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INTRODUCTION

This chapter briefly reviews what an ethnomethodological approach to conversation analysis
 (CA) is and outlines the main issues and questions that are of interest to conversation analysts.  I then show how the use of transcripts that are prepared according to the transcription conventions of CA permit second language acquisition (SLA) and classroom researchers to develop highly detailed microanalyses of second language learning activity.

More specifically, using a fragment of talk drawn from a larger data set already published in Markee (1994, 2000), I show that CA transcription is a tool that potentially allows the emerging approach of conversation analysis for second language acquisition (CA-for-SLA) (Kasper, 2002; Markee, 2003a) to explicate how learning activity is organized on a moment-by-moment basis.  In addition, I demonstrate that when the same fragment of talk is re-transcribed to yield an even more fine-grained transcript of the interaction, not only do we develop a more detailed analysis of the organizational structure of the learning activity under study, but we also develop a deeper substantive understanding of the socially distributed nature of human cognition and SLA.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of how insights from such analyses may be incorporated into applied linguistics and SLA research and teaching.

CONVERSATION ANALYSIS


CA is a methodology for analyzing talk-in-interaction that seeks to develop empirically-based accounts of the observable conversational behaviors of participants that are both minutely-detailed and unmotivated by a priori, etic theories of social action (Heritage, 1988, Psathas, 1995, Schegloff, 1987).  More specifically, CA aims to explicate how members orient (that is, observably pay attention) to certain behavioral practices as they co-construct talk-in-interaction in real time.  These practices include the sequential organization of talk, turn taking and repair (Markee, 2003b; Schegloff, Koshik, Olsher & Jacoby, 2002).  Within these broad parameters, conversation analysts may focus more specifically on issues such as the sequential organization of various speech acts (Davidson, 1984; Drew, 1984; Pomerantz, 1975; 1978a; 1978b; 1984a; 1984b; Psathas, 1986; Schegloff, 1972), the construction of syntax-for-conversation (Goodwin, 1979; Lerner, 1991; Schegloff, 1979; 1996), reference (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979), and the structure of joke and story telling (Goodwin, 1984; Sacks, 1974; Stubbs, 1983).
There are two main types of talk-in-interaction that are studied by conversation analysts: ordinary, mundane conversation and institutional talk.  Ordinary conversation, which is the default speech exchange system in all talk-in-interaction (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) may be thought of as the kind of everyday chit chat that occurs between friends and acquaintances, either face-to-face or on the telephone.  Other speech exchange systems all involve various structural modifications to the sequential, turn-taking and repair practices of ordinary conversation.  It is these modifications to the default practices of ordinary conversation that constitute a whole continuum of institutional varieties of talk (for example, debates, classroom talk, broadcast news interviews, press conferences, doctor-patient interactions, courtroom interactions, emergency calls on the telephone, etc.).  Note that, the more distant from the bedrock of ordinary conversation they are (see, for example, the turn taking practices of debates), the more formalized and ritualized these institutional varieties become (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974). 

In ordinary conversation, talk is locally managed, meaning that turn size, content and type are all free to vary, as is turn taking.  Thus, who gets to speak how, when, and about what is not pre-determined, and there is a preference for a minimization of turn length (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974).  Ordinary conversation is also characterized by a preference for self-initiated, self-completed repair (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977).  In contrast, while institutional talk uses the same basic mechanisms that are available to participants to do ordinary conversation, the distribution of these practices and the purposes for which they are deployed in institutional talk differ markedly from those found in ordinary conversation.  For example, teacher-fronted classroom talk is characterized by the pre-allocation of turns and turn types in favor of teachers (McHoul 1978; Mehan, 1979), who also typically initiate repairs (Gaskill, 1980; McHoul, 1990).  This preference organization is directly observable in the recurrent use of Question-Answer-Comment (QAC) sequences in such talk.
  

This QAC sequential organization is a members’ resource for achieving the educational purposes and agendas of classroom talk.  More specifically, teachers prototypically do being teachers by asserting in and through their talk the right to select next speaker, to nominate topics, to ask questions, and to evaluate learners.  Conversely, students do being students by orienting to the institutionally specified obligation of answering teachers’ questions in a satisfactory manner.  

For example, as shown in Fragment 1 below (see Appendix 1 for the transcription conventions used here), T initially selects L6
 through the simultaneous use of a question at line 02 and eye gaze at line 01.  However, L1 then looks up and happens to catch T’s eye at line 05, which prompts T to re-allocate next turn to L1 via two more questions at lines 06 and 09, respectively.  L1 duly provides an extended answer in next turn at lines 010-36 (not reproduced here to conserve space).  L1 finishes his answering turn at line 37, which is briefly evaluated by T when she says “ok” at line 38.  This acknowledgement token constitutes the commenting part of this turn.  T then immediately self-selects as next speaker and follows up with another question in the remainder of her turn at lines 38-39, which functions as a follow-up request for more information from the students.  More specifically, following the 0.3 second pause at line 40, T opens up the floor to all students at line 41.  This last question turn is overlapped by L1’s answer turn at line 42, who continues as next speaker:

Fragment 1

01 T1:

[X_______________

02 T1:
 (
u::hm (0.6) arturo ((L1 turns to look at T))

03 L6

[X

04 L6:  (
[yes
05 T1:

[… X____

06 T1:  (
[or gonzalo ((As T re-allocates next turn to L1. L6 turns his gaze away 

07

from T and turns back to face front)) 

08 T1:

_________________________
09 T1:
(
˙h why: d’you think german …

. 



