll]
17 Hana: [°lI°] through (0.4) go on and

18 go through (0.3) every (1.1) problem

19 ((gaze shifted to Naoki)) every (0.3) hardship
20 (0.9)

21 - Misa: °n:°

22 0.2)

23 Naoki: yes:

24 (0.8)

25 Hana: yes:

26 0.1)

27 Naoki: yes: ((nodding))
28 Kengo: yes (0.1) y[es: ((smiling, gazing to Ryu)) hhh]

29 —» Misa: [why do you ]
30 think [so? ]

31 Hana: [think s0?]

32 0.2)

33 Hana: could you expl[ain?]

34 Misa: [uh:uh]

35 Naoki: ((silent laugh, put his hand over his eyes))
36 (1.3)

37 Kengo: eh::
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Hana began with “ah,” a recognition marker, indicating she came up with an idea of

how to begin the discussion. She said, “ah:: you: you two said” and here she pointed

with her left hand to Naoki, and her right hand to Kengo, clearly delineating the

recipients of her turn (see Figures 54 and 55).

Figure 55. Line 4 Hana: ah: you two said (right hand pointed to Kengo)

By specifically addressing two people, one on either side of her, she had to shift her

gaze from her left to her right. Her gaze at this point was mostly on Kengo: “in

international marriage n: if there is: love big love we can:” (pauses deleted) (see

Figure 56).

155



Figure 56. Line 7 Hana Iove big Iove (gazing to Kengo)

As she said “we,” her gaze shifted to Naoki, and right after she said “can” her head

dipped and her gaze went to Misa (see Figures 57 and 58).

Figure 58. Line 9 Hana: (head dip, gazing to Misa)

Hana’s head dip, gesture, and gaze to Misa comprised an invitation for her to join in
a word search, and Misa, returning her gaze said a soft “un,” which according to
Hayashi (2003) is a Japanese proforma acknowledgement token equivalent to

“yeah.” After a gap of 0.4 seconds and with no sign of participation from Misa,
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Hana’s gaze shifted forward and slightly upward to word search mode as she

repeated “we can” (see Figure 59).

S W‘ “

Figure 59. Line 11 Hana: we can (gaze shifted to word search mode)

It is important to point out that during this time, Hana’s hands were in constant

motion. In line 7, when she said, “we can’ her hands made a small rotation in front

of her. After her head dip and as she gazed to Misa, her hands made another larger

revolution. Figure 60 shows the two hand revolutions.

Line 7 Hana® we can (gazing to Misa)

Ist rotation (smaller) 2»d rotation beginning  2vd rotation end+

Figure 60. Hana’s hand gestures as she invited Misa’s participation
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Let us review what had happened up to this point. First, Hana began with a

formulation of what Naoki and Kengo had presumably said. The format was: [X said

Y]. Second, she constructed another compound TCU in the form of [if X, then Y].

As Lerner and Takagi (1999) point out, compound TCUs are potential sites for

co-participant completions. The compound TCU “is designed in a manner that

shows the current component of the TCU to be a preliminary component and it

foreshows both a place where a final component could begin and a form that such a

final component can take” [italics in the original] (p. 53). Third, Hana’s gestures

provided a clue to what could be the final component.

All of these factors made it possible for Misa to provide the candidate

completion, “go:::” in line 13. This was immediately ratified by Hana when she said

(13

go:::” overlapping with the end of Misa’s stretched vowel. The duration of Misa’s
“go:::” matched the end of Hana’s “go:::” and the pitch of both was the same. In line
16, Misa provided the next increment, “a::ll:, and in line 17, Hana truncated the
vowel in “all” managing to overlap perfectly and precisely with Misa, thus in
essence the two voices sounding like one. This is what | refer to as a dual-voicing.

Without missing a beat, Hana was able to finish her turn saying, “through go

through every problem every hardship” (pauses deleted) in lines 17-19.
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The transcription lines might make it appear that Hana was using many

redundant repetitions, but in fact her repetitions were meaningful contributing to her

point. Each repetition or repair will be examined here. (The turn was: “ah:: you: you

two said in international marriage n: if there is: love big love we can: we can go:::

(a)ll through go on and go through every problem every hardship (pauses and Misa’s

contributions deleted). (a) She repaired “you:” to “you two.” This was a necessary

distinction to make. (b) Next, “love” was repaired to “big love” indicating not love

in the ordinary sense of the word, but a special type of love. (¢) Third, “we can:”

was repaired to “we can go::: (a)ll through.” Here the repair was in response to

Misa’s assistance in the construction. (d) Finally, she repaired “(a)ll through” to “go

on and go through every problem every hardship.” After getting assistance from

Misa with “all,” Hana transformed the next part into her own phrasing. The

repetition of “go on and go through” connoted duration and frequency, and this

matched well with the frequency word, “every” which was repeated, “every problem

every hardship.”

Hana, with help from Misa, managed to build a complex compound TCU

construction—{[you said X] and [if X, then Y]. “You two said” showed that Hana

was making a formulation, a general term used to “describe the practice of
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summarizing, glossing or stating the gist of the previous speaker’s utterances”
(Heritage, 1985, p. 100). Formulations are useful in discourse in that they allow
speakers to manage the interaction by clarifying and confirming, but also allowing
opportunities to challenge or make repairs. Formulations comprise an adjacency pair
with the formulation itself being the first pair part (FPP) and the confirmation or
disconfirmation being the second pair part (SPP). In this environment, agreement
and disagreement will clearly be involved. In the case of this student discussion, by
commencing with a formulation, the stage was already set for some type of
agreement or disagreement sequence.

In returning to the analysis and looking at Misa’s behavior during this
complex construction, we see that Misa also used a similar gesture to Hana’s in line
13. As she said “go:::” her right hand made a circular revolution timed exactly to the
length of her utterance, “go:::”(see Figure 61). This was an example of gestural

tying or gestural matching.
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ey

Line 13 Misa® go:::

Figure 61. Misa made a circular motion with her right hand.

Back in lines 17-19, as Hana was saying, “(a)ll through go on and go through

every problem every hardship” (pauses deleted), she continued to address her

designated recipients by first keeping her gaze on Kengo, and then when she said,

“problem,” her gaze shifted to Naoki. Figures 62 to 64 show her gaze shifts in line

14 and lines 17-18.

Figure 63. Line 17 Hana: (a)ll through (gaze shifted to Kengo)
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Figure 64. Line 18 Hana: every problem every hardship (gaze shifted to Naoki)

After constructing her formulation, Hana kept her gaze on Naoki during the
0.9-second gap in line 20. Misa responded with a soft “n” in line 21, and finally after
0.2 seconds, Naoki said, “yes::” (line 23). With her gaze still on Naoki and after a
0.8-second gap, Hana repeated, “yes:” confirming receipt, but at the same time
displaying expectancy for further talk. After 0.1 second Naoki responded this time
with a pull-down nod as he said “yes:.” This was followed by Kengo’s “yes” which
he made with a pull-up-then-down nod, and his gaze was not to Hana, nor to Naoki,
but downward. He repeated “yes:” with the same consonant lengthening that Naoki
and Hana had just made, and with this second “yes:” he smiled as his gaze moved to
Ryu. This was followed by a laugh outbreath.

Although both Naoki and Kengo confirmed Hana’s formulation saying “yes”
two times, it is important to look at how these confirmations were delivered and
what their gaze behavior showed. In Figure 64 when Naoki was saying his second

“yes:,” Kengo’s gaze was down towards his lap.
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Flgure 65. Line 27 Naokl yes: (pull-down nod)

In Figure 65 when Kengo delivered his first “yes,” his gaze was downward, and he

was smiling.

g S ban. gy S

Flgure 66 Line 28 Kengo: yes (pull-up-then-down nod)

In Figure 66 when Kengo said his second “yes:,” he turned his gaze to Ryu and then
made a laugh outbreath. Hana was gazing at Naoki, while Misa was gazing at

Kengo.

Figure 67. Line 28 Kengo yes yes: (smiling, gazing to Ryu)

By the time Kengo made his second “yes,” Misa, who was already gazing at him,

overlapped with him and asked, “why do you think so.” The beginning of her
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question, “why do you think™ was projectable such that Hana was able to overlap

with the final part of Misa’s “think so.” This was somewhat similar to the

dual-voiced overlap of “all” in lines 16-17, although this time Hana delivered her

overlap in a louder voice.

The gaze behavior of Hana and Misa showed them working as a team. In

Figure 68, Hana had finished her formulation, and Misa had just given an

acknowledgement token, “n.” Hana was waiting for a response from Naoki and was

gazing at him, while Misa was looking in a forward direction.

Figure 68. Line 21 Misa: n: (gazing forward, Hana gazing at Naoki)

After Naoki said his first “yes::,” Misa turned her gaze to him. Now both Hana and

Misa were gazing at Naoki (see Figure 69).

Figure 69. Line 23 Naoki: yes:: (Misa shifted gaze to Naoki)
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When Kengo said his second “yes:,” Misa shifted her gaze to him and was about to

ask her question. Now Misa’s gaze was on Kengo, and Hana’s gaze was on Naoki

(see Figure 70).

Figure 70. Line 28 Kengo: yes yes:

Misa asked her question. As she began to say “think,” her gaze shifted to Naoki, and

at the very same instant, Hana shifted her gaze to Kengo. It was after her gaze shift

that she said, “think so.” Now Misa was gazing at Naoki and Hana was gazing at

Kengo (see Figure 71).

Figure 71. Line 30 Misa: why do you think so. (gaze shifted to Naoki)

Hana elaborated in line 33, “could you explain?” This time Misa overlapped with

the last word of Hana’s turn, saying “uh:uh,” the equivalent of “yes.” Again they

displayed a type of dual voice. When Hana said “you,” she shifted her gaze to Naoki,
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and by the end of her (and Misa’s) turn, Naoki made a silent laugh and put his hand

over his eyes displaying a reluctance to respond (see Figure 72).

Figure 72. Line 35 Naoki: (non response)

Seeing this Hana shifted her gaze to Kengo, and Kengo raised his head in thinking

mode. Misa was still gazing at Naoki with his eyes covered (see Figure 73).

Figure 73. Line 37 Kengo: (thinking mode)

The difficulty and reluctance to respond was already foreshadowed in the embodied

behavior of both Kengo and Naoki well before this point. For example, in Figure 58

when Hana was soliciting Misa’s help in word search, Kengo was covering his eyes

in a similar way to Naoki. In Figures 62 and 63, when Hana was gazing at Kengo,

Naoki was covering his eyes in the same way as in Figure 73.
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In this example of two participants collaborating in co-completing each

other’s turns, Hana was the primary speaker and Misa assisted her. Misa assisted in

several ways: (a) she provided acknowledgement tokens that also served as

continuers (“un” and “n”) in lines 9 and 21; (b) she provided appropriate candidates

for Hana’s word searches (“go:::” and “a::11:”) in lines 13 and 16; (c) she used

gestural matching or gestural tying demonstrating an alignment with Hana. (d) she

expressed the follow up question after Hana’s formulation was confirmed by both

Naoki and Kengo. Hana overlapped at the end using the exact same words and

intonation; and (e) Misa provided a confirmation of Hana’s request for further

elaboration overlapping the end of Hana’s turn.

Because of their close collaboration, Hana and Misa presented a united

stance that placed their designated recipients, Naoki and Kengo, in a rather difficult

position. The two male students were not able to cooperate with each other to mount

a defense for their position. This example illustrates how members of a group can

make their agreement visible to each other and to the others in the group. This strong

display of agreement was made possible through a variety of resources: the

sequential order of turns, the timing of these turns, the use of hand gestures, and the

coordination of gaze shifts. When participants share the same perspective, a
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collaborated co-completion is certainly one effective resource that can be deployed

to display agreement.

Chapter Summary

Conversation Analytic research has yielded valuable insights as to how

speakers and recipients collaborate in their interaction. This chapter looked at the

various ways that the students in this study worked together to display their

agreement within the group discussion. The chapter began with a general overview

of Conversation Analysis research on collaborated co-completions or joint

utterances, and it noted the importance of projectability.

The next four sections presented examples of assistance and collaboration. In

Completing the Not-as-yet-Complete Turn, a student helped a classmate by orienting

to the previous turn as incomplete and providing the completion of the turn. By

accomplishing this, the student displayed understanding of what her classmate’s

intended meaning was and acknowledged and welcomed the fact that her classmate

was in fact agreeing with her own previously stated position. The second section

documented a case where student A came to the aid of a student B, who was in a

prolonged state of unsuccessful word search. Student A precision-timed her entry

168



such that she completed the word (wood chop + stick) followed by the completion of

the rest of the turn (is bad for the environment). This seamless turn demonstrated

that student A had closely monitored student B, was able to project the rest of the

turn, and at the same time adroitly displayed general agreement with student B as

evidenced by her later turn in the subsequent sequence.

In the third section, Assisted Collaboration, student A, the primary speaker,

had just learned that student B agreed with her. Thus, the three excerpts in this

section showed student A elaborating upon her position and student B maintaining a

non-primary but consistently supportive role. Student B assisted in student A’s word

search, and she repeated words and phrases which displayed her understanding and

ratification of student A’s turns. As the sequence progressed, student B became more

active in visibly displaying her assistance because student A was explaining her

position to a non-understanding third student. When the non-understanding persisted,

student B responded with the use of frequent gestural matching or gestural tying. For

both students, their mutual gaze, the synchronized nodding behavior, and the display

of smiles, all demonstrated clear intersubjectivity making visible their shared stance.

In the final section, Collaborated Co-completion, two students worked in

close collaboration as they challenged two other members about their position.
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Student A, the primary speaker, utilized multiple compound TCUSs, and research has

shown that compound TCUs are often projectable, thereby increasing the possibility

of co-completions. In this interaction student B, the non-primary speaker, not only

made co-completions of student A’s turns, but made them in a distinct way. Her

co-completions were overlapped so precisely and matched the pitch and intonation

of student A’s utterance that the two voices sounded like one. It was not the sole

work of student B, however, because student A’s utterance adapted to student B’s

co-completion in order to produce what was referred to as a dual-voiced overlap.

This distinguishes them slightly from Lerner’s choral co-production (2002) because

the resulting sound was not that of a chorus, but of one voice.

The two students also displayed gestural matching as they constructed their

turns. Their active gaze shifts moving from one opposing member on the left to the

other sitting on the right displayed a well-coordinated effort to gain a response.

These elements, the gaze shifts, the use of hand gestures, and the sequential order

and timing of turns displayed evidence of mutual agreement and understanding. As

in the other sections of this chapter, the students demonstrated that they were able to

use a variety of resources to display their shared perspective.
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CHAPTER 7

DISAGREEMENT RESPONSES IN THE GROUP DISCUSSIONS

The previous chapter looked closely at agreement responses in different

environments and demonstrated a variety of ways that agreement was achieved. The

examples made it very clear that the construction of agreement was dependent on

the cooperation of members of the group because without relevant responses and

assistance from other participants, these displays of mutual understanding and

agreement would not have been possible. While agreeing with each other might be

commendable, in a discussion activity, having only agreement can have a

constraining effect on topic development. A more advanced level student who had

participated in a discussion that was not included in this study wrote in a homework

reflection paper that when she realized that everybody in the group was on the same

side of the issue, she decided that, even though it was difficult, she had to disagree

otherwise the talk would have been very “boring.”

This is in keeping with White and Watson-Gegeo’s (1990) claim that

“interpersonal conflict, disagreements, and moral dilemmas are at the heart of social
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life” (p. 3). Disagreements in the classroom discussion can make the interaction

more engaging and more interesting. In the data, while there was a general

preference for agreement, the students were still able to express a difference of

opinion, to present a challenge, or to take an adversarial position.

This chapter begins with Disagreement and Assessments and four examples

are provided. Students demonstrated that they could preface their disagreements

with partial agreements, and four examples of Agreement-Before-Disagreements are

given. Students were also capable of constructing Argumentative Sequences, and the

clearest and longest example in the data is explicated. The next section covers three

cases of Challenges which were made to classmates, and it examines the responses

to these challenges. None of the cases resulted in an argumentative sequence. The

section on Pursuing an Agreement Response provides two examples where the

novice level language students demonstrated that they were able to maintain and

raise their point again even after a number of intervening turns. Finally, Questions

and Disagreement presents four cases where questioning behavior contributed

towards clarifying people’s positions, presenting challenges, and delivering positions

of disagreement.
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Disagreement and Assessment

In the chapters on agreement, it was observed that agreement is structurally

preferred. Preference does not refer to the speaker’s psychological state or

motivation, but it refers to actions that are “natural,” “normal,” “expected” or

“frequently done” (Wong & Waring, 2010, pp. 62-63), that is, preference refers to “a

built-in bias” towards a particular action, as Sacks (1987, p. 67) explained it. In

direct contrast, disagreement is dispreferred. While the preferred action “expedites

the closing of a sequence” and is “packaged in unmarked turn shapes” (Wong &

Waring, 2010, p. 64), the dispreferred action tends to bring with it further expansions

rather than closings, and its turn shape is marked by silences, perturbations,

hesitations, repair initiators, clarification requests, and other delays (Pomerantz,

1984a).

The students in this study, being novice level language leaners, produced

frequent hesitations, delays, and word searches in their turns; however, this fact did

not invalidate or completely hide the basic dispreferred turn shape. There was

simply more of this type of marked behavior in the turns. This section provides

examples of disagreement in response to assessments made by prior speakers.
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The disagreement in Excerpt 7-1 was prefaced by a relatively long gap and

one hesitation marker. In this discussion the students were debating the merits of

living in the city or the country.

Excerpt 7-1. Disagreement. Assessment (Animals in the country)
225 Nobu: .hhoh::: (0.5) country: is: dangerous:

226 (1.2)

227 — Shizu: m: but: I: wa:nt: to: live: (1.3) in the coun:try:.

Just before line 225, Shizu had said she preferred living in the country and that

where she lived in the country, sometimes monkeys appeared. Once a monkey

jumped around and pulled her sister’s hair. In response, Nobu made an inbreath and

said, “oh::: country is: dangerous:” (pause deleted). After a gap of 1.2 seconds,

Shizu expressed her disagreement saying “m: but: I: wa:nt: to: live: in the coun:try:”

(pause deleted).

In Excerpt 7-2 Etsu supported the use of cloning saying that it would help

protect endangered species and other living things. Rumi disagreed citing the issue

of safety.

Excerpt 7-2. Disagreement. Assessment (Clones)

62 Etsu:  sa:ve: existing [animal: an:d:] living thing
63 Rumi: [((nod 2 times))]

64 Miya: oh::: ((nod 2 times))

65 — Rumi: ((nod 5 times)) but (1.1) iz (0.6) clo:ne:

66 (1.1) iz: unsafe: (0.4) a:nd: cann:ot: security
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In line 63 Rumi showed receipt of Etsu’s claim by producing 2 nods and then again

in line 65 she nodded 5 times before she finally delivered her disagreement.

As seen in the two previous excerpts, the lexical item, “but,” prefaced the

disagreement turn, and the frequency of this usage was relatively high in the data.

Further analysis revealed that in addition to signaling an upcoming disagreement,

“but” was deployed when entering the discussion. In Excerpt 7-3, Tomo raised his

hand as if asking for permission to speak and simultaneously saying, “but.” He thus

signaled that he was going to take a turn and indicated that his turn would be one of

disagreement.

Excerpt 7-3. Disagreement. Assessment (Thai aunt)
136 Mie:  thuh: (1.2) uh:: thi mentahl: (1.9)

137 problem (1.0) thuh it iz mo:re

138 ldifficult

139 Kana: °mhm® ((4 clear nods, 2 slight nods))
140 (1.6)

141 — Tomo: but ((raising his hand for

142 permission to speak))

143 Kana: ((1 clear nod))
144 Tomo: language: (0.3) is not everything

Mie stated that in an international marriage the “mental” (psychological) problem

was more difficult than in a marriage with people from the same country. Kana

responded with a receipt token along with a series of nods. Then after a 1.6-second
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gap, Tomo raised his hand, was acknowledged by Kana, and he delivered his

disagreement: “language: is not everything” (pause deleted).

The students utilized the lexical item, “but,” in yet another way: as a means

to retain speakership. In this context, “but” could be called a “floorholder”

(Jefferson, 1984b), a device which prevents others from self selecting a turn. In

Excerpt 7-4, “but” was used as a stand-alone device holding the speaker’s place on

the floor. This device was used by three different speakers in the same interaction.

Excerpt 7-4. Disagreement. Assessment (No giving up)
194 Yu: °ah I think so°
195 Miho: o:: HEHE[hehe]

196 Teru: [UHUHhe]
197 Yu: [hehe] ((nod))
198 — Yu: BUT BUT

199 (0.4)

200 - Teru: BUT

201 (0.2)

202 Yu: there are ma[ny pr]oblems
203 — Saya: [BUT-ih]

In this discussion, Miho and Saya were in favor of international marriage while Yu

and Teru were against. Just previous to this excerpt Miho had said that for an

international couple who wanted to get married, the parents should not be a problem

because the marriage involved only the couple. In line 194, Yu agreed by saying “ah

| think so.” Miho responded in loud laughter when she unexpectedly heard Teru
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agreeing with her side. Teru and Yu overlapped with laughter as well. Having agreed

with the opposing side, Yu then indicated that he intended to express a contrasting

view by saying “BUT BUT” quite loudly (line 198). Teru, having a stake in this

debate as well, produced a subsequent turn also issuing a loud “BUT.” In line 201,

Yu delivered the disagreement, “there are many problems.” From the opposing side,

Saya overlapped with Yu, also using a loud vowel-marked, “BUT-1H.” She

proceeded to give her counter-argument (not shown here).

Both Yu’s and Teru’s use of “BUT” helped to retain Yu’s main speakership,

while Saya utilized “BUT-ih” when she interrupted. In this sequence, “BUT” was

utilized in three distinct ways: (a) to hold a place in the discussion, (b) to signal an

upcoming disagreement, and (c) to enter the discussion. In this case, all three

students employed volume to help them get their arguments across, and this

indicated their level of commitment. (In Teru’s case, perhaps the volume helped to

counteract his previous change of position.) The reliance on “but” proved to be a

useful interactional device for these students.

Agreement-Before-Disagreement

Sacks (1987) was the first to draw attention to the structural preference for

agreement over disagreement in ordinary talk. He noted that there is an interaction
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between this preference for agreement and a preference for contiguity with the prior

turn such that agreement turns consistently occur contiguously. However, in the case

of disagreement, “it is pushed rather deep in to the turn that it occupies” (p. 58). As

noted earlier in this chapter, Pomerantz (1984a) reports that before a disagreement is

delivered, there are often delays, such as silence, requests for clarification, partial

repeats, other repair initiators and turn prefaces. There might also be delays within

the turn in the form of hesitation markers, cutoffs, and intraturn pauses.

Sacks (1987) makes it clear that these preference structures are not

psychologically motivated. They are “an aspect of a formal and anonymous

apparatus of agreement/disagreement...it is not that ‘people try to do it’, it is that

there is an apparatus that has them being able to do that” [italics in the original] (p.

65). It is not just one party that produces these turns. Both parties orient towards

agreement and contiguity, and as a consequence, potential disagreements are often

avoided and agreement turns are delivered contiguously.

Pomerantz (1984a) pointed out that a disagreement can take the form of an

agreement-before-disagreement, where the two components can be connected by a

contrastive marker, such as “but.” The turn thus begins with an agreement with the

prior turn, but it is followed by a disagreement, basically rendering the whole turn
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one of disagreement. These partial agreement/partial disagreement forms are a weak

type of disagreement. The strong type would comprise solely the disagreement

component (Pomerantz, 1984a). These weaker disagreement forms are often

accompanied by accounts, explanations, or exemplification. Four examples from the

data of students producing agreement-before-disagreement turns are provided.

Agreement-Before-Disagreement 1

In Excerpt 7-5 the students were talking about their future work. Ria first

agreed with Seki that it was difficult to work and raise children at the same time.

However, she then used “but” followed by a disagreement component saying in her

case she wanted to continue to work after having children. Figure 74 is a photo of

the students.

Figure 74. Children and work. Group.

In this discussion everyone said they wanted to have children except for Seki, who

said she did not want to have children because she wanted to work. Miki was asked
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if she would give up her job after having children, and she said she would continue

to work. Seki then responded with a newsmarker that could possibly be interpreted

as a challenge.

Excerpt 7-5. Agreement-before-disagreement (Children and work)
114 Seki:  really? (0.2) it's-ih (1.1)

115 difficult (0.3) for us: to::

116 (2.3) wah:k: and-oh (1.1) raise

117 children

118 (1.6)

119 Mari: ~ °m:° ((slight nod, gaze shifted to Miki))
120 (4.9)

121 = Ria: | think: so: too: (0.3) but:

122 — (1.4) 1 want to: (0.6) continue

123 (1.0) woh:k (1.3) °m::° (1.4)

124 °eto® (0.5) ahftah:: (3.6)

125 af (0.5) tah: (1.7) |marriaji (0.7)

126 and (4.3) bahth: (0.4) bahth children ((bahth=birth))

Mari made a minimal vocal and nonvocal response to Seki’s turn. Ria turned her

head sharply towards Miki and then raised her eyes in a word search mode (not in

the transcript). Mari’s gaze shift to Miki was slower and took place after Ria’s quick

gaze shifts. The rather long gap of 4.9 seconds coupled with Mari’s and Ria’s gaze

shifts to Miki indicated that they expected a response from Miki. Ria’s gaze moved

to a forward position, made a quick glance to Miki, nodded as her gaze returned to

the forward position, and hearing no response from Miki she self selected a turn.
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Up to this point in the discussion, Ria had said she wanted children, but had

not yet given her opinion about work and children. Here she responded, “I think: so:

too:” meaning that she was agreeing with Seki, the person who had just challenged

Miki. Ria’s next word, “but:” signaled that a contrasting idea was forthcoming: “I

want to: continue woh:k ahftah:: af:: tah: marriaji and bahth bahth children” (pauses

and hesitations deleted; “bahth”=birth). Ria used the opportunity offered by Miki’s

lack of response to offer her own opinion. In doing so she successfully

acknowledged Seki’s position, and at the same time displayed her support and

agreement with Mari and Miki.

Agreement-Before-Disagreement 2

Excerpt 7-6 illustrates a disagreement that was delayed even longer than the one in

the previous excerpt. The students were discussing whether they wanted to live in

the city or the country, and the seating arrangement was as follows:

Figure 75. Town or country. Group
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In the discussion Hiro made his opinion very clear that he wanted to live in the big

city. When asked why, he said, “h ahh very convenient.” and later added, “there are

many amu:sement-o spots” (pause deleted). Then Eri posed a question.

Excerpt 7-6. Agreement-before-disagreement (Town or country)

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
H=
36
37
38
39
40
4] —
42

Eri:

Hiro:
Yumi:

Eri:
Hiro:

Yumi:

Hiro:

you: do you:: (0.1) like: (0.8)

to:: (0.9) go:: (1.1) pic:nic:

(0.5) o:r: (1.1) mountain. hh

0.2)

ah:::

heheh

(0.3)

play: in: (0.5) nature

nature oh:: I: wa- I: like (0.3) play
in nature (0.6) bu:t: (0.9) a:lwa:ys
I: live: (0.5) in the |nature (0.8)
the:: (1.0) uh:

on:

(1.2)

uh:: thuh:: hh (1.2) mo:ne:y i:z:
(0.5) |dow::n:?

Eri asked, “you: do you:: like: to:: go:: pic:nic: o:r: mountain. hh play: in: nature.”

(pauses deleted). Hiro responded by repeating “nature” followed by “oh::”” and these

comprised his receipt through repetition. He then answered Eri’s question directly,

“I: wa- I: like play in nature.” (pauses deleted). This was followed by “but” which

was clearly stressed, and it signaled that a contrasting statement would follow.

Before delivering the disagreement component, however, he qualified his statement
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by offering an if-hypothetical by saying, “a:lwa:ys I: live: in the nature,” and finally

in lines 41-42 he expressed his disagreement, “uh:: thuh:: hh mo:ne::y i:z:: dow:n:”

(pauses deleted), that is, if he lived in a rural area, he could not earn as much money

as in the city.

This is a good example of how a disagreement was pushed very far back in

the turn because it was prefaced by both an agreement and an if-hypothetical clause.

In addition, the immediate preface to the disagreement was marked by hesitation

markers, a repetition, word stretches, an outbreath, and pauses. Hiro employed

smiles and gaze shifts away from the previous speaker mitigating his disagreement

(More on mitigation will be given in a later chapter.) He also softened his

disagreement by ending with a try-marked rising intonation. As he said, “down?” his

gaze shifted to Eri, and he said quickly, “I know you know?” This “I know” was

repaired immediately to “you know?” as he checked with Eri to see if he was being

understood. His gaze effectively selected her as the next speaker. In response Eri

nodded while producing an agreeing response, “u:::” (data not shown), and Yumi

also nodded. The try-marking and the check for understanding served to mitigate

Hiro’s disagreement.
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Agreement-Before-Disagreement 3

In Excerpt 7-7, Asami claimed that cloning was good because it could provide

organs needed for transplants. She then selected Saki as the next speaker asking for

her opinion. Saki initiated her turn with an agreement and then followed it with a

disagreement component. The students were sitting in the following arrangement:

A

Figure 76. Organ transplant. Group.

Excerpt 7-7. Agreement-before-disagreement (Organ transplant)
89 Asami: ((gaze to Saki)) wha:t: do

90 you: think:.
91 Saki:  m::: lyi si:nk: or:gan (0.5) ah-
92 (0.4) 1clo:ne: ((gaze to Asami))

93 Asami: ((return gaze, nod))
94 =  Saki: iz-ih (1.9) ve:ry: (1.9) use:ful:

95 (0.1) to in:crea:se: (1.8) peo:po:l:,
96 (1.0) beco:z- baht-oh (0.5)

97 —  Saki:  uh::it:iz-ih (1.5) °n:ot: (0.2)

98 goo:d:-ih° lyi si:nk:

The first part of Saki’s turn was a partial agreement where she did not specifically

address Asami’s idea about organs for transplants. She offered a more general

positive assessment about clones, saying that they were “useful.” Saki struggled in
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her turn when she said, “I think organ ah- clone is very useful to increase people

because- but uh it is not good I think” (pauses and nonverbals deleted). She made

two very important repairs as indicated by the cutoffs just prior to the repairs:

“organ” was repaired to “clone” and “because” became “but.” Her second repair

highlighted the importance of the selection and placement of the word, “but.” Using

“because” would have constrained her to an agreement response, while “but”

signaled that a disagreement was forthcoming.

Agreement-Before-Disagreement 4

In the fourth example (Excerpt 7-8) the students were discussing

international marriage. Li agreed with international marriage because she thought

love was very important. Masa produced a partial agreement that love was important,

however, he immediately followed this with “but” and a reason why he disagreed

with international marriage. Figure 77 is a photo of the group.

Figure 77. Love power. Group.
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Excerpt 7-8. Agreement-before-disagreement (Love power)

7 Li: um 1 think (0.2) °ndu®

8 ((head turn left, then back to Masa/Kazu))
9 | agree with international marjeije (0.8)
10 because I think (0.4) love is very

11 important in the matter.

12 1.2)

13 Li: how do you think about it?

14 ((gazed to Masa))

15 (1.0)

16 = Masa: LOVE: izu important:. ((downward stab with pencil))
17 Kazu, Tosh,Yuri:  hehehe

18 Li: s[o-]
19— Masa: [BUT] ((downward stab with pencil))
20 (0.6)

21 Masa: but but

22 Yuri:  hehh

23 Masa: but (2.0) I: must: learn: (1.5)
24 other language

From the outset of this discussion, Masa and Kazu took a clear position saying they

did not like international marriage. When asked why, Kazu said it was because he

had to learn another language. Li expressed the opposite view. She was in favor of

international marriage because she said that love was very important (lines 10-11).

After 1.2 seconds with no uptake, she selected Masa and asked, “how do you think

about it?”

By calling upon Masa, Li constrained his possible response—most likely a

disagreement with her. Masa responded utilizing format tying (M. Goodwin, 1990)
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which is the repetition of part of the prior speaker’s turn with some variations or

transformation. In fact, he downgraded Li’s assessment—“love is very important”

became “love is important.” His gestures were expansive and marked. As he said,

“love:” his right hand holding a pencil moved up from his lap; he made a slight tap

in the air as he said “izu”; and his hand moved down very quickly as he stabbed the

air saying, “important” (see Figures 78 to 82).

_

Figure: 78. I?ine 15 Figure 7_9. Lin-e 16 Figure 80. L?ne 16
(gap before Masa’s turn)  Masa: LOVE: Masa: LOVE: izu
(arms crossed) (hand began to move) (hand tapped air)
i l
[ -~

Figure 81. I:ine 16 Figure 82. Line 16
Masa: LOVE: izu important Masa: LOVE: izu important
(hand reached uppermost point) (quick downward to lowest point)
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In Figure 7-7 Masa had a slight smile on his face, which combined with his volume,
his emphasis, and the beginning of his gesture, invited smiles from all the others. In

Figure 83 all the other students reacted at that moment. They were all gazing at

Masa and smiling.

Figure 83. Line 16 Masa: LOVE: izu (Masa smiling; everyone gazing/smiling at
Masa)

After Masa said, “important,” Kazu, Tosh, and Yuri laughed (line 17).
“Love is important” is grammatically the end of a TCU, and Masa’s falling
intonation also indicated the end of a TCU. It was at that point that Li produced the
discourse connective, “so” projecting the consequence of his utterance, meaning that
he agreed with her. However, rather than the completion point, it was only a possible
completion point (Wong and Waring, 2010). Masa overlapped with Li’s “so,” saying
very loudly, “BUT” as he made the same quick downward gesture he had just made

previously. In fact, it was not the end of what he wanted to say, and he demonstrated

this with the contrastive marker that signaled a disagreement. As in Excerpt 7-4, he
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utilized “BUT” as a device to retain the speakership. After a gap of 0.6 seconds, he

said “but” two more times at a lower volume (line 21) allowing him to continue to

hold the floor. This device clearly worked as evidenced by the fact that for 2 long

seconds no one tried to take a turn. Finally, in lines 23-24 Masa successfully

completed his turn, “but I: must: learn: other language” (pauses deleted). This

demonstrated that he was clearly not agreeing with Li, but was tying his

disagreement to what Kazu had said previously, “because of language” (not shown

in the transcript).

One major contrast between this excerpt and the previous excerpt (Excerpt

7-7) was that Masa’s delivery was loud, stressed, and accompanied by an expansive

gesture, whereas Saki’s disagreeing turn was produced rather softly and diffidently.

Masa’s strong delivery was offset by the fact that he invited all members to engage

in a humorous interactive display, creating a rather lighthearted atmosphere. Thus,

Excerpt 7-8 demonstrated that Masa was able to utilize both structural and

interactional devices in successfully delivering a dispreferred response.
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Argumentative Sequences

Extended series of disagreement turns have been studied by many

researchers, and these sequences have been variously referred to as: conflict

sequences or conflict episodes (Gruber, 1998, 2001), conflict talk (Grimshaw, 1990),

confrontation talk (Hutchby, 1992), opposition (Kakava, 2002), disputing (Kotthoff,

1993), arguing exchange (Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998), dispute (M. Goodwin, C.

Goodwin, & Yaegar-Dror, 2002) aggravated disagreement (M. Goodwin, 1982), and

agonism (Tannen, 2002). According to Antaki (1994), Maynard (1985), Muntigl and

Turnbull (1998), and Gruber (1998), there are three basic turn exchanges in an

argument exchange:

(@) Turn 1--Speaker A makes a claim
(b) Turn 2--Speaker B disputes Turn 1
(c) Turn 3--Speaker A directly defends Turn 1 or directly disputes Turn 2

The third turn is crucial. If it is absent, an argumentative sequence or a conflict

episode will not develop. Gruber (1998) explains that three turns establish a conflict

episode and constitute an “entry condition,” but by itself it does not guarantee a true

conflict episode (p. 477). It must move to the next phase in which the two speakers

clarify their positions, and only when the issues are made mutually clear can they
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move to the third phase, which is finding a solution. Gruber notes that in naturally
occurring conversations, these three stages are not smooth and clearcut. It is
common to have “nested conflicts” in the second phase where other issues are raised
(p. 477) or conflicts never go beyond the second phase.

Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) using naturally occurring conversation
examined the structure of arguing and focused on how arguing is interactively
produced such that face implications are involved. Their work suggests that there are

five main types of disagreement ranked from most to least face aggravating:

1. irrelevancy claim,

2. challenge,

3. contradiction,

4. a combination of contradiction and a counterclaim
5. the counterclaim.

Some researchers on argumentative sequences have noted that once a dissent phase
has begun, the preference structure changes (Bilmes, 1988; Gruber, 1998; Kotthoff,
1993). Instead of agreement being preferred, disagreement becomes preferred.
According to Gruber (1998), this calls into question Pomerantz (1984a) and the CA
literature that state that agreement is preferred except for self-deprecating
assessments when agreement becomes dispreferred. Gruber believes that this causes

confusion, and he argues that Pomerantz (1984a) in her seminal work on preference,
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shifted from a structural explanation to a psychological one (p. 472). Kotthoff

(1993) is less critical, and she simply calls for an extension and elaboration of

Pomerantz’s work. In her research, Kotthoff found that once an argument begins,

there are fewer and fewer mitigations and hesitations; disagreement becomes more

and more explicit, and disagreement follows the preferred turn shape. In these cases,

participants are expected to defend their positions and not to concede.

In fact, there are other contexts where disagreement is preferred. In focus

groups (Myers, 1998), disagreements are seen as “allowable and encouraged” (p. 96).

Atkinson and Drew (1979) show that in the courtroom after an accusation, a

contradiction or denial is preferred; otherwise, the accused is assumed to be guilty.

Tannen (1981), Schiffrin (1984), and Kakava (2002) write about communities where

disputes are expected, and they are seen as a form of sociable practice. For example,

Kakava (2002), who researched Greek speakers in informal contexts and in

classroom discussions, claimed that their “agonistic type of discourse represents an

interactional practice in which participants engage to match their wits, compete for

ideas, yet do not necessarily resolve their differences” (p. 1563). In addition, M.

Goodwin and C. Goodwin (1987) find that opposition moves are highlighted and

unmitigated in children’s arguments.
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Saft (2000, 2004), in his study of arguing in university faculty meetings,

demonstrates that arguing is a productive interactional activity that is realized

through a basic two-party participation structure, but the interactants are not limited

to only two. According to him, an argument consists of an initiation of opposition,

the pursuit of opposition, and finally, the termination of opposition. In both

conversational and institutional discourse, the absence of the pursuit of opposition

has negative consequences. The speaker who fails to take the turn loses the

argument.

Arguing and disagreeing are a part of our social life. Children learn this early,

and as M. Goodwin (1982) and Maynard (1985) document in their research, children

tend to promote and prolong their disputes rather than move towards resolution. M.

