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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the ways in which Koreaterpersonal modal endings —
canh-and ketunare used and developed as interactional resouycke® bpeakers. Using the
methodology of conversation analysis, this studyamy examines how speakers employ —
canh-and ketunin the formation of an action, but also compares (tfmon) use of these
endings by L2 speakers at different proficiencyelsvBy taking this combined approach to
the use and the development of grammatical reseurgé 2 speakers, this dissertation aims
to (1) investigate the ways in which L2 speakees-asinh-and ketunto accomplish certain
social actions, such as giving accounts or disaggedyy displaying relevant knowledge
states and (2) illustrate the stages of L2 speafev®lopment that correlate to interactional
competence in the use of these linguistic resources

The data of the current study comes from approxya&40 hours of video-recorded
classroom interactions in a Korean as a secondiéagggcontext. Focusing on three different
sequential environments recurrently associated @phortunities to usecanh-and ketunto
accomplish particular actions, this study preseietsiled descriptions of how participants’
use and nonuse of these forms work as resourceteéding with varied epistemic access to
proposed information in talk-in-interaction. By adiog a cross-sectional design for
comparison, this study also shows developmentétet in the use ofcanh-and ketunby
L2 speakers of Korean. Close scrutiny of the use maonuse of these resources reveals
whether and to what extent their interactional bgelL2 speakers of different proficiency
levels approaches that of L1 speakers.

The findings of this study contribute to the untemsiing of Korean interpersonal

Vii



modal endings in terms of the management and loligioin of information as expressed

through speakers’ actions. This study also corie®uo the growing body of research that
takes a CA approach to the development of intemaaticompetence by L2 speakers. It is
hoped that this study both yields insights into Hamguage use can be fully understood by
adding the factors of management of informatior promotes CA approach to research on

Korean L2 interaction.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Phenomena

Motivated by an interest in L2 speakers’ interawsilccompetence in discourse, the
present study aims to investigate the use of ietsgmal modal endings by L2 Korean
speakers at different proficiency levels of thgéadanguage. This study analyzes data from
these speakers’ spontaneous conversation, usirftathework of conversation analysis
(henceforth CA). More specifically, this disseratiexamines the development in the use of
Korean interpersonal modal endingsanh-and ketunby second language (L2) speakers. It
not only investigates how participants empl@anh-and ketunto achieve their
interactional goals but also explores developmepdtierns in the types of actions
accomplished across different proficiency groupghis section, | introduce the phenomena
that this study discusses by providing four shraneples from the current data set. The first
two example’ are from two Korean language classes, one advarmkdne intermediate,
both having discussions on the same tajie:consumption of dog meat in South Korea.
Interestingly enough, students in both section®ld@ed their discussions in a very similar
way in terms of the discussions’ content and setiplestructure. Students in both sections
gave similar opinions and supporting argumentsnBkie examples they used to support
their arguments were similar. Extract 1.1 is frdra advanced students’ classroom discussion.
The main speaker, Wendy, argues that eating dog¢ ismeat something to be criticized

considering other countries’ consumption of othesats.

! These two extracts appear again in Chapter 4,enthery are discussed in greater detail to anaheese and
nonuse of eanh.
1



Extract 1.1. Wendy: Advanced

01 Wendy: kuntey wuski-n-key:: >°yeylul tulese°< <sokoki>
but funny-ATTR-thing for example beef
02 - manhi mek- ayo. kuntey mwe >yeylul tulese<
a lot eat-CANH-POL but DM for example
03 into- na <hintu> ha-nun tey- se- nun so- ka ko yngcanghi
India-or Hindu do-ATTR place-at-NOM cow-NOM extre mely
04 ~ wusangsi toy- ayo
idolize become - CANH-POL

But, the funny thing is...people eat cows a lot, right-CANH-? But for example, cows
are very much idolized in India or places where they practice Hinduism, right?

05 =kulayse ku salam-tul-un::
so that people-PL-TOP

06 so mek-nun salam-tul koyngcanghi hyemoha-nunte y::(.2)
cow eat-ATTR people-PL extremely loathe-CIRCUM
So, they hate people who eat cows.

07 ku kay-lul <an mek-nun::> + nala -tul-i
that dog-ACC NEG eat-ATTR country-PL-NOM

08 sencinkwuk- ilako hay-se
developed country-HEARSAY because

09 Teacher: umm

10 Wendy: wuli-ka ku-ke-I kkok  nappu-tako hal
we-NOM that-thing-ACC certainly bad-QT d o]
11 philyo-nun  °eps-nun kes kath-ayo°=

necessary-TOP not exist-ATTR think-POL
I think there’s no need for us to say that eating dog is bad just because some developed
countries don't eat dog-meat.

Extract 1.2 below comes from the intermediate-lestetients’ classroom discussion
on the same topic. Here, Sue presents a claim tikecthe one Wendy makes in Extract 1.1:

that eating a particular food should be understamgart of the culture of a country.

Extract 1.1. Sue: Intermediate

05 Sue: yulay- ka iss-iss-iss-ki ttaymwuney + way | °like®
origin-NOM exist-NML because DM

06 ->CWUNGKUK-eyse< pelley-ka mek-ko C]T and >phulangsu-eyse<
China-at bug-NOM eat-CONN Fran ce-at



07 - mal- to mek-ko DT(.Z) kulayse,(.2) isang(.)ha-tako

horse-also eat-CONN  so strange — QT
Because they have origins like, like, they eat bugs in China and they also eat horses in
France

08 sayngkak-ul ha-ci , mal-ko + >kunyang<(.)uh

think-ACC do- NEG-CONN just

09 umm::(.)kunyang ihayhay-ya [tway-yo.
just understand should-POL
So they shouldn’t think it’s weird, they should just, umm, just understand.

10 Teacher: [um umm
11 (:3)
12 Sue: cingkulep-ciman::

gross-but: CONN
Even though it’s gross.

13 Teacher: umm::

14 Sue: ney:((nods))
yes
Yes.

These two students use different linguistic resesirsuch as sentence-ending
suffixes, within similar structures in their opinisequences. These different uses of suffixes
in the development of similar sequences also regulft divergent interactional consequences.
Wendy’s conversation extract is representativeos¥ hdvanced students strategically
employ various linguistic resources, such as sestemding suffixes, to manage epistemic
knowledge asymmetry between interlocutors whileimadly threatening each others’ face.
Intermediate-level students, however, as demomestiatSue’s extract, do not seem to
develop their opinions smoothly even though thelg lsertain levels of proficiency in
Korean. The differences in these two examplestititis the crucial role the target suffix
canh-plays in social interaction.

Extracts 1.3 and 1.4 below display how differemntconstructions with and without

—ketun the other target linguistic resource of this €itstion, bring about diverse



interactional consequences through the same aatisimilar sequential environmerftsThe
first case (Extract 1.3 below), from an advanceellstudents’ interaction, contains an

example of a-ketunutterance used in first position to give an ac¢donthe speaker’s claim.

Extract 1.3. Erika: Advanced

25 tto: hana te yaykiha-ca-myen¢ (.2)’icey’(.2)
also one more say-SUGG-COND DM

26 ppalli ppalli mwunhwa ttaymwuney="icey® hankwuk -ey
hurry hurry culture because of DM Korea- at

27 mayktonaltu-na losteylia kath-un ku: fastfood-m wunhwa-ka(.2)
Mcdonalds-or Lotte Ria like-ATTR that  cu [ture-NOM

28 sayngki-ki sicakha-myense yocum hankwuk salam ¢ wungey
come up-NML begin-while recently Korea person amo ng

29 piman-i-n salam-i koyngcanghi manh-t f:é:_IZ_E):E
overweight-COP-ATTR person-NOM extremely many-Q T

30 - ‘tul-ess-  [(ketun }yo?”
hear-PST-KETUN-POL
Adding in another side note, | heard that because of this fast-paced culture in Korea,
these fast food restaurants like McDonald’s and Lotteria has started to emerge and
there are a lot of Koreans that are overweight.

31 kulayse(.) ppalli ppalli mwunhwa-lul:hankwuk sa lam-eykey
so hurry hurry culture-ACC Korea person-to

32 kungcengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-ta-ki-pota nun com
positive influence-ACC give-PST-PLN-NML-than a li ttle

33 pwucengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-tako sayng kak-hapnita
negative influence-ACC give-PST-QT  th ink-DEF

That is why, rather than a positive influence, | think this has been a negative effect for
Koreans living in this fast-paced culture.

Here, an advanced student, Erika, presents hetinegginion about the fast-paced
culture in Korea. To support her opinion, she pilesgiinformation regarding the increase of
overweight people in Korea using the target resodketunin line 30. By also using a
guotative markertakoin line 29, Erika marks this information as sonreglshe heard from

another source. She then immediately projects pisaat of her claim in lines 31-33. Extract

2 These two extracts will be discussed in detaliapter 5.
4



1.4 below from an intermediate-level students’riatéion presents an interesting case for

comparison.

Extract 1.4. Ron: Intermediate

07 Ron: hankwuk manbhi(.) chapyel (.)ha-ha-cyo? like honhyel::
Korea a lot discrimination do-COMM:POL mixed- blood
There's a lot of discrimination in Korea, right? Like, mixed people...

08 >waynyamyen< cey-ka:: er cey-ka hankwuk-ey ka-s s-ul ttay
because |-NOM |-NOM Korea-at go- PST-when
09 cey chinkwu-ka chapyel-ul manhi tanghay-ss Eé:k:é::l
I:GEN friend-NOM discrimination-ACC a lot suffer- PST-QT
10 —hay-ss-efjo. hdnhyeli-ki ttaymwuney.
do-PST-POL mixed blood-NML because
Because... | ... Err.. When | went to Korea, one of my friends told me he was

discriminated... because he is mixed.

11 Teacher: kulay-yo? chinkwu-ka mwe:: hankwuk sal am:::
like that-POL friend-TOP DM Korea person

Really? Was your friend Korean?

The main speaker, Ron, talks about discriminatioarea. In order to back up his
statement regarding discrimination in Korea (lingRon offers the case of his friend in lines
8-10. Note that the information conveyed in thistis also constructed as something he
obtained from another source, as evidenced bysbefia quotative marketakoin line 9.
The target suffix-ketunis highly expected to occur here given the adti@enspeaker is
accomplishing, the sequential position, the tumstauction, and the information managed
through the turn. However, Ron employs an unmasesdence-ending suffixye instead of
—ketunin line 10. Even though the absence-kétundoes not cause any trouble in the
progress of the on-going interaction, the inteal outcome seems to be different than the
outcome of the advanced students’ interactiondertain extent. In brief, this is attested by
Ron’s additional comment using incrementahymuneybecause of’ in line 10 and the

recipient’s follow-up question in line 11.



Detailed analysis will be provided in Chapter 4 &ldhpter 5, but even after a
cursory perusal, it is obvious that the turn cardtons of the advanced and intermediate
students are distinctive. By comparing two or megquences with similar sequential and
interactional environments where the use-@dnh-or -ketunis expected, this study
examines L2 speakers’ use of the target itemsimg®f their competence to organize
discourse, but also to what extent L2 speakershrthteuse of L1 speakers with the focal

items.

1.2 Interpersonal modal endings-canh- and —ketun

As Korean is an SOV-ordered, verb-final, aggluivetanguage, in Korean
conversation speakers’ stances are frequentlyajisgithrough sentence-ending suffixes (or
interpersonal modal ending$)Strategic use of sentence-ending suffixes in autéon is
therefore essential, especially in social actiathsas disagreement and assertion in which
the face of the participants is at stake (H. S4889, 2007, 2012). This study focuses on the
use of the sentence-ending suffixearh-and ketun both of which are used very
frequently in L1 speakers’ interactions (H. Lee91p The initial motivation for the current
study’s focus oneanh-and—ketunwas also that they represent the vast majorigeatence
enders in the data collected for the researctadtideen noted that Korean children start using
these suffixes productively at a very early ageQ®oi, 1995). At the same time, it has also
been noted that it is exceptionally challenginglfdrspeakers of Korean to acquire proficient
use of these suffixes (S. Sohn, 2006). These sginiontradictory findings suggest that
these suffixes have prime interactional importdiocdorean speakers and their subtle

functions are not easily describable. In other wptlde two suffixes | investigate in this

% See Chapter 4 for more discussion on terminology.
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study embody delicate interactional business antt as resources for the sense-making
activities of talk-in-interaction. Examining theeusf these suffixes by L2 speakers at
different proficiency levels therefore illuminatié® stages of L2 speakers’ development that
correlate to interactional competence in the udmgfiistic resources.

—canh-and—ketunare noted to have significant interactional fumesi in discourse
(Ju & Sohn, 2011; Kawanishi, 1994; K. Kim, 2010nK& Suh, 2004, 2009; H. Lee, 1999;
Lo, 2006; K. Suh, 2002). While many studies ardwa both suffixes are used for giving
accounts in order to support a claim, some stughamine the use of the two suffixes in
terms of speakers’ information status (K. Kim, 2060Suh, 2002). In these studiesanh-
has been examined as a suffix indexing shared ledgel On the other haneetunhas
been researched as a suffix indexing a speakeslasxe possession of knowledge. In the
following section, | introduce these two focal $xék in terms of their structure and
canonical meaning based on previous research.|l@ktaviews of empirical studies on —
canh-and—ketunare presented in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively.

1.2.1 €anh-

The suffix -eanh-has been reported to be one of the most frequasdg sentence-
ending suffixes in Korean colloquial discourse [lde, 1991). An examination of the current
data set collected from classroom interactions é¢soonstrates thatanh-is widely used
and that its usage displays recurrent patternsceded with particular actions and
interactional contexts.canh-is sometimes compared to the English tag quesiohit?, or
the discourse markgou knowlt is a reduced form of the long form of negatian anh
which is comprised of the suffix+and the negative vednh (‘not’) through the process of

grammaticalization (Hopper & Traugott, 2003).



—ci (suffix) + -anh (negative verb ‘not)) dremmatcaizaton —_canh-(interactive marker)

Figure 1.1 Grammaticalization process atanh-

It has been argued that the reduced form has achainew interactive function; it
seeks agreement from interlocutors or signalskaler's assumption that the interlocutor
will agree with the speaker’s utterance when theakpr usescanh-(S. Sohn, 2010). Thus,
the suffix -eanh-indexes speakers’ epistemic, affective, or momtat toward a statement
(Kawanishi, 1994; Kawanishi & Sohn, 1993, Kim & S@004; Lo, 2006).

Korean language textbooks also often introdwaahk-as an interactional marker
with its function of “assuming agreement” (Cho kt 2001). One textbook explains the
function of -€anh-thus: “the sentence endinganh-is used when the speaker assumes that
the listener will agree with him/her. It is alsedsvhen the speaker wants to reconfirm facts”
(Cho et al., 2001; pp. 17-18). The following Extra® shows an example usage cérh-

from one of the most widely used Korean languagtbtmks in North America.

Extract 1.5. Textbook: From Cho et al. (2001, p. 17

01 A: eti ka-se-yo?
where go-HON-POL
Where are you going?

02 B: - pataska-ey ka-yo. nalssi-ka tep- canh -ayo .
beach- LOC go-POL weather-TOP hot-CANH-POL
To the beach. The weather is hot, you know.

As can be seen in the example above, the textbopkasizes eanh-s function of

soliciting agreement.

* S. Sohn (2010) maintains that the long-form negatii anh-in (1) is used as a negative interrogative (i.e.,
‘Didn’t John come?’), whereas the reduced formarh-in (2) expresses the speaker’s belief toward the
proposition. (i.e.,You knowJohn came’). This use of the suffix is shownhia following examples (p. 4).

(1) John-i  o-ci anh-ass-e? (2) John-i  wa-sszanh-a.
NOM come-NEG-PST-IE NOM come-PSANH-IE
‘Didn’t John come?’ ‘You knodphn came.’



1.2.2 ketun

—ketunis used as a clausal connective ('if’ or ‘when tisahe case’) or as a
sentence-ending suffix. It is widely viewed that thse of ketunas a clausal connective has
undergone a process of grammaticalization and imasged as predominantly a sentence-
ending suffix in modern Korean (Koo & Rhee, 200&ark& Sohn, 2002). It has been noted
that the function of ketunas a sentence-ending suffix is to mark the re&sosomething (H.
Lee, 1996; J. Lee, 2000; C. Suh, 1996) or to mafideimation as background for a
subsequent utterance (K. Han, 1991). Associatddinibrmation that has what is perceived
to be strong factuality (C. Ko, 1995; J. Lee, 20@0¢ interactive features oketuninclude
the function of presenting the speaker’s own expee or marking the information as
exclusively known by the speaker (Y. Chae, 199&;.1995; Koo & Rhee, 2001; J. Lee,
2000; J. Shin, 2000). Accordinglyketunhas been discussed as a marker of events or of a
state of affairs to be taken up by the addresseewsworthy. The following example from

L1 speakers’ interaction shows this function.

Extract 1. 6. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from KmKRO10, p. 237)

01 Customer: mwulswuken iss-eyo? < FPP: request
water towel exist-POL

Do you have a wet tissue?

02 Employer: - cehuy mwulswuken eps- ketun -yo? < SPP: dispreferred response
we water towel not exist-KETUN-POL
We don’t have a wet tissue.

03 Customer: a mwulswuken eps-eyo? < Acknowledgement
water towel not exist-POL
Oh, you don't have a wet tissue.

In this example, upon a customer’s request, an@mepl gives a response that
provides new information usindgetun In response to theketun utterance, the recipient

acknowledges its newsworthiness in line 3.



Textbooks on reference grammar also introddagtunas a marker of an utterance
that provides a reason or an explanation. One Eggtextbook (Cho et al., 2001) provides a
further explanation ofketun “—ketunimplies that the speaker expects the listeneat@ mo
trouble understanding” (p. 118). The example aeddiscription in the textbook underscore

—ketuns function of providing a reason or an explanation

Extract 1.7. Textbook: Adapted from Cho et al. (200. 118)

01 A: eti ka-sey-yo?
where go-HON-POL
Where are you going?

02 B: wucheykwuk-ey ka-nun kil-iey-yo.
post office-at go-ATTR way-COP-POL
03 —i tal mal-i emma sayngsin-i- ketun- yo.
this month end-NOM mom birthday-COP- KETUNPOL
'I'm on my way to the post office. (It's that) the end of this month is my mom'’s
birthday.

As discussed in this sectiorganh-and—ketunare found to be among the various
resources that speakers employ in spoken discemesgomplish interactional functions vis-
a-vis recipients. By consulting the related rede@hat has examined L1 speakers’ interaction,
the current dissertation examines how L2 spealctumby achieve their interactional goals

by employing or not employing target resources.

1.3 Methodology: Conversation analysis

The discussion of conversation analysis (CA) is g@ction explains the
methodological background of this dissertationlueficed by Harold Garfinkel and Erving
Goffman, CA emerged from a concern with the “pridial’ context of human interaction. In
other words, it examines the organization of evayyihlk to see how participards as
members of a society in everyday sense-makingitiesvThis methodology is suitable for a

study of social interaction—specifically, in thiase, institutional discourse, which includes
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classroom interaction (Drew & Heritage, 1992; Hellann, 2008). An analytical goal of CA
is to offer a procedural account for the socialdrart of humans by analyzing participants’
use of language and discourse practices. CA sthdies shown that interaction is organized
in an orderly way (see Atkinson & Heritage, 1984c¢I&s, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974;
Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977) and that sutlejectivity is locally, interactionally, and
sequentially achieved through shared practicetheofprocedural infrastructure of

interactior? (Schegloff, 1992, p. 1338). A main assumptiorCe is that ordinary talk is a
highly organized phenomenon for the participantheftalk itself, not just for the analyst.
The orderliness of talk is therefore analyzed basetheparticipants’display of
understanding and orientation to the talk-in-int&ca. In the same vein, the analysis takes a
bottom-up approach and begins withmotivated lookingHutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; ten
Have, 2007); that is, researchers should not impogsearch agenda or hypothesis when they
are gathering and analyzing the data. In this Waydoes not allow for possible
misrepresentation of participants’ actions in favbthe researchers’ predetermined agendas
(“theoretical imperialism”) (Schegloff, 2007). Taldeve these goals, CA typically uses
audio- and video-recordings of naturally occurrimigractions as data for analysis and offers
transcripts with rich detail.

In other words, CA approaches language or discdwysevestigating how
participants accomplish social actions and undedséach other’s conduct (Drew & Heritage,
1992). If participants understand each other'sa@ations and orient to the sequential
organization in a turn-by-turn manner (Schegloff@?2), as analysts, we can investigate the
sequence as a unit of analysis to understand velnatipants’ utterances are doing. Thus, CA
is very suitable to examine language in its natooaltexts (Ochs, Schegloff, & Thompson,

1996) although CA was not primarily establishedeal with linguistic phenomena. CA’s
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view of language as a vehicle for social actiof®aa researchers to make new contributions
to the field of linguistics.

The usefulness of CA as a means to analyze spakemaction extends to analysis of
L2 speakers’ interactions. A substantial body opgial studies employing CA over the
past several decades (e.g., Markee, 2000; Marki€asper, 2004; Seedhouse, 2004; Wagner
& Gardner, 2004) provides a strong presentatioBAE validity as a methodology for
analyzing spoken L2 interaction to develop an ustdéding of the methodological resources
that participants employ (Drew & Heritage, 2006)r Ehis study, following this line of
literature, it was determined that the analyticceure for L2 interaction should not be
different from that for L1 interaction; rpriori concern was given to the fact that the
participants are second language speakers. R#ikarstatus as second language speakers

was brought into the analysis when the participtiremselves displayed an orientation to it.

1.4 Objectives and potential contributions

Using the methodology of conversation analysis (@A dissertation combine (1) a
grounded study of language use in interactionreiiexively embodies epistemic access
between interlocutors and (2) an approach to devedmt of L2 speakers’ interactional
competence by comparing the (non) use of Koreaampetsonal modal endingsanh-and —
ketunby L2 speakers at different proficiency levels.

This study aims to contribute to the study of Koreaodal expressions in terms of
the management and distribution of informationxggessed through a speaker’s actions.
The study therefore addresses (i) “who knows whmnathe interaction, (ii) how speakers
employ target linguistic resources in the formatdman action that embodies abstract claims

to the access that a speaker and recipient pog$estage & Raymond, 2005), and (iii)
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interactional consequences that come about thrthege practices. The analyses in this
study first describes the basic epistemic claim tiiia form embodies and then track the form
across a range of action types (e.g., assessneenyjrats, etc.) in order to explicate the
specific contribution of the form in the formatiohsocial action. Interactional consequences
of the use of these resources are also discussedns of how relative rights to perform
evaluations are indexed within the talk.

The present study also examines how L2 speakdfsralan achieve conversational
intersubjectivity through the delicate employmensuaffixes. This perspective is compatible
with growing interest in the field of CA-SLA. Togund my understanding and analysis of
L2 speakers’ use of linguistic resources, | redgprievious conversation-analytic studies on
the uses of target suffixes by L1 speakers. Foptipose of examining development in the
use of suffixes, | consider the (non) use of tasyétixes by lower proficiency students by
adopting a cross-sectional design for comparisamv€rsation analysis allows us to see
whether and to what extent the interactional ush@suffixes by L2 speakers at different
proficiency levels approaches that of L1 speakers.

In summary, drawing on conversation analysis asratytical framework, the
investigation explores three dimensions of the phena of the target suffixes’ usage: (i) the
social actions that the turns and turn-units perfasing the target suffixes and their
interactional consequences, (ii) the epistemiandaihat these practices embody, and (iii) the
development of interactional competencies in tleeafghe target suffixes to achieve certain
interactional goals. Using the principles and mdthogy proposed by CA, this dissertation

addresses the following research questions:
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1) When L2 speakers of Korean usanrh-and—ketunin the classroom, what are the
social actions accomplished? What consequenceghieese of eanh-and—ketun
produce over the course of sequences?

(2) How do participants manage and distribute mi&tion by deploying eanh-and—
ketur? What are the interactional consequences of usiagh-and—ketun-in terms
of epistemic claims?

3) Is there any difference in the employment cdirh-and—ketunand the development
of sequences between L2 speakers in differentqieoity groups? Is there any
variation in the types of actions accomplished s&udifferent proficiency groups?

15 Organization of the study
In Chapter 1, | have introduced the focal lingaisésourcescanh-and—ketunby

showing representative phenomena recurrently obdearvthe collection of interactions in

the current data set. Emphasizing my interest amening Korean L2 speakers’ use of
linguistic resources by managing access to infdonathis chapter also located this study
within the field of CA and detailed its backgroumdptivation, significance, and potential
contributions.

The remainder of this dissertation is structurefolows: Chapter 2 presents the
theoretical background and a review of the litemathat informs the current study. It first
describes previous research on Korean sentencagesdifixes focusing on an emergent
category of modal endings. The chapter then presenbverview of conversation-analytic
view of epistemics that provide the interactiomahiework adopted in this dissertation. It
also discusses a conversation-analytic approaahatyzing L2 interactions and some of the
challenges involved. Chapter 3 gives an overviethefparticipants and presents the data
collection, transcription, and methodological praaees used along with a discussion of the
related issue of the reliability of the cross-smwail design of this study. Chapters 4 and 5

give the core data analysis of this study. In Céapt | focus on one of the target endings,

canh, and discuss how it is used and not used in miogashared knowledge between
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participants to accomplish certain interactiondgtomes. In Chapter 5, | concentrate on the
other target ending;ketun and examine how the employment&etunclaims epistemic
primacy for the speaker and how non-employmenrtketunby L2 speakers at lower
proficiency levels brings about different interactal consequences. Throughout Chapters 4
and 5, by comparing the use and nonuse of targetirees by L2 speakers at different
proficiency levels, | discuss differences and passievelopmental patterns in the use of the
target linguistic resources. Finally, in Chaptel épnclude the dissertation by summarizing
the findings, discussing the implications of thedst and offering suggestions for future

research.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Introduction

As this dissertation combines the perspectiveatefactional linguistics,
conversation analysis, and CA-SLA, it is importemaddress some of the key theoretical and
methodological challenges that lie at the centehisfstudy. Taking a broad historical
perspective, in this chapter | discuss three lofegsearch that | draw on for theoretical and
methodological frameworks for this study. | fireview previous studies of Korean
interpersonal modal endings by addressing intemaatilinguistics. | then move on to review
recent literature that addresses a conversatiolytangew of grammar and epistemics.
Finally, | give specific attention to approache£iy-SLA and their contribution to the

framework of the present study.

2.2 Interaction and grammar: Previous studies of Keean interpersonal modal
endings

As the Korean language is a typical SOV order lagguwith a rich set of
grammatical morphemes, it has a large number dicpes and suffixes that attach to content
words to mark grammatical functions and relationdiscourse. Therefore, a speaker’s
interpersonal relations or stance in Korean, urilikeuropean languages, is often displayed
in sentence-ending positions with sentence-endiffikes indexing the modality of
politeness or interactive attitude (H. Lee, 1991Sdhn, 1999, 2007, 2012). In this section, |
review studies on Korean sentence-ending suffi@esterpersonal modal endings) from

various perspectives.
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It has been generally noted in the literature seatence-ending suffixes in Korean
express tense, aspect, and modality in a broadseg®lartin, 1954; C. Suh, 1996) because
they indicate the speaker’s epistemic stance towerghroposition in relation to the
addressee. For example, it has been argued thetifny the sentence-ending suffigi-the
speaker expresses his or her communicating attiyaeifically marking agreement as a
preferred next-turn response (H. Lee, 1999; S. Kigf7). The suffixei in the following
example indicates the speaker’s belief in or cormitt toward the description (H. Lee,
1999). Another suffix wlkkel as shown in the following Extract 2.2, has bexsearched as a

marker of the speaker’s conjecture.

Extract 2.1. From H. Sohn (2007, p. 2) Extract 2.2. From H. Sohn (2012, p. 2)

pi-ka  o- ci -yo? cokum te  naka-myen iss- ulkel -yo.
rain-NOM come-CI(COMM)-POL a little mor e go out-COND exist-EME-POL
It's raining, isn't it? If we drive a little further, we will find a few.

There have been numerous investigations into thak&s’s choice of attitude or
modality expressed through Korean sentence-endifiiges (e.g., K. Chang, 1985; H. Choi,
1971; K. Han, 1991; Y. Ko, 1976; K. Lee, 1993; Mart.954; Ooe, 1958; C, Suh, 1996).
These studies have provided semantic descriptibmodality primarily in terms of
possibility and necessity based on the researcheugion. However, the analysis of
meaning in isolated, researcher-constructed seesaadimited because modality a fluid
phenomenon responsive to interaction and socidegtmthat indexes interlocutors’ ‘stance’
rather than a static incidence existing within uidiial speakers (e.g. Ochs, 1996).

In reaction to the traditional grammarian approawcany studies of sentence-ending
suffixes have paid attention to their interactiuadtions in actual discourse. In particular, H.
Lee (1991) attempts to investigate an extensivebauraf sentence-ending suffixes in terms

of their discourse-pragmatic functions by includarplysis of naturally occurring informal
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speech utterances. He concludes that Korean senésuiing suffixes cannot be examined
without taking into account discourse-pragmaticctions. Korean epistemic markers have
also been examined in terms of politeness; it teahthat one major function of Korean
sentence-ending suffixes is to reduce the speates{sonsibility for his or her utterances,
thus elevating the role of the addressee and sirgjathe addressee’s positive and negative
face (Goffman, 1967; Brown & Levinson, 1987). leslke studies, Korean epistemic/modal
markers in the sentence-ending position have betemsvely investigated. For example, H.
Sohn (2007) discusses semantic-pragmatic functibasseries of recently innovated and
productively used Korean sentence-ending suffikehis discussion of the
grammaticalization process of such suffixes, Salopgses that strategic politeness is a main
cause for triggering such innovations in grammar ase. The following figure illustrates

this process.

[Subordinate Clause X + Main Clause Y]S > [Main @a X]S

Figure 2.1Diachronic deletion of main Clauses (Ys) in comptextences (Adapted from H.
Sohn, 2007, p. 3)

He suggests that, by omitting the main clauseptbpositional content is
unexpressed, and thus the speaker can avoid grateitihe imposition of or responsibility for
his or her acts. His findings imply that there preblems with universal assumptions about
politeness principles by showing that, in Korede, degrees of imposition are expressed
largely by various indirect speech acts using ttkases of newly emerged sentence-ending
suffixes. More recently, pursuing a similar linedicussion, H. Sohn (2012) expands his

discussion and proposes a new grammatical catefdmterpersonal modal endings” for
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these emergent sentence endings. Sohn gives a&oemsive account of these endings. In
his words:

All emergent modal endings (EMES) occur mainly aswal conversational

interactions which call for effective sustenancéntérpersonal relations. EMEs are

instrumental in effectively performing the interiacial function, and not the
transactional function of language. For this rea&MEs are predominantly used in
the interpersonal mode of communication such dg dderactions, telephone, on-

line, and face-to-face conversations. (p. 4)

Through the process of grammaticalization (Hoppérr&ugott, 2003; Traugott 1982,
2010), modal sentence enders have recently emérgenhdex interactional discourse
functions. They all appear in sentence-final posgiand express the speaker’'s modality
toward the recipient. Thus, they are mainly usecbinversational modes of communication
for expressing the speaker’s intersubjectivity tmivle addressees. Therefore, their modal
meaning is not easy to define. This study’s focaliegs, -€anh and ketun are discussed
as representative interpersonal modal endingslopting Sohn’s suggestion, | refer to the
two suffixes as “interpersonal modal endings.”

Until recently, not many studies of Korean convaogsahave stringently employed a

CA methodology. There have been several studiesecnad with epistemic markers in
Korean, yet few of these use naturally occurringvessational data to determine what
Korean epistemic markers are and how they are sdeark (1998, 1999), as a pioneering
scholar of Korean conversation analysis, investigi@aarious interactional functions of
suffixes such asnikka, -ketun and -Auntey These studies have paved the way for
examinations of the interactional functions of efmim, which traditional linguistic studies

have not been able to produce through analysiseofrteanings as represented in texts. In this

approach, it is assumed that linguistic structares patterns of use are shaped by, and

® In terms of the diachronic process of grammatiedion, <anh is classified as a main clause compression
type, andketunas a main clause omission type (H. Sohn, 2012).
19



themselves shape, social interaction (e.g., Odigd@off, & Thompson, 1996; Selting &
Couper-Kuhlen, 2001).

Following this interactional linguistic approachlaage number of studies on Korean
conversation have investigated the various intemaat functions of connectives such as, —
—canh, —nikka, —ketun and auntey(e.qg., S. Kim, 2007; K. Kim, 2011; Kim & Suh, 19%.
Park, 1998). These studies depict a variety ofaat@nal functions of connectives and
suffixes that traditional linguists have not beéfeao show through analysis of
decontextualized data. S. Kim (2007) adopted C&x@amine how the Korean modal suffix —
ci achieves a particular action, such as requestngirmation, within a specific interactional
contingency. Some studies employ CA to investigaseurces for quotations in Korean such
as -tay, —telakg and +tamye As an example, M. Kim (2005) examindslakoas an
evidential marker and shows how the conversatistgateconstruct their knowledge in social
interaction through the use of it. She demonstrates the speaker shifts the choice of
evidential marking totelakoin order to achieve interactional purposes, sscarditiement
and detachment in regard to his or her claim. dmge recent study, M. Kim (2011)
examines a L1 Korean speaker’s choices of anothdetial marker, tamye in the course
of interaction. Basing her approach on the findiogsleritage and Raymond (2005), she
investigates how participants claim and negotiagér tepistemic rights to the information by
deploying this marker. She finds that thamyeevidential marker is employed when the
speaker claims or downgrades his or her epistagtitsrto information. K. Kim (2004)
analyzes interactional features ofeyand—kwun which are widely recognized as suffixes
that are used for marking newly perceived inforomain face-to-face and telephone
conversations. Kim treats these suffixes as starar&ers that the speaker uses and deploys

as a resource for displaying his or her stanceraaewly perceived referent or event in
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the course of proffering a topic or taking up ahgrang with the interlocutor’s interactional
move.

The series of studies on Korean conversation intted here have made significant
contributions to CA research in interactional lirejics. These studies have shown that an
individual's uses of modal endings are indexicaligloactions that are performed in ways
contingent on the social and interactional circamsés. Consistent with this growing body
of literature in the field, the current study igusited within the theoretical framework of
“interaction and grammar” (Ochs, Schegloff, & Thaaop, 1996) in its employment of a CA
methodology for examining the contingent use ofghiixes. It aims to show, by examining
the sequences of negotiation of opinion in L2 Karelassroom conversation, how language
is shaped by interaction and the ways in whichfdheation of interactional practices are
language specific. The analysis of the use of Kosedfixes -€eanh-and ketunin
negotiation of opinion thus contributes to arti¢g the deeply intertwined relationship

between the organization of grammar and the orgéiniz of social interactional practices.

2.3 A conversation-analytic view of epistemics
2.3.1 Introduction

The relative disparity or equality of knowledgeweeén participants is a driving
force in interaction, one that motivates not oty brganization of sequences of action (e.g.,
guestions and answers) but also the use of spéajgistic forms that claim or disclaim
relative degrees of knowledge for speakers angierts (Heritage, 2012a, 2012b; Heritage
& Raymond, 2005, Stivers, Mondada, & Steensig, 20Ihe current interest in epistemics
and roles of knowledge as represented throughgbeilinguistic resources owes much to

Heritage and Raymond’s recent articles showing @pistemic access to information is
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involved in the production of social relationsh{pkeritage & Raymond, 2006; Raymond &
Heritage, 2006). The studies reviewed in this sedtivestigate the multifaceted connections
of the social dimensions of epistemics.

Heritage and Raymond (2005) examine the implicatimiirelative degree of access
to information between interlocutors in conversatiather than analyzing information or
knowledge as a proposition or cognitive state eb&ers. “Information/knowledge” is not
then to be understood as a static property of laggwr the mind of the speaker, but as a
locus where basic social rights and obligation®bez visible. Speakers display different
degrees and different ranges of knowledge in iotema; knowledge states are also
contingent upon some other traits of interacti@nth&y may change (Heritage, 2012a,
2012b). Adopting this view of information as a dyphenomenon, this dissertation examines
the ways in which two grammatical formganh-and—ketun are deployed as epistemic
resources to make claims about the epistemic stdbee speaker vis-a-vis the hearer in the
production of action in talk-in-interaction. Therte“epistemics” in this study relates to the
(claimed) knowledge state and the way in whichelstates are encoded in talk (Heritage,
2012a; Turner, 2012). Therefore, knowledge in theleyment of €eanh-and—ketun
includes not only actually shared knowledge but &lsowledge that is TREATED as shared
by the speaker, regardless of whether it actualifedwards, 1997).

Before | provide a review of conversation-analgtiadies on epistemics, | give a
brief review of early studies in the domain of kriedge. Then | review contemporary
studies on epistemics in detail so as to situasestindy in past and present conversation-
analytic research that examines the use of knowlatfgrmation in social interaction. First,
Labov and Fanshel (1977) insightfully made a datiom between A-events (known to the

speaker, but not the recipient) and B-events (kntmathe recipient, but not the speaker).
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Similarly, Pomerantz (1980), in her study of “mgesi tellings, distinguished between two
“knowables”: Type 1 knowables, knowledge that spesikave the right and obligation to
know (e.g., their emotional and cognitive stateejrton-going actions) and Type 2
knowables, knowledge that speakers know only ietlyeas secondhand knowledge. Lastly,
Kamio’s (1997) insightful theory of territories miformation discussed the ways in which
knowledge asymmetries between the speaker anétimant can construct linguistic forms.
In this theory, “territory of information” refer® tspeakers’ and hearers’ relative rights to a
given piece of information. Although each of thesgdies has its own terminology and
analytic emphasis, they have in common the arguthendistinctions of knowledge concern
basic social relationships and categories.
2.3.2 Analytical framework: Social epistemics in iteraction

Although actors’ management of knowledge has ctutst a central area of research
for conversation analysis, the role that episterpiags in talk-in-interaction has received
growing attention from conversation analysts irergg/ears, initiated by two recent studies
by Heritage and Raymond (2005) and Raymond andadgeri{2006). Heritage and Raymond
(2005) explored assessments in first and secornitiqroand looked at how participants’
rights to provide evaluations are implicated witttie talk. The findings revealed that
participants manage the relationship between diffeparticipants’ rights to assess the
information through the sequential position of #ssessment and by using systematic
variations in the design of the turns out of whickir assessments are constructed. In this
discussion, the authors developed a highly sysieraatount of the complex interplay
between turn construction, sequence organizatimhtlze distribution of epistemic access in
assessment sequences. One of the core argumentadbe is that in assessing a referent in

first position, a speaker claims primary epistengbts to make the assessment relative to the
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recipient. They represent the asymmetry betwesndind second speakers through notations:
K- position refers to a position of lack of certamfiormation invoked by the act of
guestioning. K+ position, on the other hand, referthe position of a knowledgeable
addressee. In addition to the basic K+ and K- st speakers employ a diverse range of
turn-constructional practices to establish posgialong a cline from K- to K+. Specifically,
they analyze evidential verbs (e.gpundsandseempand various tag questions as resources
in English that allow speakers to take up a lean fally K+ position. Heritage and
Raymond’s research on epistemics thus exploresetagonship between three dimensions
of talk in interaction: the design of turns at talka matter of grammatical form; the
epistemic position that turn designs make relevamd; the use of grammatical forms and
epistemic positions in sequences of action.

Building on this work, another study by Raymond &letitage (2006) also examined
how epistemic resources are used by participargsnstruct their interactional identities by
negotiating epistemic authority and subordinatromieraction on a moment-by-moment
basis. While these two studies focus primarily e épistemics of starting actions, a study
by Heritage and Raymond (2012) examines the episteon responsive actions, examining
two forms of response to polar questions: partiegponsesyéah yes etc.) and “repetitive”
responses. Their analysis found that repetitivearses “assert the respondent’s epistemic
and social entitlement in regard to the matterdpaiddressed,” (p. 9) whereas particle
responses submit to the terms of the question geoMby the interlocutor and thereby assert
a lesser degree of epistemic primacy.

In the domain of questions, Heritage (2010) andtbige and Raymond (2012)
observe that different question designs claim ckffié degrees of asymmetry between the

knowledge states of the speaker and the recipitetefore, different aspects of the different
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guestion projections become the objects of manijpmgRaymond, 2010). The figure below
presents alternative epistemic gradients of fo@stjans: (Q1Who did you talk to?Q2)

Did you talk to John?Q3) You talked to John didn’t yowsthd (Q4)You talked to John?

Answerer
Knowledge
(K+)

Questioner
Knowledge
K-)

Figure 2.2.Alternative epistemic gradients of four questi¢fiom Heritage & Raymond,
2012: p. 4)

In his most recent articles, Heritage (2012a, B) Exhcapsulates the proposal on
epistemics in action formation, illustrating theysan which knowledge asymmetries
between interlocutors are a driving force of intéin. According to this view, actors
possess relative degrees of “access” and “rightsettain domains of knowledge. Figure
2.3 below, two participants—speaker/self and recifjother—each owns an individual

domain of knowledge, each of which serves as aliasthe form of actions in interaction.

—-———— -—————
- -~ — - -~

’ 7N N
/ / \ L. \
II Speaker [ \ Recipient \
\ Domain /  Domain 7
\ \ / /
N N2 ’
~ ~ ’} ~ P -’

-

Figure 2.3 Domains of self and other in interaction (Adapten Heritage, 2011)

On the other hand, the linguistic resources thaakers employ in the formation of
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action embody abstract claims to the access ahdtoghe information. This discussion on
interrelated social and linguistic dimensions ie #malysis of language use leads to the
discussion of epistemitatus ad epistemicstance(Heritage, 2012a, 2012b). Epistemic
status refers to a speaker’s relative access lar taggiven information, which may be greater
or lesser than that of the addressees. Episteanceston the other hand, is the ways in which
participants design their talk using semiotic reses to allow for the moment-by-moment
display of their knowledge states.

Studies dealing with other languages also discugsfarious aspects of negotiation
about epistemic asymmetries such as participapfa to shared knowledge (e.g. Enfield
2006). Based on the findings in Heritage and Raydr(@005), M. Kim (2011) investigates
how Korean speakers claim or downgrade their apisteights to the information by
deploying a Korean evidential markdamyein the course of interaction. Emmertsen and
Heinemann (2010)’s study examines the Danish resptokemaja and show that it works
as a change-of-state token in conversation. Bygus$ie target token, conversationalists
monitor one another in order to negotiate theistepnic access. Wu (2004) illustrates how
final a in Mandarin claims responsibility for epistemight to know by challenging the
interlocutor’s exhibited lack of knowledge. An etitvolume of work by Stivers et al. (2011)
focuses on “morally ordered” forms of epistemicstHis volume, the authors have examined
epistemics in various social contexts and languadagano (2011), for example, has
investigated the ways in which Japangsenarked assessments claim epistemic primacy.
AsmuB, (2011) shows that ‘you know’ in Danish proposeared knowledge in interaction,
which pursues agreement in an environment wheeelatutors foreshadow a disaffiliative
stance.

The conversation-analytic studies discussed insghtsion have expanded our
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understanding of how epistemics work in talk byraxang the interrelation between
grammar and social epistemics. However, how L2 lggrsadeal with epistemic asymmetry in
their use of L2, on the other hand, has remainegtla unexplored. As different access to
knowledge and information between conversation@pénts brings about significant
interactional consequences in and through sodiafdntion, L2 speakers’ management of
knowledge and information—how rights to knowledge action are shared and how they
are distributed by interlocutors—along with appriaf@ use of linguistic resources in target
languages is essential in developing their L2 adgonal competence. The current study
investigates how management of information in Li2riaction plays a role not only in
sequence organization but also in turn design tiirabie use of semiotic resources. More
specifically, by examining the employment of fokaguistic resources, this study attempts
to show how rights to knowledge and action areeshanow they are distributed by

interlocutors, and how they are used to pursueeageat or cause conflict.

24 CA-SLA

The objective of this study in terms of second lage interaction is to examine how
L2 speakers use and develop their linguistic ahdranteractional resources in actual
interactions (Gardner & Wagner, 2005). From a C#spective, language acquisition can be
understood as learning to participate in ordinaryvell as institutional social interaction
(Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970). In this section, filstliscuss CA-SLA’s theoretical principles,
how interactional competence and development areggiualized in CA-SLA. Then |
discuss the implications of this view on developtfenresearch methodology by showing

CA-SLA studies in this area.
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There has been a growing body of literature thptiep CA, a methodology originally
developed for the analysis of social interactioarftakel & Sacks, 1970), to the study of
second language interaction. Adopting CA'’s rigoraletailed examination of interactional
context in analysis, CA-SLA studies have reachgdreeral agreement as to the
reconceptualization of language development asiated, conversational process that occurs
between participants, rather than a cognitive meod one individual’s mind (see Markee,
2000; Wagner & Gardner, 2004; Kasper 2009b; Wo0803, 2000b). The scholars engaged
in this work have focused their attention on désog interactional activities that L2
speakers engage in inside and outside of educasetiangs and the resources they employ
to accomplish certain interactional goals. CA-SliAdses thus suggest that language
development and use are inextricably intertwinetthiwisocial practices (Firth & Wagner,
1997; He, 2004; Markee & Kasper, 2004). In thedwihg section, | briefly discuss the
notion of interactional competence, which has madignificant contribution to the field of
CA-SLA.

Interactional competence

In Ethnomethodology (EM), the theoretical precutso€A, interactional competence
refers to ordinary people’s use of common knowlegigg shared procedures in the
production of indexical expressions and social cehth social interactions. Fundamental to
any investigation employing EM, within this frambis competence is considered to be a
central part of “membership” and “mastery of natlmaguage” in society (Garfinkel &
Sacks, 1970, p. 342). Speakers demonstrate theiaaiional competence and make their
competence an observable phenomenon by engagsugial interaction. Following the
theoretical tradition of EM, CA views participanisan interaction as competent members of

the society who orient to the knowledge of intamwil order and account for the
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maintenance of interactional order as well as tieewement of intersubjectivity (e.g.,
Heritage, 1984a; Heritage & Atkinson, 1984; Hutcl8bWooffitt, 1998).

Following EM and CA, CA-SLA researchers take a aband interactional view of
competence. That is, interactional competence ¢dmattributed to individuals or
cognition, but is rather jointly constructed by ti@pants in the interaction (He & Young,
1998; Jacoby & Ochs, 1995). Moreover, no distinttietween competence and performance
is made in the notion of interactional competefidgs view on interactional competence in
L2 conversation problematizes the prevailing vievbLA of the nonnative speaker as “a
deficient communicator” and recognizes that L2 &pesare interactionally competent
regardless of their proficiency levels (Carroll02Q Firth 1996; Wagner & Gardner, 2004;
Hauser, 2009). Also, interactional competence @eustood to serve double duty as both a
fundamental condition for and object of learninggiger, 2006, 2009c; Y. Lee, 2006). That
is, the same interactional resources, such as leagelor skills, may be used in different
contexts with different formations as participamsge context-free resources to organize their
interaction in a context-sensitive way (He & Youg98). A CA-SLA framework of
interactional competence sheds new light on thepetemce of L2 speakers and enables
researchers to recognize L2 speakers’ dynamic &gguses that were previously
unexamined in traditional SLA research.

2.4.1 Implications for research methodology

CA-SLA’s conceptualization of competence and depelent, which views L2
development as embedded in the moment-to-momeatdind of talk-in-interaction
(Hutchby & Woofitt, 1998), has significant impli¢gans for research methodology. One of
the significant differences that CA-SLA research fram experimental research is in its

requirement to use as data naturally occurringaecten, whether casual conversation or
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classroom interaction, rather than data that acéesl by researchers. In order to conduct a
close analysis in sequential contexts, analystaldhese naturally occurring interactions as
data, carefully transcribe them, and conduct tyrtdon sequential analysis, focusing on
what the participants are actually doing in therattions (Wagner and Gardner, 2004).

Accordingly, CA takes aamicperspective (Mori, 2004) when it comes to
understanding learning and development. CA-SLAaeteemphasizes a participant-
relevant approach to investigating data rather thgoosing theory-driven categories on the
data (Firth & Wagner, 1997; Kasper, 2006; Wagnés&dner, 2004). Aemicperspective
is obtained by careful examination of the sequéati@ironments and any interpretation of
the interaction is grounded in the participantshdestrable orientation to it. In this way,
researchers are be able to examine the interattongetence of L2 users (Firth and
Wagner, 1997). Therefore, CA provides a warrantedméto closely look into L2 speakers’
use of linguistic resources in actual interacti@A.s micro-analysis offers an effective
method to investigate the different repertoireas# of a single item with multiple functions
by the L2 speakers. L2 speakers’ development anisitign in this case should be
understood as a continuum of the different degoéesse of certain linguistic resources.

In a similar vein, the conceptualization of competand development in CA-SLA
suggests that a bottom-up approach (rather thap-ddwn approach) is appropriate for the
study of L2 speakers’ learning and developmentther words, better understanding of L2
speakers’ learning and development can be obtaingdathrough taking a bottom-up
approach, which assures close examination of ictiereal sequences so as to find
indications of levels of participation as opporties become available in the interaction. In
this way, details of L2 speakers’ competent languasge, which top-down approaches would

not recognize, can be identified and studied (¥,L2006). In this respect, CA seems to be a
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particularly suitable tool for pragmatics reseaasht allows the examination of both actions
and resources implemented by L2 speakers throwglesg&al analysis of the interaction.
2.4.2 Developmental CA

A number of CA-SLA studies have successfully shodedelopment as evidenced
by change over time (Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Hell@nn, 2007; Hellermann & Cole,
2009; Markee, 2008; Young & Miller, 2004). In tiparadigm, language development is
viewed as “the development of interactional skalsd interactional resources” (Brouwer &
Wagner, 2004; p.32) that embody changes in vapoastices over time. Therefore,
development is observable to analysts by compdaliifgrent moments within an activity or
successive activities over longer periods (Zimmerni®99; Markee 2000; Kasper 2009a;
Kasper & Wagner, 2011). Studies in line with thpgeach focus on describing development
as a gradual change in participation styles (Gayd@94; Wong, 2000a, 2000b), action
formats (Hellermann, 2007), and use of linguistisaurces (Ishida, 2009; Kim, 2009). In this
section, | discuss two directions in developmeg@®@lwill be discussed through a review of
major studies and their contributions. One directekes up the developmental changes in
participation, and the other focuses on developai@htanges in the use of linguistic
resources.
2.4.2.1 The developmental changes in participation

The first group of longitudinal studies | discusséhrfocuses on describing practices
particularly relevant to the participation of L2esiers. In this line of research, several
studies show learning as evidenced by change muer(e.g. Hellermann, 2008; Markee,
2008; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Young & &fill2004). Other studies explore

identifiable sequential structures, such as theiogeof a telephone conversation (e.qg.
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Brouwer & Wagner, 2004) or opening and disengagéinesm dyadic interaction (e.qg.
Hellermann, 2007; Hellermann & Cole, 20(99).

For example, Young and Miller (2004) detail howearher of English moved to full
participation from peripheral participation withime practices of tutoring sessions in the
writing conference. by comparing the participatodra student with that of the instructor
across four meetings over four weeks. Young andeNsl study demonstrates how the
participation structure is co-constructed by theic® and expert and how it changes over
time as the novice becomes more competent in gEating in situated practices.

Similar to Young and Miller (2004), a more recetutdy by Nguyen (2011) examines
the development of a second language speakertaatienal competence in the practices of
topic proffers over time. She looks at an adult E8ldent’s interactional resources to topic
talk (e.g. response to and use of topic proffevsey éive consecutive office hour meetings
with a native English speaking teacher. Nguyen shtbtliat the student’s interactions
changed from presenting minimal and delayed regsotwstopic offers, to immediate
responses in later meetings. The above studiesrhade significant contributions to the
field by demonstrating how the development of iat¢ional competence by L2 speakers
takes place in situated local practices.
2.4.2.2 Development in the use of linguistic resoces

Zimmerman (1999) demands more attention to comiparegsearch in language and
social interactions. Drawing on Zimmermann’s (199@)posal, Kasper (2009a) and Kasper
and Wagner (2011) further suggests that future Ddiss on second languages should add

an expanded perspective by adopting “horizontatigs cultural and linguistic) and

® These studies use CA methods but commonly drave>xamgenous theories in order to discuss language
learning and acquisition. Many researchers havesedo combine CA with other theories of learning,
such as sociocultural theory, situated learningyyeand/or language socialization, in their depetental stu
dies of interactional competence.
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“vertical” (developmental) comparisons. One of plassible ways to investigate the
development of interactional competence followinig suggestion is researching the use of
linguistic resources and adopting a longitudinatrmss-sectional design. There is a body of
work that has employed such a design in its attematidress the issues of development and
takes into account CA’s unmotivated looking inatslysis of naturally occurring
conversation data. In this section, | review thstslies.

One early study done by Wootton (1997) examinesdiggiisition of request forms
by an English-speaking child. Wootton’s longitudinase study illustrates the child’s
association of request forms with her understandfrggquential context. Several recent CA
studies in SLA similarly investigate the developinehinteractional competence in the use
of particular linguistic items by L2 speakers (gelgee, Park & Sohn, 2011; Ishida, 2011; Kim
2009; Ohta, 2001; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Ber2f&t1).

Ishida’s (2009) longitudinal study examines the ofsthe Japanese sentence-final
particleneas a resource for participating in conversatiouby.2 Japanese learner during
his nine-month study abroad period. She foundttietearner, who initially did not uses,
shows dramatically increased use ajver time. During the first and second months oélgt
abroad, the student did not useat all. His use ohewas still limited in the third, fourth, and
fifth months. However, his use nEexpanded in the last three months. Ishida’s se@lent
analysis of conversation data also shows thatttldeast useahefor various interactional
functions. The participant used the particésn turns of passive response and then in
response turns, and became more active in pursfiifigting responses througte. Ishida
furthermore found that while he first used the fatasoo desu nancorrectly in response, he
showed increased competence over time by usiogitatke comments and provide his own

story so as to display alignment with his interlmels preceding storyishida’s study shows
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how increased interactional competence in usindjtigeistic resourc@e enables L2
speakers to engage in social interactions moreedgtover time. More recently, Ishida
(2011) examines how an L2 speaker of Japanesegagaasponses to tellings over time. She
investigates five interactions between a studedtrean Japanese host mother during a nine-
month period of study abroad. Over the nine morittesstudent’s engagement with and
alignment to the host mother increased, as she anioem delivering minimal responses to
displaying her understanding by providing a secstody and assessment in the second
encounter. The student acts more engaged, as swelanaging a wider repertoire of listener
responses, by the end of the study period. The slludtrates an L2 learner’s increased
interactional competence and connects the findimdgise theory of language socialization
(Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986).

In a similar vein, Kim’'s (2009) cross-sectionaldstiexamines the use of Korean
discourse markersiunteyandkunteyby L2 speakers of Korean at different proficiency
levels. Kim compares the use of two forms by fikdpeakers of Korean at three different
proficiency levels (novice, intermediate, and adwt). She finds that the beginning-level
learners used the prototypical contrastive conmesticimanandkulehcimaninstead of -
nunteyandkuntey Intermediate-level learners displayed some usesumteyandkunteyin
their conversation data, and their usage correggbndth that of native speakers (Y. Park,
1999). However, it was found that they used thekeraronly turn-initially kuntey and turn-
medially (nuntey. Turn-final use of runtey which indexes indirectness, was not found in
the data from intermediate-level learners. Kimrokthat this non-occurrence shows one
aspect of learners’ interactional competence. Tdoeiwences of the turn-final use oiuntey
found in the advanced-level learners’ data showv tise of Aunteyto achieve different

interactional functions, such as mitigating thegpnatic force of the turn. Therefore,
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advanced-level learners show a high increase ingkeof hunteyandkuntey not only in

terms of frequency but also in terms of varietyusfctions. Furthermore, this study depicts a
parallel relationship in the use afunteybetween the developmental order of L2 Korean and
the process of grammaticalization, thus providingggemplary case of linking CA findings

to exogenous theory after rigorous analysis.

More recently, Lee, Park, and Sohn’s (2011) cressisnal study of Korean oral
proficiency interviews compares the constructiomesiponses by advanced- and
intermediate-level learners of Korean. They compe#ght interviews from heritage learners
of Korean with four speakers at each level. Thealgsis demonstrates that the advanced
speakers frequently expand their responses usingeifinal and sentence-final suffixes such
as -ei, —canh; —ketun and -Aunteythat mark speakers’ various interactional stanths.
intermediate-level speakers, in contrast, disglaytéd skills in constructing expanded talk in
their interview interactions. They maintain thag tise of linguistic resources and the
production of expanded responses are correlateeln ghe Korean language’s verb-final
word order. The advanced students display thezractional competence at using clause-
final and sentence-final suffixes, which aids ia groduction of expanded responses. The
studies discussed in this section demonstratedssilglities of developmental CA in
longitudinal and cross-sectional investigationt®dfspeakers’ development of interactional
competence in the use of linguistic resources.

