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ABSTRACT 
 

 The present study uses conversation analysis and membership categorization 

analysis to examine a series of conversation analytic data sessions taking place at a 

Japanese university. The data sessions were self-organized research meetings at which 

a group of master’s and doctoral students at the university came together to perform 

joint analysis of segments of interactional data being used in their respective research. 

The objective of the present study is to investigate the ways in which several of the 

core notions of the communities of practice (CoP) framework, that is, practice, com-

munity, shared repertoire, identity, and learning as a transformation of identity within 

a community of practice, interface with empirical descriptions of the interactional and 

discursive practices of the participants as they work to accomplish their activities in a 

mutually recognizable manner.  

 In order to accomplish this objective, this study first provides a comprehensive 

description of the various activity phases accomplished and organized by the partici-

pants at their meetings, and the ways in which they treat the final activity of doing 

group data analysis as being their culminating and main practice. Second, the analyses 

show how the participants use certain terminology during their participation in doing 

data analysis, and how such terminology use is implicated in their co-constitution of 

their group as a community, and in working up and managing identities within that 

community. The participants’ interactional management of identity across several 

series of interactional moments is also examined, and the ways in which shifts or 

changes in identity are made publicly visible and mutually recognizable in and 

through displays of changes in participatory behavior in using terminology during 

participation in doing data analysis are described.  
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 Through providing a detailed description of the actual interactional practices 

deployed by the participants during their participation in doing data analysis, the 

present study works to respecify, in interactional terms, the notions of practice, com-

munity, shared repertoire, identity, and learning as identity transformation. It is hoped 

that the present study can provide a model of engagement through respecification for 

subsequent conversation analytic research seeking to engage exogenous theoretical 

frameworks such as CoP. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1 Objectives 

 

 The general goal of the present study is to examine, from a perspective 

grounded in the observable and describable actions of the participants themselves, a 

number of the notions of the theory of situated learning in communities of practice 

(CoP): practice, community, shared repertoire, and identity.1 In most basic terms, 

CoP is a social theory of learning. In CoP, learning is viewed as being coextensive 

with identity transformation within a community organized around, and using a rep-

ertoire of shared resources to participate mutually in, a joint endeavor, or practice (see 

Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). When viewed through the lens of an eth-

nomethodological perspective, which, as I will explain in greater detail shortly, is 

concerned with describing the ongoing procedures used by social members to both 

accomplish and understand their social reality, such a conceptualization of learning 

raises a number of questions. The first of these is: How do participants actually ac-

complish their activities as being a mutually recognizable practice? A second question 

is: How do participants organize themselves as a community in relation to this prac-

tice? A further question is: How do participants work up and manage over time iden-

tities as practitioners within this community?  

 Given the claims of CoP vis-à-vis participation in a practice, learning, and 

identity transformation, we may assume the possibility of being able to observe the 

processes of learning in situ as identity transformation made visible during participa-

                                                
1 I define each of these notions in the following section. 
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tion in social interaction. A number of studies using ethnography (e.g., Sawyer, 2003, 

2004, 2007; Traphagan, 1999) and conversation analysis (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 

2004; Hellermann, 2007, 2008; Hellermann & Cole, 2009; Mondada & Pekarek 

Doehler, 2004; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 2007; Young & Miller, 2004) have at-

tempted to develop a view of learning in communities of practice. However, in the 

case of ethnographic studies, while thick description provides an overall and holistic 

view of the community and its practice and members, this view is a broad one, and 

the actual interactional processes involved are not brought into focus. In the case of 

conversation analytic studies, while detailed microanalysis provides a fine-grained 

and highly focused view of observable interactional practices, a comprehensive un-

derstanding of the ways in which such interactional practices work to constitute and 

ongoingly accomplish the participants’ activity as a practice, their group as a commu-

nity, or their identities within that community is not developed. Thus, the concrete 

role that talk-in-interaction might play within CoP remains unclear. 

 Furthermore, as Hauser (2011) argues, many previous conversation analytic 

studies engaging CoP have applied inaccurate versions of CoP theoretical notions 

such as legitimate peripheral participation and community of practice (see Chapter 2). 