Goodwin and C. Goodwin (1987) find that “rather than being disorderly, arguing

provides children with a rich arena for the development of proficiency in language,

syntax, and social organization” (p. 200).

While the actions of the students in the current study on the whole tended

toward agreement and collaboration, some members did initiate and sustain an

argumentative sequence. The clearest and longest example in the data was Excerpt

7-9 where a series of claims and related defending or opposing responses were
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produced. The topic of the discussion was international marriage, and Figure 84 is a

photo of the group.

Figure 84. In front of marriage. Group

In order to place the ensuing argumentative sequence in context, a brief paraphrased

summary of the discussion before it occurred is provided.

Hiro:
Lin, Bo:
Lin:

Bo:
Yumi:
Lin:
Bo:

All:
Kai:

said he thought international marriage was difficult

agreed

said the biggest problem was language and not being able to
communicate

said the customs were different

asked which nationality the children would be

said maybe it would be decided by where the children were born;
she gave the example of herself (a Chinese)—if she married a
Japanese, the child would be Japanese

said, “but then if we can love the foreigner foreigner” (pauses
deleted)

no response

said the sense of value is difficult

Everyone seemed to be on the same side—against international marriage with the

exception of one turn: Bo projected disagreement with a “but”-initial turn; however,

he failed to clarify his point, and there was no uptake from the others. In the next
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turn, Kai did not respond to Bo, but returned to the overall theme of giving reasons

why international marriage was difficult. At the end of this segment, everyone had

taken a turn. Hiro, who had started the discussion, then self selected a turn and

moved the discussion in a different direction.

Excerpt 7-9. Argumentative sequence (In front of marriage)

68 A;= Hiro:  BUT (0.2) uh:: (0.3) some cou:pul (0.6) uh: (0.4)
69 uh successful their (0.6) life. (0.4)

70 Yumi:  °mm° ((nodding))

71 ALL: ((nodding)) ((Kai smiling)

72 Hiro:  uh: (0.4) the:: reason (0.4) why.

73 Bo: ((head tilted upward and back)) o:: ((smiled))

74 Yumi: ah:: ((leaned back in chair, smiled)) [hehe]

75 Bo, Kai: [hehehe]

76 B;=> Lin: [well]

77 in fact uh you don’t know (0.2) if they (0.6) if they

78 are successful or not (0.4) you only see the TV (0.6) don’t
79 you?

80 (0.4)

81 Hiro:  o:h:: so-
82 Lin: but what the real things (0.2) you don’t know. (0.3) °in fact®

83 (1.6)
84 A,= Bo: but in our (0.2) university [(1.8)] um (1.8) th- coup- uh
85 Lin: [°m:°]

86 Bo: there are many coupul (0.8) °couple? ° (0.7)

87 Lin: °mhm?°

88 Yumi: [((2 nods))]

89 Kai, Hiro: [((slight nod)]

90 Bo: ((2 nods))

91 B,= Lin: h (0.6) but they are (1.0) uh: not (0.8) uh they are not married

92 yet (1.0) a- aren’t they? (0.4) if they are married, (0.2)
93 uh: there will be a lot of problems.
94 (1.0
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95 As= Bo: it’s in front of marriage (0.2) isn’t it?

96 (1.0)

97 B3> Lin: in front of marriage?

98 (0.6)

99 Bo: °marriaji® ((head moved down))

100 Lin: ((lateral head shake, questioning gaze at Bo)) I don’t (xxx)
101 Bo: ((head tilt left)) [((head tilt to right, smiling))
102 All: [hehh hehehh]

Each turn that was critical for the formation of the argumentative sequence will be

paraphrased and examined separately.

Claim A; Hiro: some couples are successful

Hiro self-selected the turn and began with “BUT” delivered at a noticeably higher

volume and followed by a 0.2-second pause. This delivery accomplished several

types of work. The volume coupled with the pause served to draw attention to what

was to follow, and “but” signaled that the ensuing turn would contrast with the prior

turn/s. After “but,” Hiro said in lines 68-69, “some cou:pul successful their life”

(pauses and hesitations deleted). All the other students gazed at him and nodded at

different points as he spoke.

Then in line 72, Hiro transformed his prior turn into a question by saying,

“the:: reason why” (pauses and hesitations deleted). This structure did not

correspond to English grammar, and he was probably translating what he wanted to

say literally from Japanese (riyuu wa nani? = reason? what?). Supporting evidence
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for this could be found in a previous turn of this discussion when Hiro made another

literal translation from Japanese. Other students also exhibited similar usage of

literal translation throughout the data. In this particular case, Hiro used a topic

followed by an interrogative marker forming a question, and this is permissible and

common in Japanese grammar. Hiro’s question ended in a clear falling intonation

although in Japanese the interrogative is generally delivered with a half falling or

rising intonation.

Questions can function as challenges, and here Hiro was leading the others to

a point that was essentially in opposition to the main argument that they had all just

constructed collectively. This challenge, however, was not targeted to any of the

particular points raised nor to any of the other members, but it brought up a

qualification, and this effectively changed the direction of the discussion.

In response to Hiro’s question, Bo said “o:::,” raised his head looking upward,

tilted it, and smiled. His nonverbal action suggested he was in thinking mode, and

no immediate response was expected. Yumi in receipt mode said, “ah:::,” leaned

back in her chair, smiled, and then began to laugh. Her laughter was overlapped with

laughter from Bo and Kai, while Hiro smiled. Lin was the only one who did not
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smile or laugh. Figures 85 to 88 show the facial expression and posture of the group

members.

Figure 88. Lines 74-75 Yumi, Bo, Kai: (laughing); Hiro: (smiling); Lin: (not smiling)
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Bo and Yumi displayed thinking mode behavior, and neither of them, nor

anyone else in the group, provided an answer to Hiro’s question. This noticeable

absence of the second pair part (SPP) of the question-answer adjacency pair

triggered laughter and smiles. According to Glenn (2003) and Jefferson, Sacks, and

Schegloff (1987), laughter is a socially organized phenomenon, and its achievement

conforms to an underlying order. Sequentially, laughter can be produced in response

to a prior utterance, and it exerts an effect on what is to follow. As demonstrated by

Glenn (2003) and Jefferson et al. (1987), in a multi-person context where laughter is

initiated and shared by some members, there is always the possibility of declining

the laugh invitation by speaking seriously, and this is what Lin did. As seen in

Figures 87 and 88, Lin was the only one who was not laughing. Her gaze remained

on Hiro, and she overlapped with the laughter as she self-selected the next turn.

Response B; Lin: But the real things you don’t know, in fact. You only see the
TV, don’t you? But the real things you don’t know, in fact.

While the other students were laughing or smiling, Lin began her turn with “well” in

line 76. She stated, “well in fact you don’t know if they if they are successful or not

you only see the TV don’t you?” (pauses and hesitation deleted). To preface her turn,

Lin used, “well,” and “in fact,” a discourse marker that is an assertion of the truth
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value of a statement. Next Lin made a direct personal challenge to Hiro claiming

that he did not have adequate information. This was delivered quite strongly because

“don’t know” was stressed. Her point was that his information was insufficient

because it was only learned from television.

The tag question, “don’t you?”—a negative polarity tag—sharpened and

strengthened Lin’s challenge even more, and it constrained the response to one of

agreement (lines 76-78). Tag questions which are turn-final tend to be used when the

speaker is ending the turn, and the floor is open to other speakers or the current

speaker is selecting the next speaker. Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) point

out that tag questions serve as exit devices (p. 719). According to Lakoff (1975) tags

can convey a speaker’s lack of confidence because they are “midway between an

outright statement and a yes-no question” (p. 15). Holmes (1982) identifies

epistemic modal tags as ones that request information, and affective tags as those

that show concern for the interlocutor by softening or being facilitative. Holmes

(1995) also points out that tag questions can be used as challenges. This was the case

with Lin’s tag question.

Lin clearly allocated the next turn to Hiro, and after a 0.4-second gap, he

responded with “o::h::”” as he made a slight nod, and his head shifted to the left with
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his gaze downward (line 80). After this receipt token, he began to say “so,” but this

was cut off when Lin said, “but what the real things you don’t know in fact” (pause

deleted). Lin was intensifying her challenge, and she accomplished this in several

ways. First, she used the contrastive marker, “but,” which signaled disagreement.

Second, this TCU had the same basic structure as her previous turn, “in fact” +

challenge, except reversed, challenge + “in fact.” This TCU did not add a different

challenge; it was repeating her previous turn, displaying a type of insistence. This

restatement added further emphasis. Third, Lin used “real things” to suggest that

what Hiro saw on TV was not factual and believable. Fourth, she made a direct

challenge by stating, “you don’t know.” This was delivered without any mitigation.

Fifth, “in fact,” the increment after her completed TCU, acted as an intensifier

increasing the strength of her challenge even though the phrase itself was delivered

rather softly.

Claim A; Bo: But in our university there are successful couples.

Hiro was still being designated the next speaker; however, he did not take the turn,

and there was a long 1.6-second gap. During the gap, Kai and Hiro shifted their

heads left, and Yumi also shifted slightly left as her gaze went up. When there was

no uptake from Hiro, Bo self-selected the next turn. He countered Lin saying, “but
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in our university the coup- there are many coupul couple” (pauses and hesitations

deleted). He used “but” to signal that he would be challenging the prior turn

bringing up the fact that there were successful couples at their university. This

directly challenged Lin’s claim that Hiro did not have any real facts. Bo’s turn

contained many pauses and multiple repairs, but all members displayed nods and

receipt tokens as he spoke.

Response B, Lin: But they are not married yet, aren’t they. If they are married
they will have a lot of problems.

Beginning in line 93, Lin made an inbreath and proceeded to make a counter claim

to Bo’s argument. She said in lines 93-95, “but they are not they are not married yet

aren’t they? if they are married, there will be a lot of problems” (pauses and

hesitations deleted). In this turn, Lin completely invalidated Bo’s claim by saying

that because the couples at the university were not married, then they could not be a

part of the argument because the topic was about married couples.

Claim Az Bo: it’s in front of marriage, isn’t it?

After a 1-second gap, Bo faced Lin’s challenge and said in line 95, “it’s in front of

marriage isn’t it?” (pause and hesitation deleted). Bo’s turn was clearly linked to

Lin’s turn. While Lin was not including unmarried couples in her opinion, Bo was
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claiming that this group was similar enough to be included. Bo used a negative

polarity tag question, an epistemic tag that affirmed his previous statement. In

comparison to Lin’s tag question, Bo’s delivery was not as forceful and conveyed a

sense of uncertainty.

Response B3 Lin: in front of marriage?

Lin’s response to Bo was a repetition of part of Bo’s turn using a rising intonation.

The try-marked repetition was a signal of non-understanding, and Lin identified the

part of Bo’s turn that she found problematic. Misunderstanding or nonunderstanding

can occur at different levels: either not comprehending the propositional content or

not understanding the pragmatic intent (Verdonik, 2009). Bo used a non-standard

expression, and Lin displayed that she did not comprehend the proposition of his

turn. She responded with an invitation for repair. As Schegloff (1992) has pointed

out, the third-position repair is often a signal of misunderstanding, and when

misunderstanding is recognized, a repair is generally made at the next possible

opportunity. This is what Lin did. As for her delivery, when Lin said “in front,” her

gaze was forward, and at “marriage” her gaze shifted back to Bo.

In response to Lin, Bo attempted a self repair, but he only changed the

pronunciation of marriage, saying softly, “marriaji.” He did not try to repair the
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whole propositional phrase. After a 1.2-second gap, Lin made two lateral head
shakes and squinted briefly as she gazed at Bo. Then, while simultaneously shaking
her head three times, she said softly, “I don’t” followed by a word that she mouthed
so it was inaudible. At the same time that Lin said “I don’t,” Bo tilted his head to the
right; his lips were pursed as he smiled. Yumi, Kai, and Hiro began to laugh, and at
the very same time, Lin leaned forward, then leaned back and smiled while Bo tilted
his head to the left, squinted and smiled. Because no one addressed the unsuccessful
repair, the shared laughter effectively terminated this sequence. The group’s facial

expression and actions are shown in Figures 89 to 93.

‘ }Lin

Figure 90. Line 101 Lin: (quizzical look)
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l Lin ‘
Figure 91. Line 101 Bo: (pursed lips) Lin: (shaking head)

) Lin [

Figure 93. Line 103 All: laughing

This argumentative sequence had three rounds.

Claim A; Hiro: some couples are successful
Response B; Lin: But the real things you don’t know, in fact.
Claim A; Bo: But in our university there are successful couples.

Response B, Lin: But they are not married yet, aren’t they.
Claim As Bo: it’s in front of marriage, isn’t it?
Response B3 Lin: in front of marriage?

In round two, Bo stepped in for Hiro holding up the other side of the argument. If we
use Muntigl and Turnbull’s (1998) categories, we can see the three rounds in this

way:
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Claim A; Hiro: statement
Response B Lin: challenge

Claim A, Bo: contradiction
Response B, Lin: irrelevancy claim
Claim As Bo: contradiction

Response B3 Lin: non comprehension

As mentioned earlier, Muntigl and Turnbull’s ranking from the most to the least face

aggravating is:

1. irrelevancy claim,

2. challenge,

3. contradiction,

4. a combination of contradiction and a counterclaim
5. a counterclaim.

The students used the three most face threatening types, and there was an absence of

politeness markers or reluctance markers (Bilmes, 1988). With potentially

face-threatening acts (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Goffman, 1967a, 1967b), the

expected dispreferred turn shape would be delays and mitigating prefaces

(Pomerantz, 1984a). Instead the students’ argument sequence was similar to

Gruber’s (1998) conflict episode in which there is a change in the preference

organization such that disagreement is no longer dispreferred. In Gruber’s conflict

episode, the speaker changes do not occur at TRPs, but at “disagreement relevance
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points” (that is, immediately after a proposition which arouses disagreement). In

addition, there is an increase in the cohesive ties and format tying between turns (p.

476). While the students did not orient to disagreement relevance places, mostly

because they were struggling with the language, they did use a fair amount of

repetitions and format tying. They relied heavily on the “but”-initial disagreement

turn (it was used four times) and recycled the word, “couple.”

A preference for disagreement in a classroom discussion is not surprising. It

is clearly related to the institutional nature of the task. As many CA researchers have

found, the way talk in institutional settings is organized is closely connected to the

institution itself making it qualitatively different from conversation (Drew &

Heritage, 1992; Seedhouse, 2004; ten Have, 1999). Yet it is also clear that classroom

interaction is achieved through both ordinary conversation and institutional talk

(Koshik, 2003; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004). The focus, however, should not

be on the type of language produced, rather it is through examining how participants

interact that the institution is invoked and maintained. In other words, the institution

should not be conceptualized as a stable container (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998)

within which the interaction takes place. Instead, evidence of the institution and how

it is structured can be found through the analysis of the interactions of the
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participants who display in their speech their understanding of the institution’s goals

and tasks. As Seedhouse (2004) put it, the institutional context and institutional

identities are “talked into and out of being” by the members themselves (pp.

199-204).

Thus, in this study, the learners were demonstrating their interpretations of

the pedagogical focus, for example, using only their L,, staying on one main topic,

expressing opinions, and responding to each other. Bo and Lin displayed their

understanding of the exercise of debate by initiating and pursuing opposition, and

thereby displaying the behavior of “doing being a student.” These particular novice

learners demonstrated that they had sufficient tools for arguing and for expressing

disagreement.

Challenges/Contrasting Opinions

In debate it is essential to be able to present challenges to an opposing side in

order to expose weaknesses and at the same time strengthening one’s own position.

A good discussion will also have elements of challenges forcing others to defend or

clarify their position. Some of the novice level language students in this study

demonstrated that they understood that challenges are effective in allowing them to
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participate and helping to move the group discussion forward. In many instances

students presented real challenges to their classmates about the issue at hand or to

raise a new issue. This section examines four cases of challenges and how the

students responded to them.

Challenges/Contrasting Opinions 1

In Excerpt 7-10, a challenge was presented to a member, but it was

unaddressed. Later another member self selected to elaborate on the issue, but still

did not directly address the previous challenge. The topic of the discussion was

genetically modified food, and the students were in the following arrangement.

Figure 94. Fast food. Group

Just previous to this excerpt Fusae said genetically modified food had a“bad: effec:t:

on: human being” (not shown in the excerpt). Then Chiho (line 283) responded by

saying “lyi: ca:n’t: buy-ih modified food.”
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Excerpt 7-10. Challenges/contrasting opinions (Fast food)
283 Chiho: lyi (0.7) lyi: ca:n't: buy-ih modified food:
284 Mina: 0::: ((nod))

285 (1.8)
286 — Fusae: bah:t: mod(ified) foo:d: iz: no
287 infoh:ma:tion:

288 Mina: m:hm: ((gaze to Chiho, nod))
289 Chiho: m:: ((nod))

290 (4.4)

291 Eka:  so company: (0.4) we: nee:d:
292 Fusae: ((nod))

293 Eka: we nee:d: much: information,
294 Mina: [m: ((nod))]

295 Fusae: [((nod))]

296 Eka:  so:: company: should: show:
297 (0.4) uh (0.4) a:ll: information:
298 Mina:  [°m:° ((nod))]

299 Fusae: [((nod))]

No one oriented to Chiho’s auxiliary verb error, “can’t” for “don’t.” However, Fusae

addressed the message error, that is, it was impossible for Chiho to decide whether

or not to buy genetically modified foods because companies are not required to (and

do not) put this information on food labels in Japan. This assertion (“modified food

is no information”) represented a challenge to Chiho. In line 289, Chiho registered

her receipt with a nod and a minimal vocalization, “m::” but the very long

4.4-second gap indicated that everyone expected a further response from Chiho.

When this was not forthcoming, Eka self selected a turn saying in lines 291 and 293,

“so company: we: nee:d we nee:d: much: information” (pauses deleted).
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Mina and Fusae nodded while Mina made a minimal vocalization indicating

their receipt. Upon hearing and seeing this, Eka elaborated her assertion, “so::

company: should: show: al:ll: information:” (pauses and hesitation deleted). Eka

used “so” to tie her turn to Fusae’s statement, thereby producing a relevant

conclusion. Mina and Fusae again acknowledged this, and then Eka continued

talking about how companies were mislabeling products rendering them dangerous

for consumption (not shown here). Eka successfully monitored the discussion,

allowed time for Chiho to respond to Fusae’s challenge, self selected making a

relevant assertion plus conclusion, and finally steered the topic to a related issue that

others could also address.

This example demonstrated how the students were able to assist each other.

When a relevant response was absent, someone stepped in allowing the discussion to

progress. Students frequently helped each other with word searches and with

clarifying points. While long gaps and pauses occurred frequently, the next turn

showed their awareness of the necessity for coherence and for staying on topic.
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Challenges/Contrasting Opinions 2

In Excerpt 7-11 a student launched a rather strong and direct challenge to a

classmate. Figure 95 is a photo of the group members.

Figure 95. Aliens. Group

The students were talking about aliens, and Misa tried to explain what she had seen

in the movies.

Excerpt 7-11. Challenge (Aliens)
202 Misa:  (1.0) according to |mo:vie

203 (0.7)

204 Tomo: oh::

205 (0.2)

206 Misa:  movie (2.3) attack: they attack:
207 (1.4) hit: (0.7) °hit-ih®

208 (0.8)

209 Yuri:  attack:
210 Misa: attack: (0.9) on us.

211 (0.6)
212 Misa:  °on people®
213 (1.3) ((Misa shift gaze to her right))

214 Yuri:  ((nod 3 times))
215 Misa: attack to people ((nod))
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216 Yuri:  ye:s hehuhu hh

217 — Tomo: | think: that:'s:: (0.3) uh:::

218 (4.7) °that's::::° (4.4) stereotype.
219 (0.5)

220 Misa:  [hhheh]

221 Yuri:  [hahah]

222 Haru:  hhh

Previously in this discussion, Misa had said that she believed in aliens even though
there was no scientific proof. Not having personal experience, she cited the movies
as the authority, and she stated that aliens attack people. Yuri displayed support,
repeating "attack™ in line 209, nodding in line 214, and saying 'ye:s' followed by
laughter in line 216. Then without a gap, Tomo delivered a direct disagreement
saying in lines 217-218, “I think: that:’s:: uh::: °that's::::° stereotype” (pauses
deleted). His turn was delivered with many dispreferred markers, that is, sound
stretches, a hesitation, and pauses.

After a gap of 0.5 seconds, Misa and Yuri laughed simultaneously. Laughter,
according to Jefferson, Sacks and Schegloff (1987) is “an achieved product of
methodic, co-ordinated processes, with occasion of laughing together oriented to ,
produced, extended, as an event in itself” (p. 159). It was no coincidence that Misa
and Yuri laughed in perfect time with each other. As observed in Excerpt 6-3 in the

section on Assisted Collaboration, Yuri had consistently supported Misa through
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constant receipt tokens, offering of word search candidates, and frequent gestural

matching. Haru, who had not participated actively with them, was not part of the

laughing together. She produced laugh outbreaths only after Misa and Yuri’s

laughter.

Tomo’s direct challenge made a response conditionally relevant, however,

neither Misa nor Yuri responded to it. This lack of response might have been due to

a lack of understanding of either the word, “stereotype,” or of the overall message of

Tomo’s challenge. Instead, the next response from both Misa and Yuri was one of

simultaneous laughter, which might have been due to the fact that the word,

stereotype, was delivered after a very lengthy word search (4.4 seconds), and it

might have been unexpected because it was not a high frequency word for the

students’ level. In the end, the shared laughter replaced the conditional response, and

it effectively terminated the sequence.

Tomo mitigated his disagreement with the long pauses and a big smile

directly after saying “stereotype” (see Figure 96). Only Tomo was smiling at this

point. However, in Figure 97 Yuri and Misa were laughing; Tomo was still smiling;

Haru made outbreaths, but her facial expression was similar to the previous figure;

and Kei did not change his facial expression.
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Figure 97. Lines 220-223 Yuri, Misa: laughing; Haru: (outbreaths); Tomo: (smiling)

[\

As in the previous example, the challenge was not directly addressed; however, in

this case, shared laughter took the place of the relevant response.

Challenges/Contrasting Opinions 3

In Excerpt 7-12 a direct challenge was made when a speaker produced a
statement that was diametrically opposed to what a prior speaker had just stated. The
assertion was immediately supported by another classmate. The challenger then
produced several extended turns giving reasons for her statement, and this did not
allow the person being challenged to respond. The group was discussing where they

wanted to live—in the city or the country. A photo of the group is provided here.
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Figure 98. Big city. Group

(" .

Excerpt 7-12. Challenge (Big city)

184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196 —
197
198

Ken:

Ken:

Ken:

Lin:

Ken:

Ken:

All:

Su:

Lin:

I: live: in: Japa:n:
(1.5)
beco:s: (0.3) I: like: Japan:
(0.6)
°s0:° (0.3) Japan:: is: (1.0)
the best hh
(0.4)
is: (0.1) peace:
(0.6)
((gaze shifted forward)) I like: peace: ((smiled))
hehehehehe
(2.0)
| don't like living in Japan for a
long time [m:] [m::]
[yes] me [too] ((nod))

Ken said that he liked living in Japan and that Japan was peace(ful). All the students

kept their gaze on Ken as he spoke. In line 189 after a pause of 1 second, Lin

projected the end of Ken’s TCU saying “the best” followed by a laugh outbreath.

Ken did not incorporate her suggestion and continued to complete his TCU

repeating “is::” and then following it with “peace:” (“Japan:: is: is: peace:”). As he

spoke he retracted his gaze from Lin moving to a forward position, then saying in
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line 191, “I like: peace:” as he smiled. All of the members laughed. After a rather

long gap of 2 seconds, Su, a Chinese, self-selected a turn saying, “I don’t like living

in Japan,” and she added an increment, “for a long time.” In placing this opposing

opinion directly after Ken’s statement of liking and wanting to live in Japan, Su had

essentially presented a direct disagreement and a personal challenge although she

mitigated it by adding the increment.

As Su stated her opinion, she turned her gaze briefly to Lin, so it was

difficult to detect if she was smiling. For comparison, Figure 99 captures her

laughing along with the others right after Ken’s turn in line 193. Figures 100 and

101 are photos of Su and Lin as Su delivered her disagreement turn in lines 196-197,

and Figures 102 to 104 capture Lin and Su as Lin produced an agreement response.

Figure 99. Line 194 Su, Lin: laughing
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Figure 100. Line 196 Su: I don’t like  Figure 101. Line 197 Su: long time
living in Japan for a (gazing down) (gazing to Lin)

Figure 102. Line 198 Li-r-l: me too Figure 103. Lin: (gazing left, smiling)
Su: (very slight smile)

Figure 104. Lin: (gazing forward, smiling); Su: (smiling)

While Su did not smile as she was disagreeing, she made a slight smile at the

end. During the disagreement her gaze was directed downward and toward Lin. In
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contrast, Lin gazed to her classmates on her left in Figures 100 and 103, and she was

clearly smiling in Figures 103 and 104. It was possible that Lin was doing some

mitigation work with her smiles and gaze because she made it clear that she shared

the same opinion as Su, and as Chinese they both shared the same experience of

adjusting to life in Japan. This supportive work might have been useful because Su’s

statement carried the risk of a face threat. Other parts of this particular discussion

provided evidence that Lin was in an actively supporting role for Su. In many

instances, Lin and Su exhibited agreement behavior with no gap between turns,

collaborative repetitions, and affiliative nonverbal behavior as reported in the

previous chapters on agreement.

After line 198, Su produced several extended turns (not given here). She first

said she was studying in Japan at that time, and she wanted to stay in order to study

Japanese and Japan. This is evidence that Su had backed down somewhat from her

challenge. As she continued, she provided an explanation of why she did not want to

live in Japan: “but life is ver:ry busy e:veryone: he:re: ve:ry busy: an:d-ih the thi:ng:

(cost of living) iz: vahry: expensive” (pauses and hesitations deleted). At this point,

Lin agreed saying “yes.” Su produced another even longer turn saying she liked

China; she wanted to live with her parents; although they were not old, she should
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take care of them when they get old; and they wanted to see her often. These

extended turns did not allow a response from Ken or any of the other Japanese

students, and none of them revealed any indication in their nonverbal behavior that

they intended to do so. Su’s extended turns served to mitigate her challenge, and by

producing such a long explanation, she essentially converted her disagreement with

Ken from a challenge to simply an extended statement of her opinion.

Challenges/Contrasting Opinions 4

In Excerpt 7-13 the students were discussing the environment and air

pollution. One student made a claim about disliking bicycles, and the next speaker

made an opposite statement claiming she liked them. This next statement was

delivered without a signal to preface the disagreement, and all the members

responded to her claim with simultaneous laughter. Figure 105 is a photo of the

group.

Figure 105. Environment. Group
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Just prior to Excerpt 7-13, Mai raised the issue that air pollution was a serious

problem, and Suki followed with the idea that cars cause air pollution (transcript

lines not shown here). Suki asked the other members if they used a car, and all three

of them answered in the affirmative. This prompted laughter by everyone, and this is

where Excerpt 7-13 began.

Excerpt 7-13. Challenge (Environment)

34 All: hehehehehe

35 Mai:  I: ofte:n: (0.6) ri:de: o- on: kah:
36 (1.6)

37 Maho: ((nods 6 times))

38 (0.4)

39 Mai:  um: (0.8) I-yi: (1.2) I- (0.2) I:

40 disli:ke: bicycle:

41 Maho: un ((nodding))

42 — Ami: I lizkke: bicycle: hu[huhehe]huhuhu
43 Maho, Mai: [huhuhe]

44 Maho: lyi: ((left index pointed to nose))
45 (0.3) I (0.5) come: to: schoo:l:
46 (0.4) by: ((hand returned to lap))
47 (0.3) bicycle:

48 Ami:  ((nod 3 times)) huhehe
49 Mai:  but bicycle: i:z-ih (0.8) [hehuhe] (0.4)

50 Maho: [hehehe]
51 Mai:  iz-ih hh (1.2) iz-ih (0.7) iz-ih (1.6)
52 goo:d: (0.3) foh: environ:men:t

After the laughter in line 34, Mai self selected saying that she often used cars. She

then followed this by saying that she disliked bicycles (lines 40-41). Maho made a
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short listener response and nodded, but then Ami stated the opposite stance: “I li:ke:

bicycle:” and she laughed (line 44). Maho and Mai overlapped in their laughter. The

laughter reflected awareness of the contrast between the two stances, possibly

triggered by the lack of warning that Ami was going to take such an opposing

position. Mai also joined in the laughter at this point.

In the next turn, Maho did not produce a preface either. She reported that she

came to school by bicycle (lines 46-49), to which Ami nodded and laughed. Now

Maho and Ami shared the same stance. In the next turn Mai began with the word,

“but,” and this was followed, not by a disagreement, but by an agreement with Ami

and Maho. She conceded that a bicycle was good for the environment (lines 51-52).

The “but”- initial turn was not used for disagreement—it was used here to contrast

with her own previous stance of not liking bicycles. In effect, Mai differentiated her

personal dislike of bicycles from the idea that bicycles are better for the environment.

Mai did not use any signals to indicate that she was making a type of concession—the

use of “but” and her laughter were her only devices.

This section on Challenges/Contrasting opinions demonstrated that

challenges can be addressed or not and can be oriented to and managed in a variety

of ways. The challenger, the person challenged, or a third person can affect the
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trajectory of the interaction. None of the four examples of the challenges resulted in

an argumentative sequence. In the first example where the challenge was

unaddressed, a third person self selected to elaborate on the issue, thereby allowing

the discussion to progress without directly addressing the challenge. In another

unaddressed challenge, shared laughter seemed to take the place of the response to

the challenge. In the third example, the direct challenge was mitigated and then

gradually transformed into an extended explanation of the challenger’s position such

that a relevant response became unnecessary. In the final example, the person being

challenged shifted her stance and acknowledged and accepted the challenger’s

position. All four cases were disagreement-implicative, but none resulted in a clear

disagreement sequence.

Pursuing an Agreement Response

In the course of discussions, speakers make assessments and assertions, and

recipients generally respond in agreement, disagreement, or neutral

acknowledgements. When a speaker makes an assessment or an assertion, it is

generally expected that a hearer will respond. When there is a lack of response or a

delayed response, there are three possible reasons (Pomerantz, 1984b). The recipient
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(a) might have a problem of hearing or understanding, (b) might not share the same

knowledge as the prior speaker, or (c) might hesitate because of an upcoming

disagreement.

When the recipient’s response is one of silence, hesitations, or hedges, the

speaker is likely to review what was said in an effort to identify the source of the

problem and then offer a clarification in a subsequent turn (Pomerantz, 1984b).

Davidson (1984) refers to this as a “subsequent version,” and she documents the

possible sequence in the following way: an initial formulation - possible response

point. If the response here is one of silence or hesitations, then - a subsequent

version.is offered by the speaker. This leads to yet another - possible response

point. When the speaker has accurately identified the source of the problem and

offers subsequent version/s, this may lead to a more desirable outcome from the

point of view of the speaker.

In the case of the novice level language learners in this study, an obvious

difficulty was their lack of proficiency in the language. It would be unwise, however,

to assume that all delays or nonresponses were due to misunderstanding or

nonunderstanding. Houck and Fujii (2006) reveal in their study of native speakers

and non-native speakers of English discussing in pairs in an academic context that
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the recipient might have no problem hearing or understanding, but chooses to delay

the response for several reasons: until more information is provided, until the

speaker’s position is clarified, or allowing time if the speaker stance changes then an

appropriate response can be made. Houck and Fujii provide evidence that the pursuit

of a response after a delay does not always result in disagreement, but can also be

resolved through agreement.

In the discussions in the current study, analysis revealed that even after

numerous turns and even after different issues were raised, some students returned to

their previously expressed point to repeat, to rephrase their message, or to raise a

relevant issue. These attempts had some similarity to the challenges presented in the

previous section. The speakers directed their turns to classmates holding an

opposing view, and the evidence revealed that these speakers were constructing their

own positions of disagreement while pursuing responses from their opposing

classmates to acknowledge or agree with their own stated positions. Two examples

of these cases will be explicated in detail.
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Pursuing Agreement 1

In this example (Excerpt 7-14) early in the discussion, a student disagreed

with the previous speaker about international marriage. After numerous intervening

turns from two other students, this student exploited an opportunity space to self

select a turn. This new turn appeared to be a continuation of her previous turn rather

than a response to the immediate prior speaker. She was constructing a disagreement

directed to the student she had disagreed with near the beginning of the discussion.

This is a good example of a student’s persistence in attempting to construct a more

fully supported disagreement position despite her rather limited lexical and

grammatical resources.

Figure 106 is a photo of the group discussing international marriage.

Figure 106. Thai aunt. Group.

Mie was the third speaker to take a turn in the discussion, and a paraphrase of each

speaker’s turn is provided here.
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Jiro:

Tomo:

Mie:

Kana:

Kana:

Aya:

Kana:

| disagree with international marriage because foreign people have different
cultures from us and it affects our daily life.

(designated as the next speaker) I think that’s wrong because if you love
someone you can’t think of that kind of thinking. That’s why.

(self selected after 4.4 seconds) I think first if someone marries with a
foreign person, if they love each other first, but time pass, if they can’t
communicate in their own language, they have frustration in their life. They
(long word search) divorce.

(showed agreement to Mie with “n’s,” “mhm’s,” and nods during Mie’s turn
and directly after)

(after 5.6-second gap) | think so (this is followed by a story about her uncle
and Thai aunt who had difficulty in their marriage)

(responded to the story using a formulation where she questioned Kana’s
position (this will be discussed in a later section)

(responded to Aya’s turn in defense) (1.1-second pause)

Excerpt 7-14 is the continuation of Kana’s turn.

Excerpt 7-14. Pursuing agreement (Thai aunt)

111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121 =
122
123
124 —
125
126
127

Kana: eh:: (1.3) whetha::: (1.0)
perso:n (0.8) can: speak (0.9)
°n:° ((right arm out toward Aya))
(0.6) the: otha:: lange:j: (1.4) or not
(1.5) it iz: (0.5) impo:r|tant: ((Mie gaze shift to right))
(1.2)
Aya:  °m:° ((nod))
(1.4)
Kana: ((head to Jiro, back to Aya))
m:m:m:: ((nodding)) HEHE[HE]
Mie: [if] if
the people can:: (0.9) uh: speak: (0.1)
thi: other language (0.2) but: uh::
(3.1) °i-° in: mind (1.0) mai-
mental:: (0.9) communication (0.5)
izu very difficult (0.4) thuh:
(0.4) s::: (0.3) eh::: (1.3)
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128 way to:: (0.8) speakers i:s: (0.2)

129 limited (0.6) by language (1.5)

130 so:: it's very (0.2) difficult

131 (1.9) to:: (1.3) tsutaeru? ((Japanese for “communicate™))
132 ((turned to Kana)) (2.7) communi cate (1.9)

133 | think

134 (1.0)

135 Kana: °nhn° ((with 2 clear nods))

136 — Mie:  thuh: (1.2) uh:: thi mentahl: (1.9)
137 problem (1.0) thuh it iz mo:re
138 ldifficult

In lines 111 to 115, Kana summarized Mie’s argument saying, “whetha::: person:

can: speak the: otha:: lange:j: or not it iz: impo:rtant:” (pauses deleted). Aya

acknowledged this with a “m:” and a nod. Kana tilted her head towards Jiro, then

returned her gaze forward, saying “m:m:m::” with a nod at each “m:” indicating she

had finished, and this was followed by loud laughter.

Mie took this opportunity to self-select a turn as she overlapped with Kana’s

laughter. This turn had a complex construction beginning with an if-clause: “if if the

people can:: speak: thi: other language” (pauses and hesitations deleted). The

if-clause was format-tied to Kana’s previous turn, and this preliminary to the

disagreement is marked by =. Format tying (M. Goodwin, 1990) refers to the

recycling or reuse of lexical items or phonological, syntactical, and/or semantic

features of a prior utterance. It is not a simple repetition, even though it might
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sometimes resemble one on the surface. It reworks a part of the previous utterance

creating a different (though perhaps parallel) utterance which carries with it its own

meaning. Mie’s if-clause was either left incomplete or it was a ratification of Kana’s

previous statement (that is, Kana’s statement would be true, “if”...).

The if-clause was followed by “but” and then the subsequent construction:

“i- in: mind mai- mental:: communication izu very difficult thuh: s:: way to::

speakers i:s: limited by language so:: it’s very difficult to tsutaeru (Japanese for

“communicate”) communicate I think” (pauses and hesitations deleted). This

component contained a similar point to her earlier claim that if the couple could not

communicate in their own language, they would be frustrated and would divorce.

After struggling in lines 121 to 133, Mie then restated her main idea more succinctly

and somewhat more fluently in lines 136-138 (“uh:: thi mentahl: problem thuh it iz

mo:re difficult.”). To understand how Mie’s long turn can be viewed as a

disagreement, it is necessary to review once again the sequence of turns that led up

to it.

In the unfolding of the discussion, Mie had aligned herself with Jiro and

disagreed with Tomo. Kana and her story were in agreement with Mie, and thus, in

this part of the discussion, Mie was constructing a disagreement, not directed to
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Kana, but to Tomo and possibly Aya. The evidence for this was in both Mie’s gaze

and the content of her turn. As for her gaze, after Kana said “important” with a

falling intonation, Mie’s gaze turned quickly in the direction of Tomo and Aya. This

gaze shift happened in line 115, before Kana’s laugh and well before Mie actually

began her turn in line 121. As Mie delivered her long turn, her gaze moved back and

forth between the direction of Tomo and Aya and a downward direction (as she

looked at her hands which were in motion, assisting in getting her meaning across).

In line 132, Mie went into word search mode (Carroll, 2005; C. Goodwin,

1986) as she used a Japanese word (tsutaeru) while turning toward Kana. Only after

she turned back towards Tomo and Aya did she come up with the word she wanted.

(It was possible that Kana or Jiro whispered the word, “communicate,” but this was

not audible nor were Kana’s or Jiro’s lips visible to confirm this.) Mie’s gaze

continued to move between looking towards Tomo and Aya and looking down at her

hands as she completed the rest of her turn. Figures 107 to 112 capture Mie’s gaze

shifts.
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Figure 109. Line 122 Mie: if the people (gazing to Tomo and Aya)
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Figure 110. Line 122 Mie: can speak (gazing down)
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Figure 112. Line 132 Mie: communicate (gaze returned to Tomo and Aya)

In this interaction, Mie was clearly constructing a disagreement with Tomo
(and possibly Aya). She demonstrated that she was not simply reacting to an
immediate previous turn, she was responding to turns (probably Tomo’s) expressed
much earlier in the discussion. Although she used the contrastive marker, “but,”
directly after the format tying with Kana’s previous turn, this particular “but” was
signaling a disagreement, not with Kana, but most probably with Tomo. In fact,
Tomo understood that it was directed towards him because he responded to her with,
“but language is not everything.” (See Excerpt 7-3). Tomo’s response of
disagreement was evidence that Mie in pursuing a relevant response had indeed been

successful.
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Pursuing Agreement 2

In the second example (Excerpts 7-15 to 7-17) a student was on an opposing

side to one of his classmates. Rather than disagreeing directly, he utilized a number

of relevant questions or statements in order to confirm the position of his classmate

enabling him to construct his challenge. This took place over a very long series of

turns, and in the end this student was rewarded when his classmate was forced to

reverse her previous assertion and concede to his claim. This is another good

example of the persistence and patience exhibited by these novice level language

students. The topic was where students wanted to live—the city or the country, and

Figure 113 is a photo of the group.