.



.

37 L1:  (
and they’re the neighbors
38 T1:  (
ok:, (0.6) so what kind of problems might ger- german

39
unification bring?
 

40

(0.3) 

41 T1:
(
>a[nybody think,]<
42 L1: (
     [it would bring] u:h  …

(Class 1, phase 2)

This QAC organizational structure has the concomitant effect of constraining when and how repair may be carried out, and by whom.  More specifically, this structure makes Comment turns the sequentially relevant slot from which teachers (and only teachers) may other-initiate repairs in this institutional speech exchange system (McHoul, 1978; 1990).  Finally, members’ orientation to this sequential organization is collaboratively achieved.  If deviations from this sequential organization occur, they become noticeable or even sanctionable. 

CONVERSATION ANALYSIS FOR SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

CA-for-SLA is an emerging approach in applied linguistics and SLA studies that uses the transcription procedures and micro-analytic techniques of classic CA and applies these resources to the analysis of second language learning or teaching activity (see, for example, Firth & Wagner, 1997; He, 2003; Kasper, 2002; 2003; Markee, 1994; 1995; 2000; 2003a; Mori, 2002; 2003; Seedhouse, 1997; 1999).  CA is also used to various degrees by writers who treat it as one of several methodological tools that are available to them, but who do not necessarily claim to be doing CA per se (see, for example, van Lier, 1988, and, more recently, Lazaraton, 2003; 2004, who simply calls her work a microanalytic approach to classroom research).  In addition, it is also used by researchers whose a priori theoretical point of departure is a specific learning theory, such as sociocultural theory (Ohta, 2001, Ohta and Nakaone, n.d.), systemic grammar (Young & Nguyen, 2002), or, potentially,  a variationist approach to SLA (Tarone & Liu, 1995).


Let us now examine what the central methodological and substantive concerns of CA-for-SLA are.  In previous work, I have proposed that a CA-for-SLA methodology should be:

1. based on empirically-motivated, emic accounts of members’ interactional competence in different speech exchange systems;

2. based on collections of relevant data that are themselves excerpted from complete transcriptions of communicative events;

3. capable of exploiting the analytical potential of fine-grained transcripts;

4. capable of identifying both successful and unsuccessful learning behaviors, at least in the short term;

5. capable of showing how meaning is constructed as a socially distributed phenomenon, thereby critiquing and recasting cognitive notions of comprehension and learning (Markee, 2000, page 45).

For present purposes, I wish to revisit points 3 and 5 in greater detail.  Let me begin with point 3.  It is a basic methodological tenet of CA that no detail of interaction, however small or seemingly insignificant, may be discounted a priori by analysts as not pertinent or meaningful to the participants who produce this interaction (Heritage, 1988).  A natural consequence of this position is that CA transcripts do not just set down the words that are said during a speech event.   Rather, they are extremely detailed qualitative records of how talk is co-constructed by members on a moment-by-moment basis.  

Minimally, CA transcripts also document how members hesitate, pause or become silent during talk, how they speed up or slow down their delivery, how they modulate the volume of their speech, how they emphasize certain words or sounds through stress, and how they overlap each other’s talk.  With the increasing availability and use of video recordings as the primary sources of conversational data, it is now also possible (as illustrated by Fragment 1), indeed, highly preferred, to incorporate a great deal of information about members’ gestures, embodied actions and eye gaze behaviors into transcripts (see, for example, Allen, 1995; 2000; Fox, 1999; Goodwin, 1979; 1981; 1994; 2000; Gullberg, 1998; Heath, 1984; 1986; Kellerman, 1992; Kendon, 1985; 1994; Maynard & Marlaire, 1992; McCafferty, 1998; McCafferty , 2002; McIlvenney, 1995; McNeill, 1992; McNeill & Levy, 1993; Neu, 1990; Ochs, Gonzales and Jacoby, 1996; Roth & Lawless, 2002, Schegloff, 1984; Streeck, 1994).  

For present purposes, I will not dwell on the technical aspects of transcription in any detail (although this is certainly a matter of more than passing interest; see Du Bois, 1991; Edwards & Lampert. 1993, Preston, 1982; 1985; Roberts, 1997).  Rather, let me now relate these preliminary considerations to the substantive implications of point 5 cited above.  Following Ochs (1979), I wish to argue that transcription cannot be viewed merely as a laborious, technical chore that has to be completed before the real business of analysis can begin.  It is a crucially important, substantive first attempt at describing talk and co-occurring gestures, embodied actions and eye gaze phenomena as a unified, socially constituted context for second language learning activity.  

More specifically, CA transcripts provide an essential platform for respecifying key psycholinguistic concepts in SLA — such as comprehensible input and output (Krashen, 1980; Long 1981, 1996, Swain, 1985; 1995) — as micro moments of socially distributed cognition (Markee, 2000).  Indeed, as Lazaraton (in press, a) cogently argues in the conclusion to her paper:

… this article suggests that microanalysis provides unique insights into the complexity of ESL classroom talk and behavior.  It is claimed that L2 learners receive considerable input in nonverbal form, which may modify and make verbal input (more) comprehensible.  Because the majority of data collection procedures in SLA studies fail to capture nonverbal behavior, its contribution to the language acquisition process remains unspecified.  Specifically, classroom input is not merely composed of teacher or other learner talk — classrooms are the locus of embodied practice.  It is hoped that the empirical, classroom discourse-based research agenda that other SLA researchers are pursuing will take up analyzing, in a systematic and microanalytic fashion, all aspects of classroom discourse.  And it is not just the lexical and gestural competence required of and displayed by the ESL teacher that deserves further attention, but the many other fundamental aspects of pedagogical performance which are implicated in the input to and the output from L2 learners in the second language classroom (emphasis in the original).