These studies demonstrate the usefulness of Céngitudinal and cross-sectional
investigation of L2 speakers’ development of inticmal competence in the use of linguistic
resources. Building upon the work of these studiescurrent dissertation also implements
the theoretical and analytical principles embodigtiin CA in a cross-sectional design to

explicate interactional development within the eoiof the premise that advanced and

35



intermediate L2 speakers use linguistic resourdéseintly. Development in this study will
thus be discussed in terms of the L2 speakers’ dstragion of a given linguistic resource

displayed in the interaction.
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CHPATER 3

DATA AND METHOD

3.1 Data

The data set of the current study consists of aqmiately 240 hours (14,400
minutes) of video-recordédkorean classroom interactions conducted throu§braan
language program at a university in the UnitedeStatver a period of one year and six
months (from Spring 2010 to Fall 2011). Studentsisent to participate in the study was
obtained before their interactions were recorded {ge student consent form in Appendix).
The classes were held twice a week and each dsiesllapproximately 75 minutes. Most
class sessions were recorded, except for test @laygsclasses of the same course divided
according to proficiency levels—advanced and inetimte—were recorded. The focal
levels of analysis will be intermediate and advanioeluding two sublevels of intermediate
and high on the ACTFL OPI rating scale (e.g., imediate-mid, advanced-high). Participants’
proficiency levels were assessed by a certified RChater before the data collection and
were re-assessed after the data collection. Theafivlg table shows the participants’

language profiles. All participants’ names usethins dissertation are pseudonyms.

" A portion of the data was audio-recorded due napiaral equipment failure.
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Table 3.1. Participants’ language profiles of thelg

Name (gender) OPI level First language Heritage

Wendy (F) High Korean 6]
John (M) High Korean 0
Erika (F) High Korean 6]
Ariel (F) High Korean 0
Daisy (F) Advanced Mid English 0
Mina (F) Mid English 0
Amy (F) Mid English 6]
Sun (F) Mid English 0
Dan (M) Mid English 6]
Ron (M) High English X
Steve (M) Mid English 0
Sue (F) Intermediate Mid English 0
Jenny (F) Mid English 6]
CL (F) Mid English X

The classes were both small, with four to six stislén a class. They were content-
based courses dealing with matters related to musaietal issues in South Korea, such as
South Korea’s emerging generations, changing gemdes, Korean reunification, and so on.
The courses included a significant amount of studetussion on assigned topics. Students
selected reading material relevant to the weelsgyaed topic and generated questions in
order to further their understanding of the matexral contribute to class discussions. The
majority of the students in the program were Kor@american heritage students whose first
language was English. Some participants were natage students of Korean. The

participants were all college students in their 2Ogrious majors.

3.2 Transcription
The transcription conventions used in this studyaatapted from those commonly
used in conversation analysis, which are designéactude detailed information of “what

was said and how it was said” (ten Have, 20072p. [use a standard three-tier format in
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which the interlinear gloss specifies either thenieg or the morphosyntactic category of
each unit in the Korean utterance (see transcngiamventions and abbreviations of
morphosyntactic categories pp. viii-ix). The data @manscribed using the Yale system of
romanization (H. Sohn, 1999, pp. 2-3). To cleanljicate the target suffix, each occurrence
of —canh-and ketunappears in bold. For the translation of the dapagvide a functionally
equivalent translation into idiomatic English. Ciolesing that the present data come from
Korean as a second language speakers’ conversstio issues had to be addressed in the
transcription that do not arise in L1 English smratonversation data transcription. L2
speakers discourse tends to include deviant proatimes, word selections, and grammar.
Following basic principles for the transcriptiortried to represent actual pronunciation as
closely as possible. L2 speakers’ unusual prontinogwere also fully reproduced in the
romanization to the phonetic level. However, fa dases where it is hard to comprehend
what the L2 speaker is saying, and so it is haf@jtoe out whether it is a kind of a deviant
pronunciation or just an exclamation, | did notyfukflect the pronunciation in the

romanization.

3.3 Analytical procedure and research design

The present study implements the theoretical aati/acal principles embodied
within CA in a cross-sectional design to explidaedevieopment (Kasper, 2006, 2009a)
within the context of the premise that intermedeatel advanced L2 speakers use linguistic
resources differently. To thoroughly analyze thespnt data requires analysis on two levels.
The first level has to do with one of the focuskthis study, which is interaction and
grammar. The second level is related to analyzengisd language acquisition by adopting

CA.
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First, this study focuses on sequences in whichksgye negotiate their opinions
(Mori, 1999) or evaluations (Goodwin & Goodwin, 7Q8and then examines the use of
particular linguistic forms; namely, the most commyoused interpersonal modal endings
within these specific environments. The decisioexamine opinion-negotiation sequences
was made because the negotiation of opinions aaldaons appears to be the most
prominent activity in my data. My interest in thgseticular interpersonal modal endings has
also come from observing the conversational dét& 3Jtudy differs from previous discourse
analytic studies of L2 Korean interpersonal moahaliegs in the following ways: This study
(1) begins the investigation by carefully selectamgl explicating the types of sequences and
activities to be analyzed in depth; (2) investigatee moment-by-moment use of the suffixes
in a particular collection of interactional datada(3) focuses on participant-relevant features
that are employed to accomplish the phenomenaerifest. Demonstrating the interactional
workings of a grammatical form in a given contexbancover patterns and interlocutors’
practices in that particular context. Such desiomyst contribute to the comprehensive
understanding of the L2 speakers’ use of theséxssff

The other level of analysis is related to acqusitiesearch because this study
investigates L2 interaction. Because the curretat idafrom L2 speakers’ interaction,
categories wider than the target linguistic resesinvere identified as occasions of potential
focus of analysis. Based on the previous studiegshwédxamined the use etanh-and—
ketunin L1 Korean speakers’ conversation, sequenceshnhclude the actions thatanh-
and—ketunachieve in L1 speaker discourse (e.g., giving anots) were located, even though
the target forms were not found to occur. As aredyevealed action types accomplished by
—canh-and—ketunbesides those already discussed in L1 speakeaatign and also

alternative resources to perform the same actlar@ducted another sequence search in
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terms of both function and form. In the followingcsion, | discuss methodological issues

that | have faced in dealing with L2 data.

3.4 Analytical focus and data presentation

In Chapters 4 and 5, | provide detailed analysatatd extracts that display the use of
the target forms by intermediate and advanced E2lsgrs of Korean. Based on previous L1
studies on the use of target items, the sequeneesaategorized by action type and the turn
position where the target form is used, and thetjpas of L2 speakers with different
language proficiencies doing the same action wenepared.

The data is presented according to the sequemnisiigns where the target forms
occur; that is, the target forms’ positions in sipeaker’s turn—first (turn-medial), second,
and third positions (K. Kim, 2010; Kim & Suh, 2009; Suh, 2002; Ju & Sohn, 20221)
Presenting the data according to the target foseguential position allows a more effective
comparison of the use of the target forms acrd$srdnt proficiency levels. Within this
organizational framework concentrating on thredtmoss, sequences are categorized
according to the specific action types that tafgehs are achieving.

The types and status of information managed throlghieployment of utterances
with these target suffixes is also reflected indh& presentation. Within each action type
section, comparable sequences from different perfay level students’ data is presented
and discussed in comparison in order to demondtatethe same actions are achieved in
somewhat different ways by interactants who has#farent number of linguistic resources.
A brief explanation of the specific action type ahd outcome achieved by the use of target

suffixes in L1 speaker conversation is also pradidased on the findings in previous

8 The use of target items in first and second pasitis identified in previous L1 studies. The thpasition
usage is found in the present data set.
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literature. In the following section, a detailedisav and analysis of the use of each suffix is

presented.

3.5 General characteristics of participants’ use ononuse of the focal objects

In this section, before moving into the main datalgsis chapters, | provide the
general characteristics of each participant group&sor nonuse of the target forms, relating
them to their proficiency levels.
3.5.1 Advanced-level students

Advanced-level students’ conversation displayedoadier range of usage and also
much more frequent use of target resources tharmthatermediate-level students.
Examples of the diverse uses of the target formergvdifferent kinds of actions achieved are
presented in the data analysis section.
3.5.2 Intermediate-level students

Intermediate-level students’ use @fanh-and ketunshowed a limited range both in

terms of function diversity and frequency compaethe advanced-level students. Four
main characteristics are observed in the intermedével student’s data. First, they used the
prototypical unmarked forms such as connecti@ ending yo to accomplish functions that
could be accomplished witlcanh-or ketun Second, few instances of participants’ use of
the causal markemikkaare identified. Third, nonprovision of any marked
noncompletion of a grammatical unit of utteranceurced where the target markers would
be expected to occur. Fourth, codeswitching to iEhglas another strategy employed by

these students.
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CHAPTER 4

—CANH-: SHARED KNOWLEDGE AS AN INTERACTIONAL RESOURCE

4.1 Introduction

This chapter investigates the ways in which ontheftarget interpersonal modal
endings;—-canh; is deployed in first, second, and third posit&guences (K. Suh, 2002; Ju
& Sohn, 2011) within Korean L2 speakers’classroateraction. Based on extracts from the
current study data collected at different levelprafficiency, and supplemented by related
first language (L1) data from the literatures ergplg an interactional approach, | focus my
attention on the social actions participants acdstmgd and variation in the ways of actions
accomplished across different proficiency grougss Thapter has two primary goals: to
demonstrate how participants make useaainh-utterances to achieve their interactional
goals, and to investigate differences in the wdymcoomplishing actions with the use-of
canh-in different proficiency groups.

To furnish the necessary background for understagnitie analysis, | begin by
presenting an overview of the literature on theirmdcanh; paying most attention to
conversation analytic studies. Linking the use-@dnh-to previous research on interaction, |
show how L1 speakers use the target suffix, estaibli a baseline for examining its use by
L2 speakers. | then identify the boundaries oftttiget collection of cases to delimit the
practice under investigation. Here, sequentialgataent of a-canh-utterance in classroom
interactions is discussed. | then turn my attentiiothe use ofcanh-in the current data set.
Through examining data extracts, | point out twbaars that-canh-utterances
accomplished—qgiving an account and expressing tksaigent. The analysis pays special

attention to the ways in which the speakaenage epistemic access between interlocutors
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(Heritage, 2012a, 2012b; Heritage, & Raymond, 2@bkvers, Mondada, & Steensig, 2011)
through the use efcanh; and examines differences in achieving those sty comparing
extracts from intermediate students’ interactiorcgnclude the chapter by summarizing the
social actions accomplished by the use@inh-to manage information and how variations
in the use of the linguistic resoureeanh-and what it accomplishes across different
proficiency groups guide us to understand the dgveént of interactional competence

(Kasper, 2006, 2009c; Y. Lee, 2006)

4.2 Literature review: Interactional approach to -canh-

| briefly explained the grammatical status and negof -canh-in Chapter 1.
However, the full range of use ofanh-extends far beyond that. In this section, first |
provide a more comprehensive review oarh- Despite the difficulty of pinpointing the
function of -anh-due to its interactional and colloquial traitse #tatus of final eanh-as a
modal suffix for expressing certainty towards agasition has long been recognized in the
literature. Many studies employing an interacticmabroach examine hoveanh-is used to
perform social actions in actual conversation. Tines of research treat€anh-as a
linguistic marker that indicates the speaker’'swade or stance towards the proposition or
addressee. Kawanish and Sohn’s (1993) researcthevdisst to describe the new discourse
function indexed by the reduced form of the negmtionstruction ei anh- By analyzing
spoken discourse data, they demonstrate ttath-indexes a speaker’'s unwavering
certainty regarding the information conveyed inspitrof agreement from recipients.

In addition to its function as a means to evokeraygd or agreement, previous
studies on eanh-have noted its epistemic attributes (H. Choi, 1399._ee, 1999) in relation

to commitment or assertion, as well as its affectjualities with regard to the elicitation of
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empathy (Kawanish, 1994). In particular, H. Lee9@Pargues that the speaker’s
presumption of the hearer’s affirmative responseepsesented through the use-oainh-
derives from the function ofctindicating the speaker’'s commitment to a statentdatalso
discusses interactional traits afanh-in discourse by underscoring the role of addreseée
—canh (p. 269).

Analysis of -€anh-has also been conducted from the perspective glitege
socialization (Kim & Suh, 2004; Lo, 2006; K. Sulg@). Framing their work within
Kawanish and Sohn’s (1993) discussion, Kim and @004) and K. Suh (2001) claim that
the frequent use ofcanh-by a caregiver indexes his or her orientationaiebin the child’s
ability to provide an answer, demonstrating mutualerstandings and shared feelings. The
caregiver’'s frequent use otanh-orients to the knowledge state of the child anidifgdo
shared knowledge to prompt the child to identify @bject or information of instruction.
Suh’s finding shows how a caregiver’s frequentafsecanh-works as an important resource
for socialization. In a similar vein, Lo (2006) st®how an afterschool teacher useank
to socialize students. By investigating the teashese of €anh in an instructive situation,
Lo shows that the teacher assigns moral respoibgitailstudents in the representation of
epistemic stance, affective stance, and alignnmetita context of morally justified or
unjustified propositions. She also discusses thehier’s use ofanh-as a device to elicit
empathy from students. Lo’s findings demonstrate ttee use of linguistic resources such as
—canh index social relationships (Duranti, 1994).

The social meaning ofcanh-focusing on it boundary tone in discourse is exauhin
in M. Park’s (2003, 2013) comprehensive study ofdém prosodic boundary tones. In her
analysisM. Park shows thatcanh-with particular prosodic features displays différen

interactional purposes. She specifically demoretrttat utterance-finatanh-markedwith
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L% signals the speaker’'s assumption that the mtatbr knows about the current
information being conveyed. On the other harmdnh-marked with H% indicates new
information and thus signals the speaker’'s momitpdf the addressee’s awareness of the
information.

Conversation analytic studies on —canh-

In this section, | introduce two studies (Ju & Sobd11; K. Suh, 2002) on L1 use of
—canh-that offers analysis relevant to the current stigbth K. Suh (2002) and Ju and Sohn
(2011) undertake a comprehensive analysis of s@drse functions ofcanh-in L1 Korean
speaker conversations by adopting a conversatialytemapproach. Both studies argue that
—canh-is used by the speaker to invoke a “common grduwrdan assumption that the
information he or she presents is shared withlmtetors. Both of these studies also assert
that this common ground does not necessarily tefekperiences actually shared between
participants (see Kawanishi, 1994; Kawanishi & Sat#93). That is, it may be knowledge
that the speaker wishes to attribute to the addeaegardless of his or her actual knowledge
status (K. Suh, 2002). Therefore, the speaker eyaplee marker to strategically manage the
information at hand so as to involve the addressé®e joint construction of common
ground.

In particular, K. Suh (2002) examinedanh-s functions according to the source of
information displayed bycanh-utterances. While suggestinganh-as a marker indexing
common ground, K. Suh identifies turn-finalanh-s major functions as (1) to provide an
account and (2) to challenge the other party irotiating a common ground. The following
example from K. Suh (2002) shows howanh-is employed in the context of giving an

account.
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Extract 4.1. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from K. 002, p. 299-300)

01 S: (1.7) (hh) cikum kunikkan mak
now so just

02 cipphil cuwung-i-si-n?
writing midst-be-HON-ATTR

Then now you're in the midst of writing (your dissertation)?

03 H: ai kulay-ya toy-nuntey mos ha-ci
well so should-CIRCUM NEG do-COMM

04 - maynnal wa kacikwu ilekwu iss- canh-a?
everyday come-CONN like this exist-CANH-IE
Well, I'm supposed to be doing that, but | can't.
I came (to school) every day, and this is all I do.

In the above example, H provides an account foskbw progress on his dissertation
by formulating his turn with the suffixcanh-in lines 3-4. K. Suh discusses that the speaker
deploys -€anh-to convey indisputable knowledge shared by othdigi@ants to obtain
mutual agreement. The next instance, also fromuk. (8002), is from a conversation

between a mother and son and displays the useaoh-in challenging the other interlocutor.

Extract 4.2. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from K. &002, p. 304)

01 M: ecey violin an hay-ss-ni?
yesterday NEG do-PST-Q
Didn't you practice violin yesterday?
02 S: ecey? (.) kumyoilnal?
yesterday Friday
You mean yesterday? (.) Friday?

03 M: kucekkey ha-kwu ecey
the day before yesterday do-CONN yesterday

04 - an hay-ss- canh- a
NEG do-PST-CANH-IE
You practiced violin the day before yesterday, but not yesterday, right?

In response to the son’s delay of his answer tartigal question in line 1, the mother
delivers information as shared with the son usicanh-in line 4. In her analysis, Suh
maintains that the mother’s turn witbanh-challenges her son by intensifying the propriety

of her claim (p. 304).
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One of the most recent studies @arh-is by Ju and Sohn (2011), who analyze
telephone calls and face-to-face interactions d& bt how “recipients” display their stance
regarding a prior speaker’s talk wheregarh-is used. While arguing that the major
function of -€anh-is to provide an account for speakers’ claimsy floeind that €anh-
utterances are used not only in aligning but alsdisaligning responses, with higher
frequency in disalignment (p. 6). The example beflmwn Ju and Sohn’s study presents how
the recipient gives an account usir@arh-in a disaligning response based on the common

ground between the speaker and interlocutors.

Extract 4.3. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from Juafar§(2011, p. 11)

01 SEl: ah nay-ka nolay-lul yay- yay-mankhum-man
INTJ I-NM song-ACC this kid this kid-as well as-onl y
02 pwull-ess-umyen elmana coh-ulkka.

sing-PST-if how good-Q
How wonderful would it be if | could sing just as well as this guy?

03 LEE: kkum kkay.
dream break:IE
Wake up from a dream!

04 SEl: ya nolay-nun, yensupha-myen ta tway.
hey song-TOP practice-if all become:IE
Hey, as long as (we) practice, (we) can all sing.

05 LEE: kulay?
so:lE

Really?

06 LEE: akka Korean-pan-eyse ku sengak sensay ngnim-i
earlier Korean-class-in that voice teacher-NM

07 - oppa moshan-tako mak kulay-ss- canh -a.
older brother not good-QT just say-PST-CANH-INT

Earlier in the Korean class, that voice teacher said that
you were not good (at singing), right?

08 SEl: nay-ka encey?

I-NM when
(To) me, when?

In line 7, Lee, the speaker of theanh utterance, lays common ground to challenge

Sei’'s positive assessment about himself by progidimared information regarding a third
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party’s earlier criticism of Sei’s singing skillu&nd Sohn’s analysis underlines the
significant role of sequential position in the ude-canh in interaction. They also introduce
other compositional features that co-occur withrh utterances, including lexical forms
such as a discourse markemntey'but’ and a topic-contrast marke(n)un high pitch, and
facial expressions.

In sum, prior research orcanh has linked the suffix to epistemics in the sehse
they index shared knowledge. By thus usingnf, the speaker appeals to pre-existing
shared knowledge, which serves as an invitatigdghe@ao-participant to consider what is
already common ground (Clark, 1996). Diverging fribns line of conversation analytical
research, this study closely examines utteranoes’'donstructions and sequential
organization so as to identify what the L2 speakeesdoing by usingcanh-in terms of the
epistemic status they project in and through trsegtheof turns at talk (Heritage, 2012b).
Based on analysis of functions afanh-in L1 discourse discussed in other studies (Ju &
Sohn, 2011; K. Suh, 2002), the present study alsestigates whether and to what extent
second language speakers’ useaznh-resembles that of L1 speakers in order to illun@na
the stages of L2 speakers’ development that ceerédeinteractional competence in the use
of linguistic resources.

Management of epistemic access through the useaznh-

In this section, | discuss the different typesndbrmation that appear in account
giving turns marked bycanh-: For example, the speaker’s epistemic accessto th
information contained in thecanh-utterance may be derived from interactional histary
from general knowledge, including cultural knowledbat the speaker possesses. The
classification of knowledge types in this studp@sed on K. Suh’s (2002) findings. K. Suh

(2002) examined-canh:s functions according to the source of informatiisplayed by the
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—canh-utterances. What is noteworthy in Suh’s studyeisdiscussion of three types of
information status where the use-@bnh-indexes common ground: the first context is when
the source of evidence is immediately shared betweerlocutors; another context occurs
when information marked withcanh-is commonly shared knowledge; and in the third
context,-canh-indexes information that is obviously not knownawjdressees.

Suh’s report on the type of knowledge indexed leyube of eanh-is one of the
motivations for the current study’s attention te tble of relative epistemic stance and status
between conversationalists (Heritage, 2012a, 20it2ihe use of linguistic resources in
terms of “epistemic domains” (Stivers & Rossandl @0 The suffix-canh-indexes shared
knowledge, which claims equality of epistemic aso@geritage, 2012a). Analysis of the
present data reveals that there is often congrueegiveeen epistemic status and epistemic
stance such that epistemic stance encoded in avitirr-canh-is aligned with the epistemic
status of the speaker. On the other hand, casesafgruence between epistemic status and
the epistemic stance projected by uskegnh-are also identified. In this case, by using
canh-the speaker projects an epistemic stance of aijpgeaore knowledgeable than they
really are to achieve certain interactional outceme

What makes this discussion on the epistemic imicalamoteworthy is that, in giving
accounts with and without usirganh; different types of knowledge appear to influence
turn construction differentlgccording to proficiency levels. In summary, refegrto the
study by K. Suh (2002, the following analyses pay special attention ®dffferent types
of shared knowledge and the management of episterb@ance according to L2 speakers’

proficiency in turns when they are giving accountsked or unmarked bycanh-.

® Many of the phenomena discussed in the currediysthow a resemblance to those discussed in KsSuh’

study. Also, the current data set identifies a widege of shared knowledge appealed to in L2 sreak

utterances that involve account-giving usitgnh; along with the three different types of shared kiealge

proposed by K. Suh (2002).

10" A comparison with K. Suh’s (2002) examples is agrtdd after close analysis of the current data set.
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4.3 Delimitating the boundaries of practice: Sequdral environment and
interactional import of —canh-

In order to delimit the core collection for the @nt study, this section describes the
boundaries of focal practice—that is, sequentig@lrenment and interactional import of —
canhutterances identified in the current data set. ¥hils common in the previous
literature to argue that the use cbnh-indexes the speaker’s invocation of prior knowledge
to claim that the interlocutor has joint accest (bl. Lee, 1999; K. Suh, 2002), social actions
accomplished by the use afanh-are found to be different according to sequential
placement (see K. Suh, 2002; Ju & Sohn, 2011).

That is, in first position in a multi-turn unit,-@anh-utterance is found to be doing
the action of giving an account for a claim. In@®t position, a eanh-utterance is used to
disagree with the interlocutor’s prior claim. Inrthposition, the speaker employsanh-
utterances to make counter challenges in resporee interlocutor’s disaligning action
towards the speakét. Details of turn constructions and observed featare discussed in
the following sections 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6. Comparisetween less advanced and more
advanced L2 speakers provides evidence of L2 ictieral development in terms of

diversification of participants’ management of gthknowledge using the suffbcanh-

4.4 The use of eanh-in first position: Giving accounts for the claim

The first sequential environment whearh-regularly occurs in the data is first
position as the part of a turn in which giving ac@unt is underway within the sequence of
students’ presentation of opinion on a certaindsaua classroom discussion setting. The

sequence typically begins with a student’s long wirpresenting an opinion on a certain

1 Differences in actions accomplished larh might also be due to difference between two tygfes
classroom activities. Whercanh is used for giving accounts in first positione ttlass is engaged in teacher-
fronted classroom discussion. On the other hamdpticurrences ofcanh in second and third position are
found in student-led debate.
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issue. In this turn, students reserve the spacthéonpcoming presentation of opinion
including their view on the issue and the followangcount for the view.canhutterances
typically occur within extended opinion presentitiggt is, in turns consisting of more than
one turn constructional unit (TCU; Sacks et al74)9Figure 4.1 below displays a model of

the use of eanh-in first position along with an examp'e.

Multi-unit turn

at Claim N\ A7 U 2 obd 3 Zolg.
B . I think dog-meat is not something bad.
First position _ (assertion/assessment) |
p N Ay 07) B AREYEH Anrle 29
Speaker 1 Givi 27]1gotg. o
Presenting opinion 1ving account It's bevcause.. for peqple who eat meat, dog meat is just
\ J one kind of meats, right? {43
( . A =
Claim 2 1S ¢ = yetkso] A70=0]2ta o A
- : et o4 vutn dEg s s 2 Zolg.
l "\ (assertion/assessment) J /' So, Ithink there’s no need for us to say that eating dog is bad

= - just because some developed countries don't eat it.
Second position
Speaker 2
Uptake

(Alignment or Disalignment)

Figure 4.1. —canhin first position

This multi-unit turn consists of two distinctivetamns: an assertion-equivalent, which
is a claim (e.g. “I think dog-meat is not somethibagl.”) on the ongoing issue and the prior
or following supporting accounts for the asserfiery. “It's because dog-meat is just one
kind of meat.”). Turns with the target itersanh-in first position are repeatedly associated
with the particular action of account giving: thpeaker proposes knowledge or information
as shared to support his or her prior or subsequiaim. Speakers ofcanh-in this position
routinely elaborate their responses with accowxglanations, excuses, and the like. In

terms of turn design, the target turn of accouwingiis explicitly designed through the

2 The exemplified turn construction and sequenceldgwent is based on advanced students’ data.
Intermediate students’ distinctive features is uksed later in the analysis.
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initiation of the causal conjunctiomaynyahamyetbecause’ and the speaker marks the
information given on his or her account as shagedding—canh-at the end of the turi. In
response to this turn of opinion presentation idiclg a—canh-utterance, the other student
projects an aligning or contrasting opinion depegdin their epistemic access and
commitment to a particular line of action.
4.4.1 Proposing equal accesses to information wifource of evidence

The first type of knowledgecanh-proposes in account giving turns marks
information in which the source of evidence is prel/ observable or recoverable by the
interlocutors (K. Suh, 2002), and thus is shardd/éen all the participants in the interaction.
Through a-canh-utterance, the speaker implies equality of acae#iset referent situation or
object. Therefore, relative states of knowledge@né the circumstances in which both the
speaker and the recipient have equal access toriatmn. The two examples in Extracts 4.4
and 4.5, from L1 speakers’ interactions, illusttad& —canh-utterances conveying
information with immediate access provide convéosaiists a shared ground on which to

accomplish an interactional goal of giving an acttou

Extract 4.4. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from K. §002, p. 288)

01 S: - ike-hako ikes-to ttokkath- canh -a. ku--(.)mwenka:,
this thing-CONN this thing-also same:CANH-INT tha t something
These two items have something in common, right? Something...

02 J: kule-ney cincca, (.). hh
like that-FR really
Indeed (they are similar.) Really

03 S: pwunwiki-ka
atmosphere-NOM (of the two items is the same.)
The atmosphere (of the two items is the same.)

13 By using “because,” speakers claim that what fedidelongs to the preceding turn. In other worls, t

speaker characterizes the following utterancerasxaelement of the ongoing construction of a ttstreby

displaying (or establishing, or claiming) affinibgtween the following utterance and the preceding t
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Extract 4.4 shows a way in which-aanh-utterance claims shared knowledge by
providing an on-the-spot observation of a mateiméct (a table) to which all other
recipients have immediate access. S’s claim ustagh-in line 1 receives immediate
agreement from the recipient J in line 2. The meemple shows the use-efanh-by

referring to a previous context that is shared lyjbg the other participant.

Extract 4.5. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Suh (2@0289)

01 A: kaman iss-epwa. liewang-hako plot-i
remain still-SUGG:IE King Lear-CONN plot-NOM

02 —ttokkath- canh -a liewang-hako
same-CANH-IE King Lear-CONN
Wait a minute. The plot (of the movie) is the same as that of King Lear, isn‘t it?

03 B: ah i yenghwa-ka ku ke-kwun-a
this movie-NOM that thing-UNASSIM
Ah, (now | remember) this movie is that one.

In line 2, A makes an assessment of a movie bynatgj shared knowledge from a
prior context she shared with the recipient abootl@er movie, “King Lear.” This claiming
turn using-canh-also elicits an aligning response from the recipie line 3 that is
evidenced by the production of the change-of-gtétenah and the sentence ending suffix
kwun indexing the speaker’s stance towards a newlggdezd information (K. Kim, 2004).

As illustrated in these interactions between Llagpes, the usecanh-in giving
accounts seems to serve as evidence for partisigamdwledge of and responsibility for a
matter (Heritage & Raymond, 2009)he following analysis from the current data setrfr
L2 speakers’ interaction demonstrates similar phema in the use efcanh-in doing the
action of account giving. The use-afanh-and the context in which all interlocutors have
immediate access to the conveyed information tadgether might help to mark the

information given as already known to the co-pgtat, thereby strengthening the appeal to
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shared knowledge. Along witkcanh-utterances, speakers employ other linguistic nessu
to mark a source of evidence such as quotativeesgmns and past-tense markings. The
source of epistemic access can be a present icuéolo(Extract 4.6) or a material object
(Extract 4.7).

4.4.1.1 Source of evidence at present

Advanced.The following conversation (Extract 4.6) from atvanced-level students’
interaction exemplifies the first phenomenon focuse in this study: in an account giving
turn, students present information to which ottrerge immediate on-the-spot access using
the suffix—canh-while pointing out the source of evidence at pngsedicating other
participants’ equality of epistemic access. Thigsaot comes from a classroom discussion on
the issue of South Korea—North Korea reunificatieor. the discussion, the teacher asked

students to provide their opinions on the futureniécation of South-North Korea.

Extract 4.6. Dan: German unification

01 Dan: - od 2 Aol e glEeta.

02 a1 AFelr FEE I TES

03 AP rfaL=

04 Teacher: = .

05 Dan: ~ YR &

06 Teacher: [ .

07 Dan: 29, 9() oAy Fof HE:> Ertol
08 - AT AT 2ol a<

09 Teacher: [ ]|

10 Dan: a8 H %=

11 Teacher: = u]

12 Dan: b FZo]: ofnl T A BALS.
13 Teacher: °y]°

01 Dan: - kuntey ku sensayngnim-i kule-sy-ess- canh -ayo.

but that teacher-NOM that-HON-PST-CANH-POL
But, teacher you said that.

02 ku setok-i:  tongtok-ul: ku thongil-ul
that West Germany-NOM East Germany-ACC t hat unification-ACC
03 wenhay-ss-tako:=
want-PST-QT

55



04 Teacher:

05 Dan:

06 Teacher:

07 Dan:

08

09 Teacher:

10 Dan:

11 Teacher:

12 Dan:

13 Teacher:

West Germany wanted the reunification with East Germany.

=ney.
yes
Right.

- kule-sy-ess- canh- afyo
like that-HON-PST-CANH-POL
You said that, right?

[ney
yes
Right.

kuntey, mak(.) isip-nyen hwu-ey tto: >p wulman-i
but DM twenty year after-at again disconten t-NOM

- sayngky-ess-ta sayngky-ess-ta kulay-ss- canh -[ayo<
appear-PST-PLN appear-PST-PLN so-PST CANH-POL
But you also said that complaints kept coming out 20 years later, right?

[ney
yes
Right.

kule- sy- ess-cyo=
so- HON-PST-COMM:POL
You said that, right?

=ney
yes
Yes.

kuntey ttokkkathi: ama kulehkey toy-lke-ye yyo.
but same probably like that become will - POL
So Korea will probably become just like that.

OneyO
yes
| see.

Prior to this extract, one of the students displagtspositive view on reunification. In

response to it, Dan presents a disaffiliative stdnahe following opinion-presenting

sequence, which consists of giving an account dotaving assertion. He begins his turn

with a disjunctive markeguntey'but’ (line 1), which foreshadows his disagreeingw (Y.

Park, 1999). In the following turn of account gigitlines 1-8), he then refers to knowledge

with immediate access, which is about what theheaexplained earlier regarding German

reunification, and he employs the suffiganh-to support his claim (lines 1,5,8). This on-the-
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spot remark provides the ground on which to makecthim that follows in line 11 (“So
Korea will probably become just like that.”). Itatso worth noting that the use-afanh-in
line 1 is employed prior to the actual presentatibmformation. What the teacher said is
presented using the form of quotatitekein lines 2-3. By combining the prospective
indexical (Goodwin, 1996juleha-(Kim & Suh, 2002) and the suffixcanh; Dan
preemptively invokes a common ground between inteitors™* Afterwards, in line 5, Dan
reasserts his position through the repeated uaalefmonstrativeuleha along with—canh;
which demonstrates his seeking of confirmation ftbesource of evidence. This upgraded
pursuit of confirmation receives strong affirmatiogy ‘right’ from the teacher, which is
displayed through overlap in line 6. The speakeepiptive assertion of the existence of
shared knowledge usinganh-before providing a detailed explanation can b& seea way
to indicate the speaker’s higher degree of cestaihthe matter at hand.

Before he reaches the turn of claim that Korea fwilow Germany’s example and
result in the same failure in line 12, Dan contsiyg develops his accounts usicanh-
(lines 7-8) in his references to another part adrpzlassroom discussion wherein the teacher
spoke of how West German people are discontenttivin unification after twenty years—
contrary to their expectation. Recurrent use otafixe forms with-canh-demonstrates its
strong orientation of non-challengeable traits laking use of shared knowleddene
addition of-canh-upgrades the empistemic strength of what wouldmtise be a flat
information delivery. In line 10, Dan once agaicses the sharedness of the information by
seeking an agreement from the source of evidehegétcher) using a committali<H. Lee,
1999). After explicating what he observed in thessland wrote in the paper, he revisits his

main concern, which was conveyed at the beginnirigeosequence, and finalizes his turn

1 Turn-initial use of eanh is discussed in detail in Section 4.5.3.
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with a claim with epistemic downgrading in line Nbte that employing linguistic resources
such amma'‘probably’ and F kes‘will’ mitigates this turn of assertion. In sum, atwe have
seen in this and in the prior segment is a spefafiture of-canh: the indexing of the
speaker's stronger epistemic stance in the acfigiving account. This stronger epistemic
stance comes from the speaker's firmer grasp dhtbdocutor (teacher)’s earlier telling in
class.

A very similar practice of combined use-afanhk and a quotative form is observed in
the following Extract 4.7. The source of informatig material object of a newspaper article
in this case. Before this extract, the class reearicle about an arson committed in South
Korea that severely damaged th@mdaemurfthe Great South Gate), the first of Korea’'s

National Treasures.

Extract 4.7. Sun: The Great South Gate

01 Sun: shtol: X& ¥ 2w A #Ert

02 Zh Qb= A Fola

03 Teacher: &)

04 Sun: vl ok Z]AFell Al 1 AR o] Lol o),

05 A, 1 JuiEs dojxd

06 - ZdEE L dgolg,

07 Teacher: v, #FAES {FA 5t

08 ARS8t 77k S A E

09 eV Qg AgelEta PFe

10 Sun: ((nods)) 2 () oi(4) 1 A

11 F3] oAl Alg- oAl ARIESH

12 Zt7ke] Al 4= Qlof T

13 Teacher: dlell¢

14 Sun: of, AA() o, ZEF A2 FZE A7 1
15 Bod 5 s A4S 523

16 g 4 vt A &

17 Teacher: [ of o

01 Sun: hankwuk-i: cikum mwe kulen ke kwanli-k a

Korea-NOM now DM that-ATTR thing manage-NOM

02 cal an-toy-nun ke kath-ayo
well NEG-become-ARRT seem-POL

I think Korea is not doing very well managing those things.
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03 Teacher:

04 Sun:

05

06

07 Teacher:

08

09

10 Sun:

11

12

13 Teacher:

14 Sun:

15

16

17 Teacher:

ney
yes
| see
ney waynyamyen kisa-eyse ku saken-i ile na-l ttay,
yes because article-at that event-NOM happen-w hen
mwunhwacay, ku namtaymwun-ul y ele-nwa-ss-ten
cultural asset that Great South Gate-ACC open-rem ain-PST-RT
- sangthay-lako hay-ss- canh -ayo

condition-QT do-PST-CANH-POL
Yes because the article stated that when the incident happened, the cultural asset,
Namdaemun was open, right?

ney. kwankwangkayk-ul yuchi-hakog,
yes tourist-ACC invite-and:CONN

simin-tul-hako kakkaw-un mwunhwacay-lul
citizen-PL-and close-ATTR cultural asset-ACC

mantul-ki wiha-n:: kaypang-ilako hay-ss-cyog,

make-NML for-ATTR open-QT do-PST-COMM:POL
Right. The doors to the cultural asset were opened in order to attract tourists and for
the citizens to feel closer to their culture, right?

((nods)) ku: hankwuk-twu (.)e: (.4) kule-n ke-I:
that Korea-also that-ATTR thing-ACC

chwungpwunhi icey seywu-icey simin-tul-hakwu
sufficiently now build now citizen-PL-with

kakkai cinay-l swu iss-etwu

closely get along can still
Well... Korea also, um, can sufficiently build those sorts of things. Even though it was
a purpose of affinity.

neyey¢
yes
| see.
e, isskey(.) e, kulekwu ku-ke(.2) ttokkath- un siki-ey ku:
like this and that thing same-ATTR p eriod-at that

pohoha-I swu iss-nun cangsik-ul chwungpwunbhi
protect —can-ATTR  decoration-ACC sufficienty

ha-l swu iss-tako sayngkakhay-[yo

do-can-QT think-POL
I think Korea is more than able to, at the same time, make something to protect the
asset.

[yey yey
yes yes
| see. | see.
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This segment begins with Sun’s negative assessomelibrea’s capacity in managing
cultural assets in lines 1-2. Subsequent to thehtg& simple acknowledgement in line 3,
Sun addresses the reason for her prior assesssirgt-uaanh-by straightforwardly referring
to the article from line 4 to 6 (“Yes, because diiicle stated that when the incident
happened, the cultural asset, Namdaemun was agbttYANH-?"). The beginning of the
account is marked with a causal conjuncti@ynyahamyetbecause’ and is followed by an
explicit indication of the source of informatioimet article (line 4: “...the article states
that...”). Note that she delivers this informatioarfr the article using the combination of a
quotative markerlako and the suffix-canh-in line 6. By indicating not only the speaker has
obtained the information through hearsay, but #iab the speaker assumes the information
she conveys is previously known to the recipidrg,quotative construction along with the
canh-utterance demonstrates the robustness of theaqaactinteraction (Clift, 2006).

In lines 7-9, the teacher shows her orientatiahée-canh-utterance as being used to
establish agreement between interlocutors by gimoge than an acknowledgement by
elaborating upon what the article says about tvegonent’s position on the unlocked
condition of the gate (that it was for the purposattracting tourists), using a committali —
(H. Lee, 1999). In the next turn (line 10), afteoyading an acknowledgement to the
teacher’s elaboration by nodding, Sun displaysatisimction with the government’s
explanation and reaffirms her negative assessnyesdying the Korean government could
have had better protection for the gate while etiitng tourists (lines 10-12). Note that this
reaffirmation of her original opinion displays aver level of assertiveness of her claim by
prefacing the aligning component with praise of &s capacity before projecting a
negative evaluation (Pomerantz, 1984) in lines 84Also, her assertion is downgraded with

the use of an epistemic expressio saynggakhata think that...” in line 16. In these
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extracts, we witness one of the usesadnh-in account giving by appealing to shared
knowledge for which the source of evidence is prese

Intermediate.The following two examples from intermediate-lestidents’ conversations
display very similar sequential environments togk&acts above. Analysis of these
examples reveals that intermediate-level studeetsapable of usingcanh-when giving
accounts by proposing information with a directrsewf evidence. In Extract 4.8, the

students here are also engaged in a discussiooutth 8nd North Korea's reunification.

Extract 4.8. Sue: A North Korean girl

01 Teacher: I Sue HNe=8? FAHHOR °AZFE| L2
02 Sue: well 1,
03 (:2)
04 Jenny:  ((points at Sue with an index finger)) FA ol e,
05 Teacher: ((laugh))
06 Sue: Z1: I #- no wait oh yeah: no 53k Al EO]
07 (2)  FwelA =vbE
08 they get to the South Korean embassy

((lines omitted))
12 they don  ’t know how to live in our society
13 and their dHis & gEra. ok,
14 Jenny: they're more like dan | think.
15 ALL ((laughy))

((lines omitted))
19 Sue: no. they are not like dan. no. SiLFd, 1A
20 7] A}oll 4 one of the girls, ¢} the government,
21 -2- -2 notmybut gk g FEI}
22 -t Fgotas
23 Teacher: = Y]
01 Teacher: kulem swu ssi-nun-yo? kungcengcek-ulo ° sayngkakhay-yo?°

then VOC-TOP-POL positive-ADV thi nk-POL

Then what about you Sue? Are you for it?
02 Sue: well 1, ku:
that
Well, umm...

03 (:2)
04 Jenny: ((points at Sue with an index finger)) pw ucengceki-lay-yo.

negative-HEARSAY-P oL
She's against it.

05 Teacher: ((laugh))
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06 Sue:

07

08

12

13

14 Jenny:

15 ALL:

19 Sue:

20

21

22

23 Teacher:

ku: ku nam- no wait oh yeah: no pwukhan salam-tul-i D
that that South North Korea perso n-PL-TOP

ku(.2) ku(.2) cwungkwuk-eyse tomangka-myen
that that China-from escape-COND

they get to the south korean embassy

((lines omitted))

If North Koreans escape from China, they get to the South Korean embassy
and then the Korean government gives them money because they don't see
and they live in South Korea, they live in house and they spend all the money.

they don’t know how to live in our society

and their sengkyek is wancen talla-yo. way nyamyen
personality completely different-POL because
Their personality is completely different because...

They’re more like dan I think.

((laughy)
((lines omitted))

no. they are not like Dan. no. waynyamyen, ku sinmwun
because that newspaper

kisa-eyse one of the girls, waynyamyen the gove rnment,
article-at because

wuli-wuli not my but namhan: namhan cengpwu-ka
we we South Korea South Korea government-TOP

- ta cwu- canh -ayo=
all give-CANH-POL
Because in that article, my, my not my but (South), Korea’s government gives them
everything.

=ney
yes
Right.

This extract begins with the teacher eliciting dipgnion of a particular student, Sue,

on the issue, in line 1. Upon the initiation, amotitudent, Jenny, provides a turn of

assessment in a comical manner on behalf of Slireid. Although it is delivered in

laughable fashion, Sue appears to confirm Jenmgisif Sue’s stance. This is evidenced by

Sue’s next turn of account giving presented witreoyt modification on Jenny'’s previous

turn (lines 6-12). In elaborating her negative vatarting in line 13, Sue talks about possible
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hardships that can be caused due to the diffeispositions of the South and North Korean
people. After her statement on these differentadtaristics, Sue producesynyahamyen
‘it's because’, which marks the launch of givingagnts (line 13). This turn of giving an
account, however, is cut off by Jenny in line 1éré] Jenny completes Sue’s prior turn by
equating North Koreans’ dispositions to that oélofv student in class who is known for his
easy-going personality. In response to this, Ssplays disagreement with Jenny’s analogy
and resumes her truncated prior turn by recychagnyahamyem line 19. Note that Sue
deploys the suffix-canh-when appealing to the direct source of authoritthenturn of
account giving, similar to the advanced studerfibitract 4.6 and 4.7. In this case, the source
that is directly shared by everyone is an articla hewspaper. To support her negative view
on the issue, Sue brings up a girl’s story fromrtee/spaper article usinganh-(lines 19—
22: “Because in that article, Korea’s governmemegithem everything-CANH-.”). Although
her turn includes a number of perturbations suatods-switchingSue displays her
competence in the use-e€anh-when she proposes information that is obviousresth by
all other interlocutors. Her pursuit of agreemeardcessfully elicits a positive answer from
the teacher in the following turn (line 28y‘Right’). This extract clearly shows that the
intermediate student can emplayanh to elicit empathy or agreement from interlocutors
4.4.1.2 Source of evidence in the prior context

The following two extract, one from each level,piiésy another use efcanh-to
invoke information with direct access, in this casarking information that is given in the
preceding interaction and is thus unquestionakdyeshamong all the participants. In both
extracts, the class discusses the unification aftfSand North Korea.
Advanced Extract 4.9 is from an advanced students’ clagardiscussion on the issue. Prior

to this extract, the teacher initiates the disarsby asking whether the students’ views about
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Korean reunification are optimistic or pessimistic.

Extract 4.9. Dan: South-North unification

01 Dan:

02 Teacher:

03
04 Dan:
05 Sue:

06 Teacher:

07 Sue:
08 Jenny:
09 Sue:

31 Teacher:

32
33 Dan:
34
35

36 Teacher:

37 Dan:
38
39

40 Teacher:

01 Dan:

02 Teacher:

03

04 Dan:

05 Sue:

06 Teacher:

07 Sue::

08 Jenny:

09 Sue:

Ajoleta A7a) L,

?

Lo, {u
ko

=((looks at Dan))is that bad?
u].
oh!
what is it?
2GR
((lines omitted))
fa?°dan HA°
1.2)
uhh:: ek ot (.
() 2
- ol a
u].
A AZIA T (.6) ° o] 7]° (1.0) umm:: °
e Ax o ¥ F=>18 T E<(.2)
° A AAHoRE< A ozt
u].

pwucengcek-i-lako sayngkakhay-yo
negative-COP-QT  think-POL
I'm against it.

way-yo?

why-POL
Why do you think so?

(:2)

uhh=
Umm

=((looks at Dan))is that bad?

ney.
yes
Yes.

oh!

What is it?

pwucengcek. !
negative
Against.
((lines omitted))
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31 Teacher: way-yo? °dan cci®
why-POL VOC
Why are you against unification, Dan?

32 1.2)

33 Dan: uhh::pyengyang ppay-kwu:(.2)pyengyang woy- eyse-nun
Pyongyang except-CONN Pyongyang outside-a t-TOP

34 palcen(.) kos-i = palcen toy-n kos-i

develop place-NOM develop become-ATTR place-NOM
35 - eps- canh-ayo 1
not exist-CANH-POL
Uh...outside of Pyongyang... there is no developed place besides Pyongyang.

36 Teacher: ney.

yes
Right.

37 Dan: kulayse keki-se- twu::(.6)°ikhey°(1.0)umm:: °mwe° <kenmwul>
so there-at-also like this DM building

38 kath-un kes- to  cye- ya toy-kwu =>kulikw u tto<(.2)
alike-ATTR thing-also build should-CONN and also

39 °kyeng-° >kyengcecek-ulo-to< wancen engmang-i-n ikka-n 1

econo- economically-ADV-also totall y mess-COP-because-ATTR

So South Korea will have to...like...build new buildings there. In addition, since North
Korea’s economy is so messed up.

40 Teacher: ney.
yes
Yes.

In response to the prompt, one of the advanced-#twdents, Dan, gives an
assessment displaying his negative view on theifieation, using an epistemic verko
sayngkakhatd think that’ in line 1. Subsequently, the teaclsks the reason for Dan’s
pessimistic view in line 2 and re-initiates the wjuestion to Dan in line 31, after a few lines
(lines 5-30) of negotiation sequences over a léxkiea (Hellermann, 2008). Following a 1.2
second long pause (line 32), Dan begins to praatdaccount for his negative opinion. In the
first part of this turn, Dan presents informatidioat Pyongyang, the capital city of North
Korea, and usescanh-in hiscomparison of it with other cities of North Kordmés 33-35:

“Uh...outside of Pyongyang, there is no developedelaesides Pyongyang.”). Before this
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extract, the class talked about German unificadioth uneven regional development both in
Germany and North Korea (transcript not presengd)hDan uses the example the class
discussed earlier as a reason to support his vietheissue. By referring to the shared
information that the class discussed beforehand,|®g the groundwork for supporting his
view using -€anh- The use of eanh-here (line 35) also suggests that Dan’s turn, whiutis
with —canh-,invites an affirmative response as a preferredfmre the recipient (Pomerantz,
1984). The turn with eanh-successfully elicits confirmation from the teacheline 36. The
teacher’s response indicates the&rh-functions to invite an agreement in this case. By
managing the shared knowledge as well as by maixighthe likelihood of affiliative action
(Heritage, 1984a) usingcanh; the speaker obtains an agreement from the ictgdo. After
the teacher’'s immediate agreement in liner88;(‘Right’) with Dan’s account of his
negative view, in lines 37-39, Dan moves on torchgsion by giving the details of what he
asserts; he reaches the general conclusion ofaiis by using the epistemic expressides
kath-.

Intermediate.The following extract, from intermediate-level dénts’ interactions, illustrates

a similar case in which the speaker appeals teeghaformation from the prior talk.

Extract 4.10. Jenny: Nuclear weapons

01 Jenny: °I guess we like bunch of faces

02 Teacher: ° =0

03 Jenny:  >°like’< PUEE[ 8

04 Teacher: [ Y=

05 Jenny: AARd A5 4 HE?

06 Teacher: ° ofxt}i1e?°

07 Jenny: ((raises her right hand)) nuclear weapon s?
08 Teacher:: ohL [ &#F7]?

09 Sue: [ 57

10 Jenny: Y Z#A> e ayyzkac<

11 - A3 m=o] wF Shi ] of

12 Teacher: [ i

13 Jenny: | think if 1] =t |raq or Afghanistan W] EFuare:
14 A dol7t H-Fols st e w=of
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15

16 Teacher:

17 Sue:

01 Jenny:

02 Teacher:

03 Jenny:

04 Teacher:

05 Jenny:

06 Teacher:

07 Jenny:

08 Teacher:

09 Sue:

10 Jenny:

11

12 Teacher:

13 Jenny:

14

15

16 Teacher:

Aol Asold 7 Zeja

no.

°I guess we like bunch of faces’

‘um:’
>°like’< waynyamun-[yo:
because-POL
It's because...

[ney=
yes
Go on.

kimcengil cikum mak mwe-cyo?
Kim Jong-Il now DM what-COMM:POL
Kim Jong-il is now, what is it.

“aphu-tako-yo? °
sick-QT-POL
He is ill? (Is this what you want to say?)

((raises her right hand)) nuclear weapons ?

a, [hayk-mwuki?
nuclear weapon
Ah, nuclear weapon?

[hayk-mwuki?
nuclear weapon
Nuclear weapon?

ney kule-n-ke >mantul-ko kulenikkan- yo<
yes that-ATTR-thing make-CONN so-POL

- cikum mikwuk-i mak hwa-nay- canh- [a-yo:
now U.S.-NOM DM get angry-CANH-POL
Yes. Because they make that kind of things, U.S. is now mad at them, right?

[ney
yes
Yes.

I think if mikwuk Iraq or Afghanistan ppa lli kkuthnay-ko-yo:
uU.S. quick finish-and:CONN-POL

kimcengil-i-ka mwe mwues-ul ha-myen-yo: m ikwuk-ey keuy
Kim Jong II-NOM DM something-ACC do-COND-POL U.S. -to almost

chye-tuleka-l ke kath-ayyo
attack seem-POL
I think if the U.S., finishes the war with Iraq and Afghanistan soon then if Kim does
something, I think U.S. will almost attack them.

um::
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17 Sue: no.

Preceding this extract, students were debating tmimistic and pessimistic views
on the issue. In the middle of the discussion, yelisplays her opinion that the issue is not
easily solved by pointing out the current compkchstate of international affairs. Jenny
starts off her turn of this assessment in Englislinie 1, then code-switches to Korean in the
following turn of account giving starting in line Bhe beginning of her account is marked by
the use ofvaynyahamyetfit's because’ at loud volume. After a few linesavord-searching
sequence in which she collaborates with the teaameiSue (lines 7-9), Jenny eventually
presents a specific reason for her opinion in lit@sl1 using-canh-(“Yes, because they
make that kind of thing, U.S. is now mad at themiri)this turn, she presents what the class
has discussed before, that as long as Jong Il Kimtiraues to develop nuclear weapons
despite international rules, the U.S. will continaalisplay a negative stance towards North
Korea. As all other participants in the class wads® present in the prior discussion, the
U.S.’s negative stance does not have to be explameéetail, and the interlocutor, as shown
by her immediate acknowledgement (line 12), undeds this appropriate absence of detail.
What this account formulated witttanh-shows is that, for the speaker, once the informatio
has been accepted as shared by interlocutorsuaitmef account becomes pointless. After
she gives the background of the reason of her aldtm—canh; Jenny subsequently
provides her assumption about the U.S.’s futurmastfollowing the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan (lines 13-15).

Even though Jenny exhibits certain perturbationsode-switches throughout the
extract, she presents sequence structure and-cael-very similarly to advanced students.
She delivered shared knowledge ushagnh-by referring to a specific source the other

participants in the interaction were also familiath. Examples from both levels show L2
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speakers’ competence in the use-cdinh-with strong epistemic confidence in terms of the
management of shared information with direct saaidee speaker first asserts that he or she
had a prior conversation regarding this matter,thed moves on to cite that conversation as
evidence for the recipient’s knowledge of the régadmatter. Recurrent use of quotative
forms in combination with-canh-demonstrates a strong orientation to non-challdsigea
traits of the utterance with epistemic priority ifCI2006), which are made so because of the
establishment of shared knowledge.

Throughout the extracts in the current sectionakpes’ assessment or assertion is
subsequently supported by usiaganh-with evidence grounded in the knowledge
immediately shared by everyone in the interactitwcty, indicates a high degree of
congruence between epistemic status and epistéanices(Heritage, 2012bj>Students at
both levels display their competence in the usecahh-by proposing this type of
knowledge to accomplish their interactional gollssum, what we have seen here is a
specific feature of finatcanh: the indexing of the speaker’s stronger epistestaace in the
action of account giving. By invoking directly skdrknowledge in this way, the speaker
claims that all the participants should know thesanformation. As shown in the data,
confirmation from the interlocutor through the w§e-canh-immediately follows without
any delay or hesitatioThis confirms that the use e€anh-with a high level of epistemic
congruence tends to successfully elicit agreenrent the recipients.

4.4.2 Proposing equal access to information wittommmon sense knowledge
4.4.2.1 Universal/Social phenomena
The extracts in this section demonstrate the usearih-by proposing another type

of knowledge in account giving. Participants dalisemmon sense knowledge, such as a

5 The high degree of speaker’s certainty about iaeesi status of knowledge is the unique featutbeasfe
turns using-canh-
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well-known social phenomenon or commensense knageled societal trends (K. Suh, 2002)
which the speaker has knowledge of as common drrisaay not be directly involved with.

In terms of epistemic domain, provision of commense knowledge to give an account in
first position also illustrates convergence in thiation between the speaker’s epistemic
status and epistemic stance (Heritage, 2012a, 2@it@fected through the use afanh.
However, conveying common sense knowledge doegumantee epistemic equalify.
Although common sense knowledge is assumed to dxerfatively shared” (K. Suh, 2002)

by conversationalists, it is not something thatipgrants can immediately access in real time.
Thus, various supplementary factors are involvadhss the person’s access to it, the
person’s right to know it, and so on (Heritage, 281 The example below shows the L1

speaker’s use efcanh-that marks consensual truth in giving accounts.

Extract 4.11. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Suh (2@0290)

01 R: wuli tongney po-myen ta hance-yyey-yo.
our neighbor see-COND all Korean brand-COP-POL

Everybody in our neighborhood uses Korean products.

02 S: - tongney acwumma-tul-i kule-n tey palk- canh -ayo.
neighbor housewife-PL-NOM such matter savvy-CANH- POL
Housewives are savvy in choosing the right stuff, aren’t they?

In response to R’s statement in line 1 regardingep housewives in her
neighborhood, S provides explanation usiegnh; by which she invokes the common sense
knowledge that housewives are usually knowledgealtlee domain of household
appliances (line 2). Given that an utterance witontains knowledge that is generally
shared, usingcanh-serves as an efficient strategy to seek agreefrentthe other
interlocutors (K. Suh, 2002). In the present dtita,occurrences efcanh-invoking this type

of knowledge in giving accounts are found throughmth advanced and intermediate

% Heritage (2012a) points out that real-time shavquerience might not assure epistemic equality.
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students’ interaction. However, intermediate-lestedents’ data also display non-
occurrences ofcanh-in this sequential position, which could provideiadication of
development in the use e€anh-

Advanced.The following extract comes from a classroom disaus by advanced-level
students on the consumption of dog meat in Soutle&dStudents read a Korean newspaper
article regarding the history and benefits of dagpn Prior to this exchange, the teacher

initiates a question soliciting students’ opiniamsthe issue.