Figure 113. Animals in the country. Group.

In order to understand how the challenge was mounted and pursued, it is important

to review the overall discussion. The following is a paraphrased version of the
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interaction before Excerpt 7-15 (the eventual challenger’s turn is marked with an

arrow).

Shizu:
Miho:
Shizu:
Miho:
Seijit —

Yu:

Nobu:

Shizu:

Yu:
Nobu:

Shizu:
Miho:

Shizu:

Nobu:
Shizu:

asked Miho where she wanted to live in the future

said she wanted to live in the big city

asked why

said it was convenient because of shopping

was asked; said he wanted to live in the big city because he grew
up in the city and at that time he lived near the city

was asked; said he wanted to live in the big city because where he
lived at that time was not convenient

was asked; said he wanted to live in the country because the air
and water were clean; he added there were many kinds of animals;
when asked what kind, he said rare animals like inoshishi (wild
boar); he claimed they could not be seen in the city

said she saw such animals in the city near her house; when
questioned she repaired her statement to near her garden; she
reported seeing monkeys

said he saw monkeys near the city; he self-repaired saying, “near
the house”

directed talk back to Shizu and offered an other-repair saying her
house was in the country”

accepted the repair saying “yes”

returned to the topic of monkeys and asked Shizu if they were
dangerous

used gestures to help get across her answer, pulling at a strand of
her hair and saying that a monkey had pulled her sister’s hair; she
said the monkeys jumped around as she used gestures

said the country was dangerous

responded she wanted to live in the country
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At this point, Nobu and Shizu were aligned in favor of country living, and Seiji, Yu,

and Miho advocated city life. Seiji then began questioning Shizu about life in the

country with his first self-selected turn.

Excerpt 7-15. Pursuing agreement (Animals in the country)
232 — Seiji:  do: you:- yo:ah: ho:me: to:wn: (0.8)

233 °iz:° (1.2) natural.
234 (1.5)

235 Shizu:  nchu:ral?

236 (0.6)

237 Seiji  °m°

238 0.2)

239 Shizu: ye:s: ih-

240 Seiji:  natural (1.0) every: (0.6) °day®
241 Shizu: ((deep nod)) yeh:s: (0.2) air: iz:
242 (0.5) cle:an:

243 (0.5)

244 Seiji:  °ah® ((2 slight nods))

Seiji posed a question to Shizu, “do: you:- yo:ah: ho:me: to:wn: iz: natural.” (pauses

deleted). The falling intonation after “natural” signaled a TCU completion, and then

a gap of 1.5 seconds ensued. Shizu then repeated the word, “natural,” with a rising

intonation, and after 0.6 seconds, Seiji made a soft affirmative response, “m.” Shizu

then said “ye:s” and stopped in the middle of her next word when Seiji added,

“natural every: day.” The delivery of this addition was soft and trailed off at “day.”

Directly after, Shizu made a deep nod and said, “yeh:s:” and this was followed with
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a reason, “air: iz: cle:an:” (pause deleted). After 0.5 seconds, Seiji produced a receipt

token--a soft “ah” and two slight nods.

Excerpt 7-16 began after 1.3 seconds elapsed where everyone’s gaze was

down except for Miho, who had a forward gaze. She made a minimal vocalization,

but did not take a turn.

Excerpt 7-16. Pursuing agreement (Animals in the country)

245
246 Miho:
247
248 —  Seiji:
249
250
251 Shizu:
252
253 Shizu:
254
255 Seliji:
256
257 Shizu:
258
259 —  Seiji:
260
261 Shizu:
262
263 Seliji:

(1.3)

°m:::° ((gaze forward))

(2.2)

eh: ((as gazed toward Shizu)) (1.7) you:
(0.3) do you: (0.2) |think:-ih (1.6)

[un: ] (0.7) convenience: (0.7) |point:
[((gazed down to hands))]

(1.2)

OmO

(0.3)

your town:

(0.8)

((gazed up and to her right))

(0.2)

do you have.

(1.3)

((gazed upward)) I: don't: ha:ve: ((as shaking head))
(1.4)

((upward nod))

In line 248, Seiji launched into his next question to Shizu with a minimal

vocalization as his gaze shifted toward her. His mouth made an incipient movement
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first (not shown in transcript) and then he said in lines 248-250, “you: do you:

think:-ih un: convenience: point:.” (pauses deleted), utilizing a falling intonation.

While he was delivering this turn and just as he said, “un,” Shizu’s gaze turned

down to her hands, and stayed down until beyond the end of Seiji’s turn (line 251).

While she was looking down, she made a soft vocalization, °m° and after 0.3

seconds Seiji added, “your town:.”

After 0.8 seconds Shizu raised her head in the direction of Seiji and Miho.

Her head turned very slightly left and then back in the direction of Seiji, and at that

moment Seiji added the question: “do you have.” again with a falling intonation.

According to Carroll (2005), C. Goodwin (1986), and Kendon (2004), speakers

repeat, withhold speech, and precision time their turns in order to achieve eye

contact with their interlocutor. In Seiji’s case although he had already made an

intonationally complete TCU in lines 248-250, he added, “your town” in line 255

while Shizu was still looking down at her hands. The words, “your town,” served as

a topicalizer for his previous TCU. After Shizu raised her head and after Seiji had

received her eye gaze, he repaired his question to a grammatically correct form in

line 259, “do you have.” A gap of 1.3 seconds occurred with Shizu’s eyes looking

upward in thinking mode before she gave her answer: “I: don’t: ha:ve:.” to which
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Seiji responded with a nod. Figures 114 to 119 document the sequence of the gaze

shifts.

Figure 116. Line 250 Seiji: un convenience point
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Figure 119. Line 261 Shizu: (eyes raised before speaking)

Given Seiji’s mention of inconveniences in the country, after a 1.1-second

pause, Shizu admitted to the necessity of a car to go places. This contradicted her

previous claim that there were no inconveniences in her town, and because she made

this statement, Seiji was finally able to deliver his main point.
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Excerpt 7-17. Pursuing agreement (Animals in the country)

264 (1.1)

265 Shizu: m: (0.8) m- if: (1.4) we:: don't:
266 ha:ve: a: ca:r: (1.6) we ca:n't:
267 (1.5) go::: (0.9) anywhe:re:.
268 (0.6)

269 Seiji:  ah:

270 0.2)

271 Miho: [°m°]

272 Shizu:  [((nod))] °m°®

273 (1.1)

274 — Seiji: it's[-ih ] ((right hand moved up to touch neck))
275 Shizu: [((nod))]

276 — Seiji:  (1.3) ahn: convenient: [(0.6)] s:ing: ((3 slight nods)

277 Shizu: [((3 deep nods))]
278 so:: cah: iz: (0.5) ve:ry: impo:rtant:
279 0.9)

280 Nobu: ((nod))
281 Yu: ah:: ((nod 5 times))

282 a.7)
283 Miho: °m:°
284 (1.4)

In lines 265-267, Shizu said, “if: we:: don’t: ha:ve: a: ca:r: we ca:n’t: go:::

anywhe:re:.” (pauses and hesitations deleted). Seiji produced a receipt token, “ah,”

and Miho made a minimal vocalization, “m,” as Shizu nodded at the same time.

Shizu also produced a very soft, “m,” and after a 1.1-second gap, Seiji stated in lines

274 and 276, “it’s-ih ahn:convenient: s:ing:” (pauses deleted). Shizu responded with
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deep nods and an affirming statement, “so:: cah: iz: ve:ry impo:rtant:.” Everyone

else, Nobu, Yu, and Miho, made agreement responses as well.

Figures 120 to 126 capture the nonverbal reactions of Seiji and Shizu.

Figure 122. Line 276 Seiji: ahn:convenient: (hand touched neck)
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Figure 126. Line 278 Shizu: so:: cah: iz: ve:ry: impo:rtant:
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In reviewing the sequence in the pursuit of a response of agreement, we see

that Seiji wanted to live in the big city, and he was in the opposite camp from Shizu.

Back in Excerpt 7-15 lines 232-233, Seiji first confirmed that Shizu lived in the

country by asking, “do: you:- yo:ah: ho:me:to:wn: iz: natural.” In Excerpt 7-16, he

then posed the question, “do you: think:ih un:convenience: point.” (lines 248-250).

Finally, in Excerpt 7-17 after Shizu’s admission that not having a car was

inconvenient, he was able to illustrate his point of disagreement while making Shizu

deliver the argument for him. This was quite a feat in itself. Even though Seiji had

turned the tables on Shizu, both students were smiling by the end of the sequence

(see Figures 125 and 126). Seiji’s low-keyed, but persistent and patient turns were

successful in delivering a disagreement in an indirect and quiet way.

In the two examples in this section of pursuing a response of agreement, both

students were successful in eliciting a relevant response. The first student pursued

her point even after several intervening turns by other speakers. Her gaze and the

content of her message targeted the student with whom she disagreed, and she

managed to pressure him to defend his position. The second student was able to

slowly build his case over a long series of turns, and eventually he led his classmate

to change her position on one point and subsequently to positively support his own
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claim. What both of these students lacked in terms of proficiency, they might have

compensated for in their patience and persistence.

Questions and Disagreement

Questions are powerful tools in discussion, and as seen in the previous

examples (Excerpt 7-15 to 7-17), they can be used effectively in the construction of

disagreement sequences. Because questions related to disagreement occurred at

several points in the data of the current study, some background information is given

about questions in language classroom research and in Conversation Analysis before

examining specific examples from the student discussions.

Research on Questioning in the Classroom

Research in the L2 classroom shows that questions are effective ways that

students can further their language learning (Markee, 1995, 2004; Mondada &

Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Ohta, 2004). In her study of university-level Japanese L2

learners, Ohta (2004) found that students working in groups asked each other many

more questions than they did to the teacher. Group work was used by the students as

an interactive place to assist each other with language-related problems. During
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group work “student questions to one another overwhelmingly received correct

answers from peer interlocutors” (p. 235) and unresolved questions were later

directed to the teacher.

According to Markee (1995), although there have been many studies on

teacher questions in SLA classroom research, there has been scant attention on

student questions. The reason for this might be due to the fact that quantitatively

there are far fewer cases of student questions in the first place. In Markee’s study

(1995) of ESL student-generated questions and teacher responses, he found that

teachers rarely gave direct answers to students. They tended to respond with display

questions, which essentially meant that the teacher retained control over the

questioning activity by posing another question back to the students. While the

students’ initial questions were directed to the teacher after being unable to resolve

the problem on their own, the teacher, in trying to guide the student to discover the

answer for themselves, might have inadvertently delayed or obstructed the learning

process.
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Conversation Analysis and Questions

Student-to-student questions are important conversational practices that

warrant close attention. Questions and answers are fundamental units in

talk-in-interaction, and this pair type comprises an important adjacency pair. As

Schegloff (1972) notes, “Questions are especially ‘demanding’...because they make

an answer conditionally relevant” (p. 114). A question constrains the next (or a later)

utterance to a particular response, an answer, and if one does not appear, it is marked

as noticeably absent.

There are five main types of questions (Heritage & Roth, 1995): wh-

questions, yes/no questions, declarative questions, tag questions, and alternative

questions. All of these question types occurred in the student data. Questions are

often present in environments where agreeing and disagreeing are likely to occur.

However, before examining student questions, it is important to heed Schegloff’s

(1984) warning about the assumptions about questions. He cautions against using

the syntactic category of “questions” to represent the social actions of speakers and

hearers. He provides the following example:

Bi: why don’t you come and see me some[times
A [I would like to
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B.: | would like you to. Lemme [just
Ay [T don’t know just where
the-us-this address is.
(Schegloff, 1984, p. 31)

Although B’s first utterance has the appearance of a syntactic question, A’s response

shows that it is not being treated as a question at all, but instead as an invitation. It is

not advisable to map the form to the function; instead each utterance must be

examined carefully paying attention to the sequential placement and how the next

speaker responds.

As a case in point, Schegloff (1984) offers another example where “...a

husband and wife are discussing arrangements for visiting another couple, with

whom the previous night’s scheduled visit had been canceled, while their 1

1/2-year-old daughter plays on the floor.”

W: Why is it that we have to go there.
H: Because she ((head-motioning to daughter)) can go
out more easily than their kids can. (p. 33)

In this particular case, H heard W’s utterance as a question and responded with an

answer, a reason. However, H could have heard the utterance as a complaint, and if

that had been the case, the response could have been an echo complaint or an

agreement, and the consequences of the ensuing talk could have taken an entirely

different trajectory.
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Rather than focusing on utterances that are packaged as grammatical
questions, it is important to utilize the adjacency pairing mechanism to ascertain if
the participants themselves oriented to an utterance as a question regardless of the
syntactic form. Conversation Analysis provides a useful checking device called the

next-turn proof procedure. As Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) wrote:

But while understandings of other turns’ talk are displayed to co-participants,
they are available as well to professional analysts, who are thereby afforded a
proof criterion (and a search procedure for the analysis of what a turn’s talk is
occupied with. Since it is the parties’ understandings of prior turns’ talk that
is relevant to their construction of next turns, it is THEIR understandings that
are wanted for analysis. The display of those understandings in the talk of
subsequent turns affords both a resource for the analysis of prior turns and a
proof procedure for professional analyses of prior turns—resources intrinsic
to the data themselves (p. 729). [emphasis in the original]

The close examination of turns must take into account sequential placement and
consider what action is being accomplished. It is largely through the adjacency pair
mechanism that co-participants can make sense of what each other is saying and
mutual understanding is displayed. As Sacks (1992) pointed out, adjacency pairs
“serve as a fundamental mechanism for keeping people attentive in conversation” (p.
537). The analysis of the data in the current study shows that the novice language
learners paid close attention to each other. On initial readings or hearings, a teacher
or researcher might not be able to understand a student’s turn. However, after

repeated reviews and by examining very closely both verbal and nonverbal
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responses, the meaning of these problematic turns becomes more visible and

understandable. The adjacency pair mechanism is crucial.

Questioning in the Current Study

In the data in the current study, questions were used to fulfill various

functions. They were simply used to gain information, to elicit clarification, and to

request elaboration. They were also used in challenging another speaker and were

strategically used to construct a position of disagreement with that of another

speaker. In response to questions that presented a challenge, the management of the

response by the recipient had a bearing on whether or not a disagreement

materialized. This section presents four cases of student questioning behavior.

Questions and Disagreement 1

The first example was already examined under

Agreement-Before-Disagreement in Excerpt 7-6. This time focus is placed upon the

framing of the question. Excerpt 7-18 is the transcript of the beginning of the student

discussion on the topic of where students wanted to live: in the town or the country,

and a photo of the group is given here again.
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Figure 127. Town or country. Group

As was often the case in the group discussions, students did not vie for the

speakership, resulting in long gaps at the beginning of the discussion. In this case

after 5.9 seconds, Hiro self selected the turn and, in fact, he drew attention to his

announcement of the start, saying in line 4, “open” followed by laughter. (“Open”

represents Hiro’s Japanese language transfer where hiraku “open” is often used

when commencing events. Hiro produced another L, transfer earlier in Excerpt 7-9).

Excerpt 7-18. Questions and disagreement (Town or country)

1

2 Hiro:
3

4 Hiro:
5 All:
6 Hiro:
7

8

9 Eri:
10

11 Hiro:
12 Eiji:
13 Yumi:
14 Hiro:
15

(5.9)

okay ((nodding))

(0.9)

open hh[heheh]
[HEHEHEHE]

| want to: (0.5) li:ve: (0.4) big

city.

(1.5)

really:?

(0.5)

yes yes yes ((3 nods))

why?

why?

hahh very convenient.

(0.7)

250



16 Hiro:  on-only

17 Eiji: ah[::7]

18 Yumi, Hina:[ah::]

19 Eri: m::

20 Hiro:  there are many (0.1) amu:sement-o
21 spots

22 (1.3)

23 Eri: [n:]
24 Eiji: [0:] ((nod))

25 Hiro:  ano ((Japanese for “well” or “um?”))
26 (0.9)

27 —  Eri you: do you:: (0.1) like: (0.8)

28 to:: (0.9) go:: (1.1) pic:nic:

29 (0.5) o:r: (1.1) mountain. hh

30 (0.2)

31 Hiro: ah::

32 Yumi: heheh

33 0.3)

34 Eri: play: in: (0.5) nature

The students joined in Hiro’s laughter in line 5, and after this Hiro revealed his
position, “I want to: li:ve: big city” (pauses deleted). Eri’s response in line 9 was
significant as “really?” represented a newsmarker with the potential of conveying a
challenge, and a challenge did result in a later turn. (More on this later.) In line 11,
Hiro responded to Eri’s newsmarker in the affirmative expressing additional
emphasis by his repetition of “yes” and the accompanied series of nods. Eiji then
posed a ‘why’ question to Hiro, followed by Yumi’s “why.” Hiro responded, “very

convenient” in line 14. He then provided another reason, “there are many
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amu:sement-o spots” (pauses deleted) in lines 20-21. ‘Why’ questions are effective

in discussions because they prompt the prior speaker to elaborate on their turn, and

they can also be utilized as challenges depending on the sequential position and the

type of delivery. In Eiji and Yumi’s cases their ‘why’ questions functioned simply as

requests for elaboration.

In lines 23 and 24, Eiji and Eri produced receipt tokens, and Hiro began a

turn using a Japanese hesitation marker, ano. Despite the fact that Hiro had already

started his turn, Eri interrupted and posed her gquestion in lines 27-29, “you: do you::

like: to:: go:: pic:nic: o:r: mountain” (pauses deleted). After Hiro’s receipt, “ah:::” in

line 31 and after Yumi’s laughter in line 32, Eri made a slight clarification, “play: in:

nature” (pause deleted). Hiro clearly oriented to Eri’s question as a challenge

because he made a partial agreement followed by a counter argument as discussed in

Excerpt 7-6 in the section on Agreement-Before-Disagreement. Hiro’s disagreement

response is given here in Excerpt 7-19 along with additional turns not shown

previously in Excerpt 7-6.
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Excerpt 7-19. Questions and disagreement (Town or country)
35 Hiro:  nature oh:: I: wa- I: like (0.3) play

36 in nature (0.6) bu:t: (0.9) a:lwa:ys
37 I: live: (0.5) in the |nature (0.8)

38 the:: (1.0) uh:

39 Yumi:  °n:°

40 (1.2)

41 Hiro:  uh:: thuh:: hh (1.2) mo:ne:y i:z:

42 (0.5) |dow::n:?

43 0.7)

44 Eri: uh:uh [uh:::] ((nod))

45 Yumi: [ah:::] ((smile))

46 Hiro: [I know] you know? (0.2) |uh:uh
47 (0.6)

48 Hiro:  li:- lizve: in: (0.3) the city: (0.6)

49 so:u: (1.3) uh:: go: to the picnic

50 (0.1) [ve:ry:] (0.6) uh:: (0.5)

51 Eri: [oh::]

52 Hiro:  tanoshii ((Japanese for “enjoyable™))

53 All: HEHEHEHHE
54 Hiro:  very (0.2) en- enjoyable
55 Eri: uh::[uh::]

56 Yumi: [°enjoy]able°®

57 (1.2)

58 —  Eri: I::: (0.5) I: wa:nt: to: live:-ih
59 in (0.6) country.

60 (0.4)

61 Hiro:  oh:

62 (0.5)

63 Yumi:  °n°

64 (1.5)

65 —  Eri: n::to: (1.0) I:: lizke: (0.4) nature.
66 ((gazed at Yumi))

67 Yumi: uh:: ((nod, smile))

68 —  Eri: I: bo:rn: in: (0.8) nature.
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As explained before in Excerpt 7-6, Hiro argued in lines 41-42 that he could not earn
as much money by living in the country (“mo:ne::y i:z:: do:wn:”). He then continued
to elaborate his position stating in lines 48-50, “li:ve: in: the city: so:u: go: to the
picnic ve:ry: tanoshii...very enjoyable ” (pauses and hesitations deleted). Hiro’s
gestures played an important role in communicating his message. Both hands placed
in front of him indexed the city”” while his right hand placed to his right indexed

“the country.” The contrast between the two locations are captured in Figures 128 to

131.

Figure 128. Line 48 Hiro: live in the city  Figure 129. Line 49 Hiro: so:u
(hands in front) (right hand raised)

4
Figure 130. Line 49 Hiro: go: Figure 131. Line 49 Hiro: to the
(right hand down to front) picnic (right hand moved to right)
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Hiro’s prosodic delivery, which matched his gestures, also made his message clear:

{li:ve: in: the city:} pitch rising (Figure 128)
{so:u: } intonation held and the word stressed (Figure 129)
{go: to the picnic} pitch descending (Figures 130 and 131)

While Hiro did not seem to have the conditional in his working lexicon (as also seen

in Excerpt 7-6), he compensated for this through his gestures and delivery, making

his meaning quite clear to his classmates: if he lived in the city, he could go to the

country for a picnic--in other words, he would not have to live in the country to have

an enjoyable picnic.

After receipt tokens from Eri and Yumi and after a 1.1-second gap, Eri said

in lines 58-59, “I.:: I: wa:nt: to: live:-ih in country” (pauses deleted). Here Eri

accomplished two things: (a) she revealed her opinion for the first time, and (b) by

placing her turn directly after Hiro’s turns, she expressed a clear disagreement with

him. She did this without utilizing any markers to signal that the disagreement was

imminent. In line 65 she elaborated, “I:: li:ke: nature,” and then in line 68 she gave

an account, “I: bo:rn in: nature.” These additional turns solidified her own position

vis-a-vis Hiro’s stance. Retrospectively, considering line 9 (“really?”), it is clear that

this was a precursor to her disagreement, and her question in lines 27-29 constituted
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the main component of her overall disagreement. She was clearly able to use the

question to lay the groundwork for her later disagreement turns.

Questions and Disagreement 2

In Excerpts 7-15 to 7-17 under the section, Pursuing an agreement response,

a student effectively utilized questions in order to gain a particular response from the

recipient. Rather than repeat these excerpts again, this section presents a brief

summary of these excerpts followed by a new excerpt (Excerpt 7-20) which is a

continuation of the same discussion. The topic was about living in the city or the

country, and the group photo is provided here again.

A brief paraphrased summary highlights Seiji’s questions and statements in bold:

Seiji said he wanted to live in the city

Shizu wanted to live in the country

—Seiji asked: “is your hometown natural?” (establishing the fact that Shizu lived in
the country)

Shizu said yes and that the air was clean

—Seiji asked: “do you: think:-ih un:convenience: point:. your town” Although not
marked as a disagreement, this was essentially a challenge.
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Shizu said, “I don’t have.”

After 1.1 second gap, Shizu said, “if we don’t have a car we can’t go anywhere”
—Seiji said, “it’s unconvenient thing”

Shizu said, “so car is very important.”

Seiji successfully led Shizu to admit that cars were important, but she still had not

directly acknowledged his position in relation to hers. Seiji continued with another

related question.

Excerpt 7-20. Questions and disagreement (Animals in the country)
281 — Seiji:  ho:w a:bou:t: (0.3) ftrai:n:

282 (1.5)

283 Seiji:  and (1.8) bah:s:
284 (1.4)

285 Shizu: bah:s:

286 (2.3)

287 Seiji:  no ((gesture showing “none™))
288 Shizu: ah- (0.2) pah:don me: sorry:

289 0.9

290 — Seiji:  uh- bahs: oah [tra:in:
291 0.9

292 Shizu:  |m:

293 (1.0)

294 — Nobu: is: there:

295 Shizu: ahah

296 — Nobu: near your house
297 Seiji:  yeh

298 (1.9)
299 Shizu: m::::
300 (3.2)
301 Shizu: statio:n: (0.6) iz: (0.4) fah:.
302 (0.8)

303 Nobu: hhh[he]
304 Shizu: [from] m(h)y hou(h)se:
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305 Yu: ((nod))

306 (2.1)

307 Shizu: I ca:n:t (1.4) wa:lk: (0.6) the:re:
308 (2.9) °n® I: ca:n't wa:lk: (0.7)
309 to the station

310 (1.6)

311 Miho: °m:°

312 Shizu: so: I:: (1.7) °ah® so: my: mo:the:r:
313 (0.3) dri:ve:

314 Seiji:  ((nod))

315 Yu: ((nod))

316 Shizu: to: the station.

317 Seiji:  ah

Shizu had already admitted that a car was important in the country, but Seiji

followed up on this by bringing up public transportation—the train and bus. His exact

words in lines 281 and 283 were: “ho:w a:bou:t: Ttrai:n: and bah:s:” (pauses deleted).

Shizu did not understand this at first, so Nobu repeated the question in lines 294 and

296 rephrasing it to: “is: there:...near your house.” Shizu responded that the station

was far from her house and that she could not walk there; her mother had to drive

her. Again Seiji was successful in pressuring Shizu to state the case herself

supporting his side of the argument.

Excerpt 7-20 combined with the previous Excerpts 7-15 to 7-17 provide

clear evidence that Seiji understood how to utilize a series of questions to challenge

his interlocutor pressuring her to concede on a point that he contested and leading

258



her to produce statements that clearly supported his own position. Rather than

articulating these points himself, he used the questions in strategically constraining

Shizu’s answers. For her part, she did not orient to his questions as disagreements or

challenges as she did not defend her position nor make any counter arguments.

Although Seiji’s adversary did not change her position to agree with him, and

although she did not directly acknowledge that he had succeeded in weakening her

position, he was nevertheless able to strengthen his own stance through his series of

successful questions.

Beebe and Takahashi (1989) reported that Japanese language learners

frequently use questions to express disagreement or to express an opinion. They

contend that it is a source of misunderstanding for non-Japanese teachers because

these questions are generally in the form of information-seeking queries. “American

native speakers often fail to pick up the pragmatic intent of the question” (p. 208)

taking them at face value. This might shed light on Seiji’s behavior in the previous

example. It was clear that he was not asking for information when he posed his

questions: (1) do you think there are inconveniences in the country? (2) do you

have? and (3) how about train or bus? The expected responses were all constrained

towards arguments that supported his own position, not that of his interlocutor.
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Questions and Disagreement 3

In Excerpt 7-21 a question about a hypothetical situation was produced, and

this was not treated as a challenge. Another speaker produced another related

hypothetical question, and it received a negative response. A third speaker made a

formulation of the question, and this clearly constituted a challenge. The topic of the

group discussion was international marriage, and the students were sitting in the

following arrangement:

Figure 133. In front of marriage. Group

At the beginning of Excerpt 7-21, there was a very long gap of 13.5 seconds. Eyes

were either diverted downward or in a forward position, and no one was taking a

turn. Finally, Kai self selected a turn.

Excerpt 7-21. Questions and disagreement (In front of marriage)
157 (13.5)

158 Kai: if your f- if your friends (0.4) um (0.4) have
159 international marriage (1.6)

160 Lin: °m::° ((nod))

161 Bo: ((nod))

162 = Kai:  you:: (1.2) agree (0.6) or not (0.5) agree

163 (2.0)
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164 Lin: ((head shake)) °difficult to answer® difficult to answer
165 (0.9)

166 Bo: | can accept it.

167 (0.5)

168 Lin: ((gaze to Bo)) yes (0.4) me too.

169 (0.8)

170 Yumi:  °m::° ((nod, eye gaze to her left))

171 (4.4)

172 = Bo: if you have the foreigner (0.8) |girlfriend (1.4)
173 do you (0.4) me- much wu- marry with her?
174 Kai:  ((leaned forward gazing at Bo))

175 (1.4)

176 Bo:  do you want to marry with her? (0.5) marry her?
177 (1.0)

178 Kai:  no heheh

179 Lin:  ((leaned back with a quizzical gaze at Kai))
180 Yumi, Hiro, Bo:  hhheh heh heh

181 —  Hiro: uh: the (0.5) fall in love and-o marriage iz-u
182 (0.8) not equal? ((gazed at Kai))

183 (0.8)

184 Kai: ((1 nod, cluster of 3 slight nods, smiled))
185 Hiro:  °i-°

186 (1.2)

187 Hiro: ah:: ((leaning back, smiling))

Previous to Excerpt 7-21, all of the students had agreed that international marriage

was difficult. Everyone had already taken a turn, so Kai’s entrance into the

discussion at this point helped it to progress in a new direction. He personalized his

question by framing it as a hypothetical situation asking, “if your friends have

international marriage do you:: agree or not?” (pauses and hesitations deleted). Kai
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was specifically directing his question to Lin and Bo. In Figure 134, Kai was

gesturing as he asked his question.

Figurel34. Line 162 Kai: you agree or not agree

Lin made a delayed response by shaking her head and saying, “difficult to answer

difficult to answer.” However, after Bo said, “I can accept it,” she said, “yes me too”

smiling and nodding agreeing with Bo. In this context, Kai’s question served as a

topic opener, and his hypothetical question did not constrain the response to either

one side or the other.

A long gap of 4.4 seconds ensued, and Bo then offered another hypothetical

situation. His question differed from Kai’s in that he personalized the question even

more and raised the stakes, so to speak, constraining the response to one that would

reveal one’s true opinion: “if you have the foreigner girlfriend do you me- much wu-

marry with her?” (pauses deleted). Kai leaned toward Bo prompting Bo to repeat his

question: “do you want to marry with her? marry her?” (pauses deleted). In Figure

135 Kai was leaning forward as Bo repeated his question.

262



Figure 135. Line 176 Bo: do you want to marry with her? Kai: (leaning forward)

After 1 second, Kai replied, “no” and laughed, and Yumi, Bo, and Hiro joined in the

laughter. Lin, on the other hand, did not laugh nor smile (line 179). She leaned back

gazing at Kai with a quizzical look on her face as seen in Figure 136.

Figure 136. Line 178 Kai: no heheh (Lin leaning back, not smiling)

Hiro self selected and then posed another question in lines 181-182 to Kai, “uh: the
fall in love and-o marriage iz-u not equal?” (pauses deleted.). See Hiro’s gestures in

Figures 137 to 141.
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Figure 140. Line 182 Hiro: not
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Figure 141. Line 182 Hiro: equal?

Keeping in mind the context of knowing Kai’s position was against
international marriage, Bo’s hypothetical question represented more of a challenge
than Kai’s previous hypothetical question. The timing and the immediate follow-up
of Hiro’s next question transformed the sequence to a clear challenge. Hiro’s
question was essentially a formulation of Kai’s position even though he had not used
any of Kai’s words, but simply used Kai’s idea to translate for Kai his (Kai’s)
position in this particular context.

In response, Kai smiled, made one clear nod and then a cluster of three nods
(line 184). Even though Kai did not attempt to defend his position, this did not mean
he did not orient to the two questions as a challenge. In these discussions students
could choose either not to respond, or the language limitations might have prevented
them from continuing an argumentative sequence. As it turned out, the time for this

discussions ran out, so it was not possible to ascertain how Kai understood Hiro’s
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question. For his part, Hiro began a turn when he said “i-,“ but he cut it off (line

185), and after 1.2 seconds he leaned back smiling and said, “ah::” (line 187)

making a receipt token and this ended the discussion (see Figure 142).

il

Figure 142. Line 187 Hiro: ah:: (leaning back, smiling)

Excerpt 7-21 is a good example of how students found ways to further the

discussion as the talk unfolded. They were able to present different scenarios beyond

the classroom and place each other within those contexts. If Bo’s and Hiro’s

questions had been posed separately and not one directly after the other, as they

were here, the questions would not have had the same impact and might not have

constituted a challenge. Each of the questions could easily have been

information-seeking questions. This combination of a hypothetical “if” question

followed by another question by a different speaker, and in turn followed by a

formulation in the form of a question by yet a different speaker comprised an

indirect means of challenging another member.
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It is notable that in the examples in this and the previous section (Pursuing an

agreement response) students often made use of indirect means when constructing

disagreements. Questions seemed to be an effective way to elicit responses that

brought out contrasting views, and where recipients were not expected to defend

their positions. This is in keeping with Georgakopoulou’s research (2001) of

informal conversations of close friends. She found disagreements that were

expressed were constructed indirectly, and unexpressed disagreements were

systematically implied. Instead of explicit linguistic signals of disagreement, the

participants used rhetorical interactional strategies, such as narratives and questions.

Speakers used stories as analogies where they embedded their own views into the

stories, and they created hypothetical situations about which they could argue.

Through questions the speakers could “avoid displaying an open commitment to

their views but subtly attempt to undermine those of their interlocutors, by throwing

the ball in their court” (p. 1896). This seemed to be what some of the students in the

current study were able to do.

It must be pointed out, however, that Georgakopoulou’s research was on

young Greek women, and this group was specifically targeted because of the high

frequency of disagreements in Greek interactions. This would be just the opposite of

267



Japanese students, who have the reputation of having a low frequency of

disagreements. Georgakopoulou’s study (2001) challenged the assumption that

politeness, solidarity, and avoiding face-threatening acts are automatically at play

when disagreement is expressed. Her research also questioned the common

expectation that indirectness is associated with formal situations, and directness is

linked with informal contexts. Instead she found that close female Greek friends

exhibited a tendency toward indirect means when communicating disagreement, and

it was only through close examination of the sequencing of disagreements while

taking full account of the local contexts that she was able to uncover the

unexpressed disagreements.

Questions and Disagreement 4

Not all questions were deployed as an indirect means to present a challenge.

The following (Excerpt 7-22) is an example of a questioning practice used to

directly introduce an opposing opinion. The topic was about the supernatural, and

the students were sitting in the following arrangement:
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Kazuf
Figure 143. UFO. Group.

This is a brief paraphrased description of the discussion before the questioning:

Kana:  began the discussion by asking Mie if she believed in UFOs.

Mie: answered, no, and explained because she had never seen one, and they
were just rumors.

Kana:  was asked her opinion; she said she believed in UFOs because she saw
one when she returned home one day; it zigzagged. She said, “So, |
believe.”

Kazu:  was asked; he said he believed in them because they were seen by many
people, and he cited Nazca in Chile.

Ryu: was asked; he said he had never seen a UFO, but he believed in them. He
said probably there were some “creatures”....”’space.”

Taro: was asked; he said he did not believe in UFOs because he had never seen
one yet. If he saw one, he would believe in them.

Ryu: abruptly changed the topic, “by the way”

All: laughed

Ryu:  He said he believed in ghosts, and he asked Kana what she thought.

Kana: said she also believed in ghosts, and she cited a popular TV show. She then
talked about a photograph of a ghost shown on that program; she had a long
word search which she gave up; she laughed loudly.

At this point in the discussion, Kana, Kazu, and Ryu took the position of believing

in the existence of UFOs; Mie took the opposite position, and Taro took a middle

position saying he would believe in them if he saw one. It was then that Mie self

selected a turn.
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Excerpt 7-22. Questions and disagreement (UFO)

199 Mie:
200

201 (1) =

202

203

204 Kana:
205

206 (2)=Mie:
207

208 Kana:
209

210 (3)= Mie:
211

212 Kana:
213

214 (4)=Mie:
215

216 Kana:
217

218 Mie:
219

220 (5)=Mie:
221

222 Kana:
223

224 Mie:
225

226 Mie:
227 Kana:
228 Kana:
229

230 Mie:
231 Kana:
232

233 — Mie:
234

if: if you: (0.3) eh:: (1.1)
chau ((short form of chigau—I made a mistake))
(0.7) iy-ou:: mea:n: (0.4)
thuh the:re a:re (0.2) two::::
type of li:fe:?

{m: ((nod))

0.7)

and: (0.8) one: iz:ih |body
0.3)

{m: ((nod))

0.2)

thuh othah: iz:ih spirit?
(0.4)

lmim:im::

(1.3)

do you? hehe gya- don't you?
(1.0)

supirit-oh?

(0.5)

lm:

(0.4)

°do you believe®

(2.0)

AH- (0.2) ghost wa?

0.1)

{n ghost-o iz uh spirit

0.2)

[of] Thuman

[AH::]

AH::: human human human ((nod))
0.2)

oh:::

m:

(0.5)

I: don't think

(0.3)
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235 Kana: AH:::[H:]:: ((nod))

236 Mie: [thi]

237 Mie:  tha:t (0.9) could exist
238 Kana: ah::h:: ((nod))

239 Mie:  beco:z: (0.9) thu:::h (1.2)

240 eh::: (3.2) thu::::h (1.9)
241 °n:° (1.6) human: (0.3)
242 Kana: °m:° ((nod))

243 (0.6)

244 Mie:  whe:n: human |die:
245 0.3)

246 Kana: ((nod))

247 (1.2)

248 Mie:  spirit is |die wi(h)th hh

These are the questions Mie posed:

Question 1. Mie made a formulation of what she thought Kana believed: “if: if you:
eh:: chau iy-ou:: mea:n: thuh the:re a:re two:::: type of li:fe:? (pauses
deleted; lines 199-203; note: chau is the short form of chigau meaning “I
made a mistake.” Thus, she started her TCU over).

Question 2. She specified the types of life. She asked, “and: one: iz:ih |body”
(pauses deleted; line 206). The intonation for the first question was
falling. Her gaze and intonation showed she expected an answer from
Kana.

Question 3. She specified the other type: “thuh othah: iz:ih spirit?” This second
increment was rising (pauses deleted; line 210). She got a confirmation

from Kana.

Question 4. Mie recycled her question using, “do you?” and repaired it to, “don't
you?” (line 214).

Question 5. Mie restated her question, “do you believe?” (line 220).
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In lines 204, 208, 212, and 218, Kana gave affirmative vocalizations and

nods. However, in line 222, she began with a loud “AH-* and then asked a question:

“ghost wa?”” The Japanese lexical item, wa, is a topicalizer, so Kana was asking if

Mie was talking about ghosts. Mie responded by saying “yes” in Japanese , “|n”

(Kushida, 2011) and then explained, “ghost-o iz uh spirit of human” (line 224).

Kana overlapped with Mie saying, “AH::: AH::: human human human” and nodded

(line 228). Having confirmed Kana’s position through her questions, Mie finally

delivered her disagreement: “I: don't think tha:t could exist beco:z: thu:::h eh:::

thu::::h °n:°human: whe:n: human |die: spirit is |die wi(h)th hh” (pauses deleted).

She laughed when she said “with” and ended with a laugh outbreath.

In this discussion, from the outset Kana and Mie were on two different

sides—whether it was about UFOs or ghosts. Mie already knew Kana’s position

before she began her series of questions. Just as Seiji did in Excerpts 7-15 to 7-17,

Mie restated what was already known. Their questions demanded answers, and in

both cases they received confirmations for their questions. Mie used her questions to

clarify the details of Kana’s belief, and she repeated her final question in three

different forms. After she gained the agreement from Kana about her position, Mie

then expressed her direct disagreement and provided the reason for her belief. This
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example demonstrated that a student was able to use direct questioning over a series

of turns to first clarify her adversary’s position before finally delivering her own

contrasting opinion.