In the empirical section that follows, I begin by recapitulating the original analysis of a fragment of talk taken from the “Coral” collection (Markee, 2000).
  Although this first transcript (which is reproduced here as Fragment 2) is considerably more detailed than most transcripts used in the SLA literature, it does not include information about members’ gestures, embodied actions or eye gaze behaviors.  It is therefore comparatively rough by current CA standards.  I then re-analyze the same fragment, using a much more fine-grained re-transcription of the same data (see Fragment 3) to show how the inclusion of gestures, embodied actions and eye gaze behaviors into the transcript results in substantively deeper insights into how learners use talk and kinesic actions as integrated resources for getting comprehensible input and producing comprehensible output.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION


As already noted, Fragment 2 comes from the “Coral” data collection, which consists of eight thematically related excerpts of talk that occurred in an intermediate university ESL class in 1990.  The learners were doing a task-based unit in small groups on the theme of the greenhouse effect.  One learner, L10, has realized that she does not know the meaning of the word “coral,” which occurs in an article from the New Scientist that her group was reading.  L10 therefore engages her fellow group members, L9 and L11, in multiple attempts to figure out what this word means.  In the original data set, Fragment 2 represents L10’s fifth attempt at understanding the meaning of this word.  It is in this excerpt that L10 experiences a breakthrough in understanding which, as we will now see, is partly the result of intensive negotiation between L10 and L9.  Note also that L10 and L11 orient to the fact that they are both native speakers of Mandarin Chinese, while L9 is not a Mandarin speaker.

ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT OF THE DATA

Fragment 2
001

((L10 is reading her article to herself)

002 L10:
coral. what is corals

003

(4.0)

004 L9:
.hh do you know the under the sea, under the sea, 

005 L10:
un-

006 L9: 
there’s uh::

007

(0.2) 

008 L9:
[how do we call it]

009 L10:
[have uh some coral]

010 L9:
ah yeah (0.2) coral sometimes

011

(0.2)

012 L10:
eh includ/e/s (0.2) uh includes some uh: somethings uh-

013

(1.0)

014 L10: 
[the corals,] is means uh: (0.2) s somethings at bottom of 

015 L9: 
[((unintelligible))]

016 L10: 
[the] sea

017 L9:
[yeah,]

018 L9:
at the bottom of the sea,

019 L10:
ok uh:m also is a food for is a food for fish uh and uh

020

(0.4)

021 L9:
food? 

022

(0.3) 

023 L10:
foo-

024 L9:
no it is not a food it is (.)like a stone you know?

025 L10:
oh I see I see I see I see I see I know I know .hh I see .h a whi- (0.4) a 

026
kind of a (0.2) white stone .h [very beautiful]

027 L9:



              [yeah yeah] very big yeah 

028

[sometimes very beautiful and] sometimes when the ship moves

029 L10:
[I see I see I ok]

030 L9:
[ship tries ((unintelligible)) I think it was the ((unintelligible; the final
031

part of this turn is overlapped by L10’s next turn))

032 L10:
[oh I see (0.2) I see the chinese is uh (0.2)] sanku

033

(0.9)

034 L11:
unh?

035 L10:
sanku

036

(0.6)

037 L9:
what

038 L10:
c[orals]

039 L11: 
 [corals]

040 L9:
corals oh okay

041 L10:
yeah



(Class 2, group 3)
ORIGINAL ANALYSIS


In the original analysis, I noted that after some preliminary attempts by L9 and L10 to gloss coral as “something that is under the sea”
 at lines 004, 012, 014 and 018 which are not particularly productive, we can observe the moment-by-moment, social construction of a breakthrough in understanding in this fragment.  More specifically, at line 019, L10 states that coral is food for fish.  L9 briefly pauses at line 020, thereby potentially signaling an incipient disagreement, which duly occurs in next turn.  At this point, L9 initiates a second position repair at line 021 by repeating the word “food” with a high rising intonation.  After another short trouble-relevant pause at line 022, which suggests that L10 is now orienting to L9’s previous turns as indicative of potential trouble, L10 begins to repeat the word “food” at line 023.  This repetition is presumably done to buttress her claim at line 019 that coral is food for fish.
  However, at line 024, L9 cuts L10 off with another second position repair.  This time, this repair is more direct than the first repair that she initiated at line 021, in that it is not only other-initiated but also other-completed.  Furthermore, L9 adds the information that coral is like a stone. 


This information is the trigger that promotes a key breakthrough in understanding for L10.  At line 025, L10 energetically makes the claim that she has understood what “coral” means.  The vehemence with which L10 makes this claim is quite noticeable, in that it strongly suggests that not only is L10 quite confident that she has understood the meaning of this word but that she is also willing to suffer a potential loss of face if she later finds out that she is wrong.  