Extract 4.12. Wendy: Dog-meat

01 Wendy: < Az > dEEAA << AXT]>
02 - ol Hgola, T H> oF EojA<
03 AEv< AE> dh=tr = 27F 3]
04 LA S et
05 = A L AFEES:
06 2 B AE BAE] ek (2)
07 a2 AE ok HEn g uebEel
08 dxl=rolehar e A
09 Teacher: =
10 Wendy: -7} o4 Jwola g
11 dase gls A gofar
12 Teacher: =
01 Wendy: kuntey wuski-n-key:: >°yeylul tulese°®< <sokoki>
but funny-ATTR-thing for example beef
02 — manhi mek- canh -ayo. kuntey mwe >yeylul tulese<
a lot eat-CANH-POL but DM for example
03 into- na <hintu> ha-nun tey- se- nun so- ka ko yngcanghi
India-or Hindu do-ATTR place-at-NOM cow-NOM extre mely
04 — wusangsi toy- canh- ayo
idolize become - CANH-POL
But, the funny thing is...people eat cows a lot, right? But for example, cows are very
much idolized in India or places where they practice Hinduism, right?
05 =kulayse ku salam-tul-un::
so that people-PL-NOM
06 so mek-nun salam-tul koyngcanghi hyemoha-nunte y:i(.2)

cow eat-ATTR people-PL extremely loathe-CIRCUM
So, they hate people who eat cows.
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07 ku kay-lul <an mek-nun::> + nala-tul-i
that dog-ACC NEG eat-ATTR country-PL-NOM

08 sencinkwuk- ilako hay-se
developed country-HEARSAY because

09 Teacher: umm

10 Wendy: wuli-ka ku-ke-I kkok  nappu-tako hal
we-NOM that-thing-ACC certainly bad-QT d o]
11 philyo-nun  °eps-nun kes kath-ayo°=

necessary-ATTR not exist-ATTR think-POL
I think there’s no need for us to say that eating dog is bad just because some developed
countries don’t eat dog-meat.

12 Teacher: =umm

Preceding this extract and following the teachgusstion, one of the students
presents his opinion that dog meat consumption isdividual’s personal decision
(transcription not provided). Subsequent to thelieas minimal acknowledgement token,
Wendy selects herself as the next speaker andnpseser opinion beginning in line 1. In this
turn of presenting her opinion (lines 1-4), heraects using-canh-precede her assertion on
the issue. After securing an interactional spacadiyg the disjunctive marké&untey(Y.

Park, 1999) and the following evaluative adjectiueskin‘funny’ at the beginning of the turn
(line 1), she provides accounts while offering an examplé witanh-marking information
that is common knowledge (line 2: “People eat cavat.”). She formulates this turn without
a subject and emphasizes the nsakoki‘beef’ using—canh: In the subsequent turn of
account giving, (line 3) she specifies the subpédter utterance (“India or places where
Hinduism is practiced”) and uses an extreme caseuiation (Pomerantz, 1986), the adverb
koyngcanghiextremely’ in line 3. Note that she again cometeher turn with-canh-after
presenting another locational example where pedpleot eat cow meat (lines 2-4: “But for

example, cows are very much idolized in India @cpk where they practice Hinduisnt.”).

7 If we look at this utterance more closely, we saa that to support her claim, Wendy refers ta#tegory
of locations (Sacks, 1992) where Hinduism is pcactias an example of places that idolize cows thighuse of
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In both cases, Wendy provides accounts for hetipadby invoking knowledge based on
common sense as background information ustanh-with contrasting categorizations of
“people eat beef (Indian)” and “people do not esdfifwe).” The generation of this
contrasting pair is also marked by the topical rmasun (K. Kim, 1993). In this respect,
canh-is employed when the speaker uses consensual tautiidain the addressee’s
recognition (Kawanish, 1994; K. Suh, 2002). Suclepistemic stance is conveyed mainly by
the deployment of the finalcanh-

In the following conclusionary turn (lines 5-11hesprovides the implication of her
example by highlighting Hindu’s strong oppositi@nbieef-eaters: “So, they hate people who
eat cows very much (lines 5-6).” The ensuing uttees(lines 10-11) contains the epistemic
marker kes kath-| think, seem, appear’ that displays a mitigalzmmia.18 This mixed use of
modal expressions includinganh-demonstrates the speaker’s interactional competence
concerning the use of such expressions as panedirtguistic resources for social
interaction. A very similar interactional motivatids at work in the extract below from an

advanced stuents’ classroom discussion.

Extract 4.13. John: Last name tradition

01 Daisy: o] 7]AHE ¢lal A

02 o 22 Aol tisiA @A Azt
03 Ariel: Awo] EHFYT

04 (2)

05 John: I e ok “71] olAI()  H()
06 > &7 3< GAb oz Zinhrp FEEE

07 ARTH= oAl 1 FS Ztthrl> olE A<
08 TEE dlok HeAYZE Hoks =

—canh: This category of locations (places where Hinduismpracticed, such as India) is contrasted wi¢h th
category of person “we.” The omitted subject intiln of line 1 appears to lpeuli ‘we’ in Wendy’s

subsequent utterance in line 10.

'8 Such use of this epistemic marker is a good examiptontrast to the use -efanhin her previous turn in
that kes kath-displays a mitigated tone compared to her welltlagicounting using-canh- This pattern
(assessment or claim usinges kath-and accounting usingcanh)j recurs in advanced-level speakers’ opinion-
presenting sequences.
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09
10
11
12
13
14

15
16

17 Ariel:

18
19 John:

20 Teacher:

21
22 Ariel:

01 Daisy:

02

03 Ariel:

04

05 John:

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

Aekar sk &4 8] vhekel > WA Aol
A-SAAZET BE AlgEo] ozl
btk alie A= S48 A

XXXX ¥ ofze) 7} 22 7
Aol 2w 7 A2 ox How

S mEbgela () oAERo R, WATE()
A= gl A Zels

(:5)

Al Azl =2 AgEol Ui
AsHAl At 7F & =--

o
Qoig
2. o o>

Q
ar

hur
>

((laugh))

Zolged oA gulsta o)el:
ke Qosl[ A goha?

[ Y

i kisa-lul ilk-ko nase yelepwun-un

this article-ACC read-after everyone-TOP

seng-ey tayhayse ettehkey sayngkakha-p-nikka
last name-about how think-DEF-Q
What do you think about the last name tradition after reading this article?

cikum-i coh-supnita

now-NOM good-DEF
| like the one we have now.

(:2)

kunyang seng-ul kactaka: ssu-nun-key i-key (.) mwe( J)
just last name-ACC and use-ATTR-thing this thing DM
>solcikhi< namca: yeca-lul kactaka kwupyelha-nu n

frankly man women-ACC and distinguish-AT TR
kes-pota-nun icey: ku hyelthong-ul kactaka >ile hkey<
thing-than-ATTR DM that bloodline-ACC and like th is
kwupyel-ul hay-ya toy-nun-ke-nikka sse-ya toy-n un
distinguish-ACC do-should-ATTR-thing-because use- should-ATTR
-ke-lako ha-nuntey 1 solcikhi manyakey >nayil seysang-i

thing-QT do-CIRCUM frankly if tomorrow wo rld-NOM
twiciphy-ecyekackwu motun salam-tul-i yeca-uy s eng-ul
flip-and all peope-PL-NOM woman-GEN last name- ACC
ttalaka-n-tako< hay-to ce-nun solcikhi sangkwan eps-eyo
follow-ATTR-QT do-even I-TOP frankly no matter -POL

The use of last name, well, this thing, is like, they actually say that we have to use it
because we should distinguish our own bloodline/ancestry rather than a gender
distinction. But actually, if the world tomorrow were to be turned upside down and if
all the world adopts women'’s last name, It honestly doesn’t matter to me.

XXXX waynyamyen aphulikha kath-un-tey-na ka-mye n
because Africa like-ATTR-place-or go-CO ND
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13 intia kath-un-tey ~ ka-myen  seng-un yeca cip-ulo

India like-ATTR-place go-COND last name-NOM woman house-by
14 - ttalaka- canh -ayo (.) yeca-ccok-ulo. namca-ka (.)
follow-CANH-POL woman-side-at man-NOM
15 mwuncey-nun eps-nun ke kath-ayyo
It's because in Africa, they adopt women’s last names, right? | think there would be no
problem.
16 (.5)
17 Ariel: cey sayngkak-ey-nun-yo salam-tul-i nem wu

my:GEN thought-at-TOP-POL people-PL-NOM too
18 phyenha-key sa-nikka ssulteyeps-nun--

comfort-ADV live-because useless-ATTR
I think people living in too much comfort so they cause useless...

19 John: ((laugh))

20 Teacher: ssulteyeps-nuntey eyneci nangpiha-ko i le-n:
useless-CIRCUM energy waste-CONN this-ATTR

21 nonlan-ul ilukhi-nun [ke kath-ayo?
controversy-ACC cause-ATTR think-POL

Do you think people are wasting their energy by bringing up such controversy
(because they are living in too much comfort?)

22 Ariel: [ney
yes
Yes.

Prior to this extract, the class read an articipigng for a change to the last name
tradition in Korea. Contrary to the traditional nothat children take their fathers’ last name,
the author insists on the adoption of the last nxoma both parents. Daisy, who brought the
article to class, initiates a discussion in line2.1Upon this question, in line 3, Ariel presents
her view that she is happy with the current systehich implies a disagreeing view towards
the author. After a small pause in line 4, Johntstaresenting his opinion from line 5. Before
he embarks on displaying his view, John offers gemknd information on why Korean
people adhere to the current system: that Koresantsto attach importance to preserving a
pure bloodline (lines 5-9). Afterwards, John expesshis personal view on the matter in a

dramatic manner by projecting an imaginary situatiolines 9-11. By using emphatic
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expressions such asiciphita (“turn something upside down”) as@ngkwanepstdcareless’
John describes an extreme change of the last ngstensthat everyone in the world should
take the mother’s last name starting tomorrow. mpsrt this opinion, John provides
common sense knowledge about Africa’s matriarchines 12—14 usingcanh-(“It's
because in Africa, they adopt women'’s last namght?”). By delivering a remark about a
widely known social phenomenon usirganh-to give an account, the speaker proposes
common ground among interlocutodsist as in Wendy’s comparison of food practices in
different countries in Extract 4.12, John in thisract provides a contrasting example of last
name traditions in different countries in suppdrhis claim. He then exhibits a downgraded
version of his view usingkes kathin line 15. After an ensuing long pause in ling Afiel
gives a negative evaluation on the controversyithaffiliative to John’s view in a comical
manner in lines 17-18.

Intermediate: use of —canh-The first two etracts below demonstrate the similse of —

canh-by intermediate-level students.

Extract 4.14. Su&imchi

01 Teacher: S a4 o gA HeA, b oAE9A
02 HEA obop Hrpar AHzhe a2
03 Sue: vl shufd slike<s  AFEEC] >like< Q=0 E0]
04 oh #AAE HHoh WAIT AZH&
05 BT NS = P e R ) R A R
06 w2 Al@Eo] 9 o™ yeah.. they A+ too.
07 Jenny: ((raises right hand))
08 Teacher:: [ dl. 3] wholg?
01 Teacher: um ku-ke-l  way mek-key tway-ss-nunci , hey ettehkey
that-thing-ACC why eat-ADV become-PST-whether yes how
02 mek-nunci ala- ya toy-n- tako sayngkakhay-yo?
eat-wheter know-should-ATTR-QT think-POL
Umm, do you think we need to know why people started to eat it, how they eat it?
03 Sue: ney. waynyamyen >like< salam-tul-i, >like< oykwukin-tul-i,

yes because people-PL-NOM  for eigner-PL-NOM
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04 oh kimchi-lul po-myen 1 oh naymsayna-n-tako sayngkak-ul
Kimchi-ACC see-COND  stink-ATTR-QT th ink-ACC

05 - ha-myen 1 wuli-ka sangche-pat-canh-ayo. kulenikka
do-COND we-NOM hurt-get-CANH-POL  so

06 ttalu-n salam-tul-i mek-umyen + yeah :: they sangche too
other-ATTR people-PL-NOM eat-COND hurt

Yes. Because, if people, like foreigners, when they look at Kimchi, they think “oh, it
stinks.” then that hurts us, right? So when other people eat it, yeah, they get hurt too.

07 Jenny: ((raises right hand))

08 Teacher: [ney. sangche pat-ayo?
yes hurt get-POL
Yes. Getting hurt by that?

In Extract 4.14, the teacher recapitulates Sué® pssertion on different countries’
different food cultures in lines 1-2 in the formyas-no question. In the next turn (line 3),
Sue confirms the teacher’s summary by producingcarsd pair part of question-answer
sequence. Subsequently, Sue proffers accountsramaim using-canh-in lines 3-5. This
turn of account giving begins with a causal confiveovaynyamyetfit’s because’ in line 3.
In the following utterance withcanh; Sue takes the Korean fo&émchias a comparing
example (lines 3-5). Like Wendy and John did inr&et 4.12 and 3.13, Sue formulates her
turn of account giving witk-canh-by proposing common knowledge for a comparing
example (“*Yes. Because, like if people, like foredgs like, oh, when they look Ktmchi,
they think “oh, it stinks.” then that hurts us,hi8”). The construction of reported speech
voicing a foreigner who complains about the smeKionchiwithout any elaboration shows
that the speaker treats this information as shiayemther interlocutors (line 4: “Oh, it
stinks.”).

Extract 4.15 below is another case in point dermatisg the use ofcanh-by an
intermediate-level student. Here students exch#mgjeopinions on the issue of living
together before marriage. Prior to this extraa, rtrain speaker Jenny shows her positive

view on the issue with supporting accounts.
77



Extract 4.15. Jenny: Fiancé’s house

01 Teacher:

02 Jenny:

03 Teacher:

04 Jenny:
05

06 Teacher:

07 Jenny:

08 Teacher:

09 Jenny:
10

11 Teacher:

12 Jenny:

13 Teacher:

14 Jenny:
15

16 Teacher:

17 Jenny:
18

19 Teacher:

20
21 Jenny:

22 Teacher:

01 Teacher:

02 Jenny:

03 Teacher:

04 Jenny:

05

06 Teacher:

07 Jenny:

08 Teacher:

Helara?
ol o zEUze
El
oly ofYy off o= A hFH()
AEs7] HAe48l:
[ l
T3
]
1 kER Fe g | ooy
- 7toF Hgolal:
[ yl=

=probably= ol F ], at least went there
]
Zd 2 =8’ 9 da o] like you seeing things
24 like uh:: B%? < AAEHA> FEYZEA]:
[ -
a9 B2ty gol
A 3 v gl (2) < dE>AA HEgoH &
[ s
()
o cq‘lo

> U7k 2ol

mwe-lako-yo?
what-QT-POL
What did you say?

ani way kulenikkan-yo
no DM so-POL
No, so like

ney
yes
Yes.

ani ani way ilehkey waynyamyen(.)
no no DM like this because

kyelhonha-ki cen-ey-nun-yo[:
marry-NML before-at-TOP-POL

No, no. So like, because, before you get married,
[ney
yes
Yes.

tangyenhi:

of course

Obviously,

ney
yes
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09 Jenny:

10

11 Teacher:

12 Jenny:

13 Teacher:

14 Jenny:

15

16 Teacher:

17 Jenny:

18

19 Teacher:

20

21 Jenny:

22 Teacher:

Yes.

ku yakhonca cip-ey han pen -ina
that fiancé house-at one time-or

—ka-ya tway-ss- canh -ayo[:
go-should-PST-CANH-POL
You have to go your fiancé’s house, at least once, right?

[ney=
yes
Yes.

=probably=animyen ca-ss-tenci | at least went there
or sleep-PST-whether
Probably, or slept over, at least went there.

ney
yes
Yes.

kuntey ku ttay-nun-yo mak yel-ko i like you seeing things
but that time-TOP-POL DM open-CONN this

kuntey like uh::mo-cyo? <caseyha-key> an po-nik kan-yol:
but  what-COMM:POL detail-ADV NEG see-be cause-POL
But at that time, you seeing things but you don’t look at things in detail.
[um

kule-n-ke mollu-n--mollu-nuntey kathi

that-ATTR thing do not know-ATTR do not know-CIRC UM together
- sal-myense ku-ke-n ta ale (.2) <allye>ci-key toy-c anh-alyo

live-while that-thing-ATTR all known-ADV become -CANH-POL

You don't know those things but as you live together, you get to learn about it.

[um um
()

“vey’
yes
Yes.

>kunikka< kathi
so together
So, together

This extract begins with teacher’s display of ayem in understanding, evidenced

by an open type repair initiator “what” in lineResponding to it, Jenny starts providing a

revised version of his account in line 2. Resumptbthe account is marked by turn-initial

ani ‘no’ andkulenikka’'l mean, so’, along with an increase in volumeb&quently, she
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provides background information usirganhk by conveying knowledge that is generally
accepted as common sense (lines 4-5, 7, 9-10: ‘®cdnefore you get married, you have to
go your fiancé’s house, at least once, right?). dgeof an advertangyenhiof course’ in

line 7 emphasizes the prevalence of the proffease.cAfter projecting a pre-sequence
(Schegloff, 2007) of giving further elaboration thie background information in line 12,
Jenny moves on to the main action of account gistagting from line 14. The ensuing
comparison is signaled by the use of turn-inkiahtey(Y. Park, 1999) in line 15. This turn
with —canh-also involves comparison of two different situas®mf a one-time visit and

living together. Jenny constructs information deted with a-canh utterance as shared by
describing two situations in detail (lines 14-1But at that time, you seeing things but you
don't look at things in detail. But as you live &tber, you get to learn about it.”). The use of
the adverlraseyhakayin detail’ in line 15 and an extreme case formigiata ‘all’ in line 18
also emphasizes the benefits of living together.tdim is then readily aligned by the teacher
through an overlap in line 19. The two examplesvabio Extract 4.14 and 4.15 demonstrate
the intermediate-level students’ competence irudeof—canh to propose equal access to
information with common knowledge.

Intermediate: nonuse of —canhThe following two examples from intermediate-level
students’ conversation present very similar seqalesvironments as the extracts above
(Extract 12-15). However, here the participantsidbemploy-canh when they provide
common sense knowledge. The students here aréaiksng about the consumption of dog
meat in Korea. In accordance with the prior extfean the advanced-level classroom
discussion in Extract 4.12, the teacher asks stademether they think the consumption of

dog meat is bad or not.
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Extract 4.16. Sue: Strange food

01 Sue: Umm(2) umm(.4) w2 g Zoelli (5) uhh:

02 =2 £3E(5) < oldF> dlof Ha=

03 => 9 pd< TLlike o] BE< 5A>S . frle=

04 Teacher: = .

05 Sue: FA7E - - A7 wEel s oy clike?

06 _> Z2Zo A< He7F Wi, and > Z ol A<

07 - BT WA (2) A, (2) o) sttt

08 AZHe BA W aly > Z1d<(.) uh

09 umm::(.) g olafafoR[ = Q.

10 Teacher: [ =+

11 (.3)

12 Sue: AP A gk

13 Teacher: 2

14 Sue: Hl:((nods))

01 Sue: Umm(2)umm(.4)ttalu-n na::la::ey:(.5)u hh:
other-ATTR country-GEN

02 umsik mwunhwa-Iul(.5) <ihay>hay-ya tway-yo=

food culture-ACC  understand-should-POL
Um...they should understand other countries’ food culture.

03 =>waynyamyen< ku like ISANGHA-N <umsik>-ul yula y. yulay?=
because that strange-ATTR food-AC C origin origin
Because that, like, strange food... origin... origin?

04 Teacher: =ney.
yes
Yes.

05 Sue: yulay- ka iss--iss--iss-ki ttaymwuney + way | °like®
origin-NOM exist-NML because DM

06 ->CWUNGKUK-eyse< pelley-ka mek-ko + and >phulangsu-eyse<
China-at bug-NOM eat-CONN Fran ce-at
07 - mal- to mek-ko 1(.2) kulayse,(.2) isang(.)ha-tako
horse-also eat-CONN  so strange — QT
08 sayngkak-ul ha-ci . malr-ko 1 >kunyang<(.)uh

think-ACC do- NEG-CONN just

09 umm::(.)kunyang ihayhay-ya [tway-yo.
just understand should-POL
Because they have origins like, like, they eat bugs in China and they also eat horses in
France. So they shouldn’t think it's weird, they should just, umm, just understand.

10 Teacher: [um umm
11 (:3)
12 Sue: cingkulep-ciman::

gross-but: CONN
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Even though it’s gross.
13 Teacher: umm::

14 Sue: ney:((nods))
yes
Yes.

Sue’s answer to the teacher’s question in lineilist)ly resembles Wendy’s answer
from the preceding Extract 4.12, and, as suchgptesan interesting case for comparison.
First, Sue provides an initial claim on the issu¢hie first part of her opinion-presenting
sequence (lines 1-2). Second, her accounts farl&ien are accompanied by a precise
supporting example (lines 3, 5-7). Finally, sheatodes her turn by providing a final claim
(lines 8-9). In line 1, after a turn with a pertatibn’® she begins to provide her claim on the
issue in her next utterance: people need to be nmaterstanding of the food culture of other
countries since each has its origin and histone(&: “They should understand other
countries’ food culture”° In line 3, Sue begins to give accounts of her iopisignaled by
the discourse marke&vaynyamyefit's because’. She briefly engages a lexical item
negotiation sequence (Hellermann, 2008) with theher on the worgwulay‘origin’ (line
3-4) then lists examples of “strange” food justendy did in the preceding segment. By
saying “like” in English (line 5), she marks thegb@ing of the example she is presenting.

The following turn, “They eat bugs in China andytlaso eat horses in France” (lines
6-7), is very similar to the extract taken from #ulvanced class in that she gives concrete
examples of other countries that are commonly knmnarder to compare them with the
consumption of dog meat in Korea. This list thuveg as an account for Sue to support her

claim. However, in contrast to Wendy’s use-oainh, Sue finishes her turn with the

9 This is indicated by a word searching marker andlangated sound on the syllable.
20 Notice that this first claim is shaped in a direety by using the vertya twayta'should’. This utterance is
comparable to the preceding advanced student’santte in both the action they are achieving anduire
construction.
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unmarked connectiveke. Note that the transition point from one examplé® other is
marked with the clausal connectiviko—ko is a prototypical connective with a simple
function that is introduced in Korean textbooksteginners (Cho et al., 2000). In other
words, just as in the preceding extracts, Sueppating her claim by giving an account with
a list of examples that are common and represawleatge shared by others. It appears,
however, that she is not yet sure how to soundiguate her claim by listing examples
using other devices such-asanh.

In addition, her turn of assertion (lines 7-9: ‘tBey shouldn’t think it's weird, they
should just understand”) is shaped in a similar weathat of Wendy'’s in the preceding
example in that it draws a conclusion by usingdiseourse markequlayse'so, therefore’ in
the beginning part of the turn (line 7). The diffiece is that she gives the final claim in a
commanding tone that is upgraded from the first piher claim by using the imperative -
malta‘must not’ in line 8, the discourse markemayngjust’, and the modal expressioya-
twayta‘should’ in line 9. Extract 4.17 below present®#mer case of nonuse efanhin a

similar sequential position as in Extract 4.16 abov

Extract 4.17. Jenny: French women

16 Teacher: #7F A7 8 o] 7 feminism feminist 3.

17 Jenny:  french peo[ple 1

18 Ed: [ o 2}

19 Sue: ((laugh)) what?

20 Teacher: oz},

21 Jenny:  french o 22

22 Sue: ((laugh)) that's so random.

23 Teacher: of- XA oJzlQo=

24 Jenny: = Y=

25 Teacher: = o a?

26 Jenny:  ((raises both arms and touches arm fits )) ©:: [they grow
27 Ed: [XXX
28 Sue: [((laugh))

29 CL: [((laugh))

30 Jenny: ©1? cause, they are feminist.

31 Teacher: of Ago=

32 Jenny: =[
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33 Sue: [No! they just do because they're [XX

34 Jenny: [no no no [no

35 Teacher: [waxing =

36 ek B[ 8.2

37 Ed: [XX

38 Jenny: o} ¢ifH Q:

39 Teacher: &)

40 Sue: XX

41 Jenny:  ((looks at Sue))

42 Teacher: of}-- 3HAl L.

43 Jenny: *>okay<’ thanks ((looks at Sue)) what wh at the:[*>Excuse me<’

44 Teacher: [((laughs))

45 Jenny: ob djuf e WMZER?2umm() L oA E:

46 > oAREolYzk<[ = ° glojok

47 Teacher: [ =

48 Jenny: ~ glojoF Huta Ao

49 Teacher: .

50 Jenny:  but <feminis:t> 5.2

51 Teacher: El

52 Jenny:  um:(1.8) > | A A gleyztas

53 < tH(.)  AFEH & puihhhh

54 Teacher: pl:>a# 92< A = T

55 A7k Azt

56 Jenny: Y.

16 Teacher: mwe-ka sayngkakna-yo ile-n feminism fem inist ha-myen.
what-NOM come to mind-POL this-ATTR do -COND

What can you think of when you hear the words “feminism” or “feminist?”

17 Jenny: french peolple 1
18 Ed: [yeca?
woman
Woman?
19 Sue: ((laugh)) what?
20 Teacher: yeca.
woman
Woman.
21 Jenny: french yeca?

woman
French woman?

22 Sue: ((laugh)). that’s so random.

23 Teacher: e- phulangsu yeca-yo?=
France women-POL
French woman?

24 Jenny: =ney=

yes
Yes.
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25 Teacher: =way-yo?

why-POL
Why?
26 Jenny: ((raises both arms and touches arm pits) )thel::[they grow
hair
27 Ed: [XXX
28 Sue: [((laugh))
29 CL: [((laugh))
30 Jenny: thel? cause, they are feminist.
hair
They grow arm pit hair because they’re feminists.
31 Teacher: a cengmal-yo?=
really-POL
Oh really?
32 Jenny: =[ney
yes
Yes.
33 Sue: [No! they just do because they're [XX
34 Jenny: [no no no [no
35 Teacher: [waxing-ul
waxing-ACC
36 an hay-[yo?
NEG do-POL
They don’t wax?
37 Ed: [XX
38 Jenny: a waynyamyen-yo:
because-POL
It's because
39 Teacher: ney
yes
Yes.
40 Sue: XX
41 Jenny: ((looks at Sue))
42 Teacher: a--ha-sey-yo.
do-HON-POL
Go on.
43 Jenny: °>okay<’ thanks ((looks at Sue)) what wha t the:[">Excuse me<®
44 Teacher: [((laughs))
45 Jenny: a waynyamyen-yo: mwe-cyo? umm(.) ku:: yeca-tul-un
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because-POL what-COMM:POL that woman-PL -TOP

46 >yeca-tul-i-nikka< [mak thel eps-eya
woman-PL-COP-because DM hair do not have-should
Oh because, what is it... umm... Because women are women; they’re not supposed to
have arm pit hair,

47 Teacher: [um
48 Jenny: - eps-eya toyn-tako sayngkakhay-ss-eyo?
not exist-should-QT think-PST-POL
They thought they shouldn’t grow arm pit hair?
49 Teacher: ney.
yes
Yes.
50 Jenny: but <feminis:t>-tul-ung,
feminist-PL-TOP
But feminists are...
51 Teacher: ney
yes
Yes.

52 Jenny: - um:(1.8) >kule-n ke sangkwan eps-unikkan-yo=
that-ATTR thing no matter-because-POL

53 kunyang< ta(.) cala-[yo. pu::hhh
just all grow-POL

Umm... They don’t care about those things, so they just grow it all out

54 Teacher: [a:: >kulay-yo?< kulayse phul ang-phulangsu
so-POL so France

55 yeca-ka sayngkakna-yo?
woman-NOM come to mind-POL
Oh, is that so? Is that why you think of French women?

56 Jenny: ney.
yes
Yes.

In the beginning of this extract, the teacher a&tés an inquiry on what students
associate with the word “feminist” in line 16. Uptims question, Jenny gives a response of
“French people” in line 17. Sue’s following laughtdong with ensuing wh-question “what”
(line 19) is used as a vehicle to initiate not amgair but also dispreferred action (K. Yoon,
20064, 2010). Upon it, Jenny provides an altereaivswer “French women” in line 21. Sue

again responds to it with loud laughter (line 2@)jle the teacher asks a confirmation on
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Jenny’s answer by repetition of Jenny’s turn ir I#8. After Jenny’s confirmation in line 24,
the teacher launches her third turn of followingeuestiorway-y® ‘Why?’, directly asking
for a reason for Jenny’s answer (line 25). In respdo it, Jenny starts providing the reason
for her answer with embodied action in line 26 #@ne French women grow hair in their
arm pits because they are feminists (lines 26,/8@r a few lines of clarification on Jenny’s
turn (lines 31-34), the teacher reformulates Jenagtount in the form of a question with
upward intonation by describing women who grow lagipeople who do not wax (line 35-
36). The recipient of the question Jenny understdinel teacher’s question as a solicitation
for an account and starts offering an explanatptabnching a turn with an adverb
waynyahamyefit's because’ in line 38. After a side sequenceoilring another student, Sue,
in lines 37 and 40-44, Jenny resumes the turn@ajwad giving by recycling the turn-initial
waynyahamyelfit's because’. Here, along with a word search rearkwecyowhat is it.’

and “non-lexical speech perturbation” (Scheglofflet 1977) such as vowel elongation in
line 45, Jenny provides the common knowledge tnaiales generally are not supposed to
have body hair (lines 45-46, 48: “Because womemar@en; they’re not supposed to have
arm pit hair. They thought they shouldn’t grow gsinhair.”).

This is the part where the use-a@fanh is expected to be observed. The speaker is
providing an account for her previous assessmengiigg general knowledge that is
commonly shared with other participants. Howevenny deploys unmarkegoas a
sentence-ending suffix with rising intonation (I#h&). In the ensuing utterance, she provides
a contrasting characteristic of feminists who dommd having body hair (lines 50, 52).
Other than the nonuse -efanh; Jenny’s turn after line 45 displays a numbereaftfires
index lower proficienvy level students. First, amher of pauses, code-switches, and vowel

elongations display perturbations. Second, theotifee sentence-ending suffiayo with
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erroneous tense marking in line 48 shows her laigency. Third, her use ohikkain line
52 is noteworthy in that it is the sequential pladere the target suffiketunis anticipated
to be employed. Finally, the incorrect use of araimsitive verbraluta‘to grow’ instead of a
transitive verkkiluta ‘to raise’in line 53 also shows Jenny’s underdeveloped peafig.
Jenny’s account finally receives an affirmativepasse from the teacher in line 54.
This interactional consequence of delayed respfsoseinterlocutors confirms how a
speaker’s interactional goal is realized in difféar@ays by employing different linguistic
resources. In other words, the employmentaznh-in providing common sense knowledge
shares epistemic responsibility with interlocut@fieritage & Raymond, 2005), which
facilitates agreement from them.
4.4.2.2 Membership knowledge: Shared with partialriterlocutors

The next extracts demonstrate the usecainh-by proposing a particular type of
common sense knowledge in the turn of account giwihat is noticeable in this case is that
proposed common sense knowledge markeddayh-in this case signals “membership
knowledge,” reflecting the speaker’s own experiethee is shared by a certain group of
interlocutors delineated by categories such asrag&nality, or gender. In other words,
situationally relevant social identities invokedaihghout the interaction (Heritage &
Clayman, 2010; Zimmerman, 2007) play a crucial mlthe use ofcanh- This category of
membership is derived from the speaker’s positighiwtalk-in-interaction, when differing
levels of knowledge and the relevance of membersdiggories (Schegloff, 2007b) are
matters of concern. Through the use efanh-utterance when proposing information that is
known to certain members of the group, the speatients to different levels of access to
knowledge among the participants. A concurrentuieabf—canh-utterances in this case is

indication of a membership category by embodietbastincluding eye gaze.
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Occurrences ofcanh-in the delivery of “membership knowledge” are itied
only in the interactions of advanced studentsringgliate-level students deploy alternative
forms in a sequential environment where-thanh-is anticipated to be used. The following
extract displays a representative useadnh-by proposing membership knowledge in the
turn of giving an account. The following Extraci8.is an example from an advanced-level

students’ classroom discussion on Korean teacbergbral punishment in secondary school.

Extract 4.18. John: Trouble makers

09 John: s 2 Ag-ol HaE sfEd vheko|
10 ol Ao} Ao et e =
11 Teacher: = U=
12 Jonh: = ZAoketaL ZAo7F v = 1 o
13 ofAI() ol WA WAoF oA AEE
14 2ot Frrb=A ShEE I Stuell A i
15 - expulsion & siMElgeora, ER-"E: O
16 ((looks at teacher)) ‘B E ofd[ 7FL”
17 Teacher: [ &=
18 Jonh: = F>A1A W golg<=1d
19 ol A=() 2R st 2t )l 497t
20 wola =Atdshasl gol e7) i
21 aA BE oY Hor tRie A 2ojs
22 A Azl
09 Jonh: mikwuk kath-un kyengwu-ey pikyo-lul hay-po -myen manyakey
U.S. like-ATTR case-in compare-ACC do-see-COND if
So that’s why, If you compare it to America’s case, if there was a...
10 ette-n mwunceya mwunceya-‘lako ha-na-yo ?°=
some-ATTR trouble kid trouble kid-QT do-Q-POL?
what would you call it? trouble kid? problem child? trouble maker?
11 Teacher: =ney=
yes
Yes.
12 Jonh: =mwunceya-lako mwunceya-ka sayngkinta-myen -un: ku ette-n:
trouble kid-QT trouble kid-NOM happen-COND-ATTR t hat some- ATTR
13 icey(.)e:: pepcekin pangsik-ulwu ilehkey cheype I-ul kactaka
DM legal way-by like this punis hment-ACC and
14 ‘cwu-taka’=ceng an-toy-mun ku hakkyo-eyse k unyang
give-while really NEG-become-COND that school-at just
15 - expulsion-ul hay-peli- canh -ayog¢,
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expel-ACC do-execute-CANH-POL
If there is a trouble maker then uhh... according to the rules, they get punished and if
that really doesn’t work, they just get expelled, right?

16 °tha-thalthoy::® ((looks at teacher)) °thalthoy ani-n[ka-yo°
withdrawal withdrawal not-ATTR-Q-POL
Isn't it withdrawal (‘thalthoy’)?
17 Teacher: [thoyhak=
expulsion
Expulsion.
18 Jonh: - =thoyhak >sikhye peli- canh- ayo<=kuntey hankwuk-eyse-nun(.)
expulsion execute-CANH-POL but Korea —at -TOP
19 kuleh-tako ha-myenun kal-tey-ka  eps-nun kyengwu-ka
that-QT do-COND go-place-NOM not exist-ATTR ca se-NOM
20 manh-ayo¢, =salip hakkyo-ka manh-ci anh-ki ttaym wuney
alot-POL private school-NOM a lot-NEG—-NML becau se
21 kulayse pothong ile-n sik-ulo talwu-nun ke kat h-ayyo
so usually like this-ATTR way-by deal with- ATTR seem-POL
22 ‘cey sayngkak-ey-n.’

my:GEN thought-at-TOP
They just get expelled, right -CANH-? But if you were to do that in Korea, it is often
the case that they have nowhere to go because there aren’t many private schools.
Because of that, they are dealt with that way, I think.

John, the main speaker in this extract, maintdias¢orporal punishment is
inevitable considering Korea’s educational envirenitnwhich is different from that of the
United States. John supports this claim by skiiifemploying various interactional
resources in his turn of account giving. Throughbetturn, John provides examples of
troubled students and compares how each countty deéh these students in their own way.
In line 9, he explicitly marks that the comparisemmminent by sayingikyo-lul hay-po-
myen'if you compare’ After a brief question-answer geqce (lines 10-11) with the teacher
involving a word-search for “trouble maker,” herfys up a hypothetical case of a trouble
maker in a U.S. school starting from line 12. Healeps his example in detail usirganh-
when providing information that American schoolteafexpel students if students become

out of control (lines 12-15 and18: “They just gepelled.”). What is noticeable here is that
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the information delivered in this utterance witke thse of-canh-is proposed as shared by the
specific group of members; in this case, those hdwe resided and attended schools in the
United States-canh-would not be employed if the other participantseveot familiar with
the education system of the U.S. The selectiohisfibformation indicates “recipient
design”—consideration of “who the recipient is awidiat the recipient knows about the
referent, or how the recipient stands with respetie referent” (Schegloff, 1996d).

That the speaker manipulates his information defilsy employing specific
linguistic resources is additionally attested by #ifosence efcanhin his following
utterance, when the speaker treats the countematon as not shared (lines 19-20: “But if
you were to do that in Korea, it is often the ctse they have nowhere to go.”). Instead, an
unmarked forma s employed in this utterance when the speakeeptsshe case of Korea
for comparison. Demarcating the knowing party whsesposing shared knowledge demands
more responsibility of that member to produce asd@air part (Heritage, 2012a), in this
case, giving a confirmation. In turn, the speakmtsractional goal in the action of account
giving can be effectively accomplished. A very sanuse of-canh is shown in the

following Extract 4.19.

Extract 4.19. John: Corporal punishment in Southeldo

127 John: ° 2d® Ado] gl dka() L

128 W& AL S TrEEE e, ()

129 P s ol w

130 nprjojof = 7 o g=w|moA HHQ

131 SA5. () 20 T 0 ojua?

132 ((looks up with thinking face)) o FHIghE ol
133 Pl 25 st 5 skal

134 s gtulo A A ey AdAd o]

135 Al <o, AE EHe

136 Ariel:  ((nods))

137 John:  ghelld 2 dE A F REgola

138 ((shakes head)) AP Eo] o A sttt 4+,
139 2E I W E oA B HURA] )

140 > oA e< HupAly distuz 7hd
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141 - AFE > o]y AWE] glEolac
142 = tslale] A 2 ((looks at teacher))

127 John: °’kuntey’ cheypel-i eps-nun: hankwuk(.) ku
but punishment-NOM not exist-TOP Korea that

128 kyoyuk sahoy-lul mantu- lla- myen- yo, ( )
education society-ACC make-in order to-COND-POL

129 hankwuk-uy motun pep-i mak
Korea-GEN every law-NOM DM

130 pakkwi-eya toy-l ke kath-ayyo=mikwuk-eyse po-m yen-yo,
change-should become-seem-POL U.S.-at see-COND- POL

But in order to build an educational environment without (corporal) punishment in

Korea, | think all of Korea’s law will mostly likely have to change. In case of the US,

131 haksayng-tul 1 () ku ‘cwu--cwu--°  eti-cyo?
student-PL that state state where-COMM:POL
The students... The state, state... Where's it?

132 ((looks up with thinking face)) e:: kwukminhak kyo-n ani-ko
elementary-TOP NEG-CONN

Umm... not public elementary school...

133 mikwuk-eyse-n chotunghakkyo-na cwunghakkyo:
U.S.-at-TOP elementary-or middle school

134 kotunghakkyo-eyse ssawu-myen-yo + sensayngnim-i
high school-at fight-COND-POL teacher-NOM

135 il-cheli an-hay-yo. kyengchal pwulle-yo
work-handling NEG-do-POL police call-POL
In the US, if you fight in elementary, middle, or high school the teacher doesn’t do
anything about it. They just call the police.

136 Ariel:  ((nods))

137 John: - hankwuk-eyse-n kule-n il-lo kyengchal an p wulu- canh -ayo
Korea-at-TOP that like-ATTR work-by police NEG call-CANH-POL
But Korea doesn't call the police over that, right?

138 ((shakes head)) sensayngnim-tul-i ta cheliha-| lakwu ha-kwu,
teacher-PL-NOM all handle-try-do-CONN
The teachers tend to take care of it

139 kuliko tto mikwuk-eyse posu--po-tasiphi
and also U.S.-at see see as
And as you can see in US

140 >hankwuk-eyse-to< po-tasiphi tayhakkyo-lo ka-m yen
Korea-at-also see-as university-to go-CO ND
141 —ka-Iswulok: >ile-n  cheypel-tul-i  eps - canh -ayo<
go-the more this-ATTR punishment-PL-NOM not exist -CANH-POL
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As you can see in Korea, too, when you go to college there’s no such punishment,
right?

142 =tayhakkyo-eyse-yo((looks at teacher))
university-at-POL
in college.

Here, the students are again discussing corporasiponent in Korea. John holds the
view that physical punishment in Korean secondahpsl is inevitable considering the
education environment in Korea in contrast to timiédl States. Just as in the previous
extract, to support his view, John provides a cdiseoublemakers in school and explains
how each country would react to that case. His staurts with the assertion that is it not
possible to establish a system of education in &e@vithout punishment in lines 127-130.
This claim is upgraded by claiming that the whelgi$lation system in Korea would have to
be changed in order for physical punishment toradieated in Korea (lines 129-130). In the
following turn, starting in line 130, he providagpporting accounts for his claim by
comparing cases of students in each country whauegewith violence at school (lines 130-
142).

This extract is particularly interesting in thas Isentence ending suffixes are
systemically varied according to the types of krexige he delivers. When he presents a case
in the United States (lines 130-135), he emplogsuthmarked declarative forae/a(line
135: “In the US, if you fight in elememtary...the ¢bar doesn’t do anything about it. They
just call the police.”). To the recipient who istriamiliar with the educational system of the
U.S., John delivers information as a member ofgtteeip “US citizens.” In contrast, in
presenting a case in Korea (lines 137-142), Jemokies and maintains an identity as a
Korean-American with the use ofanh-(lines 137, 141) and eye gaze towards the teacher
(line 142) who is a member of the group “Koreartdete, the speaker strategically manages

epistemic information through the use of divergeriactional resources including the suffix
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canh-(“But Korea doesn't call the police over that,hi@...when you go to college, there’s
no such punishment, right?”).

Instances from intermediate-level students of attees without eanh-where it
would be expected allow clear observation of thedrtance of eanh-utterances. Extract
4.20 is taken from an intermediate-level studesiessroom discussion on the disposition of
Korean people. Prior to this extract, the teack&ed students to provide what they perceive

to be general characteristics of Korean people.

Extract 4.20. Jenny: Korean disposition

01 Jenny: ((raises her right hand))

02 Teacher: g2 27 dug g2 Al Ao

03 = Wilo]l & A Fofa

04 Jenny: E]i 01 > H&2< @ Agh A7ZE wol d18?
05 Teacher: ° [ &°

06 Jenny: [not in the -2 way=

07 Teacher: = <%

08 Jenny: ((shakes her right hand)) ofo] ZU L.

09 Teacher: [ =

10 Jenny: T2 3, o =2 .

11 Teacher: =

12 Jenny: > 9H1/]E‘34< () > Hu<<olFutes

13 of:: R R L RS R

14 - AboF 8 aF Ul A=

15 Sue: =oh yeahl[:

16 Jenny: [> fd< w2 AFEel7H()  Hi(.8) W
17 () & 7rEe”

18 Teacher: i

19 Sue: what? ((laugh))[XXX

20 Dan: [oh: a7 AR > agec”

01 Jenny: ((raises her right hand))

02 Teacher: talu-n: caki il-pota talu-n salam il-ey
other-ATTR self affair than other-ATTR person af fair-at
03 com kwansim-i manh-un kes kath-ayo

DM interest-NOM a lot-ATTR seem-POL
I think (Korean) people care about others’ business more than their own.

04 Jenny: kuliko e: >mwe-cyo?< ttan salam: sayngkak manhi hay-yo?
and what-COMM:POL other person think a lot do-POL

And um... like they care about other people a lot?

05 Teacher: °um[um’
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06 Jenny:

07 Teacher:

08 Jenny:

09 Teacher:

10 Jenny:

11 Teacher:

12 Jenny:

13

14

15 Sue:

16 Jenny:

17

18 Teacher:

19 Sue:

20 Dan:

[not in the coh-un way=
good-ATTR

Not in a good way.
=um um

((shakes her right hand)) ai twulta-[yo.
both-POL

No, in both ways.
[um
coh-un hakwu, an coh-un hakwu.

good-ATTR and NEG good-ATTR and
in a good way and a bad way.

um
>waynyamyen< (.) ku: >mwe-nya< <acwumma-t ul> iss-cyo,
because that what-Q middle aged woman-PL e xist-COMM:POL
e:: ku myengphwum: kapang kule-n ke hangsan g

that brand-name bag that-ATTR thing always

- sa-yatoy-kwu-yo  cha-twu mesiss-nun ke=

buy-should-CONN-POL car-also cool-ATTR thing
It's because like old ladies, um they always have to buy something like brand-name
bags and fancy cars.

=oh yeah[:

[>waynyamyen< ttalu-n salam-i-ka(.) m we:(.8) mwe:
because other-ATTR person-TOP-NOM DM DM

yok(.)ha-I’kkapwa-yo°
talk behind-may-POL
because they are afraid of people talking about them behind their backs.

ney
yes
Yes.

what? ((laugh))[XXX
[oh: ku-ke cincca: ° >kulay-yo< °

that thing reallylike that-POL
Oh, that's so true.

An intermediate student, Jenny, claims her rolgpgsker by raising her hand (line

1) and states that Korean people tend to beingceaicious (lines 2—4: “| think Korean

people care about others’ business more thandheir’). Subsequently, she provides a

negative evaluation of that tendency in an expii@nner in line 6 (“Not in a good way.”).
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Shortly after, she revises her prior negative eatadn as neutral in lines 8-10. Subsequent to
the teacher’s acknowledgement in line 11 (“Um.Re provides accounts for her evaluation
in the following turn by launching a discourse n&amkaynyamenbecause’ in line 12. This
turn is sequentially organized similar to thattué advanced student John’s in Extract 4.18
and 4.19 above in that she brings up a detailechpbathat is likely to be recognized by her
interlocutors who are members of a certain gromphis case, individuals who have Korean
expertise due to their membership in the grougudents who are majoring in Korean
studies. In this turn of account giving, Jenny déss how Korean middle-aged women
show off by purchasing brand-name products and-prgted cars that cost more than they
can prudently afford (lines 12—-14: “It's becauselold ladies, um they always have to buy
something like brand-name bags and fancy carsi’gohtrast to the advanced-level students’
diverse shifts of sentence-ending suffixes in Ettdal8 and 4.19, Jenny’s turn of account
giving does not include any sentence-ending seffien in the place where its use is
structurally required. The speaker is proposingrimiation to which limited parties have
access without usingcanh-.After Sue’s affirmative acknowledgment in line @(®h,

yeah.”), Jenny jumps to the next utterance wittsbwicturally completing her previous turn
(“Because they are afraid of people talking abbatrt behind their backs.”). This
supplementary turn in lines 16—17 might explaimy&nnonuse of-canh-in pursuit of
agreement or a shared stance from her interlocusrdenny does not empleganhin her
turn of giving an account, she has to appeal &itaaed stance in other sequential places by
adding another turn wherein she provides explmmment on her prior example. Upon
Jenny’s example presentation, the teacher and emnstindent, David, display their affiliative

stances in lines 18 (“Yes.”) and 20 (“Oh, that'stise.”).

96



4.4.3 Unshared knowledge

Utterances with eanh are also employed in first position to preserdkledge to
which the recipient has no access. That is, thergence in the relation between epistemic
status and epistemic stance is maximized. Thi®fiseanh demonstrates that epistemic
claims are, indeed, claims to know, and as suchanayay not reflect actual knowledge
states (K. Suh, 2002). This also provides eviddocthe view that epistemic claims are
resources that speakers may deploy in various weysender their talk more fitted to the
action that they are doing regardless of whethey tknow” the information or not (Stivers,
Mondada, & Steensig, 2011). The following exampberf K. Suh (2002) briefly shows how
the suffix -eanh is used as a strategic device invoking commonmgamong interlocutors

even when the information is not actually shared.

Extract 4.21. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Suh (2@0291)
01 A: cal an-tway mwulkelley
well NEG do:IE wet mop
The wet mop doesn’t work well.
02 B: ku-chi?
that-COMM:IE
That’s right, isn't it?
03 A: son-ulo hay-yatway.
hand-by do-should:IE
You have to scrub by hand (instead of using a wet mop).
04 B: —cehuy-cip-ey mwulkelley ayey an ssu- canh -ayo
my home-at wet mop never NOT use- CANHPOL
That’s why I never use a wet mop at home even though | have one.

In response to A’s negative assessment about enogein line 1 and the following
claim that hand scrubbing is better (line 3), Beghagreement usirganh-to convey
personal information regarding B’s use of a mopahe (line 4). It is implausible that B
assumes that A is aware of B's home cleaning mestiHowever, the use efanh-in this

environment positions recipients as a knowing fieaip Advanced-level students’ data from
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the current study displays tactical managementfofination with the use efcanh-similar
to that of L1 speakers. However, only one exampmfan advanced student, presented in

Extract 4.22, is closely parallel to the case impd

Extract 4.22. Mina: Prejudice againt Korea

01 Teacher: gl 7H7] Aol gkarel] o &l
02 79 () B0+ As()
03 7R wel WE BE () ol#d
04 oW Al AS7ka.
05 Mina: £ (1.0) obi H olbF wheedh:
06 AHH Alztetv =
07 Teacher: =
08 Mina: Star A= oAl ghell tighi(2) AHES
09 - = o)Al F-ERETEH > wo] wjglEelax<
10 Teacher: Y=
11 Mina: = oA olAl Far ARE: olFH =3
12 AHElE olgoels 1w HAE wol
13 ZRAIAL ZE A el e
14 Teacher: El
15 Mina: > aeYzkc \Aolgal = W
16 o2s FAHSL E4-FAs L,
17 Teacher: =
01 Teacher: hankwuk-ey ka-ki cen-ey hankwuk-ey tayh ay
Korea-at go-NML before-at Korea-about
02 kacy-ess-te-n. (.) sayngkak. (.) kwa. cikum:(.)
have-PST-RT-ATTR thought and now
03 kacang(.) manhi pyenha-n pwupwun. (.) i-lamyen
most a lot change-ATTR part COP-COND
04 ette-n  key iss-ulkka-yo.
which-ATTR thing exist-Q-POL
What are you opinions on Korea before you go to Korea, and what do you think has
changed the most about Korea after?
05 Mina: um::: (1.0) a::: mwe akka-twu tanswunha-n:
DM before-also simple-ATTR
06 kes-pwuthe sicakha-myen-un

thing-from begin-COND-ATTR
Um... Well starting off with the simple things first, like before...

2L The lack of many examples seems to derive frontlitierent goals of ordinary conversation and
institutional interaction (Drew & Heritage, 1992 classroom interaction orients to the core ingtinal goal
of teaching and learning the L2. From this corel,gmaumber of consequences result that distinghishway
in which L2 classroom interaction is accomplishemirf the way in which ordinary conversations are
accomplished (Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004).
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07 Teacher: um

08 Mina: hankwuk:: ce-nun icey hankwuk-ey tayha-n:: (.2) kes-ul
Korea |-TOP DM Korea-about-ATTR thing-ATTR
09 —um icey pwumonim-hanthey >manhi paywe-ss- canh -ayo<
DM parents-from a lot learn-PST-CANH- POL

Korea... So, I learned about Korea from my parents, right?

10 Teacher: ney=

yes
Yes.
11 Mina: =cip-eyse: icey hankwuk salam-un ilehta=ha nkwuk sahoy-nun
house-at DM Korea person-TOP like this:PLN Kore a society-TOP
12 ilehta-lanun kule-n phyenkyen-ul manhi kaci-ko
like this:PLN-QT that-ATTR prejudice-ACC a lot ha ve-CONN
13 ka-n ke kath-ayyo

go-ATTR seem-POL
At home... | was taught, “Korean people are like this”, “Korea’s society is like this” so |
think | went to Korea with this bias.
14 Teacher: ney
yes
I see.

15 Mina: >kulenikka< phyenkyen-ilako ha-myenun: mwe
so prejudice-QT do-COND DM

16 elun-ul kongkyengha-ko: conkyeng-kongkyengha-ko é
elders-ACC respect-CONN respect respect-CONN
So, when | say biased, | mean like, you must respect your elders,

17 Teacher: um

Upon the teacher’s initiation of seeking the studdma’s opinion about Korea
before and after visiting (lines 1-4), Mina stgsteviding her opinion in line 5. Before Mina
reaches the self-evaluative comment that shewiestt there with a bias against Korea (lines
12-13), she gives an account for this claim (li8ek “I learned about Korea from my parents,
right?”). In this turn of account giving withcanh; Mina conveys that the information clearly
falls within her epistemic domain. Although it islikely that the teacher has this knowledge

about Mina’s personal history, the turn wibtanh-successfully elicits an acknowledgement
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from the recipient in the next turn (line 10). Eadr 4.23 below shows a variation in
formulating knowledge that is not shared with otbarticipants usingcanh-
Hypothetical but plausible instances

What recurrently identified in the current dataisetpeakers proposing common
ground by providing obviously “unshared” informatim support of their claims. As the
claims are hypothetical, it is unlikely that thezagers believe that the interlocutors know
anything about what they are claiming. What theakpeis doing in this context, then, is
working to invite the addressee to acknowledgee¢levance of the utterance marked with
canh-(K. Suh, 2002). In other words, the speaker pdimes related matter, which provides
justification for the given claim. The following &&ct shows how students at both levels
bring up hypothetical but plausible examples inrthens of account giving with or without
using—canh-.

Extract 4.23 comes from an advanced-level classmisoussion regarding spending
practices among men and women on dates. Upondhbkdgs inquiry on the issue, one of the
students, John, presents his opinion that menia @xipenses are ordinary and can be
attributed to universal custom. To support his mpinhe posits a hypothetical scenario in the

subsequent utterances.

Extract 4.23. John: A girlfriend in college

01 John: AE =& o EAvy 2" Adskel Ak,

02 > ofym< ozt oA yol7t o Ae Ag-=

03 Uo7} vepol] ofA = 7 tfgtAi ol

04 48] o] Al [XX

05 Daisy: [((points at John)) e AR ET
06 ((laughing))

07 ALL: ((laughing))

08 Daisy: < [((laughing))

09 John: [ of Zull> 1 Fola < o]FA I HH 3 HA
10 wapshE Ak F2 7 AN

11 qheke]  ul: gutely £ restaurant 7k A

12 Zolsto- #: £ Ay wpAlL

13 - aEugEHE HA FEvbEela ¢
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14
15
18
19
20

01 John:

02

03

04

05 Daisy:

06

07 ALL:

08 Daisy:

9 John:

10

11

12

13

14

15

st Q1 o] AL gk E=> 11 71 o E A
Hzol7bH A vl a<
((looks at teacher)) AL3] A el A Q1A
9 A Wbl wiel # o

Adaor "rkal A4 Zhs) 2 ((clears his throat))

namca-ka ton-ul te pel-kena + kule-n sanghwang-i-kena 1
man-NOM money-ACC more earn or that-ATTR situatio n-COP or
>animyen< yeca-ka icey nai-ka te cek-ul kyeng wu-to

or woman-NOM DM age-NOM more less-case- also
iss-unikka manyakey acikto mwe tayhaksayng-i-m yen
exist-so if still DM college student -COP-COND

solcikhi i-key [XX

frankly this-thing:ADV
Because there are cases such as the man makes more money or the woman are
younger than men. Let’s say the woman is in still in college, actually this is...

[((points at John)) celm-un yeca-tul -man
young-ATTR woman-PL-only
Only for young girls

((laughing))
((laughing))

oppa [((laughing))
brother
John.

[a kuntey >kuleh- canh -ayo < ilehkey han pen-ssik han pen-ssik
but like that-CANH-POL like this one time each one time each

kyochaha-nun kes-to coh-un ke kath-ci man:
exchange-ATTR thing-also good-ATTR seem-but
Oh but... It's like that. It's fine if we take turns paying the check,

manyakey nay: ipmas-i¢, coh-un restaurant-ka-n un ke
if my:GEN taste-NOM good-ATTR go- ATTR thing

cohaha-kwu mwe: coh-un khephi masi-ko
like-CONN DM good-ATTR coffee drink-CONN

- kuleta-po-myen-un toykey pwutamka- canh -ayog¢,
like that-try-COND-ATTR very burden-CANH-POL
but say,for instance, if | like going to fancy restaurants that fit my taste and only drink
quality coffeeit’ll be a burden (to her).

tayhaksayng-i-n yeca-hanthey =>kunikka ettehkey
college student-COP-ATTR women-to o] how

penkala ka-myense nay-yo<

rotate go-while pay-POL
to a college student. So how can | let her pay?
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((lines omitted))

18 ((looks at teacher)) sahoy-saynghwal-eyse incey
social life-at DM

19 ccom te aphse naka-ki ttaymwuney ccom te
little more go-ahead-NML because a little more
20 kamtang-hayya toy-n-tako sayngkakhay-yo ((clear s his throat))

bear should-ATTR-QT  think-POL
I think since guys have a higher status in society, he should be able to take on the
burden.

Before this extract, John briefly introduces thempdmenon of male-centered
societies as background information for his staocéhe issue. Continuing, in lines 1-4, John
presents a hypothetical but detailed example auple—an older male with more income
and a younger female college student—to suppoqdsstion. In the next utterance, he
signals that his assessment of the couple is dyednucing an adverbial demonstratikey
‘this’ in line 4. However, his utterance is haltegl Daisy’s teasing in line 5 (“Only for young
girls.”). Here, Daisy picks up the category of Zgand reconstructs John's prior example
representing his own case with an embodied acfidinger pointing towards John (line 5),
laughter (line 6), and an address teppa> ‘older brother’ (line 8). The playful air becomes
more pervasive as other students join in on thghtar (lines 6—7) during Daisy's turn. John
temporarily orients to this collaborative banterindine 9 using-canh-(“*Oh but...it’s like
that.”) and soon resumes his turn of account giwitg an example in the following turn.