Chapter Summary

Disagreement is structurally dispreferred in interaction in both institutional

and non-institutional contexts. When it occurs, it is differentiated from agreement by

its sequential placement and by how it is packaged. Disagreement turns are

generally marked by, silences, hesitations, perturbations, and turn prefaces, and as a

result, they are usually not contiguous to the prior turn, being pushed back further

into the response turn or even further into later turns.

While the students in the current study frequently displayed their agreement

with their classmates, they were also able to construct disagreement sequences,

sometimes even over a series of turns. Despite the fact that there were frequent

pauses, gaps, repairs, grammar and lexical errors, L; use, and L, transfer, the

students were generally able to make themselves understood, and only occasionally

did they abandon their efforts. They utilized a variety of devices to display their

positions that contrasted with those of their classmates.
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Disagreement after an assessment is the basic type of disagreement, and four

examples from the data were presented in the first section. These disagreement

responses were delivered after a gap and were often signaled beforehand by the

lexical item, “but,” as well as by hesitations and pauses. Research shows that rather

than expressing a disagreement immediately after a claim or opinion, it is

pragmatically appropriate to offer an agreement component first before delivering

the disagreement (Pomerantz, 1984a; Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury, 2004). The

students in this study demonstrated they understood this general principle, and

although they were not always able to express it smoothly, it was clear their

disagreement was being prefaced by an agreement component. Four examples of

Agreement-Before-Disagreement were provided in this section.

While a disagreement can be comprised of a claim followed by a

disagreement, an argumentative sequence will not materialize unless there is a third

turn where the prior speaker mounts a defense or produces a counter argument to the

next speaker. In the current study, there were many opportunities for the third turn;

however, either the students elected not to address the disagreement or they failed to

understand how to manage the next step, and as a consequence, many argumentative
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sequences did not occur. One example of the longest argumentative sequence was

closely analyzed in the section on Argumentative Sequences.

The next section, Challenges/Contrasting opinions provided evidence that

students were capable of constructing clear challenges. Challenges are usually

disagreement-implicative requiring the prior speaker to defend or clarify their

position; however, the four examples presented in this section did not result in

extended disagreement sequences. In the first case, the challenge was unaddressed

perhaps because the prior speaker did not understand the turn as a challenge, and in

the second case, it appeared that the challenge was understood, but the problem was

in how to address it. In the third case, the challenger made a lengthy explanation of

her challenge, essentially blocking a possible defense. In the fourth case, the

challenger shifted her stance such that a defense became unnecessary.

When an expected response is not forthcoming, the speaker generally

reviews what has been said to locate the source of the problem and then attempts to

produce a subsequent version that will elicit that response. These novice level

language students exhibited great persistence and patience in doing this. The

analysis of two examples in the section, Pursuing an Agreement Response, revealed

275



that over an extended series of turns, students were able to target the person with

whom they disagreed and successfully elicit relevant responses.

The final section, Questions and Disagreement, highlighted the important

role that questions play in encouraging topic development and in helping students

construct potential disagreement sequences. Of the four examples presented, three of

them exhibited an indirect approach as far as the packaging of a disagreement.

Related research on both Japanese and non-Japanese participants have uncovered

disagreeing strategies that might have been overlooked because they do not contain

the usual linguistic markers, but are embedded in other types of talk. The fourth

example in this section demonstrated a direct style of questioning, and it was notable

how the questioning was targeted and persistent.

On the whole, these novice level language learners exhibited the ability to

construct disagreement in more ways than the canonical disagreement sequences. It

appears that they were more able to present challenges and disagreement turns, and

less adept in managing the responses to them. Nevertheless, by the mere fact that

they could accomplish this first step shows promise for their future development.

276



CHAPTER 8

MAINTAINING ALIGNMENT

According to Garfinkel (1967) and ethnomethodologists, people in everyday

life share basic, taken-for-granted principles that enable them to interact without

serious disruption. Because these principles are such an ingrained part of people’s

normal activities, it is difficult for us to see how they operate. The goal of

ethnomethodology is to uncover such normative practices, and Conversation

Analysis, having been been greatly influenced by this field, shares this aim.

One important principle is the concept of the reciprocity of perspectives; in

other words, people “agree that we are following the same norms, to show affiliation

with the other person’s perspective, and to try to achieve intersubjectivity”

(Seedhouse, 2004, p. 9). Intersubjectivity simply refers to our shared reality or

mutual understanding. Seedhouse explains that the methodology of Conversation

Analysis reveals that there is a preference organization or a structural bias toward

affiliation and the reciprocity of perspectives (p. 9).

Heritage (1984b) and Lerner (1996), recognizing the work of Goffman (1963,

1967a, 1967b) on social action and face, write about the important role of preference
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organization in maintaining and promoting social solidarity. As Heritage and

Raymond (2005) write about preference organizational practices, “The most

prominent organizational consequences of these practices is to maximize the

likelihood of affiliative, socially solidary [sic] actions, and to minimize the

consequences of disaffiliative socially divisive ones” (p. 16).

This preference for affiliation and mutual alignment were visible and played

an important role in the group discussions in the current study. This chapter will

examine specific cases where this was clearly evident. While mitigation, which is

the act of softening or hedging, can generally be easily identified, close investigation

of the data indicated that when linguistic indicators of mitigation were not present,

nonverbal means were being deployed. In the section on Mitigation, four cases of

both verbal and nonverbal mitigation will be provided. Once a challenge or a

disagreement sequence was delivered, rather than defending a position, students

sometimes made concessions; in other words, they yielded a point or even their

entire position. The section, Concession, consists of four cases of concessions or

concession-like actions made by the students.

Another type of interaction that made the alignment work of the students

visible were cases when disagreements were not directly addressed and, in essence,
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were circumvented. The section on Circumvention provides three cases of potential

disagreements that did not emerge. The final section is comprised of two examples

that demonstrated that the students understood the need for pragmatic politeness

expressions.

Mitigation

Mitigation is one of the devices that makes the preference for affiliation

visible. As seen in Chapter 7, it was frequently utilized by the students. The whole

section, Agreement-Before-Disagreement, displayed mitigation because placing an

agreement component before delivering the disagreement is a mitigation device. In

Excerpt 7-6, the student used an if-hypothetical as a preface to the disagreement, in

addition to hesitation markers, a repetition, word stretches, an outbreath, and pauses.

In Challenge 2, Excerpt 7-11, a learner mitigated his disagreement with long pauses

and a big smile. In Challenge 3, Excerpt 7-12, a non-primary speaker appeared to be

doing some mitigation work with her smiles and gazes in support of her fellow

classmate who had produced a potentially face-threatening statement. The primary

speaker added a mitigating increment to her strong statement and then proceeded to

give an extended account for her disagreement. This extended turn had the effect of
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downgrading her direct disagreement to a simple statement requiring no defending

response.

In environments where there is a potential for challenges and disagreements,

it is also likely that mitigation will occur. The novice level language students in this

study were equipped with some devices and strategies, but lacked many common

linguistic means of softening or hedging their statements. Four cases that

demonstrate the mitigation work of the students are presented.

Mitigation 1

This was the second example in the section titled,

Agreement-Before-Disagreement in Chapter 7. In order to examine the mitigation

work, the same excerpt (Excerpt 7-7) will be given, but with additional lines

provided where Saki supplied an explanation for her position. The photo of the

group is given here again (relabeled Figure 144).

A

Figure 144. Organ transplant. Group.
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As explained previously in Chapter 7, Saki expressed an agreement component

before delivering her disagreement when she said, (paraphrased) “I think clone is

very useful to increase people, but it is not good, I think.”

Excerpt 8-1. Mitigation (Organ transplant)

91 Saki:  m::: lyi si:nk: or:gan (0.5) ah-
92 (0.4) 1clo:ne: ((gaze to Asami))
93 Asami: ((returned gaze, nod))

94 Saki: iz-ih (1.9) ve:ry: (1.9) use:ful:

95 (0.1) to in:crea:se: (1.8) peo:po:l:,

96 (1.0) beco:z- baht-oh (0.5)

97 uh:::it: iz-ih (1.5) °n:ot: (0.2)

98 goo:d:-ih° lyi si:nk:

99 be:co:z: (0.6) ((head tilted)) m::: (0.2)

100 it's: be:co:z-ih ((nod)) lyi: sink:, (1.5)

101 ((both hands covered face, left hand down,
102 turned toward Asami))

103 Asami: ((smiling))
104 Saki:  °ih::° ((torso leaned forward and back)) (2.5)

105 ((right hand circular movement)) SA:ME-ih (2.2)
106 me (0.8) increases:-ih me: (0.8)

107 terr:ible: uh- (2.3) te- terrible:

108 hheh

When Saki delivered the disagreement component, she uttered the key words, “not

good,” softly and at a relatively slow pace indicating some uncertainty. In Figure

145 she said “it iz-ih” and in Figure 146 she tilted her head when she said “not

good.”
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| l
Figure 145. Line 97 Saki: it iz-ih Figure 146. Line 97-98 Saki: not good
(head tilted)

In the next figures Saki encountered difficulties as she continued to deliver her turn.
In Figure 147, line 99, her head was still tilted as she said, “be:co:z:,” and in Figure

148 after she said, “be:co:z:” she covered her face.

Figure 147. Line 99 Saki: be:co:z: Figure 148. Line 102 Saki:
(head tilted) (covering face)

In Figure 149 Saki was in the process of putting her left hand down and turning to

peer out at Asami, who was smiling. Saki then leaned forward (see Figure 150).
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Figure 149. Line 101-2 Saki: (gazing at Figure 150. Line 104 Saki: (leaning
Asami who was smiling) forward)

In Figure 151 Saki leaned back returning to her original position, and then she

initiated a circular gesture as she searched for the next word (see Figure 152).

Figure 151. Line 104 Saki: Figure 152. Line 105 Saki: (began
(returned back to home position) circular hand gesture)

Saki’s frequent pauses, her head tilts, and her gestures suggested that she was
having difficulty explaining her meaning. Not having the lexical item/s she wanted
to use, she compensated by using stress and nonverbal actions. Figures 153 to 160

captured Saki’s facial expression, gestures, and gaze.

283



Figure 153. Line 105 Saki: SA:ME-ih Figure 154. Line 105 Saki: (pause after
SA:ME-ih)

Figure 155. Line 106 Saki: me Figure 156. Line 106 Saki: (after “me”)
(gazing up) (gaze shifted)

Figure157. Line 107 Saki: 'Figure 158. Line 107 Saki: terr:ible:
increases:-ih me:
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Figure 159. Line 107 te- terrible: Figure 160. Line 108 hheh

In Figure 153 Saki stressed the word, “SA:ME-ih,” in Figure 155 she stressed “me:,”

and in Figure 157 she again stressed, “me:.” Her accompanying gestures assisted in

communicating her message: “SA:ME-ih me” indicated a clone of herself, and

“increases:-ih me:” indicated the production of more versions of herself. Although

she had great difficulty during her rather long turn, she was able to establish the

main object of her claim (clones of herself), and thus she was finally able to deliver

a rather strong assessment, “terrible.”

Despite being a novice level language learner, Saki attempted to construct a

rather complex disagreement. In her partial agreement, she aligned with Asami’s

positive stance towards clones, acknowledging that clones can be useful. In her

disagreement turn, however, she shifted to a personal perspective and staked out a

clearly opposing stance. Her direct and strong disagreement was mitigated by a

number of actions:
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(a) Disagreement prefaced with an agreement;

(b) Assessment in the disagreement component delivered softly,
and with head tilted

(c) Disagreement qualified with an explanation

(d) Gaze withdrawn from previous speaker, and at end of the turn gaze
shifted to the next speaker

(e) Disagreement and explanation followed by a smile and laugh outbreath

Saki’s gaze shifts (from the previous speaker and then to the next speaker) are

clearly shown in Figures 161 to 164.

Figure 162. Line 107 Saki: terr:ible: uh- (gazing forward)
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Figure 164. Line 108 Saki: hheh (laughing, gazing at Kiku)

Although Saki did not have the appropriate lexical and grammatical resources to
express her disagreement fluently, she nevertheless managed to get her meaning

across and was able to use a variety of mitigating devices.

Mitigation 2
In the next example, a student produced a clear opposing opinion after three
other classmates had all agreed on a position. In this episode of a strong

disagreement, some mitigation work was also in operation. The students were
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discussing international marriage, and they were sitting in the following

arrangement as shown in Figure 165.

Figure 165. True love. Group

Sun, Mayu, and Katsu had all come out in favor of international marriage. Mayu

then turned her gaze toward Xuli, and at the same time, Sun leaned toward Xuli and

said, “you?” with a rising intonation.

Excerpt 8-2. Mitigation (True love)

23 Mayu: ((head turned to Xuli))

24 Sun:  ((leaned toward Xuli)) you?

25 — Xuli  ((nod, lips opened, closed)) uh: (0.1)

26 — I think: (1.7) it's a (0.4) big problem ((smiled))

Being clearly urged to state her stance, Xuli nodded, and opened and closed her lips

before making a vocal response: “uh: I think: it's a big problem” (pauses deleted).

Her response of disagreement fit the dispreferred pattern of delay (Pomerantz,

1984a) as she used nonverbal actions, such as the nod and the mouth movements,

the vocal hesitation marker, “uh,” a 0.1-second pause before the epistemic marker, “I
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think,” a much longer pause of 1.7 seconds before delivering the next part, “it’s a”

and a 0.4-second pause before finally delivering the clear lexical items that connoted

disagreement, “a big problem.” After her statement, she smiled. It should be noted

that Xuli had a tendency to smile during the discussion; however, her smile after the

disagreement revealed a qualitative difference. Figures 166 to 171 track Xuli’s facial

expression just before and while she disagreed.

Figure 168. Line 25 Xuli: (lips open) Figure 169. Line 26 Xuli: I think
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Figure 170. Line 27 Xuli: a big problem  Figure 171. Line 27 Xuli: (smiling)

Directly after she delivered her disagreement turn, her smile was wide where her

teeth were visible (see Figure 171). This type of positive facial expression can be a

mitigating influence when delivering a dispreferred response, especially when

several members had taken the opposite stance.

Mitigation 3

In the next example (Excerpt 8-3), a student took an opposing stance to the

previous speaker, and she also delivered her disagreement turn while smiling. The

topic was about international marriage, and a photo of the group is provided here in

Figure 172.
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Figure 172. Nationality. Group

During this discussion Ken took the position against international marriage, and he

tried to say that the most difficult problem was culture. When he faced difficulty, he

gave an example to clarify his position—that the children of an international marriage

would get confused.

Excerpt 8-3. Mitigation (Nationality)

97 Ken:
98

99

100

101

102 Rie:
103 Sae:
104 Eri:
105 Sae:
106 Ken:
107 Sae:
108 Rie:
109 Eri:
110 — Eri:
111

112

children iz: Japan (1.9) °mu um®
(1.9) his father (0.6) is American (1.0)
s0: (1.2) children (1.0) may (0.8) confuse
(1.2) so:: (2.4) culture is (0.4) ((2 slight nods))
((suppressed smile)) hard
((nod, smiling))
((nod))
((slight smile as lean forward))
((nod))
I shi(h)nk hh
((deep nod)) [hehehe] °yes okay®
[hehehe]
[((smile))]
| don't agree (0.4) with ((gaze down)) you. (1.2) | have
a friend: (1.4) he:: has:: (0.3) American father
(0.6) and a Japanese m[oth]er ((gaze shift to left))
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113 Sho: [kh ((cough))]
114 Rie: °mhm?®

As he slowly and haltingly gave his example, Rie, Eri, and Sae exhibited their
attentiveness as they gazed at him, nodded, and smiled. At the end of his turn, Ken
restated an earlier assessment saying that culture was hard. As he said “hard” he
smiled, and his head made a quick head dip, an indication of finality, a type of head
movement also documented by Hauser (2009). Immediately after, Rie smiled and
made one nod, followed by Sae’s nod and smile, and then Eri leaned forward slightly.
Everyone, including Sho gazed at Ken. The movement of Rie, Sae, and Eri were
synchronized, coming one right after the other, and this was immediately followed
by Ken saying, “I shi(h)nk” and an outbreath showing laughter (line106). Sae
responded to his laugh motion with an outbreath, then laugh tokens, and these
overlapped with Rie’s laughter, while Eri and Sho smiled. Figure 173 shows the

group laughing after Ken completed his turn.

Sae ';, N -
Figure 173. Line 106 (end of Ken’s turn)
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As soon as the laughter ended, Eri made a clear statement of disagreement in line

110 saying, “I don't agree with you” (pause deleted), and she delivered this with a

smile. Figure 174 captures Eri at the beginning of her turn of disagreement. Note

that she was smiling, and the others were still smiling.

Figure 174. Line 110 Eri: I don’t (gazing down) (beginning of disagreement)

During most of Eri’s disagreement turn, her gaze was not on Ken with whom she

was disagreeing. Her gaze had been on Ken when he was talking, and also when she

joined the laughter. However, as she began to talk, her eyes were directed downward,

down at “don’t” (Figure 174) and briefly up towards Ken when she said “agree” (see

Figure 175), and then in a forward position when she said, “you” (see Figure 176).

Figure 175. Line 110 Eri: | don’t agree with you (gazing to Ken)
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Figure 176. Line 110 Eri: I don’t agree with you (gazing forward)

Having completed the TCU, “I don’t agree with you,” Eri still had a smile, and the
others only had a hint of a smile.
In her next TCU, “I have a friend:,” Eri’s gaze was down when she said “I

have” and it moved upward as she said “friend” (see Figures 177 and 178).

Figure 178. Line 111 Eri: | have a friend (gazing up)

In the next TCU, her gaze remained in a downward position (see Figure 179) until
she came to the next TRP, and her gaze shifted to the direction of Rie, Ken, and Sho

(see Figure 180).
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A " S

Figure 180. Line 112 Eri: and a Japanese mother (gaze shifted to left)

In a similar way to the previous example of Xuli, Eri used smiles to mitigate
her disagreement. In addition, her gaze was directed to Ken only once, and this
avoidance of gaze towards the person with whom she was disagreeing also helped to
mitigate the disagreement. Through these nonverbal actions, Eri demonstrated she
was taking a stance of disagreement with Ken’s statement (children of an
international marriage might be confused) and not taking a negative stance against
him personally. Though her language was strong and direct (I don’t agree with you),
the rest of her turn was an account for her disagreeing statement. She presented her
firsthand experience (“I have a friend”), which was simply counter evidence to

Ken’s opinion.
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Mitigation 4

There is more evidence for mitigation during disagreement in the next

example, Excerpt 8-4. This group was also discussing international marriage, and

Figure 181 is a photo of the members.

¥ )

Figure 181. Thai aunt. Group

Jiro began the discussion with an extended turn where he stated clearly he
was against international marriage. He said, “I disagree international...marriage
becohz there are many cultures in the world and foreign people have very different
culture from us and this affects our daily life.” (pauses and hesitations deleted).
There was a 6-second gap where gazes were exchanged; then Kana, Risa, and Aya
produced laughter tokens, and after another 1-second gap, Kana designated Tomo as

the next speaker.

Excerpt 8-4. Disagreement. Mitigation. (Thai aunt)

18 Kana: how about Tomo? ((gazing at Tomo))

19 (1.0)

20 Tomo: oh:: heh ((leaned, forward, shifted in his chair))
21 — (0.7) I:: think: (1.3) that's wrong (1.0) becuz: (2.2)
22 if you:: (0.5) love someone (1.8) I: sink you: can't
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23 (0.7) sink of that kind °of° (0.1) sinking (1.6)
24 ((nod)) (0.9) that’s why.

Tomo began his turn with a receipt token (“oh::”) and a laugh token. He then leaned

forward and shifted in his chair moving his right shoulder forward and then his left

shoulder before making a direct disagreement, “I:: think: that's wrong” (pause

deleted). Immediately after saying “wrong,” he exhibited a very slight smile. Figure

182 captures Tomo at the beginning of his first disagreement statement and Figure

183 shows him directly after.

Figure 182. Line 21 Tomo: I think Figure 183. Line 21 Tomo: that’s wrong

Tomo gazed very briefly at Jiro only three times during his turn. The first time was

shown in Figure 183 when Tomo said, “that’s wrong.” The next few gaze shifts and

facial expressions are shown in Figures 184 to 195.
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Figure 184. Line 21 Figure 185. Line 22 Figure 186. Line 22
Tomo: becuz: Tomo: if you Tomo: love someone
(gaze retracting upward) (gazing to Jiro) (still gazing to Jiro, smile)

Figure 187. Line 22 Figure 188. Line 22 Figure 189. Line 22
Tomo: (gazing down) Tomo: (smile disappeared) Tomo: (gaze began shift
up)

Figure 190. Line 22 Figure 191. Line 22-3 Figure 192. Line 23

Tomo: (gazing up) I: sink  Tomo: sink of Tomo: that (leaning

you: can’t (gazing to Jiro) forward, gaze remained
on Jiro)
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Figure 193. Line 23 Figure 194. Line 23 Figure 195. Line 24
Tomo: kind of sinking Tomo: (after nod) Tomo: that’s all.
(gaze remained on Jiro) (gaze remained on Jiro) (gazing down)

In order to see the changes in Tomo’s gaze, the following script documents that most
of the time Tomo’s gaze was not directed to Jiro (the arrows indicate roughly the
direction of Tomo’s gaze, and the bold letters show when Tomo’s gaze was not on

Jiro.)

I::7think: (1.3) that's (—Jiro) wrong? becuz: if (—Jiro) you:: love someone
11: sink you: can't sink (—Jiro) of that kind °of® (0.1) sinking (1.6) ((nod))
(0.9) |that’s all.

Tomo made a direct disagreement without any lexical or pragmatic mitigation. In
comparison with Eri’s direct disagreement in the previous example, his statement of
disagreement was stronger and potentially more face threatening (Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Goffman, 1967b) than hers (I don’t agree with you). While a person
can have a difference of opinion with their interlocutor, to claim that s/he is “wrong”

can be perceived as a personal attack. In this particular case, Tomo used the deictic,

“that,” thus indicating that the object of his disagreement was not Jiro, but Jiro’s
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opinion. Tomo then made a hypothetical generalization to explain his stance (if you

love someone, you can’t have that kind of thinking). Shifting the “you” from Jiro to

a hypothetical and general “you” served to mitigate his claim. As Scheibman (2007)

notes, “you generalizations are normative statements that make reference to societal

discourses” (p. 133).

In the same way that Eri and Xuli used smiles, Tomo’s nonverbal actions

also acted as mitigating devices. Tomo displayed smiles in Figures 183, 186, and

187. In this environment, Tomo’s smile displayed friendliness, sociability and

alignment (Glenn, 2003). While Eri exhibited a marked avoidance of gaze, Tomo

gazed at Jiro at three key points. He gazed at Jiro after making his first claim (that

Jiro’s thinking was wrong), then he addressed Jiro with “you” in his hypothetical

clause (if you...), and finally when completing the conditional clause (you can’t

think that kind of thinking) and ending his turn.

In these four examples of mitigation and disagreement, the usual markers of

a dispreferred response, that is, hesitations, pauses, self repairs, and agreement

prefaces, were present. In addition, the students were able to use an explanatory

account (Excerpt 8-1) and an if-hypothetical (Excerpt 8-4) after the disagreement

component was delivered, and both of these served as mitigating forces. The
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analysis also revealed that the students relied heavily on other means of mitigation,

such as gaze shifts, smiles, and laughter. These non-linguistic strategies operated as

compensatory devices when lexical and pragmatic resources were lacking.

Concession

Once a disagreement was expressed, how did the students manage the

interaction? In his study of ESL writing students in small group discussions, Sharma

(2012) identified five strategies for exiting from a disagreement episode: (1)

conceding, (2) acknowledging multiple perspectives, (3) third-party intervention, (4)

abrupt topic change, and (5) establishing a third position. In the current study,

students often refrained from defending their positions, and thus the disagreement

did not develop further. At times someone changed the topic, and at other times, the

speaker minimized the disagreement by conceding their point.

According to Kotthoff (1993) an act of concession reframes the whole

interaction. “A concession relates to the main point of the dispute, and signals that

no further disagreement will follow that point of current interest” (p. 210). Kotthoff

also points out that in an argumentative episode, conceding is a dispreferred act.

Good speakers are expected to defend their positions and find weaknesses in their

opponent’s position. Once a dissent turn sequence in an opposition format has been
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initiated, there is a suspension of “the ‘normal’ preference order of friendly

interaction” (p. 213) and the preferred response is one of disagreement. This

occurred in Excerpt 7-9, the Argumentative Sequence in Chapter 7 where the

students were engaged in an extended argument. There was no clear exit turn in this

case; after three rounds of claims and responses, a problem of understanding

occurred, and the argument was abandoned.

Kotthoff (1993) writes: “it is irritating” when language learners or people

from other cultures suddenly agree on a main point of contention (p. 211). For a

more appropriate concession she claims that there are certain characteristics that are

expected: (a) hesitancy in the form of reluctance markers; (b) extensive listening to

the opponent; and (c) explicit or implicit downgrading of one’s competence (p. 212).

“In concession, one person usually gives in more than the other, but both sides

elaborate on the concession after it is expressed” and a new communicative context

is established (p. 213). Kotthoff makes a distinction between a concession and a

partial agreement. The partial agreement means that the main disagreement has not

been resolved, but has been put off temporarily, or as Kotthoff explains, it is “merely

adjourned” (p. 213). It takes effort on the part of both sides to enact a concession.
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Saft (2001) reports on concessions made in university faculty meetings in

Japan. He demonstrates that concessions are delivered in a very direct and explicit

manner. Using the concept of participation frameworks (Goffman, 1981; C.

Goodwin, 1981; Kendon, 1982), Saft reveals that much of the work in the faculty

meeting was made in the reporting framework; however, the talk sometimes moved

out of the reporting space to a conversational space when participants stepped in

with clarifications, elaborations, corrections, or oppositions. When opposition was

expressed, the explicit displays of concession on either side were convenient devices

to move out of the conversational space and to reinvoke the reporting framework.

This was an effective means to return to the meeting reports and proceed with the

rest of the meeting. In his data the tendency was for interactants “to react to

opposition with explicit displays of concession rather than refutals,

counterarguments, and other moves that might lead to an extended arguing

sequence” (p. 230).

In Saft’s (2001) study, concessions were often made with a repetition of part

of the prior speaker’s turn along with “aa” [oh] or “aa soo ka” [oh, yeah]. Saft

adopts Tanaka’s (1999) explanation that the “aa” in Japanese operates similarly to

Heritage’s (1984a, 1998) “oh” in English as a change-of-state token. Thus, when
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speakers use these short vocalizations, it makes visible to others that they are

undergoing a change in their understanding, and this marks the concession. Speakers

used expressions of agreement as in “soo da” [that’s right], “wakarimashita” [I

understand], or apology, “gomen nasai” [I’m sorry]. These made it clear that the

speakers were not going to pursue opposition.

Although these markers of concession are short and explicit, this does not

mean that the concessions are made perfunctorily and easily. Saft stresses that the

displays of concession are “the outcome of a closely monitored interactional

sequence, in which the participants not only attend to the finest details of the talk,

but also display to one another their understanding that these details are crucial to

the talk” (p. 240).

In returning to Kotthoff’s comment, as she puts it, “sudden concession as

grounds for complaint” (p. 211), she indicates that concessions without the actions

mentioned earlier are generally produced by members “of other cultures (or

language learners who are not competent speakers)” (p. 211). The analysis in the

current study raises the possibility that language competence might not be the

problem, but rather it is a matter of the reciprocity of perspectives, that is, we agree

we are following the same norms. To uncover the norms that may be in conflict,
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more in-depth analyses of interactions in other languages and cultures are clearly

needed.

Saft’s (2001) work on Japanese speakers gives detailed and exact ways that

concessions are made in Japanese, and while the interactions were in a completely

different context than Kotthoff’s, it nevertheless provides clues to why there could

be differences in how concessions are made in different languages and in different

contexts. Saft also emphasizes that these concessions can best be understood when

seen as part of the social organization of the participants, and “when situated within

the sequential flow of the interaction, it is possible to see the significance of the

explicit design of concession displays” (p. 258).

Keeping in mind this previous work on concessions, we will turn to how the

students in the current study managed these situations.

Concession 1

The first example is from a discussion already examined in Chapter 5, Word

Play Repeat, Excerpts 5-7 to 5-9. A student made his position very clear at the

outset; however, upon hearing the discussion of other members, he changed his

position. Because he did not signal his change, another student noticed and drew

305



everyone’s attention to it. The topic was international marriage, and the photo of the

group is given here again.

Figure 196. Love power. Group

The synopsis of the discussion was given previously, but it will be briefly

paraphrased here.

Masa clearly against international marriage,

Kazu agreed with him saying that language was a problem.

Li made an argument in favor of international marriage saying love was important.
Masa brought up the language problem again

Li made a defense saying if the couple loved each other they would be happy
Kazu talked about the problem of children

Li said the parents should make an effort

Masa added other social problems, but his main point was not delivered

Li gave an example of her friends who were an international couple, and they were
happy.

Toshi as asked his opinion; he said he agreed with Li.

Li thanked him for agreeing with her, and then personalized the situation asking
Masa if he had a foreign girlfriend that he loved very much, would he continue the
relationship?

Masa said he would try.

Yuri questioned him about this stance

Masa said, “I changed my mind. | agree!”
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Everyone laughed

Li thanked Masa

The transcript of the last part of this synopsis is provided here with Li asking Masa

if he would continue a relationship with a girlfriend from another culture.

Excerpt 8-5. Concession (Love power)

126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153

Li:

you will (1.5) you will go on your love

(0.3) with her,
(0.9)

Masa: °you will go?°

Li:

Masa:

Masa:

Li:
Yuri:

Li:

Masa:

Li:

Masa:

Li:
Masa:

Yuri:

(0.8)

°its® (0.6) °tsuzuku® ((Japanese for “continue™))

(0.4)
ah::
(2.8)
if I:: (1.0) have (1.2) love (0.5) for
(0.2) her (1.3) I:: (4.5) l::z: try
to (4.0) continue love
(0.4)
[continue] love
[hehe]
(1.3)
uh [yes]
[1]try try=

=yeah | think it's very good
(0.9)
TRY izu important
(0.1)
yles]

[try]
(0.7)
did you think (0.9) agree: (0.4)
wi:th (0.4) intern(h)ational culture?

Li, Yuri, Kazu: hehehe
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154 — Masa: | changed my mind

155 Li: oh::

156 Li, Yuri, Kazu, Tosh: hehehe
157 Li: thank you

158 1.4

159 Masa: | agree

In line 129, it was clear that Masa did not understand Li’s question, so Li

provided the translation for “continue” in Japanese in line 131. In line 135, he said,

“if I:: have love for her I:: I:::: try to continue love (pauses deleted). In line 143, he

said “I try try,” in line 146, “TRY izu important,” and in line 149, “try.” With his

repetition and his volume, he clearly endorsed his new position. In line 151-152,

Yuri, knowing his original position, asked for a confirmation saying, “did you think

agree wi:th intern(h)ational culture?” (pauses deleted) as she made a laugh outbreath

when saying, “international.” In line 154, Masa said, “I changed my mind” and in

line 159, “I agree.”

Perhaps Masa was influenced by Li’s various arguments, perhaps Toshi’s

agreement with Li had an effect, and/or perhaps Li’s strategy of personalizing her

argument and her direct question brought him around to the her side. In Masa’s case,

his concession was not negotiated—it was a complete turnaround. There was no

change-of-state token and no reluctance markers before his turnaround. As shown

previously in Excerpt 8-5, when Kazu continued to stand his ground, Masa told him
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he should change his mind although he did this rather playfully. At Masa’s insistence,

Kazu finally said he agreed; however, as mentioned earlier, his commitment was

rather weak. Li interpreted the discussion as a kind of competition as evidenced by

her clapping and her expression of “thank you’s” to Toshi and Masa when they

agreed with her. Kazu was the lone person holding out on the other side. While Masa

had clearly made a concession in this debate, Kazu’s forced agreement could not be

considered a concession.

Concession 2

In the next example, a student who at the outset was against international

marriage made a concession towards the end of the discussion. In this case he was

not pressured nor did he make a complete turnaround. The students were also

discussing international marriage and were sitting in the following arrangement:

-

Figure 197. Cheaper girl. Group

309



In this discussion Jiro began by asking the others about their positions: Su was

against it, Miwa said either was okay, and Ryo was in favor saying the children

would have two languages and two cultures. When asked, Jiro said he was against

international marriage because there were too many problems like religion and

differences in food, such as some people not being allowed to eat pork. Su gave a

long explanation of why she was against it citing language and customs. Miwa then

said that it was useful for children to have dual nationalities, and she thought life

would be interesting. Jiro brought up the problem of parents not agreeing, and Miwa

presented a possible example of parents being against a marriage because the

woman might be beautiful but not like housework.

In Excerpt 8-6 Jiro responded after Miwa presented the problem of the

woman who does not like cleaning. Jiro agreed with Miwa saying it was a problem.

It was after a long gap of 2.9 seconds that he restated his earlier stance against

international marriage, but then directly after this he made a partial concession.

Excerpt 8-6. Concession (Cheaper girl)
270 Miwa: for example uh::: (0.1) not:

271 (0.4) she: don't li:ke: (0.3)
272 cleaning (0.4) o:r: (1.0) wash
273 tdishe:s: (0.6) o:r: (1.7) °xxx°
274 Jiro:  ah:it's itzah problem

275 0.1)

276 Miwa: °m:hm° ((nod))
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277

278 Jiro:
279

280 Jiro:
281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288 Miwa:
289

290 — Jiro:
291

292

293

294

(1.6)

uh:

(2.9)

but: (0.3) hn::::: 1 think: (0.4)
n::: (1.3)itiz: (0.8)

most important: (0.2) to:: (0.7)
e-itz ((shook head)) it iz most
important: for marriage: (0.4)

to uh::: (0.6) have-ih (0.8)

fe:w |problems:

(0.9)

ome

(1.3)

but: (0.4) n: (0.9) if: (0.4)

eh::: (1.1) international marriage:
(0.4) have: (0.7) fe:w fproblems:
(0.9) I think: it iz oka:y.

(0.5)

In lines 290-293, Jiro said, “but if: international marriage: have: fe:w problems: |

think: it iz oka:y.” (pauses and hesitations deleted). Jiro was not challenged by the

others in the discussion to make him change his position. He displayed that he had

been considering what his classmates had said, and he was willing to make this

concession. Miwa only nodded and said a soft, “m” followed by a 3.2-second gap.

Jiro’s change in position was not oriented to by the others. With no uptake from the

others, Jiro proceeded to ask the other students another question.
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Concession 3

The next example might not technically be labeled a concession. However, it
documents what happened when a student held her position in an extended
disagreement sequence that continued throughout the discussion. However, in the
final interchange she no longer defended her position and, in fact, participated in
collaborative co-completions with the student she had been disagreeing with.
Perhaps this was a concession as a result of being worn down by her opponents, or
she was making conciliatory responses that supported her classmates’ position.
While she did not explicitly concede, the sequential turns and her other responses
did not serve to advance her own disagreement.

The topic of this discussion was also international marriage, and the students

were sitting in the following arrangement:

Figure 198. True love. Group
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To understand the end of the discussion, it is important to see Xuli’s disagreement

turns throughout the discussion. Here is a brief synopsis with Xuli’s disagreements

marked by arrows:

Sun, May and Katsu all agreed with international marriage.

—Xuli said it was a problem because they will have problems understanding each
other

Sun said if there was true love they could pass through it.

— Xuli countered: before they get too much love between them, there will be
problems.

Sun said, “l don’t care.”

Taro disagreed with international marriage; many turns were used to understand his
word: he meant they would “suffer”

Katsu supported international marriage—Ilove can’t be stopped

All: laughed

Katsu: raised the issue of parents not agreeing

Mayu: agreed it was a problem

Mayu: raised the issue of children.

Sun: said she would let her children choose their country.

—Xuli: said, “that’s the problem.” It was difficult for children to decide. They must
choose between their mother’s country and father’s country.

Mayu: agreed that maybe they were too young

Sun: said it was not the country, it was the parents; it was not an important thing.

— Xuli: gave an example of the difficulty of deciding which national sports team to

support

Sun: laughed and said, “I see | see” indicating she understood the example.

Mayu: laughed

— Xuli: continued on the same point, children not knowing which team to support

Mayu: made a questioning face and said, “N:::?”

—Xuli: gave the example of a basketball game between Japan and China

Sun: helped with a translated phrase into Japanese

Mayu: said she understood; then she asked about children shifting her gaze to Taro

Taro: began a turn but could not get his point across

Mayu: expressed a continuer, but after 6.5 seconds of silence she self selected.
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Excerpt 8-7. Concession (True love)
314 Mayu: maybe (0.8) um:: (1.1) I think

315 (1.9) it's bettah: (0.5) beco:z-ih
316 (1.8) children (0.3) can speak
317 (1.3) Japanese (0.3) a:nd (0.3)

318 — Xuli:  Chinese

In lines 314-317, Mayu made an argument in favor of international marriage. She

said, “maybe I think it’s bettah: beco:z-u children can speak Japanese and” (pauses

and hesitations deleted). After a 0.3-second gap, Xuli completed Mayu’s turn by

saying, “Chinese.” As seen in the previous section on collaborated co-completions,

gaze, gesture, facial expression, prosody, and timing can play a role in these

constructions. As Mayu spoke, she was gazing at Sun, but just as she said “and,” her

gaze shifted to Xuli and she paused for 0.3 seconds. This appeared to be an

invitation for Xuli, and Xuli responded successfully making a co-completion even

though she was not on Mayu’s side (see Figures 199 to 201).

Figure 199. Line 316-317 Mayu: children can speak Japanese (gazing to Sun)
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Figure 201. Line 318 Xuli: Chinese (smiling)

There were several factors which pushed Xuli to make the co-completion:
(1) Mayu’s gaze shift to Xuli; (2) Mayu’s timing—she paused right after “and”; (3)
Mayu’s intonation—“Japanese” was delivered with a rising intonation contrasting
with “a:nd” which was delivered with a flatter intonation and somewhat stretched;
(4) a syntactic slot was made available for the lexical item, “Chinese” [children can
speak X and Y]; and (5) Mayu’s gestures—her right hand made a striking motion
with each word that she uttered. Figure 202 captures her gestures. (Note: the first

photo shows her gesture in the pause after she said, “beco:z-ih” in line 315).
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speak !Iapanese and«

Figure 202. Lines 316-317 Mayu: hand striking with each word

Notice that Mayu’s gesturing hand began in the center and with each successive
gesture her hand moved to her right showing a strong link between the order of her
words and the linear placement of her gestures. It should also be noted that Mayu
continued her gesture even though she was not talking, but Xuli was supplying the
last word of the turn. As Xuli said, “Chinese,” Mayu’s gesture was similar to a

sideways scooping motion (see Figure 203).
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Line 315 Xuli’ Chinese

Figure 203. Mayu’s gestures while Xuli made a co-completion.