I then claimed that L10 independently provides extra information at lines 025 and 026 that coral is white and very beautiful, which L9 accepts at line 027.  At lines 028, 030 and 031, L9 elaborates further on some of the qualities of coral, while L10 overlaps L9’s talk by again strongly claiming that she has understood the meaning of this word at lines 029 and 032.  Moreover, L10 provides the word “sanku” as the Mandarin translation equivalent of English “coral” in the last part of her turn at line 032 and also at line 035.  When L9 indicates at line 037 that she does not understand these translations, L10 translates “sanku” back into English and says “corals” at line 038.  Almost simultaneously, L11 overlaps L10 at line 039 by also saying “coral,” thereby possibly suggesting that, although she had not participated in any of the interaction in this fragment up to line 034, she too had known throughout all this talk what “coral” meant. 


Thus, to conclude, this preliminary analysis used three types of converging co-textual evidence to show that L10 has understood the meaning of the word  “coral” by the end of Fragment 2.  These include:

1. the vehemence of L10’s claims of understanding at lines 025, 029 and 031 is noticeable, in that she would have a hard time retracting her claims of understanding if she were proved wrong.

2. L10 independently providing new information at lines 025 and 026 about the qualities of coral, showing that she is able to relate new information to her already existing store of information about this material.

3. L10 using a two-way translation strategy into and from Chinese to help her fix the meaning of coral.


Finally, from a technical CA perspective, note that the second position repairs which L9, L10 and L11 deploy at lines 021, 023, 034 and 037 constitute the principal practice to which members orient as they seek to achieve (or, in SLA terminology, to negotiate) this breakthrough in understanding.  Note that this minutely detailed conversation analysis, which has up until now not been motivated by any extraneous, a priori theoretical concerns (Psathas, 1995), in fact independently converges quite neatly with the current theoretical interest in SLA studies in the role of repair as a catalyst for second language learning ((Krashen, 1980; Long 1981; Swain, 1985; 1995).  

Indeed, from an SLA perspective, the turns at lines of 019-024 are of particular interest, because L9 and L10 co-construct their talk as a sequence of embedded repairs, during which L9 provides L10 with negative evidence about the semantic scope of the word coral.  Thus, to the extent that constructs such as comprehensible input and output, positive and negative evidence, and negotiated interaction all have theoretical value in SLA studies — and there is a great deal of theoretical and empirical research to suggest that they do
 — the talk reproduced in Fragment 2 can be seen as a rare example of how comprehensible input is co-constructed by participants on a moment by moment basis.

RETRANSCRIBED VERSION OF THE DATA


Interesting though this original analysis is, the data upon which these findings are based may justifiably be criticized as an inadequate representation of the quality of the communication that actually occurred.  The lack of any information about gestures, embodied actions and eye gaze violates the ethnomethodological principle cited earlier that no detail of interaction may be discounted a priori by analysts as not meaningful to participants (Heritage, 1988).  Fortunately, video data are available for this fragment, so that we may compare Fragment 2 with the re-transcribed version of the same data, which is reproduced below as Fragment 3.  This re-transcription, in which the talk is reproduced in bold script, and kinesic actions are set off in italic script, allows us to evaluate whether the more detailed transcription shown in Fragment 3 actually makes any substantive difference to our understanding of the structural organization of this talk and also to our understanding of the extent to which kinesic behaviors should be viewed as an intrinsic part of comprehensible input and output.

Fragment 3

((L9, L10 and L11 are all looking down at their class materials, reading an article on global warming. L9, who is facing the camera, is leaning her head on her left hand. L10 has her back turned to the camera, and is facing L9. L11 is in profile, but her hair hides her face))

001 ¤<2132>L10: 
corals. what is corals.

002
¤<3995>(1.3) 

003 L9:
((L9 moves her head slightly to her right to

004
look at the right hand page of her materials.))

005
(1.3)





006 L?:
hshhh 

007
(1.3)

008 L9:
[X_ 
 

((L9 looks up at L10, holding 

009
[llL9Ll¤<8011>.hh 


her chin in her left hand in

010



a thinking pose))

011
¤<8587>(1.3)

012 L9:
_______________________________
013 ¤<12770>L9:   do you know the under the sea::,((L9 leans 

014






  forward, and

015






  drops her left

016






  hand to her lap))

017 L9:
. . . . . . . .((L9 looks down at L10’s article))

018 L9:
under the sea::, 

019 ¤<15947>L10:
un-
020 ¤<16355>L9: 
there's uh::

021
¤<17189>(0.2)

022 ¤<17331>L9:
[ohow do we call ito]

023 L10:
[have uh some co   ]¤<17882>ral

024 L9:


   [X_____

025 ¤<18326>L9:
ah yeah ¤<18747>(0.2)[¤<18818>corals¤<19227> 

026 L9:
_______________

027 L9:
(0.2)[¤<19411>sometimes]

028

[L9 nods]


029 
¤<19861>(0.3) ((L9 clasps her hands)) 

030 L9:
L9:[. . ((L9 moves her hands sideways))][
031 ¤<20155>L10:  [gi- uh includ/e/s 

032 L9:
[X_________________________________________

033 L10:
L[¤<21741>(0.2)¤<21882>uh Linclud/e/s some uh: somethings uh-

034
¤<24869>(1.0) 

035 L9:
____________


036 L9:¤<25891>L10:  [some corals.      ]  ((L10 raises her hand as

037 L9:  
[((unintelligible))]   she says “corals”))

038 L9:
_______________________________________________


039 ¤<26570>L10:  is means the: ¤<28056>(0.2)¤<28233> s [somethings at bottom] of 

040




  [((L10 raises her hand and 

041




   marks the word “bottom” 

042




   with a downward beat of

043




   her right hand))] 

044 L9:
___________

045 ¤<29947>L10:  [the  ] sea.
046 L9:   [yeah.] ((L9 nods once emphatically))

047 ¤<30377>L9:   [at the bottom of the sea,]

048



[[[[((L9 hands briefly unclasps

049
and then clasps her hands again. 