Furthermore, and on a more fundamental level, Hauser argues that any adoption of 

preconceived theoretical notions runs the risk of obscuring from view the actual 

interactional accomplishments of the participants, with “the concepts and/or categori-

es of the theory [being] treated as given, [and] the analysis being to some degree 

driven by the theory rather than the data” (p. 4). Thus, as Hauser notes, “whether 

situated learning theory and the central theoretical concepts of community of practice 

and legitimate peripheral participation are applicable in any specific learning context 

is an empirical question” (p. 4; emphasis mine). 
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 The present study aims to empirically investigate, and respecify in terms of 

observable and finely-described interactional practices, the CoP notions of practice, 

community, repertoire of shared resources, and identity. In concrete terms, this study 

uses conversation analysis and membership categorization analysis (see Chapters 2 

and 3) to examine a number of interactions by a group of Japanese language users 

participating together in a series of self organized research meetings, or conversation 

analytic data sessions — an activity which minimally involves a number of conversa-

tion analytic researchers gathering together to discuss segments of interactional data 

provided by one of the participants in the group.  

 I initially collected the data set used for this study as a convenience sample 

(see, e.g., Richards, 2003). I had a general interest in examining data which involves 

people interacting with each other as they participated in some joint activity, and the 

data sessions seemed to meet these general criteria. Even so, the researcher is also 

aware that data collected from conversation analytic data sessions may prima facie 

seem to be “too close to home” or banal in terms of constituting a useful domain of 

inquiry for a conversation/membership categorization analytic study. However, this is 

far from the case. Antaki, Biazzi, Nissen, and Wagner (2008), to mention the only 

other example of a study using data collected from data sessions that I am aware of, 

demonstrate that conversation analytic data sessions can provide rich and useful data 

by which to explore the organization of social interaction. In their study, they use 

membership categorization analysis to describe the ways in which their participants 

jointly accomplished a reformulation of their evaluative, non-technical comments, 

concerning the actions of the interactants appearing in their data, into technical con-

versation analytic terms. In this way, Antaki, et al. (2008) contribute to the Sociology 

of Scientific Knowledge program, which has aimed to develop an understanding of 
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how scientific knowledge is jointly constructed and managed in and through interac-

tional procedures (see, e.g., Barnes, 1977; Bloor, 1991; Latour, 1987; Latour & 

Woolgar, 1986; Lynch & Woolgar, 1990). As such, Antaki, et al.’s study powerfully 

demonstrates that conversation analytic data sessions constitute a valid and fruitful 

domain of inquiry on par with any other domain, and that data collected from data 

sessions can and should be treated in a manner identical to interactional data collected 

from any other setting.  

 In regard to the data of the present study in particular, although I have person-

ally participated in many data sessions, both in Japan and in the United States, and in 

spite of the fact that I was a participant observer in all but one of the data sessions 

recorded for use as data in my research, I was amazed (and somewhat puzzled and 

frustrated) to find that I could at first make neither heads nor tails of what was going 

on during the meetings in terms of how the participants were organizing their interac-

tions in real-time. The ostensible goal of the interactions seemed to be to analyze the 

data provided on each occasion by one of the participants. To be sure, the interactions 

appeared to be orderly, and the participants, including myself, often walked away 

from the meetings with a strong sense of having engaged in a highly productive and 

beneficial couple of hours of discussion. However, when I reviewed and transcribed 

the data for the first time after the data collection period was over, I was confronted 

with the stark realization that I could not articulate the interactional procedures 

brought to bear by the participants in organizing and accomplishing their activities at 

the data sessions. In other words, in order to be able to understand and analytically 

describe what the participants were doing and how they were doing it, I found that I 

would need to analyze their doings from the ground up. In this way, the data set of 

this study in no way constitute a “special” or “privileged” case. Rather, the data were 
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collected, handled, explored, analyzed, struggled with, anguished over, rejoiced in, 

and found to yield a wealth of unforeseen discoveries in exactly the same ways as 

would any other data set subjected to conversation and membership categorization 

analysis. 

 In the following section, I define the notions of practice, community, shared 

repertoire, and identity, as they are conceptualized within CoP. My discussion in-

cludes an explanation of how CoP theorizes learning in relation to these notions. 

 

2 Defining the focus of inquiry 

 

 The interrelated notions of practice, community, shared repertoire, and iden-

tity constitute the central conceptual components upon which a view of learning is 

constructed within the CoP framework. CoP conceptualizes learning as being inextri-

cable from participation within a community organized around a shared domain of 

interest, or practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). For example, Wenger 

(1998) examines a workplace community organized around the practice of processing 

insurance claims. Wenger argues that, for new employees, learning to perform certain 

functions of the job of an insurance claims processor, such as performing calculations 

necessary to process insurance claims, dealing with problematic claims, and so forth, 

is inextricably embedded within the practice of processing insurance claims, and 

coterminous with becoming a claims processor. In other words, for CoP, it is not 

possible to separate learning from a transformation in social identity (Lave & Wenger, 

1991; Wenger, 1998). 