His first use of eanh (line 9¥* is placed immediately after his interlocutors’ agge
(although comical) evaluations towards him.
Facing an accusation for social misconduct of datith young girl, John offers a

long and meandering account of his action. As Cait®asing becomes a public activity,

22 The change of word choice from college studerybtang girl, which contains a certain degree of séxu
connotation, also contributes to creating the cafratmosphere.
% Oppais an address term used by females to addressatdaiethan them who they are close to (biological o
not).
24 This preempative use otanh is discussed in detail in Section 4.5.3.
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John resumes the turn of account giving with agedlifying clause (Mori, 1999) of general
statement in which he admits a potential probleth Wwis claim using-cimanin line 10 (“It's
fine if we take turns paying the check but...”). Tthen is followed by a conditional clause
usingmanyakeyif’ (line 11), which indicates the subsequentg@antation of a hypothetical
situation. Here, his prior example is recycled veittditional details usingcanh-(lines 11—
13: “If I like going to restaurants that fit my tasand only drink quality coffee it'll be a
burden.”). Note that this example is hypothetiaa plausible (The dating routine of a
couple: a man who likes to dine out and enjoysityuebffee and a woman in college). It is
certain that the case John is providing is notesh&nowledge but rather a supposition, as
evidenced by his use of the conditional clause.Sfeaker “treats” the instance as shared by
composing it as probable through the employmertahh:-

The following extract from an intermediate-levissroom discussion on reform of
the health system in the U.S. presents an intagestise for comparison. Although Sue, one
of the intermediate students, also brings up a tingiwal but plausible case in the support of

her claim, she does not empleganh-in the target turn.

Extract 4.24.  Sue: Health care system

01 Teacher: vl:> oAl e EE< th o)A Fria A7t e

02 Jenny: yeah man:

03 Sue: oly ¢

04 Jenny: ((raises both hands)) socialist’s party USA
05 Teacher: ((chuckles)) gl > o} 2}al<-- sff o] A

06 HZ o F2 A% Folar

07 Sue: well(.2) uhm:: (.3) universal health care: system and
08 FHsty dEaind AU o dede

09 ) A7V Mg < MY 2> FA o8y

10 Teacher: <1

11 Sue: [their gesture

12 Teacher: 2

13 Sue: it's not good.

14 Teacher: =>4 7k W{ele] Hol: W

15 delE7 EF 2 F

16 Sue: [ AHE7}F ok F[ 224

17 Teacher: [ 2
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18 Sue: and (.) qkekoll A7} () um: 7 A o]
19 ¢lo} >, andjenny A o}, > I ¥ Hl<
20 - A7 =S o Wok Hag=[and
21 Teacher: [ &
22 Sue: LIRS AFEEA [ oyt
23 Teacher: o
24 Sue: ((pointing at Jenny)) she’s getting all my benefits
25 Teacher: =
26 Sue: and she’s gonna keep them
01 Teacher: ney: >icey yelepwun-to< ta: i-ke coh -tako sayngkakhay-yo?
yes now everybody-also all this-thing good-QT think-POL
Okay, so does everyone think this reform is good?
02 Jenny: yeah man:
03 Sue: ani-yog,
no-POL
No.
04 Jenny: ((raises both hands)) socialist’s party U SA
05 Teacher: ((chuckles)) way >ani-lako<--way i-key
why not-QT why this-thing:ADV
06 pyello an coh-un ceyto kath-ayo?
not particularly NEG good-ATTR system seem-POL
Why don’t, why do you think this is not a good system?
07 Sue: well(.2) uhm:: (.3) universal health care: system and
08 yulep-hako ilpon a::nd khaynata ta iss-nunteyy,
Europe-and Japan Canada all exist-CIRCU M
09 (.) keki-eyse¢, <pyengwen:-un> coh-ci anh-ayog,
there-at hospital-TOP good-NEG-POL
Well, there is a universal health care system in Europe, Japan and Canada, they all
have it, but hospitals there are not good.
10 Teacher: um[:
11 Sue: [their gesture
12 Teacher: um:
13 Sue: it's not good.
14: Teacher: um >kunikka< pyengwen-uy cil-i: pyellwu:
so hospital-GEN quality-NOM not parti cularly
15 khwellethi-ka pyellwu an [coh
quality-NOM not particularly NEG good
So, you mean the quality- the quality of the hospital isn't good.
16 Sue: [khwellethi-ka an: coh-[ko

quality-NOM NEG good-CONN
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Quiality isn"t good, and...

17 Teacher: [um:
18 Sue: and (.) manyakey cey-ka (.) um: phyengsayng -ey
if I-NOM entire life-in
19 an aphu-myen¢, and jenny hangsang aphu-myen¢, >ku lentey<
NEG sick-COND always sick-COND but
20 - cey-ka seykum-ul ta: nay-ya toy-ko¢,=[and

I-NOM tax-ACC all pay-should-CONN
And, let’s say that um... I never get sick my entire life, and Jenny gets sick all the time,
but I have to pay all the tax and...”

21 Teacher: [um:

22 Sue: - ku-kes-ul sayongha-ci [anh-unikka
that-thing-ACC use-NEG-because

I don’t use it. So...
23 Teacher: [um:
24 Sue: ((pointing at Jenny)) she’s getting all my benefits
25 Teacher: um:

26 Sue: and she’s gonna keep them

In line 1, in the form of a yes-no question, thecteer asks students to present their
own evaluations of the reform. One of the studebit®, displays her negative stance on the
issue by producing the type-confirming response/fiand, 2003ani-yo ‘No’ in line 3.

Upon this response, the teacher launches a thindquestion requesting an account of it
(lines 5-6: “Why do you think this is not a goodt®m?”). Sue then provides an account by
giving her assessment of other countries that bam#ar health care systems in lines 7-13.
The following turn of additional account givinglines 18—24 is significantly similar to that
of the advanced-level student’s use-ohnh-in Extract 4.22 and 4.23. Like John in those
extracts, Sue presents a hypothetical but plauséde to support her initial assessment by
positioning herself and her classmate Jenny asaterfitaracters of the example. This turn
develops in a similar way to the prior one in tibatilizes the conditional markenanyakey

‘if’ to set up a hypothetical situation (line 18). addition, like the previous extract, the
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speaker maximizes the plausibility of the examplg@absitioning herself and her classmate as
participants in her story (18—24: “Let’s sy thatdver get sick my entire lif, and Jenny gets
sick all the time, but | have to pay all the taxildmlon’t use it.”). However, this turn also
illustrates a different construction in the usesefitence-ending suffixes along with other
features; she employs unmarked formke (line 20) and a causal markerkka (line 22).
Given its sequential position and action imporis tk the turn place whereanh is
expected to be used. However, rather than ustagh, Sue ends her turn withikkain line
15. nikkais a connective that is traditionally noted to kneausality and is typically
translated to be the counterpart of the Englisbabse® It also functions in the utterance
final position, particularly in naturally occurrirgpnversations (S. Sohn, 2003). Sue’s use of -
nikkain line 22, is thus non-target like as an utteeamarked withnikkaexpresses the
speaker’s strong sense of causality.
4.4.4 Summary: Use and nonuse -e€anh-in first position

This section investigated the ways in which thdisufcanh-is used or not used to
give accounts in first position by L2 Korean stuidest different proficiency levels. Through
an analysis of cases from advanced-level studelatsSroom interaction and by consulting
the related published research, | showed-thahh-is used to appeal to the recipient to treat
what is said as shared information. The analysis démonstrated thatanh-is routinely
used to establish speakers’ claims of recipiemisWedge based on three sources: the on-
going interactional environment, universal/soc@rhmon sense” knowledge, and unshared
information such as hypothetical instancesanh-is a powerful device used by participants
to construct social action by managing differeipety of information in ways that enable

interactants to attend to their relative accespistemic domains.

% Closely translated as ‘because,’ ‘since’ or ‘whére clausal connective(u)nikkanot only manifests itself as
a connective denoting causality and temporalityats functions in the utterance final positiorpesally in
naturally occurring conversations (S. Sohn, 2003).
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In terms of second language development, | shohatdntermediate students have
limited range in their use eftanh-according to proposed knowledge type. | did sough
an analysis of instances from intermediate studdatsare comparable to instances from
advanced students or Korean L1 speakers. Whilextracts presented in this section
demonstrate that speakers at both proficiency $emegjage in similar practices of account
giving, presenting their opinions with supportingmples that involve commonly shared
knowledge, they also illustrate that the employnwninguistic resources differs depending
on proficiency levels. Table 4.1 categorizes theesyof information that the speakers
invoked for accomplishing the particular actiorgofing an account in the extracts in this
section.

Table 4.1. Types of information and level of shaest proposed bycanh-utterances in
first position

Sequential position: First position (multi-unit turn)

Action: Account giving

Extract number
Epistemic Level of Tvpe of knowledge
congruence Sharedness P g Adv. Inter Use
. . . L . 4.8,
High High Information with immediate access 4.6-7,4.9 4.10 0]
41213 1415 o)
Common sense knowledge 4.18-19
& 41617
4.20
4.22-23 0
Low Low Unshared information
4.24 X

Students at both levels display competence in eyimge-canh-when they give
accounts by proposing information with direct oe-8pot access; however, the general
picture for L2 advanced students is much closénaofor L1 speakers in terms of a
diversified range of turn constructions as welays to manage shared knowledge
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throughout the continuum. Intermediate studentgdifferent forms with simpler functions,
such as unmarkeekoor causal endingnikkg in the same sequential position when they
propose common sense knowledge and informatiorirtiialves hypothetical situations.

More specifically, the distribution in the use-afanh-according to the presentation of
different types of knowledge suggests a developatemtier; that is, managing common and
indirect knowledge usingcanh-is a skill acquired later than the ability to usmnhto

manage first-hand knowledge. In this regard, thidyattempts to identify developmental
patterns by investigating the distribution and ki shared information L2 speakers manage

with the use ofcanh-

4.5 The use of eanhin second position: Disagreeing

In the previous section, we observe the use andseaf-canh-utterances in first
position when speakers provide various types ofWadge in support of their claims to build
common ground. In the current section, | showcase the turn generated by-aanh-
utterance works as a dispreferred response (Juh&,&911; K. Suh, 2002) in second
position. Whereascanh-in first position is typically employed to give@mnts for speakers’
claims in the middle of a multi-unit turn, the usfe-canh-in second position challenges the
prior speaker’s claim of by proposing various typémformation. In other words, the
speaker of acanh-utterance projects disaffiliative action (Stive2808) in response to a
prior speaker’s assertion. This use-ofinh-in the responsive position by Korean L1

speakers is exemplified in Extract 4.25 below.

Extract 4.25. L1 Korean speaker: From Ju & Sohd2@p. 8-9)

16 A: ya o-nci il-nyen-to nem-ess-nuntey [ ne-n cal hay?=
INTJ come-since one-year-even over-PST-CIRCUM you-T OP well do
Hey, it's been more than a year (since you came), do you do (it) well?
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17 B: [ uh

18 - =ani ku-ay-nun yenge kongpwu-lul: (.) ha- canh -a? hhh
no that-child-TOP English study-AC  do-CANH-IE
No, as for her, (she) studies (.) English, right? hhh

Facing A’s challenge on B’s English proficiencylime 16, A rejects the validity of
B’s challenge usingcanh-in line 18. In this utterance witkcanh; A provides the
information that B’s sister studies English, whinakes an implicit contrast between himself
and his sister and brings about the interactiooatequence of challenge. The current
study’s data set also contains a collection of lsininstances ofcanh-displaying
disalignment in second position. The following 4.2 shows the sequential positions
where the suffix-canh-occurs in responsive position in the collectionhaf present study

data, along with an example.

First position
HlollA A= ot oFH ol & do] gl=tl
L Speaker 1 J o

O 1l

23 30 ot =&
If she (the wife) is not working then she
might as well do the housework.

Claim

!

Second position

{ Speaker 2 } st the 395 gdole.

Disagreement But there are other cases too. {3

Figure 4.2 —canh in second position

In response to the interlocutor’s claim or challentpe disagreement is usually
introduced by means of contrastive markers suehdiscourse markéwunteybut’ (Y. Park,
1999), or a negative response partae‘'no’ (H. Kim, 2013). The interpersonal modal

suffix —canh-is employed in the turn-final position. A possibldvantage of usingcanh-in
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this sequential position for achieving dispreferaetion such as disagreement is that the
appeal to shared knowledge is presented in a vedy<shlifficult to reject. The disaffiliative
claim delivered with a-canh-utterance cannot simply be rejected. Insteadkéga@&xtra
interactional work for the co-participant to dealhwthe underlying assumption of the appeal
to shared knowledge. This is evidenced by the frigguency of agreement tokens by the
recipients in response ta@anh-utterances (Ju & Sohn, 2011; K. Suh, 2002).

Although the speaker primarily claims that the m®gd information was already
known to the recipient by employirganh; the details of dispreferred actions are varied
according to turn construction and proposed typ@sformation; a variety of epistemic
accesses to the proposed information is implieecanh-utterances in second position. What
is interesting regarding these differences in epigt accesses in the use-acinh-are the
corresponding differences in its use accordingadsheakers’ proficiency level. In what
follows, | focus on the use etanh-occurring in this second position and its variaio
according to the speakers’ differing proficiencydks. Different recipients’ uptake etanh-
utterances according to different levels of accearsaged through the use-afanh-is also
discussed.

4.5.1 Use ofcanh-in second position: Proposing equal access to infoation with
common sense knowledge

This chapter examines occurrences-cdinh-in second position by both advanced
and intermediate-level students. Thesanh-utterances formulate matters to which both the
speaker and the recipient have some degree ofsaddesy mark information reasonably
believed to be true, such as common sense andrsaiyghenomena (K. Suh, 2002). What is
common in the use efcanh-in these cases is that the proposed informatiomutated as
account giving, is something that is to be takemyhe recipient as an “account” that is part

of the dispreferred response, that is, an accaumntdt agreeing to the interlocutors’ claim.
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Extract 4.26 below shows such a case in the tatékldf speaker. The speaker makes an
unchallengeable claim by deploying three conseeutbanh-utterances in lines 5, 6, and 8.
In other words, a range etanh uses is deployed in order to both claim and hacke

disagreement.

Extract 4.26. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from Kaslafi1994 p. 91)

(Up to this point, one of the participants, J has b een talking about how

his impression of the U.S. has changed. He said tha t he thought American
society was sexually “chaotic,” but through having attended Bible study
groups and dealing with classmates, he found that h e was wrong.  Beginning

in line 5, Y responds to J's telling.)

05 Y: - hankwuk-un taycecycek-ulo an kule-ss canh -ayo=
Korea-TOP usually-ADV NEG like that-PST-CANH- POL
But Korea, on the whole, is not like that (as you know).
06 - =kuntey yeki-nun kule-n ay tul-i manh- canh -ayo=
but here-TOP that-ATTR kid-PL-NOM a lot-CANH -POL
But here, there are many such people (as you know).

07 sengcek-ulo mwunlan-hako kule-n saynghwa I-ul ha-nun
sexually-ADV promiscuous-and:CONN that-ATTR live- ACC do-ATTR

08 - ay-tul-l man- canh -ayo
kid-PL-NOM a lot-CANH-POL
There are many who are sexually promiscuous and lead such lives (don’t you think so?).

The present study data shows that speakers invmkenon sense norms as grounds
for defending themselves (or others) against a challedgre specifically, thecanh
utterances provide information in great detail glanth exemplification or contrast. In terms
of turn design, the speaker starts his or heritim a qualifying clause (Mori, 199%) using
—cimanand partially accepting the other participant’atcasting view. Then the speaker

projects his or her argument by usingaanh-utterance. That is, the speaker first

% «gelf-qualifying clause” refers to a type of “paitdisagreement,” (Pomerantz, 1984) that by iriégg a
self-qualification admits limitations and the pdwidiy of different perspectives with a speakerfaim (Mori,
1999). This practice is reported cross-lingusticallEnglish, Japanese, Korean (Y. Park, 1996))iEm
(Sorjonen, 1996), and Dutch (Houtkoop, 1987).
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acknowledges the prior speaker’s claim but theneamn to launch a challenge by

employing—canh.

Advanced.The following extract comes from an advanced-lel@sroom debate on whether

Koreans’ quick-tempered dispositions contributént growth of the country.

Extract 4.27. Wendy: Quick-tempered Korean people

10 Erika:
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34 Ron:
35 Wendy:
36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43 Erika:

44 Wendy:

o ()
Fe A ()
LA R,
()
Q1w Al 7}o]:(.2)

o] BEH ()

v 3 oL

A7 A wE(2)

ol A" Awe] s of
g BRI L RN

a9 olde] Ae] Wl (2) el

AT A o2 A ode] o] A

- A-A- A5la B Aol el A,

Ay BHAA 2o ()

$al BALR Q) HAE A7) ol

WY, Er oA (5)  welwe) B3

SAe Wl d A,

o

S Hi o
> 0;

g =1} Fdglo} 2 1: fastfood
A717) A &BHA, 8.F g5 AlES
H| Wk Abgho] P45 @Brhal
EQAER?

A ] E3E; 3 Aol A

T 3H7H(.2)

FAH e VAP TG
A9 g AT Az

&' ((nods))

A =l 33 A
distsshs dAsta? tha()
olofx= Aol §l& i AW
"3 Aol A= Abeh o] =Tt
B, W AAoR ds d4le &
= oA A

=)
=
rlo
Vv

oA ad ()< A
((looks at the article))
[((laugh))

((laughy) o|AE? & He AAuEo] ol
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31

32

33

34 Ron:

35 Wendy:

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43 Erika:

((Transcript lines 10-30 not presented here))
Umm... You can say that ppalli-ppalli culture” has a positive impact but | think now
that because the obssesion of finishing everything in haste is so strong, there were a
number of incidents that has happened. Like the 1994 and 1995, the Seong- Seong -
Seong - Seongsoo Bridge incident, SamPoong Mall incident... These cases of disasters
happened and now... Because of ppalli-ppalli culture ... because of the comfort of
this... there are aftereffects of this, such as impatience and...

kulayse(.) ppalli ppalli mwunhwa-lul:hankwuk sa lam-eykey
so hurry hurry culture-ACC Korea person-to

kungcengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-ta-ki-pota nun com
positive influence-ACC give-PST-PLN-NML-than a li ttle
pwucengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-tako sayng kak-hapnita
negative influence-ACC give-PST-QT  th ink-DEF

That is why, rather than a positive influence, | think this has been a negative effect for
Koreans living in this fast-paced culture.

‘um’ ((nods))

wusen hankwukin-uy kupha-n sengkyek-i
first Korean pepope-GEN hasty-ATTR personality-NO M

taychwungtaychwungha-nun sengkyek-hako? taso:(. )
careless-ATTR personality-and a little

ieci-nun cem-i eps-ul swu-nun eps-ciman?

connect-ATTR point-NOM not exis can-ATTR not exis t-but
kupha-n sengkyek-i iss-nun salam:-i iss-nunk a
hasty-ATTR personality-NOM exist-ATTR person-NOM exist-Q
ha-myen¢, kupha-n sengkyek-ulo il-ul yelsimhi cal
do-COND hasty-ATTR personality-by work-ACC hard well

- ha-nun salam-to iss- canh -ayo chayk-ey-to kuleh-kwu. kulayse 1
do-ATTR person-also exist-CANH-POL book-at-also t hat-CONN so
ku sengswutaykyo-na (.) <samphwung paykhwacem-[ un>
that Seongsoo bridge-or Sampoong department store -TOP

((looks at the article))
First of all, although there is a bit of relation between Korean’s quick temper and the
lines of carelessness, nothing can be problem free. There are (quick tempered) people
who rush through in work but there are also people who speed through their work
diligently, right? like in the books. So, Seongsoo Bridge or Sampoong Mall are...

[((laugh))

27 ppalli-ppalli can be literally translated into “hurry, hurryefjuently used when the speaker wants others to
speed upppalli-ppalli culture’ usually refers to quick termpered Korgeople. Sociologists attributppalli-
ppalli culture’ to the country's rapid economic growth.
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44 Wendy: ((laugh)) i-ke-nun? ccom kupha-n sengkyek ttaymwun-i anila
This is not about being a fast tempered,

One of the students, Erika, takes a quite long &nguing that Koreans’ impetuous
dispositions bring about negative consequencdsintdo much emphasis on speed leads to
unmeticulous results (lines 10-33). To support thasm, Erika brings up examples of events
and phenomena that happened in Korea. In resporisgka’s assertion, Wendy provides her
disaffiliative view using-canh from line 35 to line 42. Here, Wendy provide®ad turn of
disagreement as she rebuffs Erika’s lengthy argtiitem-by-item. In this extract, Wendy
challenges Erika’s examples about collapses ofdgérand a mall. In the beginning of the
turn in lines 35-37, Wendy acknowledges Erika’®pargument by employing a self-
gualifying clause usingcimanby admitting the corelation between quick tempwet the
carelessness. In her ensuing utterance in line®38/endy challenges Erika’s prior
assertion by pointing out other examples of hardking people with hot-tempered
personalities usingcanh-(“there are also people who speed through theikwdigently,
right?”). The particle-to ‘also, too’ (line 40) contributes to highlightssthommon trait of the
proposed information. In the following utterancedines 40-42, Wendy additionally backs
up her disagreement by referring to a book as eceanf authority. Erike responds with
laughter in line 43. Wendy'’s turn in this extrakbbw/s a case efcanh-working as an
effective means of accomplishing disagreement. \Wighuse of eanhutterance, the
proposed information is formulated as an accountli€agreeing to the recipient’s prior

claim. One more instance of the case in point geoled in the following Extract 4.28.

Extract 4.28. Ariel: Division of house chores

36 Ariel: oly: 13 #7k > ¢]272.< ((looks at the screen))
37 £o] @ol Wi A o] £

38 AAM = Al R § FE50a

39 WS FE gA 20E 3 Al
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40
41
42
43

44 Daisy:

45 Ariel:
46
47
48
49 John:
50
51
52

36 Ariel:

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44 Daisy:

45 Ariel:

46

a7

L ARz R S dEgels,

ani: kulem camkkan: >ilk-ulkey-yo.< ((loo
no then briefly read-PRM-POL
No, then I'll read it just a bit.

ks at the screen))

ton-i  manhi pe-nun salam il-i t on-ul:
money-NOM a lot earn-ATTR person work-NOM money-A CcC

cek-key pe-nun salam-pota te himtul-tako
less-ADV earn-ATTR person-than more tired-QT

tancengci-ul swunun eps-ciman: kumankhum ku sa
conclude-can NEG-but as much that person-

lam-uy
GEN

nolyek-kwa nunglyek. (.)>kunikka<: nunglyek-to iss-ciman
effort-and competence so competence-also ex ist-but
It is still early to to conclude that the person making more money works harder than
the person making less money. However, that much more integrity and effort... |
mean, we can assume that he (or she) may have the competence

nolyek-i  te iss-ko tto kumankhum cha ykimkam(.)i
effort-NOM more exist-CONN also as much responsib ility-NOM
~te manh-un cik-cikwi-lako pol swu iss- canh -ayo:
more a lot-ATTR position-QT see can-CANH-P oL

ttak pomye[nun e

just see-COND
but he (or she) must put in that much effort and the position has more responsibility,
right?

[ton-ul te pat-unikka
money-ACC more receive-because
Because they he (or she) gets more money.
te pat-unikka kumankhum ha-| ke s-twu
more receive-because as much do-ATTR thing-also

sinkyeng sse-ya toy-l kes-twu manh-untey:
concern-should-ATTR thing-also a lot-CIRCUM

e: ()

te e: kulemyenun cipanil-kkaci
more  then housework-until
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Because he (or she) gets more money they have more things to do... umm...

48 - sinkyengssu-llyeko ha-mun himtul- canh -ayo.
concern-in order to do-COND tired-CANH-POL
More... Umm... then it’ll be too much handle if he (or she) has to worry about the
housework, on top of all that, right?

49 John: °ney coysong-hantey® kuleh-key mal-ul ha-si-my en-yo,
yes sorry-CIRCUM | ike that-ADV say-ADV do-HON- COND-POL

50 ku ton-kwa: >kasa pwuntam-ey tayhayse kule h-key
that money-and housework division-about like t hat-ADV

51 malssum-ul ha-si-myen< ton-kwa salang-ey tayh ayse-to

say-ADD do-HON-COND money-and love-about-also

52 kuleh-key yaykiha-l swu iss-eyo=
like that-ADV say-can-POL
Yes, pardon me but if you say that about splitting the housework, you can also apply
that to love. So you're saying that if | make more money then my wife will love me
more.

Preceding this extract, John argues that divisidroase chores should not be
decided according to income because the intensayjab does not always match the amount
of income. The main speaker in this segment, Adisplays a contrasting view in the
beginning of her turn by launching a turn-initi@gative response particiai (H. Kim,

2013) in line 36. Note that this turn of disagreameith —canh-is formulated in a similar
way to that shown by Wendy in the previous Exta2¥ above. She starts her turn by
partially accepting her interlocutor’s view by laning a qualifying clause (Mori, 1999)
using—ciman(lines 37-39: “It is still early to to concludeatthe person making more money
works harder than the person making less mon€eltign the speaker moves on to her main
argument that is contrary to the prior speakessmgrcanh-by conveying a common
assumption that the position with high income reggimore effort and responsibility (lines
39-42: “he (or she) must put in that much efford #ime position has more responsibility,
right?”) This instance showcases the useaainh-for giving a defensible account by giving
common sense knowledge while disagreeing with theipus speaker. In this utterance,

Ariel delivers common knowledge- a job with highesg requires more responsibility -as
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shared by usingecanh-to make a sharp contrast with the prior speakeew. This turn of
disagreement receives Daisy’s support in line #ilenced by Daisy’s provision of an
account for Ariel’s claim (“Because they get morenmy.”). Subsequent to Daisy’s
supportive moves, in line 48, Ariel provides anitiddal counter argument usirganh-that
housework will be excessive burden to the persom ks a job with more responsibility
(“It'll be too much handle if the person has to woabout the house work, on top of all that,
right?”). Again, we witness that proposing sharadwledge, as is done witkcanh; serves

as a resource to project disagreement in talk.

Intermediate.In the intermediate-level studentganh-utterances in second position, both
the use and the absence of the suffix are idedtififirst present instances of intermediate
students’ use ofcanh-in second position for doing disaffiliative actiby proposing

common sense information. Then | discuss the nawoence of-canh-in the same
sequential environment in other interactions ofitttermediate-level students. In the
following Extract 4.29, students have a discussioinfant care by married working parents.
Preceding this segment, CL asserts that kids shmuldised by their parents, not anyone else.
Upon this assertion, Jenny starts giving a disaggegew by producing ‘but’ in line 41.

Then she challenges CL with aanh-utterance, which both claims and supports the

disagreement (line 48-49).

Extract 4.29. Jenny: Infant care

41 Jenny: but if you > Z1- Z17< ((looks at teacher)) 2 w4 2] ? what?
42 ALL: ((laughing))

43 Teacher: tlaugh Yol

44 Jenny: gk o] ((laugh)) gk o]

45 ALL: ((laugh))

46 Jenny: st o oA SH: SA:

47 CL: yeah

48 Jenny: o]: ((laugh)) of: HX? L ofo] 7]&
49 — Al7ke glgolare

50 Sue: just hire an () oz m}

51 Jenny: o} no no no [no
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52 Sue:
53 Jenny:

54 CL:
55

56 Jenny:
57 CL:

58 Jenny:
41 Jenny:

42 ALL:

43 Teacher:

44 Jenny:

45 ALL:

46 Jenny:

47 CL:

48 Jenny:

49

50 Sue:

51 Jenny:

52 Sue:

53 Jenny:

54 CL:

55 Jenny:

[no problems

ob=vH:
[ ofy]
©)
> o< ofe]r F]&A a2
>like< () B2 () ofuk A=) wEel:

((looks at CL and rolls eyes))

but if you >ku--ku-ke<((looks at teacher ))mak--makkelli? what?
that that-thing Korean rice wine
But if you... that... mak-makgeolli?  What?

((laughing))

mac-((laugh)) macpeli.
double income
Double income.

macpeli ((laugh)) macpeli
double income double income
Double income.

((laugh))

ha-myen: way ku-ke hay-myen - ha-myen:
do-COND DM that-thing do-COND do-COND
If you do that, because... if you do that...

yeah

e: ((laugh)) e: mwe-ci? ku ai khiw u-l ttay
what-COMM:IE that kid raise-when
Um...umm... what'sit? When you're raising your child

- sikan °eps- canh -ayo°®
time NEG-CANH-POL
You don't have time for that, right?

just hire an (.) acwumma
maid
Just hire a housemaid.

a: no no no [no
[no problems

acwumma [
maid
Housemaid.

[ani kuntey: (.)
no but
No but,

>ettukhey< ai: khiwu-| ke-yeyyo?
how raise-PROS-POL
How will you raise your child?
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56 CL: >like< (.) mwe-ci? () ama: ce-nun: (.) milay-ey:
what-COMM:IE probably I-TOP  future-at
Like, what'sit. | will most likely in the future

57 Jenny: ((looks at CL and rolls eyes))

In line 41, Jenny employs d@nclause in English to suggest a context of a deuble
income family as background for the upcoming disagrent. After a few lines of word-
searching for ‘double-income’ from line 41 to lidd, Jenny resumes the turn of
disagreement in line 46 by recycling the previitdause, this time in Korean using a
conditional marker myen Subsequent to a delay with elongation and a wseateh marker
mweci‘What is it’ in line 48, Jenny finally deploys-acanh utterance to challenge the prior
interlocutor’s claim that working married couplaes bt usually have enough time to take
care their children. Then she challenges CL wittanh utterance (“But if you both
working, when you're raising your child, you dohéve time for that, right?”). Note that this
use of—canh for delivering common knowledge in second positias in Extracts 4.27 and
4.28, and 4.29 highlights the equality of episteaticess and successfully accomplishes
disagreement. Jenny'’s disagreement is challengad by Sue’s suggestion of alternative in
line 50 (“Just hire a maid”). As a response taifyer third turn, Jenny formulates her turn as
a wh-question (“How will you raise your child?”) tmunter challenges Sue’s disagreement
(K. Yoon, 2006). A similar pattern is can be obsein the following intermediate students’
interaction. The students are having a discussiothe division of house chores between

working married couples.

Extract 4.30. Jenny: Cleaning cow’s poo

088 Jenny:  okay. 1 (.5) like (.8) A ol Sue AZAA = ()
089 & o %ol WE Abgo] 7} >°professional job® ol &<
090 = 17 443 not always. (.3) g <F

091 2 2.=0]A(.2) like(.)° o] S ()

092 AFN(.4) 9] 8.
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093 Sue:
094 ALL:
095 CL:

096 Jenny:

097 Sue:

098 Jenny:

099 Sue:
100 ALL:

101 Jenny:

102
103
104 ALL:
105 Sue:

106 Jenny:

107
108
109
110
111
112

113
114

92

93 Sue:
94 ALL:

95 CL:

96 Jenny:

97 Sue:
98 Jenny:
99 Sue:

100 ALL:

101 Jenny:

102

what?(.) ewww ((laughs))

((laughy)

how XXX  Ford
no! not Hord: Al

as a job.
yeah! ((looks at CL))

yeah |

((laughing))

aA AA() d=Fjob.= oFYH, (.7) like (2)

((looks at the teacher))
TH=7]. () Okay?

((laughing))
what do you mean:: making elephant’s XXX?

yeah! You put it in! okay? JA gA 82 ¢
(.3) ((laughs)) oY 7}, (.2) 4] (.2) what if(.)
w Aleghe F olEZulol EdfA Ak
dlol (2) B AIZHA(2) U] 92 Uless 3.
=he is just sell. o A% A 9= AL
is like > dES O Bel st=d = o AA
HUY7ztlike 1 F<tel Eo1Z () like (.)
- &F A9 Aot B 5 AEoH(.8)
like that does make sense.

2718 (1.5) o} 71(.2)

((lines 88-91: Transcript not presented here))
so ttong!(.4) chiwe-yo.
COW poo clean-POL
Okay. Like, Sue you think that the person who makes more money has a professional

job, right? But actually, that’s not always true. Like, for example, let’s say he cleans
cow’s poo.

what?(.) ewww ((laughs))
((laugh))
how XXX cipanil
housework
How housework
no! not cipanil: il!
housework work
No! not housework, job!
as ajob.
yeah! ((looks at CL))
yeah |

((laughing))

ku-ke cincca(.) himtu-nun job.=ani myen, (.7) like (2)
that-thing really tired-ATTR or
((looks at the teacher)) khokkili:: (1.5) ayki (-2)
elephant baby
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103 mantul-ki. (.) Okay?
make-NML
Like, that’s a really tough job. Or like making elephants have offspring (elephant
reproduction). Okay?

104 ALL: ((laugh))

105 Sue: what do you mean:: making elephant’s XXX?
106 Jenny:  yeah! You put it in! okay? ku-ke tikey e lyewu-n(.2) il
that-thing very difficult-ATTR work
107 (-3) ((laughs)) i-nikka, (.2) kuntey(.2) what if(.)
COP-because but
108 tta-n salam-un mwe alupaithu-hay-se sip-pwul
other-ATTR person-TOP DM part time job-do-and 10- dollar
109 pat-a. (.2) han sikan-ey.(.2) kuntey il-ul te | ess hay.
get-lE  one hour-per  but work-ACC mor e do

Yeah! You put it in! Okay? It's a really hard job, but you earn a lot of money for that.
Okay, that’s, really worrisome. But what if the other person is a part-timer who makes
$10 an hour and works less.

110 =he is just sell. kuntey so ttong chiwu-nun sa lam
but cow poo clean-ATTR person

111 is like >il-ul te manhi ha-nuntey ton te cek-key
work-ACC more a lot do-CIRCUM money more le ss-ADV
112 pe-nikkan like ku cip an-ey tuleka-I ttay (. ) like (.)
earn-because that house inside-at come in-when
113 -S0 ttong chiwu-nun salam-ika te himtu-| ke- canh -a(.8)
cow poo clean-ATTR person-NOM more tired-PROS-CAN H-1E
114 like that does make sense.

All' he does is just selling. But because the person who cleans up cow poo works more
but makes less, he/she must be so much more tired when he/she gets home, right?
Like that, does make sense?

Right before this extract begins, Sue argues tipgrson with less income should
just quit his or her job and do all the housewarktpport the other person for the reason that
the person with more income would probably havettebjob. This instance begins with
Jenny'’s challenge towards Sue’ argument (linesB849ere, Jenny points out that higher
income does not gurantee better job. To supportiienge, Jenny projects a made-up
example of a job in the next utterance in line®@&aning up cow’s excrement. Sue expresses

surprise in line 93 by producing “what” along wih exclamativewwand laughter,
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arguably due to the idiosyncratic characteristithefexample. Nevertheless, this turn also
works as a disaffiliative move by indexing the ipegpriateness of Jenny’s example. After a
few lines of a side sequence to clarify the preffeexample (lines 95-100), Jenny gives an
evaluative comment on the job in line 101 (“It'seally hard job.”). After a micropause in
line 101, Jenny provides an alternative example job: making elephants have offspring.
However, the bizarreness of the example is eleyatdvidenced in Sue’s subsequent
initiation of repair in line 105 by asking for aadffication in the form of a wh-question
(“What do you mean?”). This is both a question aruhallenge and can be treated as a
“double-barreled” action (Schegloff, 2007). In respe, Jenny offers an example of an easy
job staring from line 107 with a higher wage a®atrasting example. By launching a
discourse markedquntey'but’ in line 107 along with a conditional clausehat if,” Jenny
marks the beginning of the projection of a comgaerample. Here she describes this part-
time job as a job that requires fewer working howith more income. By re-launching
kunteyin line 109, Jenny once again brings up the gi@mple of cleaning animals’
excrement in line 110. Usingcanh; she describes how the person with that job isichlly
more burdened, although she or he earns less f&duse the person who cleans up cow
poo works more but makes less, he/she must be sb mare tired when he/she gets home,
right?”). This lengthy multi-unit turn usingcanh-is highly comparable to other extracts
from advanced students in that the speaker prowdesnation in great detail to build
common ground for the disagreement.
4.5.2 Use and non use eftanh-in second position: Claiming shared knowledge

| have thus far examined the use-ofinh-in second position by both advanced and
intermediate students. Advanced-level studentsvemations show both higher frequency

and a far more diverse range of usageaainh- Although intermediate students’ turn
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construction displays features that do not occuhan of L1 speakers, they showed the
occurrence ofcanh-in second position in response to an interlocasoa disaffiliative
action. However, the intermediate students’ datsdwt always display the use-a@fanh-
corresponding to that of advanced or L1 speakdrs. dhapter examines the different
distributions in the use efcanh-according to students’ proficiency level. More dfieally,
| examine the use and nonuse-oinh-according to the level of epistemic access between
participants from complete equality to absoluteedi)ence. Examples of diverse sequences
where different kinds of actions are being achievgthe target forms are discussed in the
analysis.
4.5.2.1 Proposing information as shared but not rexgnized

As with —canh-in first position, speakers useanh-in second position to propose
information that is available to observe on-thetspdhe course of interaction to challenge a
prior speaker’s assertion or as a disaffiliativevendn other words, the speaker points out
information that the recipient can observe but tharesumably unnoticed. In such an
utterance, a high degree of speaker certainty aiisgrasp of the matter at hand appears to
be implicated in the use etanh. This use of-canh-can be observed in the following L1

speakers’ interaction.

Extract 4.31. L1 Korean speaker: Adapted from J8atan (2011, p. 8)

06 E: =y-ay-ka way i-lay?
this-child-NM why this do:INT
Why do you do this?

07 J: hah hah hah hah [hah hah hah hah ey(hhh):::

08 E: [na-to himang- kacko sal-e:: way i-lay:: ?
I-too hope-with live-INT why this-do:INT
Even | live with hope. Why do (you) do this?

09 i naimanhun enni-to::, huh huh huh huh
this old older sister-even
Even this old older sister, huh huh huh huh’
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10 J: - kulayto enni-nun:: rmaster-ha- canh-a: 1
still older sister-TC master-do-COMM-INT
Still you are doing master’s.

11 J: - [na-nun incey runder-canh-a 1
I-TC still undergraduate-COMM-INT
(I) am still (an) under(graduate student).

12 E: [ ma(h) ster?

E challenges J’'s complaint regarding her age byigig self-deprecation about her
older age in lines 6 and 8. In response to thisakes a counter argument usingcanh-
utterance to redirect the focus of the talk frora samacademic status in lines 10 and 11.
Information such as participants’ age or academaittis clearly indicates equality of
epistemic access between both participants. Thelbigl of sharedness assists to build
strong grounds for disagreement ustognh-: The following analysis exhibits L2 speakers’
use of-canhin comparable sequential environments.

The first two examples from advanced studentstraatons display the use etanh-
when invoking shared knowledge by directly refegrin material objects on the spot: class
handouts. The following Extract 4.32 is from thewkeginning of the discussion on the
topic of donation-based admission to college int®&orea. Before they came to class to
debate, students were told to decide their stant¢Beissue, to develop supporting ideas, and
to post them up on the class website to sharethatin classmates. The teacher collected the

students’ postings and made handouts for distohuti

Extract 4.32. Daisy: Detabe rule

07 Daisy: daisy: pin o Wiz A AlvE 2 Aol 4

08 Teacher: [ =
09 John: daisy of odl Y= F WA 7)o fghAl:

10 ol g off Wi As 58 o] f7k?

11 Daisy: — 1 t}&o) < }A|qt> ) @o}:

12 (.6)

13 John: ((reads the article and laughs))

14 Teacher: vl 1A% o]} ((laugh))

15 ALL: ((laughing))
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16 Teacher: o 7] &2+ ((laughing voice)) shul AW,
17 John: debate g = ddgz od 2ot

18 14 3| 5= ((shakes hand)) otu =
19 Ad° L’ ((laugh))=

20 Daisy: ofxty] LEd Ao}

21 Teacher: ((sigh)) Ul ((laugh))

22 ALL: ((laughing))

23 Daisy: | u].

07 Daisy: daisy: 1::: ta pantayhay-kacko cey-ka chanseng sse-ss-[eyo
all disagree-so |-NOM agree wr ite-PST-POL
| agreed because everyone else disagrees.
08 Teacher: [um
09 John: daisy-ya kuntey ne-nun twu penccay-kke kiy e iphak-cey:
VOC but you-TOP second-thing donation ad mission-system

Hey Daisy, you wrote that you agreed with donation-based admission for the second
one, but how come it sounds like you're disagreeing with it?

10 chanseng-ilako hay-ss-nuntey way pantay-chelem tully-e iyu-ka?
agree-QT do-PST-CIRCUM why disagree-like hear- IE reason-NOM
11 Daisy: —ku taum-ey  <haciman.> sse-ss-canh-a:

that next-at but write-PST-CANH-IE
That’s why | wrote ‘however’ after.

12 (.6)
13 John: ((reads the article and laughs))

14 Teacher: ney ku-ke-nun itta: ((laugh))
yes that-thing-TOP later

15 ALL: ((laughing))
16 Teacher: yaykiha-kwu-yo 1 ((laughing voice)) hakkyo cheypel.
talk-CONN-POL school punishment
Okay, let’s talk about that later. Corporal punishment in school.
17 John: debate ha-l ttay-nun celtaylo  ku-ke-I kactaka
deate do-when-TOP never that-thing-ACC and
18 incenghay-cwu-myen((shakes hand)) an toy-nun
admit-give-COND NEG become-A TTR
19 ke-yey’yo’((laugh))=
thing-POL

You should never admit acceptance in debates.

20 Daisy: =echaphi malha-| ke-canh-a
anyhow say-PROS-CANH-IE
(I) was going to say it anyway.

21 Teacher: ((sigh)) ney ((laugh))
yes
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Alright.

22 ALL: ((laugh))
23 Daisy: [ney.
yes
Alright.

This segment takes place right before studentstedebate on donation-based
admission to college in South Korea. Before the afagebate, students share viewpoints
from different groups along with supporting details handout. While they review the
handout together in class, one of the studentsy drplicitly names Daisy (line 7) and
produces a negative evaluation of Daisy’s suppguietails on the handout by constructing
his turn in a why-question (“how come it soundlifou’re disagreeing with it?”) in lines 9-
10. The form of why question is used as challek@sliik, 2002). Also note that John
employs an intimate level of speech and a vocatiwech index “off-stage” non-
presentational talk (Cook, 2008).This negative evaluation of Daisy runs the riskeing a
face threatening act (Brown & Levinson, 1987).dsponse to John’s direct criticism, Daisy
confronts it using-canh-in line 11. Note that in this turn witkcanh-(“That’s why | wrote
‘however’ after.”). Daisy pinpoints the part of thandout John should focus dw{u taumey
‘next to, after’), framing it as a direct reporttbe part of the sentence in the handout
(haciman‘but, however’). That is, in the face of the sigbnnegative stance displayed in
John’s prior turn, Daisy deploys the practice-cAnhsuffixing when asserting an opposite
position. The off-stage conversation initiated bl is maintained by Daisy’s take-up in her
alignment with the intimate speech level. The argotms quite heated, as evidenced by

louder than usual voices.

% Cook (2008) introduces the distinction between-$tage” presentational and “off-stage” non-preséotal
frames (Goffman, 1974) in her discussion of spestgle shift as an important aspect of sociolingaist
competence in Japanese.
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In summary, facing the negative evaluation towdnelsin the first pair part, by using
—canh; Daisy formulates the second pair part as a defensagreement with an on-the-
spot resource for evidence. In other wordsanh-gives an emphatic rejection followed by a
complete denial of the grounds for John’s prioimalaand finally a basis for this denial. What
is also interesting in this extract is that neitbaisy explains the implication of the proposed
information nor does John ask for clarification mskelevant that both interlocutors are
orienting to the information as shared knowledgénk following turn in line 13 attests that
Daisy’s denial of John’s claim has been admittetinJreads the corresponding part of the
handout and acknowledges Daisy’s assertion wittidlh@wing laughterln the next turn in
lines 14 and 16, the teacher attempts to closeftrstage context and initiates an on-stage
context for the class by employing a polite spdeghl (Cook, 2008). In the following
Extract 4.33, the turn of disagreement wittanh-is constructed in a similar way to the prior

extract in that the speaker explicitly refers te iource of evidence at hand.

Extract 4.33. Daisy: Love V.S. Money

120 Daisy: T2l A =5 o ol M AFEel (.2)
121 > 1 22X ?2< 7IAA S 9 ForEttn Azksl=
122 A Hee=AAL ()> L EA<
123 Abgho] = T Bol WW AFES ¢
124 — wrolo} @l o1 AR ool
125 Ariel: .
126 Teacher: Ala ARl HA Ao
127 o =7 T,
120 Daisy:  wuli-nun cikum: ton-ul te  manhi pe-nu n salam-i (.2)
we-TOP now money-ACC more a lot earn-ATTR pers on-NOM
121 >ku mo-ci?<  kasail-ul tel hay-ya toyn-tak o sayngkakha-nun
that what-COMM:IE housework-ACC less do-should-QT think-ATTR
122 ke-I malha-nun-ke-ci, (.) >ku mo-ci?< ku
thing-ACC say-ATTR-thing-COMM that what-COMM:IE t hat
123 salam-i ton te manhi pel-myen salang-ul te

person-NOM money more a lot earn-COND love-ACC more
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124 — pata-ya han-ta. ku cilmwun ani- canh -ayo.
receive-should-PLN that question NEG-CANH-POL
We're talking about whether the person who makes more money should do less of the
housework, what'’s it, we're not talking about whether the person making more
money should receive more love, right?

125 Ariel:  ney.
yes
Yes.

126 Teacher: cikum sipchil-pwun-i toy-se sikan-i
now seventeen-minute-NOM become-because time-NOM

127 ta toy-kacikwu-ye,
all become-so-POL
Now it's already 17 minutes.

Here, the students are also having a debate ativisgon of housework between
working married couples. Prior to this extract, afi¢he students, John, argues that if
couples are married because they are in lovekiiisof issue would not even matter in the
first place (lines not shown here). In responsgiclaim, in lines 120-124, Daisy clarifies
the original question they had earlier by refertioghe handout usingcanh-(*“We're
talking about whether the person who makes moreapnehould do less of the housework,
we’re not talking about whether the person makirmgarmoney should receive more love,
right?”). This turn works as a challenge by confirghhow the import of the original
guestion is different from what John has implicatedis prior utterances. Daisy’s use of an
inclusive pronounvuli ‘we’ (line 120) for the subject of the utteranceatontributes to
creating common ground between the interlocutolsndwith the use of the pronoun, in
line 120, the specific time formulatiaikum ‘right now’ also aids in building strong
disagreement by emphasizing the instantaneoush#ss proposed information.

This turn of disagreement witlcanh-is constructed in a similar way to the prior
extract in that the speaker explicitly refers te siource of evidence at hand. In other words,

in order to refute the interlocutor’s claim, theeagers in both extracts assess their
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interlocutors’ previous claims as erroneous byrrefg to the shared object, the handout. It is
also notable that, along with their use-o&nh; Daisy deploys a negation form as a turn
increment. By overtly rejecting the prior speakgr'effered claim with these interactional
resources, this turn not only explains the reasoaisy’s prior assertion but also
challenges John’s previous opinion against Daisyguimmary, Daisy, the speaker of the
canh-utterance, invokes what they have discussed graces it with an overt criticism. The
source of Daisy’s turn of challenge in lines 12@1Ravailable from the shared object of
handout; therefore, it can be treated as informatiowvhich John had prior epistemic access.
This treats John’s previous claim as invalid. Arottnember in the same group, Ariel,
produces an agreement tokeyin line 125.

Through the analysis of the extracts in this sectiee have observed how
participants deploy-canh-utterances in second position to make disagreenaadtfiow
complete equality of epistemic access to propastiration aids to build solid ground for
the disagreements. As it is interactionally compgteghallenge such appeals to shared
knowledge when they are proposed with a materigoblon the spot for evidence, the turn
with —canh-enables the speaker to pursue her/his line onaegtation.

Intermediate.The extract below shows a sequential environmernatilpato that seen in
Extracts 4.32 and 4.33 in the sense that the speefiegs to the material on the spot in

delivering a dispreferred response.

Extract 4.34. Jenny: Billionaire

04 Jenny: A& HZF? > 772 E040]272<=F 0|

05 ©]: (.2) they-they’re number two? ((gesture)) (.2)
06 like ((hand gesture))under America?

07 Teacher: o} 1 A[ Al

08 Jenny: [ A #-2 billionaire

09 ()

10 Teacher: o}:: I

11 Jenny: ((thumb up))
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12 Teacher:

13 Jenny:

14 Teacher:

15 Jenny:

16 Teacher:

17 Jenny:

18 Teacher:

19 Jenny:

20 Teacher:

21 Jenny:

22 Teacher:

23 Jenny:

24 Teacher:

25 Jenny:

26 Teacher:

27 Sue:
28 Jenny:
29 Sue:

30 Teacher:

31
32 Jenny:
33 Sue:

34 Teacher:

35
36 Sue:

37 Jenny:
38

39 Teacher:

40 Jenny:

41 Teacher:

42 Jenny:

43 Teacher:

44 Jenny:

45 Teacher:

46
47

48 Jenny:
49

50 Teacher:

51
52 Sue:

53 Teacher:

54 Sue:

04 Jenny:

05

06

Wbl > vk BRph e veher
yep=

= 4
Z1: >amount of< billionaires
v
1 country?
o) 9k
Mol [ AL AL Sl e
[ B A8
=
=

o

| think they (.) took off (.) Japan or s
O .o

i=]

the second low

yeah but[ <17 XX
[just recently

G
o %.0
()
<72 ((looks at s00))
they weren't 1 -
=
(:2)

the ratio of popul-
58 A= ¥ >like like<
A-4hd Aol = >like<

o o0
XXX[XXXX
[ ggled AT 3 s gelag
- [ IR TE

O]—:

—

thant's like ((nods))

°> aA< Fo] EE Ba & yrta e
A7) AAG: > 27 FAFE upE
o7k Wz goke A%

°I don’t know’

()

e 2w HAH 2 Yl
7beAde dolA = A7ka?
U]
of gt > 187 A7tE| <

((nods))

cikum mwe-cyo? ku >nyusu tul-usy-ess-eyo?

ome[thing

%

<=ccwungkwuk-i

now what-COMM:IE that new hear-HON-PST-POL Chin a-NOM

e: (.2) they-they’re number two? ((makes ‘V’ si

and middle fingers))(.2) like under America?

gn with index

What is that? Did you hear about that news? That China’s number two? Like, under

America?
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07 Teacher: a ku kyeng[cey
that economy
Oh, that economy

08 Jenny: [ceyil manh-un billionaire
most many-ATTR
Country with most billionaires

09 )

10 Teacher: a:: ku:
that
Oh, that

11 Jenny: ((thumb up))

12 Teacher: paykmancangca: >kunikka< pwuca- ka manh-un nala-yo?
millionaires so rich-NOM many-ATTR coun try-POL
Millionaires. So, the country with the richest people?

13 Jenny: yep=

14 Teacher: =ney
yes
| see.

15 Jenny: ku: >amount of< billionaires
that

The amount of billionaires

16 Teacher: ney
yes
Yes.

17 Jenny: ku country?
that

That country?

18 Teacher: ney paykmancanca
yes millionaires
Yes, millionaires

19 Jenny: mikwuk-i [ceyil ceyil wi-ey-ko-yo
U.S.-NOM most most top-at-CONN-POL
America is at the top.

20 Teacher: [ ‘manh-un ke-yo¢,’
many-ATTR thing-POL
The most?
21 Jenny: ccwungkwuk=
China
China
22 Teacher: ="cwungkwuk’
China
China
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23 Jenny:

24 Teacher:

25 Jenny:

26 Teacher:

27 Sue:

28 Jenny:

29 Sue:

30 Teacher:

31
32 Jenny:

33 Sue:

34 Teacher:

35
36 Sue:

37 Jenny:

38

39 Teacher:

40 Jenny:

41 Teacher:

42 Jenny:

43 Teacher:

44 Jenny:

45 Teacher:

I think they (.) took off (.) Japan or so me[thing
[fum:

the second low

o

‘um:

yeah but [inkwu XX
population
Yeah, but the population

[just recently

yenghyang.
influence
Influence

o

‘um:

()
um? ((looks at Sue))

they weren't inkwu mil-
Population densi-

um:

(:2)
the ratio of popul-XXXX

kulaytwu-yo cen-ey-nun mwe >like | ike<
nonetheless-POL before-at-TOP DM

sip-sip-nyen cen-ey-nun >like<
ten ten-year ago-at-TOP
But in the past, like ten years ago, like

o

‘um:
XXX[XXXX

[eps-ess-nuntey cikum: cungka-[ha-k 0 iss-eyo¢,
not exist-PST-CIRCUM now increase-PROG-POL
They were not there, but now they are going up.

- [i-tung-inikkan-yol[:
two-plase-because-POL
They're the second.

[ah:
that's like ((nods))

*>kulayse<® kwuti ton-to manh-ko cal naka-ko iss-nun
so obstinately money-also many-CONN well go-PR
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46 caki cheycey-lul: >kunikka< kongsancwuuy-lul pa kkwu-I

self system-ACC so communism-ACC ch ange-ATTR
47 iyu-ka pyello °eps-ta-nun ke-cyo’
reason-NOM not particularly not exist-PLN-ATTR th ing-COMM:POL

So you're saying that China does not really have a reason to change their political
system, | mean, change their ways of communism because they’re rich and well off.

48 Jenny: °I don't know®
49 )
50 Teacher: *kulay-yo?° kule-myen cemcem ku: thongil-ey
like that-POL then-COND more and more that unific ation-GEN
51 kanungseng-un mel-eci-nun ke-n-ka-yo? (.)

possibility-TOP far-become-ATTR thing-ATTR-Q-POL
Is that right? Then are we having less hope for unification?

52 Sue: ney
yes
Yes.
53 Teacher: yelepwun: >kuleh-key sayngkak-hay-yo ?<

everyone like that-ADV think-POL
You guys think so too?

54 Sue: ((nods))

The topic of the discussion in the extract is titefe prospect for Korean
reunification. Prior to this extract, the classd@a article regarding the twenty countries with
the highest proportion of billionaires. In regaodhe discussion topic, Jenny maintains her
negative view on reunification. To support thismaJenny consults the article the class just
read and makes an assumption that China will ngdosupport North Korea as they have
before, because China has no reason to run thefriskrldwide accusations as they already
have strong economic power. This extract begink dgnny’s account for the claim by
reporting the part of the article that China hasrtaken Japan to occupy the second place in
the ranking (lines 4-6). After the teacher’s acktemlgement in the next turns (lines 7, 12, 14,

16, 18, 20, 22, 24, and 26), another student, Bogcts her disaligning stance by initiating
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her turn with gro formaagreemert format (Pomerantz, 1984; Schegloff, 2007) in B7e
(“Yeah, but”). Here, Sue counters Jenny’s suppgréiocount by attributing China’s high
proportion of millionaires to their high populatidensity (lines 27, 33, and 36). In response
to Sue’s challenge, Jenny provides a defensiveustdiased on the article starting in line 37
to give a counter argument. Her use of turn-inkidhyto-yo'nonetheless’ in lines 37-38 and
40-42 foretells the forthcoming disagreement. Sgbestly, Jenny, with the teacher’s
assistance, gives the details that China’s rankagbeen growing drastically compared to
ten years ago (lines 38 to 42: “But in the pakeg then years ago...they’re second.”). Like
Extract 4.33 and 4.34 from the advanced studdritsjriformation comes from an article that
other participants have immediate access to. Jérawever, employs a marker of causality
nikka(S. Sohn, 2003) as a sentence-ending suffix insiéadanh-in specifying the rank of
China (line 42).
4.5.2.2 ProposingB-eventas shared

Another type of information that-ecanh-utterance delivers in second position
includes B-event information (Labov & Fanshel, 19%7that is, information in the
addressee’s domain of knowledge. In such utteratitespeakers formulate matters that the
addressee has primary epistemic rights to; for @anthe addressee’s personal habits (as in

Extract 4.35) or the addressee’s mental staten(Estract 4.36).

Extract 4.35. Daisy: One hundred percent housework

12 Ariel: WAAE s H o Fva

13 John: Y2 () WHAECR? of: 7 aoja.

14 ((shakes head)) o, [ Hosa.

15 Teacher: [((laugh)) 0] XXx

29 pro formaagreement is one of the presequences in projedispgeferred actions (Pomerantz, 1984;

Schegloff, 2007). Sue’s turn in line 27 shows tkeign features of typical weak deagreement, thatagorma

agreement plus disagreement. (forms of “yes-but”).