050
She points her clasped hands

051
toward L10 and then holds them 

052
in front of her face in a thinking gesture,

053
and looks intently at L10.))]

054 L9:
_______________________________________________

055 ¤<31619>L10:  ok uh:m (0.3) also is a food for- is a food for
056 L9:
______________

057 L10:
fish/e/, and uh ((L10 makes a chopping motion

058

with her right hand, emphasizing

059   

the words “food” and “food for 

060

fish/e/”. L10 ends her turn

061

with her right hand held up 

062

vertically, palm open))

063
¤<36252>(0.4) ((L9 raises her head slightly and withdraws

064

   her right hand from her mouth))

065 ¤<36633>L9:   food? 

066
¤<36965>(0.3) 

067 L9:
___

068 ¤<37223>L10:  foo-
069 ¤<37616>L9:   no it is not a food. 

070
[it is (.) like a: stone. you know,]

071      
[((L9 mimics holding an object))] 

072 L9:
_________________________________

073 ¤<40274>L10:  [oh I see I see I see I see I see]

074      
[((L10 throws her hands outward and claps her

075
hands three times, inclining her head downward

076
as she does this))] 

077 L9:
________________________________

078 L10:
I know I know [.hh I see .h a whi- 

]

079
  

    [((L10 lifts her head up))]

080
¤<45285>(0.4) 

081 L9:
_________________________________

082 ¤<45727>L10:  a kind of a ¤<46446>(0.2)¤<46524> whi/d/e (.)   stone
083     
(((L10 emphasizes the words 

084
“whi-“ and "whi/d/e” with

085
her right hand. As she

086
says the word “stone”

087
L10 raises her right hand

088
up to eye level))

089 L9:






 ((L9 nods twice))

090 L9:
___

091 L10:  [.h] 

092 ¤<47768>L9:   [yeah] yeah 

093 L9:
_______________

094 L9:


L¤<47963>L10:  ve[ry beautiful]

095 L9:     [very big    ] [¤<49038>yeah yeah



   ] 

096

[L10 brings her right hand 

097

down to the desk and leans back,

098

looking at L9))]

099       ¤<49742>[sometimes very beautiful]  ((L9 unclasps and 

100 L10:  [oh I see I see I ok     ] 
clasps her hands))

101 L9:
________
102 L10:
¤<51397>oh [I see]

103 ¤<51833>L9:      [and som]etimes when the ship moves ((L9 moves

104 
her hands back and forth as she says "sometimes",

105
"ship" and "moves”))

106 L9:
_________

107 ¤<53489>L10:  oh [I see     ] 

108 ¤<53779>L9:      [ship tries]¤<55406>[((unintelligible))     ]

109  ¤<55442>L10:    


[the chinese is uh ¤<56247>(0.2)¤<56357>] sanku

110  
((As she says “oh I see” and proceeds to

111
translate “coral” into Chinese, L10 leans over 

112
toward L11 and points at L11’s reading materials 

113
with her pen. Simultaneously, L9 looks down at

114
L11’s paper))

115
¤<56850>(0.9)((L9 raises her eyes to look at L10))

116
[L11 raises her head]

117 ¤<57766>L11:  [huh?]



118 L9:
((L9 raises her gaze to look at L10))L

 

119 ¤<58188>L10:  sanku

120
¤<58634>(0.6) ((L10 withdraws her hand from L11’s desk

121
and looks down at her own reading materials))

122 ¤<59200>L9:   what?   ((L9 leans back on her chair))

123 ¤<59965>L10:    

c[orals.]

124 L11:     
 
 [coral]s.
125 L9:
  ((L9 leans forward and looks down at her desk,

126
    unclasps her hands and picks up her reading

127
    materials))

128 ¤<60893>L9:     corals. oh okay

129
[((L10 leans her head on her right hand))]




130 ¤<61665>L10:  [yeah.] 


(Class 2, group 3)

It is immediately apparent that this transcript is much longer than the version reproduced in Fragment 2 (130 lines of text, instead of the original 41 required to capture one minute and three seconds of interaction).  Reproducing this level of detail in the updated transcript is also extremely onerous to transcribe, requiring at least 15 hours of extra transcription for this fragment on top of the time already invested in producing the original transcript.  Last but not least, Fragment 3 is also more difficult to read than Fragment 2, particularly for non-CA specialists, whose initial reaction may well be that the level of detail that is included in Fragment 3 is overwhelming.  Nonetheless, I will demonstrate that the effort that is required to process this transcript is more than offset by the substantive dividends that accrue to the patient reader.