 In this way, CoP conceptualizes learning as extending beyond the acquisition 

of knowledge and skills; learning deeply involves transformation and becoming 
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within a community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). For example, 

Lave and Wenger (1991) argue that learning “implies becoming a full participant, a 

member, a kind of person” (p.53). In this view, they maintain, learning (a) “only 

partly – and often incidentally – implies becoming able . . . to perform new tasks and 

functions,” and (b) “implies becoming a different person” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 

53). In other words, from a CoP perspective, learning is understood as “an evolving 

form of membership,” such that “identity, knowing, and social membership entail one 

another” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53). Lave and Wenger (1991) formalize this 

process of identity transformation in the concept of legitimate peripheral participation 

(LPP).  

 According to Lave and Wenger, LPP provides a holistic perspective which 

views learning in terms of changing trajectories in identity and forms of membership. 

They emphasize that LPP is not to be seen as a simple process of movement from a 

peripheral participatory role to a central one. LPP, they argue, speaks equally of 

increasing intensity of participation, and denial of access to fuller participation. Fur-

thermore, Lave and Wenger suggest that real-world communities of practice have no 

single center, nor do they have a designated periphery. Thus, the changes in identity 

and forms of membership spoken of above are viewed as being intertwined in com-

plex, nonlinear, and organic processes of participation interconnected (i.e., related and 

relevant) with a specific practice (see Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 37). Such processes, 

they maintain, are not equatable with the learning of knowledgeable skills, though the 

processes subsume this as a feature of becoming a full participant in a practice (p. 29). 

As has already been touched upon, the notion of practice refers to a joint en-

deavor around and through which a group of people engages in mutual participation. 

This mutual participation involves the application of a shared repertoire of artifacts 
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and resources developed by the participants in, through, and for their participation in 

the practice. Wenger (1998) emphasizes that such artifacts and resources include not 

only physical instruments and objects, but also such things as narratives and other 

discursive practices. The community of a practice is constituted by the group of peo-

ple engaging together in the practice, and the organization and perpetuation of this 

community forms one part of its practice. In other words, according to Wenger (1998), 

communities of practice are perpetuated through the same processes by which the 

communities come into being in the first place, such that the communities generate, 

renew, and transform themselves through a common mechanism.  

 According to Wenger, a community of practice is defined by its members 

through a dualism between participation and reification. Members co-negotiate the 

meaning of their practice through joint participation in reference to the reified arti-

facts produced in, through, and for their diachronic and synchronic participation. 

Furthermore, participation and learning are inextricably linked together in a process 

wherein both newcomers and old-timers co-negotiate their identities as practitioners 

within the community. Learning therefore involves the complex interarticulation of 

processes of identity transformation and the co-negotiation and organization of modes 

of participation, and access to and application of shared artifacts and resources.  

 A concrete example of some of these processes is provided by Sawyer (2004). 

In her ethnographic study of international graduate students in a science lab in Japan, 

Sawyer adopts a CoP framework to describe how one of her participants, Max, was 

able to form an identity within the lab community. Sawyer maintains that this process 

of learning as identity transformation was inseparable from Max’s gaining access to 

artifacts (e.g., machines for carrying out experimentation) and fuller participation in 

both the formal and informal activities of the community. According to Sawyer, for 
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Max, identity transformation within the lab community was linked to his unique roles 

in the community as an expert in English and Math, and to his participation in infor-

mal networks in and between multiple communities of practice. Furthermore, Sawyer 

notes how the participation of international graduate students within the lab commu-

nity had a gradual effect on the shape of some aspects of the discursive practices of 

the community. This gradual reshaping of the practices of the community reciprocally 

worked to provide opportunities for greater access to participation and resources for 

the international students. 

The fact that most CoP studies have employed ethnographic methodologies 

means that, although a broad understanding of the communities of practice examined 

by these studies is provided, the concrete ways in which talk-in-interaction is involved 

in the processes of the participants’ constitution of their activities as a practice, their 

group as a community, and their identities within that community remains opaque. On 

the other hand, while, as noted in Section 1, a number of conversation analytic studies 

have engaged CoP (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Hellermann, 2007, 2008; Heller-

mann & Cole, 2009; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 

2007; Young & Miller, 2004), such studies have not fully examined the applicability 

of the central theoretical notions of CoP to actual interactional contexts (see Hauser, 

2011). It is the aim of the present study to develop a comprehensive understanding of 

the ways in which CoP’s central notions of practice, community, shared repertoire, 

and identity interface with the results of an ethnomethodologically-based empirical 

examination of interactional data.  