30" Labov and Fanshel (1977) distinguished betweeneks (known to A, but not to B) and B-events (know

to B, but not to A), using this to base an analgéideclarative questions (Refer to Chapter 2 forameview).
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16 Daisy: - [ e R = M= )

17 (0.6)

18 John: WM ANE thelebr? 317 ¥ o
19 EEWIL> 28Uk s A? A &
20 A B AL skal F k.

21 Daisy: | Aol gloja
22 Teacher: [((laugh))

23 John: AAAG[ Bols
24 Daisy: [ ofy U] gloja.
25 John: o, Aol .
12 Ariel: payk-pheseynthu ta hay-cw-ess-umyen coh-k eyss-tako
hundred-percent all do-give-PST-COND good-DCT:RE- QT
Like if she asks you to do all 200% of it.
13 John: ney? (.) payk-pheseynthu ta-yo? a:: ku-ke-n silh-eyo.
yes hundred-perecent all-PO that-thing-ATTR dis like-POL

What? 100%? Oh | don't like that.

14 ((shake his head))a, ku-ke-n [silh-eyo.
that-thing-ATTR dislike-POL
Oh I don't like that

15 Teacher: [((laugh)) cilmwun-i
guestion-NOM

The questioniis...

16 Daisy: - [honcase-nun ta ha- canh -a.
alone-TOP all do-CANH-IE
But you do everything by yourself.

17 (0.6)
18 John: payk-pheseynthu ta-ha-lako-yo? hakin mwe y eyppu-ko
hundred-percent all-do-QT-POL well DM pretty- CONN
19 ton manh-ko >kulenikka< kanungseng? kunyang com
money many-CONN so  possibility just a lit tle-DM
20 yuciha-lako ha-ko com ha-cyo.

keep-QT do-CONN DM do-COMM:POL
Do all 100% of it? Well, | guess there’s a possibility since she’s pretty and rich. I'll just
tell her to take it easy.

21 Daisy: [yenkwanseng-i eps-eyo
correlation-NOM not exist-POL
There is no relationship.

22 Teacher: [((laugh))

23 John: yenkwanseng [manh-ayo
correlation many-POL
There’s a lot of relationships.

24 Daisy: [ani ilkwanseng-i  eps-eyo.
no consistency-NOM not exist-POL
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No, | mean no consistency

25 John: yey. ilkkwanseng-i eps-cyo.
yes consistency-NOM not exist-POL
Right, there’s no consistency

Prior to this extract, while discussing the digitibn of housework between husband
and wife, one of the female students initiates@stjan to the male students in class about
whether they would take charge of the housewoakwkalthy and good-looking wife asked
them to do so. Upon one of the male students’ ansgéhat he would, Ariel narrows down
her initial question in line 12 by providing a spgiecamount of labor that he is supposed to
do; one hundred percent. The recipient, John, repto this question with a Korean open
class repair initiatoney?*What?’ in line 13 with rising intonation, foresti@wing his
alternative stance of disagreement (Drew, 1997i¢chvputs the prior speaker in a position to
account for having asked such a question. Theviwlig repetition of the part of A’'s question
expresses surprise with a sudden increase in vodundelongation of the vowel; these
features also show John’s orientation towards Dargyestion as being inappropriate or out
of the ordinary (Raymond, 2003; Stivers, 2011).1The explicitly displays his negative
stance in lines 13-14 by saying “I don't like that/ice with embodied action of shaking his
head.

In overlap with John’s repeated negative assessibaigy produces a turn of
disagreement usingcanh-in line 16 (“But you do everything by yourself."The—canh-
utterance here delivers personal information aiobh regarding his housekeeping.
Although it is possible that she obtained this infation from previous discussion with John
in and outside of the class, this turn formulatfenences and actions to which the recipient
arguably has greater rights and access wdnh; and therefore establishes a relatively flat

epistemic gradient between speaker and recipiestitée, 2012a). As a point of departure,
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Daisy describes an action with John as its agexttféiis within John'’s first-hand experience
and outside of Daisy’s. The use of the whahca‘alone’ (line 16) also serves to locate the
action within John’s domain of experience and dailmn. However, although the turn asserts
information about the recipient (i.e., informatitmnwhich the recipient has access and rights),
it does not, in its explicit design with-ganh-utterance, diminish the speaker’s claim to
access. Daisy’s immediate dispreferred action,rbgleying a—canh-utterance, creates an
even epistemic gradient (Heritage & Raymond, 2@4a) embodies counter information that
makes relevant a reconciliatory account from Jétwb{nson, 2009). The consequence of
this type of disagreement usirganh-is displayed in the following long pause in ling 1
After a long pause, in line 18 John repeatedly pced part of Ariel’s specified question

(“Do all 100% of it?), resetting the sequential ifos of the utterance (Heritage & Raymond,
2005).

This response from the recipient of thsanh-utterance is distinguished from the
one discussed in the previous section 4.5.2.1. \Wiene is epistemic congruence between
participants towards information deliveredHcanh-utterances, the recipient of a
disagreement withcanh-tends to accept the speaker’s challenge. On tlex btind, lack of
epistemic congruency raises a possibility of coucitellenge or disapproval from the
recipient, as shown in this extract. However, Jshiesponse in the next turn in lines 18-20
shows an alteration from his earlier response thisdalso shows the strong force of Daisy’s
disagreement usingcanh: Upon John'’s contradictory stance projected inrésponse,

Daisy subsequently disregards John’s account (gextiat lines 18-20), by overtly saying
“There’s no consistency” in line 21, claiming tl$ answers are not consistent. The

following instance shows another case in point.
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Extract 4.36. Daisy: American’s way of thinking

22 John:
23
24
25
26 Ariel:

27 Daisy:

28 John:

29 Daisy:

30
31 John:

32 Daisy:

33
34
35
36 John:

37 Daisy:

38
39
40 John:
41 Ariel:
42
43 John:

22 John:

23

24

25

26 Ariel:

27 Daisy:

28 John:

29 Daisy:

a8 kA AZeEA E We
)

HEThHHE 29 ¥ 4w w)  Heasin?
(:6) ((looks at Ariel)) (.2) ERES o9A He
A2 o= A ol g ((laughing voice))=
= Q) Z[ET
[ a9y

[ WERe ojus ¥
[ cunt waadd of 947 95
/\]_au;o] A 7S Agz}oﬁﬂlgj_
o=
L=%mEe g=2gols o= Ao w
/\£7Lo]‘1477]' < /\]—a'>o] J’]e /\1\———147]]'
T OARRRE BAR, @3 AEE 1
AEES[ wuA
P ookl A
[ FHAgl= ada o kol
WA} Qi o] 9ol g AbA > 9 J}ﬂ
I gt 8<=

o =

= Ee BPIA(Q) o AUES 71w

A7) el
o L.”o

kule-n kes-kkaci sayngkakha-myense kul e-n pep-ul
that-ATTR thing-till think-while that-ATTR la w-ACC

mantul-tapomye-nun kulem mwe: cengmal mak(.) mw e-lako-ha-cyo?
make-work on-ATTR then DM really DM what-Q T-do-COMM:POL

(-6) ((looks at Ariel))(.2)totwuknom-un ettehke y cap-kwu-yo
thief-TOP how catch-CONN-POL

salinpem-un ettehkey cap-ayo ((laughing voice)) =
murder-TOP how catch-POL
If we have to take even those things into consideration when making laws, then,
what'’s it called? How do we catch thieves and how do we catch murders?

=ney (.) ku[likwu
yes and
Right, and

[ kulentey
but
But

[taythonglyeng-un ettehkey ppop-ko-yo
president-TOP how elect-CONN-POL
How do we choose the presidents?

[oppa-ka malha-n kes chelem e mwe-ci? han kwuk
brother-NOM say-PST:ATTR thing like what-COMM:IE Korea
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30

31 John:

32

33

34

35

36 John:

37 Daisy:

38

39

40 John:

41 Ariel:

42

43 John:

salam-tul-uy sayngkak-ul sayngkakh-ay po-myen
people-PL-GEN thought-ACC  think-try-COND
Like you said, um... What's it called? When considering the way Koreans think...

yey=

yes
Yes.

- =oppa-lang-un tallu- canh -ayo oppa-nun mikwuk-sik-ulo
brother-with-TOP different-CANH-POL brother-TOP U.S,-way-ADV
sayngkakha-nikka: ku <salam>-i coyl-ul cy-ess-u nikka,
think-because that person-NOM crime-ACC commit-PS T-because

ku salam-man po-ciman, hankwuk salam-tul-un ku
that person-only see-but Korea peopoe-PL-TOP that

kacok-tul-ul [po-myense
family-PL-ACC see-while
It's different from you. You are thinking from an American’s way of thinking. If one
commits a crime, only that perpetrator is considered, but Korean people also consider
his/her family altogether.

[ca:° [ce-nun

I-TOP
Oh, I...
[coy eps-nun kuliko akka malhay-ss-tusi:
crime not exist-ATTR and before say-PST-li ke
pemcoyca-ka iss-nun: e cwuwi-ey cip-ul sa-ci >a nh-nun-tako
criminal-NOM exist-ATTR near-at house-ACC buy-NEG -ATTR-QT

kulay-ss-canh-ayo<

like that-PST-CANH-POL
Innocent people, like the article said, people do not buy houses that are near a
criminal’s home, right?

Oney():
yes
Yes.
=coh-un hwankyeng-eyse(.)e canye-tul-ul k hiwu-ko ha-ko
good-ATTR environment-at child-PL-ACC raise-CONN do-CONN

siph-ki ttaymeyy,
want-NML because
Because they want to raise their children in a good environment.

Oneyo
yes
Yes.

This extract is from a student debate about criteiaad publicity. Prior to this

extract, the students had a debate about whetin@nafs’ information should be publicized.

139



The first team, with Daisy, argues that revealingnmals’ information is a kind of infraction
of human rights considering Korea’s guilt-by-asation system. On the other hand, the other
team, with John, displays a contrasting view. Exigact begins with John’s long turn of
disagreement in response to Daisy’s prior argurfiends 22-25). Here, John argues that
unless we consider criminals and their familiesasafely, it would not possible to catch
thieves or murderers and it would not even be ptessd elect a president. Although his
claim is delivered in a face-threatening manneth Wie consecutive use of wh-interrogatives
(Koshik, 2005; K. Yoon; 2006), it is also somewhatigated with laughing voice. Another
member of John’s team, Ariel, supports John bydaurg an agreement markegy‘yes’ in
the next turn in line 26. In overlap with Ariel’'sjunctivekulikwu‘and’ (line 26), in line 27,
Daisy produces a disjunctive markedenteybut, however’ at loud volume as a harbinger of
disagreement. In overlap with John’s additional ownt for his previous argument (line 28),
Daisy projects her disagreeing view based on whla has said. This direct reference to
John’s prior utterance is explicitly evidenced Isyng—chelenclause &s ifclause in Ensligh)
in line 29 sayingppa-ka malhan kelke you said’.

Immediately after John’s acknowledgement in ling[Baisy presents how Korean
people think in a different way from John, usirganh? in line 32 (“It's different from
you.”). Her—canh-utterance is produced contains information thasyhas less rights and
access to as she talks about the recipient’s wéyird€ing. In her subsequent utterance,
Daisy elaborates her disagreement by giving anwattdbat John is different from Koreans
in terms of his way of thinking. Again, we witndssw the speaker of-ecanh-utterance
delivers information that falls within the recipt&nepistemic domain; thecanh-utterance

makes a comment on the recipient’'s mental statedaligers it as shared information. In

31 This turn with-canh-is discussed again as an example of the preempivef-canh-as a way of
immediate disagreement that is followed by an astouSection 4.5.3.
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response to this claim referencing the informatiaat falls within his domain of knowledge,
the recipient John gives the the change-of-st&entah. The ensuing production of pronoun
“I” works as harbingers of his pursuit of a recitis revised understanding.

In this extract, we observe a clear case -efanh-utterance that provides comments
on others’ mental state. This use-cfinh-is particularly noteworthy in that the argument
delivering a B-event to B without mitigation shothe participants’ strong orientation to the
activity of argument. The next extract shows a caraple sequential environment to that
discussed in Extract 4.37, but without the deplaynté—canh- This extract comes from an

intermediate students’ classroom discussion onwuopsion of dog meat in South Korea.

Extract 4.37. Sue: Loving beef

08 Teacher: ad 7zt 13 RNe w17 AA9 1AE

09 B Ao gajA obF vk A7keA =

10 Gtk o4

11 Jenny: well, A Ay = Frol Fol A

12 Ba3tg e 1217} don't know

13 | guess it's their I

14 Sue: S O3 9 A& Hoje?

15 Jenny: cuz | love A

16 Sue: ((laughs; extends hands outward)) It's the same thing.

08 Teacher: kulenikka jenney ssi-nun mek-ki silh-c iman posinthang
SO VOC-TOP eat-NML dislike -but dog soup

09 mek-nun ke-ey tayhayse acwu nappu-tako sayngkak ha-ci-nun

eat-ATTR thing-about very bad-QT think-ATTR
10 anh-nun-ta. i-ke-yeyyo?

NEG-ATTR-PLN this thing-POL
So you're saying that you don’t want to eat it, but you don’t think eating dog soup is
really bad. Is that right?

11 Jenny: well, ce sayngkakhay-se-nun kanga kangaci
| think-and-TOP  puppy

12 pwulssangha-ntey-yo, kulenikka::: | don’t know
feel sorry-CIRCUM-POL so

13 | guess it's their maum
mind
Well, for me, | feel sorry for puppies, | mean, | don’t know. I guess it's their choice.
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14 Sue: - kulem way so mek-eyo?
then why cow eat-POL
Why do you eat cows then?

15 Jenny: cuz | love so.
Because | love cows.

16 Sue: ((laughs; extends hands outward)) It's the same thing.

Prior to this extract, one of the students, Jepmgsents her negative view towards
people who eat dog meat while partially acceptirasia custom of Korea. Starting from line
8, the teacher reformulates Jenny'’s prior utteramcerequests confirmation on her
understanding of Jenny’s view (line 8-10). In tbkdwing turn (lines 11-13), Jenny
reformulates her prior answer in a downgraded mawitbout changing her original view on
the issue. Her turn-final use of a sentence-enslirfifix nuntey(Y. Park, 1999) and a
discourse markegulenikka'so’ (Im, 2011) with vowel elongation expresses hesitation to
give the account of her assessment (line 12). Jesopsequent utterance with hedges in the
form of epistemic expressions “I don’t know” (lid2) and “I guess” (line 13) indexes a
downgraded epistemic clairBue then issues a reciprocal inquiry about Jeropjision of
the consumption of dog meat (line 14: “Why do yati@ws then?”), as a way to challenge
and prompt Jenny to explain her dislike of dog mkmathis turn of challenge, Sue places the
cows along the same line of dogs which implies tloats and dogs are in the same category.
This argument is made evident in her subsequentnuie 16 (“It's the same thing.”).

The challenge issued by a wh-question in this ekisacomparable to the turns with
the use of-canh-in the previous Extracts 4.35 and 4.36. It refdsny’s prior claim by
providing information that clearly falls into theaipient’s domain of epistemic access; her
personal eating habits. What displays a stark aenhto the advanced students’ turn of

disagreement is that Sue’s turn is constructedfasvaof wh-question that challenges the
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prior speaker’s view in a direct manner. The usthefquestion form is one of the ways to
accomplish disagreement by commenting on the rexiijsi domain of epistemic territory.
However, given the institutional context of thessleoom (Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004),
Sue’s turn of challenge in line 14, is not sociaffjliative, as it is produced in a blunt,
unmitigated, and face-threatening manner. Thisofisequestion form in a challenge also
brings about different consequences in terms apieats’ following uptake. Jenny’s
following turn in line 15 (“Cuz | low cows.”) proding a reason why she eats beef
demonstrates Jenny’'s understanding of Sue’s cluyglas a genuine question that requires an
answer as a second pair part.
4.5.3 Preemptive use ofeanh- in second position

This chapter discusses the use-cdinhin second position for types of actions besides
those already identified in L1 speaker data (sesdtashi, 1994; Ju & Sohn, 2011; K. Suh,
2002) these are cases in whigtanh-itself is used to construct disagreement, whichve
termed “preemptive use.” The target disagreementusing—canhis built in a way that
projects a disagreement from the very beginningoi@earticulating what he or she disagrees
with, the speaker projects a dispreferred respossg—canh-: These “early” disagreements
using—canhare often produced in environments of ongoing disfuMy speculation about
the speaker’s incentive for preempting a possiblece of disagreement is partially
supported by the observation that the speaker'®bdeynt of “early”—canh-is often
prompted by the recipient’s lack of uptake or digpdf hesitation, which is indicative of an
upcoming disagreement (Pochon-Berger, 2011). Thanfimg instance, which is taken from
the same sequence cited in Extract 4.36 (partiappyoduced below as Extract 4.38),
exemplifies the case in point.

Extract 4.38. Daisy: It is dfferent from you

32 Daisy: = omge d=2golg Q= wgAo=
143



33 Azpstyzt: < Abgk>ol HE Aoyt

34 oAb wAR, @ AgEe 2

35 NHEES [ HUA

36 John: [° ofe[ A&

32 - =oppa-lang-un tallu- canh-ayo oppa-nun mikwuk-sik-ulo
brother-with-TOP different-CANH-POL brother-TOP U.S,-way-ADV

33 sayngkakha-nikka: ku <salam>-i coyl-ul cy-ess-u nikka,
think-because that person-NOM crime-ACC commit-PS T-because

34 ku salam-man po-ciman, hankwuk salam-tul-un ku

that person-only see-but Korea peopoe-PL-TOP that

35 kacok-tul-ul [po-myense
family-PL-ACC see-while
It's different from you. You are thinking from an American’s way of thinking. If one
commits a crime, only that perpetrator is considered, but Korean people also consider
his/her family altogether.

36 John: [ca:® [ce-nun
I-TOP
Oh, I...

In response to the interlocutor’s claim, the tadjsagreement turn withcanh-
appears in Daisy’s turn in line 1 (“It's differefiom you.”). Latching on to the prior
speaker’s assertion, Daisy preemptively projedtsraof disagreement usirganh- Note
that Daisy does not specify what it is that isafiéint from John. The object and the essence
of the disagreement follow in her next utterancknes 32-35. The following Extract 4.39 is
a reproduced from Extract 4.24. The focus of tlsewssion in this section is John’s use of —

canh in line 9 (“It’s like that.”).

Extract 4.39. John: It's like that

05 Daisy: [((points at John)) e AxET
06 ((laughing))

07 ALL: ((laughing))

08 Daisy: < m [((laughing))

09 John: - of ZHl> 1 Fota < o]HA 3 WY 3 WA
10 wapshE Ak £ A ZARE:

11 vkokel] W Jukols E-2restaurant Ve A

12 Zolsto- #: £ Ay wpAL

13 aevE = HA FEvREela ¢

14 i St QARG => 1 71 o] E A
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15

05 Daisy:

06

07 ALL:

08 Daisy:

9 John:

10

11

12

13

14

15

Mol bu A Ul a<

[((points at John)) celm-un yeca-tul -man
young-ATTR woman-PL-only
Only for young girls

((laughing))
((laughing))

oppa [((laughing))
brother
John.

—{a kuntey >kuleh- canh -ayo < ilehkey han pen-ssik han pen-ssik
but like that-CANH-POL like this one time each one time each

kyochaha-nun kes-to coh-un ke kath-ci man:
exchange-ATTR thing-also good-ATTR seem-but
Oh but... It's like that. It's fine if we take turns paying the check,

manyakey nay: ipmas-i¢, coh-un restaurant-ka-n un ke
if my:GEN taste-NOM good-ATTR go- ATTR thing

cohaha-kwu mwe: coh-un khephi masi-ko
like-CONN DM good-ATTR coffee drink-CONN

kuleta-po-myen-un toykey pwutamka- canh -ayog¢,

like that-try-COND-ATTR very burden-CANH-POL
but say,for instance, if | like going to fancy restaurants that fit my taste and only drink
quality coffeeit’ll be a burden (to her).

tayhaksayng-i-n yeca-hanthey =>kunikka ettehkey
college student-COP-ATTR women-to SO how

penkala ka-myense nay-yo<
rotate go-while pay-POL
to a college student. So how can | let her pay?

Note that his first use efcanh-(line 9) is placed immediately after interlocutors

negative (although comical) evaluations towards. himaddition, this-canhis used with a

demonstrativikuleha-that does not specify any information or knowled§hat is worth

noting here is that John departs from simply redpanto the negative evaluation and uses

this response space given to provide a more 'di@\yielling (Sacks, 1992).

The following extract shows another case in whiepldying such disagreement

“early” (i.e., contiguous to accountable actionpiee way to intensify the challenging stance
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conveyed through participants and, thus, to enhdreepeaker’s status as disagreements

and/or criticisms. This Extract 4.40 below comesfrthe discussion regarding division of

housework according to income.

Extract 4.40. Wendy: Bus driver

45 Ken:
46
a7
48

49 Wendy:

50
51
52
53
54
55
56 Ken:
57

58 Wendy:

45 Ken:

46

47

48

49 Wendy:

50

51

52

53

((looks at a paper in his hand)) WA 4
oF 3t =() - FHelA & Uo] gli=d)
= ¢ oty 31| = Z% ((laughing voice))

(:2)

~ AR ((left arm up)) e 49w Agels.

() °oHtamy A7 T %ol

((touching Amy’s desk with left hand)) iR
W 2-> 5 oA siM<() A& A

> =5 He o] 8% A ofYgk A& Bk
Fol: =& o AA Hoj=
< B>od o[ 7 a:
[ Jeidwendy A 2 WA A
w7at | do] Huji= Tolol 2=
o ]

H dvkes 2 obdd 8, = there [are

>
o
"
[0

((looks at a paper in his hand)) pakk-eyse il-ul
outside-at work-ACC

an ha-myen-un(.) ha-l--cip-eyse hal il-i
NEG do-COND-TOP do-ATTR house-at do-ATTR work-NOM

eps-nuntey=kunyang cipanil ha-myen toy-cyo ((la ughing voice))
not exist-CIRCUM just housework do-COND okay-COMM:P oL
If she is not working then she has nothing to do at home. Then she might as well do
the housework, isn't she?

(:2)
—haciman(.) ((left arm up)) talu-n kyengwu-to iss- canh -ayo.
but different-ATTR case-also eixst-CANH-POL

But there are other cases too.

(.)akka amy ssi-ka mal hay-ss-tusi
before VOC-NOM say do-PST-like

((touching Amy’s desk with left hand)) namphyen -un
husband-TOP

pesu- >mwe ilehkey hay-se< (.) il-ul: hay-se 1
bust DM like this do-and work-ACC do-and

>ton-ul pe-nun yang-i cwungyoha-n key anila< il -ul
money-ACC earn-ATTR amount-NOM import-ATTR thing not work-ACC
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54 ha-nun yang-i: ton-ul te cek-key pel-eto
do-ATTR amound-NOM money-ACC more less-ADV earn-s till

55 <manh>-umyen eccel [ke-ntey-yo:
many-COND do what thing-CIRCUM-POL

Like what Amy said earlier, if the husband is a bus- the amount of money is not
important but the amount of labor... What are you going to do if she works a lot but
makes less money?

56 Ken: [kulemyen wendy ssi mal-un pesu-p esu

57 wuncenha-nun salam-tul-i il-i swip-tanun mal-i- eyyo?=
Then, Wendy, are you saying that a bus driver’s job is easy?

58 Wendy: =ani swip-tanun mal-un ani-ntey-yo,= ther e [are
No, I'm not saying that it is easy but there are...

Prior to this extract, the debate has already dgeel into a heated quarrel. This
extract begins with Ken’s challenge towards Wengasserting that the person with no job
should do the housework because he or she hasgalse to do (lines 45-48). In response
to this, Wendy provides a counter challenge tow&mels in by launching a contrastive
discourse markdraciman‘but, however’ (line 49). Here, she usesanh-to refute her
interlocutor’s view by bringing up other cases agaample (“But there are other cases
too.”). This turn of immediate disagreement with tise of turn-initial-canh; however, does
not yet specify what those cases are. After heli@kptatement of disagreement using
canh; Wendy specifies those cases by referring to métion another student has provided
earlier in the discussion (lines 50-55). By dephgya—canh-utterance, the speaker
immediately defends himself and references a @et&kplication that was presented earlier
in the turn. In overlap with Wendy'’s final turn ructional unit in line 55, Ken replies with
a yes-no question (line 56), indicating that hesdoat agree with what Wendy has just said.
Ken challenges Wendy’s disagreement with a wh-guesty implying that bus driving is not

an easy job.
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4.5.4 Summary: Use and nonuse eftanh-in second position

This section has discussed the useaainh-in second position to project
disagreement. The analysis provides evidence libapeakers orient ta&canh-utterances as
conveying a challengingtance. In second positiorcanh-is used by the speaker to invite
the addressee to recognize the relevance of thentte, which makes evident that the
speaker has held a different view on the giveneissuother words, by usingcanh-the
speaker may resist, disagree, or disconfirm tharacy of the formulation and/or its
speaker’s stance vis-a-vis the ongoing coursetairadable 4.2 below categorizes the types
of information that the speakers invoked for acclishpng the particular action of
disagreement in the data presented in this seaiuhjndicates the distribution of theanh-
utterances in second position identified in theenirdata set.

Table 4.2. Types of information and level of shaest proposed bycanh utterances in
second position

Sequential position: Second position

Action: Disagreement

Extract number
Epistemic Level of Tvpe of knowledge
congruence Sharedness P g Adv. Inter Use
4.32-33 0]
High High Directly shared but ized
ig ig irectly shared but unrecognize 234 X
Common sense knowledge 4.27-28 4.29-30 0]
4.35-36 0]
B-event information
4.37 X
Unshared inf ) 4.38-40 0
nshared information
Low Low N/A

Similar to the observation discussed in the previgection 4.4, the general picture
for L2 advanced students is much closer to thatla§peakers in terms of their having a

diversified range of turn constructions as welays to manage shared knowledge. The
148



absence ofcanh-in delivering certain types of shared knowledga distinctive linguistic-
pragmatic feature that characterizes account giatrigwer levels of competence in the
current data. This observation suggests that teenmrediate-level speakers in this study had

not yet fully developed their competence in the afsecanh-

4.6 The use of eanh in third position: Counter challenge

In the previous two sections, we have examinediieeof final-canh-in two major
sequential contexts—account giving and disagreémthis section, | want to focus attention
on, and briefly illustrate another prevalent ennireent for the use of finalcanh-when the
utterance to which finatcanh-attaches is launched to deal with a disagreememt f
interlocutors. Pomerantz (1984) argues that thaksgeoften reaffirms the position she or he
has taken in the third position, upgrading thensiy of the evaluation when a speaker of a
first assessment faces a disagreement with bgdipient. Similar patterns are recognized in
the use ofcanh-in the current data set. By usinganh; the speaker marks interlocutor’s
challenge as groundless and re-asserts his ooséiogn. Of particular interest is the
advanced students’ use-afanh-in third position, which is not found in other fioclency
level students’ data and thus constitutes a notiyalistinction between advanced and
intermediate-level students. The following Figurg displays sequential environments where

the suffix—canh-occurs in third position in the collection of therent study data
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First position
A7t AG Boy 2= kg4 & Wig2d 71
Speaker 1

3 w4 2ol et Motg.
When I go out for dinner sometimes with my
girl friend, | spent around 80 dollars. It’s okay.

Claim

!

Second position
Speaker 2

Dispreferred action
(Challenge/Disagreement)

!

Third position

24?7 / What?
80 bucks? / What?

2dl 24 24 24 d5dojtt 24 2 ojd
Speaker | 22 | A2} sl A ool
Challenge/Defense But | didn’t do that every single week, | didn’t do that

for her twenty four hours every single day. &

Figure 4.3. —canhin third position

Facing any type of disaffiliative move towards aisher prior claim, the speaker uses
a—canh-utterance to make a counter argument in third jposiT hese manifestations ef
canh-is discussed in the following subsections.

4.6.1 Denying the existence of self-provided instees

In this section, | provide analysis of the use-c&nh-in third position in a function
that is recurrently identified in the current da¢d. The following three extracts exhibit
advanced students’ use-afanh-in detailing unrealizable instances. Speakers jgiréoa
exaggerate a particular aspect of a given issassarting their opinions. Another particularly
noticeable feature present in all three extractisasthe turns with-canh-occur with a
negation form ofanitain the face of interlocutors’ disaffiliation or @enges. Therefore, the
speaker continues to challenge interlocutors’ neaéfd position by challenging its grounds:

this challenge usingcanh-is tilted towards a yes-type answer (Heritage, 28thegloff,
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2007).

The—canh-utterances on these occasions serve to do a “dbabieled” action
(Schegloff, 2007), which can be both an accounhgiand a counter challenge towards an
interlocutor’s prior utterance. By employing tumigh —canh; the speaker builds common
ground to support the position that the proposese t®too extreme to be carried.dbtich
extreme examples delivered withanh-indicate that the event to be accounted for doés n
accord with common sense and is, thus, possibjypiregoriate or unwarranted. Accordingly,
—canh-utterances communicate a challenging stance t@wvasponsible agent(s) and are
frequently complicated by additional, negativelyeveed actions, such as complaining,
criticizing, and blaming. The following extract froan advanced-level classroom interaction

illustrates an interesting case in point.

Extract 4.41. Dan: A date with ex-girlfriend

13 Dan: =7t~ 8 Heda=17 g

14 SHEAF AAE] Ukl L.

15 Jenny: Huhhhh:::::::

16 Sue: [What?

17 Dan: [ el A " A48 A Hog=s7}
18 Av] Ha Avka- i Adojgela.

19 efA Alzkoh A¥ #od 7hAk(.2)

20 A3 A7y WFL, e 3¢ a9

21 MFol 2 ° ((nods)) °

22 Teacher: ° d|°

23 Sue: [haha

24 Dan: [=d 24 o 22

25 dEdeiey 24() ()< m: > 2E Azt hh
26 - BIEA o[ Foka

27 Teacher: [ o}

13 Dan: tonkkaswu-lul mek-nuntey-yo = kukey  han

pork cutlet-ACC eat-CIRCUM-POL that thing around

14 ywuksip pwul-inka chilsip pwul [nawa-ss-eyo.
sixty dollar-Q seventy dollar comeout-PST-POL
So, we went for something like that and ate something there, we ate pork cutlets
and it came out to sixty or seventy dollars.

15 Jenny: [Huhhhh::::::
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16 Sue: [What?

17 Dan: [kulayse ku-ke mek-ko nase 1(.8)cha mek-ule=kyay-ka
so that-thing eat-CONN:after tea eat-to that kid-NO M
18 kephi mek-ko siphta-ko-mek-ko ship-e-hay-ss-eyo .
coffee eat want-CONN eat want-PSV do-PST- POL

So after we ate that we went out for tea- she said she wanted to drink coffee.

19 kulayse ce-ka oh kephi mek-ule ka-ca(.2)
so |-NOM coffee eat-to go-SUGG

20 kephi: ce-ka nay-cwu-ko 1°kunayng kule  -n
coffee I-NOM pay-give-CONN just-DM like that-RL

21 kowaynchanh-ayo.°((nods))
okay- POL
So | said “Oh let’s go out for coffee” and | paid. Just something like that...it's okay.

22 Teacher: °ney°

yes
| see.
23 Sue [haha
24 Dan: [ Kkuntey kuke-I kuntey kuke-I
but that-ACC but that-ACC
25 ilcwuil-mata kuke-I(.) mak (.)<may:il>::sumwul ney-sikan hh
a week —every that-ACC DM everyday twenty four hour
26 - hay-cwu-n key ani-[ canh -ayo.

do-give-ATTR thing NEG-CANH-POL
But that, but | didn’t do that every single week, that...like, | didn't do that for her
twenty four hours every single day, right?

27 Teacher: [ah

This extract comes from a classroom discussiomerifferences between how men
and women spend money when they are on a dateed?ngchis extract, one of the advanced
students, Dan, claims that it is natural for mesgend more money. In the support of the
claim, Dan tells a story based on his experientk ks ex-girlfriend. This extract begins
with the climax of his story that the bill was $80-for pork cutlets he had with his ex-
girlfriend (lines 13-14). The interlocutors addréss modality (Kjeerbeck & Asmuf3, 2005) of
the story as a surprise in lines15-16. It is fgdenced by Jenny’s production of emotive

tokenHuhhhh::::: before Dan reaches to the completion ofthig, of which the intonation
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and final vowel stretch are produced in an exaggdrmanner (line 15). Sue’s overlapped
production of “what” in line 16 with rising intonan is also hearable as surprise, registering
Dan’s case as troublesome. Upon this reaction,de#rustifies his behavior in lines 17-21.
The use of an adjectivwayncahntato be okay, all right’ in line 21 particuarly Hitights
speaker’s densive stance in response to interlcutisalining reactions.

The teacher provides a lukewarm reaction (linea2®) the other student’s laugher
(line 23) in response to his follow-up turn. A dianilack of involvement of one participant in
the course of the interaction is treated as a plessidication of impending disagreement.
Dan interprets this display of surprise as sigmatirat something needs further clarification
and provides an account to explain his behaviardigg—canh-with a negation form of
anitain lines 24-26 (But | didn't do that every singleek, | didn’t do that for her twenty
four hours every single day, right?”). In this tuban defends himself by providing a
detailed extreme case and appeals to a commondyafumderstanding that such an
instance would be impossible to realize—which makesclaim that he did not
extravagantly spend money on a date. In other wd@ds justifies and minimizes the impact
of his conduct by usingcanh-along with extreme case formulations (Pomerantd6)9
ranging from every week to every hour of every (e 25). Upon this, the teacher
produces the change-of-state tokdrin the next line 27.

The following extract is also another case in p&ioin an advanced students’
classroom discussion. The class is having a deimatiee division of housework according to
one’s income. Throughout the interaction, Wendysathe side that the division of labor
should not be measured only by one’s income, amatther participant, Ken, repeatedly
challenges Wendy’s stance. Having encountered wvegataluations from interlocutors, the

speaker constructs an extreme version of realibyafwis unlikely to happen) and builds
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common ground about its unfeasibility uskcanh-

Extract 4.42. Wendy: Jerk-of-a-husband’s ashtray

01 Wendy: > dE Sojx< FAsla HAHRE
02 Z A7) BA 2:((laughing voice))
03 Ken: TALE F % o oldd . ((laughing voice))
04 29% v 2t dojm=elA
05 Azrel Bol() wE Jolyels,
06 Ken: ((nods))
07 Wendy: J8E I 9dE A7 e WS A
08 L= v A B S A= 1
09 A o]X 2 ((shaving left arm))
10 IR FETe H okHlE> dE SolA<
11 Argd: w FEY % o)
12 daskal SolobM g HEY
13 gAY s 9
14 ((hitting the desk with right hand)) A g ol
15 A% glojok He 2 wol oF Hgoba.
16 Ken: FAaiu Aa Z e,
17 ALL: ((laugh))
18 Ken: a8 ZA-HAd Haxs F
19 3t & 2] shh ((laughs))
20 ALL: ((laugh))
21 Wendy: o} A, ((turns her head in the right side and scratches 22
head))

01 Wendy: >yeylul tul-ese< cwusik-hako chengsopwu-Ilul

for example stock-and:CONN cleaner-ACC
02 com sayngkakh-ay po-sey-yo:((laughing voice))

DM think- SUGG-HON-POL

For example let’s think about a stock broker and a professional maid couple.

03 Ken: cwusik-to com swiw-un il ani-ntey-yog¢,
stock-also DM easy-ATTR work NEG-CIRCUM-POL

Stock broking is not an easy job, you know.

04 Wendy: kuleh-cyo meli-lul ssu-nun il-i-cyo=haci man:
that-COMM:POL brain-ACC use-ATTR work-COP-COMM:P OL but
05 sikan-i manhi(.) nam-nun il-i-canh-ayo.
time-NOM a lot remain-ATTR work-COP-CANH-POL

Right, it's a job which requires lots of brain work. But it’s a job with lots of free time,

right?
06 Ken: ((nods))
07 Wendy: kulemyen ku nam-nun sikan-ey caki-nun mek -ul ke

then that remain-ATTR time-at self-TOP eat-PRS thin g
08 ta mek-ko ta mek-ko ku mak ecillu-ko
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all eat-CONN all eat-CONN that DM mess up-CONN

09 cip ecilu-kwu,((shaves left arm))
house mess up-CONN

10 kulay-noh-kwu¢, mwe anay-nun >yey-lul tul-ese<
that-lay-CONN DM wife-TOP for example

11 chengsopwu-ntey: mak 1 halwu congil mak ilehkey
cleaner—-CIRCUM DM all day long DM like this

12 chengsoha-ko tule-wa- se¢, wancen nokcho-ntey
clean-CONN come in-after totally exhausted-CIRCUM
So then, with that free time, he eats what he wants to eat, leaves things where he
wants to, and the wife, for example is a professional maid, who cleans all day long,
and when she comes home, she’s dead tired.

13 ku tteng tteng-keli-nun namphyen
that arrogant-ATTR husband
14 ((hits the desk with her right hand)) caytteli -na
ashtray-just
15 - chiwu-ko iss-eya toy-nun ku mal-i an toy- canh -ayo.
clean-PRPG should-ATTR that make sense NEG-CANH-P oL

Then, it doesn’t make sense that she has to clean up her jerk-of-a-husband'’s ashtray.

16 Ken: chengsopwu-myen chengso cal ha-keyss-nuntey -yo¢,
cleaner-COND cleaning well do-DCT:RE-CIRCUM-POL
If she’s a maid, then she should be good at cleaning.

17 ALL: ((laugh))

18 Ken: kulemyen(.) cip-cip-an chengso-to com
then house house-inside cleaning-also a little

18 ha-myen toy-ci shh ((laughs))
do-COND become-COMM
If that’s the case she can also clean the house.

19 ALL: ((laugh))
20 Wendy: ah: cincca. ((turns head to the right sid e and scratches
really
21 head))
Oh geez.

In this segment, upon the repeated challenges, Wbridgs up an example of a
couple: a wife who works as a cleaner outside thmady and a husband who is a stockbroker
and works at home (lines 1-2). Ken challenges Weandigagreeing turn by asserting that

“Stockbroking is not an easy job.” in line 3. Irsp@nse to this challenge, Wendy projects a
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pro-formaagreement (Schegloff, 2007) in line 4; she briefiyees to Ken’s prior turn at first
by producing an agreement tok&nleh-cyo‘right’ and provides an elaboration using a
committal i (H. Lee, 1999) by saying “it's a job which requréots of brain work.”
However, this affiliative stance immediately turimdo disagreement with the use of a
contrastive markehaciman ‘but, however and-canh- when she points out that stock
broking allows a flexible working schedule (line“RBut it's a job with lots of free time.”).
After Ken acknowledges Wendy’s turn in which shediscanh; by nodding in line 6,
Wendy gives a detailed hypothetical descriptiom @buple that is unlikely to exist in reality
(lines 7-9). Here, the husband is depicted as @opemwith numerous undesirable
characteristics who messes up the house even imeleigime. The unpleasant nature of the
husband is demonstrated by the way Wendy constroetsutterances using linguistic
resources such as discourse markerseverything’, mak ‘carelessly’ (line 8), and the
idiomatic expressiottengttengkeli-tdaarrogant’ (line 13). In contrast, the wife is dabed as

a person who works diligently both in and outsidehe house (lines 10-12: “and the wife,
for example is a professional maid, who cleangl@ long, and when she comes home, she’s
dead tired.”). This can be seen as upgrading Wendwgrlier claim by highlighting the
negative consequences. Note that Wendy herselti@tesl this scene as nonsense using
canh-in line 15 (“Then, does it make sense that shettvatean up her jerk-of-a-husband’s
ashtray?”). Using-canh-along with the negatioanita thus invokes the common ground that
the presented case is not realistic. The disafbiaimplicit in the description of the example
became explicit in the speaker’s final turn witanh; which rejects the feasibility of what
the prior speaker, Ken, has said. This turn ofgfsament receives another challenge by Ken
in line 16 (“If she is a maid, then she should lm®dj at cleaning.”). As is evident from

Wendy and the other interlocutors’ subsequent &alé reactions, this response is intended
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and understood as a joke (lines 17-21).

The last extract is also another case in point feottassroom discussion of advanced
students. In this extractt, the students agairhawng an argument regarding the division of
household work between husband and wife. The maéalser, John, maintains that one’s

income should not be considered as a criterion.

Extract 4.43. John: A girlfriend woking at Burgeinl§

01 Ariel: . AP A A Hela?
02 John: o> Iau7zk< Wl Aol Abgo] Rby=AlL,
03 Ariel: u]
04 John: ol Agte] o Ay oy
05 AA=HA =R Al A ZFol ol Eet .
05 Ariel: Y
07 John: > JOUY7zkc wkeko] A7b: oAxE whnkEd)
08 Aoz 7h AE() = %j\—‘—lT A
09 ] AR FAE A =
10 Apol WA 2t AEE 8] A
11 Ad 2308 b fEe A4S theel
12 AES 374272 ((poiting A))
13 - e oforx]. A oy Fets.
14 Ariel: olyzx [ dl
15 John: [ o A Abge] dof gtriE= A
16 el el R o P i s B g
17 Herd& < s,
18 (-2)
19 Daisy: o YUrtA [ d3tyzte.
01 Ariel: way: salang kukey kukey mwe-yeyyo?
why love that:NOM that:NOM what-POL
Why, love? what’s that? (Why did you bring up love in this context?)
02 John: a >kunikka< mayn cheum-ey salam-i manna-nu n key-yo,
so very first-at person-NOM meet-ATTR th ing-POL
Ah,  mean, when people meet for the first time,
03 Ariel: ney
yes
Yeah
04 John: etten sanghwang-uy coken-ulo manna-nun-ci + ani-myen-un
some situation-GEN coidition-ADV meet-ATTR-NOM or
05 cayensulepkey manna-nun-ci kukey-kukey chaice m-i-canha-yo.

naturally meet-ATTR-NOM that-NOM difference-C OP-CANH-POL
If you're meeting under certain conditions, or if you just meet naturally. That's the
difference, right?
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06 Ariel: ney

yes
Yes!
07 John: >kunikka< manyakey cey-ka: yeca-lul manna- ss-nuntey 1
so if I-NOM woman-ACC meet-PST -CIRCUM
08 ce yec-ka + cengmal(.) ton-to eps-ko + kunyang cincca
that women-NOM really money-also not exist-CONN | ust really
09 mwe pekekhing-eyse haympeke-lul twiciph-ko iss -nuntey

DM Burger King-at hamburger-ACC flip-PROG-CIRCUM
So say that | meet a girl, that girl has absolutely no money and flips hamburgers at
Burger King for a living.

10 salang-ey ppacye-kacko kyelhon-ul ha-ki cen-ey
love-at fall and:CONN marry-ACC do-NML before-at

11 kule-n coken-ul kactaka wuli-nun sayngkak-ha-n taum-ey
that-ATTR condition-ACC CONN we-TOP think-do-ATTR a fter-at
12 kyelhon-ul ha-lkka-yo? ((pointing Ariel))

marry-ACC do-Q-POL

13 —pwulye-mek-eya-ci. kukey ani-canh-ayo
abuse-COMM that-ADV NEG-CANH-POL
Say that I fall in love with that girl, would I really take into consideration those
conditions before marrying her? “I should abuse her” is NOT what I'm thinking, right?

14 Ariel: ani-cyo kunftey
no-COMM:POL but
You wouldn't, but

15 John: [te: ce salam-i hay-ya ha-n-ta-nun key
more that person-NOM do-shoud-ATTR-PLN-TOP th ing
16 mattangha-nikka ce yeca-lang sal-myen nay-ka

deserve-because that women-and live-if -NOM

17 cipanil-ul an ha-keyss-ta.
housework-ACC NEG do-DCT:RE

Because what she is doing should be appropriate, if | live with her | won’t be doing any

housework.
18 (.2)
19 Daisy: te naka-se [il ha-nikkan-yo.

more go out-after work do-because-POL
Because you leave the house and do work.

This segment begins with Ariel’'s clarification regt upon John’s previous utterance
in line 1. This turn displays her disaffiliativeaste towards John in the form of a wh-

guestion. In response, John begins to provideiaadwersion of his argument with accounts
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to support it (lines 2-5). Here, he launches his tising—canh-to provide background
information before he moves on to the main poirgtviHg established the relevant
background, and after receiving an affirmative agrsirom the interlocutor (line 6), John
details his claim by giving an extreme and unrediie example that can support his position
on the issue (lines 7-12). John takes himself@ptbtagonist who is in love and decides to
get married with a girl with no money working atrBer King. This turn begins with a
discourse markegunikka‘'so’ and a conditional markenanyakeyif’ in line 7. John
subsequently provides a detailed description oflawpo is in an undesirable social (working
at Burger King) and financial (no money) situatioriines 8-9. By employing a pronoun
wuli ‘we’ as a subject (line 11), he formulates the ehthis utterance as a yes-no question,
which works as a challenge (Koshik, 2002) by poimptut that the statement he delivers is
nonsense. His next utterance in line 13 in a dgjeotative form embodies the inner thought
of the subject of the prior statement. Challengeatds the other interlocutor is clearly
attested by the subsequent useadnh-along with the form of negation (line 13:should
abuse heis not what I'm thinking .”). Here, John gives egative response usirganh-to

his own question. In summary, upon disagreemeanhallenge from an interlocutor, the
speaker counter challenges by providing extremesca®hn’s turn usingcanh-receives
pro-formaagreement by Ariel in the following turn.

The three extracts discussed in this section dispkimilar pattern of account giving
using—canh- By providing such detailed examples ustuginh; the speakers efficiently
display disalignment towards a prior speaker’'scgahhe speaker’s interactional goal is thus
accomplished by an appeal to the common groundhkamplausibility of the proposed
information does not need further explication. dsecanh-in proposing this type of

knowledge is a remarkable feature that is founadvenced students’ interactions. This
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pattern of use is not present in the intermedia@ents’ interactions in the current data set.
4.6.2 Commenting on a recipient’s or third party’smental state

This section discusses another useaanh-in third position. In terms of epistemic
primacy, the speaker is rarely fully qualified mament on the other's mental or physical
state (Heritage &Raymond, 2005; Raymond & Herit&§$)6). However, recurrent patterns
with the use of-canh-in providing views about others’ mental statesarserved in the
current data set. The following extract shows hois tise of-canh-is exhibited in the
current data set. Here, the students are agairgedda a quarrelsome debate on the issue of
the division of housework between married coudleshis segment, the participants deploy
the—canh-suffix five times (marked by the arrows), and ietingly, all five—canh-suffixes
are attached to the central arguments supportiegksps’ counter position towards the
recipient. The first team, including John, mainsaiinat money should not be a criterion for
the decision. The second team holds the opposew that the person who makes less
money should do more housework. It is interestingele how each team makes a claim by

remarking on a third party’s mental states or acby using-canh-

Extract 4.44. Ariel: Women in the past

177 John: [ Y B 837 250 A ARt
178 FAEo]l AR Y o wWol Moyt

179 T ofzpghE T AlA R Hrhe

180 Lol7te?

181 Daisy: o YFola=

182 Ariel: —= g &ol g ((laugh))

183 John: < A TR =744

184 L oMol a . ((palms upward and toward Dan bee))
185 (-2)

186 Daisy: W= Ao U ok ozt

187 John: d? 17 g% 27 Zhorh Eheitha

188 71801827 1 43e]a? =5 ¢

189 Y7k ddo]l =& o HYy7zk? Wrt

190 As o afjopdtt 18 A LS

191 s Ak [ &7

192 Daisy: [ v EE dlokx.

193 John: vl B2 slof Heu
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194

195 Daisy:

196 John:
197 Ariel:
198
199
200 John:
201 Ariel:

202 Daisy:

203 Ariel:
204
205 John:

178

Artsha L A
[ d

vl Bzke = msigers.

ojzxbgol. oAE7EA]: ozE 0|

TRl ol f 7k

o

FAEC] £ Mol euzt awkE A7 [ Aol
[ 271 7}

obFEl() & EEH k@ ol vt
WZFA A G}
= °Lﬂ°:

177 John: [ney mwe phyengkyun sotuk-kath-un ke-I pw a-kacikwu
yes DM average income like that-ATTR thing-ACC see-so
namca-tul-i yeseng-pota te manhi pel-ess-unikk a
man-PL-NOM woman-than more a lot earn-PST-becau se

179

180

181 Daisy:

182 Ariel:

183 John:

184

185

186 Daisy:

187 John:

188

189

kulemyen: yeca-hanthey ta sikhy-eto toynta-nun
then woman-to all order okay-ATTR

ttus-inka-yo?
mean-Q-POL
Okay, since the average income is higher for men than women, then should women do
all of the housework?

—hay-ss- canh -ayo=
do-PST-CANH-POL
They did.

—=hay-ss- canh -ayo ((laugh))
do-PST-CANH-POL
They did.

kuntey kukey kongphyengha-tako nukki-si- Ci
but that:NOM fair-QT  feel-HON-NOM

—anh-usy-ess-  canh -ayo. ((palms upward and towards D))
NEG-HON-PST-CANH-POL
But you didn‘t feel it’s fair, right?

(:2)

ku ttay-nun yeca-tul-i il-ul an hay-ss-u nikka-n.
that when-ATTR woman-PL-NOM work-ACC NEG do-PST-b
Because back then, women didn‘t work.

ecause-ATTR

yey? kuke-| kulayto kuke-| kactaka kongph
yes that-ACC nevertheless that-ACC so fair-QT

yengha-tako

nukkisy-ess-eyo? ku sanghwang-i-yo? ton-ul te
feel-PST-POL that situation-NOM-POL money-ACC m ore

pel-nikka-namphyen-i ton-ul te pe-nikka? nay-k a
earn-because husband-NOM money-ACC more earn-beca
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190

191

192 Daisy:

193 John:

194

195 Daisy:

196 John:

197 Ariel:

198

199

200 John:

201 Ariel:

202 Daisy:

203 Ariel:

204

il-ul te hay-yatoyn-ta kulehkey sayngkak-ul
work-ACC more do-should-PLN like that think-ACC

ha-sy-ess-ul ke’kath-ay[yo?’

do-HON-PST think-POL
What? But do you think that is fair? For that circumstance? ‘Because men/husband
makes more money? Because he makes more money.’ Do you think you would have
thought, “I should work more?”

[ney mwullon hay-ya-cyo.
yes of course do-should-COMM:POL
Yes, of course () should.

ney mwullon hay-ya toy-nuntey
yes of course do-should-CIRCUM

[kuke-I kactaka insikcekulo ettehkey
that-ACC so epistemically how
Right, of course you should but how could you epistemically

[tangyenhi hay-ya-cyo
of course do-should-COMM:POL
Of course (1) should.

sayngkakha-si-I[ke-n-ci
think-HON-ATTR thing-ATTR-NOM
think about it

N [ney sayngkak-un an hay-to ttala-ss-canh-ayo.
yes think-TOP NEG do-still follow-PST-CANH-P
Yes, even if women didn‘t think about it, they followed.

yeca-tul-i. yethay-kkaci: yeca-tul-i
women-PL-NOM now-until woman-PL-NOM

kasapwuntamha-nun iyu-ka:
housework division do-ATTR reason-NOM
Until now, the reason why women take more share of housework is

yey
yes
Yes.
namca-tul-i ton-ul pele-o-nikka kumankhu m caki-[casin-i
guy-PL-NOM money-ACC earn-come-because as much se If-NOM

Because as much men make money, women

[caki-ka:
self-NOM
Themselves
amwuli(.)um: pwulkongphyeng hay-to: ha- | il-i iss-tako
no matter how unfair do-still do-ATTr work-NOM ex ist-QT

- sayngkakhay-se ha-n ke- canh -ayo=
think-because do-ATTR thing-CANH-POL
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They did it because they thought it had to be done, no matter how unfair it was, right?

205 John: ="ney’=
yes
Yes.

John’s challenge in line 177 prompts a few rourfdsoaflict between the
participants. In lines 177-180, John challengesther party’s view by referring to the
difference in average income according to gendgremploying a question form in
challenging his interlocutors, John makes an answelevant next turn. In response to this
challenge, Daisy and Ariel provide answers usiognh-(lines 181-182). It is noteworthy
that they employ-canh-with past tense marking to speak for a third pavtymen in the past
(“They did.”). This turn of assertion withcanh-is responded to with another use-o&inh-
by John (lines 183-184: “But you didn’t feel it'aif, right?”). The use of a perception verb
‘to feel’ along with—canh-overtly displays the speaker’s claim to knowing third party’s
mental state. By making comments on the third fmrhental states that are clearly within
neither the speakers’ nor the recipients’ epistadoimain, the speakers build common
ground to make their arguments. Shortly after $kiguence is brought to conclusion, speaker
Daisy displays a disagreeing stance and followstit an assertion that women in those days
did not have jobs, which is hearably a rebuttalaifn’s stated position on the matter at hand
(line 186: “Because back then, women didn’t work.”)

Continuing the discussion, John consistently chghles the other party by questioning
their cognitive states on the issue from line X8lirte 191. His consecutive placement of
three questions displays his aggravated challergjamge. In response to John’s last question

formulation, which serves as a double-barreledaati challenge, Daisy, in line 192, gives a
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type-confirming answemey'‘yes’ but a dispreferred response usingullon‘of course®?

with a committal-ci (H. Lee, 1999). Upon this, John once again chg#srDaisy by
narrowing down the range of his question (Kasp&ds, 2007) to the domain of cognition
of the interlocutors (lines 193-194). While respioigcto John’s question (line 195: “Yes, of
course | should.”), Ariel once again challengesnJasing—canh-(line 197: “Even if women
didn’t think about it, they followed.”). Note thafiel argues that women traditionally follow
what men say even though they think it is unfame(l197-199, 201, 203-204). Notice that
this challenge is answered by another challengggusianh-(line 203: “They did it because
they thought it had to be done, no matter how urnfavas, right?”) that adds an explanation
of why women take more charge of doing househotdesh Just as in the previous turn, this
turn with—canh-conveys information regarding a third party’s na¢state. The challenging
stance is underlined by speakers’ repeated anda&rolelivery of~-canh-utterances. This
turn receives an acknowledgement tokeg‘yes’ in line 205 from John. In this extract, we
observe how use ottanh in third position productively used to challeng&erlocutors by

providing comment on recipient’s or third party’&ntal states.

4.7 Chapter summary

Addressing the lack of research on L2 Korean lagguspeakers’ development in the
use of grammatical resources in naturally occuriimgractions, this chapter examined L2
Korean language speakers’ use and nonuse of a iKoreapersonal modal endirganh-in
classroom interactions. Focusing on three diffesequential positions and different types of
proposed information, | showed L2 speakers’ managermf convergence and divergence of

epistemic access between interlocutors projectedighh the epistemic stance by the use of

32 stivers (2011) found cross-linguistic similaritiesresponses with “of course” and its equivaletsgecting

challenging stances in English, Dutch, Italian, daganese
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canh- As demonstrated in the extracts from advancedtswudents, the focal suffbcanh-
signals the matter as known to the recipient aecethy serves as a resource that proposes
that the recipient is in a position of a knowledgeaddressee (K+ position) vis-a-vis the
knowledge in question (Heritage & Raymond, 2005).

Development in the use etanh-is further supported by examining comparable
sequences in which finatanh-is absent. | showed the distribution-afanh-utterances
according to proficiency level in terms of the gnetmtion of different types of knowledge
and sequential positions. In first positietwanh-regularly occurs in the part of a turn in
which account giving is underway within the multiftuturn of opinion presenting. While the
advanced-level students employezanh-in presenting all types of information, the
intermediate-level students used different formtheésame sequential environment when
they conveyed information regarding common sendg/pothetical situations. In second
position,—canh-utterances are associated with the action of digsgent in response to a
prior speaker’s claim or assertion. Unlike advanrles@| students, intermediate-level
students employcanh-utterances in contexts with high epistemic congcedretween the
interlocutors. Occurrences e€anh-utterances in third position for making challenges
identified only in advanced-level students’ inteéiags. Upon disagreement or challenge from
an interlocutor, the speaker counter challengessinyg a—canh-utterance to build a
common ground upon which to appeal to other paditis’ understanding of an example’s
unfeasibility.

In the possible environments for this suffix, theermediate-level speakers used
invariant forms with clear functions, such as tbarective nikkaor the unmarked forrnke,
which are usually introduced early in Korean largguearning. It seems that, due to the

interactional nature efcanh; which compared to other suffixes can be usedaremmarious
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patterns for more various purposes in actual caatems, acquiring the skill to useanh-
in all patterns is somewhat difficult. Through closmlgsis using the methodology of
conversation analysis, this study captures L2 sgrsaklevelopment in the use of target
suffixes by comparing the competencies demonstiatespeakers at different proficiency
levels.