UPDATED ANALYSIS


The new transcript shown in Fragment 3 allows us to confirm the overall conclusions reached on the basis of the simpler transcript reproduced in Fragment 2, while providing significantly more details that give greater nuance to the original analysis.  Let us begin with an analysis of the structural integration of talk and gesture that is observable in the data reproduced in Fragments 3.1-3.3:

Fragment 3.1

055 ¤<31619>L10:  ok uh:m (0.3) also is a food for- is a food for
056 L9:
______________

057 L10:
fish/e/, and uh ((L10 makes a chopping motion

058

with her right hand, emphasizing

059   

the words “food” and “food for 

060

fish/e/”. L10 ends her turn

061

with her right hand held up 

062

vertically, palm open))


In the gloss at lines 057-062, we can see that emphasis is not only carried out through verbal stress on the words “food” and “food for fish/e/,” but that it is visually conveyed by L10’s beating out the rhythm of this phrase with her right hand.  Similarly, the upward intonation with which the word the word “fish/e/,” is marked — a verbal recipient design that suggests that L10 is looking for L9 to confirm her hypothesis at lines 055-057 — is confirmed by the way she holds the palm of her right hand open, which visually suggests her openness to further feedback.


This close interaction between talk and hand gestures is also observable in Fragment 3.2:

Fragment 3.2

073 ¤<40274>L10:  [oh I see I see I see I see I see]

074      
[((L10 throws her hands outward and claps her

075
hands three times, inclining her head downward))

076

as she does this))]

More specifically, we can see that L10 claps her hands at lines 074-076 at the same time that she begins to make her first verbal claim of understanding.  This clapping motion, which we can interpret as a form of self-congratulation by L10, further confirms the original analysis that it is at this precise moment in the interaction that L10 first understands what “coral” means.


In Fragment 3.3, we may further observe how talk and gesture are again closely coordinated as part of the turn-taking structure to which these participants visibly orient:

Fragment 3.3

078 L10:
I know I know [.hh I see .h a whi- 

]

079
  

    [((L10 lifts her head up))]

080
¤<45285>(0.4) 

081 L9:
_________________________________

082 ¤<45727>L10:  a kind of a ¤<46446>(0.2)¤<46524> whi/d/e (.)   stone
083     
(((L10 emphasizes the words 

084
“whi-“ and "whi/d/e” with

085
her right hand. As she

086
says the word “stone”

087
L10 raises her right hand

088
up to eye level))

089 L9:






 ((L9 nods twice))

090 L9:
___

091 L10:  [.h] 

092 ¤<47768>L9:   [yeah] yeah 

093 L9:
_______________

094 L9:


L¤<47963>L10:  ve[ry beautiful]

095 L9:     [very big    ] [¤<49038>yeah yeah



   ] 

096

[L10 brings her right hand 

097

down to the desk and leans back,

098

looking at L9))]

099      ¤<49742>[sometimes very beautiful]  ((L9 unclasps and 

100 L10: [oh I see I see I ok     ] 
clasps her hands))


As in Fragment 3.1, we see L10 using her hand to beat out the rhythm of the stressed words “whi-“ and “whi/d/e” at lines 078 and 079.  Furthermore, the first response given by L9 that L10 is on the right track is her nodding actions at line 089, which collaboratively overlaps L10 saying “stone” at line 082.  L9 then adds the second, verbal, part of this confirmation when she produces the turn “yeah yeah” at line 092.


Note also that it is L10’s hand gesture at lines 087-088 that gives us a clue as to why L9 says “very big” at line 095.  L10’s gesture seems to project that she is going to say something about the large size of coral reefs.  Indeed, this seems to be the understanding of L10’s gesture that L9 is pursuing when she responds at lines 103-105 and 108.
  However, the characteristic that L10 seems to be focusing on from line 094-100 (and briefly acknowledged by L9 at line 099) is the beauty of coral.  We can tell this not only from the verbal behavior that occurs at lines 091-095 — specifically, L10 draws an in-breath at line 091, suggesting that she is about to say something, and she also overlaps L9’s comment about the size of coral reefs with her own characterization of coral as being “very beautiful” — but also from the way she leans back in her seat at lines 096-098.  This embodied action visually suggests that L10 has come to some kind of conclusion about what “coral” means and, perhaps, that she is ready to move the talk on to some other activity.


This interpretation is confirmed by L10’s translation of the word “coral” into Chinese at line 109.  Notice, however, that the extra information about L10’s embodied actions given in the gloss at lines 110-114 of Fragment 3.4 provides key information about what L10 is actually achieving through her translation at this particular moment in this particular spate of talk: 

Fragment 3.4

110  
((As she says “oh I see” and proceeds to

111
translate “coral” into Chinese, L10 leans over 

112
toward L11 and points at L11’s reading materials 

113
with her pen. Simultaneously, L9 looks down at

114
L11’s paper))

In the original analysis, it was not clear whether L10 was merely remarking to herself (or perhaps thinking aloud) that the Chinese translation of “coral” was “sanku”, or whether she was performing another, more focused, action.  The gloss at lines 110-114 clarifies beyond doubt that L10 is specifically explaining the meaning of this word to L11, who has demonstrated in prior talk that she does not understand the meaning of this word either.  In so doing, L10 further achieves the action of transforming herself from a novice learning from L9 into an expert who is teaching L11 new material.