I propose to achieve this aim through providing an ethnomethodological re-

specification of the CoP notions listed in the above paragraph. Ethnomethodological 

respecification involves a process of reversal wherein the assumptions and analytical 
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resources of the problem to be respecified are made the topics of ethnomethodological 

inquiry (see Garfinkel, 1967, p. 1). Markee (1994, 2000), for example, provides an 

ethnomethodological respecification of a number of fundamental assumptions of 

cognitive second language acquisition research; he problematizes SLA’s “traditional 

understanding of comprehension and learning as exclusively cognitive constructs,” 

and offers a reanalysis of such notions in “socially situated, behavioral terms” (p. 45). 

In a similar manner, through making a number of the theoretical constructs of CoP a 

topic of ethnomethodological inquiry (rather than taking them as analytical resources), 

the present study provides a respecification of the CoP notions of practice, shared 

resources, community, and identity. Thus, the present study may provide for subse-

quent conversation analytic studies a model of engagement with exogenous theory, 

such as CoP, through respecification. In the following section, I provide a preliminary 

description of the data and methods used by the present study to accomplish this aim. 

 

3 Methods and data 

 

 The data of the present study were gathered during fieldwork in Japan funded 

by a doctoral fellowship from the Japan Foundation. This fieldwork focused on mak-

ing audio and video recordings of the interactions of a group of people as they par-

ticipated in self-organized, semi-informal research meetings, or data sessions, as 

mentioned in the first section of this chapter. The data collection period extended for 

one year, beginning in January 2009, and ending in December 2009. I recorded six-

teen of the seventeen total data sessions which took place during the year (the one 

session I was not able to record took place in the first part of March 2009, and was the 

result of an equipment failure). The group held two sessions in a single month during 
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six of the twelve months of the data collection period, with the remaining six months 

having one data session each, except for October 2009, when the session was can-

celed altogether due to scheduling conflicts. With the assistance of a first language 

speaker of Japanese, all of the data sessions were transcribed in full or part according 

to conversation analytic conventions (see List of Transcription Symbols and Abbre-

viations; see also Chapter 3). The transcripts were checked for accuracy as necessary 

by a Japanese first language speaker assistant, and by the first and second language 

speakers of Japanese who were the participants of a number of data sessions at which 

the data were presented. This resulted in a data corpus consisting of approximately 36 

and one half hours (2,184 minutes) of interaction, and it is this data from which the 

analyses and arguments of the present study are developed.  

 Data analysis is performed using a synthesis of conversation analysis and 

membership categorization analysis. Conversation analysis and membership catego-

rization analysis both stem out of ethnomethodology. The synthesis of these research 

methodologies used for the purposes of the present study involves producing highly 

detailed and accurate transcripts of recorded interactional data, and developing par-

ticipant-relevant analyses of the recorded data based on precise and detailed descrip-

tions of the ways in which the participants deploy both sequential and categorial 

resources to jointly organize their actions and publicly display their understandings 

for each other in relation to their courses of action so organized. The theoretical and 

methodological underpinnings of this approach are discussed in more detail in Chap-

ters 2 and 3. 

 In the following section, I provide a preview of some of the contributions of 

the present study to our understanding of learning in interaction, and of the interface 

between CoP theoretical notions and data-based analyses of talk-in-interaction. Then, 
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in the section following this preview, I conclude the chapter with an outline of the 

structure of this dissertation. 

 

4 Preview of findings and contributions 

 

 In this section, I summarize some of the findings of the present study, and 

briefly touch upon how these findings contribute to our understanding of the interface 

between CoP and the findings of fine-grained analyses of interaction. The participants 

of the present study organize their interactions at the data session into a series of three 

activity phases: (a) checking the transcripts, (b) silent looking at the transcripts, and 

(c) doing data analysis. The first two activity phases are treated by the participants as 

being preliminary to the subsequent and final activity phase of doing data analysis. 

The participants regularly display orientations to the activity of doing data analysis as 

being the culminating or goal activity of the data sessions. The activity of doing data 

analysis is assembled by the participants in reference to a specific utterance format: 

descriptive component + node (“so”)+ analytic component. Through the use of this 

utterance format, and through treating a non-use of the format, or a variation of it, as 

being problematic, the participants display for each other orientations to their activity 

of doing data analysis as involving the use of a shared procedural repertoire for the 

assembly of mutually recognizable actions. These findings bring into striking relief 

the participants’ co-constitution of their activity of doing data analysis as being a 

practice, that is, a mutually accountable, joint enterprise using a shared repertoire of 

resources and artifacts (see, e.g., Wenger, 1998).  