By attending to the influence of epistemic balaand imbalance upon the
employment of-canh-utterances in giving accounts and challengesctiapter
demonstrates a variety of ways in which speaker®ima the same action of disagreement
using—canh-by managing the degree of sharedness of the pedpo®rmation. Also, it
shows that sequential position is one of the cituegources that make interactants’
epistemic claims visible. | also demonstrate thg imawvhich CA can be used to examine
how second language speakers use the local linguésiources to achieve certain

interactional goals in the target language.
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CHAPTER 5

—KETUN: INFORMING AS AN INTERACTIONAL RESOURCE

5.1 Introduction

In Chapter 4, | identified how, within the activit§ negotiating opinions during
classroom interactions, advanced-level Korean laggstudents make use a&nh in first,
second, and third position to give accounts andentigagreeing assertions. Comparing
similar sequential contexts from advanced and inéeliate-level students’ interactions, | also
suggested a developmental distribution in the ise@nh-according to proficiency levels.
In the present chapter, attention is paid to andtrget resource: a Korean interpersonal
modal ending ketun This chapter begins by discussing previous adsooinketun Based
on previous research, | show how L1 speakers-kstunin order to furnish the background
for examining L2 speakers’ use of it. | then idgnthe boundaries of the target collection of
cases. Finally, | turn my attention to the uselk#tunin the data set. As | did feicanh-in
Chapter 4, | point out two actions that are accashpld with—ketunutterances by advanced-
level students according to sequential positionoant giving and disagreement. | then take a
developmental perspective, analyzing intermediewellstudents’ data to explicate the use of

—ketunby students at different levels.

5.2 Previous studies orketun

It is widely acknowledged that the use-¢etunas a sentence-ending suffix
originates from its use as a clausal connectiveftimetions as a correlative or to mark the
conditional (H. Lee, 1996; H. Sohn, 1999; K. Sus9@). Many scholars viewketunas

having undergone a process of grammaticalizatiohnanv, in Modern Korean, being used
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predominantly as a sentence-ending suffix (Koo &&MHR001; Park & Sohn, 2001; S. Sohn,
2010). Semantic and pragmatic featureskatunas an emerging sentence-ending suffix
have been investigated in a number of studiesinsteince, it has been noted that the
function of—ketunis to mark an utterance as providing a reasorLéid, 1996; J. Lee, 2000;
C. Suh, 1996) or to mark a proposition that seagea presupposition of strong factuality (Y.
Ko, 1995; J. Lee, 2000). Previous studies in thkl fof Korean linguistics have illuminated a
number of important semantic and pragmatic featofélse sentence-ending suffiketun
However, these analyses focus on textual reladodssyntactic sentence-level
characteristics using made-up examples and lirgjurgtition, which become problematic
when compared to analyses based on examples takarspontaneous conversational
discourse.

More recently—ketunhas been examined from a more interactional petispe Koo
and Rhee (2001) examine how the conditional marketunhas come to be used as a
sentence-ending suffix through grammaticalizatldrawing on historical data as well as a
corpus database, they show how as an emerging,stkBtunhas acquired several functions:
discourse conjunction, providing the backgroundistourse, and marking transition-
relevant points in discourse. Park and Sohn (26Rajnine the emerging interactional
function of—ketunas a sentence-ending suffix by combining theafatiscourse,
grammaticalization, and intonation. By examinirgsequential positioning, they show how
—ketunhas developed as an interactional marker highiighte speaker’s epistemic stance
in regard to the information status and interaciaoal. They analyzeketunaccording to
two sequential positions: within the turn and itetance-final position. When connecting a
speaker’s claim and supplementary accodketunwithin the same turn is used to provide

background for upcoming detaitsketunin the turn-final position functions as a sequence
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expander, inviting the recipient to take the nexint Several studies have also investigated
the association of prosody with the interactionalctions of-ketun(Y. Chae, 1998; J. Shin,
2000; M. Park, 2013; Park & Sohn, 2002). Theseistusluggest thatketunas a discourse
modality marker solicits an uptake from the reanpihen it is produced with rising
intonation. In particular, M. Park (2013) foundtthlietunis the only suffix that shows a high
frequency of high boundary tone (H%) among a langeber of Korean sentence-ending
suffixes. Park identified H% more frequently wheketunis used like an insertion sequence
to connect preceding to following fragments of t&8ke further argues that H% emphasizes
the interactional aspect eketunby projecting the speaker’s stance that the in&diom
delivered is unknown to the addressee. In this Wae/speaker elicits the hearer’s
involvement in the discourse through turn expand@mthe other haneketunwith a low
boundary tone (L%) is mainly used to give a respdonsa prior question. Therefor&ketun
with L% more often fulfils the function of providina reason and is used less often to elicit
an addressee’s involvement.

In terms of the nature of the informatieketunmarks, what is delivered in th&etun
utterance tends to be information belonging exeklgito the speaker’s territory of
knowledge (Kamio, 1997), such as the speaker’'s@mfirmed experience or “A-event”
information (Labov & Fanshel, 1977); that is, infation that the speaker knows but the
hearer does not. In other word&etunhas been discussed as a suffix that is typicaidu
when the speaker knows the reference better tlaadtiressees, at least when the speaker
has (and is recognized as having) the epistemiaaityto competently assess the
information he or she delivers in the utterance(lae, 1998; Koo & Rhee, 2001; J. Lee,

2000; J. Shin, 2000).
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Conversation analytic studiesn —ketun

In this section, | will introduce studies efetunthat provide a relevant baseline for
the current study, as | did focanh-in the previous chapter. Previous conversationyaical
research examiningketunhas focused on its functions as a vehicle fooastbther than
informing. The groundbreaking conversation-analgtiocdy on-ketunby Y. Park (1998)
analyzed naturally occurring conversations by Ldasers of Korean. She discuss&stun
in terms of information status, noting its use asaaker of information assumed to be
unshared by the interlocutor. She also suggests-kietLirs main function is to give
information for clarification, justification, or psentation of dispreferred status. She argues
that—ketunis not only used to express a reason or an exjpsanaut also to mark the
speaker’s judgment about the status of the infdonatis-a-vis the interlocutor’'s knowledge
of it.

In her analysis ofketunin terms of information status, Park comparkstunwith
the suffix -eanh-,explaining that it facilitates the speaker’s exgsien of judgment about the
interlocutor’'s awareness of the information shé@delivers. As shown in Figure 5.1, Park
argues that whilecanh-is used when the interlocutor is aware of thermiation,—ketunis
used when the speaker assumes that the inforntagion shas conveying is not shared by

interlocutors.

—ketun little or no awareness assumed

—nikka sharing logical reasoning

!

—canh: strong awareness assumed

Figure 5.1.Speaker’s judgment about the interlocutor’'s awassd the information being
imparted (Adapted from Y. Park, 1998, p. 73)
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K. Kim (2010) and Kim and Suh (2009) provide thestnmomprehensive account-ef
ketunfrom the perspective of conversation analysisetrent studies onketunusing
conversation analysi&. Kim (2010) and Kim and Suh (2009) examine hbes practice of
informing with the use ofketunprovides a basis for the action of account-givibtgawing
on Y. Park (1998), they observe (i) the naturenédrimation indexed byketunin terms of
how it is grounded; and (ii) the sequential posisiavhere the-ketunutterance is embedded.
While pointing out the interactional meaning-&detunas noticing and managing a gap in
knowledge between the hearers, they pay extratiaiteto the use ofketunin terms of how
the information it conveys is grounded—whetheés lhased on the speaker’s personal
knowledge or common knowledge. These studies presses in which the information in
the—ketunutterance includes characteristics of common kadge, which is not necessarily
unknown to the recipient. Specifically, in the grees of counter-informing, participants
formulate their account withketunby drawing upon some general, common understanding
rather than upon their direct knowledge or persempkrience. Similar practices by L2
speakers in the use -eketunin terms of types of information were also foundhe current
data set.

In terms of sequential position, Kim and Suh fotimat informing sequences with
ketunmarked utterances solicit the recipient’s uptakemv-ketunis used in the first pair
part of the informing sequence. In this positidie informing sequence generatedgtun
occurs as pre-expansion before the main actioresegus projected (Schegloff, 2007). In a
multi-turn unit,—ketunutterances occur in the form of a parentheticalisace (Schegloff,
2007) that works to propose to the recipient aseviunderstanding of the speaker’s prior
talk. On the other handketunutterances in the second position produce a depeel

response such as counter-informing. Fretunutterance here marks information that
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disputes the prior speaker’s claim or action bywing upon information within the speaker’s
domain (Kamio, 1997).

In summary~ketunhas been argued to be a suffix claiming “epistgmimacy”
(Raymond & Heritage, 2006; Stivers, Mondada, & 8sag 2011): a speaker claims to have
more access to the reference. Epistemic primacgrasvproposed information might come
from the speaker’s first-hand experience with ipoor knowledge of it, while the addressee
does not have any access to the reference or hasemond-hand experience. Therefore, a
keturnmarked utterance recurrently manipulates the sitgiof the evaluation in order to
provide support or a basis for the claim of epistgonimacy. Following this line of research,
various discourse-organizational featureslatunutterances are analyzed in this dissertation

in terms of the sequential structure they genexatkthe actions they execute.

5.3 Delimitating the boundaries of practice: Sequdral environment and
interactional import of —ketun

In this section, as | did in Chapter 4 faranh; | will introduce the boundaries ef
ketunutterances in the present data set in terms ofesgigl environment and interactional
import. It was commonly found in the current dagatbat a speaker useslketunutterance
to claim epistemic primacy while marking informatias not shared by interlocutors by
evoking his or her independent knowledge. On therdband, social actions accomplished
by the use ofketunare found to be different according to sequeplatement (K. Kim,
2010; Kim & Suh, 2009). Such social actions arenfbto be similar to those etanh; but
they are done by managing different dimensiongpatemic domain. That is, in first
position, an utterance witkketunis employed to give an account for the speakeits pr
subsequent claim. In second positiorkatunutterance is used to disagree with an

interlocutor’s prior claim. In third position, trepeaker employs-s&ketunutterance to make
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counter-challenges in response to an interlocutbsaligning action towards the speaker.
Manipulating intonational contour is one of the walgat participants effectively accomplish
the action in which they are engaged when uskegun Corresponding to M. Park’s (2013)
argument, the differing intonational contours af tiketunutterance appear to be related to
the differing courses of action in which the papi@ts are engaged. Wheketunis used in
first position to give accounts, it seems to beeaissed with falling intonation. On the other
hand, in doing disagreement usidgetunin second position, rising intonation has been
observed. The details of turn construction and Meskfeatures will be discussed in the
following sections.

As in Chapter 4, the data in this chapter will bespnted according to the sequential
position where the target foraketunoccurs: first, second, and third position. Compkera
sequences representing different proficiency letadents will be compared in order to
demonstrate how the same actions are achievedrawbat different ways by interactants
who have different ranges of resources. What iglwmentioning at the outset is that only
one instance ofketunoccurs in the data from the intermediate-levedlstus. Therefore, the
comparison will discuss their nonuse-&etunin sequential environments that are similar to
the sequential environments whefeetunutterances are used by advanced-level students and

L1 speakeré®

5.4 The use of—ketunin first position: Claiming epistemic primacy in account
giving

% This finding corresponds to the findings documdriteS. Sohn (2006) in a study that compasednh-and
—ketunin pedagogical perspective. Using a large spokepus, Sohn found that the frequency carh was
significantly higher than that efketun(69.23% : 30.76%). Given that bethanh-and—ketunare introduced in
the same level of Korean textbook (intermediat€Hg et al., 2001), this extremely low frequencyhia use of
—ketunby intermediate-level students suggest certaidigafons in terms of laguage pedagogy
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Much like—canh; when—ketunis produced in first position it regularly occas
part of a turn in which informing or reporting isderway. The multi-unit turn is generally
produced in two parts: the first establishes theakpr’s stance through an assertion, and the
second accounts for the speaker’s assertiorkedunutterance is used to provide an account
by conveying information while claiming epistemigrpacy (K. Kim, 2010; Kim & Suh,
2009; Y. Park, 1998). In other words, withkleetunaccount giving, the speaker orients to her
or his account as one she or he is entitled to mEks strong epistemic claim made by a
ketunutterance may be hedged or epistemically downgr&aenitigate the assertive force of
the speaker’s claim. As concurrent features, espyas of mitigation or minimization are
frequently observed along witkketunutterances. Figure 5.2 below shows the useefun

in first position in the current data along withexmample.

Multi-unit turn

[

I A N\
- Claim | 2 e ooy melgo) gl 2 olol g
( rtion/ t) Getting beaten is not the only reason why
First pOSitiOﬂ L assertiion/assessmen ) there is fear.
Speaker 1 r N U A s g 48 See
: - Giving account AJAES.
Presenting opinion L ) This is because, even, | grew up getting beaten,
p - < but | wasn‘t afraid of my teachers <:|
| ) Claim 2 28 71 gle A 2122, < hedge, mitigation
L (assertion/assessment) )/ so Ithink there is no such thing.
\\\ /,

Second position

[

Speaker 2
Uptake

(Alignment or Disalignment)

Figure 5.2. —ketuimn first position

K. Kim (2010) specifically argues that#etunutterance in the middle of a multi-
unit turn is used to provide a background accommioiost the addressee’s understanding of

the import of the speaker’'s main argument. Asitifisrmation with the-ketunutterance
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takes the form of a parenthetical sequence, thpieet's uptake is not explicitly solicited
(Schegloff, 2007). In the analysis, K. Kim (201@alisses how information proposed with
ketunutterances is grounded and suggests two difféypet of information delivered via
ketunutterances: (1) information with empirical grouradsl (2) information with common
ground. This distinction also applies in the curmata set and showed telling differences
according to proficiency levels. In the followingalysis, | will present the data by referring
to Kim’s categories of information in the use-édetun
5.4.1 Personal grounds: Marking the sources of infmation

The first type of informatiomliscussed by K. Kim (2010) is that delivered in the
turns of account giving wheréketunmarks information as having a personal ground that
belongs exclusively to the speaker’s territory mbwledge. The following extract drawn

from L1 speakers’ conversation shows a case intpoin

Extract 5.1. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Kim (2010224)

01 K: - yeki-nun () ponmwun-un ttek - i — ketun ,
here-TOP main text-TOP ‘ttek’-COP-KETUN

02 - ttek -i -lako hwaksilhi nao— ketun -yo,
‘ttek’ COP-QT clearly come out-KETUN-POL
Here, in the main text, it is ttek. Clearly it is shown as ttek.

In this extract, the speaker K, a Korean languagetter, is having an argument with
other teachers on the correct spelling of a Koseard. In lines 1 and 2, K deploys-#etun
utterance to support her claim by proposing infdramawith an empirical ground: the
textbook. The present data set from L2 speakek®odan contains interactions similar to
that in the L1 data in Extract 5.1 in which speakmark their sources in a specific way. That
is, sources of information are marked as (1) fasthknowledge; knowledge from the
speaker’s direct experience and (2) secondhand lkdge; knowledge that the speaker

personally obtained from other sources.
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5.4.1.1 Firsthand knowledge

The first type of information delivered witkketunutterances is firsthand knowledge
that the speaker directly experienced or perceiethe context of opinion presenting, a
speaker’s claim can be subsequently supportedustifigd by evidence grounded in the
speaker’s direct experience or knowledge usikefun Speaker’s independent epistemic
primacy (Hayano, 2011; Heritage, 2012b) is alsokehiby a pronoun ‘I’ or a past tense
marker in—ketunutterances. The exclusive right to the informatow a higher degree of
speaker certainty about his or her grasp of theéemat hand is thus a unigue feature of this
practice.
Advanced.The following three extracts display advanced stigleise of-ketunforms for
delivering firsthand information when giving an aaat for a claim. The following extract
comes from a classroom debate on the topic of cakpoinishment at school in South Korea.
Prior to this extract, the group arguing againstspdal punishment provides a reason for
their view by explaining a general custom of Kor€laey assert that physical punishment in
school has no educational effect but merely cremtestmosphere of dread in educational

environments.

Extract 5.2. Ariel: Fear

47 Ariel: ul. daisy A7} &g A4l

48 John: [ ‘)

49 Ariel: FHRoR JhZtal

50 John: [ ‘)

51 Ariel: = folME FHAL A7AE FH YA
52 > A< 2l A BEET E o] AgE
53 e Q) =7 242 oi7] sedsa
54 John: =

55 Ariel: () AEE gojx: FEHEol

56 AL & A ool > efH< A Bkal
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57
58
59

60 Dasiy:

61
62

47 Ariel:

48 John:

49

50 John:

51 Ariel:

52

53

54 John:

55 Ariel:

56

57

58

59

60 Dasiy:

Agred A4y T A
S RAAES aYA, & A=
S A B[ s
[ e Bt
HAYE Feisian wow

27 () CE ohl[ 27

ney. daisy ssi-ka malha-n ke-nun-yol[:
yes VOC-NOM say-ATTR thing-TOP-POL
Yes, what Daisy said was

[ "ney*
yes
Yes.
twulyewum-ulo ka-kackol:
fear-by  go-and:CONN
She talked about (if teachers beat students,) students will be scared,

[ "ney*
yes
Yes.
ha-munun: cip-eyse-to twulyep-ko yeki-se- to twulyewe-se
do-COND house-at-also scare-CONN here-at-als scar e-because
>kulayse< kule-n ke pwutamtoy-kwu: tto e ceytay lo
so that-ATTR thing burden-CONN also properl y
paywu-l swu iss(.)- nunka kuke-l yayki ha-sy-ess-nuntey-yo
learn- can-Q that-ACC say do-HON-PST-CI RCUM-POL

They will be scared at home and here (school). So those things become burdensome to
students, she’s also suspicious if students can even learn properly.

unt

kkok (.) cheypel-ul mac-ese: twulyewum-i
exactly punishment-ACC be beaten-because fear-COP

iss(.)nun ke-n ani-eyo >waynyamyen< ce-to mac-ko
exist-ATTR thing-ATTR COP:NEG-POL because I-also be aten-CONN

cala-ss-nuntey sensayngnim twulyew-un ke-n
grow-PST-CIRCUM teacher scare-ATTR thing-ATTR

- eps- ess- ketun -yo: kulayse, um kule-n ke-nun
not exist-PST-KETUN-POL so that-ATTR thing -TOP
eps-nun ke kath-ko-[yo

not exist-ATTR seem-CONN-POL
But getting beaten is not the only reason why there is fear. This is because, even |,
myself, grew up getting beaten, but | wasn't afraid of my teachers. | think that’s, why,

umm... there is no such thing.

[kulemyen mac-ass-nuntey-t o]
then be beaten-PST-CIRCUM-still
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61 sensayngnim-ul twulyeweha-ci anh-umyen
teacher-ACC scared-NOM NEG-COND

62 ku-ke-n yek(.) *hyokwa ani-eyyo?
that thing-ATTR opposite effect NET-COP-POL
Then, isn't it an opposite effect if you're not afraid of your teacher despite getting
beaten?

This extract starts from Ariel's presentation afatrasting view to Daisy. Ariel
summarizes the upshot of Daisy’s prior claim frane 147 to line 53 before making her
disagreeing claim. Subsequently, in lines 55-56,@vides her claim with a conclusive
remark, using an unmarked formo-that the fear does not come from the punishnidrd.
following causalwaynyamyerbecause’ in line 56 marks the upcoming accouningiv
Packed within the-ketunutterance, she provides an empirical justificafmmher previous
proposition by saying that she experienced phygigalshment by saying “l, myself, grew
up getting beaten, but | wasn't afraid of my teastiglines 56-58). In thisketunutterance,
Ariel provides information about her personal eigrece. By reporting a past event that
displays her own prior engagement with the matbelen discussion, the speaker indexes her
stance by laying claim to primary rights to do #ssessing. In other words, héwetun
utterance delivers information that is exclusiveithin this speaker’s epistemic domain
(Heritage, 2012a). The ensuing utterance recapeilaer prior assertion, this time in a
mitigated manner by using an epistemic expressies kath-it seems’ in line 59. Her
response is then immediately met with disalignnfiemh Daisy in an overlap.

A similar case of the use eketuncan also be found in the following Extract 5.3.
Here, participants are engaged in a discussioh@nainge of physical punishment. One of
the participants, Daisy, asserts that only beatanmgbe regarded as corporal punishment. On
the other hand, A has the broader perspectiveathakind of physical punishment, including

anything that cause physical distress, is in thémef the corporal punishment.
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Extract 5.3. Ariel: Invisible chair

47 Aviel: o 1d] o 7]A AAA A FollA L

48 £=E 31 ((raises both arms)) IAZE AA A

49 AHo)AER: [ HA

50 Daisy: [ k= A ofyFolas=

51 Ariel: Y 2 2 AR ol AR () A=

52 Hhojale Yol [ il > A7k

53 Daisy: [ <+ o-

54 Ariel: 2 EA 7] o] A?

55 ((puts her both hands up towards ceiling)) 3haL ol =
56 o] 7 ((sits on the invisible chair)) o] z}of k= A
57 ~ oA AR FEAEL:

58 Teacher: ((chuckles))

59 Ariel: =ola. 3 AR domE 2eAe

60 obF-E ¥ Ax AlAA HE:

61 Azyalzkar A=) 2w A zHdghan)

62 g AAEQ:”

47 Ariel: a kuntey yeki-se sincheycek cheypel cwung eyse-to:

but hear-at physical punishment among-also

48 son-tul-ko((raises both arms))ku-kes-to sincheyc ek
hand-raise-CONN that-thing-also physical
49 cheypel-i-ketun-yo:ku[layse

punishment-COP-KETUN-POL so
Oh, but standing with your arms up is one of the physical punishments, you know.

So...
50 Daisy: [mac-nun ke-n ani-canh-ayo=
be beaten-ATTR thing-ATTR NEG-CANH-POL
But that’s not getting beaten.
51 Ariel: ney kuntey mac-nun kes-to: enu cengto:: ( .) ce-to
yes but be betan-ATTR thing-also somewhat I-als o]
52 pantayha-nun ipcang-i-[ko: >cey-ka<

against-ATTR position-COP-CONN I-NOM
Yes, getting beaten is also ...somewhat... | am also against it, |

53 Daisy: [kuntey e-
but
But

54 Ariel: ku pelse-ki ilehkey?

that stand-NML like this
55 ((puts her both hands up towards ceiling))hako animyenun

and-CONN or

56 i-ke ((sits on the invisible chair))uycaey anc- nun ke

thing-thing chair sit-ATTR thing
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57 - i-ke. cincca himtul— ketun -yo:
this-thing really tired-KETUN-POL do-try-PST-C IRCUM
The punishment like this? Or like this (sitting on an invisible chair), as if sitting on a
chair. This is really hard, you know.

58 Teacher: ((chuckles))

59 Ariel: cwuk-eyo. han samsip-pwun iss-umyenun ssu lecy-eyo.
die-POL around thirdy-minute stay-COND pass out-P oL
You're going to die. You're going to pass out if you do that for about 30 minutes
60 amwuthun kule-n kes-to sincheycek p el-lo:
anyway like that-ATTR thing-also physical punishm ent-as
61 sayngkak-haykacko ce-nun(.) kule-n ke-n chansen ghan-tako(.)
think-so  I-TOP like that-ATTR thing-ATT R agree-QT
62 ‘ha-n ke ketun-yo:’

do-ATTR thing KETUN-POL
. Anyways, I've always thought those were also physical punishments and | agreed for
those reasons, you know.

This extract begins with Ariel's assertion usidgetunas she informs Daisy that
standing with the arms held up is a type of phygaaishment (lines 47-49). Daisy’s
following utterance is ceased by Ariel's challenging—canh3* (line 50) in overlap with
Daisy’s production okulayse'so’ in line 49. In response to this challengeiefreaffirms
her prior assertion in lines 51-52 by saying ti&t does not totally agree with physical
punishment if it involves with getting beten. Thisn again faces a challenge from Daisy that
is made evident by Daisy’s use of the disjunctiakarkuntey'but, however’ in the next
turn in line 53. Ariel however, continues her timngiving supporting accounts for her
assertion (lines 54-57). In this utterance, aloitg e use ofketun Ariel displays her own
knowledge of physical punishment by demonstratirggunishments with embodied action.
By displaying herself as a person who actuallyehgeerienced such punishments, Ariel
presents her greater right to the information thiay other participant in the interaction.

Ariel’s claim of epistemic primacy is accentuateg® more with her use of an adveihcca

3% The use of-canh-in second position is discussed in Chapter 4.
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‘really’ in a—ketunutterance in line 57 (“This is really hard, yowkn”). Her following
utterance in lines 59-62 is also loaded with initgres an epistemic claim. The first upgrade
is accomplished with the use of an extreme caseutation “You're going to die” in line 59.
In addition, she provides a specific amount of tihveg one can bear the punishment. These
resources work together to display a reinforcethrclat speaker’s epistemic primacy with
ketunutterances. Once again, we witness how-Retunformat confers upon the speaker a
legitimate right to make such assessments.

The following Extract 5.4 is the last case in polére, upon the teacher’s request,
Mina, as a person who speaks more than three lgeguauggests effective ways to learn

foreign languages.

Extract 5.4. Mina: Learning languages

11 Teacher: H gar Aol ol S o I1-()

12 dirol s FRAYE st 1

13 FHsEnke 1 SRy

14 22 A deAar

15 Mina: aF A=A T olF@ AL HATFF AT

16 Teacher: o

17 Mina: st et vj& A ol YrkA &

18 Teacher: o

19 Mina: A7 AR HENF By Gshr

20 B () A I ddE AF 2 dE VIE

21 TEEA AL F2 A Zeja

22 Teacher: of::

23 Mina: A - S

24 Teacher: o

25 Mina: A & < 207 EE s e B A7)l

26 - Qhubt ol 2Rl Jol T A=,

27 Teacher: o

28 Mina: oYzt oF 2= dojEtes A W

29 sloj )= A o Q.

30 Teacher: o,

31 Mina: & i AT olgEA AFTE V|FE

32 e olE e Al AY A Zefa

33 Teacher: o

11 Teacher: mwe hankwuk haksayng-ina animyenun um: mwe: ku-(.)
DM Korea always-or or DM that
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12 ilpone-lul kongpwuha-keyss-ta-nun haksayng-ina ku
Japanese-ACC study-DCT:RE-PLN-ATTR student-or tha t

13 chwuchenhay-cwul-manha-n kule-n kongpwu pangpep
recommend-give-worth-ATTR that-ATTR study method

14 kath-un key iss-usey-yo?
like that-ATTR thing have-SH-POL
Do you have any study tips for Korean students or students learning Japanese?

15 Mina: kunyang cekkukcekulwu: ilehkey:: chinkwu-twu sakwi- kwug,
just  actively like this friend-also mak e-CONN
Just, actively make friends, like this.

16 Teacher: yey
yes
Yes.

17 Mina: hakkyo-eyse-man paywul key ani-la, naka-se -yo:
school-at-only learn thing NEG-and go out-at-POL
Not just staying in the classroom but outside, too.

18 Teacher: yey

yes
Yes.

19 Mina: chinkwu-twu sakwi-kwug, theyleypi-twu po-kw u¢, yenghwa-twu
friend-also make-CONN television-also watch-CONN movie-also

20 po-kwuyg, (.) kulehkey (.) ku::ene-lul cacwu ssu- | swu iss-nun
watch-CONN like that that language-ACC often use -can-ATTR

21 kihoy-lul mantu-nun-key ceyil coh-un ke k athay-yo.
opportunity-ACC make-ATTR thing most good-ATTR th ink-POL

I think it's important to make opportunities where you can use the language
consistently by making friends, watching TV, watching movies, stuff like that.

22 Teacher: a::
23 Mina: ce-twu hankwukmal-twu-hankwukmal-twu
I-also Korean language-also Korean language-also

I also, the Korean language too,

24 Teacher: yey

yes
Yes.
25 Mina: kyey::sok  an ssu-taka ssu-llye-kule-myen-un mak
consistently NEG use-while use-in order to-that-C OND-ATTR DM
26 sayngkak-i an na-kwu ile-twu kuleh-kwu
thought-NOM NEG come out-CONN Japanese-also like that-CONN
27 -yenge-twu  kuleh— ketun -yo¢,

English-also like that-KETUN-POL
I can‘t talk when | haven’t spoken in that language for a long time. Japanese, and
English too, you know.
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28 Teacher: yey

yes

| see.
29 Mina: kulenikka an ssu-mye-nun: ene-lanun key ku mpang

so NEG use-COND-ATTR language-QT:ATTR thi ng soon
30 icepeli-nun ke kath-ayyo.

forget-ATTR think-POL
That’s why, the thing about language is that, if you don’t use it, you forget it soon.

31 Teacher: yey.
yes
I see

32 Mina: hangsang: paywu-n kes-twu ilehkey yensupha -I kihoy-lul
always learn-ATTR thing-also like this practice p ractice-ACC

33 mantul-kwu: ile-nun key ceyil nan ke kath-ayyo.
make-CONN like this-ATTR thing most good think-PO L

That’s why | think it's best to always make opportunities to practice what you learned,
like this.

34 Teacher: yey
yes
| see.

In response to the teacher’s request in lines 11Miba maintains that making as
many opportunities as possible to practice is #st tvay to learn languages. While providing
this claim, she provides a list of activities tokeauch opportunities including making
friends, watching TV, and watching movies (lines 1B, 19-21). After completing her claim
using an epistemic expressiekes kathin line 21, Mina introduces her own experience as
an example staring in line 23, usinketunto support her recommendation. Her use of the
pronounce‘l’ as a subject of the utterance along with atipbe —to ‘also, too’ also shows
that the experiencer of the proposed informatidmeiself. In the ensuing utterance in line 25,
she uses an adveklgeysokcontinuoulsy, constantly’ with louder volume awawel
lengthening to highlight the importance of persisigse of target languages in language
learning. When the action of giving supporting agus is formulated in its completed state,
Mina employs a-ketunutterance while commenting on how her Japanesé&aglish

suffered attrition when she did not use them comsily (lines 25-27: “| can’t talk when |
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haven’t spoken in that language for a long timpadase, and English, you know.”) In other
words, throughout this turn of giving accountsupsort her claim, the speaker empleys
ketunto claim her epistemic primacy that originatesrirber own language learning
experience.

I have thus far shown how advanced-level Koreaspeakers claim epistemic
primacy when giving accounts by employiketunutterances. The speakers describe their
personal experiences in great detail to claim gregpistemic rights to the information. The
next section will illustrate how intermediate-lewlidents, in similar sequential
environments, construct their turns differentlyusing other resources thaketunand will
discuss the interactional outcomes.

Intermediate.The following three extracts illustrate compara®eguential environments in
intermediate level students’ interactions. The Stgort extract (Extract 5.5) is the only
instance of aketunutterance by an intermediate student in this gataHere, the students

share their opinions on the division of househdldres for married couples.

Extract 5.5. CL: | really love to cook

07 Teacher: >  J47k< H4LECL A7 D&

08 gt Sl Yol FAddE st Holeg
09 ()

10 CL: ul mpm G A = (2)  Ha =95

11 Teacher: [ g S

12 CL: vl " agetE A IR FoleAES ((laugh))
13 Teacher: e

14 Jenny: [¢?

15 CL: °°

16 Jenny: oh man:

17 Sue: he can’t 2.9 atall?

18 Teacher: a9 Fdol: gd¥Hol HoadSs

19 tahs 7 dojar

07 Teacher: >kunikka< cipanil-ul CL ssi-ka il-ul
so housework-ACC VOC-NOM work-ACC

08 han-tako hay-to nacwungey cipanil-ul ha-ko siph -eyog,
do-QT do-still later housework-ACC do-want-P oL
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So, would you still like to do the housework even if you were working as well?

09 @)
10 CL: ney pappumyen namphyen[-to (.2) toy-ko towa -cwu-ko
yes husband husband-also okay-CONN help-giv e-CONN
Yes, if I'm busy, my husband can help me out.
11 Teacher: [Pum um
12 CL: —ney ce-n yoli-ha-nun ke cincca cohaha- ketun -yo ((laugh))

yes I-TOP cook-ATTR thing really like-KETUN-POL
Yes, I really love to cook.

13 Teacher: um

14 Jenny: yoli?
cooking
cooking?

15 CL: °ung’
yes
Yes.

16 Jenny: oh man:

17 Sue: he can't yoli at all?
cooking
he can’t cook at all?

18 Teacher: kulem namphyen-i: namphyen-i cipanil -ul
then husband-NOM husband-NOM housework-ACC

19 ta ha-nun  ke-n  silh-eyo?
all do-ATTR thing-ATTR dislike-POL
Then, you wouldn‘t like it if your husband did all the housework?

Prior to this extract, one of the students, Edsg@nés CL's opinion on behalf of her

that CL would like to do the household chores fer husband. In response, the teacher

repeats a portion of Ed’s prior turn with a risc@ntour, thereby requesting confirmation

from the original speaker CL (line 7-8). In respwiis this, CL produces a confirmation

markerney‘yes’ in line 10, and then elaborates her opinigrsaying that her husband could

also give her assistance. Subsequently, she potegive a supporting account for her

opinion by providing information about her persomaérest in cooking as a reason for her

preference for doing the household chores (ling'[lZally love to cook.”). This information
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in the speaker’'s domain is marked with a pronotmafid the suffix-ketun Although CL
constructs her turn more simply than more advastadents might, this sequence of opinion
presentation is developed similarly to the advarstadents’ interactions discussed above.
By using—ketun the speakers provide information exclusively wittiheir own domain
(from the speaker’s own experience) in giving suppg accounts for their claim. One of the
remarkable distinctions found in this case is el of formality in the interactional settings.
As can be seen in Extract 5.5, these students’arsation is limited to personal information
dealing with personal preferences. In contrastathenced-level students’ conversation
showed structured arguments and supporting accatiatsnore abstract levé&l.While a
discussion of task difficulty or complexity in lamage learning (Robinson, 2001) is beyond
the scope of this dissertation, a possible expilamdor this difference may be linked to
intermediate level students’ exceptionally infregiuese of-ketunthroughout the current
data set.

The following two extracts from intermediate stutimteraction present interesting
cases for comparison. Prior to this extract, thelier asks the students to talk about anything

they think of when they hear the word “feminist.”

Extract 5.6. Ron: Women'’s university

03 Ron: A duy=Egay Azhe o

04 >like< o] tf o] x}tf &} L ?

05 Teacher: vl o] s}of=}eh 8t

06 Ron: [like ojtl—-o|t:: oA & ARELS HEF
07 >like< XA 0] (.2) uh: A AF—FE:() >like<
08 dy shal & s ot - AJF 0]

09 - ol gka.

10 Teacher: ojdA gt

03 Ron: ce-nun phayminisuthu-lako sayngkakha-| ttay

% This finding corresponds to the proficiency destioh of advanced and intermediate level for oral
proficiency interview (OPI) by the American Counail the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL;
http://www.actfl.org].
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I-TOP feminist-QT think-when

04 >like< itay-yeca-tayhakkyo?
Ewha-women-university
When | think of feminists, like Ewha women’s university?

05 Teacher: ney: i[hwa-yeca-tayhak
yes Ewha-women-university
Yes, Ewha women's university.

06 Ron: [like because itay—- itay::eyse o-n yeca-tul-un pothong
EWU EWU-from come-ATTR woman-PL-TOP usually
07 >like< sengkyek-i(.2) uh: cey chinkwu-- talu-n: () >like<

personality-NOM |-GEN friend different-ATTR

08 nam-nye hakkyo-lul tani-nun yeca-pota seng--sen gkyek-i
women-man school-ACC attend-ATTR women-than perso nality-NOM
09 —acwu tall-ayo.

very different-POL
Like, because, the personalities of EWU graduates are... My friend... Her personality is
very different from the average girl from a coed college.

10 Teacher: ettehkey talla-yo
how different-POL
How different?

In lines 3-4, Ron provides ‘Ewha Women'’s UniversitySouth Korea as a response
to the teacher’s question. He finishes his turinaifproper noun ‘Ewha Women'’s University’
pronounces with rising intonation and final vowtktching that are understood as
confirmation seeking by the teacher. After a bsiefe sequence of clarification on the words
for ‘Ewha Women’s University’ in lines 4-5, Ron gtapresenting the reason for his answer
by launching an English discourse marker “becauséie 6. Then he proceeds to provide
assessment on the personality of women who stadiBgdvha Women’s University by saying
that they are different from lines 6 to line 9 (taese, the personalities of EWU graduates
are... My friend... Her personality is very differembin the average girl from a coed
college.”). In this turn of account giving, Rontially applies the case to women who attend
the college in general by using a plural matkéand the adverpotong‘usually, typically’

in line 6. Then in line 7 he narrows down the dagéoregrounding a very specific person:
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his friend who attended that school. By particaiag the proposed information to the case
of his friend, Ron alters the type of proposed imfation to that which falls within his
epistemic domain. The use of an advacivu‘very’ (line 9) serves to enhance the private
nature of this information. What Ron accomplisheeetin lines 6-9 indeed appears to be
similar to what the advanced students do with #eaf-ketunin the excerpts discussed in
Extracts 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. As the case of the ssakiend indisputably falls into the
speaker’'s domain, this is a sequential place whieeeuncan occur. However, he employs an
unmarked form for the sentence-ending suffix. iefhiRon’s account giving in lines 6-9 is
similar to that of the advanced students’ accounhg except for Ron’s use of the unmarked
sentence ending/o. Although the non-occurrence -gketundoes not cause any significant
consequences, such as misunderstanding or a beealaldhe on-going interaction, the
design of his turn witholketundoes not index his epistemic primacy for the cebd
information. In the next turn, the teacher launchésllow-up question in line 10 by asking
how different they are.

The instance below (Extract 5.7) that is followegdsbconversation in Extract 5.6
shows another instance for comparison. The maiakgveRon, gives a negative evaluation

on social ineptitude of women in Korea, especitdily graduates of a women-only university.

Extract 5.7. Ron: Girls schools

38 Teacher: SA] o, oL olym = o 2gA e

39 Ron: A7F ob= AT Fol() 3 AATFslikes oA}

40 like um: < oAHE wWEFH oA T

41 Teacher: i

42 Ron: oAz Asstul, Az g uE v

43 like kel o &k like uhh:: (.) Gatell s A ()
44 _uh like() %= vz A g8 L. like uh.. o] 4 like
45 > o& AR HT<like ofvH() THE HAE #Zo] datAY
46 like  #Zel() AZ€F T gle A Fota

47 Teacher: S EA AR (3) AdAE B A o

48 Ron: 4. ((laughing))
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38 Teacher: hoksi yey, yey-na animyenun way kuleh key sayngkakha-nunci::
perhaps example example-or or why like that think -whether
Can you give an example or why do you think that way?

39 Ron cey-ka a-nun chinkwu cwungey(.) han yeca-ka >like< yeca::
I-NOM know-ATTR friend among one woman-NOM woman
40 like um: <elye-ss-ul ttay-pwuthe yeca cwunghakk yo:>

young-PST-when-from woman middle school
One of the friends, she, like umm... She went to a girls middle school

41 Teacher: ney
yes
Yes.

42 Ron: yeca kotunghakkyo, yeca tayhakkyo-lul tanye -ss-nuntey
woman high school woman university-ACC attend-PST -CIRCUM

43 like namca-ey tayha-n like uhh::(.) namca-ey ta yhayse(.)
man-about —ATTR man-about

44 —uh like (.)com talukey tayhay-yo. like uh:: isang- like
a litte differently treat-POL  strange
She went to an all girls high school and college and... like.. she acts differently towards
men. Like uh... weird... like,

45 >talun yeca-pota< like ama(.)talun namca-lang k athi ilha-kena
other woman-than probably other man-with toge ther work-or
46 like kathi (.) saynghwalha-l swu eps-nun kes ka th-ayo
together  live-cannot-ATTR S eem-POL
I don't think she will be able to work with men like other women.
47 Teacher: um:::: hoksi cele-n (.3) yeca-tul po- n cek iss-eyo?
perhaps that-ATTR woman-PL see-ever-exist- POL
Hmm... Have you seen those types of women before?
48 Ron: ney. ((laughing))
yes
Yes.

In line 38, the teacher demands that Ron providexample or reason for his prior
claim. In response to the teacher’s request, Rmig$up a case of his friend in Korea in line
39. Here, he formulates a turn of account givinthwiformation that falls within his
personal domain of epistemic territory, in thadedivers information that he has from his
own observation of his friend. This is clearly meakby the person reference of his female

friend in Korea by saying “One of the friends” ind 39. Subsequently, in lines 40 and 42,
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Ron gives more detailed information about the ftieegarding her educational background
from middle school to college using a backgroura/ger -huntey(Y. Park, 1999). Then he
illustrates her behavior as something differentrfthiat of others in lines 43—-44 (“She acts
differently towards men.”). This turn is highly cparable to the advanced level students’
turns with—ketun(Extracts 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4) considering its setjalgmosition, action import,
and management of epistemic access to the infawmatowever, Ron uses an unmarked
form —yoinstead of-ketunas an ending suffix. Then he provides an evalnaifchis friend

in lines 44-46 (“Weird...l don’t think she will be k#to work with men like other women”).
This evaluation is initially formulated with an adjiveisanghata'strange’ in line 44, but it
is broken off in the middle by a mitigated versinriines 45—-46 using an adveaima
‘probably’ (line 45) and an hedgming expressiies kath-it seems’ (line 46). In the
following turn, the teacher opens the floor to thess by asking other students if they know
of any similar examples. The last extract fromraermediate level student also presents a

similar case. In this extract, the class talks alaaendency of Korean people.

Extract 5.8. Jenny: high heels

01 Jenny: =<d: 3= AXELS FF YF Wol

02 A= A e

03 Teacher: iR

04 Jenny: >l don't know< iR R S =L R

05 AxE o ¥ el >slike<s oM7Y always wearing

06 _high heels ol o

07 Teacher: .

08 Jenny: o sl 8 .

09 Teacher o) 1wl A Zefar

10 CL 2 e O BE?

11 Jenny: [ sharoll A= . A Fa% A Zoja

12 Teacher Y. 9%

01 Jenny: kuntey: hankwuk yeca-tul-un kwutwu nemwu manbhi
but Korea woman-PL-TOP heels too much

02 sin-nun kes kath-ayyo.

wear-ATTR seem-POL
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03 Teacher

04 Jenny:

05

06

07 Teacher

08 Jenny:

09 Teacher:

10 CL:

11 Jenny:

12

13 Teacher

In lines 1-2, Jenny provides a negative assessthantKorean women wear high

But | think Korean women wear heels too much.

kulay-yo?
like that-POL
Is that so?

>| don’t know< ku-- ku ttay hankwuk ka-ss -ul ttay-yo
that that time Korea go-PST-when-POL

yeca-tul ta pi wa-ten-ci >like< amwukena always wearing
woman-PL all rain come-PST-whether anything

- high heels pwa-ss-eyo
see-PST-POL
I don’t know. When | went to Korea, whether it was raining or what not, | always saw
them wearing high heels.

ney.
yes
| see.

isanghay-yo. ccom.
strange-POL a little
It's a little weird.

way  kule-n ke kath-ayyo.
why like that-ATTR thing seem-POL
Why do think they do that?

ku hankwuk-unkunyang mosup?
that Korea-TOP just appearance
Korea is just, figure?

[hankwuk-eyse-nun ney. ku-ke
Korea-at-TOP yes that-thing

cwungyoha-n ke kath-ayyo.
important-ATTR seem-POL
I think in Korea, yes, that’s important.

ney. oymo
yes appearance
Yes, appearance.

heels too much. She mitigates her assessment latlepistemic expressiorkes kath-it

seems’. In the following turn in line 3, the teacheknowledges Jenny’s turn in the form of a
confirmation requestk(lay-y® ‘Is that so?’). Jenny does not treat this quasts a
straightforward confirmation request, but as onat tinvolves the possibility of non-

alignment towards her prior claim, which she thereffeels impelled to defend, as evidenced
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by her following utterances. In line 4, Jenny stdwr turn with another hedge, “I don’t know”
(Weatherall, 2011), then gives an account by ptesgher own experience when she was in
Korea (lines 4—-6: “When | went to Korea, whethewds raining or what not, | always saw
them wearing high heels.”). Here, Jenny gives mifation from her own observation by
formulating the turn with detailed description béttime and place. She starts out by setting a
past time frame along with a local reference tawrtine 4 (“when | went to Korea”) marking
that the action took place in the past. Then sleerdees what she saw by saying that she
constantly witnessed Korean women wearing highsh@ieles 5-6). The use of extreme case
formulationsamwukenaanything, whatever’ and ‘always’ (Edwards, 200@merantz, 1986)
in line 5 also contributes to accomplishing thigaté/e assessment. Such formulation invites
a hearer to recognize the described women as vgeheals excessively. Attention can also
be directed here to her use of a perception peth ‘see’ (line 6) in the past tense to show
her direct observation. This turn is highly comieato the extracts of advanced-level
students’ interactions in that the speaker convgsmation that is in her epistemic territory
in order to give an account for her prior claim.wéwer, we once again witness that an
intermediate-level students uses an unmarked forting place whereketunis anticipated to
occur. In positions whereketunis expected, Jenny uses an unmarked endpagExtracts
5.6, 5.7 and 5.8 show intermediate level studeatiti@rent ways of achieving the same action
of account giving without usingketun
5.4.1.2 Secondhand knowledge

Information delivered with the use eketunin giving accounts also includes
secondhand knowledge that the speaker obtaineddtben sources. The information is not
from the speaker’s direct experience but it is Hamepersonal grounds for which the speaker

has a certain amount of epistemic primacy, whigerttipient does not. Of additional interest
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here is thatketunfrequently occurs with a variety of other lingigcstesources. Past tense
marking, quotative constructions, and perceptivesysuch aslta ‘to know’ or tutta ‘to hear’
are deployed as resources to claim the speakdsteapc access by showing that the speaker
has sufficient knowledge to make the claim (Stiydtendada, & Steensig, 2011). Along
with these resources, the extracts in this sestmv the use of another resource: reference
to the speaker’s social identity to give a basithéospeaker’s epistemic primacy embodied
with —ketun Through the use efketunalong with these semiotic resources, the speaker
marks the source of information and claims epistgonimacy that he or she has about the
information (Heritage 2012a; Heritage & Raymond)20 By providing accounts to support
their claims in this way, speakers not only clamkmhow better than their hearers, but show
this through their stronger or more precise evatnain this section, | will present two
instances from advanced-level students’ interastigith—ketunutterances and two from
intermediate-level students’ interactions withekietunutterances.

Advanced First to be discussed are the two extracts selduten the advanced-level
students’ interactions. In Extract 5.9, an extengsgion of Extract 4.27, the class is having
a debate on the influence of Koreans’ hasty disiooson the country’s societal and
economic development. In response to teacher’sigugdines 1-3) an advanced student,
Erika offers a typical sequence of opinion-presenthat consists of the main claim and

supporting accounts (lines 10-33).

Extract 5.9. Erika: Increase of overweight

01 Teacher: o] g=xle] gk Aol g
02 Abslel ARl FEFs AT
03 of ol thal] oA AZH skAl a2
((lines omitted))
07 Erika: A= < B R Y[ o>
08 Teacher: [ H: ¢fa?
09 (.6)
10 Erika: o] mhEuke]() -] sk ,()
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11 2 JFES A=) vHHHR

12 B TR AN A7E A4 = (2)

13 OlAT()  YWF() “olAT A ok

14 AANE A7bol(2) 29 A 9-

15 I o Aol Fakr] wiiel, (2) gl A

16 A gabdold 14l o del ol A):

17 - 2d- 23 A5 B3 Ak ol gk A,

18 AEshy oAb g2 TLR()

19 FA FAR 3] ZAE A7 g Stol

20 H“& iz, o olA:(5)  wEuwe] F3)

21 ol ek Ay s Adud,

22 ZHT 22 STk Arlae,

23 oj grzol wEw ARE- |Ate] vy AbgE

24 DAHAETL 25l Algdtia g,

25 L sy o of7lskAEe(2) ol A°(.2)

26 ey st woll="ol Al gkl

27 g =1} Fdglo} 2 1:fastfood =3}7H.2)

28 7171 A #ea A, 8F s ARl

29 HIREQL Abgho] 3g7ts] @rhar

30 L EAAEL?

31 A () e #3E S Al Al

32 A S AW ERYE F

33 A dEFS A Y A7yt

34 Ron: *S° ((nods))

01 Teacher: i hankwukin-uy kupha-n sengkyek-i hankw uk
this Korean people-GEN hasty-ATTR personality-NOM Korea

02 sahoy-ey kungcengcekin yenghyang-ul michyessta- la-nun
society-at positive influence-ACC  give-QT -ATTR

03 uykyen-ey tayhay ettehkey sayngkak[ha-sey-yo?

opinion-about how  think-HON-POL
What do you think of the opinion on that Korean peope’s quick-tempered nature has a
positive influence on Korean society?

((lines omitted))

07 Erika: ce-nun <pantayha-pni[ta>
I-TOP disagree-DEF
| disagree.
08 Teacher: [ney: way-yo?
yes why-POL
Okay. why?
09 (.6)
10 Erika: ‘e’ ppalli ppalli(.) mwun-ppalli ppalli m wunhwa-ka 1,(.)
hurry hurry hurry hurry cultu re-NOM
11 coh-un yenghyang-ul michi-nun: (.) michy-ess-ta ko

good-ATTR influence-ACC give-ATTR give-PST-QT

12 pol swu-to iss-cimang¢, cey-ka sayngkakha-| ttay- nun (.2)
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

see can:also-but I|-NOM think-when-TOP

‘icey” ()nemwu(.)’ikhey® cayppalli haynay-ya
now too like this quickly accomplish-s

incengpat-nun sayngkak-i:(.2) kule-n senghyang
recognition-receive-ATTR thought-NOM that-ATTR te

kule-n uysik-i kangha-ki ttaymwuney, (.2) hankw
like that-ATTR sense-NOM strong-NML because Korea

chenkwupaykkwusipsa-nyen-ilang kwusipo-nyen-ey
1994-year-and 95-year-at DM

seng-seng-seng-sengswu-taykyo pwungkoy saken-i-

Seongsu Bridge collapse incident-COP-or

samphwung-paykhwacem pwungkoy saken kath-un: k
Sampoong Dept. store collapse incident like-ATTR

pwusil kongsa-lo inhay chamsa-ka sayngki-nun sa
poor construction-by disaster-NOM occur-ATTR situ

palsaynghay-ss-ko, tto: icey: (.5) ppalli ppall
happen-PST-and:CONN also DM hurry hurry

ttaymwuney: palcenha-nun phyenliha-n saynghwal
because of develop-ATTR convenient-ATTR life b
cokupcung kath-un hwuyucung-to sayngki-ko-yo,

hould

uysik-
ndency sense

uk-eyse
-at

icey:

latenci,

ule-n(.)

that-ATTR

nghwang-i
ation-NOM

i mwunhwa
culture

ttaymwuney,
ecause of

Umm... You can say that ppalli-ppalli culture has a positive impact but | think now that
because the obssesion of finishing everything in haste is so strong, there were a
number of incidents that has happened. Like the 1994 and 1995, the Seong- Seong -
Seong - Seongsoo Bridge incident, SamPoong Mall incident... These cases of disasters
happened and now... Because of ppalli-ppalli culture ... because of the comfort of

this... there are aftereffects of this, such as impatience and...

enu nyusu-ey ttalumyen sahoy-hoysaey tani-nun s
some news-according to society company attend-ATT

phalsip-pheseynthu-ka wuwulcung-ey sitalli-n-ta
80 percent-NOM depression-by suffer-ATTR-

tto: hana te yaykiha-ca-myen¢,(.2)’icey’(.2)
also one more say-SUGG-COND DM

ppalli ppalli mwunhwa ttaymwuney="icey® hankwuk
hurry hurry culture because of DM Korea-

mayktonaltu-na losteylia kath-un ku: fastfood-m
Mcdonalds-or Lotte Ria like-ATTR that  cu

sayngki-ki sicakha-myense yocum hankwuk salam c
come up-NML begin-while recently Korea person amo

piman-i-n salam-i koyngcanghi manh-tako
overweight-COP-ATTR person-NOM extremely many-QT

- ‘tul-ess- ketun -yo?°

hear-PST-KETUN-POL
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R people-PL

ko hay-ss-ko,
QT do-PST-CONN

-ey
at

wunhwa-ka(.2)
lture-NOM

wungey
ng



According to this one news, 80% of company workers suffer from depression. Adding
in another side note, | heard that because of this fast-paced culture in Korea, these
fast food restaurants like McDonald'’s and Lotteria has started to emerge and there are
a lot of Koreans that are overweight.

31 kulayse(.) ppalli ppalli mwunhwa-lul:hankwuk sa lam-eykey
so hurry hurry culture-ACC Korea person-to

32 kungcengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-ta-ki-pota nun com
positive influence-ACC give-PST-PLN-NML-than a li ttle

33 pwucengcekin yenghyang-ul michy-ess-tako sayng kak-hapnita
negative influence-ACC give-PST-QT  th ink-DEF

That is why, rather than a positive influence, | think this has been a negative effect for
Koreans living in this fast-paced culture.

33 Ron: ‘um’ ((nods))

In line 7, Erika begins with her turn by presentivey negative stance in an overt
manner by saying “I disagree.” Upon the teachatpiest in line 8, Erika launches quite a
long turn of account giving by introducing a numbéactual incidents and phenomena that
happened in Korea (lines 10-30). This turn of aotgiving begins with a self-qualifying
clause (Mori, 1999) by accepting the opposing vwimsmg a connectiveciman(lines 10-12).
Subsequently, Erika supports her view by listingieancidents that took place in Korea as
examples of the negative effect of hasty dispasitider examples are largely divided into
three parts: (1) a list of incidents that inclutles collapse of a department store and a bridge
in the 1990s (lines 15-20); (2) a description @& ltigh rates of depression and mental illness
in Korea (lines 20-24); and (3) a mention of theréased rate of obesity in Korea due to the
rapid spread of fast food franchises (lines 25-BO)he third part, Erika deploys-&etun
utterance (line 29: “I heard that because of ths$-paced culture in Korea, these fast food
restaurants like McDonald’s and Lotteria has sthtteemerge and there are a lot of Koreans
that are overweight.”). Note that other thatun Erika constructs her turn with a
perception verlutta ‘to hear’ in the quotative form with past tenserkiag (line 30). Thus,

the—ketunutterance along with other resources implies ttajproposed information is from
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a clear source. Theketunmarked information is formulated as a crucial pie€related
information that the interlocutors should know nder to fully understand Erika’'s message.
The seriousness of the matter is also emphasizétiehyse of an adverbibyngcanghi
‘very, extremely’ in line 29. Based on the accoustie has provided, Erika makes a final
claim and brings her sequence of opinion-presamtdt a close in lines 30-33.

The following Extract 5.10 (reproduced from Extrdcit8) shows another case in
point. The class is engaged in a discussion orocakpunishment in South Korea. In this
segment, the main speaker, John, talks about Koeghicational environment and its

differences from that in the U.S.

Extract 5.10. John: Public elementary schools ireldo

01 Jonh: = 3ol & EA7F d= A T

02 ((looks at teacher)) ElE A

03 Teacher: Y 258

04 Jonh: [ A 2ssurt

05 RS 7] Wil AFg st Wol

06 ~ flttar((looks at teacher)) odu YAEQ?
07 Teacher: ((nods))

08 John: ((looks at Daisy))= a2]7] wjol

09 v @ gl Blals SR Rhekd

10 ojw Z Ao} EAlopetal st a2°=

11 Teacher: = U=

01 John: =hankwuk-ey ccom mwuncey-ka iss-nun key k wuk-

Korea-in a little problem-NOM exist-ATTR thing

02 ((looks at teacher)) kwukminhakkyo: ney
elementary school yes

03 Teacher: ney chotunghak[kyo
yes elementary school

04 John: [mo-ci chotunghakkyo-ka
what-COMM:IE elementary school-NOM
05 kwukminhakkyoyess-ki ttaymwuney salip-hakkyo-ka manbhi
elementary school-NML because private school-NOM a lot
06 —eps-tako((looks at teacher)) al-ko iss— ketun -yo?
not exist-QT know-PROG-KETUN-POL
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There is a bit of problem in Korea. | heard that there aren’t many private elementary
schools because Korean government used to run elementary schools. So that’s why,
when comparing the US... the troublemaker? Is that what they’re called?

07 Teacher: ((nods))

08 ((looks at Daisy))=kule-ki ttaymwuney
like that-NML because
09 Jonh: mikwuk kath-un kyengwu-ey pikyo-lul hay-po -myen manyakey
US like-ATTR case-in compare-ACC do-try-COND if

If you compare it to America’s case, if there was a...
10 ette-n  mwunceya--mwunceya-’lako ha-na-yo? °=
some-ATTR trouble kid trouble kid-QT do-Q-POL?

what would you call it? trouble kid? problem child? trouble maker?”