To conclude this conversation analysis of the structure of participants’ verbal practices and embodied actions in Fragments 3.1-3.4, note that in the original analysis, I claimed that L10’s identification of coral as a white stone was new information, and that this was therefore evidence of understanding.  In point of fact, this information is contained in the original New Scientist article, which states: “When the water is too warm, corals turn white as they expel the algae that live in their tissues and provide them with nutrients” (New Scientist, October 15, 1988, page 22).  This re-interpretation of why L10 says that coral is white at lines 078 and 082 does not negate the original conclusion that L10 understands what “coral” means in this fragment.  As we have seen, other compelling evidence (both old and new) exists to support this analysis.  However, this example of the way that learners integrate written source texts into their talk provides further support for the overall argument that descriptions of comprehensible input and output that limit themselves to oral evidence only are likely to be limited.


Finally, let us look at these data again from an SLA perspective.  We have already seen from the original analysis that the catalyst for L10’s moment-by-moment breakthrough in understanding in Fragment 3 is L9’s use of progressively stronger forms of second position repair, which clarify the meaning of the word “coral” by limiting its semantic scope.  Here, I would like to make an observation about the importance of including information about embodied actions and eye gaze behaviors in transcripts.  More specifically, I wish to claim that potentially crucial micro-analytic information about human cognition and second language learning may be embedded in transcripts that include this type of information.  

From a mainstream SLA perspective, it is clear that L10 allocates a considerable amount of attention throughout Fragment 3 (and indeed in the fragments that precede Fragment 3 in the original database) in order to understand the meaning of the word “coral.”  This noticing behavior is consistent with the findings of the psycholinguistic literature concerning the important role that attention, awareness and consciousness all play in second language learning (Gass, 1997; Robinson, 1995; Schmidt, 1990; 1993a; 1993b; 1994).  

However, for present purposes, it is also noticeable throughout Fragment 3 that L9 too devotes a great deal of attention to helping L10 understand what the word “coral” means.  For example, we can observe the “thinking gesture” (holding her chin in her hand) that L9 adopts at lines 008-010 and at lines 052-64, the way she clasps hers hands at key moments in the interaction (see lines 029, 049 and 100), thus projecting an impression of concentration, and the intensity of her gaze throughout Fragment 3.  These characteristic gestures are all explicitly noted in the gloss at lines 048-053 of Fragment 3.5:

Fragment 3.5

048



[[[[((L9 hands briefly unclasps

049
and then clasps her hands again. 

050
She points her clasped hands

051
toward L10 and then holds them 

052
in front of her face in a thinking gesture,

053

and looks intently at L10.))]
We can also observe how intently L9 gazes at L10 even more precisely by noting the transcription details of L9’s eye gaze behaviors throughout the fragment (X___, where X marks the onset of gaze and the continuous line marks the continuation of a participants’ gaze).  Thus, at line 008, L9 begins to look at L10 and, apart from two momentary breaks at lines 017 and 030, L9 looks almost continuously at L10 until line 113, that is, for 45 out of the 65 seconds of interaction that constitute Fragment 3.  

This is an extraordinarily long time for a participant to look at an interlocutor.  This practice suggests that L9 is using eye gaze behaviors and the other embodied actions described above as interactional resources to “do noticing” (Schegloff, 1989) that L10 is experiencing difficulty understanding the word “coral” and that she therefore requires L9’s undivided help and attention.


Now, we must be extremely careful to limit any claims about how L9 and L10 do being attentive in this fragment, and even more so about drawing any larger implications about the nature of human cognition and SLA.  After all, L10 has her back turned to the video camera, so we cannot directly observe L10’s own eye gaze behaviors.  Nonetheless, I wish to argue that these data suggest that attention in talk-in-interaction is as much an observable, socially distributed activity that is constructed by two or more interlocutors on a moment-by-moment basis as it is an individual cognitive phenomenon, whose inner workings are only accessible to researchers through post hoc, personal introspection.  

Of course, this is not to say that L10 is not the principal individual beneficiary of L9 attending to her comprehension needs (though notice that L11 also incidentally benefits as a result of L9’s and L10’s joint comprehension work).  But the position I am outlining here is significantly different from the one(s) espoused in mainstream, psycholinguistically-oriented approaches to SLA, namely, that language learning is a manifestation of human cognition that is located in the mind/brain of individuals.  While this psycholinguistic account should certainly not be dismissed out of hand — after all, CA itself assumes that competent speakers must have some (unspecified) knowledge of clausal structure that enables them to parse the on-going progress of current turn, so that next speakers can appropriately make a bid for next turn (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) — the CA perspective adopted here suggests that language learning may also be productively understood as an interactional achievement that is negotiated in the collective, socially distributed space that constitutes talk-in-interaction.

CONCLUSION


This chapter has briefly reviewed what mainstream CA is and has shown how the transcription procedures and micro-analytic techniques of this approach to analyzing talk-in-interaction may be used to describe how second language learning unfolds on a moment-by-moment basis.  Following Kasper (2002) and Markee (2003a), I have dubbed this approach CA-for-SLA.  As shown by the comparative analyses of Fragments 2 and 3, transcription is not merely an arcane, technical issue that is of interest only to CA specialists.  Very fine grained transcripts such as the one reproduced in Fragment 3 lead to important, substantive improvements over analyses that are based on less detailed transcripts.  More specifically, as Ochs (1979) suggested, transcripts are preliminary theorizations of members’ interactional competence.  As such, the minutest details of both verbal and kinesic behavior that they contain must be recorded, because they potentially hold vital clues to much larger questions that are of fundamental interest to SLA researchers.  Not the least of these is the question: “how are second languages learned through interactional activity?”