 In addition to this shared procedural repertoire for action assembly, the par-

ticipants are shown to organize their use of terminology so as to make visible for one 
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another an orientation to certain terminology as constituting a shared repertoire of 

terminological resources. The participants deploy and orient to certain terminological 

resources as being valued for use during participation in doing data analysis. I argue 

that this interactional organizational work by the participants functions to constitute 

the data session group as a community, and to make visible for one another identities 

as practitioners within that community. Thus, identity in relation to that community 

and its practice is shown to be inextricably intertwined with the participants’ 

co-displays of using or not using (or avoiding the use of) the valued terminological 

resources of the community. Furthermore, such behavior by the participants in regard 

to their use of terminology is argued to reflexively constitute the terminology as being 

valued by community members, and to make the data session group mutually visible 

as a community with a shared set of participatory resources. Thus, for the participants, 

identity, shared resources, and community are reflexively constituted in and through 

their behavior in interaction while participating in doing data analysis at the data 

sessions.  

 An examination of the participants’ behavior in deploying terminology across 

several series of interactional moments demonstrates that over time, they make visible 

for one another shifts in their categorizations of self and other. Such shifts are shown 

to be reflexively constituted in and made mutually recognizable by the participants’ 

making available for public inspection changes in their participatory behavior in 

relation to the deployment of terminological resources during participation in interac-

tions at the data sessions. Thus, in the case of the data corpus of the present study, 

shifts in identity over time are accomplished reflexively, such that (a) displayed 

changes in participatory behavior work to make visible shifts in the identities of the 

participants within the community, and (b) shifts in identity as practitioners within the 
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data session community are made visible in, and understandable only in reference to 

ongoing participation in talk-in-interaction at the data sessions. 

 Finally, in regard to the interface between the participants’ actual identity 

work and the CoP conceptualization of learning in terms of legitimate peripheral 

participation, the analyses recommend a view of legitimate peripheral participation 

quite different from the various views adopted by previous CA studies which have 

engaged CoP. These studies have understood LPP either in terms of movement from 

less to more skilled participation (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth & Wagner, 

2007; Hellermann, 2008; Hellermann & Cole, 2009), or in terms of movement from 

less to more active participation (e.g., Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b; Young & Miller, 2004). 

In the case of the present study, however, I argue that it is not possible to conceptual-

ize the participants’ behavioral changes in terms of relatively less or more 

skilled/active participation. Rather, the analyses demonstrate that the participants 

accomplish shifts in their identities as practitioners within the community in and 

through displaying changes in their participatory behavior in relation to the use of 

terminological resources. In such cases, I argue, the participants’ behavior works to 

make publicly observable shifts from using terms not constituted as being part of a 

shared repertoire of the community to deploying terms treated as being valued re-

sources for participation. Thus, the participants’ behavioral shifts can be understood 

as being synonymous with shifts from using resources lying outside of the commu-

nity’s set of shared resources to using those that are constituted as being part of this 

set. In other words, changes in participants’ participatory behavior such that they 

come to use the valued resources of the community simultaneously and reflexively 

make visible changes in identity from that of being one who relies on resources ex-

ternal to the community in order to accomplish his or her participation in the practice 
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of the community to that of being an integrated practicing member of the community 

who makes use of the shared resources of the community.  

 

5 Dissertation structure 

 

 This dissertation is comprised of eight chapters, including this introduction. In 

Chapter 2, I explain the theoretical framework of the present study and provide a 

review of the relevant previous research. In Chapter 3, I first provide an explanation 

of the methodological framework adopted by the present study, including a discussion 

of data collection methods, resulting data corpus, transcription conventions, and 

analytic procedures. Following this, I briefly introduce some general background 

information in relation to the participants. Additionally, I outline several research 

questions used to guide the inquiry of the analyses in subsequent chapters 

 Chapters 4 through 7 constitute the core analytic chapters of the present study. 

In Chapter 4, I provide an analytic description of the various activity phases consti-

tuted by the participants during their interactions at the data sessions. I discuss in 

particular how the series of activity phases is organized by the participants so as to 

lead up to and treat as culminating the final activity phase of doing data analysis. 