11 Teacher: =ney=
yes
Yes.

In line 1, John gives a somewhat negative asseswh&orea’s education system
by saying‘ There is a bit of problem in Korea.” After securicgnfirmation from the teacher
on the word for ‘elementary school’ in Korean (kn2-3), John sets out the necessary
background for his subsequent assessment regdlirggnall number of private elemantry
schools in South Korea (lines 4-6). Note that grsvision of background information is
formulated with a-ketunutterance (line 6: “I heard that there aren’t mpriyate elementary
schools because Korean government used to run elargeschools.”). This utterance is
formulated in a similar way to the instance abav&xtract 5.9 in terms of other linguistic
resources used in combination witketun John introduces information about the school
system in Korea as information he obtained fromlagosource by combining the use of a
guotative form-takq a perception veralta ‘to know’, and-ketun(line 6). His eye gaze
towards the teacher suggests that John nominadsahher as another knowledgeable party
for this information (line 6). Subsequent to thadieer’'s acknowledgement through nodding
in line 7, John moves his eye gaze to another pAgisy, and moves on to elaborate on the

case of the US to make a comparison (line 8).
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In brief, the—ketunmarked information, which tends to be presenteleasgy
empirically based and speaker-relevant, leadsetipient to accept it as grounds for an
account for the claim. This analysis of the presimstances from the advanced level
students’ data has revealed that speakersketento propose that they possess sufficient
information with unproblematic access to it by desig their turns with-ketunin
combination with other resources, such as quoté#birras, certain types of verbs, and person,
time, and place references.

Intermediate.The following two extracts from intermediate-leg&lidents show interactions
with sequences and information management compatatthose in the advanced students’
interactions discussed in the previous sectiorrPoi this extract, the teacher asked the

students if they have ever experienced or heaathpkind of discrimination in Korea.

Extract 5.11. Ron: Discriminations in Korea

04 Teacher: ol A gloja?

05 Wendy: o 5o] stulelA AgS& X Fdrhtu

06 Teacher: <

07 Ron: @ gol()  APE() k- shE2lke  EE:

08 > dubd< A7k(3)uh  ATter A7E dEe] kS )
09 Al F7F 2P S ol FdvhaL

10 - Foja. Edol7] ufjEel.

11 Teacher: g e? AFEIF Heo S AL

12 Ron: Yl ((nods))  okU® () FAF7buh g Aol wh
13 FolZ>mean<  F=TE K 3 7tlike uh uh::

14 AL uh: APES [ Ekgko] &

15 Teacher: [ . 2 JAFE S AR Y AR o] 82
16 Ron: .

04 Teacher: tul-epo-n cek iss-eyo?
hear-ever-ATTR exist-POL
Have you heard of it?

05 Wendy: ay-tul-i hakkyo-eyse cekung-ul mos han-t akwu::
kid-PL-NOM school-at adjust-ACC NEG do-QT
I heard that kids have a hard time adjusting in school.

06 Teacher: um:

07 Ron: hankwuk manbhi(.) chapyel (.)ha--ha-cyo? lik e honhyel::
199



Korea a lot discrimination do-COMM:POL mixed- blood
There's a lot of discrimination in Korea, right? Like, mixed people...

08 >waynyamyen<cey-ka:(.3)uh er cey-ka hankwuk-ey ka-ss-ul ttay
because I-NOM I-NOM Korea-a t go-PST-when
09 cey chinkwu-ka chapyel-ul manhi tanghay-ss-tako
I:GEN friend-NOM discrimination-ACC a lot suffer- PST-QT
10 —hay-ss-eyo. honhyeli-ki ttaymwuney.
do-PST-POL mixed blood-NML because
Because... | ... Err.. When | went to Korea, one of my friends told me he was

discriminated... because he is mixed.

11 Teacher: kulay-yo? chinkwu-ka mwe:: hankwuk sal am:::
like that-POL friend-TOP DM Korea person

Really? Was your friend Korean?

12 Ron: ney ((nods)) animyen(.)chinkwu-ka uh hankw uk salam-i-ciman,
yes or friend-NOM Korea person-COP-but
13 yenge-lo >l mean< hankwukmal-ul mos ha-nikka li ke uh uh::

English-by Korean language-ACC NEG do-because

14 chapyel-ul uh::chapyel-ul[pat-ass-eyo
discrimination-ACC
Yes. Or... the friend uh... He's Korean but he spoke English, | mean, he can’t speak
Korean, like uh... uh... he got discriminated.

15 Teacher: [ ney ney. ku chinkwu-ka hankwuk salam-chelem sayngky-es s-ey0?
yes yes that friend-NOM Korea person-as if | 00k-PST-POL
Isee, Isee. Does your friend look Korean?
16 Ron: ney.
yes
Yes

After Wendy’s turn regarding discrimination towarfdseigners in school in line 5,
Ron selects himself as the next speaker and givessessment on the prevalence of
discrimination in Korea (line 7). This assessmentitigated through the use of a form of tag
question (Heritage & Raymond, 2085using the Korean committati (H. Lee, 1999).
Without securing the interlocutor’'s answer, Ron iedtiately gives an account for his
assessment by introducing the case of his friendl iwpart Korean (lines 8-10: “Because,

when | went to Korea, one of my friends told men@s discriminated because he is mixed.”).

% Heritage and Raymond (2005) found that speakemdmde their assertion with epistemic primacy tigto
the use of a tag question in first position.
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The beginning of the account is marked by a dismurarkewaynyamyerbecause’ in line

8. His following utterance is very similar to th&téact 5.9 and 5.10 discussed above in terms
of turn design and the high degree of specificftthe proposed information. As Erika did in
Extract 5.8, Ron’s provision of time and place refees in the past tense marks how he
obtained the information. His subsequent utteraméi@e 9 with the use of a hearsay marker
—takowith past tense marking is also highly comparablExtract 5.9 and Extract 5.10. Ron
first asserts that he had a prior conversation higHriend regarding this matter, and then
moves on to cite that conversation as evidenc®d&or's knowledge of and involvement in
the reported matter. However, Ron completes hisusig an unmarked fornyeinstead of
—ketun(line 10). Nonuse ofketunseems to push the speaker to make an additidioal t&f
produce the following increment usittgymwuneybecause of’ in line 10 to reaffirm the
reason for his friend being discriminated agailmstesponse to Ron’s speech, the teacher
gives an acknowledgement and launches a followugstipn in line 11.

Like other intermediate students’ cases, in thisraction, the non-occurrence of
the target item does not impede the progress abrigeing interaction (Stivers & Robinson,
2006). However, we can see that lower-proficiemsel students have a limited range of
resources for accomplishing certain interactiomallgt Although it is not certain whether the
intermediate-level students are not able to achiesse interactional functions, since
students employ other linguistic or non linguisigsources to compensate for their less than
full linguistic competence (Kasper & Kellerman, ¥99the intermediate level students in the
current data are found to lack the specific linticieesources for the functions shown in both
the advanced level students’ data and the Koreaspkhkers’' data.

5.4.2 Common domain: Without explicit marking the ®urce of information
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The markerketunis also employed in first position when the spealdivers
information that is not necessarily new to the addee. The L1 Korean speakers’
interactions discussed by K. Kim (2010) show homownsense knowledge is proposed by
—ketunutterances to underscore the validity of the cldive following example from a L1
speakers’ interaction shows such a case.

Extract 5.12. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Kim (2014.226)

01 Customer : kiponceki -n -kes -to an ha-ko
basic-ATTR-thing-also NEG do-CONN
02 - ku -ke-n ani— ketun -yo:? <

that-thing - TOP NEG KETUNPOL
It's not that I'm making an unreasonable request of you by ignoring the basic
guidelines (that customers should respect), you know.

03 Service Person :  wuli - ka tayha-nun salam - tul-i
we -NOM meet-ATIR person - PL-NOM

04 - kokayk -nim -ppwun -i ani- ketun -yo?
customer - HONonly- NOM NEG KETUN-POL
You are not the only customer that we serve, you know.

05 Customer: wuli - ka hyepcin mic -ko ha-n
we NOM believe - CONNdo-ATTR
06 ke-ci kay inmic  -ko

thing COMM indi vidual believe-CONN

07 - ha-n -ke -n ani- ketun -yo:?
do- ATTR thing-TOP NEG-KETUN -POL
(We have agreed to have a bidet installed) because we believed that the
service person (who promised to provide the monthly “cleaning" service for
free) represented the Hyup Jin Company, you know.

In this conversation between a service clerk aodstomer;-ketunmarked utterances
occur three times, in lines 1, 4, and 7. With eaitbrance ofketun the participants project
their counter-informing by invoking a general vata¢her than personally grounded
information (K. Kim, 2010, p. 227). The currentaaet from L2 speakers displays similar
uses of-ketunthat marks information from the domain of specéipertise. In such mid-turn
positions, the informing that is done witketunutterances is achieved in such a way to

highlight a particular detail of the speaker’s ptaim or assessment (K. Kim, 2010). In this
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environment, the speaker useskatunutterance to give a basis for a claim of epistemic

primacy, but without the personalization of theoimhation that we observed in the previous

section.

Advancedln the following extract, the class discusses Séuttea’s level of dependence on

the U.S. in terms of military power. Starting fréime 1, the teacher brings about the topic of

the wartime operational control (OPCON) of Southrdééo She introduces the current

situation in which South Korea has peacetime coofrias military forces, but the United

States would take over in the event of hostilities.

Extract 5.13. Jonh: OPCON

01 Teacher:

02
03
04
05 Daisy:
06 John:
07
08

09 Teacher:

01 Teacher:

02

03

04

05 Daisy:

06 John:

07

08

Aol doluke w1 W-> §jell A
WH =< WHol], g ot o7t ofuet
ol HEs mEs 45 (2) P
> A WsjA< oA () e
[((shakes head))
[> 2H8< 2AE AF @5 Aol ohetu
LB PAEQ AX I8 Zo| A Q:(.2)
a2 vt HEE WS A Zojs

°1:ﬂ[: °=
cencayng-i ilena-ss-ul ttay-nun + ku myeng->wi-eyse
war-NOM take place-PST-when-TOP that top-fr om
naylyeo-nun< myenglyeng-i, hankwuk kwun::tay-ka ani-la
come down-ATTR order-NOM Korean military-NOM NE G-CONN
mikwuk-uy myenglyeng-ul ttalu-nun ke-I-lwu (.2) ‘ney’
U.S.-GEN order-ACC follow-ATTR thing-ACC-by yes

> ku-ke-ey tayhayse< ettehkey sayngkak(.)’hay-yo’

that-thing-about  how think-POL
When a war breaks out, the order commanded from the top ranks... It's not from the
Korean military but from the US. Yes, what do you think about that?

((shakes head))

[>kulssey-yo< ku-ke-nun cikum hankwuk cenc ayng-i ani-lako
well-POL that-thing-TOP now Korea war-NOM NEG-Q T

- po-ko iss —ketun -yo cengchi-kwahak ccok-eyse-yo: (.2)
see-PROG-KETUN-POL politics sicence side-at-POL

kunyang mikwuk-eyta nwatwe-twu kwaynchanhu-I ke kath-ayyo
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just U.S.-at leave-still okay-PROS-seem -POL
Well, we don’t consider that as the Korean War. In the political science field. I think
you can just leave it in the US.

09 Teacher: °neyl[:’
yes
| see.

Starting from line 1, the teacher introduces thecept and background knowledge
of OPCON to then class and then asks the studentsdir opinions on the issue (line 1-4).
Upon the teacher’s initiation, one of the studebtssy, bodily displays her negative
assessment of the issue by shaking her head {lidelan subsequently self-selects as the
next speaker and presents his opinion on the mattigres 6—8. In overlap with Daisy’s
embodied action, he begins his turn viitlisseyydwell’ (line 6), projecting circumlocution
(Pomerantz, 1984; Heritage & Clayman, 2010). Ha tags out the relevant background
using—ketunto support his following assessment (lines 6-7ef\Mive don’t consider that as
the Korean War in the Political Science field.).this turn of account giving usineetun
he invokes knowledge in his domain of expertiseichvitomes from his social identity of a
student majoring in political science. The refeetwarguments from the field of political
science formulates the information as being witlihn’s epistemic domain and outside of
the others’. Use of an adverb@kum‘now’ in line 6 and the progressive tense markikg
isstain line 7 along with-ketunassist to emphasize the common ground of the state
knowledge in the field of political science. In ethwords, the-ketunutterance displays
knowledge that is known to members in the groupxpiertise. After a short pause, John
gives a conclusive assessment that the U.S. skeeldthe OPCON as it is now (line 8).
Note that the assertive tone of his assessmergakemed by the discourse marker kunyang
and the epistemic expressieket kath- The following segment from the same speaker

presents a very similar development of a sequeitteanketunutterance.
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Extract 5.14. John: Communists in South Korea

01 John: FEAEE: Asl olFA 7irts] () wi-wiA?
02 A [ 3l kA
03 Teacher: [ S, oL
04 John: [ ) W X7 - 1
05 HEok[ #HoE A
06 Teacher: [ WX =
07 John: = o Wx|sfEom o FHt}=
08 Teacher: [ o
09 John: k=2 ol f= oAl o] Aeld AMd I
10 olA FAo] glire]: Aoldde] uTH
11 AAZE A7) el B Fo] A7l
12 - ZIREIAEL? A oldE ol FA() o aFa =
13 olAl ® Hgk Ho] o]A U
14 A t=ro]l AvkeE 191 [ P ((laugh))
15 Teacher: [((laugh)) AdE
16 A7) Wil ol FAY REY7Zt o]y of:
17 old (2) TH AEES Ztt &
18 (1.0)
19 Teacher: l,
20 John: ((laughing voice)) 5 o] =oF [((laughing))
21 Teacher: [ Y],
01 John: congpwukseylyek -ul: cikum 1 ilehkey kamanbhi (.)pay -paychi?
02 paychi[hay-nwa-se
The South Korean communists are currently just arranging like this... arrange?
03 Teacher: [um, e:[:
04 John: [pay paychi? kunyang-kunyang
05 nwatwe-ya [toynta-nun ke

Arr-Arrange? What's the word to just letting it be?

06 Teacher: [pangchi=
To be left alone (in neglect).
07 John: =yey pangchihay-noh-umyen an [toyn-ta=
Yes, we cannot leave it left alone
08 Teacher: [yey
Yes.
09 John: waynya= ku | yu-nun icey ichensipi-nye n sa-wel:: ku tal-ey
because that reason-TOP DM 2012-year 4-month that month-at
10 icey chongsen-i iss-ko-ye: sipiwel-tal-ey tayth onglyeng
DM general election-NOM exist-CONN-POL 11-month-a t president
11 senke-ka iss-ki ttaymey ccom kongpayk-i sayngki -nun
election-NOM exist-because a little vacumme-NOM h appen-ATTR
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12

13

14

15 Teacher:

16 John:

17

18

19 Teacher:

20 John:

21 Teacher:

- kikan-i- ketun -yo? kulayse itaylo ilehkey (.) em: kuliko tto
period-COP-KETUN-POL so as it is like this and also

icey tto pwukhan cengkwen-i icey naynyen-ey
DM also North Korea regime-NOM now next year-at

kangsengtaykwuk-i toy-n-ta-nun kule-n [mal ((la ugh))

strong prosperous country-NOM become-ATTR-QT- ATTRthat- ATTR say
The reason for this is because in April 2012, the general elections will be held and in
December, the presidential elections will be held (in South Korea). So, there will be a
period of a political vacuum, you know. So if it just... umm... and again, North Korean
government announced that the regime in North Korea will become strong
and prosperous next year.

[((laugh)) senen-ul

proclaim-ACC
proclaimed
hay-ess-ki ttaymwuney e:: hoksina molu-ni kka
do-PST-NML:because justin case do not know- because
ile-n e: ile-n (.2) congpwuk seylyekt-ul-ul kac taka cal
this-ATTR this-ATTR following North force-ACC and well

Since they have proclaimed it... Um... Just in case these... these communists in South
Korea should be...

(1.0)

ney
yes
Yes.

((laughing voice)) twicipe-nwa-ya [((laug hing))
overturn-put-should
We need to overturn them.

[ney,
yes
Yes.

After reading an article regarding the enthusiastiowers of North Korean

government in South Korea, John shows his negaigexe of them in lines 1-2 and 7.

Subsequent to a few lines of lexical clarificatigith the teacher from line 2 to line 8, John

restates his negative position in line 9. Johrts@iving an account for his view by

producingwaynya ‘it's bacause’ a shortened formwaynyahamyerHere, John delivers

information that is within his specific domain ofpertise in great detail (lines 9-16). This

can be observed in his very specific time formoladi (2012, April) regarding political events
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in South Korea (the general election and the pessidl election) in lines 9-11. He then
provides an implication of these events usikgtun that they will cause a political vacuum
(lines 11-12: “So, there will be a period of a ol vacuum, you know.”). The present tense
marking in the-ketunutterance marks that the conveyed informatiorotsempirically
grounded but from the domain of his expertise.reppring a ground for presenting his own
viewpoint and building up an argument, the speé&enulates the-ketunutterance with
information whose validity is asserted to be sonmgtthat is commonsensically known in
his domain of expertise. These features of thedutesign establish a positive epistemic
gradient between John, who has access to the amdragn entitliement to describe it, and the
others, who presumably lack access to the infoomaRight after the-ketunutterance, the
speaker once again asserts his position in lineks71&nd 20.

IntermediateThe following two extracts from intermediate-les@lidents display similar
sequential development without the use-kdtun The first Extract 5.15 is from the same

interaction in Extract 4.24.

Extract 5.15. Sue: health care system in othertci@sn

01 Teacher: vl:> oAl e EE< th oA Fria AY7ts| e
02 Jenny: yeah man:

03 Sue: oly ¢

04 Jenny: ((raises both hands)) socialist’s party

05 Teacher: ((chuckles)) 9 > of efar<- of o] Al

06 HZ o F2 A% Folar

07 Sue: well(.2) uhm:: (.3) universal health care: system and
08 et dEaxnd AU o d=E

09 () A7 < B 2> FA4] fokag

10 Teacher: <1

11 Sue: [their gesture

12 Teacher: 2

13 Sue: it's not good.

14 Teacher: >4k el Aol HEFE

15 e EF [ F

16 Sue: [ A E7t gk F[ ALy

17 Teacher: [ 2
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01 Teacher: ney: >icey yelepwun-to< ta: i-ke ¢ oh-tako sayngkakhay-yo?
yes DM everybody-also all this-thing good-QT th ink-POL
Okay, so does everyone think this reform is good?

02 Jenny: yeah man:
03 Sue: ani-yog,
no-POL
No.
04 Jenny: ((raises both hands)) socialist's party U SA

05 Teacher: ((chuckles)) way >ani-lako<-way i-key
why NEG-QT why this-thing

06 pyello an coh-un ceyto kath-ayo?
not particularly NEG good-ATTR system seem-POL
Why don’t, why do you think this is not a good system?

07 Sue: well(.2) uhm:: (.3) universal health care: system and

08 yulep-hako ilpon a::nd khaynata ta iss-nunteyy, () keki-eyseg,
Europe-and Japan  Canada all exist-CIRCU M there-at

09 - <pyengwen:-un> coh-ci anh-ayo¢,

hospital-TOP good-NEG-POL
Well, there is a universal health care system in Europe, Japan and Canada, they all
have it, but hospitals there are not good.

10 Teacher: um[:

11 Sue: [their gesture

12 Teacher: um:

13 Sue: it's not good.
14: Teacher: um >kunikka< pyengwen-uy cil-i: L pyellwu:

so hospital-GEN quality-NOM not parti cularly
15 khwellethi-ka pyellwu an [coh

quality-NOM not particularly NEG good
So, you mean the quality- the quality of the hospital isn't good.

16 Sue: [khwellethi-ka an: coh-[ko 1
quality-NOM NEG good and:CONN
Quality isn‘t good, and...

17 Teacher: [um:

Upon teacher’s request in lines 5-6, Sue giveswadsdor her negative evaluation on
new health care system in U.S. by giving assessmenthe cases of other countries such as

Japan, which had a similar health care systemme{bnes 7-9). After providing background
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information about countries with similar healtheaystem by employing a background
builder -nuntey(Y. Park, 1999), Sue projects another evaluativear& that their system is
not good (line 9: “but hospitals there are not ghjodNote that this turn is highly comparable
to the John’s turns in the advanced students’actern in Extract 5.14. The information
delivered by Sue in this account is highly domaiesgfic. Given Sue’s identity as a student
majoring in law and the high level of specificitiyter information, this is the sequential
place where the suffixketuncan occur (line 9). However, she employs an unathferm—
yoinstead of-ketun(line 9). Besides the nonuse-éetun this L2 speaker discourse also
displays certain characteristics that make it sutigtlly different from L1 speaker discourse
in terms of the interactant’s linguistic competersigh as pauses, hesitations, and turn
restarts (K. Kim, 2003).

The next extract from the intermediate-level stusieinteraction displays another
comparable case. Here the students share exanfigleader discrimination in daily life. The
main speaker, Jenny, mentions the hiring systeamn@merican shipping company, Matson.
Multiple possible sequential positions fdretunutterances are observed.

Extract 5.16. Jenny: Matson

01 Jenny: oly ZImatson AX? 1. A Zcurtain?

02 A M fol A crane %

03 7= A IE,

04 Teacher: > dYdlvl<

05 Jenny: A LY EREl & BeEde

06 Teacher: o}

07 Jenny: shubd 1 el &2 o % T Y >like<

08 _eight hours? (.) et STl ez e
09 AZIA T H () s 2 o

10 S A7 344 77k They can't come down.
11 (.2) Y7 AAREL 2F & 9 >they need
12 things, extra stuffs<

13 Ed: ((laugh))

14 Jenny: HGAES ()  2%()just cupis fine.

15 Teacher: A 2pHelekal A 7te) 8

16 Jenny: of course!

17 Teacher: o2 7} St Ao HEele AdR? I d&?
18 Jenny: S ZEQ. Inuh(.2) oY, () E€5%,
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19 - =% o] Ho]Q six thousands.
20 Teacher: 0 Wol #=d, .
01 Jenny:  ani ku matson iss-cyo? ku: cincca khun curtain?
no that Matson exist-COMM:POL that really big cur tain
02 ku-ke(.) mayn: wi-eyse crane kac-kwu

that thing very top-at have-CONN

03 olmki-nun ke iss-cyo,
move-ATTR thing exist-COMM:POL
No, you know Matson, right? The really big curtain? You know the crane at the top
moving things?

04 Teacher: >ney ney ney ney<
yes yes yes yes
Yes, yes, yes, yes.

05 Jenny: ku-ke! wenlay namca-tul! ha:: ppop-nuntey -yo,
thang-thing originally man-PL select-CIRCUM-POL
That one! They only hire men.

06 Teacher: a:

07 Jenny: waynyamyen ku wi-ey ollaka-| ttay: halwu congil >like<
because that top-at go up-when all day long

08 —eight hours? (.) tongan ollaka-iss-unikkan-yo::
for go up-PROG-because-POL
Because, when you go up, you stay up for like 8 hours.

09 keki-se pap-twu mek-kwu, (.) hwacangsil ka-| tt ay-twu
there-at meal-also eat-CONN restroom go-when-a Iso
10 —keki-se hwacangsil ka-nikkan-yo:: They can’t come down.

there-at restroom go-because-POL
They also eat there and use the bathroom there. They can’t come down.

11 (.2) kulenikka yeca-tul-un ocwum nwu-| ttay: > they need
so woman-PL-TOP make pee-when

12 things, extra stuffs<
That’s why, when women have to pee, they need things, extra stuffs.

13 Ed: ((laugh))
14 Jenny: namca-tul-un (.) kunyang(.) just cup is f ine.
man -PL-TOP

For men, just cup is fine.

15 Teacher: kukey chapyel-ilako sayngkakhay-y 0?
that thing discrimination-QT think-POL

Do you think that's discrimination?

16 Jenny: of course!

17 Teacher: yeca-ka hako siphe-to mos-ha-nun ke-ye yyo? ku il-ul?
210



woman-NOM want-yet NEG-do-ATTR thing-POL that wor k-ACC
Women can’t do that work even if they wanted to do?

18 Jenny: um:: ccom-yo. ku:: uh(.2) ku il, waynyam yen(.)
a little-POL that  that work because

19 —walkup-to, ton-to manhi pel-eyo six thousand S.
salary-also money-also a lot earn-POL
Ummm... alittle. That... uh, because that work makes a lot money. Six thousands.

20 Teacher: um:: manhi pe-nuntey, ney.
a lot earn-CIRCUM

Umm... they make a lot, yes.

In lines 1-3, Jenny secures recognizability of Matby asking for a confirmation
from her interlocutors with the use of the comnhitterker €i (H. Lee, 1999). After the
teacher’s enthusiastic confirmation by repeatigfirmation marker four times in line 4,
Jenny provides the information that Matson onlgsimales for a certain job by using a
hearsay markertay (line 5) Upon this, the teacher marks her chargistemic state from
K- to K+ (Heritage, 2012a) by producing a changestate tokerahin line 6. In the next turn,
Jenny gives additional information to explain whyt§bn exclusively employ males for this
job (lines 7-10: “Because, when you go up, you si@ayor like eight hours. They also eat
there and use the bathroom there. They can’t cawa d). Note that Jenny provides
detailed information with specific amounts (lingso8time and a job description (lines 9-10)
in this turn of account giving. The use of a hearsarker in line 5 and the detailed
description marks that the speaker has enougheeqitsprimacy on the information.
However, she employsikkaand codeswitching to English in places wheketuncould be
used. (lines 8 and 10). In line 15, the teachendhas a third turn question in the form of a
yes-no question. The recipient, Jenny, producesdafse” in the next turn (line 16) with a
sudden increase in volume, challenging the quéstaskability (Raymond, 2003; Stivers,
2011). The teacher launches another follow-up guesiemanding explanation for that

answer (line 17). This serves as a double-baratédn (Schegloff, 2007) of questioning and
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requesting information. In response, Jenny firgeégia kind of type-confirming answer, then
providing an account in the subsequent utteramees(lL8-19). As a person with more
knowledge (K+), Jenny provides information in hec@unt giving. This is the third
sequential position where&ketuncould possibly be used. The recipients’ epistguoiition
thus far has been built as K- throughout the itissa. However, Jenny uses an unmarked
form —yo instead of-ketun
5.4.3 Summary: Use and nonuse eketunin first position

This section investigated the ways L2 Korean sttglandifferent proficiency levels
use or do not use the suffiketunin first position when giving accounts. Referemcthe
published research e+fketun | demonstrated thaketunis recurrently employed to give a
basis for a claim by claiming epistemic primacy &ods proposed information. Analyses of
the data also showed that speakers give supptireitoclaims by proffering stronger and
more specific information that is more accessibléhe speakers than to the others in the
interaction. In other wordsketunis a powerful device used by participants to claim
epistemic primacy over the referent. More spedifjcapeakers formulates theiketun
utterance information as something they have pafsgmounds for knowing or as
information that does not have an immediate emgdibase but is known to people who have
a specific domain of expertise.

Table 5.1 displays the data set for the currerti@gdocating it within the categories
of types of information that the speaker invokeddocomplishing the particular action of
account giving. The table indicates that the adedrstudents show a notable diversification
of techniques for giving accounts usiAgetun Intermediate students by contrast have a

remarkably limited range in the use-dfetunthroughout the analysis. The advanced
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students’ diversification may be an indicator adithmore adaptive, context-sensitive

conduct, suggesting an increased interactional etemge.

Table 5.1.Types of information and level of exchasiess of information proposed bietun
utterances in first position

Sequential position: First position (multi-unit turn)

Action: Account giving

Extract number

Level of Type of knowledge
exclusiveness yp g Adv. Inter Use
. 5.2-4 5.5 0
High Firsthand K.
5.6-8 X
Personal ground
5.9-10 0
Secondhand K.

5.11 X
5.13-14 0]

L Common domain
ow 5.15-16 X

Extreme low frequency efketunis a distinctive linguistic-pragmatic feature that
characterizes account giving at lower levels of petance in the current data. This
observation suggests that the intermediate-leveslsgrs in this study had not yet fully
developed their competence in the usekatun
5.5 The use ofketunin second position: From defensive detailing to
unchallengeable disagreement

In the previous section, we observed L2 Koreanlgrsause or nonuse eketun
utterances in first position. In this section, wi abserve the use and nonuse-&etunin
responsive positions. The following example fromraaraction of L1 speakers displays how

—ketunis used in the second position to project a dispred action.
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Extract 5.17. L1 Korean speaker: From K. Kim (2040, 228-229)

01 Customer: mwul swuken iss -eyo?
water towel exist-POL
Do you have a wet tissue?

02 Employee: —cehi mwul swuken ep - ketun -yo?
we water towel not exist-KETUN-POL
We don't have a wet tissue.

03 Customer: ah mwul swuken eps -eyo?
water towel not exist-POL
Oh, you don't have a wet tissue?

This extract is from a conversation between a enstand an employee at a
fastfood restaurant. In responsed to customerisestgn line 1, the employee projects a
dispreferred action with the use dfetun The conveyd information through thketun
utterance is taken up by the customer as an actmunott being able to comply with
customer’s request. Therefore, employee’s infornsngnderstood as a part of the
dispreferred response by the customer. The classiateractions of the current data set,
shows—ketunbeing used in similar ways to give dispreferrezpmnses (such as
disagreement and challenge) in response to otteztanutors’ claims.

In the current data set, | focus eketunmarked disagreement or challenge, in which
a speaker takes the opposite position to a priealsgr’s first assessment or claim. Proffering
such a disagreement witketunoften implies that the second speaker has a regignhate
view because he or she knows the issue betteredhde many of the cases withetun
marked disagreement, the speaker invokes episamiacy as a basis for their
disagreement. This epistemic claim is well delivered by the whg-keturmarked

utterance is routinely embedded in the recurrespisetial format, shown in Figure 5.3.

37 _ketunused to convey negative assertions that challermends for a prior claim also appears in the third
position to counter a challenge in response torlocutor’s challenge towards the speaker’s nabassertion
(Refer to Section 5.3 for the detailed discussion).
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First position

LM 2] Abgfo] ot S sHof ot AZhsi .
Speaker | okste 1 Abgo] ol d 9  Aolg.
Claim 2 0bRRE okeln 22 AE 2 Zola.
| think the other person should do house
chores. If not, what does that person
does at home? Is she gonna live for free?

Second position

ol 4ol o2 ¥, Abd2 o public 1SER
Speaker 2 d¥dSol HA 2AAEH =2 O A EAHER?

Disagreement But if the jobs are different, actually, teachers in <:

public high school make less money than bus drivers.

Figure 5.3. —ketuin second position

As in the use ofketunin account giving, the types of information defiee by—
ketunutterances in disagreement are largely from twocas. First, aketunutterance
conveys the speaker’s personal experience or meatal Second,-&etunutterance
provides information based on non-personal grousuls) as domain specific knowledge.
5.5.1 Personal grounds: defensive detailing:

The first type of action that can be achieved lgysheaker of aketunutterance in
the second position is “defensive detailing” (Dr&®05) in response to interlocutors’
negative evaluation. By providing information timexclusively in the speaker’s epistemic
territory, the speaker rejects an unfavorable itlestiggested by the interlocutor(s). There is
only one relevant case identified in the advantedents’ interactions in present data set fit
this context. In case of intermediate level leranseveral cases of interactions that fit this
sequential contxt are found but those cases ambfaith no—ketunmarking®® The only

case from an advanced student comes from an dffetagext (Cook, 2008) when the

% This might be due to the intermediate studenigleof formality represented through the use eksp style
or expressions; intermediate level students’ ctamsrconversations are recurrently observed to bedess
formal compared to those of advanced level studargsa in the context of on-stage presentation.
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speakers are engaged in conversation about pedaihalife before the teacher’s initiation

of classroom discussion.

Advanced Extract 5.18 provides the only instance of a ¢gagmint from an advanced

student, who uses thd&etunmarked utterance to defend himself by rejectirggitientity

proposed by the interlocutor.

Extract 5.18. John: Presentation preparation

01 John:
02

03 Teacher:

04 John:
05

06 Teacher:

07 John:
08

09 Teacher:

10
11 John:

12 Teacher:

13
14 John:

15 Teacher:

16 John:

17 Teacher:

18 John:
19
20
21
22

23 Teacher:

24 John:

25 Teacher:

26 John:

27
28

29 Teacher:

30 John:

31 Teacher:

32 John:
33

34 Teacher:

35 John:
36

37 Teacher:

38 John:

39 Teacher:

AAE 7 oA whol AN RE AL

3l 7} A 7+ ((laughing voice))

o} 4]-

AE GAA A Qojub Statel A ((laughing voice))
XXXX =4

o o5 IEH aFA[ JhT+8?

[ ohi e Aol %

YA e

]
(:8)

L AN AF() #el ddte FREC

EI
53 tadiEsa: a1yurEyrzta > o)A«
2ol ¥ Zd3eE NEF
AT () ZIE AL AT AT Y7 o &0l
oF o= AolL:
(-4)
XXXX? 2
A > HEharskA 2< full time ol Y7}
vl[:

[ MELSparttime o] MR+ 2, (4)
A7 A& ¢r AEd=fulltime  °]Y7t

[ u].

woldE A Pojs.

4l ((laughs quietly))
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01 John:

02

yelsimhi-ka ecey pam-ey yelsi-pwuthe
diligently-NOM yesterday night-at 10 o’clock-from

hay-kacikwu ((laughing voice))
do-and
“Trying my best” started at 10p last night...

03 Teacher: ecey-

04 John:

05

06 Teacher:

07 John:

08

09 Teacher:

10

11 John:

12 Teacher:

13

14 John:

15 Teacher:

16 John:

yesterday
Yesterday,

saypyek tases-si-kkaci ilena-se hakkyo-e
dawn 5 o’clock-until wake up-and school-at

XXXX-nuntey
CIRCUM

I got up at 5AM and I (did) at school,

sicak-ul
begin-ACC

yse ((laughing voice))

a onul palphyo-ntey kuleh-key [hay-ss-takwu-yo?

today presentation-CIRCUM like that-ADV do-PST-QT
Oh, you're presenting today and you did that?

-POL

[ani-yo cen-ey-to
no-POL before-at-also

hay-ss-ess-nuntey-yo:
do-PST-CIRCUM-POL
No I did it before too, but...

ney
yes
Yes.

(:8)

yocum-ey:
lately
Lately

ney
yes
Yes.

(:2)

ku: keki-se ce-lang (.) kathi il ha-nun to
that there-at I-with together work-ATTR collegue-
At that place, my coworkers and |

ney.
yes
Yes.

- ttalu-n ay-tul-to tayhak-ul tani-—
other-ATTR kid-PL-also college-ACC atten-KETUN-PO
A lot of them go to college.
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17 Teacher:

18 John:

19

20

21

22

23 Teacher:

24 John:

25 Teacher:

26 John:

27

28

29 Teacher:

30 John:

31 Teacher:

32 John::

33

34 Teacher:

ney.

yes

Yes.
thukhi kanho tayhak-ul-yo: kuletap 0-nikka-yo >icey<

especially nursing school-ACC-POL so-because-P OL DM

taum tal-i-myen pelsse: colepha-nun ay-tul-twu

next month-COP-COND already graduate-ATTR kid-PL- also

iss-kwu, (.) kimalkosa sihem-twu iss-kwu ha-nik ka ay-tul-i
exist-CONN final exam-also eist-CONN do-because k id-PL-NOM

an nao-nun ke-eyyo:

NEG come out-ATTR thing-POL
Especially nursing school. Because of that, many of them are not coming out because
by the next month there are kids who are already graduating, and final exams.

(4)
XXXX? um:

ce-nun: >mwe-lako-ha-ci?< full time i-n ikka:
I-TOP what-QT-do-COMM:IE full time COP-becaus e
Because I'm.. what’s it called.. Full time.

ney[:
yes
Yes.

[kyay-tul-un part time-i-lakacikwu kunyang, (.4)
that kid-PL-TOP part time-COP-so  just

sinkyeng cal an ssu-nuntey=full time-i-nikka
care well NEG put-CIRCUM full time-COP-because

They don’t really care because they’'re just part timers, but because I'm a full time
worker.

()
um::
cip-ey ka-myen cenhwa-o-ko

house-at go-COND call-come-CONN
I get phone calls when | home.

um

ku taum-ey
that next-at
and then

()
[ney.
yes
Yes.
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35 John: [eccel swu eps-i naka-ya toy-nun il-tul-i
cannot help-ADV go out-should-ATTR work-PL-NOM

36 —acik iss - ketun -yo
still exist-KETUN-POL
And there’s work that | have to take care.

37 Teacher: ney:
yes
Yes.

38 John: manhaci-nun ke kath-ayyo.
increase-ATTR think-POL

I think it's increasing.

39 Teacher: ney: ((laughs quietly))
yes
Yes.

This extract is from students’ off-task classroareriaction (Cook, 2008) before they
begin a classroom discussion. Immediately preceitiisgextract, the participants were
engaged in a conversation on how they spent thailgist. In lines 1-2 and 4-5, John
describes the amount of time he spent preparingseptation that he has to give later that
day. In the next turn (line 6) the teacher displagssurprise by producing a change-of-state
tokenah along with a question with a sudden increase lanae, which displays her
understanding of how little time he took to prephaiepresentation. In overlap with the
teacher’s turn, John produces a negative resparielpani ‘no’ (line 7) to block the
challenge (H. Kim, 2013) and reasserts his postipproviding conflicting information that
he prepared the presentation awhile ago, usingufiex —nuntey(line 8) with vowel
elongation, which indexes provision of backgroumiimation (Y. Park, 1999). After the
teacher's go-ahead-markingy‘yes’ (line 9) and the ensuing long pause (line, I0hn
resumes his turn in line 11 by launching yocumewadays’ as the time frame.
Subsequently, he gives information regarding hisvodkers as a reason for his last minute
preparation in lines 14-16 usirggetun The way in which John uses thikeetunutterance to

build an invincible ground in order to defend hithgy giving information within his
219



epistemic territory is notable. He gives more infation about his co-workers, describing
them in lengthy detail in his next turn in lines 1@ and 18-21. In lines 24 and 26-27 John
additionally provides background information abbumself that he is a full time worker in
contrast to co workers who work part time. Thenphee again projects a turn witketun
(lines 35-36) in defending himself by giving de¢gilinformation that highlights the
unavoidability of covering others’ work shifts.

That is, facing a delayed and minimal responsespleaker refutes the proposed
identity of delinquent and pursues the recipiefugher support by elaborating his claim
using—ketun In rejecting the prior speaker’s claim, the setepeaker may evoke his or her
personal information in the realm of epistemic autly and, therefore, threaten the basis of
the prior speaker’s assessment (Heritage & Raynm20@h). The speaker’s extension of prior
assertions and the recipient’s construction ofgreeing turn are observed through the
teacher’'s immediate response in line 37.

Intermediate.The following two extracts from intermediate stutdimteractions display

similar sequential places in whiefketuncould but does not occur.

Extract 5.19. Sue: High standards for boys

44 Jenny: # %72 ((points at so0)) looks like her standards

45 are really high?

46 Sue: phhhh:

47 Teacher: °S1° HiE Fo] Eole? Fol ¥olr?

48 Sue: olY[ & ((waves hand))

49 Jenny: [ 1 Fola

50 Teacher: el

51 Sue: ~ o}y < if you see my ex boyfriends, QF Fola

52 ALL: ((laugh))

44 Jenny:  mwe-cyo? ((points at Sue)) looks like h er standards

what-COMM:POL

45 are really high?
What's it? Looks like her standards are really high?

46 Sue: phhhh
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47 Teacher: °um:® po-nun nwun-i noph-ayo? nwun-i n oph-ayo?
see-ATTR eye-NOM high-POL eye-NOM high-POL
Um... Her stands are high? High standards?

48 Sue: ani-[yo ((waves hand))
no-POL
No.
49 Jenny [cincca noph-ayo
really high-POL
Really high.
50 Teacher: neyey:
yes
| see.
51 Sue: - ani-yo if you see my ex boyfriends, an noph-ayo
no-POL NEG high-POL

No, if you see my ex boyfriends, | don‘t have high standards.

52 ALL: ((laugh))

Here, the students are talking about whether trmyldvike to do household chores
when they marry. The students are told to repar @ther’s views to other class members
after having shared their opinions. Prior to thigact, Jenny presents Sue’s desire to have a
rich husband to hire a house maid and so not toyaiyout doing house chores. In lines 44-
45, Jenny points at Sue with her finger and prav@e assessment in English on Sue’s high
standards. This assessment regarding the inteologytersonal preference involves a
morally delicate matter and runs the risk of bearfgce-threatening action (Brown &
Levinson, 1987). Sue’s reaction with a gust of legin the following turn (line 46) signals
the upcoming disaffiliative action. In line 47, tteacher projects a question in the next line
by rephrasing Jenny’s prior turn in Korean. Thigsfion works as a confirmation seeking,
which is evidenced by Sue’s (line 48) and Jennie (49) following responses at opposite
poles; Sue explicitly rejects Jenny’s assessmepragucing “No” along with an embodied
action of waving her hand. On the other hand, Jemayades her original assessment by

adding an emphatic intensifier adveibcca‘really’ in line 49. In the next turn, Sue once
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again refutes the suggested identity of a perstémwgh standards (line 51). This is the
sequential place wheréetuncould have been employed. Facing a repeated megati
evaluation from an interlocutor towards her, Suendds herself in the second turn by giving
very personal information regarding her ex-boyftienAs this information delivered in an
account giving falls exclusively within the spedkarpistemic domain;ketunis highly
anticipated to be used in this specific positioowdver, she uses an unmarked feym In
response to S’s turn of disagreement, other ppatitts respond with laughter in line 52. The
following Extract 5.20 displays another case of-eoourrence ofketunin accomplishing

defensive detailing in an intermediate-level stuglenteraction.

Extract 5.20. Ron: Cost sharing for a date

01 Ron: well, AS() #H- ALdE=(2)  AA IF7}

02 um:  oF, ¢ U= "Anta - e A

03 A7kuh 3 ok glol e,

04 Teacher: e

05 Ron: ah  2d° Wi Ax ¢ro} ¢rolx Yjof HojQ,

06 Ken: hahaha

07 Teacher: o AR gkoki=d ok $lejgar?

08 Ron: U]

09 Teacher: Ne?2> 17k Ygtal d@o]8? ofH: X

10 ek & A 22 k=

11 Ron: = >nonono< oAk WF7F WiEhal gloj Q.

12 ALL: ((laugh))

13 Teacher: U = gloeyrt YUrk g 1go]8r=

14 Ron: - = d AR FE ARG £ Wol K- XX dog.

15 Teacher: o}

16 Ron: aefA AL @ ok el s

17 Teacher: ofol: ¥ AskS T oW

01 Ron: well, cheum(.) chem- cheum-ey-nun (.2) yeca chinkwu-ka
first time first time-at-TOP girl fr iend-NOM

02 um: a, an nay-to toyn-tako hay-ss-hay-ss-nuntey ka-Iswulok

NEG pay-okay-QT do-PST do-PST-CIRCUM go-the mo re
03 cey-ka uh hangsang nay-ya tway-ss-eyo.

I-NOM always pay-should-PST-POL
Well, first, at first my girlfriend told me | didn’t have to pay but overtime, |, uh, had to
pay all the time.
04 Teacher: kulay-yo?
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like that-POL

Really?

05 Ron: ah kuntey nay-ko siph-ci anha anha-to nay- ya tway-ss-eyo.
but pay- want- NEG-still pay-shou Id-PST-POL
Ah, but | had to pay (even) when | didn't want to.

06 Ken: hahaha

07 Teacher: nay-ko siphci anha-ss-nuntey nay-ya twa y-SS-eyo?

pay- want- NEG-PST-CIRCUM pay-should-PST-POL
You had to pay, even though you didn’t want to?

08 Ron: ney.
yes
Yes.
09 Teacher: way-yo? >kunikka< nay-lako hay-ss-eyo? animyen: waynci
way-POL so pay-QT do-PST-POL or somehow
10 nay-ya toy-l kes kath-un kule-n=

pay- should-think-ATTR that-ATTR
How come? So, she told you to pay? Or was it a situation where you felt like you had
to...?

11 Ron: => nonono <yeca chinkwu-ka nay-lako hay-ss-eyo.
girl friend-NOM pay-QT do-PST-POL
Nonono. My girlfriend told me to pay.

12 ALL: ((laugh))
13 Teacher: naton eps-unikka ni-ka nay-la kulay-ss-eyo?=
I money not exist-because you-NOM pay-IMP like th at-PST-POL
She said, “Since | don't have money, you pay.”?
14 Ron: - =kuntey yeca chinkwu-nun ce-pota ton manhi mos m os pel-eyo.
but girl firned-TOP I-than money a lot NEG NEG earn-POL

But my girlfriend doesn‘t make as much money as | do.
15 Teacher: a::

16 Ron: kulayse cey-ka hangsang nay-ya hay-ss-eyo.
so |-NOM always pay-should-PST-POL
So that’s why | always had to pay.

17 Teacher: aa:

While having a discussion on cost sharing for & th@tween unmarried couples, one
of the students, Ron, presents his personal exmerieith his Korean girlfriend. In lines 1-3,
he reports that he did not have to pay at the dtegge of their relationship but afterwards, he

had to pay all the time. Upon the teacher’s ackedgment in line &k(lay-y@®@ ‘Really?’),
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Ron makes an additional comment that he had tepey on the occasions that he did not
want to (line 5). This comment causes Ken'’s laugintéine 6. In addition, the teacher
initiates a follow-up question for clarification @it whether the girlfriend forced him to pay
or he just felt that he should pay (lines 7-9). bplee question, Ron gives an immediate
negative answer in an overt manner by repeatinf three times with sudden increases of
speed and volume in line 10 and provides an anghaéthe girlfriend told him to pay. This
direct explanation of the personal matter agairseaulaughter by other participants in line 12.
The teacher launches another follow-up questidmé13, formulating it as reported speech
and voicing Ron’s girlfriend in a comical manne$ifice | don’t have money, you pay.”).
Even though Ron himself has contributed considgratbtonstructing his
girlfriend’s identity up to this point, the facerffatening (although comical) air becomes
maximized at this point through other participanbét construction of a playful atmosphere.
In addition, the teacher’s repetition of her pgoestion in lines 13 is constructed and heard
as a challenge. At this point, when his face issk{ he launches a contrastive markentey
in line 14, foreshadowing the upcoming disalignm@htPark, 1999). He then provides a
defensive account of the reason for the girlfrisahavior. Note that this information is
highly personal, so no one present can make couaf#tens to it. Given the sequential place,
action import, and high level of exclusivity of theoposed information;ketuncould be
expected to occur here. However, Ron uses an urt&km—ya Ron’s nonuse cfketun
seems to be grounded in two factors: languagedesirtinguistic dysfluency and the
management of a delicate issue. The intermediatiests’ interactions in this section offer
rich examples for discussion on how L2 speakengjlistic underdevelopment and

interactional delicacies result in pauses, repet#i and hesitation markers (Y. Kim, 2003).
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5.5.2 Common domain: Disagreeing by proposing donispecific information

This section discusses another way of deployketunutterances to project a
disaffiliative stance in second position. This nfeketuamarked utterances is associated
with the speaker’s endeavors to attack earlienddiy an interlocutor that the speaker finds
problematic by reference to the speaker's domagtifip knowledge or expertise. Therefore,
occurrences ofketunindex that the speaker has a relatively strongcandident grasp of the
matter in questionThis is precisely what occurs in the following cégen an advanced
students’ classroom interactions.
AdvancedlIn Extract 5.21 below, students are engaged irbatderegarding division of

house chores between married couples accordingtone.

Extract 5.21. Amy: Jobs in Hawalii

01 Ron: °Ok.° uh:: Y-er ((shakes right hand)) ofujj e}
02 G Fo 3 AlgHo]:(.3) like i

03 3IAbE Bt aL(2) = O3JAE, 3|ARAA ofF

04 SAEH)  AL:like  Fol(.7) °like®

05 LEAEek: YA Yol qlike H YA

06 > Algrol< b A& ((drops head))

07 afjoF ghrpar Azbaf Q.= QhstH 1 Abghol

08 ((gazing at Wendy and Amy)) Holl A g

09 H & Ade.clikee  1:(4)> olFAE< ¢t Far
10 FREC AbE A FZota e ofuwA Bzt ar

11 (3.0)

12 Amy: ZU() Lol thEw:(4) like(.2) AR 2(.3)

13 °](.) public(.3) Assu() A E]

14 SHA FAAEY =& 9 AA HAER?

15 (.2)

16 Ron: °  auEstw AAdol: ? ¢ EH Qe

17 Amy: Oh, umm I5stu() HAALELS° A7|°

18 > M ac SANRTI) =S o AlA ¥AER?

19 Ron: [ of:: o}

20 Amy: a"n W oEgA & Avke? drYEn(3)

21 do] B FoeHA| =o] ¢ Focdare

22 Ron: A= like, gk o], ghdHo] HFRo]H:(.2) uh:

23 like = like =1 HE(2)  F97:(4)

24 Arztol glthar > A zhalA] wh<=like like

25 ghd gk o] Ralojw:  FA 38X vhike

26 HHser>  oplel HH< Foll b AFE](.2)

27 A3FA] ekt (12) > A3EA] oFo W< like (2) 1 F <tk
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28
29

11

12 Amy:

13

14

15

16 Ron:

17 Amy:

18

19 Ron:

20 Amy:

21

22 Ron:

23

24

25

26

o]}« ::(.3) like(.3) L Akelubh 3) > RSk S<
° glopgttiar A7k RE o). ((laugh))

((lines 1-10: Transcript not shown here.))

Wife, um, one among wife and husband, like always goes to work and work in the
company for long time like he or she doesn’t stay at home for long time, then, | think
the other person should do house chores. If not, what does that person does at home?
Is she or he gonna live for free? What do you think?

(3.0)
kuntey(.) il-i talu-myen::(.4) like(.2) s asilun(.3)
but work-NOM different-COND actually

e(.) public(.3) kotunghakkyo(.) sensayngnim-tul -i
high school teacher-PL-NOM

—pesu wuncensa-pota ton-ul te cek-key pel-ketun-yo?
bus driver-than money-ACC more less-ADV earn-KE TUN-POL
But if the jobs are different, actually, uh, teachers in public high school make less
money than bus drivers, you know.

(:2)
°kotunghakkyo sensayngnim-i:ney? an tul-ly e-yo::°
high school teacher-NOM yes NEG listen-PSV-P oL
High school teacher is...Pardon? | can’t hear you.
Oh, umm kotunghakkyo(.) sensayngnim-tul-un °ceki®
—>ppesu< wuncensa-pota(.3) ton-ul te cek-[key pel— ketun -yo?
bus driver-than money-ACC more less-ADV earn -KETUN-POL
Oh, umm high school teachers make less money then bus drivers.
[a:a:
kulem:: ku ttayn ettehkey ha-l ke-n-ka-yo? il-pota-nun::(.3)
then that when how do-PROS thing-ATTR-Q-POL work -than-TOP
il-i  te cwungyoha-ci ton-i te cwun gyo°hay-yo?°
work-NOM more important-COMM money-NOM more impor tant-POL

What would you do then? Job... Money is more important than the job?

ce-nun:: like, macpeli, macpeli pwupwu-imy en::(.2) uh:
I-NOM double income double income coupld-COND

like ton: like ton:: pe-nun:(.2) kumayk?::(.4)
money money earn-ATTR amount

sangkwan-i eps-tako >sayngkakha-ciman<=like like
correlate-NOM not exist-QT  think-but

macpel macpeli pwupwu-imyen:: mwu-kwankyeyha-ci man like
double income couple-COND not-relate-but: CON N
namphyen:: er >anay-wa namphyen< cwungey han sa lam-i(.2)
husband wife-and husband among one person- NOM
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27

28

29

ilha-ci anh-ko:(.2) >ilha-ci anh-umyenc< like (2 ) ku cipan-ey

work-NEG-CONN work-NEG-COND that house-at
ipacihal::(.3) like(.3) ku cipan-ey:: uhh (3) > cipanil-ul<
contribute that house-at housework -ACC
°hay-yahan-tako sayngkak:® molu-keyss-eyo ((lau gh))

do-should-QT think do not know-DCT:RE-POL
I, like, I think if husband and wife both working, money... like, | think the amount of
money doesn’t matter, but ,like, one of them doesn’t work, if one of them doesn’t
work, what can he or she contribute for the house... like, house... like, the house
chores.. I dunno.

Ron makes an assertion that the one who work$tass with less income should do

more house chores, as he or she has more timaytb@me in lines 1-10. After the

subsequent three-seconds long pause in line 11,lAnmghes a disjunctive markeuntey

(line 12), which foreshadows upcoming disagreenénPark, 1999). Amy breaks off her

following utterance “if the job is different” in éhmiddle (line 12), and then provides

examples of ‘different jobs’ in the following utirces (lines 12-14). In line 12, Amy

produces some markers displaying perturbation bejing concrete examples such as

pauses, elongation of the word, and fillers. Amtrese, an adverkasilun‘actually’ in line

12 signals the upcoming information. Subsequehtihgy gives information about two

different jobs’ different incomes in Hawai'i, usig-ketunutterance with rising intonation

(lines 13-14).

Worthy of attention is the use eketun(line 14). The speaker shows her disagreeing

stance without delivering explicit negatively vated expressions. As a person who has

grown up in Hawai'‘i, she claims more knowledge rega the matter in her projection of

disagreement. Amy provides counter informationeiri2-14) by giving the example that

bus drivers’ income is higher than high school keas’, which implies that driving a bus is

easier to do than teaching high school studenis.i$levidenced by her following turn in

lines 20-21 (“Is money more important than the jo@hrough this informing usingketun
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Amy successfully makes a counter-argument to Roaisn that income does not tell
everything about a job. After a small pause in libe Ron addresses a problem in
understanding the part aftestunghak.kyo sensayngniahigh school teacher’ and initiates
a repair in line 16. In response, Amy repeats hier purn using-ketun giving emphasis on
‘bus driver’ (lines 17-18). Ron immediately showes nevised understanding by producing
the realization tokeah followed by an-ketunutterance (line 19). Like the change-of-state
tokenoh in English (Heritage, 1984b), Roraé here also embodies a claim that the recipient
has undergone a cognitive change from unknowirkgnéaing. After securing Ron’s
understanding, Amy then challenges Ron by projgditurn in the form of a yes-no
question in lines 20-21. This question appear®twey strong reversed polarity assertions,
thereby displaying the epistemic stance of the lggre@oshik, 2005). It may be heard as
implying that the assertions conveyed by the gaestare common knowledge.

Extract 5.22 below is another case in point. Ia éxtract, the students are discussing
the presidential election in the United Statesoo the extract, one of the students, Ko,
presents his personal opinion on Barack Obamahibkaiolitical career is not long enough
compared to the other candidates. The extractadisgbun’s contrasting opinion in response

to Ko.

Extract 5.22. Sun: Presendential candidates

15 Sun: upat A= ol A() o MER() oAl mEZeA()

16 olAl BR() oAl BEel Atk AbgtEol

17 O e- el

18 Ko: u] el

19 Sun: a5 2"EA Fdo] () e

20 SO AES.

21 Ko: H|[ ol

22 Sun: [ F%3] AFRANE SEa ol T

23 Ko: Yl o]

15 Sun: obama ssi-nun ikhey:(.)e saylow-un(.) icey pakkath-eyse(.)
VOC-NOM like this-DM new-ATTR DM out side-at
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16 icey kyenghem(.)icey kyenghem-i eps-tako salam- tul-i
DM experience DM experience-NOM not exist-QT per son-PL-NOM

17 kule- nun -- ha-nuntey¢,
like that-ATTR do-CIRCUM

Mr. Obama is like... umm... new... now from the outside... like people say that he is
not experienced

18 Ko: neyey
yes
Yes.
19 Sun: kulaytwu: kulehkey kyenghem-i eps-nun(.)pwu n-un
but like that experience-NOM not exist-ATTR perso n:HON
20 —ani- ketun -yo.

NEG-KETUN-POL
But he’s not such an inexperienced person, you know.

21 Ko: ney[ey
yes
| see.
22 Sun: [chwungpwunhi sikhako-eyse-to hwaltong ha-sin pwun-ikwu
sufficiently Chicago-at-also active-HON per son:HON-CONN
He has been politically active in Chicago and
23 Ko: neyey
yes

| see.

In the beginning of this extract (lines 15-17), Saoapitulates Ko’s earlier negative
evaluation of Obama as background information,gitiie quotative formtakoand-nuntey
(Y. Park, 1999). After Ko’s acknowledgment (line),L8un projects counter information in
lines 19-20 usingketun Her disaffiliative stance is also signaled byoatcastive topical
marker—un (line 19). Note that this information about Obamgdditical background is not a
type of knowledge that the speaker has direct adcesHowever, the speaker forms it in that
way by deploying theketunutterance. This use eketuncorresponds to one eketuris
functions discussed by K. Kim (2010). While tacglitne validity of Ko’s claim by giving
counter information with theketunutterance, Sun also makes a conversational move to
mitigate the assertive force of her prior utteranog producing hedges with the use of

kulayto‘nevertheless, still’ and a delimit&ulehkeythat much’ in line 19. The use eketun
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among these hedges is outstanding in that thennafbon delivered with theketunutterance

is constructed in such a way to evoke the speakernsexpertise, and therefore threaten the
basis of the prior speaker’s epistemic authoritgr{tdge & Raymond, 2005).
Intermediate.The following two examples are from the same clamsr discussion regarding
the division of house chores between married workiouples. Both extracts display
comparable sequential development to the extremts the advanced-level students in that
they challenge the prior speaker’s claim by prappsiomain-specific information. However,
their utterances are not marked wiltetun Instead, they employ alternative resources such
as the unmarked formyo, codeswitching to English, or nonuse of any sezgeanding—that
is, grammatically incomplete sentences. Anothererfound in both extracts is participants’
bald rejection of the base of the interlocutoram without mitigation, which resulted in a
rather quarrelsome debate. The following extrapgigicularly interesting in that an
intermediate-level student brings up preciselystéime example as Amy, the advanced

student in Extract 5.21, to refute the basis ofpher speaker’s claim.