When Xuli said, “Chinese” she made a pull-up-and-down nod as she smiled,

and directly after, Mayu made two slight nods as she smiled at Xuli. Both Mayu’s

and Xuli’s vocal and nonvocal behavior looked on the surface to be two people

aligned on the same side. In the next few turns, Sun joined in the interaction

supporting Mayu’s and Xuli’s prior turns.

Excerpt 8-8. Concession (True love)

319 (1.0)

320 Sun:  two language=

321 Mayu: =yeah ((five slight nods, gazing at Sun))
322 Sun:  ((3 nods began after Mayu’s second nod))

323 T ye::s:: ((possibly gaze shifted to Xuli))
324 ((7 continuing nods))

325 Mayu: ((gaze shifted to Taro)) it's better

326 (1.2)

327 Sun: it's a good thing ((gazing to Xuli))

328 (0.4)

329 — Xuli:  °n: yeh® ((nodding, gazing at Sun))

330 ((gaze shifted to Taro))

331 Mayu: ((gaze returned to Taro))

332 (0.4)
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333 Mayu: and-uh:: (0.4) she or he (1.3)

334 uh:: (1.8) ca::n: (1.4) [can::] kno:w
335 — Xuli: [can::]
336: can (0.4) much (0.5) much

337 Mayu: [culture]

338 Sun:  [n::]  ((making 7 very slight nods))
339 —  Xuli: ka- culture ((nod))

340 Mayu: ((3 nods gazing at Xuli))

341 Teacher:oka::y ((ending the videorecording))

By saying “two language” in line 320, Sun was not adding anything new; she simply

reiterated the point about the children being able to speak Japanese and Chinese.

This was immediately latched with Mayu’s “yeah,” and she made five nods as she

gazed at Sun. After Mayu’s second nod, Sun began a long series of 10 nods with the

first three being made simultaneously with Mayu’s later three nods. Sun continued

to nod as she was saying, “ye::s::”” and was still nodding as her head turned towards

Xuli. Due to the camera angle it was not possible to verify that Sun was gazing at

Xuli, but with the way she delivered her “ye::s::” with a rising intonation, and

considering that Sun knew that Xuli did not support their side, it was likely that she

was inviting a response from Xuli.

Xuli, however, was not looking at Sun and did not respond. Her gaze

followed Mayu’s gaze shift to Taro (who was on Xuli’s side), and Mayu said, “it’s

better” in line 325. Taro made an incipient mouth movement, but before he answered,
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Sun said, “it’s a good thing” (line 327), which brought Mayu’s and Xuli’s gaze to

Sun. Sun again tried to get a response from Xuli, and this time Xuli made a very soft

response, “n: yeh” as she gazed to Sun in line 329. Xuli then shifted her gaze back to

Taro expecting a response from him, and Mayu’s gaze followed. This time Taro did

not show any sign of answering, and after a 0.4-second gap, Mayu said, “and-uh::

she or he ca::n: can:: kno:w” (pauses and hesitation deleted).

For a second time, Xuli came to Mayu’s aid. This time she overlapped

Mayu’s “can::” with her own “can::” and the two voices sounded very much like one

as the length and pitch matched exactly. Xuli began to complete Mayu’s turn, saying,

“can much” and then her gaze moved away from Mayu in a downward word search

mode. After she said “much” again, Mayu found the word she wanted, “culture”

(line 337). Her turn was overlapped with Sun saying, “n:::::” displaying

understanding as she made a series of seven very slight nods. As soon as Mayu said,

“culture,” Xuli repeated it, saying “ka- culture” and she nodded. Mayu followed

with three nods as she gazed to Xuli.

This combination of overlaps, co-completions, gazes, nods, and precision

timing generally displays mutual understanding and agreement. Knowing Xuli’s

previous stance, perhaps we can only conclude that she was showing understanding
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of what Mayu wanted to say, not necessarily showing agreement. There was no clear

evidence to show that she had actually changed her position. Unfortunately, the

videotaping session was over, so no additional evidence was available to discern

what Xuli’s actual position was. Xuli’s previous co-completion was made in an

environment that encouraged her to make that type of response, but this time these

influencing factors were not present. In this second case, Xuli took the initiative to

make a joint utterance with Mayu.

Sun was the only member who appeared to orient to Xuli’s first

co-completion with Mayu. In lines 323 and 327 she gazed at Xuli saying “ye::s::”

and “it’s a good thing.” Xuli did not address Sun, but rather focused on Mayu. Mayu

shifted her gaze to Taro using a similar short turn like Sun’s to gain a response, “it’s

better” (line 325). Taro did not respond, and Xuli did not gain any support from him.

Although she had sustained a rather lengthy challenge from her opponents (one of

the longest in the data), she had accomplished this on her own.

This might suggest, as mentioned earlier, that this was a type of being-

worn-down-by-the-opponent concession. However, there was no clear evidence to

show that this was a concession. We cannot conclude as Kotthoff (1993) might that

this was the result of not being a competent speaker. The transcripts indicate that
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Xuli was fairly competent in getting her ideas across. Her actions at the end of the

discussion show her achieving alignment with the rest of the group. As evidenced in

all the discussions in this study, maintaining alignment in the group was an

ever-present theme.

Concession 4

In the next example, one student held a different position from all the other

members in the group. Like Xuli she displayed clear disagreement with the other

members of the group throughout the discussion. In this case, the student received

assistance from the other members by making statements that were related to the

topic and not oppositional. This allowed all the students to respond without

highlighting their differences, and these types of responses helped to move the

discussion along.

The topic of the discussion was children and work, and the students were

sitting in the following arrangement:

Seki

) lie-l

Figure 204. Children and work. Group
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Before Excerpt 8-9, Ria had asked Mari, “how many children do you want in the
future?” Mari said she wanted two children, a boy and a girl, and Miki agreed,
saying “me too.” Ria then directed her question to Seki, and the first contrasting

opinion in this discussion was expressed by Seki.

Excerpt 8-9. Concession (Children and work)

42 Ria: how about you? ((gaze at Seki))
43 (0.7)

44 Seki:  u- lyi: do:n't want chil:dren

45 Ria: ((nod))

46 Seki:  beco:z: (0.4) | want to wah:k
47 (0.4)

48 Ria [((nod)) oh]

49 Mari:  [((nod)) oh]:: n:::

50 (1.0)
51 Mari:  °n:° ((3slight nods as slowly shifted gaze to Miki)
52 (0.8)

53 Miki:  but:

54 Ria: ((head turned sharply to Miki)) °tih°®

55 Miki:  you are lonely (0.3) in the fyuchah.

56 Ria: ((turned head sharply to Seki))

57 Mari:  °n::°

58 —  Seki: I think-ih ((nodding, 2 slight nods, smiling))
59 Miki:  hhehu[hehe] huh

60 Mari: [hehe] ((2 nods))

Seki expressed an opinion at odds with both Mari and Miki, saying she did not want

to have children because she wanted to work. After registering receipt, Ria made the

first challenge: “but you are lonely in the fyuchah.” Seki conceded this point saying,
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“I think-ih” and nodding and smiling. Miki and Mari laughed. Figures 205 to 207

capture the gaze and facial expression as Seki made her first disagreement, Ria made

’A
!5eki "1

Figure 205. Line 46 Seki: | want to wah:k (all gazing at Seki)

i Seki vrl

Figure 206. Line 55 Miki: you are lonely (Ria gazing at Miki; Mari gazing at Seki)

her challenge, and Seki conceded.

Excerpt 8-10 is a continuation of the discussion.
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Excerpt 8-10. Concession (Children and work)

60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Ria:

Mari:

(1.2)

but (0.4) uh: (0. 1) recently

(0.6) uh:toh- (2.8) unmarried
(0.9) woh:man: (1.7) unmarriage
peopol: (0.8) ehto (0.4) have
tincreased (1.6)

((nod, gazing at Ria))

After the laughter, there was a gap of 1.1 seconds, and Ria self selected. Even

though her turn was introduced by “but,” she was not making an opposing move to

Seki’s position. She was presenting some background information that supported

Seki, explaining that recently the number of unmarried people in Japan had been

increasing. Ria then turned to Mari and asked her opinion. Mari said she wanted to

marry and have children. In Excerpt 8-11 Seki questioned Mari.

Excerpt 8-11. Concession (Children and work)

86
87
88
89
90
91
92

Seki:

Mari:

Seki:
Mari:

if-ih (1.3) you:: have a children
(0.1) you:: (0.1) give up job?
(1.5)

ah:::: (0.7) yes a little ((nodding))
0.3)

[((2 nods))]

[((2 nods))] ((3 more nods as gaze moves to Miki))

Seki asked Mari a direct question: would she give up her job to have children?

Mari’s answer in line 89 “ah:::: yes a little” was not an appropriate response to a
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question of polarity, but no one oriented to this. Mari’s position was clear; she
wanted marriage and children.
Gazes turned to Miki, and she said she did not understand, so Seki repeated

the same question to her. Excerpt 8-12 begins with Miki’s answer.

Excerpt 8-12. Concession (Children and work)

109 Miki:  ((nod)) I: (1.0) con:tinyu: (0.6)

110 Ljob

111 Mari:  [((3 nods))]

112 Seki:  [((3 nods))]

113 Ria: ((nod, head turned slightly left, mouth open))
114 Seki:  really? (0.2) it's-ih (1.1)

115 difficult (0.3) for us: to::

116 (2.3) wah:k: and-oh (1.1) raise
117 children

118 0.9)

119 Ria: ((turned to right, but then forward))
120 Mari:  °m:::° ((slight nod, gazed to Miki))
121 Ria: ((gazed up to left, mouth moved))

122 (1.0)

123 Ria: ((gaze forward, head dips))

124 (1.1)

125 Ria: I think: so: too: (0.3) but:

126 (1.4) 1 want to: (0.6) continue
127 (1.0) woh:k (1.3) °m::° (1.4)
128 °eto® (0.5) ahftah:: (3.6)

129 af (0.5) tah: (1.7) |marriaji (0.7)
130 and (4.3) bahth: (0.4)

131 bahth children

132 Mari:  ((nod)) oh::: ((5 nods)) me too
133 Ria:  hhh .hh
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Miki held the same position as Mari. In line 113, Ria nodded and made an incipient

mouth movement when Seki challenged Miki. Seki reacted with a newsmarker,

“really?” which could also be interpreted as a challenge. She then claimed, “it’s-ih

difficult for us: to:: wah:k: and-oh raise children” (lines 114-117). There was no

immediate response from anyone. Mari made a soft vocalization, “m:::” and Ria

displayed the embodied behavior of thinking mode and preparation for speech. Then

in line 125, Ria showed her position which had not been expressed up to that point.

She first made a partial agreement with Seki, that having a job and raising children

were difficult, but she sided with Miki and Mari saying she wanted to continue

working after marriage and children. Mari responded with a nod, a recognition

marker, “oh:::,” and “me too.” At this point it was clear that Miki, Ria, and Mari

were in opposition to Seki.

After Excerpt 8-12, there was a long gap of 9.6 seconds with mostly lowered

gazes. Finally, Seki self selected as seen in Excerpt 8-13.

Excerpt 8-13. Concession (Children and work)
147 Seki: 1 think-ih (0.9) it's difficult for

148 us: to:: (0.4) raise: children and-oh
149 (0.5) wah:k:

150 (0.9)

151 Ria: ((slight nod))

152 (1.4)

153 Seki:  what is important for us.
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Seki did not present anything new; she simply repeated—though in a different word

order—what she had already said in Excerpt 8-12, “it’s-ih difficult for us: to:: wah:k:

and-oh raise children.” There was no uptake from the others except for a slight nod

from Ria. In line 153, Seki said, “what is important for us.” with a falling intonation.

Because of the falling intonation, the other students may not have oriented to this as

a question. There was another long gap of 7.9 seconds when Ria self selected in

Excerpt 8-14.

Excerpt 8-14. Concession (Children and work)
160 Ria: | think-ih (1.1) Japa- Japanese:

161 govahment-ih (0.8) eto: (1.1)

162 °t-° (0.3) must- should-ih 0 8)

163 uh should: ke:yah (1.1) °eto:° (1.2)
164 wuh:mahn: (0.5) and: (1.3) chil:dren:
165 (0.4)

166 Mari:  ((4 slight nods)) I think so too.

167 Ria: ((nod))

168 Mari:  |[recently (0.7) kin:dergahde:n: is:

169 Ria: ((deep nod))

170 Mari:  increase:

171 Ria: un: ((nod))

172 Mari:  [((3 nods))]

173 Seki:  [((3 slight nods))]

174 Ria: [((3 slight nods))] °I think® so too

175 Mari:  ((deep nod)) ((turned to Saki, then back slowly

176 towards Miki))

177 (2.8)

178 Seki: I think-ih (0.8) if: wah:king: woh:man:
179 can take a holiday: (2.6) wah:king:

180 wohman (1.0) easy (0.2) raise children:
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181 ((3 slight nods))
182 Mari:  ((8 nods as gaze moved to Miki))
183 Ria: ((2 nods overlap with Mari’s nods))

For a second time Ria responded to Seki’s previous turn, and rather than presenting

an oppositional stance, she initiated a topic that was related to and somewhat

supportive of Seki’s stance. This time Ria said the government should take care of

women and children. This statement was easy for Mari and Seki to agree with, and

thus in this excerpt even though they were on different sides, all three showed

agreement through their nods.

After this display of agreeing nods, there was a long gap of 7.7 seconds with

no one taking a turn. Ria again stepped in, this time giving a personal account of a

kindergarten near her house that focused on health care for mothers and children.

Excerpt 8-15. Concession (Children and work)
201 Ria: my neah (0.6) near my house: (0.7)

202 eh (1.1) kindah:gah:den: (2.1)

203 began: to:: (1.4) °uh® hels: (0.5)

204 healths: keya: (1.0) chil:dren:

205 (0.2) and-oh (0.9) mahthah:

206 ((gazed at Saki then Mari, nod))

207 Mari:  oh::: [((4 nods))] (0.4) it's goo:d: idea:
208 Seki: [((4 nods))]

Ria initiated a topic that again everyone could agree upon, with Mari saying “it’s

good idea:” and with Seki nodding. Ria continued to explain (transcript not shown)

328



that on Saturdays and Sundays this kindergarten brought together mothers in the

neighborhood, and they talked about their children and health care. She said she

thought it was something that the government should consider for the future.

In Excerpt 8-16, Seki responded with agreement, and she was able to use

Ria’s turns to support and elaborate her own position.

Excerpt 8-16. Concession (Children and work)
266 Seki:  1think (0.8) it iz: good: too: (0.5)

267 becoz-ih (1. 0) rece:n:t-o-ly:
268 Ria: ((nod))
269 (2.0)

270 Seki:  we::: do:n't lizve: with-ih
271 Ria: ((nod))

272 Seki:  gra:ndfahthah:

273 Ria: ((nod))

274 Seki:  or gra:ndmahthah:

275 Ria: [((nod))]

276 Mari:  [((slight nod))]

277 Seki:  so::: (1.3) wah:king: wo:man: can:'t:
278 rely:

279 Ria: ((nod))

280 Seki:  ah:thah: peo:po:l:

281 Ria: [((nod 7 times))]

282 Mari:  [((slight nod 3 times))]

283 Seki:  ((3 nods)) foh: raising: (0. 1)
284 chil:dren: ((nod))

285 Ria: ((deep nod))

286 Mari:  ((6 slight nods))

287 Seki:  hah: sah:poh:t: (0.6) is needed:
288 [((4 nods))]

289 Ria: [((5 nods))]

290 Mari:  ((6 nods)) °l see®
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Seki successfully used the facts about the neighborhood kindergarten to bring up the

her own facts that there were fewer extended households in Japan, so working

women could no longer rely on grandparents for childcare. Ria and Mari displayed

many nods as Seki spoke.

In this discussion one member was able to hold her position while everyone

else in the group was on the other side. She conceded on one point when she was

first challenged. Later she incorporated a reference to a topic brought up by another

member and constructed a turn that did not directly oppose the others. Thus, she

continued without making a further concession, and, in fact, strengthened her own

position. This example demonstrated that members, whether in the same or the

opposite camp, can be helpful in encouraging both sides to show agreement yet

retaining their original opinions. This type of collaborative work can significantly

change the tenor and the trajectory of a discussion where members are on opposing

sides. The overall outcome was one where alignment overshadowed the group

members’ differences.

None of the four examples of concession exhibited characteristics listed by

Kotthoff (1993). There was no identifiable hesitation and reluctance to change

position, and no downgrading of their competence. The students did exhibit,
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however, extensive and close listening to their classmates. What was notable about
all the cases was that the person who held the opposing position showed a clear
willingness to cooperate that gave the appearance of conceding. There was strong
evidence in all these examples of the preference for affiliation and alignment at work

in their interactions.

Circumvention

In Pomerantz’s seminal paper (1984a) on agreeing and disagreeing, she
writes, “across different situations, conversants orient to agreeing with one another
as comfortable, supportive, reinforcing, perhaps as being sociable and as showing
that they are like-minded” (p. 77). Sacks (1987) has noted how second speakers can
construct their dispreferred responses in such a way that they appear to be preferred
responses. According to Schegloff (2007), because dispreferred responses are often
marked by delays, hesitations, and perturbations, this allows time for first speakers
to modify his/her turns before the second speaker completes their turns. Lerner
(1996) identified how speakers recognize upcoming dispreferred actions and can

design their turns to preempt them. Thus, we see that the preference structure for
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agreement allows for the possibility that disagreement might remain unstated within

an interaction.

Three cases from the transcripts of the novice learners will be examined to

see how the students circumvented disagreement.

Circumvention 1

In the first example, a student was challenged by another who pointed out a

weakness in her argument. The challenger had difficulties expressing herself making

her point somewhat ambiguous. The student being challenged might not have

understood the challenge itself, or she chose to sidestep the issue by speaking about

the topic without directly addressing the point being made. This is the same group

that was examined in the section on Pursuing an agreement response, Chapter 7,

Excerpt 7-14. The students were discussing international marriage, and a photo of

the group is provided here again.

Figure 208. Thai aunt. Group
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Kana was not in favor of international marriage, and she gave a personal narrative of

the difficulties that her uncle had when he married a woman from Thailand. At first

they could not communicate; they quarreled and their children had difficulty. She

reported that if her uncle’s grandparents had not been there, the marriage would not

have lasted. Aya self selected and tried to make the point that because the couple had

survived, Kana’s example was actually a positive example of an international

marriage. Her exact words were: “baht: yoah: uncle and-ih grandfatha:h and

grandmotha:h now good: condition” (pauses deleted). Kana gave only a minimal

receipt, “uh::m::::” and a nod. When there was no further uptake for 1.7 seconds,

Avya tried again saying, “sink/since your grand:fatha: fatha: so::: the:y a:re goo:d-ih”

(pauses deleted). Excerpt 8-17 begins with Kana’s response.

Excerpt 8-17. Circumvention (Thai aunt)

100 (2.3)

101 Aya:  °n:° heheh

102 Kana: eh:::: (0.2) of course: (0.2) eh::

103 (1.1) she:: can: (0.9) e:to: when:
104 (0.2) she:::: could:-o: speak

105 Japanese (0.8) the::y (0.6) the::ir
106 marriage life (1.1) eh::: (1.2)
107 wa- (0.7) became became go:od:
108 (0.8) {mhm ((nod)) (0.4) so:::
109 (1.4) eh:: (1.3) whetha::: (1.0)
110 perso:n (0.8) can: speak (0.9)
111 °n:° ((right arm out)) (0.6)

112 the: otha:: lange:j: (1.4) or not
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113 (1.5) it iz: (0.5) impo:r|tant:

114 0.2)

115 Aya:  ((3slight nods))

116 (1.4)

117 Kana: ((gaze shifted to Jiro, back to Aya))

118 m:m:m:m:m: HEHEHE ((making 6 nods))

In the discussion Kana showed difficulty in making herself understood, sometimes

using Japanese or gestures in place of English words and often turning to Mie for

help in word searches. Her failure to respond quickly to Aya might have been due to

non-understanding; however, when she responded in line 106, she addressed Aya’s

general topic showing she knew she was expected to make a relevant response.

In her response, she conceded the point that after her Thai aunt could speak

Japanese, “the::ir marriage life became go:od:” (pauses and hesitations deleted). She

then used the conclusive marker “so:::” and made a generalization: “whetha:::

person: can: speak the: otha:: lange:j: or not it iz: impo:rtant:” (pauses and

hesitations deleted). Her generalization focused on the importance of language and

communication, an issue which had been raised previously for an argument against

international marriage. She did not address the implication that Aya had raised. For

her part, Aya made three nods and did not pursue her point. After a 1.4-second gap,

Kana made it clear that she had completed her turn making six nods accompanied by
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“m:m:m:m:m:” and laughter. Mie accepted this as the completion of Kana’s turn by

beginning a new turn (not shown here).

Both Aya and Kana were using similar mechanisms, but arriving at different

points. They both began with the specific situation (the uncle and aunt’s marriage)

and moved to a generalization, but their generalizations differed as shown here:

Aya - specific situation >  generalization about successful marriages
Kana - specific situation > generalization about the importance of language

Kana’s generalization placed her out of and away from direct opposition with Aya,

yet she satisfied the expectation that she should make a response to Aya. This

circumvention of a disagreement was made not just by Kana alone, but was mutually

constructed together with Aya because Aya had the opportunity to pursue, but chose

not to.

Circumvention 2

In the next example two students held different views about the supernatural.

They did not directly address each other’s points sequentially as the points were

being made, and, in addition, the other group members did not take a strong and

clear stance to oppose each other. Opinions were embedded in narratives or other
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comments, and as a result, the disagreement remained just below the surface. The

topic of this student discussion was the supernatural, and the seating arrangement

was as follows:

Figure 209. Supernatural. Group

In the beginning of this discussion, the three male students made their positions

clear: they did not believe in the supernatural. Li made a lengthy narrative about a

story she had heard about a person escaping death because of an inexplicable

forewarning. At the end of her telling she said, “do you sink-ih I: don’t know its-ih

truth or not:. but I think-uh maybe:: there are: m::: thuh super natural” (pauses

deleted). Li began framing a question “do you sink-ih.”” She left this uncompleted

and the next TCU could be considered a repair, in other words, abandoning her

question, or it could be an insertion, “I don’t know its-ih truth or not:.” leaving the

rest of her question unexpressed. Whether it was a repair or an insertion, it served to

mitigate her following statement, “there are: m::: thuh super natural.” There was
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further mitigation with the addition of “I think-uh’ and “maybe.” In contrast to the

three male students, she was saying that the supernatural might exist.

There was no immediate response, only nods, smiles, gaze shifts, and

laughter until finally Sun responded: “I don’t believe that’s true BUT: | have uh: |

have uh: experience an: | want to te(h)Il y(h)ou” (pauses deleted). Sun responded,

not to Li’s position, but to Li’s TCU, “I: don’t know its-ih truth or not:.” From her

delivery it was clear that rather than engaging in a debate about truth or beliefs,

Sun’s turn was a presequence to a narrative of her own: “I have uh: experience an: |

want to te(h)ll y(h)ou.” Her “I don’t believe that’s true” was delivered with her gaze

downward and not to Li; it had a rush-through-like quality, a characteristic typical of

a preliminary to a turn beginning. The increased volume of “BUT” gave the signal

that the important part of her turn would follow. She then described a dream she had

when she was younger. At the end she stressed, “I reall:y s::aw: it: with this: eye

hehe,” (pointing to her eye) and after shared laughter from Li, she said, “I don’t

know wh(h)y” in a laughing voice.

In Excerpt 8-18 Sun continued to construct her position. After Sun’s

narrative, Aya began with “I I believe in ghost” and proceeded to share her

firsthand experience of seeing a bright blue light near her home. Kengo and Jiro
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responded that they thought it was strange, and there was mutual laughter in the

group. It was after this that Sun self selected the next turn.

Excerpt 8-18. Circumvention (Supernatural)
223 Sun:  kheh ((cough)) but I: think that:

224 (0.3) supe:r: (0.3) n- nature

225 sometimes (0.6) iz like a jo:ke:

226 (0.6) some:wa::n:::: (0.7) do::

227 something:(0.6) eh:nd-ih:hhh

228 (0.4) .hh (0.4) a:nd to::::

229 °eh:::° (1.4) °’m:° (0.5) °and uh®

230 (0.2) °m:°(0.7) ((head bent, hand on temple in
231 solitary word search)) KARAKAU hehe [tease]
232 (1.2)

233 Sun:  |karakau wakatta? ((Japanese for: “tease” do you understand?))
234 Kengo: ((nod))
235 Jiro, Tosh, Aya: ((nod))

236 (0.4)

237 Sun:  °|mhm?® ((nod))

238 (0.6)

239 Sun: it'sjus:t: (0.2) it's not true-
240 it's just some- somebody (0.6)
241 do: that (0.3) did: that:

242 (0.8)

243 Sun:  ((head tilted)) I: don't believe: ((shaking head slightly))

Sun made a case against belief in the supernatural by saying that it “sometimes iz

like a jo:ke:” and that people might intentionally tease (karakau) others. In line 239,

she repeated what she had said previously in response to Li’s story. This time she

said, “it’s jus:t: it’s not true- it’s just some- somebody do: that did: that:.” After 0.8
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seconds, her head tilted, and she restated her position, “I: don’t believe:.” slightly

shaking her head as she spoke. This time her stance was much stronger and quite

definitive.

In Excerpt 8-19 the interaction after Sun’s previous turn continued. Jiro

made a series of six nods; then Kengo turned his gaze to Jiro, and he began to laugh;

Li joined in the laughter. Li at that point was placed in the opposing side to Sun.

Excerpt 8-19. Circumvention (Supernatural)

244 (0.2)
245 Jiro:  ((6 nods))
246 (0.9)

247 Kengo: ((turned gaze to Jiro))
248 Kengo: he[hehehehe]hehe ((gazing at Jiro))

249 Li: [yeah hehehehe]

250 — Li: and I think:ih (0.1) some: (0.2)
251 everyone ha:v-ih (1.3) maybe
252 everyone have: super natural
253 but we don't uh: (0.4) don't

254 Lknow just (1.1) for we:: (0.4)
255 for exampol: (0.3) waha- one of
256 my | friends (0.5) and she: (0.3)
257 went (0.7) to::: [China (0.5)

Li elected to use “and” to begin her turn. “And” signaled additional information or a

continuation along the same line; it did not signal a contrastive turn nor a

forthcoming disagreement. By saying, “I think:ih some: everyone ha:v-ih maybe

everyone have: super natural” (pauses deleted), she was making a generalization,
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and as seen in the previous example, this can serve to shift the locus away from a

potential disagreement. In the rest of her turn, “but we don’t uh: don’t know just for

we::,” she completely countered Sun’s statement that the supernatural did not exist.

Li was saying the exact opposite: everyone had something to do with the

supernatural, but they didn’t know it. The actual disagreement was embedded here,

and it did not have any dispreferred signals to mark it. In addition to this, Li used

“we” which widened the scope to include everyone, and that meant Sun as well.

In making her case, Li continued with another lengthy narrative, this time a

real experience that one of her friends had had. Her previous narrative had been

about something she had heard, but this time her evidence was stronger because it

was the firsthand experience of her friend. Using a long narrative did not allow a

response nor was a counter argument from Sun expected. This also ensured that the

oppositional framework would not become evident.

In Excerpt 8-20 Li ended her narrative and Sun responded.

Excerpt 8-20. Circumvention (Supernatural)

265 Li: I- s I: don't know (0.2) maybe:
266 it's ih:: uh: (0.3) super: (0.8)
267 eh:: (0.4) super |natural (0.4)
268 may:be:: (0.4) its-ih (0.4)

269 no:t: (0.8) so I think it's-ih
270 ve:ry interesting hh (0.3) |
271 don't kno:w ho:w to explain:

340



272 it hh

273 (1.3)

274 Li: how do: you think |soh hh ((gazed
275 to Jiro))

276 (0.2)

277 Sun:  nobody knows that

278 All: HEHEHE hehe hh

In contrast to her generalization made in the previous excerpt, Li ended her

narrative saying, “I- s I: don’t know maybe: it’s ih:: super: supernatural may:be::

its-ih no:t: so | think it’s-ih ve:ry interesting | don’t kno:w ho:w to explain: it”

(pauses, hesitations, and laugh outbreaths deleted). Li downgraded her position,

saying that she did not know and that maybe it was supernatural and maybe not, thus,

allowing room for Sun’s position. In her backdown she made the assessment that

this story was very interesting—an assessment that did not invite a response, and it

was unlikely anyone would oppose her. She added a further qualification saying she

did not know how to explain it and ended with a laugh outbreath.

During the entire narrative, Li was gazing to Jiro, and she directed her

question in line 279 to him: “how do: you think |soh hh.” Sun was gazing

downward from the beginning of this excerpt, and after Li said she did not know

how to explain it, Sun nodded while still gazing down. In line 277 before Jiro could

answer, Sun said, “nobody knows that,” and everyone laughed. This time Sun was
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the one to make a generalization. Li’s and Sun’s generalizations shared a common

characteristic: inclusive of all people, but from the opposite spectrum. This can be

characterized by the following:

Li > generalization -- everyone has supernatural experience but not know
Sun > generalization — nobody knows the exact answer

This example demonstrated how a disagreement was present, but because of the

mutual work of the two members, it was managed in such a way that an oppositional

framework was not invoked. While the two members did not share the same

positions throughout the discussion, they did not use markers that would signal an

upcoming disagreement nor did they make opportunity spaces for the other to

disagree. A very direct disagreement was embedded deep within a turn and was not

oriented to as a disagreement. The participant that made this strongest challenge

later backed down somewhat from her position, and at the same time both members

were able to hold their positions. The generalizations they used helped to keep the

disagreement from taking on a primary position. The second generalization served

as an effective means to terminate that part of the interaction, and their shared

laughter created a clear display of mutual understanding and solidarity.
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Circumvention 3

In the next example, a disagreement was not made visible; however, the

members used agreement turns that contrasted with each other revealing differences

in their positions. The topic of the discussion was international marriage, and a

photo of the group is given here.

Figure 210. Nationality. Group

The students in the study understood their task as giving their opinion about the

pre-assigned topic, and this understanding was made visible when students

specifically elicited opinions from each other. The elicited responses of three

members of this group will be presented and compared: Rie, Sae, and Sho.

When Sae asked Rie, “how do you think about international marriage?” Rie

responded this way:

Excerpt 8-21. Circumvention (Nationality)

7 Rie: n:: (1.0) I: think: it’s |oka:y
8 (2.4)
9 Sae: lwhy
10 (1.6)
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11 Rie: hh (1.9) hh °why?°  ((smiling))

12 (1.6)

13 Sae: ((silent laughing, leaned forward)) °. hhh° ((gazed to Rie))
14 °( xxx)° ((gazed down to lap))

15 (0.5)

16 Rie: I: (0.4) >I don’t know< (1.2) but::-0 (1.4) I think it’s

17 okay (1.0) but-o (0.8) there i:zu (1.8) there are many:

18 (0.8) problem

In line 7, after some hesitation Rie took a positive stance towards international

marriage, saying “l: think: it’s okay:” where “okay” was delivered with a falling

intonation. After a rather long gap of 2.4 seconds when there was no uptake nor did

Rie continue to explain, Sae asked her, “why.” After a gap of 1.6 seconds, Rie

laughed and repeated “why” softly with a rising intonation still gazing and smiling

at Sae. Rather than a true question, this “why”” demonstrated receipt of the request,

while at the same time allowing her some time to respond. Sae suppressed her

laughter as she leaned forward, but then her laughter was released in an audible

laughter outbreath as her gaze moved down to her right. Her gaze shifted quickly

and momentarily back to Rie when she said something inaudible, and still smiling

her gaze then moved to her lap.

After a 0.5-second gap, Rie began her turn with a stretched, “I:” followed by

“I don’t know” delivered in a formulaic-sounding package. After a gap of 1.2

seconds, she added, “but::-0” and after a 1.4-second pause, she repeated her earlier

344



TCU, “I think it’s okay.” When she said, “I don’t know,” Rie was addressing the

question of “why is international marriage okay?” and at that moment, she made a

truthful statement: she did not know. She did not have a reason she could give. She

then fell back on repeating herself.

Simply repeating, “I think it’s okay”” would not constitute a sufficient answer

to Sae’s question, so some other TCU was obligatory here. Thus, Rie used a

qualifying statement, saying “but-o there i:zu there are many problem” (pauses

deleted). She supported this point by giving an example that the children of an

international marriage might have a problem of choosing their nationality. (Lines 19

to 47 have been omitted.)

In the next excerpt, it was Sae’s turn to explain her position.

Excerpt 8-22. Circumvention (Nationality)
48 Rie: how about you? ((pointed to Sae))

49 (0.4)

50 Sae: ME? hehe[he ] ((pointed to her chin at “ME?”))

51 Sho: [hh]

52 Sae: .hh-m(h)e (0.8) °m::° (1.2) | agree with you:

53 (3.4) ((gaze went up after 2 secs, back to Rie at end))
54 the:re a::re many Tproblems (0.4) bu:t

55 (8.5) marriage iz: (4.8) o:vercomi:ng

56 (2.3) their |problem m:s: ((head moved up at “m:s:”
57 then deep nod leaning forward))

58 Eri: °h:°  ((smiling, head moved slightly up and to Rie))
59 Rie: .h°uh: ° ((1 nod at “°uh°®”)) (0.5) oka:y. ((2 slight nods, smiling))
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Rie pointed to Sae and said, “how about you?”” Sae pointed to her chin and

said loudly, “ME?” as she laughed, and Sho also produced a laugh outbreath that

overlapped with the end of Sae’s laughter. In line 52, Sae made an inbreath and said

very softly “me” with a laughing breath. After 0.8 seconds, she produced a soft

hesitation marker “m::” and after 1.2 seconds delivered her next TCU: “I agree with

you.” In line 54 she went on to explain by saying, “the:re a::re many fproblems

bu:t” (pause deleted) and then after a considerably long pause of 8.5 seconds, she

said, “marriage iz: o:vercomi:ng their |problem” (pause deleted). Immediately after,

she made a self repair, “m:s:” pluralizing “problem.”

Thus, in line 52, Sae aligned her stance with Rie’s; however, this alignment

was not exactly the same for both parties. While they both accepted international

marriage as “okay” with some qualification, Rie gave a concrete example of what

she believed was a problem. In contrast, Sae was, in essence, taking a qualitatively

different stance. For her international marriage was okay, and while it had its

problems these problems were a part of marriage.

Rie designated Sho as the next speaker.

Excerpt 8-23. Circumvention (Nationality)

65 Rie: how about you? ((left hand towards Sho, smiling))
66 (1.0)

67 Sho:  °uh::°(2.0) I: agree with you too
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68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86

Eri:
Sae:

(1.0)
((turned to Sae, whispered for 2.1 secs.))
((nodded and whispered to Eri))

Eri/Sae ((whispered again, returned gaze to Sho))

Sho:  of course there are many problems

Rie: ((nod))

Sho:  Dbut-o (2.6) each peo-po:l (3.5) °each peo-po:l° (6.2)
°°each peo-pol°°(0.8) [°hheheheheh®] ((shifted in chair))

Ken: [hhe]

Sae, Eri, Rie: [((smiled, gazing at Sho))]
(1.6)

Sho:  peo-po:l (1.0) love (0.4) each other (0.6)
they should-u (1.2) do ((head movement down))
(1.0)

Sho:  [°i shink®]

Rie: [°n::°] ((nod))
(2.0)

Rie: °l see®
(0.2)

After 1.0 second Sho said, “°uh::° I: agree with you too” (line 67, pause deleted).

The pro term, “you,” was ambiguous either referring to the singular referent (Rie) or

the plural (Rie and Sae). Both were encompassed in Sho’s elaboration in line 72, “of

course there are many problems” echoing what Rie and Sae had said. After many

hesitations, pauses, repetitions, and self repairs, Sho finally finished his turn, “but-0

each peo-po:l °each peo-po:l° °°each peo-pol°° °hheheheheh® peo-po:l love each

other they should-u do” (pauses deleted). His choice of “of course” indicated

agreement and ready acceptance of what both Rie and Sae said about problems.
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Notably, they all used the same structure. Here are their three statements juxtaposed

together for comparison.

Rie: there i:zu there are many: problem
Sae: the:re a::re many Tproblems
Sho:  of course there are many problems

With each speaker, the statement improved both in terms of grammar and in delivery,

and Sho’s production was error-free. In fact, his utterance here was in stark contrast

with the rest of his turn, which was full of production difficulties.

In comparing the stance of the three speakers, we can see first that Rie’s

stance did not show strong commitment. Her first reaction to the topic of

international marriage was, “it’s okay,” a lukewarm response. When asked why, she

responded with “I don’t know,” but subsequently she managed to qualify her

statement saying it was okay, but there were many problems. The TCU, “it’s okay”

was followed by the contrastive marker, “but” indicating that the next TCU

contained a negative point about international marriage. “I think it’s okay but-o there

i:zu there are many: problem” (pauses deleted). Without prompting Rie proceeded to

give an example of a possible problem.

When Sae was asked her opinion, she responded that she agreed with Rie,

and directly after <l agree with you” followed up with, “the:re a::re many
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Tproblems.” The placement of the second TCU directly after the first indicated an

agreement with Rie’s statement that international marriage had problems. Sae’s next

TCU began with the contrastive marker, “but,” and although there were three very

long pauses, she managed to complete her turn: “bu:t marriage iz: o:vercomi:ng their

lproblem m:s:” (pauses deleted). Sae used “marriage” and not “international

marriage.” This essentially moved the focus from international marriage to the more

general category of marriage, where marriage was equated to the overcoming of

problems. This contrasted with Rie’s statement pointing to the negative side of

international marriage. Sae’s argument instead seemed to be downplaying the

negative side of international marriage because all marriages have problems. While

both Rie and Sae took a positive stance towards international marriage, Sae’s stance

was more favorable towards it than Rie’s.

As noted earlier, Sho clearly aligned with both Rie and Sae about problems.

His next statement added another aspect of an opinion about international marriage:

if the couple loved each other, then they “should-u do,” presumably meaning they

should get married. All three speakers used the same type of construction, [X + but +

Y]. Paraphrases of their constructions are compared here:
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Rie: international marriage is okay BUT there are many problems
Sae: there are many problems BUT marriage is overcoming their problems
Sho: of course there are many problems BUT if the couple love, they should marry

All three speakers took a positive stance toward international marriage, but each had

differing degrees of support. Sho had the strongest support focusing on the people

involved. Sae’s support was next, and although she did not directly comment on

international marriage itself, she shifted the focus to marriage in general, thereby

minimizing the problems of international marriage because all marriages face

problems. Of the three, Rie had the weakest support as she used the adjective,

“okay,” which does not exactly equate strong support.