This and other issues raised in this chapter are obviously of most direct interest to researchers working within the parameters of broadly sociolinguistic and/or sociocultural approaches to SLA, to classroom researchers, and to applied linguists in general who are interested in understanding how everyday classrooms function.  In addition, data such as these also potentially provide useful practical insights into the micro details of classroom talk for teachers and teacher trainers, in that they document what successful language learning activity in small group interaction looks like.  It is therefore clear that CA-for-SLA research has a large constituency of potential consumers, who may not themselves be CA specialists.  The challenge that now faces CA-for-SLA researchers is to produce a coherent body of research that further develops our understanding of the architecture of interactional activity and which shows how the verbal and kinesic practices described here provide a coherent theoretical and practical respecification of how second language learning in ordinary, everyday communicative contexts actually works.

NOTES

APPENDIX 1: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

CA transcription conventions (based on Atkinson & Heritage, 1984).

Identity of speakers

T:


teacher

L1:


identified learner (Learner 1)

L:


unidentified learner

L3?:


probably Learner 3

LL:


several or all learners speaking simultaneously

Simultaneous utterances

L1: [yes

L2: [yeh

simultaneous, overlapping talk by two speakers

L1: [huh? [oh] I see]
L2:           [what]


L3: [I dont get it     ]
simultaneous, overlapping talk by three (or more) speakers

Contiguous utterances

=


a)  turn continues at the next identical symbol on the next line

b) if inserted at the end of one speaker’s turn and the beginning of

the next speaker’s adjacent turn, it indicates that there is no gap at all between the two turns

Intervals within and between utterances

(0.3) (1)

(0.3) = a pause of between 0.3 second; 




(1.0) = a pause of one second.

Characteristics of speech delivery

?


rising intonation, not necessarily a question

!


strong emphasis, with falling intonation

yes.


a period indicates falling (final) intonation

so,


a comma indicates low-rising intonation suggesting continuation

go:::d


one or more colons indicate lengthening of the preceding sound; 

each additional colon represents a lengthening of one beat

no-  


a hyphen indicates an abrupt cut-off, with level pitch

because

underlined type indicates marked stress

SYLVIA

capitals indicate increased volume

°the next thing°
degree sign indicates decreased volume

.hhh  


in-drawn breath

 hhh  


laughter tokens

Commentary in the transcript

((coughs)) 
verbal description of actions noted in the transcript, including non-verbal actions

((unintelligible))  
indicates a stretch of talk that is unintelligible to the analyst

. . . . (radio)  

single parentheses indicate unclear or probable item

Eye gaze phenomena

The moment at which eye gaze is coordinated with speech is marked by an X and the duration of the eye gaze is indicated by a continuous line.  Thus in the example below, the moment at which L11’s eye gaze falls on L9 in line 412 coincides with the beginning of his turn at line 413

     [X ___((L11’s eye gaze is now directed at L9)) _____________

412 L11: (
  ≈ [ºyou can call me and then [I can say you  ] the the address 

413 L9:   (




    [((L9 nods 4 times]
Eye gaze transition is shown by commas    

[X________ , ,

The moment at which there ceases to be eye contact (as when a participant looks down or away from his/her interlocutor) is shown by periods



[X________ . . .
Other transcription symbols

co[l]al  

brackets indicate phonetic transcription

(


an arrow in the margin of a transcript draws attention to a 

particular phenomenon the analyst wishes to discuss
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� As I have noted elsewhere (Markee, 2000), Schiffrin (1991) suggests that there are at least six other types of CA apart from the ethnomethodological approach discussed here.  Within ethnomethodological CA, it is customary to distinguish between conversation analysis that derives from and develops Garfinkel’s concerns with developing a theory of social action (Garfinkel 1967, 1974) and other forms of conversational analysis, which are primarily concerned with analyzing the content of talk rather than its observable sequential and other structure (Schegloff, Koshik, Olsher & Jacoby, 2002).


� See also Mehan (1979) and Sinclair and  Coulthard (1975), who call such sequences Initiation-Response-Feedback or Initiation-Response-Evaluation sequences, respectively.


� The names that appear in this and all other fragments in this paper are pseudonyms.


� The original transcript in Markee (2000) used slightly different transcription symbols from the ones used here.  In order to make the comparison between Fragments 2 and 3 as transparent as possible, I have standardized the transcription symbols used so that they both conform to the standard conventions of CA transcription shown in Appendix 1.


� This phrase is actually recycled from some previous attempts by L9 in preceding excerpts to explain what coral means to L10.


� In point of fact, L10 is correct: some types of coral are indeed a source of food for fish.  However, the two learners do not pursue this possibility any further.  Consequently, this piece of ethnographic information is not utilized in the analysis.


� See Caroll and Swain (1993); Lightbown and Spada (1990); Long (1996); Long, Inagaki and Ortega (1998); Lyster (1998); Lyster and Ranta (1997); Nicholas, Lightbown, and  Spada ( 2001); Oliver (1995; 1998).


� Although most of this talk is unintelligible, L9 is probably talking about the dangers that coral reefs pose to shipping.
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