Extract 5.23. Jenny: Good example

62 Jenny: oh yeah! for example, FL2 4 ¥
63 2 AN, A olE AAY.

64 oh,oh:: AAd. XAALL gu t=d
65 B2 &4 >whatever,<  SRAAE, stu ¢h:
66 - gyed & ¢ ¥l then what! oh::

67 a8 JolA 7k 43, JolA 7 43

68 Ao 4 #F? 2 F{+ 47t F?
69 Sue: o] o] what what who's making more money?

70 Jenny: .

62 Jenny: oh yeah! for example, coh-un yey! namphyen-un

good-ATTR example husband-TOP

63 pesu wuncensa-ko, ca. anay-nun sensayngnim.
bus driver-and DM wife-TOP teacher
Oh yeah! Forexample, a good example! The husband is a bus driver. The wife is a
teacher.

64 oh, oh::sensayngnim. sensayngnim-un hakkyo tani-nun tey
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teacher teacher-TOP school attend-CIRC UM

65 pesu wuncen >whatever,< wuncensa-nun, hakkyo an::
bus drive driver-TOP school NEG
66 - tani-nuntey ton te pel-e! Then what! oh::

attend-CIRCUM money more earn-IE
Oh, Oh. Teacher. The teacher goes to school and the bus driver, whatever, doesn’t go
to school but they make more money. Then what. Oh.

67 kulem cip-eyse nwuka il-hay, cip-eyse nwuka il hay
then house-at who:NOM work-IE house-at who:NOM wo rk do:IE

Then who does the housework? Who works at home?

68 Jenny: sensayngnime-i il-ul kwantw-e? kuliko cipanil-man ha y?
teacher-TOP work-ACC quit-IE and housework-only d o:lE
Should the teacher quit her job? And just do the housework? Oh, oh, what what.

69 Sue: ee what what who’s making more money?

70 Jenny: namphyen.
husband
The husband.

Preceding this extract, one of the students, &geled that the person with less
income should do more house chores. Based on deugtion of “oh” three times, along
with codeswitching to English in lines 62, 64, && Jenny’s turn is largely divided into
three parts: (1) a pre-disagreement move: sheduates an example (lines 62-63); (2)
disagreement: a detailed description of the praphesample (lines 64-66); (3) upgraded
disagreement: a direct challenge in the form afi@stjon (lines 66-68). This extract begins
with Jenny’s confrontation of Sue. To assert heitpm that income should not be the only
criteria for who does the house chores, Jenny ptesmain-specific information about
jobs in Hawai‘i from line 62 to line 70, just likkemy did in Extract 5.21. Jenny’s turn and
Sue’s following uptake show that the conversatienatops into an aggravated discussion
marked by the intimate speech style, codeswitctorignglish, and amplified volume and
emphatic stress throughout Jenny’s turn. In lineJéany starts out her turn by producing a
change-of-state token “oh” and “yeah” with emphatiess. She then indicates that the
relevant example will be forthcoming by saying “Batample” along with self praise that the
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example is a good one. In line 63, Jenny introdacesse of a couple with two different jobs:
a bus driver and a teacher. After a second proaluct the change-of state-token “oh” in line
64 she gives contrasting descriptions of the tvbs jdines 64-66).

Here is the sequential place wheketunis expected to be used, as Amy did in
Extract 5.21. Against the prior speaker’s claine, tarrent speaker calls on a dichotomized
version of jobs in Hawai'‘i to accomplish disagre@mé his information is within a specific
domain of expertise, and therefore is presentedvearrant for the disaffiliative move.
However, Jenny, an intermediate student, doesmptay —ketunbut finishes the TCU with
an unmarked forme{line 66). The ways in which Jenny directly chatles Sue in the next
turn in the form of questions is also worthy okatton (line 67). Grammatically affirmative
yes/no questions are regularly used in a wide tsaakcontexts, both as challenges to the
recipient’s actions or as challenges to prior tsshik, 2005; K. Yoon, 2006). In response
to these questions, Sue initiates a repair requgeatclarification of Jenny’s example.

In the following extract from the same conversaiio Extract 4.30, three possible
sequential positions ferketunare identified, in all of whickketunis not used, and instead
three different alternative forms occur: (1) an amnked endingyo, (2) nonprovision of any
alternative, and (3) a causalikka Before this extract begins, S argues that a pensit
less income should just quit his or her job andh@gohousework to support the other, because

higher income implies a higher level of professiwmma.

Extract 5.24 (Reproduced from Extract 4.30) Jei@lganing cow’s poo

088 Jenny:  okay. 1 (.5) like (.8) A o 3 AL A= ()
089 = ] @o] ¥ Aleo]7}>°professional job° o| %<
090 = 17 443 not always. (.3) g <F

091 - Z2#je=0]7(.2) like(.)° o] S ()

092 2FN(4) 98

093 Sue: what?(.) ewww ((laughs))

094 ALL: ((laugh))

095 CL: how XXX et
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096 Jenny:  no! not ek i

097 Sue: as a job.
098 Jenny: yeah! ((looks at CL))
099 Sue: yeah |
100 ALL: ((laughing))
101 Jenny: - 1A A1) FZi=job.= oY, (.7) like (2)
102 ((looks at the teacher)) =712 (1.5) o} 71(.2)
103 TH=7]. () Okay?
104 ALL: ((laughing))
105 Sue: what do you mean:: making elephant’s XXX?
106 Jenny:  —yeah! you put it in! okay? oA gA o#(2) 4
107 (.3) ((laughs)) olUzt, (2)  ZHl(.2) what if()
108 HARRRE § olErbol B A=
109 ol (2) & AlZtel(2) dl ¥4 tless 3.
110 =he is just sell. g A% A 9= AL
111 is like > 4= o #ol st=d = o A4
112 Huyzhlike 1 FHotoll Eo1Z w () like (.)
113 2% A Ao/l § 95 71doHs)
114 like that does make sense.
88 Jenny: okay. 1 (.5) like (.8) ce:::e sue-ci sayngkak-eyse-nun: (.)
DM VOC think-at-TOP
89 ton te manhi pe-nun salam-ika >°professio nal job°i-cyo<
money more a lot earn-ATTR person-NOM COP-COMM: POL
20 =ku-ke:: solcikhi not always. (.3) hangsang an
that-thing frankly always NEG
91 - kulay-yo= ikhey(.2) like(.)°yeyi tulmyen (1)
like that-POL like this  for example
92 so ttong!(.4) chiwe-yo.
COw poo clean-POL

Okay. Like, Sue you think that the person who makes more money has a professional
job, right? But actually, that’s not always true. Like, for example, let’s say he cleans

cow’s poo.
93 Sue: what?(.) ewww ((laughs))
94 ALL: ((laugh))
95 CL: how XXX cipanil
housework

How housework
96 Jenny: no! not cipanil: il!
housework work
No! not housework, job!
97 Sue: as ajob.

98 Jenny: yeah! ((looks at CL))

99 Sue: yeah |
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100 ALL:

101 Jenny:

102

103

104 ALL:

105 Sue:

106 Jenny:

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

((laughing))

—ku-ke cincca(.) himtu-nun job.=animyen, (.7) like (2)
that-thing really tired-ATTR or

((looks at the teacher)) khokkili:: (1.5) ayki (-2)
elephant baby

mantul-ki. (.) okay?
make-NML

Like, that’s a really tough job. Or like making elephants have offspring (elephant
reproduction). Okay?

((laughy)
what do you mean:: making elephant’s XXX?

—yeah! you put it in! okay? ku-ke tikey elyewu-n(.2 )il
that-thing very difficult-ATTR work

(-3) ((laughs)) i-nikka, (.2) kuntey(.2) what if(.)
COP-because but

tta-n salam-un mwe alupaithu-hay-se sip-pwul

other-ATTR person-TOP DM part time job-do-and 10- dollar
pat-a. (.2) han sikan-ey.(.2) kuntey il-ul te | ess hay.

get-IE  one hour-per  but work-ACC mor e do
=he is just sell. kuntey so ttong chiwu-nun sa lam

but cow poo clean-ATTR person

is like >il-ul te manhi ha-nuntey ton te cek-key
work-ACC more a lot do-CIRCUM money more le ss-ADV
pe-nikkan like ku cip an-ey tuleka-I ttay (. ) like (.)
earn-because that house inside-at come in-when
so ttong chiwu-nun salam-ika te himt u-l ke- canh-a(.8)
cow poo clean-ATTR person-NOM more tired-PROS-CAN H-1E

like that does make sense.
Yeah! You put it in! Okay? It's a really hard job, but you earn a lot of money for that.
Okay, that’s, really worrisome. But what if the other person is a part-timer who makes
$10 an hour and works less, all he does is just sell. But because the person who cleans
up cow poo works more but makes less, he/she must be so much more tired when
he/she gets home, right? Like that, does make sense?

This segment begins with Jenny’s challenge tow&tdss argument (lines 88-91) by

providing the upshot of Sue’s prior claim usingoantnittal—ci. Explicit challenge on that

upshot of the claim is immediately followed in Esyl (line 90: “not always”), then soon

changed to Korean (lines 90-3iansang an kulayymot always’). This is the first place
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where—ketunis expected to occur, in that J provides speeit@mples of different jobs with
different incomes that fall within her domain ofarmation in the following utterance.
However, Jenny employs an unmarked feiyo (line 91).

In line 92, Jenny offers a detailed descriptiorlefning up cow’s excrement. This
encounters an objection by Sue whose disagreeséninched straightforwardly without
any hesitation, by means of “what” along with latggtand the emotive tokewu::in line
93, of which the intonation and final vowel stretaie produced in an exaggerated manner.
After a few lines of a side sequence on clarifytimg example of the job (lines 95-100), Jenny
gives an evaluative comment on the job in line T01s is the second place whe#leetun
can take place. As the job of cleaning up aninedstement is suggested by herself, an
assessment of it is also in the speaker’s epistdonitain. However, she finishes her turn
with a nominalized formki (line 103) without drawing upon any sentence-egdiuffix.

Subsequently, in lines 101-103, Jenny brings uphemanade-up example of a job:
making elephants’ offspring. Sue’s subsequentaitiin of repair by asking for a clarification
shows an elevated disaffiliative stance (line T@fat do you mean:: making elephant’s
XXX?"). In response, Jenny once again gives ansassent that it is a hard job in line 106.
This is the last sequential place wheketuncould be used to claim the speaker’s epistemic
primacy given the fact that the example is devisgthe speaker herself. Jenny, however,
deploys a causalnikka(line 107). In the following utterance, Jenny pd®s a contrasting
example of an easy job with more income.

The three-ketunutterances discussed in Extracts 5.24 all delifermation over
which the questioner has greater claim to knowleddber because the information concerns
something about which the speaker has an accesgasdise of certain domains or which the

speaker herself has invented. Although the employmkalternative forms other thafketun
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did not lead to any demonstrable orientation tiyithe participants, it seems to result in
more challenges from interlocutors.
5.5.3 Summary: Use and nonuse oketunin second position

In this section, we have observed Korean L2 spsaliee and nonuse eketunin
second position, where second language speak&@rean deliver disagreeing actions
including defensive detailing and disagreement. gitaetices of different speakers with
different language proficiencies doing the sam@aatere compared. The following Table
5.2 summarizes the use and nonuseketunin second position in terms of the level of
epietemic primacy claimed by students at two défiferproficiency levels.

Table 5.2. Types of information and level of exolasess of information proposed by
ketunutterances in second position

Sequential position: Second position

Action: Disagreement

Level of Extract number

Type of knowledge

exclusiveness Adv. Inter Use
High 5.18 0
Personal ground
5.19-20 X
5.21-22 0
Common domain
5.23-24 X

Low

The analysis illustrates that while the advancedestts demonstrate the ability to
claim epistemic primacy in complex ways throughake of-ketunin their disaligning
actions, the second language speakers at a low#cipncy level deploy different linguistic
resources in the plae&ketunis expected to be used. The usewkkainstead of-ketunand
nonprovision of a connective in a slot where gxpected to occur were observed as the
main characteristics of intermediate-level studetata. In consequence, intermediate
students’ turns seem to face more challenges fnbenlocutors.
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5.6

The use of-ketunin third position shows a pattern similar to thse wf -eanh-in
third position, as discussed in Chapter 4: (clajdidagreement)}-ketunsuffixed counter-
challenge). The turn of disagreement wiltetunappears in the third position in response to
an interlocutor’s challenge towards the speakempyiding relevant information using-a
ketunutterance, the speaker marks the interlocutordl@hge as groundless and re-affirms
his or her own position. More generally, all thitains with—ketundeny the validity of prior
disagreement from interlocutors and retrospectivefissert the speakers’ epistemic primacy

over the proposed information (Heritage, 1984b,220)0The following figure 5.4 shows the

The use of-ketunin third position: From reaffirmation to enlighten ment

sequential positions where third turketunutterances have been identified.

First position

Speaker 1
Claim

Second position

Speaker 2
Dispreferred action
(Challenge/Disagreement)

!

Third position

Speaker 1
Challenge/Defense

242 U8l ¥Hd S ol= ol X YAAT 2AE
A2 Fo d v FE U 25 U+ 2 Zota.
There will be some children who regret their
behavior through physical punishments but

they can behave worse in the opposite way.

ofo] S5 wWiT A ZtEA of Att= H8d
A5AA H=ot 3= 2 Zog.

The teacher’s obligatory attitude make them feel the need

to discipline these children (by physical punishment).

2l Z Zo] A4 A= tistA ot

ofo] =2 & 5 vt oA =87
But I think children can learn without

physical punishment. <:|

Figure 5.4. —ketumn third position
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The examples demonstrate th&ketunis used as a vehicle to resist the basis of
disagreement. The speaker denies the backbone oftédrlocutor’s disagreement and alters
the course of the claim to the agenda initiallylgethe speaker.

5.6.1 Reaffirming initial claim with —ko saynggakhata

The use ofketunin combination with the expressioke-saynggakhatd think that’

is the first pattern that is associated with the ofs-ketunin third position from advanced-

level students’ data. The following Figure 5.5 skadihe sequential position of this practice.

Turn 1 Turn 2 Turn 3

( ot W ( St A ( Speaker 1 w
Speaker 1 Speaker 2
L Claim J - L Disagreement

mm) | Reassertion of the
claim in turn 1

@ + —I:E sayngkakhata

N

Figure 5.5.Use of—ketunin third position with—ko saynggakhata

When the initial claim is disagreed with by itsigent, the speaker reasserts her or
his initial claim in the third position using-&etunutterance with ko saynggakhatavhich
publicly displays the speaker’s internal state.oligh this reassertion, the action projected
with the—ketunutterance is a request for a revised understarafihgs or her claim from the
interlocutors. A similar development of sequencals® identified in intermediate-level
students’ interactions without the use-&ktun To explore this phenomenon, let us begin
with Extract 5.25 below from an advanced level shud’ interaction.

Advanced.This extract offers a case in which the combingel af final-ketunand the
expression ko saynggakhataerve as a vehicle for reaffirming an initial ofan third turn

position.
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Extract 5.25. Daisy: Corporal punishment

44 Daisy:

45
46
47
48
49

50
51 Ariel:

52 Daisy:

53
54
55 John:

56 Daisy:

57
58
59

82 John:
83

84
85

86 Daisy:

87
88
89
90 Hana:
91
92
93

51 Ariel:

52 Daisy:

53

54

55 John:

56 Daisy:

0 od gL 2dE Qe RS dhe
NEE AAMAR 2 AFl(.2)
> OAE A< vy Folli() Zm> BEA< Y
WEE U4 £ Q) v Aol I
A Zeet=1 2 HFolle>Bdoyric 1
T QA Y e ZEL 1
[ R = =] et = I == ) )

((nods))
oo A & 2o ofxby] whs | Heky
s B vk o Ao 8,
o R A gjzket Ho] wh=

°© o

o uE() BlebdaA wESE> g F e
Us A Fofac<
((clears throat)) O 1S Bz
o A Ado] e 7
((lines omitted))
A =R A o]/ ofo]lES Zity TFE A of
Aok 29 A8 T1n(.2)
ARl H=TE e A 2% e
()
gl I o] AlAA AE () =
b« eFobFr ofolE2 ul- of: ()
S0 HlE o dval s st A=<
e A= Qld. 2FEERE
i Al AZelEe (3) el() i
AAE(2) ol AT 17 A& ()
uhm <F &= () °l;
(.4) > = A<< Zel() &>

((lines 44-50 Transcriptions not presented here))

Umm there will be some kids who regret their behavior through physical punishments
but in that situation...after experiencing that... what is it? | think it can influence them
to move towards the wrong path. When they get hit the first time around, because of
the fear they have, they would be more inclined to listen to their teachers and not
misbehave, right?

((nods))
kuntey kyey:::sok mac-umyen echaphi macu- | ke-ntey mwe ha-le
mal-ul tut-kwu iss-na: kule-n sayngkak-ulo inha Y1

te nappu-n cis hay-kackwu ttokkathi mac-nuntey
But if they are continuously hit, they will start to think, ‘What’s the whole point of
listening? I'm going to get hit anyway.’ And those thoughts will derive misconduct,
which will result to the same amount of hitting (physical punishment).

°ah- °

te nappu-n(.)cis-ha-myense ppittwu-lwu >n aka-l swu-to
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57 iss-ul kes kath-ayyo<
I think the more they get hit, the more likely they will walk the wrong path.

58 John: ((clears throat))kule-n myen-ul pwa-kackwu
that-ATTR aspect-ACC see-CONN

59 te kwakyek-han cheypel-i nao-nun ke kath-ayyo ()
more extreme-ATTR punishment-TOP come out-ATTR seem -POL
I think more extreme punishments come out because of those aspects.

((lines omitted))

82 John: kulayse kwukminhakkyo-eyse ilen ai-tul-ul kacta kaluchy-eya
so elementary school-LOC this-ATTR children-PL-AC C teach
83 toynta-nun kulen sensayngnim-uy ku::::(.2)

should-ATTR that-ATTR teacher-GEN that

84 uymwucek-in thayto-ka iss-nun ke kath-ki-to hay -yo
obligatory attitude-TOP exist-ATTR seem-NML also- POL
So | think that’s why teachers in public elementary schools feel that it is their duty to
teach those types of kids.
85 ()
86 Daisy: kuntey kkok kwuti sincheycek chey pel:(.)lo
but certainly obstinately physical punishment b y
87 tayha-ci anha-twu: ai-tul-un pay-e: (.)
treat not necessary children-PL-TOP
88 - °paywu-l swu iss-tako >sayngkakha —ketun -yo¢ <’
learn can-QT think- KETUNPOL
89 ttalun kel-lo inhay. chotunghaksayng-tul-to

other thing by elementary school student-PL also
But you don't have to use physical punishment; I think kids can learn without it.
Elementary children can learn by other means.

90 Hana: um:: cey sayngkak-ey-to-yo,(.3) aph-ey(.) mac-ko:
I-GEN think-LOC also-POL front-LOC be beaten- CONN
91 sensayngnim(.2) aph-eyse-man kule-n cis-ul ( J)
teacher front-LOC only that-ATTR behavior-A CcC
92 uhm an ha-nun an ha-nun kes (.)i 1 (.4)

not do-ATTR not do-ATTR thing-TOP

93 >toy-nun ke< <kath.ay(.)yo.>
become-ATTR thing seem-POL
Umm... | also concur. The children will think to only act like they will behave in front of
the teachers, but when the teachers does not see them they will misbehave.
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This extract comes from the students’ debate omsthee of corporal punishment in
secondary school in South Korea. Prior to thisaetirone of the participants advocated
physical punishment, saying it provides young stislevho are less self-aware than adults
with more opportunity to self-reflect through pumsent. Subsequently, Daisy challenges
this view by arguing that physical punishment meagdpabout side effects such as violence
or juvenile delinquency even though it can app#actve at first (lines 44-57). The next
speaker, John, challenges Daisy’s prior opiniortistafrom line 58. John compares the
different educational environments in Korea andulseto support his claim (lines 58-84).
This is then immediately challenged by Daisy, whovjzles a disagreeing view, this time
with the use ofketun(lines 86-88). This use eketunin line 88 demonstrates complex
management of making an assertion in the third Deisy orients to a challenging stance by
beginning her third turn response with the uséefdisjunctive marketuntey(Y. Park,

1999) in line 86, which foreshadows her disaligniteyv. Subsequently, she presents her
opposing opinion usingketunthat even younger students can be disciplinedharavays
without involvement of corporal punishment (line) 88 summary, upon the interlocutor’s
disaligning actions (disagreement, challenge, amfrontation), the speaker reinforces her
claim by employing the suffixketun rather than the suffixkes kaththat she used in her
initial claim.—ketunis incorporated into the forrko sayngkakhatd think that’.This turn
construction in the action of disagreement showsttie conveyed information is exclusively
the speaker’s own-ketur) by attributing her assertion to her cognitiekd sayngkakhaja

In terms of information management, Daisy is oeenio the personal ground (her
cognitive status) of the information: in other werdhe demonstrates that this is information
that she has exclusive access to through her aemfiteming using-ketuncombined with-

ko sayngkakhataBy deploying a-ketunutterance along withko sayngkakhatdhe speaker
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rejects the proposed agenda of the interlocutothi®reason of its inappositeness. By
reaffirming what she initially claims, Daisy demararevised understanding of her claim
from the interlocutor and thus refutes the clainthef interlocutor. When accounting for this
type of assertion usingketun the speaker ties the assertion to the specitiatson that she

is in. In turn, the speaker orients to entitlemmntesisting the recipients’ understanding of
the speaker’s prior talk. Therefore, in this cadke,suffix—ketunmay be analyzed as a
resource for “reasserting” the epistemic claimhef speaker by resetting the agenda. By
using informing as an assertion, the speaker pesptigt she has knowledge that the
recipient lacks, which thereby represents a K+tmsrelative to a recipient’s K- position.
The suffix—ketuntogether with other turn-constructional resoursesh as-ko
sayngkakhatand quiet volume, work to decrease the strongefofache speaker’s
disagreement. In lines 90-93, another participaotigdes an agreeing opinion.
Intermediate.Intermediate students’ data exhibit similar segiaédevelopment with ko
saynggakhataThey orient to the interlocutor’s disagreemens@sething not valid by
reaffirming their position usingke saynggakhateHowever, in contrast to advanced students,
intermediate students show an absenceketunin third turns, along with a lack of hedging
devices, with the result that their assertionsodten bald challenges. Intermediate students’
nonuse of-ketunin third turns will be depicted in the followingid extracts. The following
sequence is comparable to that in Extract 5.25a&ndrred during a conversation in which
the class discusses a Korean newspaper articleearetent growth in the number of house

husbands in South Korea.

Extract 5.26. Steve: Full time housekeeper

01 Avriel: A e A Xd"é T4l el ow
02 *EWMW} A TR Aot
03 GRS

04 (2)
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05 Steve:
06 Ariel:

14 Steve:
15

16 Teacher:

41 Teacher:

42 Daisy:
43

44 Teacher:

45 Daisy:
46 John

47 Teacher:

48
49 Steve:
50

51 Teacher:

52 Steve:

01 Teacher:

02

03

04

05 Steve:

06 Ariel:

14 Steve:

15

16 Teacher:

41 Teacher:

> oY < ((smiles))
ofyQ?
((lines omitted))
a2F,(6) H.(1.0 %=v AR hE
Herd sfofF Huzt 1 Adew A7 ghefa.
((Ii[nes omitted))
e ARrES oA Azt
AA(2)  dA) FET() AAL se A
dolebi Azbelizd] o) WA ehE[

[ o
A7} 3l 4. ((nods, looks at John))
((nods))
(35)
- o AY- ok AP GRS 11 (.7) ((rolls eyes))
~job.(.2) a2 dolekar AZF Qkaf g,

& e oA A4l E,
AL WA 7 9ol (nods)

yelepwun-un namseng cenep cwupwu-ey tay hay ettehkey
everyone-TOP male full time housewife-about how

sayngkakha-p-nikka. namseng cenep cwupwu-to cik ep-i-lako
think-DEF-Q male full time housewife-also career-COP-QT

sayngkakha-"na-yo°
think- Q-POL
What do you think of house husband? Do you consider a house husband as a career?

(:2)
>ani-yo< ((smiles))
no-POL
Nope.

ani-yo?
no-POL

((lines omitted))

=kunyang,(.6)mwe.(1.0) no-nun ke-po ta,()ta:tul

just DM hanging around-ATTR thing-than a [I-PL

cipanil hay-ya toy-nikka kunyang cikep-ulo say ngkak an hay-yo.
housework do-should do because just career-as thin k NEG- POL

I'm just.. like..rather than hanging around, | just don‘t consider it as a job because
everyone has to do household work.

uml:
((lines omitted))

talun salam-tul-un ettehkey sayngkak’ hay-yo®
other person-PL-ATTR how think-PL
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What do other people think?

42 Daisy: ku-ke.(.2) yeca(.) cwupwu-twu: (.) cipani I ha-nun ke il-ilako

that-thing woman housewife-also housework do-ATTR t hing job- QT
43 il-ilako sayngkakha-nuntey way namca-nun an-toy -[nya-ko

job-QT  think-CIRCUM why man-TOP NEG should -Q-CONN

Since people consider *housewife’ as a career,
44 Teacher: [um
45 Daisy: sayngkak:hay-yo. ((nods, looks at John))
think -POL
I don’t see why men cannot do the same for ‘staying at home husband'.
46 John: ((nods))
47 Teacher: um::

48 (3.0)

49 Steve:  kunyang-e: cenep-a:kasa- cenepca-nun k u: (.7) ((rolls eyes))
just full time housework full timer-TOP that

50 - job.(.2) ku il-ilako sayngkak an-hay-yo.
that job-QT think NEG-POL
I just don't think a full time housekeeper...I don’t consider it a career.
51 Teacher: um kulem yeca-uy kyengwu-ey-to !
then women-GEN case-at-also
Umm then does this apply to women as well?
52 Steve: yeca-na namca kyengwu-ey. ((nodding))

women-or man case-in
Yes, both.

This extract is in response to a discussion questiat one of the students, Ariel,
raised on the issue after reading the article.é8ked whether other students think that being

a “stay at home husband is an occupation (lin€3.JFollowing the question, Steve
provides a type-confirming answer (Raymond, 201@)’‘(line 5). Ariel’s following

repetition of Steve’s prior turn with rising intdr@n (line 6) elicits the elaboration of his
answer. In lines 14-15, Steve provides an accaumisanswer using the vedayngkakhata
saying that he does not consider doing househalteshas a profession because anyone and

everyone should do them. From line 16 to line #@n&cription now shown), another student

John gives his neutural opinion on the issue. Ateds the teacher requests other students’
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opinion in line 41. In response to it, one of thedents presents her opposing view (lines 42-
45) that being a house husband should also bed=yesi a job based on her assertion of the
consensual fact that being a housewife is widetgpted as a career. In line 46, another
student displays his agreement with Ariel’s opinwth the embodied action of nodding.
After a long pause of three seconds in line 48yeStisagrees with the prior speaker’s
opinion by reaffirming his initial claim that he e&® not consider doing housework as a career
(lines 49-50).

This turn strongly resembles the one usiigtunin the last extract in terms of its
action, turn construction, and sequential positiorhis projection of a disagreeing view that
reconfigures his initial claim, Steve constructs toirn of disagreement with the forko
sayngkakhatd think that’ as the advanced-level speaker, Paid in the prior extract. The
details of the turn construction and its conseqesnlesowever, are different from those of the
advanced-level student’s, in particular in the abseof—ketunand mitigating devices. His
turn displays numerous nonnative-like featuresstFthe turn-initial use of a discourse
markerkunyangjust’ in line 49 arguably shows that he does rmténsufficient grounds for
his disagreement. His turn (lines 49-50) also cisgif perturbation, pauses, facial
expressions, and code-switching (for a word seaktt)also does not employ the suffix
ketunwhere it is expected to be used (line 50). Byusihg—ketunin this position, his
assertion is delivered in a more explicit manneithdit manipulation of information
through the use of certain suffixes, his disagre#nseconstructed in a direct way that runs
the risk of threatening the interlocutor’s faceobbeing misunderstood.

Extract 5.27 below is the same segment of Extra&d, Jut this time the discussion
focuses on Ron’s nonuse-dfetun It shows a similar instance of a third turn caunt

challenge withoutketunby an intermediate-level student. The class isngpa discussion
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on the division of housework between working margeuples. Ron, the main speaker of
this extract, presents his opinion on the issudiisgafrom line 1. In this turn, Ron makes an
assertion by employing epistemic markeke sayngkakhatand kes kath-saying that the

one wh o works less hours and has less incomedlouinore of the household chores, as he

or she has more time to stay home (lines 1-10).

Extract 5.27. Ron: Contribution for the house

01 Ron: °ok.° uh:: H-er ((shakes right hand)) oy 9k

02 @A Tl 3k AFEo]:(.3) like IR

03 ARE YYal(2) = AL Akl A oS

04 LAFA() AL like Hl(.7) °like®

05 QHFe: UA FopA ke 1¥ A

06 > Algol< b A& ((drops head))

07 dlof dvhar Azt .= Qs T Abghel

08 ((gazing at Wendy and Amy)) Hell A 7 g,

09 g & Ao, clike®  1%:i(4)>  oFFAE< ¢t

10 FEEC ARz A Poba. o olwAl A7e) 8

11 (3.0

12 Amy: <H() el thEH:(.4) like(.2) AP &(.3)

13 ©1(.) public(.3) AFsu() AAEE]

14 W FHAEY =8 Y A HAER?

15 (-2)

16 Ron: °  Igstu AAdol: v? oF Qe

17 Amy: oh, umm T5stu() AALES° A7°

18 > M2 FHARZ) =S ¢ A[A EAELR?

19 Ron: [ of:: ol

20 Amy: sl oW ojulA F A7ke? dEU=n(3)

21 o] ¥ FasA +=o] ¢ F8ed8re

22 Ron: A= like, gk o] ghdHo] HFRo]H:(.2) uh:

23 like = like =0 HE=(2) 924

24 Adbo] glthar > A zhakA] gh<=like like

25 o ubo] Riolw:  F3A S| VHike

26 HHer> ool "< Foll 3 AFE0](.2)

27 dabA] e¥ar:(2)>  dakA o w<like (2) 1 39kl

28 o] u}x] gt::(.3) like(.3) 21 F 9kl uhh (3) > Herd &<

29 e Ffoksttiar Azke REZ0]Q ((laugh))

01 Ron: °ok.° uh:: nam-er ((shakes right hand)) ana _ y-wa

man wife-and:CONN

02 namphyen cwungey han salam-i::(.3) like hangsan g
husband among one person-NOM always

03 hoysa-lul tani-ko(.2) tto hoysa, hoysa-eyse acw u
company-ACC attend-CONN also company company-at v ery
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04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12 Amy:

13

14

15

16 Ron:

17 Amy:

18

19 Ron:

20 Amy:

21

olays-tongan(.) iss-ko: like cip-ey(.7) °like®
long time during exist-CONN house-at

olays-tongan:: iss-ci anh-ase + like kule-n nameci
long time during exist-NEG-because liket that-ATT R rest

>salam-i< cipanil-ul:: ((drops head))

hay-ya han-tako sayngkakhay-yo.=an ha-myen ku salam-i
do-should-QT  think-POL NEG do-COND that person-NOM

((gazing at Wendy and Amy))cip-eyse mwe ha-I,

mwe ha-I ke yey-yo. °like°’kunyang::(.4) >amwuke sto< an ha-ko
what do-PROS-POL just anything NEG do-CONN
mwulyo-lo °sa-nun kes kath-ayo. ° ettehkey sayn gkakhay-yo?
free-ADV live-ATTR think-POL  how think-POL

Wife, um, one among wife and husband, like always goes to work and work in the
company for long time like he or she doesn’t stay at home for long time, then, I think
the other person should do house chores. If not, what does that person does at home?
Is she or he gonna live for free? What do you think?

(3.0)
kuntey(.) il-i talu-myen::(.4) like(.2) s asilun(.3)
but work-NOM different-COND actually
e(.) public(.3) kotunghakkyo(.) sensayngnim-tul i
high school teacher-PL-NOM
pesu wuncensa-pota ton-ul te cek-key pel- ketun-yo?
bus driver-than money-ACC more less-ADV earn-KE TUN-POL

But if the jobs are different, actually, uh, teachers in public high school make less
money than bus drivers, you know.

(:2)
°kotunghakkyo sensayngnim-i:ney? an tul-ly e-yo::°
high school teacher-NOM yes NEG listen-PSV-P oL
High school teacher is...Pardon? | can’t hear you.
oh, umm kotunghakkyo(.) sensayngnim-tul-un °ceki®
>ppesu< wuncensa-pota(.3) ton-ul te cek-[ key pel—ketun-yo?
bus driver-than money-ACC more less-ADV earn -KETUN-POL
Oh, umm high school teachers make less money then bus drivers.
[a:a:
kulem:: ku ttayn ettehkey ha-l ke-n-ka-yo? il-pota-nun::(.3)
then that when how do-PROS thing-ATTR-Q-POL work -than-TOP
il-i  te cwungyoha-ci ton-i te cwun gyo°hay-yo?°
work-NOM more important-COMM money-NOM more impor tant-POL

What would you do then? Job... Money is more important than the job?
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22 Ron: ce-nun:: like, macpeli, macpeli pwupwu-imy en::(.2) uh::
I-NOM double income double income coupld-COND

23 like ton: like ton:: pe-nun:(.2) kumayk?::(.4)
money money earn-ATTR amount

24 sangkwan-i eps-tako >sayngkakha-ciman<=like like
correlate-NOM not exist-QT  think-but

25 macpel macpeli pwupwu-imyen:: mwu-kwankyeyha-ci man like
double income couple-COND not-relate-but: CON N

26 namphyen:: er >anay-wa namphyen< cwungey han sa lam-i(.2)
husband wife-and husband among one person- NOM

27 ilha-ci anh-ko:(.2) >ilha-ci anh-umyen< like (2 ) ku cipan-ey
work-NEG-CONN work-NEG-COND that house-at

28 ipacihal::(.3) like(.3) ku cipan-ey:: uhh (3) > cipanil-ul<
contribute that house-at housework -ACC

29 -°hay-yahan-tako sayngkak:° molu-keyss-eyo ((laugh) )

do-should-QT think do not know-DCT:RE-POL
I, like, I think if husband and wife both working, money... like, | think the amount of
money doesn’t matter, but ,like, one of them doesn’t work, if one of them doesn’t
work, what can he or she contribute for the house... like, house... like, the house
chores.. I dunno.

After a long pause of three seconds (line 11), fRoas Amy’s disagreement (lines
12-14). Here, Amy gives a specific example of aptewsing—ketun one is a bus driver and
the other one is a high school teacher in Haw&iThis example suggests that teaching at a
high school requires more labor than driving aéwesn though teachers make less money
than bus drivers. Amy reconfirms her disaffiliativeve towards Ron in lines 20-21 when
she explicates the import of the prior example.eNbe formulation of the challenge as a
guestion (K. Yoon 2006a), while the type of jokheatthan the amount of money is
emphasized. Upon this challenge, Ron projects ateowchallenge in lines 22-29 by re-
affirming his position. In this turn of counter-dleage, he clarifies his prior assertion with
some modifications. This turn starts with a quatifyclause usingeiman(lines 22-24)

stating that the amount of income does not mattéirh, as Amy said, if both husband and

39 This turn of disagreement usirgetunis discussed in detail in Section 5.5.2 in Ext&etl.
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wife work. He follows up this point of his argumentthe subsequent utterance; what does
matter for him is the case of either husband oewifiying home without working (lines 25-
27). After he presents a case he cannot acceptrdadiirms his initial claim usingko
saynggakhatahat the one without income should do the houseeshbecause if not, he or
she does not contribute anything to the familyedi27-29).

In summary, in response to the interlocutor’'s disagent, the speaker projects a
counter-challenge by offering a revised versiohisfargument usingko saynggakhata
With this third turn challenge withketuntogether with-ko saynggakhatahe speaker
conveys relevant information that supports thastentitled to make such a claim. As
represented in the transcript, a number of pertimbsiare observed in Ron’s tuas
displayed in the hesitations, turn restarts, leggithg, codeswitching, micropauses, and
fillers. This dysfluency is maximized in the fingdrt of the turn in that the speaker abandons
his turn with a sudden decrease in volume befoqgrbéuces a sentence ending suffix in line
29. Considering its sequential position and theaisé&o saynggakhajdhis is the place
where—ketuncould be employed. As the speaker reiteratesvansadaim that he provided in
the first position, the speaker is the only partyovis knowledgeable about the information.
However, he abandons his turn and completes it{vilon’t know” along with the
following laughter. As observed in the earlier exts from intermediate-level students’
interactions, nonuse eketunelicits clarification from the interlocutor (Extra5.26), and
brings about abandonment of the turn completiontréex 5.27).
5.6.2 Enlightenment (via implicature)

The interactional work of disagreeing accomplisttedugh—ketunutterances in the
interactions discussed in this section is not dexigo be confrontational. It is rather more a

product of the strategic employment-édetunutterances for the purpose of informing. That
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is, by bringing to the recipient’s attention sonegithat he or she is otherwise unaware or
uninformed of, the speaker displays to the recipieat what the recipient has conveyed or
stated in the prior turn is problematic with refare to this new information. The&etun
tokens in these examples, therefore, are not wsesjister disagreemepér sebut can be
understood as instances of an emphatic “newsmdrkingtion, which is accomplished by
marking that what is conveyed or stated in-thetunutterance turn is noteworthy and
implicative. It is a conversational resource thiftomean speaker may draw upon in order to
highlight the salience and newsworthiness of alfeeant, commonly by alerting his or her
interlocutor to the implication (K. Kim, 2010; Ki& Suh, 2009)In such an assertion, the
speaker formulates something that the addressdedrijut did not articulatdn other words,
the use ofketunin reassertions appears to have an effect of fouegling or reemphasizing
the following utterance as the speaker's pointgfiment. This type ofketunis found in
advanced-level students’ interactions, but nohosé of the intermediate-level students.

| will present two sequences whe#ieetunis used in this way in third position. The

following Extract 5.28 offers an instance that ilwas such a use eketun

Extract 5.28. John: A daughter of a conglomerate

01 Teacher: Ao el Hed

02 oA TF=3l 2?7 ((gaze towards Ariel))

03 Ariel: ol ((laugh)) 1% ((laugh))

04 A5 ((looks at Daisy))

05 Daisy: Ais =71 & [((laugh))

06 John: [ o} d A7}

07 ola XIAL, > FrkH =< : R((hands up))
08 Hape] wojm = Al oFolFota=

09 - =A ol d- &4 d4ls] I <tstAEL?
10 Teacher: A o] Al 8.2

11 John: [ d?

12 Ariel: [ o] 1= U Ado|Aolt}t

13 [ s9% v wat F5- sA

01 Teacher: cilmwun-ey taytap-i tway-ss-nuntey icey

guestion-at answer-NOM become-PST-CIRCUM now
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02 mancokhay-yo? ((gaze towards Ariel))
satisfy-POL

He answered your question, are you happy now?

03 Ariel: ani-yo ((laugh)) waynci ((laugh))
no-POL somehow

04 cilmwun-ul ((looks at Daisy))
question-ACC
No, I feel like the question was...

05 Daisy: cilmwun-ul tut-ki himtul-e [((laugh) )
question-ACC hear-NML hard-IE
It is hard to get an answer.

06 John: [a kuntey cey-ka
but [-NOM
07 ihay mos hay-ss-key-yo, >mwe-nya-myenun< cin:icca ((hands up))

understand NEG-PST-thing-POL what-Q-COND really

08 pwuca-uy ttal-i-myenun cey ipel-i-canh-ayo=
rich-GEN daughter-COP-COND conglomerate junior-CA NH-POL
09 —=cey ipel-un yel- solcikhi yelsimhi il an ha- ketun -yo?
conglomerate junior-TOP frankly hard work NEG-ket un-POL

Oh, but what I don’t understand is... is that... The daughter of a really rich person
makes her a conglomerate, right? But honestly, they really don’t do any work at all,
you know.

10 Teacher: caypel-isey-yo?
conglomerate-junior-POL
A conglomerate?

11 John: [ney?
yes
Pardon?
12 Ariel: [e kulayto-yo: ney caypel-isey-eytaka [nu nglyek-to kumankhum
but-POL yes conglomerate-junior-and ability- also that much
13 ttala cwu-kwu hay-se

follow give-CONN do-and
Umm... Yes. But still. Not only is she a child of a conglomerate but also a capable
person.

In line 5 John faces a challenge from Ariel. Aftaroking commonsense knowledge

by using—canh- that a group chairman’s daughter who succeedsrtéather’s business is
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chaebol(lines 7-8)*°

John immediately projects the utterance of henmagertion using
ketunwithout any pause or silence (line 9). Here, Jotavides the information that the
daughter of a conglomerate’s chairman does ndiyreark hard. Through the use ofa
ketunutterance here, John challenges the askabili&yrief’s initial question (Stivers, 2011).
The speaker’s disaffiliative stance is not diredlilyplayed but insinuated in the turn with
ketun The third turn disagreement with thketunutterance targets something said in prior
talk but not recognized by the interlocutor. Thalthough the speaker’s disaligning stance is
not explicitly stated, aketunmarked third turn challenge referencing the psipeaker’s
utterance can appear in talk and be warranted plidature. This is a method for the speaker
to legitimize or provide his or her claim of episie primacy while disagreeing with the
basic valence of the evaluation proffered by th& 8peakerln other words, John’s

informing here, with the suffixing efketun is meant to draw its recipient’s attention to
something that he has otherwise overlooked or lakhowledge of, although exactly what
this—ketunsuffixed informing is alluding to is left unsaid.can be noted that while this
import is implicit in nature, with no subsequenpksation ever provided, Ariel’'s response in
lines 12-13 nonetheless shows a good grasp of eXaatly is implicated in John’s prier
ketunsuffixed utterance. It is the recipient of theoimhing who subsequently explicates the

interactional import of theketunsuffixed utterance. The following Extract 5.29pd&sy/s a

similar case in point.

Extract 5.29. Ariel: Standing in the corner

40 Daisy: MAA QL) UvF Asidx

41 A e o el e g K e 0 B B 1= e o e

42 & Xﬂmoﬂ el = A zHdolol e ()
43 E=7 M7 o ohyw WS

0 Chaebolrefers to a South Korean form of business congtatee They are typically global multinationals
owning numerous international enterprises, coregcolly a chairman who has power over all the operati
There are several dozen large Korean family-coleticdorporate groups that fall under this defimitio
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44
45
46
47 Ariel:
48
49

50 Daisy:

40 Daisy:

41

42

43

44

45

46

47 Ariel:

48

49

50 Daisy:

AR F A777F A FoEMN,
277 ok, ®E siol Wnkshe oA
T 7= Agu L Ags A=
of Zu] o7|A AlAA AE Foll Ak
£E- 31 ((raises both arms)) AL A A A
L Aol AL [ A
[ e A oty Eotas=

sincheycek cheypel-un:(.) nemwu kangha-t ako
physical punishment-TOP too strong-QT

sayngkakha-ciman ku-ke-ey tayhayse pantayha-ci manyg,
think- but that-thing-about disagree-but

ttalu-n cheypel-ey tayhayse-nun ce-to chanseng i-eyyo mak (.)
other-ATTR punishment-about-TOP l-also agree-P oL DM
I think a physical punishment is a too harsh and | am against it. But | agree on the
other types of punishments.

son tul-kwu se-iss-tenka e animyen pa nsengmwun-ul
hand raise-CONN stand-PROS-whether or reflection letter-ACC
ssu-tenci mwe cakik-a calmos ha-m-ulosse T mwusun
write-wheter DM self-NOM fault do-NML-by certa in
tayska-ka iss-ta, mwe-lul hay-ya toyntaha- nun uysik-ul
return-NOM exit-PLN what-ACC do- should- ATTR sense-ACC
cwu-nun ke-nun °*kwaynchanh-tako sayngkakha-ketu n-yo¢’
give-ATTR thing-ATTR okay-QT think-KETUN-PO L

Like holding your arms up or writing a letter of reflection or some sort of price of what
you‘ve done wrong... | think making them know that they have done something
wrong is all right.

a kuntey yeki-se sincheycek cheypel cwung eyse-to:
but here-at physical punishment among-als o]
son tul-ko((raises both arms))ku-kes-to sincheyc ek
hand raise-CONN that-thing-also physical
—cheypel- i- ketun -yo: ku[layse

punishment-COP-KETUN-POL so
Oh, but standing with your arms up is one of the physical punishments, you know.
So...

[mac-nun ke-n  ani-can h-ayo=
be beaten-ATTR thing-ATTR NEG-CANH-PO L
But that’s not getting beaten, right?

In this extract, students who have different vi@mghe scope of corporal

punishment are having a discussion. While Daisgddke action of beating to be the only

type of physical punishment, Ariel has a broaddinden of it including being made to
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stand with the arms held up. From line 40 to libe @aisy provides a revised version of her
argument from the original one that she is notraggasther kinds of punishment except
beating. In response to Daisy’s modified claim orporal punishment, in the third turn
position A projects a contrastive marlkemtey(line 47) and a main action of disagreement
(lines 48-49). Subsequently, she makes a courganaant using-ketunthat standing in the
corner with one’s arms up comes within the rangghysical punishment. Thus, thketun
utterance here indexes the speaker’s resistarmathcahe presupposition (i.e., being able to
accept or reject the proposed understanding) anddtion agenda set in the claim made by
the prior speaker, and re-addresses the directitrealaim.Here, Ariel does not reject the
validity of Daisy’s prior assertion about the nesigsof physical punishment but invites her
to consider another aspect of the issue under sigmu (the scope of physical punishment)—
which Daisy had otherwise overlooked in expressiagopposition to Ariel’s prior claimln
response, the recipient Daisy shows that she riptumtderstands theketunutterance as a
challenge; she also knows specifically what thdlehge is about-keturs basic function of
informing (K. Kim, 2010) has the effect of leaviitdo the interlocutor to figure out what the
speaker disagrees about. Ariel's use-kdtunhere and the claim of epistemic primacy
embodied through it contrasts witaisys claim of epistemic primacy, though it is mitigdt
by Ariel's laughter that is produced with and atteg turn. As can be seen, third-position
accounts are primarily given as resistance-managedeices to address the recipient’s
problematic uptake.
5.6.3 Summary: Use of ketunin third position

In this section, | presented sequences where trenadd-level students deliver
challenges with the use eketunin third position. In doing denial usirgetunutterances,

the speakers modify their epistemic claim to tHermation in a way that is uniquely suited
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to and quite effective in accomplishing the actioat they are engaged in. The reaffirmation
of the claim upgrades the epistemic strength oftwitauld otherwise be a simple repetition

or bald reassertion. The intermediate level stugl@mbility to use-ketunclauses shows that
they lack one resource with which third turn chadles can be delivered in a more modulated
way.

In summary, similar to the analysis afanh- discussed in Chapter 4, students display
differing turn constructions through the use-k&tuneven though their sequential
organizations are similar. An advanced student firakes an assertion about the issue. When
this assertion faces disagreement or challengesifiterlocutors, the speaker projects
another disagreement by employing the sutfgetun In this second version, the speaker
challenges her interlocutor by reinforcing herialistance. On the other hand, intermediate
students display an explicit tone of disagreemgrerbploying alternatives such as unmarked
forms. Also, advanced students show the use obwatiypes of hedges and their

disagreements are syntactically mapped in waysaltaw them to develop arguments.

5.7 Chapter summary

This chapter investigated Korean L2 speakers’ nser@nuse of the Korean
interpersonal modal endingetunin classroom interactions. Focusing on three dhfie
sequential positions and different types of prodasérmation, | showed participants’
variety of ways to claim epistemic primacy in acig certain interactional goals by the use
of —ketun As demonstrated in the extracts from advanceet&udents, the focal resouree
ketunsignals the matter as known to the speaker andlfieserves as a resource that
proposes that the recipient is in a position ofiaimformed addressee (K- position) vis-a-vis

the knowledge in question (Heritage & Raymond, 200®re specifically, students propose
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information and suggest its basis in empirical emhmon ground along with other semiotic
resources in order to support their claim in fpgsition. When it occurs in second position, a
—ketunutterance is used to project a disaffiliative stato the prior speaker’s claim by
providing information in the speaker’'s domain. hird position, by claiming epistemic
primacy, a-ketunutterance is used to make a challenge in resgore interlocutor’s
disagreement with the speaker’s initial claim. Thelication is that there exists a gap in
knowledge, information, and awareness betweenoa gpieaker and theketunspeaker,

which the launching ofketunsuffixed informing or assertion intends to fill enderscore-
ketunhas the capacity to claim some measure of acoeasd rights over, the knowledge
being presented. Comparison between less advandeti@re advanced L2 speakers
provides evidence for L2 interactional developmiarterms of diversification of participants’
methods and approximation to how L1 speakers tens$é—ketunin many contexts. What is
significant is that the advanced students in tats dhow a wide range of usages for
accomplishing diverse actions usiketun The intermediate students, by contrast, show an
exceptionally limited range efketunusage for doing the same actions in similar setiplen
positions. This distinction may indicate that adveh students have more adaptive, context-
sensitive conduct, suggesting an increased interedtcompetence. In turn, what is at stake
for the L2 speaker is not simply to develop sKiisaccomplishing certain actions, but to
diversify his or her procedures for achieving thasgons in order to be able to respond to
the local contingencies of talk-in-interaction is@ntext-sensitive way (Pekarek Doehler &

Pochon-Berger, 2011).
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

6.1 Summary of findings

Drawing on a methodological framework of interantiblinguistics and conversation
analysis, this study investigates how L2 speakkkooean use certain linguistic resources,
specifically-canh-and ketun in the management of information in order to achicertain
interactional goals in Korean language classrodaractions. | conducted cross-sectional
comparisons, analyzing how advanced and internmedjzakers achieve interactional goals
by employing differing strategies for managemennédrmation. By examining interactional
data, | have been able to establish that epistetaice may be indexed not simply through
particular lexical items or phrases but also bypmltination of certain linguistic resources
(which may be lexical items, phrases, particulantagtic constructions, or specific devices)
and the position of a turn within a larger interacal sequence.

Advanced-level students’ data showed a much higeerf-canh-and ketunthan
intermediate-level students’ data, not only in tewhfrequency but also in terms of the
variety of the suffixes’ functions. The intermeeidével students’ data showed four
distinctive features. The first characteristichis use of nikkainstead of-canh-or —ketun
The second is students’ use of unmarked forms aseio and ko where eithercanh-or —
ketunare expected to occur. The third is the nonprowisif any marker or abandonment of
the turn, and the fourth is codeswitching to ErgliBhe first and second characteristics
require more detailed discussion in future stuthesddress why students tend to use
unmarked forms orrikkaand how these alternative forms deliver a differsteractional
import than-canh-and ketun Such research would contribute to drawing a fydleture of

the developmental order of the acquisition of Hrget endings.
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6.2 Contributions and implications

In doing research on how the suffixasanh-and ketunare used in the management
of information in L2 Korean interaction, | hopedontribute to the literature that has
facilitated better understandings of how languageraction, and development of
interactional competence work together. By makingjad epistemics and interaction central
concepts in my work, | hope to show how languagehyssecond language speakers can be
fully understood by adding the factors of manageméimformation to the analysis
(Heritage & Raymond, 2005; Heritage 2012a, 2012kyrRond & Heritage 2006; Stivers et
al., 2011). | also intend to show that the develeptof interactional competence has much
to offer any research tradition that seeks to wtded the complexity of what L2 speakers
accomplish through natural interaction (Kasper &giver, 2011).

More specifically, there are three contributionattthis study aims to make in terms
of theory and practice. First, this study aimsdatdbute to the growing body of research on
interactional linguistics by focusing on examinifijghow particular suffixes serve as
resources for accomplishing certain actions and@w interlocutors achieve those actions
through management and distribution of informatimough the use of the target suffixes.
Second, through a bottom-up analysis of competsmbiiresources by L2 speakers using
CA, the study adds to the existing empirical evaiethat facilitates conceptualization of the
development of interactional competence in L2 tAksuch, the current study contributes to
the field of CA-SLA in which CA is used as a resgamethodology for SLA research. CA
permits analysts to scrutinize a variety of funasi@f linguistic devices in interaction, which,
in turn, allows identification of the various degseof acquisition and development of second
language. One of my objectives is to capture Lakers’ development in the use of target

suffixes by comparing the competencies demonstiatespeakers at different proficiency
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levels. Although this study does not look at depeiental changes that occur in the same L2
speakers over time, it aims to identify some gdradaelopmental processes in terms of the
interactional competencies involved in the producof specific target items by adopting
cross-sectional design. Future studies that adptgitudinal study design and obtain data
from a variety of activities would contribute topand the understanding of L2 speakers’
development of interactional competence. | hopettiecurrent study encourages this line of
investigation so that the questions addressedwviéiriee explored in more detail, and
particularly so that the methodological usefuln&s€A can be better exploited. Finally, this
study aims to contribute to the teaching of Koraam foreign/second language. While there
is some literature on the instruction-@anh-and ketunfor L2 speakers of Korean (S. Sohn,
2006), it is my theoretical and practical impresdioat the teaching of these suffixes often
occurs without attention to their interactionaltteas. The most commonly used textbooks
fail to illustrate the interactional richness-@lanh-and ketunin that their examples

typically take the form of two-turn sequences, iahio not reflect interlocutors’
intersubjectivity in the moment-by-moment unfoldioigtheir talk in interaction. By looking

at how L2 speakers at different proficiency le\adtually use the suffixes, | hope to provide
Korean language teachers with information abougtreeral developmental process involved
in attaining competency in their production so@fatilitate the instruction of these suffixes
in Korean language classrooms. Given the growimgatel for methods of learning and
teaching target suffixes in the field of Koreangaage pedagogy, | believe this research may
have implications for the development of classranaterials as well as strategies for

teaching interactional skills in Korean.
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APPENDIX
CONSENT FORM
Agreement to Participate in
Korean sentence ender Study
Eun-Ho Kim

Primary Investigator
eunho@hawaii.edu

This research project is being conducted as a coemi®f a dissertation for a doctoral
degree. The purpose of the project is to undergtamdnative Korean utilize newly-
emerging interactive sentence enders and whatdfisdmantic-pragmatic functions they
perform.

Participation in the project will first consist filing out a form on background information
about you which will take less thanl minute. Neotiyspontaneous natural conversation will
be video recorded for the purpose of transcripfidrere is no minimum/maximum limit on
the duration of recording. For example, if the aansation ends in 30 minutes the recording
will be only 30 minutes long, i.e. the investigatlares not have any control over the duration
or whatsoever on the naturally occurring conveosati

The investigator will not recruit participants dve a certain topic to discuss for the purpose
of conversation recording because it violates titene of ‘natural conversation’. As for the
formal talk, such as Korean Student Associationtmggthe investigator’'s presence would
not be necessary or comfortable. In such casentestigator will only leave the device and
leave the site until the conversation ends.

Recorded video files will be transcribed in Koregith grammatical category glosses (e.g.
POL- polite speech level, PLN- plain speech leael) English translation. The participants’
names will be replaced with pseudonyms. Based etrémscription, the investigator's data
analysis focusing on the participant’s use of ‘reamtence enders’ will be performed.

The investigator believes there is little or nd i@ participating in this research project.
Participating in this research may be of no ditemtefit to you. However, it is believed the
results from this project will help to understahd teason for using new sentence enders in
talk-in-interaction and its pragmatic functionsdiepth.

Research data will be confidential to the extelovadd by law. Agencies with research
oversight, such as the UH Committee on Human Ssuti@ve the authority to review
research data. All research records will be storgde primary investigators’ hardware for
the duration of the research project. All the resleaecords will be destroyed upon
completion of the project.

Participation in this research project is complet@luntary. You are free to withdraw from
participation at any time during the duration o ffroject with no penalty.
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If you have any questions regarding this researcjeqt, please contact the researcher, Eun-
Ho Kim, at eunho@hawaii.edu.

If you have any questions regarding your righta assearch participant, please contact the
UH Committee on Human Studies at (1) (808)956-500dhirb@hawaii.edu

Participant:
| have read and understand the above informatimhagree to participate in this research
project.

Name (printed)

Signature Date
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