Examination of the sequencing of the three turns reveals that each

preliminary TCU was aligned with the second component of the previous turn. As

Pomerantz (1984a) points out, agreeing with the previous speaker’s turn and then

using a contrastive marker like “but” (the agreement-plus-disagreement turn shape)

amounts to a disagreement (p. 72). In essence, Sae’s and Sho’s turns were

contrasting opinions; however, they were not oriented to by the others as

disagreements. These, then, were unaddressed or unrealized disagreements.

The students’ structuring of the task did not encourage follow up on these

differences. This group in particular strictly followed a procedure where each
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member was asked her/his opinion and once everyone had been a primary speaker

for a time, they felt their task as a group was completed. The group sat for a total of

1 minute and 40 seconds exchanging gazes, averting gaze, smiling, shifting their

positions in their seats, but with no one taking a turn until the camera was turned off.

This was quite unusual as in all the other groups, even when there were long gaps,

the students tried to continue speaking. In this particular group, fulfilling their group

task took precedence over following up on differences of opinions.

This section on Circumvention looked at cases where contrasting

perspectives were not directly addressed. In all three cases generalizations were used,

and these were effective means to shift the perspective of the turns such that direct

disagreements were averted. Other ways to avoid disagreement were: not using

dispreferred markers and embedding the disagreement deep within a turn. In all

cases the circumvention of disagreement was the result of the collaborated work of

members of the group rather than the work of an individual. In order for a

disagreement to be realized, a participant must orient to it. In other words, a

disagreement needs to be “spoken into existence.” These cases demonstrated how

the students managed the spoken and unspoken details of talk, and overall were able

to bring and keep agreement into the foreground.
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Pragmatic Politeness

Because these were novice level language learners, it was not surprising that

they used nonvocal means for mitigating disagreement as seen in the Mitigation

section. In some of the discussions, however, the learners also tried to use language

to express mitigation indicating that they understood the need for pragmatic

expressions. In two cases students attempted to utilize phrases that showed their

awareness of the need for politeness, and despite the fact that their language was

unsuccessful, if their classmates understood their point, then their communication

would have to be considered successful. Although teachers might find it difficult to

accept the errors, being grammatically and lexically correct does not automatically

guarantee successful communication within a group.

Using Pragmatic Politeness Expressions 1

In the first example, illustrating the use of a verbal strategy of mitigation

(Excerpt 8-24), the students had been engaged in a spirited debate about

international marriage with the two women (Saya and Miho) in favor of it and the

two men (Teru and Yu) against it. Figure 211 is a photo of the group.
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Figure 211. No giving up. Group

Saya had great difficulty in expressing her opinion, but the gist was that marriage

was difficult and with effort the couple could overcome their problems. Then Teru

began his turn in the following way:

Excerpt 8-24. Using pragmatic politeness (No giving up)

278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286

Teru:

Saya:

Teru:

eh: uh: to be |rude (0.4)

eh:: (2.1) Tovercoming (0.7)

eh:: (0.2) yih- their marriage
(0.4) but ah- eh:: the:ir (0.3)
chil- children (0.5)

hehe

(1.2)

iz-u (0.5) eh: (0.4) difficult-o
(0.5) in: (1.1) different-o culcha::

In English “eh: uh: to be rude” seems totally inappropriate here, but, in fact, it makes

sense because Teru translated literally the Japanese phrase “shitsurei desu ga” t0

English (shitsurei = impolite; desu = be (COP); ga = but). This is a very common

pragmatic phrase in Japanese (“Excuse me for being impolite, but...” OR “I’m sorry

for imposing on you, but...”) that is used to show to the interlocutor that the
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upcoming message might contain some kind of imposition or difficulty. Although

this phrase is a formulaic expression, it is generally considered necessary in normal

conversation in Japanese. Teru placed this politeness marker at the beginning of his

turn, the expected location for a mitigating phrase in Japanese, and it is an

appropriate location in English as well.

Using Pragmatic Politeness Expressions 2

In a similar way, Lin, in the next example (Excerpt 8-25) displayed her

awareness of the need for politeness and mitigation. (This is the same group as in

Excerpt 7-12 on Challenge, Chapter 7.) The topic of discussion was where students

wanted to live in the future, and the seating arrangement was as follows:

("%

Figure 212. Big city. Group

Su had just said that she wanted to live in China because she wanted to take care of

her parents when they got old. Lin agreed with her, nodded, and said, “me too.” As
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she said, “and,” she turned her gaze to her left with a slight smile on her face and

made a topic shift.

Excerpt 8-25. Using pragmatic politeness (Big city)

227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236

Lin:

Joji:
Kai:
Lin:

°yes® me too ((nod)) (0.5) and: (0.3)
u- it's not m- very politely but (0.2)

h but | found tha:t: (0.4) uh:: 1 don't
know how to get along well with the
Japan(h)ese

[((nod))] m::

[((nod))]

beco:z: sometimes: (0.6) ah: we: s:ink
(0.2) you:: a:re: a: little: (0.4) cool:
(0.6) ((nod))

While the tendency of the students was to use “but” to signal a disagreement or a

contrast to the previous, Lin used “and” (line 227) to connect her agreement with Su

to her next topic. Because the talk had been about returning to their home country

(China) to live, it was not unreasonable for Lin to connect preference for her own

country with difficulty in adjusting to her resident country. By prefacing her next

statement with, “u- it’s not m- very politely but,” (line 228), Lin was signaling that

she was aware that what she would say next might not be polite. Her statement in

lines 229-231 was marked with a hesitation, cutoffs, pauses, an outbreath, and vowel

stretches—all indicators of the dispreferred turn status. However, she also delivered
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these lines with smiles, and in line 231 she said “Japanese” in a laughing voice.

Figures 213 to 221 capture her facial expression and gaze for lines 227-231.

Figure 213. Line 227 Figure 214. Line 227 Figure 215. Line 227
yes me too (nod) (shifted to left; slight smile) and (smile)

Figure 216. Line 228 Figure 217. Lines 228-9 Figure 218. Line 229
u- it's not m- very politely but but | found tha:t: uh:: (gazing down)
(smile) (smile)
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Figure 219. Lines 229-30 Figure 220. Line 230 Figure 221. Lines 230-1
I don’t know how to get along well with the Japan(h)ese
(smile) (laughing voice)

Like Teru in Excerpt 8-24, Lin placed her marker of politeness at the beginning of
her turn, and in a similar way to Tomo in Excerpt 7-11, Xuli in Excerpt 8-2, and Eri
in Excerpt 8-3, her smiles mitigated the impact of her direct statement. She was
smiling in all the figures except for Figure 219.

After Lin’s initial statement, Joji nodded and said “m::” and Kai nodded at
the same time. Lin then went on to explain herself, “beco:z: sometimes: ah: we:

s:iink you:: a:re: a: little: cool.” (pauses deleted).
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Figure 222. Line 234 Figure 223. Line 234 Figure 224. Lines 234-5
beco:z: (gaze shifted) sometimes ah: we: si:nk you::
(very slight smile) (gazing toward Joji)

Figure 225. Line 235 Figure 226. Line 236
a:re: a: little: cool: (gazing down)

During this part of her turn, she did not smile, except for a very slight smile
in Figure 222 as she began her explanation. While the first part of her turn was a
self-criticism, this second part moved the object of the criticism to “you.” In this
case, the “you” might have referred to all four of the male students on her left and
“we” to herself and Su. At the same time, it could also have corresponded to whole

societies, which, if understood in this way, could have created an opportunity for
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Lin’s classmates to see this as a new discussion topic, differing cultural views.

Understanding it in this way would have been much less face threatening than the

former, which could be interpreted as a personal attack.

Excerpt 8-26 is a continuation of the interaction after Lin’s turn in line 236.

Excerpt 8-26. Using pragmatic politeness (Big city)

237 (0.9)
238 Joji:  ((slight nod)) °m®
239 0.3)
240 Lin: °s0°
241 (1.3)

242 Joji: ((eyes ahead, nod))
243 Kai: ((looked up at ceiling))

244 (2.9)
245 Lin: how about it? hhh
246 0.9

247 Ken:  ((slight nod))
248 Kai: ((nod))

249 (8.6)
250 Lin: hhh hh you three: (0.2) want to
251 live: in

252 Sho:  oh:
253 Lin: Japan?

254 (0.8)

255 Sho:  eh: (0.6) I want to live: Japan: KH ((cough))
256 (1.1) m: (0.2) other coun:tri::s (0.2)

257 maybe I: travel: (1.0) I'm satisfied

258 with

259 (0.8)

260 Lin: ((nod)) (0.7) ((nod)) what about you.

261 ((gazed at Kai))
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Joji and Kai had been gazing to Lin as she was talking, and both of them withdrew

their gaze—Joji shifted his gaze to a forward space as he produced a soft vocalization

“m” while nodding, and Kai shifted his gaze forward and later turned his head to

look up at the ceiling. Ken’s gaze had been in a forward space and remained there,

while Sho and Su did not change their positions. Lin tried two times to gain a

response from the others: in line 240 when she said “so” and in line 245, when she

said, “how about it.” These received only slight nods from Sho, Kai, and Joji, a

shifting of feet by Joji, a slight smile from Joji, and still no response from anyone.

Taken together the interval with no response to Lin was about 14.9 seconds long,

which in itself represents a response. There was a reluctance to address the issue Lin

had raised, stemming from a lack of understanding of her point or to not knowing

how to address it.

After her failed attempts to gain a response, Lin finally posed a question,

“hhh hh you three: want to live: in Japan?” and this topic shift allowed the

discussion to continue. The contrast between this subsequent interaction and the

awkward interval just prior was quite marked. If the recipients had not understood

her point, they could have asked questions for clarification. They did not, suggesting

they had understood her claim, but simply did not know how to respond. Despite the
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fact that Lin had prefaced her statement with a forewarning of the potentially

impolite comment, her classmates were not equipped with the lexical, grammatical,

and pragmatic resources to provide an appropriate response.

The two examples in this section provided clear evidence that students had

an awareness of the need for pragmatic politeness markers as well as an

understanding of where these should be placed in the interaction. It is not surprising

that as novice level language students, they were not able to deliver them smoothly

and appropriately. Nevertheless, it is a step in the right direction because pragmatic

competence is essential for successful discussions, and, for that matter, for

interactions of any kind.

Chapter Summary

Structurally agreement is preferred over disagreement, and preferred

agreements are more frequent than dispreferred disagreements. This chapter focused

on the structural preference for affiliation and shared understanding. This preference

becomes even more visible when disagreement is involved, whether the

disagreement is expressed or unexpressed.
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This chapter began with the section, Mitigation, where the examples revealed

that students were able to use many of the linguistic means of mitigation, such as

prefacing disagreement with agreement components, and using hesitations, silences,

repetitions, sound stretches, and outbreaths within the disagreement itself. The

analysis also demonstrated that gaze shifts, smiles, and laughter seemed to

compensate for the absence of the lexical and pragmatic devices generally expected

for mitigating disagreements. Despite being novice level language students, some

attempted to produce complex constructions, such as an if-hypothetical that served

to shift the focus away from the person to a more generalized target. In addition,

students used qualifications and explanations of their disagreements, which also

served to soften their prior disagreement.

In the section, Concession, there was evidence that the students listened

carefully to their classmates and changed their positions as a result. In one case, a

student changed his mind without signaling that he had done so until another

classmate pointed it out. Another student specified that as long as an “if”’ condition

were met, he could make a concession from his original position. In the third

example, a student who held an opposing position against all the other members

through most of the discussion, at the end began to actively make collaborated
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co-completions supporting the other side. There was no evidence that she had

changed her position—only that she was assisting a fellow classmate. In the last

example, a classmate supported the person who held a different view from herself

and all the others, by not directly addressing the point of difference. Instead she

brought up related issues, allowing the discussion to progress and allowing the

member with the opposing view the option of retaining her position while actively

participating in the discussion. In all the examples, the students displayed active

support for each other and a clear preference for affiliation.

In the section, Circumvention, the analysis revealed different ways that

students were able to avoid disagreement. Generalizations, for example, were

effective devices allowing the students to shift the target of the disagreement away

from a member of the group to a more generalized target. The students also did not

directly orient to a prior speaker’s differing view, instead allowing each person to

have their say and not marking their own statement as one in opposition. In one

example, two students held opposing views, but their turns were prefaces to lengthy

narratives, and their disagreement was not made explicit as they utilized proforma

agreements. In the last example, three students used the same construction, [X but

Y], where X essentially agreed with a previous statement and Y offered a new
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viewpoint. The students did not orient to the fact that, in effect, their statements as a

whole represented differing views and not complementary views of agreement. All

of the examples in this section demonstrated the active work students engaged in to

express their positions without highlighting their differences.

The last section, Pragmatic Politeness, documented two cases where students

attempted to use pragmatic expressions of politeness to signal a potentially

face-threatening turn. In both cases, the students did not possess the appropriate

lexical and pragmatic skills, but they were aware of the need for them. In one case,

even with the attempt at politeness, the other students were not able to respond

despite the fact that the student was eager to get a response. In the end, the issue had

to be abandoned. The main thread throughout this chapter on Maintaining Alignment

was the affiliative and supportive work that the students accomplished together.
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CHAPTER 9

DISAGREEMENT AND AGREEMENT IN TEAM ALLIANCES

The students in this study were clearly able to express disagreement. They

made challenges, raised questions, pointed out weaknesses in their classmate’s

claims, and pursued responses that were disagreement-implicative. They also

frequently displayed agreement and support. When group members became involved

in word searches, their classmates often stepped in to help by offering possible

candidates. When students were in the process of producing a turn and were

experiencing difficulties, their classmates often used minimal vocalizations that

acted as signals of receipt or as signals to continue. They used nods, smiles, and

gaze as they displayed their attentiveness and support. When disagreement was

expressed, or not fully expressed, students demonstrated the use of numerous

mitigation devices that helped to maintain alignment and affiliation.

A different type of sequence occurred where both clear agreement and clear

disagreement were involved at the same time. In this case, students responded not as

individuals, but as a collectivity directing their responses to a group aligned against

them. The occurrence of subgroups forming within a larger group is an “inherent
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feature of multi-person interaction,” according to Kangasharju (2002, p. 2468), who

documented this phenomenon in institutional meetings. In her research (1996, 2002)

Kangasharju found that two or more members can align themselves into an

association or a team during a disagreement sequence. In her analysis of what she

referred to as oppositional alliances, she closely examined the sequential

organization and the participation framework of this type of interaction and

demonstrated how these alliances were made relevant by the members themselves

through their talk.

In the small group discussion data, this type of collectivity is referred to as a

team alliance, rather than an oppositional alliance, in light of the fact that there was

a strong tendency among these students to refrain from expressing direct and

sustained opposition in favor of more affiliative and collaborative actions.

This chapter begins with a general overview of the oppositional or team

alliance in multi-person interaction. It is then followed by an explanation of the

sequential pattern of oppositional alliances, and two examples taken from the data of

the current study are used as illustrations. The next section, Unsustained Team

Alliances, documents one example where a potential team alliance was not acted

upon and two other examples where a team alliance emerged but was not sustained.
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The next section provides a detailed analysis of one clear Sustained Team Alliance

followed by a summary of devices employed by the novice level language students

in the study. Finally, the Chapter Summary is a brief recap of team alliances.

The Team Alliance and Multi-Person Interaction

The rules for turn-taking were succinctly delineated by Sacks, Schegloff and

Jefferson (1974) (as explained in Chapter 4), and this system allows for any number

of participants. When there are multiple persons involved in an interaction,

Schegloff (1995) notes that this variation in number is systematically dealt with by

the participants. Studies have shown that there are qualitative differences between

multi-person and dyadic talk. For example, there is the possibility of schisming

among multiple participants (Egbert, 1997; Schegloff, 1995), and when there are

more than two interactants, there is more than one potential next speaker when

dealing with repair (Egbert, 1997) as well as with other possible responses. When

there are multiple participants, there is also the possibility of subgroups forming.

These have been referred to as parties (Schegloff, 1995), as associations and

collectivities (Lerner, 1992), as interactional teams (Kangasharju, 1996), and as

oppositional alliances (Kangasharju, 2002).
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The formation of alliances can arise in environments where a conflict or

competition is present. Kangasharju (1996, 2002) specifically examined the

alignment of teams in six-member committee meetings involving two municipal

organizations—health services and social services in Finland. While the speakers

sometimes displayed their alignment in terms of their membership in the two

organizations, the analysis showed that individuals aligned themselves into other

collectivities depending on the topic at hand and the strategic goals of the members.

Kangasharju’s study demonstrated that the type of talk produced when members are

aligned in opposing teams is qualitatively different from dyadic interaction or

multi-person talk not affected by subgroups. Differences in turn-taking, sequence

types, and nonverbal behavior become evident when members align into teams.

These are examined in more detail in the next sections.

The Sequential Pattern of Oppositional Teams

Kangasharju (2002) demonstrated that when an oppositional alliance is at

play, the disagreement that arises follows a basic sequential pattern.

Speaker A: Statement
Speaker B: Disagreement with speaker A
- Speaker C: Endorsement of B’s turn
Speaker A: Defense, Acquiescence, Silence, etc.) (p. 1450)
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Speaker A makes a claim or a statement. Speaker B responds with a disagreement.

Speaker C endorses Speaker B. Kangasharju pointed out that turn C is not a normal

second pair part of an adjacency pair. Speaker C, in fact, is not responding to the

previous speaker, B, but by ratifying speaker B, Speaker C is directing an argument

to speaker A. This endorsement is an optional turn because the interaction would

still be complete without it. After Speaker C’s turn, Speaker A’s response is

conditionally relevant—a defense, a concession, or a disagreement is expected. In

this way, an alliance begins to take shape with Speaker B and C aligning on one side,

opposing Speaker A on the other side.

In one of the group discussions, when a team alliance was being formed,

the sequential turns followed the same basic pattern. Excerpt 9-1 was already

presented in Chapter 7 as Challenge 3. (It is relabeled here as Excerpt 9-1.) The

photo of the group is provided here again (relabeled Figure 227).

[P

Figure 227. Big city. Group
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Excerpt 9-1. Team alliance (Big city)

184 Ken:  I: live: in: Japa:n:

185 (1.5)

186 Ken:  beco:s: (0.3) I: like: Japan:
187 (0.6)

188 Ken:  °s0:° (0.3) Japan:: is: (1.0)
189 Lin: the best hh

190 0.4)
191 Ken: is: (0.1) peace:
192 (0.6)

193 A>Ken:  ((gaze shifted forward)) I like: peace: ((smiled))
194 All: hehehehehe

195 (2.0)

196 B-> Su: | don't like living in Japan for a
197 long time [m:] [m::]

198 C-> Lin: [yes] me [too] ((nod))

Ken stated that he liked living in Japan. After laughter and a rather long 2-second

gap, Su said in lines 196-197, “I don’t like living in Japan for a long time.” Lin

overlapped with Su in line 198, saying “yes me too” and nodding, clearly ratifying

Su’s disagreement with Ken. Kangasharju (2002) reports that response tokens such

as “mm,” nods, headshakes, and collaborative completions are frequently utilized in

disagreement alignments, just as in alignment in general.

After this particular sequence (as explained in Chapter 7), Su produced

several extended turns explaining her reasons for staying in Japan and reasons for

returning to China. As she spoke, Lin produced 10 affiliative responses: (nod), “yes”

+(nod), (nod), “yes:”+(nod), “m”+ (nod), (nod), (nod), (nod), “m:”+(nod), and “yes
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me too” +(nod). All of these were delivered in overlap, or with no gap (except for

one 0.5-second gap) after Su’s turn. The sheer number of affiliative markers

solidified their alliance as a team.

As seen in Chapter 8, Using Politeness Expressions 2, Excerpt 8-25, Lin

went on to reaffirm the team alliance when she made a rather strong and potentially

face-threatening statement, “I found tha:t: 1 don’t know how to get along well with

the Japan(h)ese beco:z: sometimes we: s:ink you:: a:re: a little: cool:” (pauses and

hesitations deleted). Lin invoked her and then Su’s membership category of being

Chinese students. This type of membership categorization (Sacks, 1992) becomes

relevant when the participants themselves bring them up. In other parts of the

discussion, Lin and Su’s identities were solely that of classmates or university

students. In other words, their being Chinese was not relevant to the talk. When the

team alliance developed, however, their identities came to the forefront of the

interaction. The clear lines between the two different teams were emphasized when

Lin utilized the pro terms “we” and “you.” “We” included only her and Su, while the

“you” referred to the opposing team, meaning the other four Japanese students in the

discussion group.
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In another team alliance that formed in a discussion, the basic sequential

pattern was also apparent (although the example given here did not occur at the

beginning of the formation of the team alliance). The topic of the discussion was

international marriage, and the two female students, Miho and Saya, were in favor,

while the male students, Teru and Yu, were against it. Figure 228 is a photo of this

group.

Figure 228. No giving up. Group

In the discussion Saya was having difficulty in making herself understood. She was

trying to say that even if a couple did not share the same religion, they could get

married. Miho stepped in to help formulate her meaning.

Excerpt 9-2. Team alliance (No giving up)

113 A-> Miho: they should (0.1) make a |effort

114 (0.8)

115 Saya:  huhu ((nod))

116 B> Teru:  but (0.3) I think (0.5) eh:: (1.6)

117 °do yuka® ((Japanese for “how do you say?))
118 (1.7) each otherz otherz culcha: (0.7)
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119 izu (1.4) difficult (0.6) so:: (0.3) eh:

120 (0.1) if (0.6) the::y (0.6) the:y

121 win/live together (0.7) I think (0.4)
122 eh: there (0.3) izu a- (0.3) many:
123 many: (0.3) problem (1.1) |°so®°

124 Miho: uh:

125 Saya: ((nodded when Miho said “uh:))

126 C-> Yu: °lthink® ((nod)) I think so ((nod))

127 Saya:  ((Saya raised right hand when Yu said °think®

128 then dropped to lap)) °h°

129 (1.8)

130 Miho: ((slowly turned gaze to Saya))

131 A->Saya: |ja:ah hh[heheh] ((“ja:ah” is Japanese for “ok/then))
132 All: [heheheh]

The basic sequence of Excerpt 9-2 is summarized here:

Speaker A Miho  (speaking for Saya): they should make an effort
Speaker B Teru:  but there are many many problems

Speaker C Yu: I think so

Speaker A Saya: ok then ((topic shift)) laughter

In this sequence, Speaker B (Teru) made a counter-argument to Speaker A

(Miho/Saya); Speaker C (Yu), ratified it giving eye contact to Speaker A

(Miho/Saya) and NOT to Speaker B (Teru). Speaker A (Saya) was silent but was

in-preparation-to-speak mode. Saya showed that she knew that a next speaker was

expected as she raised her hand in line 127 and made a vocalization in line 128.

However, she was unable to take the turn. Miho passed up the opportunity to be next

speaker, designating Saya with her gaze in line 130. In line 131 Saya said in
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Japanese, “ja:ah” and laughed, and the others joined her in laughter. “jaa,” or more

formally, “dewa” in Japanese, is often used as a type of boundary marker when an

activity is about to be shifted. By this simple minimal vocalization, Saya

successfully terminated the sequence, and the laughter by all the members further

contributed to the act of closure.

Analysis of Unsustained Team Alliances

There were several discussions in this study that had the potential for a team

alliance to operate; however, the collectivities failed to become relevant or having

once emerged, failed to be sustained. By considering the reasons why they were

unsuccessful, it is possible to shed light on the general operation of the team alliance.

An examination of the sequential patterns in these interactions provides evidence for

why the team alliance was not fully realized.

Unsustained Team Alliance 1

The first analysis is of a case where a student made her position clear, but no

one aligned with her. The students were talking about women and work. Seki

explained that she did not want to have children because she wanted to work and
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having children would not allow her to continue to work. (Excerpt 9-3 is part of the

same excerpt discussed in Chapter 7, the first example of

Agreement-before-disagreement.)

Excerpt 9-3. Team alliance (Children and work)

44 A— Seki:
45 Ria:
46 Seki:
47

48 Ria
49 Mari:
50

51 Miki:
52 Ria:
53 B— Miki:
54 Ria:
55

56 A— Seki:

u- lyi: do:n't want chil:dren
((nod))

beco:z: (0.4) | want to wah:k

(0.7)

[((nod)) oh]

[((nod)) oh]::

(2.8)

but:

((turned head sharply to Miki)) °tih°®
you are lonely (0.2) in the fyuchah
((turned head sharply to Seki))
(0.6)

n: (0.2) I think ((nod, smiled))

After Saki’s statement in line 44, Miki challenged her saying, “but you are lonely in

the fyuchah.” in lines 51 and 53. Then in line 56, Seki conceded, “I think”

(hesitation and pause deleted) as she nodded and smiled. The sequence is

summarized in the following way:

Speaker A
Speaker B
Speaker A

statement
challenge (disagreement)
concession
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In order for a team alliance to form, a Speaker C would have entered the discussion

and aligned with Speaker A, and then Speaker A would not have conceded. For a

team alliance to be created, one more person would have had to align him/herself

with Seki.

Unsustained Team Alliance 2

In the next analysis, three students (Miho, Seiji, and Yu) said they preferred

to live in the city while two others (Nobu and Shizu) liked living in the country. This

situation had potential for a team alliance to come into play. As was quite common

in the discussions, however, students asked each other their preferences and then,

rather than drawing attention to their differences of opinion, they tended to respond

simply with receipt tokens and acknowledgement. In addition, much of this

discussion involved one student taking numerous turns pursuing an agreement

response from another classmate. (Excerpt 9-4 was part of the discussion that

appeared in Chapter 7, Pursuing Agreement 2.)

At one point near the end of the discussion, an alliance began to take shape,

but was not sustained. In Excerpt 9-4, Shizu had just said that a car was necessary in
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the country and her mother had to always drive her to the station. Nobu expressed

his agreement with her saying “I wa:nt to liv:e: in: such: a pla:ce:.”

Excerpt 9-4. Team alliance. (Animals in the country)
319 A-> Nobu: | wa:nt to li:ve: in: such: a pla:ce:
320 Shizu: [hhh]ehe

321 Nobu: [hhh]

322 B> Miho: [really?] (1.0) I: don't | think:

After Nobu’s agreement in line 319, there were laugh outbreaths, while at the same
time Miho (line 322) said, “really? I don’t think:.” Her “really” functioned as a
newsmarker and also potentially as a challenge. Her disagreement turn was
delivered with a falling intonation indicating that she had completed her TCU, and
she smiled and gazed at Nobu. Nobu and Shizu, responded with laughter, and Miho

joined in as well. Excerpt 9-5 is a continuation of the discussion.

Excerpt 9-5. Team alliance (Animals in the country)
323 0.2)

324 Shizu: [hehehe]

325 Nobu: [hahaha]

326 Miho: [hehehe]

327 C-> Yu: [I: don't] think:

328 (0.4)

329 Nobu: EEH. ((leaned slightly back, smiling))
330 (1.0)

331 Miho: eh::::? ((turned toward Shizu, then back))
332 (2.3)

333 Seiji:  hehe
334 Yu: m::
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335
336 A-> Nobu:
337
338
339 Shizu:
340 Nobu:
341 D-> Shizu:

(0.5)

natural iz: (0.4) eh- (0.1) I: li:ke:
(0.8) natural.

(0.9)

I:-

ve:ry: much:

me: too::

In line 327, Yu aligned with Miho repeating the exact same disagreement TCU, “I:

don’t think:.” It was quite clear that he was not directing his turn to Miho, but

directing it to Nobu. Figure 229 captures Miho gazing to Nobu as she delivered her

disagreement turn; Figure 230 has Yu beginning his disagreement turn and gazing to

Nobu; and in Figure 231, Yu was finishing his disagreement turn gazing to Nobu and

smiling.

Figure 229. Line 322 Miho: I: don’t think: (gazing to Nobu)
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Figure 231. Line 327 Yu: I: don’t think: (gazing at Nobu, smiling)

In line 329, Nobu responded to the double challenge presented to him by Miho and
Yu, by saying “EEH” which was a vocalization expressing surprise. After this no
one was vying for a turn until Nobu said in lines 337-338, “natural iz; I: li:ke:
natural.” (pauses and hesitations deleted). In line 340 he added an increment, “very
much” upgrading his statement, and Shizu responded in line 341 with no gap, “me
too.”

These turns in Excerpts 9-4 and 9-5 revealed a team alliance clearly taking

shape. The sequence can be summarized in this way:
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Speaker A Nobu (claim) | want to live in such a place

Speaker B Miho: (challenge, disagreement) really? 1 don t think
Speaker C Yu: (endorsement of B) | don t think
Speaker A Nobu: (defense) I like natural very much
Speaker D Shizu: (endorsement of A) me too

At this point, the two teams were aligned and poised for more team talk. However,

in the subsequent interaction no one initiated a turn until finally Shizu self selected

and asked Yu, “what do you want to be in the future?” (not shown here). This topic

shift effectively terminated the team alliance that had emerged, and it was not

invoked again during the rest of the discussion. This example demonstrated that

simply registering disagreement is not sufficient to sustain a team alliance—it is

important to have substantive disagreement turns as they are necessary for the team

talk to progress.

Unsustained Team Alliance 3

In the next example, two teams were clearly visible, but the team talk did not

progress because one of the teams did not participate. The active team made several

attempts to assist the other team to engage with them. Some of this discussion was

already closely examined in Chapter 6 under Collaborated Co-completions, where
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two students, Hana and Misa, exhibited highly coordinated verbal and nonverbal

actions as they tried to get their points across. Because the strong alignment of these

two students was well documented previously, emphasis is placed on the actions of

the opposing team. The topic of the discussion was international marriage, and a

photo of the group is provided here.

2 R oo :

Figure 232. Big love. Gro‘up

The same transcript from Chapter 6 is provided here and has been relabeled, Excerpt

9-6.

Excerpt 9-6.Team alliance (Big love)

4 A;~> Hana: ah:: you: you two said ((gesture to

5 Naoki and Kengo)) (1.4) in international

6 Tmarriage (1.1) n: if there is: (0.4)

7 Tlove (0.3) big |love (0.5) we ((gazed to Naoki)) can:

8 ((gaze to Misa, both hands revolving around each other))
9 Misa:  °un® ((Japanese for “yes” or acknowledgement token))
10 (0.4)

11 Hana: we can ((upward word search gaze))
12 0.2)

13 Misa: go::[:]

14 Hana: [go::]

15 (0.5)

16 Misa:  a[::ll:]
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17 Hana:
18

19

20

21 Misa:
22

23 Naoki:
24

25 Hana:
26

27 B;~> Naoki:
28 B,~> Kengo:
29 Misa:
30

31 Hana:
32

33 Hana:
34 Misa:
35 B;~> Naoki:
36

[°1I°] through (0.4) go on and
go through (0.3) every (1.1) problem
((gaze shifted to Naoki)) every (0.3) hardship
(0.9)
on:
0.2)
yes::
(0.8)
yes:
0.1)
yes: ((nodding))
yes (0.1) y[es: ((smiling, gazing to Ryu)) hhh]

[why do you ]
think [so? ]
[think s0?]
0.2)
could you expl[ain?]
[uh:uh]
((silent laugh, put his hand over his eyes))
(1.3)

37 B,~> Kengo: eh::

This is a summary of the pattern in Excerpt 9-6:

Speaker A;
Speaker B;
Speaker B;
Speaker A;
Speaker B;
Speaker B;

Hana:  formulation you two said

Naoki: confirmation yes

Kengo: confirmation yes

Hana:  question why do you think so?

Naoki:  non-response silent laughter, hand over eyes
Kengo: non-response minimal vocalization

Hana made two teams visible: she and Misa shared the same position, and when she

gestured to Kengo and Naoki, she designated them as the other team. When she
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asked them to defend their position, Naoki did not give a verbal response (line 35).

Instead he laughed silently and put his hand over his eyes. In line 37, Kengo made a

vocalization, “eh::,” a clear hesitation marker. Figure 9-7 is a photo of the group

taken at the beginning of line 35.

Figure 233. Line 35: Naoki: (silent laugh, covering face)

There was a long gap of 8.4 seconds as Hana and Misa waited for Naoki or Kengo to

respond. The continuation of the interaction is in Excerpt 9-7.

Excerpt 9-7. Team alliance (Big love)

36 (8.4)

37 Kengo: °hhhehe naze (xxxx)° ((head tilted)) ((naze is “why” in Japanese))
38 4.2)

39 ((Hana head and gaze shifted to Naoki; all
40 gazed to Naoki))

41 A,~> Misa:  love (0.3) support (0.4) you: (0.7)

42 lright (0.4) you u:m (0.5) each

43 Tother (0.4) support (0.5)

44 A;~> Hana: 1think if there is a big |love

45 (2.1) uh: the culcha: (0.2)

46 if the culcha is (0.3) | different

47 (0.7) the two::: (1.2) the love of
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48 the two: became (0.5) weakah: hh
49 (0.9) weak ((gazed to Misa))

When Kengo responded, he began with a quiet laugh and spoke in Japanese

beginning with “naze” (Japanese for “why”), registering receipt of Hana’s question;

the rest was inaudible. With the absence of a response from the other team, both

Misa and Hana tried to give them some assistance. Their turns are characterized as

follows:
Speaker A,  Misa: background assumption love supports each other, right?
Speaker A;  Hana: proffers own opinion if the culture is different, the love

becomes weaker

Misa and Hana’s options were somewhat constrained. Not receiving a response to

their turns, they were forced to supply their own responses or at least responses

related to the other team’s position.

In the continuation of the interaction, the next few turns are not provided

because Hana and Misa engaged in a collaborated word search, working closely

together as teammates. In Excerpt 9-8, Hana continued to elaborate on her previous

turn, and Kengo again failed to give a response.

Excerpt 9-8. Team alliance (Big love)

57 A;~> Hana: a:nd: (0.5) maybe: (0.4) the two:
58 (2.0) o:fte:n (2.1) often: (4.1)

59 ((gazed to Misa))
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60 Misa:  fight:
61 A;~> Hana: fight? (0.4) quo- tquarrel (0.7)

62 a::nd: (2.5) soo:n: (1.4) the lo::ve
63 (1.4) n:: (0.4) thuh- (0.5) the two::
64 will thi:nk (0.8) love ca:n't: (0.7)
65 solve (0.7) all |problem

66 Ryu:  ((nod))

67 (2.3)

68 Misa: n:::

69 (1.8)

70 Ryu:  °(xxxx)° ((gestured to Kengo to speak))
71 B,~> Kengo: °eh::: hehe® (xxxx xxxx) ((right hand
72 pinched bridge of nose))

73 (7.3)

A summary of Hana’s and Kengo’s turns reveal:

Speaker A; Hana: continuation of opinion  fighting; love can t solve problems
Speaker B, Kengo: non-response laughter; pinched bridge of nose

In Excerpt 9-9 Misa reformulated her previous turn to a direct question

providing an easier version to answer. Finally, Kengo delivered a relevant response.

Excerpt 9-9. Team alliance (Big love)
74 A,> Misa:  but: (0.4) do you think (1.2) um:::

75 (0.8) soh::lv-ih (0.3) thuh:: money
76 problem by love?
77 (3.2)

78 Misa:  yes?
79 B,~> Kengo: |yes

80 (1.8)
81 Kengo: hehe[hehe]
82 Misa: [so:]
83 (0.7)

84 Kengo: [eh::]h::
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85 A,~> Misa:
86

87 B,~> Kengo:
88

89

90 Hana:
91 Kengo:
92

93 B,~> Kengo:
9 Hana:
95 Misa:
96 Hana:
97

98 Misa:
99

100 B,—~>Kengo:

101

102 Kengo:
103 Misa:
104 Kengo:
105

[why:?]
(8.4)
lo:ve: iz: (2.2) more important:
(1.4) than (0.2) othah:
0.7)
hehehu[huhuhu]
[hehehe]
(1.0)
S0O: (0.9)
HEHUhu
m:::[:]
[m:]::
(1.0)
SO::
(1.3)
money iz no:t: important
(2.0
a::nd (2.4) c[ulcha:]
[m: ye:s:]
iz not important hh
(1.5)

The basic pattern of turns in Excerpt 9-9 is summarized here:

Speaker A;
Speaker B,
Speaker A;
Speaker B;
Speaker B;

question do you think solve the money problem by love?
answer  yes

question  why?

answer  love is more important than the other

elaboration SO money is not important, culture is not important

The discussion continued with Misa and Hana formulating Kengo’s answers,

receiving confirmation from him, and providing their own opinions when Kengo

offered no relevant responses. Naoki was never able to make a relevant response.
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This example highlighted the importance of relevant responses in the

formation and the maintaining of a team alliance. It also showed that despite

difficulties, one team can still create opportunities to display details of its own team

position. Team members can offer assistance not only to their own teammates, but

also to the other team’s members when assistance is called for. When a team alliance

is operating, it constrains responses in such a way that supporting the team’s position

takes priority over other responses. Despite the fact that the students in this

discussion faced serious difficulties in expressing themselves, it was still possible to

identify two discernible sides.

The Analysis of a Sustained Team Alliance

In order for a team alliance to be formed and sustained, the members of a

group must actively orient to affiliating with one or more people and distancing

themselves from others. According to Kangasharju (1996, 2002), these alliances are

brought into being systematically. She found that alliances in institutional meetings

are often formed after topic and sequence initial turns that are matter-of-fact

statements, stancetakings, or proposals (2002, p. 1467). Disagreement—invoking

turns share structural, functional, and lexical characteristics (p. 1451), and, as
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described previously, oppositional or team alliance interactions generally follow a

basic sequential pattern. After the sequence-initial turn, the first and second

dissenting turns are often produced quickly with no delay and with few mitigations,

as is typical of agreement sequences.

Common affiliating devices include repetitions of prior turns, assertions of

agreement (I think so), agreement tokens (yeah), upgraded assessments,

collaborative co-completions, anticipatory completions, elaborations of another

speaker’s turn, and nonlinguistic means such as smiles, laughter, gaze, nods, facial

expression, and body posture. Disaffiliating or distancing devices include challenges,

questions, dispreferred markers, non-responses, and the declination of laughter.

Devices that can be used for either affiliation or disaffiliation include formulations,

demonstratives, pro terms, and non-linguistic responses.

Once a team alliance emerges, the participation framework is affected. The

options of team members might become more restricted toward opposing the other

team and prioritizing one’s own team. Kangasharju (1996) notes that the relationship

between speakers and recipients during team talk differs from dyadic interactions in

the following ways: (a) a participant can be addressed as a team; (b) a participant

can act as a representative, or participants can speak in consecutive turns as an
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association; (c) a speaker can confer with another member as to the relevance of an

association; and (d) a non-member can orient to and refer to the association as an

entity (p. 292).

In the following episode, many of the features outlined by Kangasharju

(1996, 2002) were also present. Given the novice level of the participants, the

development of the issues were somewhat limited; however, the affiliation and

distancing devices were clearly discernible. In terms of affiliation, students

displayed clear agreement with teammates, utilized numerous nonverbal devices

(e.g., smiles, nods, gaze, and touching), relied on laughing together, and asked and

offered each other assistance. In terms of disaffiliation, the students presented

challenges, used dispreferred markers, and sometimes declined to participate in

shared laughter. In addition, students were able to effectively use pro terms to

emphasize affiliation and disaffiliation with their teams.

The topic of the group discussion was international marriage, and the photo

of the group is provided again in Figure 234.
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Figure 234. No Giving up. Group

In this discussion it became clear early on that Teru and Yu believed that

international marriage was problematic; only later did Saya and Miho display the

fact that they were in favor of international marriage. At the beginning of the

discussion, Yu explained his stance—he thought international marriage was not easy.

Excerpt 9-10. Team alliance (No giving up)

1 Yu: ah:: I think (0.6) international

2 marriage is NOT: (0.4) 's::h: (0.4)

2a Saya:  ((left hand to mouth, covered smile at “NOT”))

3 eh:: (0.2) so |easy

4 (2.1)

5 Miho: not easy?=

6 Yu: =not |easy°= ((nod))

7 Miho: =uh::: (0.2) why:? (0.2) not easy.
8 (0.3)

After Yu made his stance clear, there was a 2.1-second gap, and Miho responded

with a partial repetition of Yu’s turn, “not easy,” delivered with a rising intonation.

Yu recognized this as a question and responded with no gap, saying softly, “not
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casy.” “Easy” was delivered with a falling pitch, and he nodded as he delivered his

line. As noted earlier, according to research, assessments regularly make an

agreement or disagreement relevant at the next turn (C. Goodwin & M. Goodwin,

1992; Pomerantz, 1984a). When Miho hesitated and did not offer either agreement

or disagreement, it can be seen as a possible display of an incipient disagreeing

stance.

After Yu’s response in line 6, Miho had another opportunity to display her

stance; however, again this was not forthcoming. Instead she began with a stretched

hesitation marker followed by the question “why:?” She then added the increment,

“not easy,” which was delivered with a falling intonation. According to Koshik

(2003) wh-questions can be used to challenge a prior utterance and, in effect, show a

negative stance. However, at this point, Miho’s stance was still ambiguous.

In Excerpt 9-11, Yu struggled in trying to answer Miho’s question making: 2

stretched hesitation markers, 6 intraturn pauses ranging from 0.4 to 3.2 seconds long,

and 2 repairs.

Excerpt 9-11. Team alliance (No giving up)

9 Yu: eh::: (3.2) °to° (0.4) °eh::°

10 (3.2) .h the::y (0.6) the:y (1.8)

11 Saya: ((suppressed smile, hand to mouth in 3.2-second pause))
12 Yu: are difference: (0.8) |religion ((3 nods))

13 0.4)
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14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Miho: [ah:]
Yu: [maybe] maybe ((5 nods))

(1.2)

Miho:  °ah[::]° ((nod))

Yu: [°and-u:°] (0.3) and-u ma- (0.3)
v- value of sense is different
0.7)

Miho: aHA[HAAH]:::

Teru: [n::]::

Yu: ((smiles, four nods as Miho responded))
(0.5)

In line 11, Saya pursed her lips in suppressing a smile, and her left hand came up to

her mouth. Her action is captured in Figure 235.

Figure 235. Line 11 Saya: (suppressing smile)

In line 12 Yu came to a point at which his turn was possibly complete and a

transition to the next speaker was relevant. However, no one selected a turn until 0.4

seconds later when Miho gave a receipt token both verbally and nonverbally (lines

14 and 17). In lines 18-19, Yu, in slight overlap with Miho’s receipt response, gave
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another reason why he thought international marriage was not easy—that the couple’s

values would be different. After a 0.7-second gap, Miho responded first with a

receipt token that turned into laughter, but it retained its receipt quality. Yu smiled

and nodded during her receipt-mixed-with-laughter.

Teru had not entered the discussion yet. While Yu was speaking his gaze was

to his left and downward where it stayed until it shifted toward Yu just as Yu uttered

his second “the:y.” Teru’s gaze then went up briefly to his left, returned to a forward

position and then shifted slightly down, where it stayed until Yu said, “different.”

Then Teru smiled and his mouth opened and closed two times as Miho gave her

receipt-mixed-with-laughter. He made two slight nods, his mouth opened slightly,

and this brought him to his turn in line 25. Research has shown that speakers often

show visible signs of preparation to speak by displaying incipient facial expression,

lip movement, body movement, gaze shift, coughs, and inbreaths (Carroll, 2005; M.

Goodwin & C. Goodwin, 1986; Schegloff, 1996b). Thus, rather than being

inattentive, Teru was displaying preparation for taking the next possible turn.

Excerpt 9-12 began with Teru’s turn.

Excerpt 9-12. Team alliance (No giving up)

25 Teru:  yes (0.2) | th(h)ink-u (0.2) I think
26 so: (0.7) eh: so eh:: (0.9) I thi:nk
27 (1.0) e- l also (0.3) a-nah- I do(h)n't
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28 hehe agr(h)ee: (0.4) e-

29 international |ma[rr(h)iage] ((turned to Miho))
30 Saya: [hhh-hh]

31 Miho:  ((silent laugh, head down towards lap))

32 0.4)

Teru opened his turn with an expression of agreement (line 25) saying, “yes,

| think-u | think so:” (pause deleted). Going back several lines it seemed the most

likely candidate for this agreement response was Yu’s lines 18-19. There was

support for this in Yu’s nonverbal behavior. He nodded just after Teru said “yes,”

nodded again just after “I th(h)ink-u”, and made a slighter nod after “I think so:.”

This was evidence that Teru had aligned with Yu. Teru made his stance clear using

the epistemic marker, “I think,” in three forms. He had great difficulty as seen by the

many hesitations, cutoffs, and seven intraturn pauses. His laughing voice responded

to Saya and Miho’s nonverbal actions, which are included in the expanded transcript

of Excerpt 9-12a. The additional lines marked by arrows and letters (a, b, c, d)

document the detailed embodied actions.

Excerpt 9-12a. Team alliance (No giving up)
25 Teru:  yes (0.2) I th(h)ink-u (0.2) I think

26 so: (0.7) eh: so eh:: (0.9) I thi:nk

27 (1.0) e- I also (0.3) a-nah- I don't=

27a— Saya: ((began fo smile at “a-nah-‘ suppressed laugh
27b— when Teru said “I”; left hand covered mouth
27c— at Teru’s “dont”))

27d— Miho: ((smiled when Teru said “dont”))
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28 Teru:  =hehe a(h)gre(h)e: (0.4) e-=

28a — Saya: ((leaned forward at “agree”; suppressed laugh))

28b — Miho: ((bent forward, silent laughing when Teru said

28c — “a(h)gre(h)e: ”; gazed to Saya in 0.4-second pause))

29 Teru:  =international |ma(h)[rria(h)ge] ((turned to Miho))

29a — Saya: ((leaned far forward as Teru said “international”;

29b — left hand dropped to lap))

30 Saya: [hhh-h-h]

30a — Saya: ((as she returned back in chair, released outbreath/
suppressed laughter))

31 Miho:  ((silent laugh, head turned down to lap))

32 (0.4)

In Figures 236 and 237, Saya’s and Miho’s nonverbal actions can be seen. Note the
mutual gaze of Saya and Miho in Figure 236. In Figure 237, Saya leaned quite far
forward, and she and Miho gazed at Teru suppressing their laughter as he delivered

his turn while laughing.

Figure 236. Lines 28 Teru: hehe
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Figure 237. Line 29 Saya, Miho: (suppressing laughter); Teru: ma(h)rria(h)ge

In line 25, Teru said the first “I think-u” in a laughing voice, but after that he said the

second “I think so” without a smile, and he nodded while delivering it. During the

next few hesitation markers, his gaze moved upward and to a distant place indicating

a word search mode (Carroll, 2005; Goodwin, C. 1986). During this time the three

other students gazed at him in receipt mode. After hesitations, intraturn pauses, and

repairs, when Teru said the “so” in “also,” he smiled briefly. He struggled on with

another pause and another cutoff, at which point Saya began to smile and then

suppressed her laughter when Teru said “T don’t.” At “don’t” her left hand raised and

covered her mouth as she continued to suppress laughter. Just at “don’t” Miho began

to smile. She then bent over, suppressing her laughter, and at Teru’s “agree” she

turned to gaze at Saya as they both bent forward suppressing laughter. As Teru said

“international marriage” in a laughing voice, Miho and Saya were clearly laughing
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silently. In line 30, Saya’s vocalization was a mix of an outbreath and a suppressed

laugh.

Teru’s gaze was on Saya and Miho as they suppressed their silent laughter,

and his own laughing voice responded to their laughter. While Saya, Miho and Teru

were in laughter mode, Yu did not join in. He smiled slightly and nodded when Teru

said “agree,” made a slight nod at “international” followed by another nod at

“marriage.” His head went down and his eye gaze was downward at which point his

lips pressed together in what appeared to be a suppressed smile.

In these first 32 lines of the discussion, the students had started to align

themselves into two team alliances. Yu made his stance clear from the beginning,

and as he stated his case, there were gaze and body movements, along with

suppressed laughter from Saya and Miho. During this time Teru did not show his

stance nonverbally as he seemed to be in preparation-to-speak mode. However,

when he self selected a turn in line 25, he clearly aligned with Yu’s position.

Although it was not clear what stance Miho and Saya had on the topic, it was

apparent from the gazes between them in Excerpt 9-11 that they had aligned with

each other nonverbally. Yu chose not to align with them by not joining in with the
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laughter in Excerpt 9-12. His pursed lips and the hint of a smile gave evidence that

he was deliberately not going to take part.

In Excerpt 9-13, Teru added more support to his opinion.

Excerpt 9-13. Team alliance (No giving up)
33 Teru:  eh:: (1.1) for exampu:l:

34 Saya:  °hhh° ((covered mouth, leaned forward))
35 Teru: eh:
36 (0.8)

37 Miho: thihh ((is bent over, tapped Saya's lap))

38 Saya:  °hhh° ((still covering mouth with left hand))

39 Miho: -HH (xxxxx) ((sat up, right hand covered face))

40 Teru:  1: (0.5) eh: (1.1) if eto: ((Japanese hesitation marker))
41 Yu: °hh° ((gazed up, pursed lips, gazed back to Teru))

42 (1.8)
43 Teru:  each otha: (0.6) eh: is different-o
44 (0.5) |language (0.3) so (0.5) eh:

45 Saya:  ((left hand went down to lap at “eh:”))

46 Teru:  (2.5) they (0.1) they don't (0.3)

47 Saya:  ((began to laugh, brought hand to mouth at 1* “they”))
48 Teru:  they [don't] communicate each other (0.7)

49 Saya: [kh] ((left hand covered cough; gaze
50 was down; hand dropped to lap; nodded after “other”))
51 Teru:  very much:

Figures 238 and 239 captured Miho touching Saya as they shared mutual laughter.
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Figure 239. Line 37 Miho: (hand tapped Saya’s lap)

As Teru spoke, Miho and Saya’s laughs became more audible, though they sounded
more like constrained inbreaths and outbreaths. In line 37, Miho tapped Saya’s lap
while her head was still bent. The close personal distance and touching support the
claim that they were close team alliance members. Their body language later
displayed vigorous laughter which they tried to restrain. Saya was covering her
mouth from line 34 to the end of line 44, and her body shook with silent laughter.

Miho covered her face in line 39, looked through her fingers towards Teru when he
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said “eto:” (a Japanese hesitation marker) in line 40, then bent her head down while

still covering her face. Just before Teru said “different-o” in line 43, she brushed her

hair and then put her hand down. It was only from line 45 that everyone became

serious, and Miho and Yu gazed at Teru.

Saya was not successful in keeping a straight face. In line 45 her hand

returned to her lap, but it came up again as she began to laugh just before Teru’s first

“they.” In line 49 she coughed, her hand still over her face, as she kept her gaze

down. Her cough served to cover her incipient laugh. In essence, then, for most of

his turn, Teru was directing his speech to two recipients who were hiding their faces

and not making eye contact. This can be seen in Figure 240.

Yu, on the other hand, kept his gaze mostly on Teru, and he nodded after

29 ¢¢

“each otha:,” “different-0,” (line 43), “language,” “so” in line 44, “each other” in
line 46 and “very much” in line 49. As in Excerpt 9-11, he resisted joining in the
laughter. In line 37 he smiled and bit his lower lip, and in line 41 he pursed his lips,

then looked upward, but there was still a smile on his face until he directed his gaze

back to Teru. These suggest that he was working to refrain from laughing.
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Figure 240. Line 43 Teru: (just after “each otha™)

In this excerpt Miho and Saya shared eye gaze, laughter, and similar body

positions, which all served to display their alignment to each other. Yu resisted

joining in the group laughter and gave Teru serious attention, eye contact, and many

nods. Teru and Yu’s team alliance in both content and behavior was clearly

displayed.

In Excerpt 9-14, the team alliances were made even clearer.

Excerpt 9-14. Team alliance (No giving up)

52 Saya: KHhhm ((cough))

53 Miho: oh::::: ((turned toward Saya))

54 Saya: khm ((began to smile but coughed; left hand

55 covered mouth))

56 Miho: dooshiyo? ((Japanese for “what shall I/we do?”))
57 Yu: >we think so<

58 (0.5)

59 Yu: °we thin-° thh ((head tilted at “thh” smiling))
60 (0.3)

61 Teru:  do [you think] so?

62 Miho: [e:]

63 (1.2)
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64 Miho: Idon't think so: -hHEHEH

65 (0.3)

66 Saya:  °ee® ((slight nod)) ((Japanese for “yes”))
67 Miho: HEhehe

68 0.4)

As seen at the end of Excerpt 9-13, Saya was still working on refraining from

laughing (lines 49-50). In line 52 she coughed (without covering her mouth) and in

line 54 she began to laugh, but quickly covered her mouth and coughed. Her gaze

was still not directed to Teru. On the other hand, Miho had been making eye contact

with Teru until line 53 when she began a receipt token that she stretched. Her gaze

retracted and moved slowly toward Saya. At line 56 she said “dooshiyo?”, which can

be roughly translated as “what shall I/we do?” By gazing directly at Saya, it

appeared that she was asking for assistance. Japanese is a null-subject language,

which permits the lack of an explicit subject. Thus, it was ambiguous whether Miho

was asking Saya what she (Miho) should do OR if she was evoking an inclusive, in

other words, what should the two of them (Miho and Saya) do. However, the

utterance underscores that Miho had aligned herself with Saya.

In lines 57-61, both Yu and Teru made continued eye contact with Miho and

Saya. In line 57 Yu said quickly, “we think so.” No one else took a turn and he self

selected and said softly, “we thin-" followed by an outbreath, which sounded like a
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laugh token. He delivered this with a smile, his head tilted to the right. The cutoff,

the outbreath + laugh token and the head tilt together indicated that he was not

successful in completing this turn. It was unclear if Teru recognized the trouble

source and was offering a repair, or if he was simply pursuing a response from Miho

and Saya by asking “do you think so?” or he was doing both.

Yu’s use of “we” in lines 57 and 59 was important. According to Sacks

(1992) and Watson (1987) a personal pronoun is not simply a grammatical element

replaceable by a noun, but it can have a range of possible meanings. The particular

local meaning in naturally occurring talk can be ascertained by a close examination

of the sequential placement of the pronoun, and this provides clues as to how it is

being made interactionally relevant by the speakers.

In this discussion, Yu used “I”” in “I think” in line 1, contrasted with “we” in

“we think” in lines 57 and 59. At the outset he showed ownership of the opinion

given in Excerpt 9-11. In the same way, when Teru first introduced an opinion, he

used “I think” (lines 25-27). By line 57, both Yu and Teru had shown their stance

and provided support for it. Yu then transformed the relevant co-present players

from being individual members, into at least one collectivity, signified by the use of
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“we.” This was evidence that a team alliance with two members, Yu and Teru, had

been made relevant.

Teru took it one step further. He addressed Miho and Saya, perhaps as

individual members or as a collectivity, and posed the question, “do you think so?”

The use of “we” can have either an affiliative or a distancing effect (Watson, 1987).

It was clearly affiliative in relation to Yu, but at this point in the discussion, it was

not clear which effect “we” would create for Miho and Saya.

In line 64 Miho responded, “I don’t think so,” and she laughed. Saya aligned

with Miho’s stance by nodding slightly and saying, “ee” softly in line 66. In

Japanese the interjection “ee” means “yes,” and it can show either agreement or

acknowledgement. It was notable that Miho answered Teru’s question using “I,”

which indicated that she was not acting as a member of a team alliance, but acting as

an individual.

Before continuing, it is important to make a few points about laughter, and

also why Saya and Miho began the discussion with suppressed laughter. Research

shows that laughter is a meaningful interactional device, which is organized and has

sequential consequences (Glenn, 1995; Jefferson, Sacks & Schegloff, 1987). A

distinction is made between laughing at and laughing with (Glenn, 2003) based on
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four key turns: the laughable, the first laugh, the (possible) second laugh, and

subsequent activities. The speaker of a laughable designates a co-present member as

the butt. If there is a first laugh by another participant, followed by still another

participant (second laugh), then this constitutes a laughing at. Laughing at can be

transformed to laughing with if the butt joins in the laughter or invites more

opportunities for laughter. Laughter can be quite powerful and can serve to display

affiliation or disaffiliation. In this environment, the alignment of participants is

subject to change depending upon a moment-to-moment negotiation and

renegotiation of the unfolding activity. This transformation can happen either in an

instant or over a longer series of turns (Glenn, 1995).

In the student discussion, Saya made the first visible sign of incipient

laughter in Excerpt 9-10, line 2a, when Yu was making his first point. Yu did not

provide an invitation for laughter, and the only clue on the videorecording for why

Saya was about to laugh was that at the time the camera was being switched on, all

the members laughed briefly before beginning the discussion. Saya’s suppressed

smile was connected to this initial group laughter and not linked to Yu’s turn. In all

the other videorecordings in this study, it was not uncommon for students to laugh

before starting their discussion. They were reacting to the fact that the situation was
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unusual: they were being videotaped, plus they were in a different setting, and they

were sitting in a different arrangement than usual. Saya was orienting to this

situation where all members knew they were expected to “perform.”

Then in Excerpt 9-11, line 11, Saya again suppressed a smile with her hand

to her mouth, while Yu was giving his first reason. In Excerpt 9-12a, line 25, when

Teru said, “also” he smiled on the second syllable. This functioned as an invitation

for laughter to Saya, who was already predisposed to laughter. Then in line 27a-c,

Saya began to exhibit clear laughter behavior while Teru was speaking, and Miho

subsequently joined in the laughter. By now a chain of suppressed laughter had been

enacted where the next incidence of laughing was tied to the previous one. This

escalated and by Excerpt 9-13, Saya and Miho were making hearable laughter

tokens, were physically doubled over and covering their faces as Teru continued

speaking. By then Yu and Teru had become the butt—or perhaps, the team alliance of

Yu and Teru—was the butt.

However, in lines 25 and 28 Teru spoke with a laughing voice and laughter,

and this mitigated the action such that it was no longer simply a laughing-at activity.

Teru made a clear effort to pursue the topic, a response that was effective in the

termination of laughter (Jefferson, 1972). His laughing voice and laughter tokens
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might have acted as an invitation for laughter extending the chain of Saya’s and

Miho’s laughter. Lack of laughter from Yu supported the Yu-Teru team alliance,

although the total lack of laughter from one participant while all others are laughing

can trigger more laughter.

The shared laughter between Saya and Miho made their membership in a

team alliance quite evident. This laughing-with action was serving to increase their

affiliation, while at the same time creating a distancing effect in terms of the already

formed team alliance of Teru and Yu. Saya’s and Miho’s laughter began as

suppressed smiles and glances, but it escalated into uncontrolled silent and

suppressed laughter with exaggerated body movements. According to Jefferson et al.

(1987), laughing at the same time and laughing in the same way can have “an

especially strong affiliative import” (p. 195). Laughing at the same time can become

an accessory activity (Jefferson et al., 1987) “performed as a way to arrive at some

specifiable outcome” (p. 159). One clear outcome for Saya and Miho was affiliation

and the strengthening of the Saya-Miho team alliance. Laughter was clearly a useful

and effective device for participants.
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Returning to the analysis of the student discussion, Saya tried to explain her

position in Excerpt 9-15, but she struggled with many laughter tokens, hesitations,

repairs, and intraturn pauses.

Excerpt 9-15. Team alliance (No giving up)

69 Saya:  for exampul:

70 Miho: oa:

71 Saya: hehe (0.7) eh (2.2) ti-hh ((left hand to mouth))
72 Miho: HEhehe

73 (0.6)

74 Miho: di-

75 Saya: Islam (0.6) izu (1.6) e:uh: (0.4)
76 iz-ih difficult but

77 (4.8)

78 Teru:  but=

79 Saya: =but

80 (2.8)

81 Saya: hhe li:ve? (0.5) not li:v-ih ((hand waved as
82 if to erase)) (0.7) | believe

83 (0.9)

84 Saya: hehe

85> Miho: AHaha[Hh:]
86 Teru: [ah-u:]
87 (0.8)

88 Miho: [ah:]

89 Saya: [okay?]

90 (1.3)

91 Miho: HHe[hehe]

92 Yu: [hehe]

93 > Miho: uchi ga tsuite imasu ((Japanese for “I’m with you™))
94 (1.6)

95 Miho: e:t:

96 (2.7)

97 Miho: EH::?
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98

99 Yu:
100

101 Saya:
102

103 Yu:
104 Saya:
105

106 - Miho:
107 Saya:
108

109 Saya:
110

111 Yu:
112

113 > Miho:
114

115 Saya:

In Excerpt 9-15, all members gave Saya serious attention as she tried to explain her

opinion. What was notable was that despite Saya’s great difficulties, Miho showed

that she understood her. In line 85, Miho’s response was, “AHahaHh::,” a clear

change-of-state token (Heritage, 1984a); in line 93, she said in Japanese “uchi ga

tsuite imasu” (roughly translated, “I’m with you”); in line 106, she made another

change-of-state response “AH::”; and finally, in line 113, she made a collaborated

repair (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977) of Saya’s previous turns. This was

accepted and ratified by Saya in line 115. The fact that Miho understood Saya and

was able to clarify her opinion to Teru and Yu showed that the two (Miho and Saya)

(5.2)

°m::°

(7.5)

ea:.ch-i  (2.2) °he-?° each |other
(2.2)

((nod))

mo::re (3.4) un:der (0.3) s:ta:nd
(2.0)

AH::=

=eh::: (1.5) |religion

(3.4)

so(h)::: (0.8) so::: (1.3) | marriage
(1.2)

°so: |marriage ah:uh::°

(2.9)

they should (0.1) make a |effort
(0.8)

huhu ((nod))
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were collaboratively working in a team alliance. This collaborative work was also

evidenced by Saya requesting help from Miho in line 89 when she said, “okay?”

This sequence demonstrated that the students were able to successfully

engage in an oppositional team alliance sequence. This interactionally organized

activity required the participation of each of the individual students to align

themselves into team alliances and to produce oppositional team talk with a

recognizable sequential order. As Kangasharju (2002) points out, in a team alliance a

participant can act as a representative of the team, and in this case, Miho spoke on

behalf of Saya when she repaired one of Saya’s arguments—an example of a good

teammate. In the final turn, rather than simply giving up or resorting to total silence,

Saya came up with a Japanese discourse marker and laughter to effectively

accomplish her part of the teamwork.

Summary of Team Alliance Devices in the Data

The analysis of this episode of novice language learners demonstrated how

team alliances can form and be made relevant as the discussion unfolded. There

were a number of ways that the alignment along team alliance lines were realized

and maintained.
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10.

Ratifying a turn made by a teammate

Utilizing nods, mutual gaze, closer personal distance, and touching

Laughing together and laughing in the same way

Asking for and gaining help from a team alliance member

Demonstrating the ability to understand a teammate despite lexical and

grammatical difficulties

Speaking on behalf of a teammate

Utilizing a wh-question challenging an opposing team alliance

Declining to laugh in the face of laughter from others

Using the basic sequential pattern of disagreement with an oppositional team

Deploying pro terms, such as, 1, you, and we in order to produce an inclusive or

an excluding effect

From the very beginning of the student discussion, the team alliance lines began to

be drawn. Yu was very clear with his stance, but Miho delayed her disagreement

until line 64, and she only made her stance clear after being directly asked, “do you

think so?”” by Teru in line 61. When they first gave their opinions, Yu and Teru both

used “I,” but by lines 57 and 59, they began to use “we.” Miho and Saya’s use of

nonverbal actions and laughter had affiliative outcomes, and Saya heavily relied on
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Miho for assistance in making herself understood. The two team alliances were in

strong contrast in terms of the presence or absence of laugh particles and laughing

behavior, and both types served to strengthen each team alliance’s affiliation.

By examining closely the turn-by-turn sequences in this episode, it was

possible to find clear evidence of the emergence of team alliances and the actions

employed to sustain them. Many of the affiliating and distancing devices

documented by Kangasharju (1996, 2002) were present and were utilized effectively

despite the fact that students possessed very limited lexical and grammatical

resources. Team alliance members compensated for this by utilizing nonverbal

actions and numerous non-linguistic devices. It was through the unfolding of the

sequential turns that the team alliances were oriented to and made relevant by the

participants themselves. Their knowledge of how to express both agreement and

disagreement were clearly important in order to make the team alliance visible and

significant.

Chapter Summary

In the multi-person context there is always the potential for individuals to

align themselves into collectivities or associations depending upon the issues raised,

the turns that are constructed by the members, and the goals of the group whether
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they are institutional or individual. This chapter demonstrated that the formation of

oppositional teams or team alliances is systematic. Through the unfolding of turns,

members orient to and make relevant the team alliance, and once these associations

become visible, the participation framework is also subject to change. Individuals

have the authority to speak for a group rather than just for themselves, and the

sequence and type of turns are also affected. Differences between the sub-groups are

emphasized in order to challenge or question an opposing side, while advancing and

strengthening the team’s position.

This chapter provided an overview of the research on team alliances and

presented the basic pattern of sequential turns in the formation of team or

oppositional alliances. The examination of the cases in the study where a team

alliance was potentially possible, but not successfully realized or sustained

highlighted the importance of substantive disagreement turns toward members

holding a different position and clear and quick responses of support and agreement

to like-minded members. The examples in this chapter provided clear evidence that

some students understood that forming collaborative teams was useful, while others

did not recognize the fact that, even with language difficulties, it was possible to

employ simple devices to become a team member.
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This was clearly illustrated by the example of one sustained team alliance

found in the data of the study. Through close analysis of part of the group’s

discussion, ten interactional and linguistic devices were identified that were utilized

by students who, in fact, had extreme difficulties with the language. Despite lexical

and grammatical obstacles, they were successful in making the team alliance

relevant by relying heavily on their interactional resources. When the team alliances

became visible, it facilitated the interaction because turns could be directed to a

group rather than to individuals, and the expected responses were more constrained

in team talk. The shared actions of the students were also clearly visible highlighting

the importance of mutual understanding for successful team work.

In Conversation Analysis, it is not as important to focus upon the language

that participants use. It is more important to focus on the social organization of the

particular interaction. The analysis in the current study revealed that the group

members oriented to sub-groups in their talk, demonstrating that the team alliance is

a consequential and meaningful social unit in these novice level small group

discussions.
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CHAPTER 10

LEARNER DEVELOPMENT AND DISAGREEMENT

In recent years researchers have begun to focus on how language learners

construct disagreement turns and argumentative sequences. Evidence suggests that

there are developmental stages in learning to express disagreement (Bardovi-Harlig

& Salsbury, 2004; Dippold, 2011; Pekarek Doehler, & Pochon-Berger, 2011). These

studies have been made in different languages and in different learning contexts. In

one study, university-level English as Second Language (ESL) students in the U.S.

interacted with native English speakers, and in another study, English speakers

learning German interacted in pairs with other learners of German. In the third study,

two different age and proficiency levels of foreign language learners of French

interacted with each other. The first study was a one year longitudinal study

(Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury, 2004), and the other two were cross-sectional studies.

In this chapter a general overview of the three studies is provided followed

by a comparison of general differences between these studies and the current study.

Although it is a departure from Conversation Analysis practice to create a frequency

count of the disagreements produced by the learners, a tally was made to get a
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general idea of what the students in the current study were able to do in comparison
with the French learners at the lower intermediate level. This frequency count is
being used strictly as a heuristic and not to draw any conclusions, as interactions
must always be investigated within the local context from which it is a part. The
chapter ends with comments about the research and the implications of these

findings.

Three Studies of the Development of Disagreement

Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004) conducted a longitudinal study of ESL
learners interacting with native speakers during two types of activities: picture-based
elicitation tasks and open-ended conversations. The study was designed to follow
pragmatic development during oppositional talk over one-year. At first the students
expressed strong disagreement with the frequent use of the word, “no” and without
the use of agreement elements. With time they learned to elaborate their
disagreements in several ways. First, they used more words to construct the
disagreement turn. Second, agreement components began to be included in their
disagreements. Third, the disagreement was pushed further into the disagreement

turn. Finally, the disagreement was delayed and expressed through multiple turns.
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The researchers reported on three representative students: a conservative

learner, a risk taker and a fast learner. Although all the learners progressed at

different rates, the general trend was similar. Their disagreement sequences tended

to be more elaborated with time, and they all developed an

agreeing-before-disagreeing strategy. Grammar, pragmatics, and turn organization

did not progress evenly and in tandem. One student’s pragmatic sense developed

faster than her grammar, and this, in turn, influenced the acquisition of the turn

organization needed to express disagreement effectively. Another student made rapid

progress in both grammatical and pragmatic development, and he showed the

greatest advances in the acquisitional stages of disagreement turn management.

Dippold (2011) conducted a cross-sectional study of three proficiency groups

of second language learners of German: first-year, second-year, and final-year

university students. The final-year students had all lived for one year in a

German-speaking country. Unlike the previous study, there were no native speakers

participating. The student dyads were given a discussion guestion related to

university life, and they were asked to rank four different options to address the

issue before beginning the discussions. The students at the lower level of proficiency

rarely went beyond the core adjacency pair. In contrast, the higher level, students
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demonstrated that they could elaborate their arguments by utilizing insertion

sequences and post-sequences. Because argumentative discourse is potentially

face-threatening, Dippold claims that the expansion of the argument sequences

served as a means for students to do facework. Going beyond the work of Brown

and Levinson (1987) she maintains that quality face (to be positively evaluated) and

identity face (to maintain social position and selfhood) were involved in these

argumentative sequences.

In Dippold’s study students constructed disagreements in four ways: (1)

expressing disagreement without the preceding element of agreement; (2) partial

agreement prefacing the disagreement; (3) partial repetition of the previous

speaker’s turn as a preface to disagreement; and (4) the use of token agreements

(“yes, but” or “ja aber”) as a preface to disagreement. Unlike Bardovi-Harlig and

Salsbury’s study (2004), these four types of disagreement were used by all three

proficiency levels, although as Dippold noted, this might be due to the fact that her

study was cross-sectional while the Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury study was

longitudinal.

Nevertheless, there were clear differences between the levels. The word

count for the lower proficiency students was significantly lower than the higher
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proficiency level. Conditionally relevant turns were often missing for the lower-level

students, and these students often raised a new topic in place of the expected turns.

This gave the appearance of a lack of commitment to their opinions. The lower-level

students tended to lexicalize ja aber (yes, but), and this meant they were using them

simply as token agreements. By frequently relying on ja aber to introduce

disagreement, their turns tended to lack cohesion with the speaker’s previous turns.

The lack of contextualization cues to signal or highlight forthcoming disagreement

also contributed to the general lack of cohesion in the argument sequences. There

was evidence that lower level students were able to use agreement components to

mitigate the disagreement, but they did not use them strategically to sharpen and

strengthen their disagreements.

Dippold found that the two higher groups utilized fewer token agreements

than the lower group, and they made partial agreements tying them locally to the

previous speaker’s turn. To some extent they were able to use agreement

components to make a contrast with the forthcoming disagreement, sharpening and

strengthening their own argument. However, there were not many cases where they

were able to use their interlocutors’ turns against them in order to strengthen their

own argument. In general, these higher level groups exhibited more disagreement
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strategies and more elaboration in their argument sequences than the lower level

group.

Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger (2011) conducted a cross-sectional

study of learners of French as a foreign language interacting with each other. The

researchers compared two groups of French language learners: one group was

composed of lower-intermediate learners at the lower secondary level and the other

group included advanced learners at the upper-secondary level. The first group’s

members were 13-14 year-olds who had taken four years of French, while the latter

group’s members were 17-18 year-olds and had taken eight years of French. The

researchers were specifically interested in empirically documenting learning, and

they opted for a focus on disagreement sequences for three reasons. First,

disagreements frequently occur in and outside the class. Second, disagreements are

interactionally dense providing opportunities for negotiation and controversy (p.

210). Third, disagreements are known to have clear sequential patterns in both

conversational and institutional contexts.

In this research study the differences between the lower- and higher-level

students occurred in four main areas:
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1. The turn architecture: the disagreement components were more frequently

turn-initial for the lower group and non-turn initial for the higher group. This

supports the findings of the two previous studies where for the more proficient

learners disagreement components were placed further back within the turn.

2. Articulation to source turn: for the lower group, the disagreement occurred more

often immediately adjacent to the source of the disagreement whereas for the higher

group, the disagreement was located more distally. Again this confirms the findings

of the two previous studies showing that the disagreement components tended to be

pushed further back in the turn and sometimes delayed over multiple turns.

3. Linguistic formatting: There were differences in the linguistic means of

expressing disagreement, with the occurrence of more hedging, clause-combinations

and format tying among the higher group. Format tying refers to a cohesive

mechanism that links the current turn to what was previously said through whole or

partial repetition of previous turns.

4. Discursive ‘thickness’: At the higher proficiency level, after the disagreement turn

there were more instances of accounts, explanations, examples, and other means to

support the argument.
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In addition to using Conversation Analysis in their study, Pekarek Doehler
and Pochon-Berger quantified the disagreements in order to construct an overall
picture of where the disagreements occurred within the turns and sequences of turns.
This, in fact, did provide a fairly clear picture of the distinct differences between the
two groups. The researchers cautioned, however, that the quantification taken by
itself does not give a wholly accurate account as it cannot show the particular
contexts which prompted each of the particular responses.

To summarize briefly, the lower group relied heavily on turn-initial
disagreements as these comprised 98.3% of the disagreement turns (n = 60), with
68.3% for the higher group (n = 60). Of these turn-initial disagreements, 75%
(turn-initial = 45) contained polarity markers (yes/no, si/non) for the lower group,
and this was 36.7% (turn-initial = 22) for the higher group. Clearly the more
advanced students used more varied methods of expressing disagreement. They
utilized the non-turn initial disagreement, meaning the “yes, but” pattern, 16.7%
(non-turn-initial = 10), while there were no occurrences of this form in the
disagreements of the less advanced group. Distal disagreements comprised 10%
(distal = 6) in the higher group, while again the lower group did not produce this

type at all.
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Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger confirmed their findings by comparing
the forms of disagreement produced by L; French speakers (n = 72) who were about
the same age and in a similar school context as the lower-intermediate L, group.
These L, lower secondary students constructed disagreement turns which were more
similar to those of the advanced L, learners than to those of the lower L, learners.
While the lower-level L, learners produced turn-initial disagreements 98.3% of the
time, in comparison, the upper-level L, learners employed them at the rate of 68.3%,
and the L; student rate was 73.6%. While the lower-level L, learners made no (0%)
non-turn initial disagreements, both the upper-level L, group and the L; group
produced them 16.7% of the time. For distal disagreements, the lower-level L, group
scored 0%, while for the higher-level L, group, it was 10% and the L, group, 4.2%.

This evidence strengthens the claim that there is indeed a developmental
process in terms of learning how to express disagreement effectively. The
researchers conclude that as learners progress, there is an increase in the methods of
expressing disagreement and an increase in the ability to elaborate. The advanced
learners are not simply replacing the techniques they know with new techniques;
instead their repertoire of how to disagree becomes more diversified, allowing them

to use different kinds of hedges, a variety of prefaces to the disagreement, and a
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more varied set of grammatical structures. The learners at the higher level can

manipulate the disagreement components utilizing sequential order, and they can

strengthen their arguments with exemplification, accounts, and explanations. They

also demonstrate that they can use the words or phrases of the previous speakers to

tie to their own arguments, and they can create something new from what had been

previously said. These learners become more adept at monitoring their interlocutor’s

turns, and thus become more able to project what will come next. In general, these

conclusions conform with the findings of the two previous studies.

“No” and “But” as Used by Learners

In general the novice language learners in the current study acted in similar

ways to the students in the low-level categories of the three previous research

studies. However, the most noticeable difference was that the students in the studies

by Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004) and Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger

(2011) utilized the turn-initial polarity markers of “yes/no” quite frequently. In

contrast, the students in the current study did not use them at all. An example of the

polarity marker “no” being used was taken from the Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury

study:
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(5) Bashir, 20-28, Month 2

Jill: See Arabic is hard

Bashir: No, not hard, not hard, you learn Germany,
it will be easy for you (p. 205)

Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger quantified this recurrence of turn-initial

polarity markers, showing that of all the disagreement sequences, the

lower-intermediate French students used negative polarity markers 75% of the time,

and the advanced level students used them 36.7% of the time.

When the students in the current study did not employ “yes/no” at all, it was

not because they did not have the polarity markers in their lexicon. Researchers of

Japanese culture and discourse have noted that the negative equivalent of “no” is

noticeably absent during acts of disagreement and refusals in both conversational

and institutional interactions in Japanese (Condon, 1983; Cushner & Brislin, 1996;

Ueda, 1974; Whitehill, 1990).

This noticeable contrast did not mean that there was a fundamental

difference between the groups of learners in the previous studies and the current

study. As Schegloff (2007) points out, the formal organization of sequences is of

primary concern, and action and interpretation are secondary. It is necessary to focus

on the sequential order and not make a hasty interpretation about the absence of a
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lexical item in this context. For the learners in this study, the negative lexical item

itself was dispreferred, and this fits squarely within the overall pattern of

disagreements being dispreferred. Having made this observation, we can pay special

attention to the words and actions that these students actually did employ.

In Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger’s study, the next most frequent use of

turn-initial disagreement turns was prefaced with “but” (mais). For the students in

this study, “but” was by far the most frequent way to express disagreement,

turn-initially as well as in other locations. Several examples of how the students

utilized “but” are provided here.

The first example was also cited in Chapter 7, (Disagreement and

Assessment, Excerpt 7-1), and it is relabeled Excerpt 10-1.

Excerpt 10-1. Use of “but” in disagreement (Animals in the country)
225 Nobu: .hhoh::: (0.5) country: is: dangerous:

226 (1.2)

227 — Shizu: m: but: I: wa:nt: to: live: (1.3) in the coun:try:.

Upon hearing about wild monkeys in the country, Nobu said, “oh country: is:

dangerous:” (pauses and inbreaths deleted). Shizu responded in disagreement, “but:

I: wa:nt: to: live: in the coun:try:” (pauses and hesitations deleted).
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Excerpt 10-2 is a good example of how frequently the lexical item, “but,”

was utilized in the same discussion. Three different speakers, Rumi, Etsu, and Miya,

used “but” in an argument exchange to signal an upcoming disagreement to the prior

turn. The topic of the discussion was cloning.

Excerpt 10-2. Use of “but” in disagreement (Clones)

62 A— Etsu:  sa:ve: existing [animal: an:d:] living thing
63 Rumi: [((2 nods))]

64 Miya: oh::: (2 (nods))

65 B— Rumi: ((5 nods)) but (1.1) iz (0.6) clo:ne:

66 (1.1) iz: unsafe: (0.4) a:nd: cann:ot: security
67 (1.6)

68 C— Miya: (gaze shifted from Etsu to Rumi))

69 m: [me too: me too: ]

70 Rumi: ((6 nods, gazed at Miya))

71 (1.2)

72 A— Etsu:  but (0.7) uh: (1.3) actually: (0.9) science

73 (0.4) iz: revolution

74 (0.6)

75 Rumi: ((3 nods))
76 C— Miya: oh: (1.1) but: (0.9) uh::: basic: co:ncept:
77 (0.5) iz: fall down:

Etsu’s argument (line 62) was that cloning can save endangered species. Rumi

countered this with, “but iz clo:ne: iz: unsafe: a:nd: cann:ot: security” (pauses

deleted). Miya ratified Rumi’s position saying “me too: me too:.” Etsu defended her

position saying, “but actually: science iz: revolution” (pauses deleted). Miya, who

427



had already positioned herself against Etsu, argued, “but: basic: co:ncept: iz: fall

down:.” The pattern of turns can be summarized in the following way:

Speaker A Etsu:  claim clones can save living things
Speaker B Rumi: disagreement  but cloning is not safe

Speaker C Miya: ratify B me too me too

Speaker A Etsu:  disagreement  but cloning is a scientific revolution
Speaker C Miya: disagreement  but a basic concept is flawed

This appears to show a team alliance forming, however, shortly after this exchange,

Etsu changed the topic, and the teams were no longer relevant. (This was similar to

the examples in Chapter 9, Unsustained Team Alliances.)

In Excerpt 10-3 the use of “but” did not occur directly after the turn to which

the disagreement was being addressed. This demonstrated that the placement of

“but” can be somewhat flexible and that intervening turns do not necessarily

obstruct the message. The students were discussing international marriage, and Su

said she was not in favor of it. She gave herself as an example stating that if she

married someone from a different country, she would not know some common

practices. In line 100, the word, “it,” referred to her lack of knowledge about the

other country.

Excerpt 10-3. Use of “but” in disagreement (Cheaper girl)
100 Su: everyone know it (0.5) I think it's

101 a big: |problem:

102 (0.5)
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103 Ryo:  %yeh ye:h° ((slight nod))
104 Aki:  °lah-° ((2 nods began at “I”")) agree

105 a[gree] ((4 nods))

106 Su: [what] about you? ((pointed to Miwa))
107 — Miwa: ah:: (0.2) but: (1.0) you can

108 speak |Japanese (0.6) so:: (0.5)

109 kh how about Japanese (1.0) uh::

110 Aki:  oh:hu[huhu]huh

111 Miwa [hh] |boy hehe

112 Aki:  [hehe]lhe

113 Su: [hehe ] tee::

114 (0.8)

115 °n:° (0.7) uh I: can't speak Japanese

After Su said, “I think it’s a big: problem,” in lines 100-101, Ryo made two receipt

tokens, Aki nodded and said he agreed, and Su selected Miwa as the next speaker. In

contrast to Ryu’s and AKki’s responses, Miwa contested Su’s turn, pointing out that

Su could speak Japanese. She then asked Su, “how about Japanese boy” (pauses and

laughter deleted). This was met with laughter, and in line 115, Su contradicted Miwa

saying, “l: can’t speak Japanese” (pauses and hesitations deleted). In this example,

Miwa chose to ignore Su’s question directed to her, taking control of the trajectory

of the discussion. By prefacing her turn with “ah:: but:,” she signaled that her turn

was one of disagreement.

In all of the discussions in this study, the lexical item, “but” was a high

frequency and a very versatile word. This compact word could be used turn initially,
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distally, or within a turn. As explained in Chapter 7, it can even be used as a

stand-alone device. In the data it fulfilled various functions: to signal a forthcoming

disagreement, to gain speakership, and to hold the rights to the speakership. It was

not surprising that it was well used by these students especially because they had

limited lexical resources.

Comparisons of Previous Research and the Current Study

In the studies by Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004), Dippold (2011) and

Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger (2011), it was generally the more advanced L,

learners who were able to push the disagreement component further back into the

turn. As Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury put it, the agree-before-disagree strategy must

be learned (p. 213) and it tends to be learned later. The lower-intermediate French

learners of Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger’s study did not produce any

non-turn initial disagreements, and they did not construct distal disagreements.

However, in the current study the students were able to construct a number of these

types of disagreement turns. Several good examples of agreeing before disagreeing

were analyzed in Chapter 7. (See the four examples under the

Agreement-before-disagreement section.) There were also examples of students
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producing distal disagreement. Two examples can be found in Chapter 7, the section

on Pursuing an Agreement Response. A general review of the transcripts might give

the impression that disagreements were distal only because these novice learners

took much time struggling to express themselves. However, detailed examination

showed their later turns were indeed closely related to previous turns. Excerpt 7-14

in Chapter 7 (in the section Pursuing an Agreement Response) is an example of this.

Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger also note that generally it was only the

higher-level students who made frequent use of format tying (M. Goodwin, 1990). A

good example of format tying was illustrated in Chapter 5 under the section, Distal

Repetition, Excerpt 5-6. The word, “materialism,” was used at the beginning of the

discussion and used again in a meaningful way near the end. For the low-level

learners in this study, it was a useful strategy to repeat words or phrases offered by

classmates allowing them to borrow and share their lexical resources.

In a study of the argumentative discourse of German L, learners interacting

with native German speakers, Kotthoff (1991, as cited in Dippold, 2011) found that

the students had difficulty connecting their turns with the previous turns. They used

more global rather than local strategies, and they failed to use signals for upcoming

agreements or disagreements. The learners in this study displayed similar difficulties.
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In expressing agreement, they relied heavily on “I agree” and “me too,” and to

signal disagreement, they relied on the use of “but.”

In addition, Kotthoff found a lack of effective mitigators and aggravators and

a lack of strategies for concession. This was also the case for the students in the

study. Clear mitigation techniques were noticeably absent; however, as documented

in Chapter 8 in the sections on Mitigation and Concession, close inspection of the

videotapes pointed to evidence that the students were using a type of mitigation that

was not obvious to an outside observer. The students used nonverbal means such as

smiles, nods, and gaze shifts to soften their message. They also effectively used

generalizations to mitigate their statements.

Dippold (2011) notes in her study of lower level German learners that they

had problems with topical coherence and the production of conditionally relevant

turns. This gave the appearance of a lack of commitment to their positions and a lack

of understanding of the issues. The learners in the current study definitely suffered

from these same difficulties.

Dippold found that the lower level and most of the advanced level German

learners in her study were not able to exploit their interlocutor’s responses and turn

them against them in order to strengthen their own position. This was generally true
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for the discussions in this study. However, there were two cases in this study where
students patiently engaged with another classmate over an extended series of turns
eventually succeeding in getting the other classmate to admit that the persistent
pursuer had the stronger position. Three cases were analyzed in Chapter 7 (Excerpts
7-15to 7-17, Excerpt 7-20, and Excerpt 7-22) under Pursuing an Agreement
Response and Questions and Disagreement.

This previous example of strategic questions is in strong contrast with
Dippold’s (2011) findings that questioning used to challenge was only used by the
advanced level students (p. 182). Despite the fact that the students in this study were
at a very basic level, they demonstrated that they could use questions both directly
and indirectly to help them to pursue understanding as well as to show
understanding. There were four more examples of questioning used to challenge
others under Chapter 7, Questions and Disagreement.

Kotthoff also notes that in student interaction “the borders between
confrontational and cooperative style [tend] to be blurred and contextualization cues
that could indicate either a cooperative or a confrontational attitude [tend] to be
missing (p. 173). Dippold (2011) wrote that the more advanced learners need to

“sharpen” their disagreements by using modality and upgraded agreements before
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delivering the disagreement. These points definitely applied to the learners in the

current study.

Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger (2011) point out that the disagreement

of the more advanced learners revealed a discursive thickness, meaning they

employed accounts, explanations, exemplification, elaboration, and other support for

their arguments. There were numerous cases where students in the current study

used these techniques, although they were not skillful in delivering them. The cases

are too numerous to list here, but one notable example was in Chapter 7,

Challenges/Contrasting Opinions 3, where Su stated that she did not want to live in

Japan for a long time. She followed this statement with an extended turn, giving

numerous accounts for her statement.

Frequency Counts of the Expressions of Disagreement

Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger (2011) presented a frequency chart of the

types of disagreement responses made by both the lower level and higher level

language students (p. 216).

434



Table 1. Techniques for Doing Disagreeme(®ekarek Doehler & Bouchon-Berger 2011)

Lower intermediate

L, (n = 60)

Advanced

L, (n = 60)

|. INTERMEDIATE DISAGREEMENT

(as regards source turn)

.2 turn-initial

I.1.1 polarity markers no/yes

L & m & sintrodudedaio@ter-argument
l.1.3counter-- NBdzYSy i 6A(Kz
Lomadn 2 i KSINES NPSyarHEpi>
l.2non-G dzNyy Ay AGALFf wWes
1.3 other techniques (e.g., rhetorical question
1. DISTAL DISAGREEMENT

100.0% (n = 60)

98.3% (n = 59)

75.0% (n = 45)

10.0% (n = 6)
3.3% (n=2)

10.0% (n = 6)
0.0% (n=0)
1.7% (n=1)
0.0%

90.0% (n = 54)

68.3% (
36.7% (
18.3% (n

3.3% (n
10.0% (
(
(
(

41)
22)
11)
2)
6)

n
n

n

16.7% (n = 10)
5.0% (n = 3)
10.0% (n = 6)

In order to make a general comparison, Table 2 shows the frequency counts

of the disagreement types produced by the students in the current study.

Table 2. Disagreements in the Current Study

100% (n = 82)

|. DISAGREEMENT TURNS (Re: source turn)
L, turn-initial

.1.1 polarity markers no/yes

L & m ® +introgudedaio@ter-argument
.1.3 counter-- NB dzY Sy (i
[.2 non-turn initial

1.2.1 Partial agree-disagree

g A0 K2 dzi

. DISTAL DISAGREEMENT and use of multiple turns

79.3% (n=65)
0.0%

46.3% (n=38)

32.9% (n=27)

13.4% (n=11)

13.4% (n=11)
7.3% (n=6)

The use of “but” was clearly an effective device for students who did not

have the lexical and grammatical resources needed to make a timely disagreement
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response. It was clear that the learners did not need the polarity marker, “no,” to

express disagreement because the “but”-introduced disagreements comprised 46.3%

of the total. The students showed that they were also able to produce disagreement

turns without relying on “but” at a rate of 32.9%. Unlike Pekarek Doehler and

Pochon-Berger’s study, where the lower-intermediate participants did not produce

any non-turn initial and distal disagreements, the students in the current study

produced partial agreement-disagreement patterns (13.4%) and were also able to

make distal disagreements (7.3%).

There is a possibility that the age difference might have played a part in the

differences between the two groups. The learners in the current study were six to

eight years older than the lower-intermediate learners of French. More years of

experience in the social world might have helped the students gain more pragmatic

awareness even though their language ability lagged behind.

As Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004) point out, grammatical knowledge

and pragmatic ability do not always develop at the same pace. Sometimes pragmatic

actions of L, learners might be more advanced than their grammar knowledge. There

were a number of cases in the data where students’ pragmatic sense far outstripped

their English language ability. Classmates, however, displayed great patience in
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allowing each other to complete their turns without interruption. As Hellermann

(2008) witnessed in his study of adult language learners, commitment and

persistence illustrate student understanding of the classroom work as a joint

enterprise where they are mutually engaged in English language use.

Chapter Summary

The three different research studies (Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury, 2004;

Dippold, 2011; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011) provide strong evidence

that the ability to disagree effectively is a developmental process affecting both L

speakers and L, learners. These studies have uncovered important details about how

disagreement is constructed and how and when they can be appropriately expressed.

The studies show that the novice level learners tend to use lexicalized devices to

mark disagreement turns, and they tend to place the disagreement close to the source

turn. It is only later after further learning that students are able to place disagreement

segments distally and accompany them with hedges, accounts, examples, and

explanations.

The largest difference between the lower-intermediate French learners and

the learners in the current study was that the French learners relied on negative

polarity markers, while the novice level learners in Japan frequently utilized the
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lexical item, “but.” The word, “no” held a dispreferred status for the learners in this

study. These learners demonstrated that they could place disagreement segments

further within a turn and over multiple turns, while there were none of these distal

turns produced by the French learners.

Many of the disagreement devices that were rare for the French learners were

well documented in the previous chapters. These included agreeing before

disagreeing, format tying, and questioning in order to disagree and challenge. Most

surprising to this researcher was the patient and persistent way that some students in

the current study were able to gently lead the classmate they disagreed with into

making statements that in the end supported their own position. In contrast to

Dippold’s (2011) suggestion (“sharpen the disagreement”), these students elected an

indirect and quiet approach. Without the micro-analysis that Conversation Analysis

requires, it would have been very easy to overlook these deliberate actions.

The turn-by-turn analysis and the documentation of as much fine detail of

verbal and nonverbal behavior as possible has raised awareness that the learners in

this study made use of compensatory devices enabling them to make the types of

disagreement documented in this investigation. This is a good reminder for the

researcher (and the outsider) that even when the participants produced inexpert turns
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or they failed in their efforts, their actions were interpreted and evaluated by their

classmates. They, in the end, would decide whether those actions were consequential

or not.
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CHAPTER 11

CONCLUSION

The small group discussion is frequently used in the language classroom

with the assumption that it fosters language learning. However, it is not enough to

“assume” that it works. Serious research must be devoted to investigating what

actually takes place during this rather complex activity and to delineate the students’

perspectives. Without understanding these aspects, teacher decisions might obstruct

rather than further student learning. The best way to understand this

discussion-for-learning activity from the emic perspective is to use the framework of

Conversation Analysis. This methodology was specifically chosen because prior

work using discourse analysis could not provide information at the granular level to

further my research and pedagogical goals.

This chapter presents a brief summary of the research study, a discussion of

the findings, a summary of the limitations and my thoughts on the implications of

this investigation. This chapter ends with suggestions for future research and some

general concluding remarks.
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Summary of the Study

This study focused specifically on how students expressed agreement and

disagreement in the small group discussion. The ability to present an opinion or an

assessment, to support it, and to agree or disagree with another person’s position is

an important skill not just in the classroom, but also in everyday life. The novice

language learner was targeted for this study because it was felt that examining

learner discourse at a very basic level would make it easier to delineate the

fundamental components of agreeing and disagreeing.

Chapter 1 introduced the research study and explained that the purpose was

to draw serious research attention to this overlooked yet very common classroom

activity. The goal of the study was to contribute to the field of second language

learning research and pedagogy and also to contribute to the growing body of

Conversation Analysis studies related to the L, classroom. There are no other studies

to my knowledge that investigate L, multi-student interaction without the presence

of the teacher and with no other expectation than the discussion of a prearranged

topic in the target language.

Chapter 2 presented a literature review beginning with a history of research

on small groups and group dynamics from the field of social psychology, explaining
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its later impact on educational theory and classroom practices. The value of small

group work also influenced the field of foreign language teaching, and when the

second language field shifted away from grammar-based behavioral approaches

towards a communicative approach, the idea of adopting group work in the

classroom was a natural step. This was also in tune with the movement away from

teacher-fronted to student-centered classrooms. This chapter briefly reviewed

research on group work connected with the input hypothesis studies, with

cooperative learning, and with task-based language teaching.

The current study has benefited greatly from Firth and Wagner’s (1997) call

for the reconceptualization of the field of second language research, arguing that

learning is not something that takes place in an individual’s brain, but is a highly

social activity. One result was that Conversation Analysis research gained more

attention, and while once the bulk of CA research was on institutional and mundane

conversations in English, there is now a proliferation of CA work in many other

languages and many other contexts. This chapter reviewed CA work on language

learners, on group work, and on agreement and disagreement.

Chapter 3 introduced the data for the study and explained the procedures

used. First-year university students were placed in groups of four to six members
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and videotaped as they discussed a pre-arranged topic for 8 to 10 minutes during a

regular class period. A total of 32 videorecordings were made and transcribed, and

the focus of analysis was the expression of agreement and disagreement. This

chapter provided a general overview of CA methodology and a more detailed

explanation of the analytical procedures used in this study. It explained the

importance of making highly detailed transcripts for the analysis, but it also

cautioned that these are only representations and not the actual data.

Chapter 4 explained the rules of turn-taking, which are key to the analysis of

talk-in-interaction. Because the current study was an analysis of small group

discussions, an overview explained the qualitative differences between dyadic and

multi-person interaction. Crucial to the analysis of agreement is the concept of

preference. This does not refer to the attitude or the psychological state of a speaker;

instead it refers to a structural tendency for particular responses to be made.

Empirical research shows that agreement is the preferred response, and preferred

responses are generally delivered in a straightforward manner with little or no gap,

rendering them contiguous to the previous turn. When assessments are made, it is

routine for others to respond, whether it is with an upgrade, a downgrade, or a

declination to respond due to a lack of knowledge or experience. Examples of both
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responses to assessments and reports of participation in activities were analyzed in

detail in this chapter.

Repetitions are widely used in both mundane and institutional talk; they are

not random, but are systematic interactional devices that fulfill various functions.

Chapter 5 focused on the different ways that repetition displays agreement, and four

different types of these repetitions were provided. These included the short

agreement response, receipt through repetition, distal repetition, and a word play

repeat. Repetitions were an especially useful resource for the novice level language

students who often struggled with the language.

Chapter 6 highlighted the fact that students were quite active in helping each

other as they tried to make themselves understood. Much of this work was done

through collaborated efforts. The examples from the data included completing the

not-as-yet-complete turn, showing a student helping to complete another student’s

turn; collaborated completion in word search; assisted collaboration; and

collaborated co-completions.

Chapter 7 focused on disagreements and how they were expressed. The turn

shape of disagreements is dispreferred, meaning that they are marked by hesitations,

silences, and other delays. The chapter began with a discussion of disagreement and
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assessments followed by the analysis of the agree-before-disagree pattern. The

students demonstrated that they were able to challenge each other by expressing

contrasting opinions, and some students were also successful in gaining agreement

responses when they detected a weakness in their classmate’s position. Finally, the

chapter looked at questions and their role in the formation and management of

disagreement.

The preference for affiliation was made visible in the discussions, and

Chapter 8, Maintaining Alignment, analyzed the ways in which students managed

disagreement once it emerged or before it was expressed. Mitigation devices used by

the students were often absent, but close analysis provided evidence that students

were compensating for this by relying on nonverbal means such as smiles, nods,

laughter, and gaze. When faced with disagreement, students also proved adept at

making concessions. The analysis revealed several cases where students employed

circumventions avoiding an upcoming disagreement.

In Chapter 9 both agreement and disagreement were involved when members

of the group aligned themselves into collectivities and formed team alliances. The

participation framework was affected such that rather than speaking as individuals,

members acted as representatives of their team alliance. The emergence of a team is
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dependent on a basic pattern of turns, and the team can only form and be maintained

if the members orient to it as a relevant social unit. Two team alliances were

identified in the data, and several others had the potential for a team alliance, but

failed to develop. The analysis uncovered important characteristics of active team

alliances.

Chapter 10 reviewed research on L, learners in different contexts that

suggest that there is a developmental process in learning to disagree. The studies

point to clear differences between novice level and more advanced language learners

where the less advanced students tend to rely on turn-initial disagreement markers,

while the higher level students are able to delay the disagreement component to later

in a turn or to subsequent turns, and they are able to use a variety of linguistic and

pragmatic resources to express disagreement. There was evidence that students in

the current study utilized a number of devices that previous research suggested were

employed only by the more advanced learners. This chapter helped to identify key

characteristics that are essential for effective argumentation and highlighted the

variety of strategies available to speakers when they express disagreement.
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Discussion

Conversation Analysis requires researchers to engage in unmotivated looking.

In other words, rather than making a priori categories of what one expects to find,

the CA researcher must keep an open mind and let the data speak for itself. One

result is that this research has uncovered a multitude of details that cover many areas,

and many of these details should not and cannot be divorced from their local

contexts. This makes it difficult to summarize all the findings in one neat package.

Keeping in mind that many details are not included, | discuss four main areas of the

findings of this study.

First, close examination of the data uncovered the fact that the novice level

language learners utilized resources that are not ordinarily thought of as resources.

For example, when a student expressed a disagreement with another classmate,

smiling accomplished affiliative work compensating for the lack of linguistic

mitigation. Gaze shifts or avoidance of gaze also had a mitigating effect. Laughter or

laugh outbreaths served as an invitation to laugh distracting attention from the

disagreement. Rather than disagreeing directly with another speaker, some students

used questions to lead the interlocutor to the point that was being made. Students

demonstrated that they could use generalizations, which are also useful devices for
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softening the impact of a statement. Rather than confronting a classmate directly,

some students framed their talk as a hypothetical situation, which effectively

allowed speakers to engage in speculative talk rather than make personal statements.

Placing the talk in the hypothetical allowed speakers the choice of what or how

much to reveal.

Another important resource was the students themselves—they used each

other as viable resources. For example, in multi-person situations, a speaker has

several listeners who can assist them when they need to search for a word. Generally

when a speaker’s gaze shifts upward or to a distant forward place, a solitary word

search is in progress. However, if a speaker is in the middle of a turn and their gaze

moves upward in thinking mode but then shifts to a person in the group, at that point

others can engage in joint word search. In most of the group discussions in this study,

a high percentage of the time, an invitation to join a word search resulted in the offer

of an appropriate candidate.

A second general finding of the current study was that the students were able

to accomplish significantly more as members of a group than they could as

individuals. The multi-person context created a framework enabling members to

participate in the discussions, and the students were also able to use the turn-taking

448



system to their advantage. For example, by responding to a prior turn with the

lexical item “but,” students were able to signal that their upcoming message would

be one of disagreement. When faced with lexical and grammatical challenges,

collaborative work proved to be extremely useful. Listeners were able to project

what a speaker was going to say and produce a joint utterance. This type of

collaborated action had an effect on the participants by making their mutual

understanding visible.

In fact, in some cases students were so in tune with each other that they

spoke in the same voice. | referred to this as “dual voicing” and not choral

production because the voice quality and intonation were matched so closely that it

sounded as though it was coming from only one person. Additional evidence for

mutual understanding was students’ mirroring each other’s gestures, a phenomenon

referred to as gestural matching or gestural tying. This type of gesture might have

been unconscious, but it affected the viewers as they recognized that these members

were acting as a team. Discussions were full of this type of affiliative nonverbal

behavior, and undoubtedly they had an important role in influencing positive group

discussions.
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A third useful result from this research was the realization that the pattern of

sequential turns can be effective in evaluating and learning about the group

discussion as a social activity. Without certain basic steps, a discussion cannot move

forward, and it cannot generate interest among the participants. In the case of an

argumentative sequence, the basic pattern is as follows:

a. Turn 1--Speaker A makes a claim
b. Turn 2--Speaker B disputes Turn 1
c. Turn 3--Speaker A directly defends Turn 1 or directly disputes Turn 2

The less effective group discussions in the data often had a number of two-part

sequences, only Turn 1 and Turn 2, so the discussion did not move forward. Often

one of the speakers or someone else changed the topic. The third slot does not have

to be taken by Speaker A; it can be filled by anyone in the group.

The basic sequential pattern of agreement consists of only two parts:

Speaker A makes a claim
Speaker B agrees

However, even this interaction fails to move the discussion forward unless there are

more related turns. As demonstrated by Pomerantz (1984a), after an assessment by
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Speaker A, Speaker B generally provides an upgrade, a downgrade, or a declination

of response due to a lack of knowledge or experience.

Speaker A makes an assessment
Speaker B upgrades/downgrades/or declines to make an assessment

The stronger the agreement or upgrade by Speaker B, the stronger the agreement and

affiliation between the two speakers. After an upgrade, Speaker B might expect a

response or at least an acknowledgement from Speaker A. If Speaker B instead

delivers a downgrade, then it opens up the possibility of a disagreement sequence.

In the student discussions, whenever there was a two-part interaction and

nothing more, whether Speaker B delivered an agreement or a disagreement, the

interaction tended to halt or falter. This lack of response with awkward pauses was

one of the factors that marked less successful group discussions. On the positive side,

when Speaker B made a response, whether it was an agreeing or a disagreeing turn,

they often added an account or an additional comment. This acted as an affiliating

mechanism, and for these students in particular it allowed time for Speaker A (or any

other speaker for that matter) to process and determine how to formulate the next

turn.
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The sequential pattern for the formation of a team alliance was the following:

Speaker A: Statement

Speaker B: Disagreement with speaker A
Speaker C: Endorsement of B’s turn

Speaker A: Defense, Acquiescence, Silence, etc.

In the unsustained team alliances, one of the turns was absent. In team alliances, in

particular, the manner in which the turns were delivered had an influence on whether

the team alliance was realized or not. As seen in the analysis, the members had to

orient to the team as relevant, otherwise it failed to take shape. These basic

sequential patterns helped to define the characteristics that contribute to a strong

group or a strong team alliance.

Finally, this research focused my attention on how findings can be

transferred to the classroom. The three research studies on the developmental

process of learning to disagree (Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury, 2004; Dippold, 2011;

Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011) provided insights as to what students can

be expected to know and when. It was surprising to learn that the students in the

current study were utilizing techniques that these researchers considered to be those

of advanced learners. It encouraged me to look at my novice level students with a

new eye. | now know that it was not the proficiency level of a student that predicted
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whether a student would exert a positive effect on a group or not—it had more to do

with the participation framework. Some students with very few lexical and

grammatical resources were quite successful in driving a discussion forward and

creating a positive atmosphere that encouraged participation. Simple devices such as

speaking at a higher volume or utilizing larger gestures seemed to create a

participation framework where a student was seen as a leader and others were

willing to follow. A sense of humor also had a very powerful effect by lowering

student anxiety. Evidence in the videotapes revealed that enjoyment became visible

through smiles, laughter, and body posture.

On the other hand, at one point it was the content of the responses by a

generally reserved student that helped to deepen the discussion and carry it forward.

It was notable that this student held a contrasting opinion with that of her classmate,

but rather than focusing on the disagreement and the differences, she made a series

of comments that provided more opportunity spaces for all members to participate.

Close examination of the participation structure that was created by the students as

they discussed can help researchers and teachers learn more about how an effective

group discussion is constructed by participants.
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Limitations

As mentioned earlier, the unmotivated looking uncovered many details, but it

was not easy to find their significance when divorcing them from the interaction

where they originated. Many of the findings were locally dependent, and

transferring these noticings to other teachers is not easy nor even feasible. In many

ways, the cache of details from this microanalysis are still in a raw form, and this

calls for another level of examination to determine what could be usable for

pedagogical purposes.

One possible limitation is the duration of each discussion, which was

relatively short, raising the question about whether these recordings are “true”

discussions. Due to the 8- to 10-minute time limit determined out of pedagogical

convenience, several discussions appeared to prematurely cut off the work of some

students. As seen by the analysis, it often took a long series of turns before students

arrived at their point, and not all of the students in every group were able to

participate fully. Recording longer discussions might allow greater participation for

some students, and it could also uncover more resources that students call upon as

the discussion time lengthens.
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As far as technical limitations, the camera and microphone were not able to

capture all of the details of the discussion. When students spoke at a low volume, it

was impossible to document every turn. Eye gaze and facial expression, which

turned out to be important, could not always be clearly identified. For the camera to

capture most of the students’ faces, the seating arrangement was contrived, perhaps

making it awkward for the group members. This arrangement was markedly

different from the normal classroom practice of sitting in a circle or around desks.

Because gestures were also important in the analysis, the type of gestures would

probably have been qualitatively different if the speakers had been in the usual

classroom arrangement.

Finally, the sample of group discussions is limited, and it would be useful to

analyze more discussions with other students at different proficiency levels in Japan.

It would be especially important to conduct a study of advanced level language

students in order to have a clearer understanding of the development of learning to

agree and disagree within the context of the group discussion. Another useful area of

research would involve the comparison of the same groups of students after perhaps

one year of work on discussions. This type of longitudinal study would make a

valuable contribution to this area of research.
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Implications

After documenting the ways that students expressed agreement and

disagreement, it might be necessary to expand the researcher’s view of the

components of these actions. Because embodied actions played a significant role in

the discussions of these novice level students, it is possible that similar types of

nonverbal behavior are also used by more advanced learners. These could easily be

overlooked because the verbal displays shoulder most of the work. Nonverbal

actions are intricately tied to speech, and thus, it would be useful to examine closely

how advanced learners utilize nonverbal actions.

This study also uncovered a variety of ways that students used agreement

and disagreement, many of which were not obvious to a teacher (or researcher) even

after multiple viewings. The main implication is that teachers might miss important

behaviors because they are viewing the discussion from their own perspective and

not from the students’ perspective (the emic perspective). Because teachers evaluate

student performance, it raises the question whether or not students can be fairly

evaluated. Shortly after using CA for the analysis, | came to the conclusion that

groups should be assessed not as individuals, but as a group. It is virtually

impossible to fairly evaluate several students at the same time, and if teachers
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attempt to do so, they will grade on the basis of perceived proficiency of individual

students or, worse yet, on the basis of personality. Instead, the ways that the group

collectively construct and manage the discussion should be the target of the

evaluation. Assessing students in this way can save time for the teacher, and it is

fairer in the long run for the students.

Several years ago, | conducted a survey asking teachers what should be the

evaluation criteria for group discussions. | found that many teachers felt it would be

unfair to give the same score to all the members because they believed students who

did not contribute would get a “free ride,” and it would penalize the more active

students. However, this research study has demonstrated that with a few rare

exceptions, all students were quite engaged in the discussions. The tendency of

students to cooperate and collaborate would override this concern. In my “new” and

more aware view of group discussions, | now understand that embodied behavior

can convey involvement in the group discussion, and focusing only on verbal

participation is not completely fair. The group’s collective management of the

discussion should be the target of evaluation.

This study has additional implications that can be transferred to the

classroom. Because the analysis has identified successful and not quite successful
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ways that students expressed opinions and assessments and managed discussions, it

suggests a number of useful expressions and strategies can be taught, and student

awareness can be raised about when and where they are appropriate. Most

importantly teachers should be made aware that their novice learners know

significantly more than they (the teachers) think.

The basic sequential pattern of disagreement can easily be recognized and

used by both teachers and students. It is simple to understand, and it can be used as a

basis to first raise awareness, and then to introduce specific strategies of disagreeing

and agreeing. Strategies can include agreeing before disagreeing and utilizing

accounts, explanations, and examples (discursive thickness). Lexicalized or

formulaic expressions should be added to students’ lexicon. Videotapes of effective

and even ineffective group discussions can be useful because students can then see

nonverbal strategies that could benefit them. It would also be useful to train students

to use formulations, questioning techniques, and hypotheticals. Raising student

awareness of direct and indirect strategies as well as teaching mitigation and

pragmatically polite expressions can be valuable for both lower and more advanced

levels. In Japan especially it would be useful to have a lesson devoted to how to

disagree and how to raise a debatable issue. At the same time, students should learn
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that there are ways to concede and ways to maintain one’s stance. These are only a

few possibilities.

Finally, the analysis has touched upon possible areas of cultural differences

that might be of interest to teachers and researchers. Conversation Analysis does not

focus on this area; however, the methodology allows for the explication of

differences between group practices. For example, while researchers in other fields

have concluded that the Japanese actively work on establishing harmonious

relationships based on their use of aizuchi, CA researchers such as Tanaka (1999)

and Iwasaki (2008) refrain from making such generalizations, showing how the

syntax of Japanese allows for and encourages these frequent short vocalizations and

nods.

While Kotthoff (1993) concluded that due to a lack of proficiency, students

from other cultures might make sudden concessions that are “irritating,” Saft (2001)

provided evidence of Japanese making straightforward concessions appropriate to

their particular context. This illustrated that it might not be a matter of proficiency,

and that cultural generalizations are unnecessary. Instead, the details of the local

context are important in understanding appropriacy. Beebe and Takahashi (1989)

raised the possibility of cultural differences in the functions of questions for
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Japanese students. The Japanese student questions appeared to Beebe and Takahashi

to be information-seeking, but, in effect, they were being utilized to point out

weaknesses in their interlocutor’s argument. | believe that CA research is the most

appropriate tool to delve into these areas to investigate exactly what the finer details

are that seem to engender such generalizations.

Concluding Remarks

While this study has shown what some novice level students actually do

during small group discussions, there are still many questions that are unanswered.

Future research could focus on more advanced Japanese learners and compare their

level with the developmental chart suggested by the three L, studies introduced in

Chapter 10. It would be useful to look at longer discussions. This would enable the

researcher to see important components of discussion at a global level. It would also

be useful to look at studies that involve learners from different language groups to

see what the commonalities and differences might be.

Although there are certainly more areas that can be researched, at this point |

can say that | have accomplished several goals. One was to learn more about what

happens in a small group discussion with no teacher present. Another was to
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investigate the components of agreeing and disagreeing. Through this investigation,
| realized that the expressions of agreement and disagreement are not actions made
by an individual speaker—they must be made in collaboration with other members of
the group to be successful. As a teacher and a researcher, my awareness has been
raised, and | have a much greater appreciation of what these novice level students
were able to accomplish with the resources they had. The study has successfully

shifted my attention away from what my students cannot do to what they can do.
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APPENDIX A

EVALUATION FORM FOR GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Name Number
Did the talk keep moving?  Did they give good eye contact?
Did they have good info? Did they speak loudly?
Did they ask questions? Did they speak clearly?
Were they prepared? Did everyone speak?

Names Content Delivery Score
Comments: Comments:

Names Content Delivery Score
Comments: Comments:

Names Content Delivery Score
Comments: Comments:

Names Content Delivery Score
Comments: Comments:
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF VIDEO RECORDINGS

Location
Length # of Private (PR) / Evaluated (E)
Transcript Title (minutes) members Public (PU) Not evaluated (N)
Aliens 8:00 5 PU N
Animals in the Country 8:37 5 PU N
Big City 8:43 6 PU N
Big Love 8:00 5 PU N
Cheaper Girl 8:21 4 PU N
Cohabitation 12:00 6 PU N
In Front of Marriage 8:02 5 PU N
Love Power 8:17 6 PU N
Mini Ghost 8:17 5 PU N
Nationality 8:00 5 PU N
No Giving Up 8:00 5 PU N
Parental Consent 10:21 6 PU N
Supernatural 8:00 6 PU N
Thai Aunt 8:25 6 PU N
Town or Country 8:33 5 PU N
True Love 8:15 5 PU N
UFO 8:14 5 PU N
Children and Work 8:14 4 PR E
Clones 8:28 4 PR E
Eco Bag 8:52 4 PR E
Economic Problem 8:21 5 PR E
Energy 8:14 5 PR E
Environment 8:39 4 PR E
Fast Food 8:44 4 PR E
Food Problem 8:07 5 PR E
Food Sufficiency 8:23 5 PR E
Organ Transplant 10:14 4 PR E
Religion in Life 8:32 4 PR E
Religions 8:22 4 PR E
Religious Practices 8:31 4 PR E

487



APPENDIX C

CONSENT FORM
Name (romaji) (kaniji)
Student number Coursely ear
e-mail address telephone
current address cell phone

Please set three goals for yourself for this course.

| understand that Ms. Fujimoto is using the videotapes of the class for research. |
understand that videotapes of my class discussion may be used for an article or for a
presentation. | understand that my name will not be usedd a pseudonym will be
used. | hereby give my permission for the above.

signature date
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APPENDIX D

TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS

The number in brackets indicates a time gap in tenths of a second
A dot enclosed in a bracket indicates a pause of less than 2/10

of a second

The6 Equs!l si gn indicates o6l atching6 .bret ween
example: Sl: yeah September seventy six it would be=
S2: =yeah thatbs right

It can also be used to transcribe the continuation of a turn
across intervening lines of transcript, for instance, when

another speaker®s turn overlaps:

S1: yeah September [seventy six=
S2: [September
S1: =it would be

Square brackets between adjacent lines of concurrent speech
indicate the onset and end of a spate of overlapping talk
A dot before an 6hd indicates speaker in-breath. The more hls
the longer the in-breath.

An 6hod6 indicats eaant houtThe more hods t
breath

A description enclosed in a double bracket indicates a
non-verbal activity. For example ((banging sound)).
Alternatively double brackets may enclose the transcriber®s
comments on contextual or other features.

A dash indicates the sharp cut-off of the prior word or sound
Colons indicate that the speaker has stretched the preceding
sound or letter. The more colons the greater the extent of the
stretching

Exclamation marks are used to indicate an animated or emphatic
tone.

XX 1n parentheses indicate the presence of an unclear fragment

on the tape.
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(guess) The words within a single bracket indicate the transcriberfs
best guess at an unclear utterance.

word. A full stop indicates a stopping fall in tone. It does not
necessarily indicate the end of a sentence

word, A comma indicates a Oncan@ttidnnui ngod

word? A question mark indicates a rising inflection. It does not
necessarily indicate a question.

* An asterisk indicates a Ocroakyd pronunciation of the
immediately following section.

\Y z Pointed arrows indicate amarked falling or rising intonational
shift. They are placed immediately before the onset of the
shift.

a: Less marked falls in pitch canbe indicated by using underlining
immediately preceding a colon:

S: we (.) really didnbt have a lotbv cha:nge

a: Less marked rises in pitch can be indicated using a colon which
itself is underlined.
J: I have a red shi:rt

Under Underlined fragments indicate speaker emphasis.

CAPITALS Words in capitals mark a section of speech noticeably louder
than that surrounding it

°c ° Degree signs are used to indicate that the talk they encompass
is spoken noticeably quieter than the surrounding talk

Tha (gh)t A Ogh0 indicates that the word inwhich it is placed ha a guttural
pronunciation.

> < Inward chevrons indicate that the talk they encompass was
produced noticeably quicker than the surrounding talk

< > Outward chevrons indicate that the talk they encompass was
produced noticeably slower than the surrounding talk

- Arrows in the left margin point to specific parts of an extract
discussed in the text.

(h) within a word conveys laugh breaths

Transcription developed by Jefferson, taken from Hutchby and Wooffitt

(2008, pp.x -xii ).
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