Then, in Chapter 5, I develop a detailed and participant-relevant description of the 

ways in which the participants jointly accomplish their activity of doing data analysis 

in a mutually recognizable manner. In particular, I describe the sequence and sequen-

tial organization (see Schegloff, 2007) inextricable from the participants’ organization 

of their interaction so as to be mutually recognizable as doing data analysis. In Chap-

ter 6, I describe the ways in which the participants use terminology during their par-

ticipation in doing data analysis, and how they constitute this terminology as being a 
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shared and valued resource for their participation. I also demonstrate how the partici-

pants’ use of terminology works to constitute their data session group as a community, 

and to make visible for each other identities as practitioners within that community. 

Then, in Chapter 7, I examine several series of interactional moments in order to 

develop a view of how the participants manage their identities over time, and how this 

management of identity is reflexively linked to changes in participatory behavior 

made publicly available for co-participant inspection during the interaction.  

 The dissertation is then concluded in Chapter 8. Here, I first discuss the find-

ings of the analyses in relation to the research questions submitted in Chapter 3. 

Following this, I discuss issues of compatibility between the ways in which identity is 

understood by CoP and ethnomethodologically-based research, respectively. I also 

discuss the ways in which the present study provides a model for subsequent conver-

sation analytic studies of engagement with exogenous theory. Finally, I touch upon 

some of the limitations of the present study, and discuss a number of possibilities for 

future research.
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

1 Introduction 

 
 In this chapter, I first provide an outline of the theoretical framework which 

underpins the analyses presented in later chapters. This framework is based in 

Garfinkel’s (1967) ethnomethodology, and the related traditions of conversation 

analysis and membership categorization analysis. Below, I explain the ways in which 

an ethnomethodological perspective provides for a view of participant actions that 

remains unclouded by an imposition of theoretical assumptions from the researcher. 

The basis for the development of this deeply participant-relevant view of social order 

is explained in terms of the notions of reflexivity, indexicality, and intersubjectivity. 

Next, I discuss the theoretical innovations and contributions of conversation analysis 

and membership categorization analysis. Far from being simply methodologies, these 

traditions extend ethnomethodological theory to the domains of talk-in-interaction, 

and the moral social order, respectively.  

 Following this explanation of my theoretical stance, I review a number of 

studies which are relevant to the concerns of the present study, that is, the organiza-

tion of joint participation in a common activity. While there are a great wealth of 

studies which have examined the joint organization of participation in shared, goal 

directed activities in a variety of interactional environments (e.g., Drew & Heritage, 

1992; Goffman, 1979, 1981; C. Goodwin, 1994, 2000, 2007a, 2007b; Goodwin & 

Goodwin, 2004; Heritage, 2004, 2005; Heritage & Clayman, 2010; Mori, 2003; 

Nishizaka, 2006; Seedhouse, 2004), because one of the primary goals of the present 
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study is to provide a careful, empirically based examination of the CoP notions of 

practice, community, and transformation of identity, and to provide a model for sub-

sequent CA studies seeking to engage CoP, I focus the literature review accordingly 

to studies based in the theory of situated learning in communities of practice. My 

discussion moves from a consideration of the foundational studies by Lave and Wen-

ger (1991) and Wenger (1998), to applications of the CoP framework to the study of 

participation in communities of practice in Japan by Traphagan (1999) and Sawyer 

(2003, 2004, 2007). Finally, I discuss a number of recent studies which have engaged 

CoP as a theory of learning while using the methodological apparatus of conversation 

analysis (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth, 2009; Firth & Wagner, 2007; 

Hellermann, 2007, 2008, 2009; Hellermann & Cole, 2009; Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b, 

2011; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 2007; Yanagimachi, 2007; Young & Miller, 2004).  

 

2 Theoretical framework 

 

2.1 An ethnomethodological perspective 

 

 The general goal of this section is to establish a theoretical stance which is 

free of pre-held theory. This may seem self-contradictory at first. However, it refers to 

a theoretical stance, or policy in regard to ways of thinking about the data, which will 

facilitate an examination of the participants’ actual interactional behavior without 

being impeded by an a priori imposition of theory from the researcher. An important 

key to understanding such a theoretical stance is a consideration of the basic project 

of Garfinkel’s (1967) ethnomethodology.  
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 Though Garfinkel coined the term ethnomethodology during his research on 

the decision making of jurors by reference to certain already existing terms such as 

ethnoscience and ethnobotany, the term carries quite particular implications not pre-

sent in the pre-existing terminology (Hama, 2004). One of the projects of ethnobotany, 

for example, is to describe the classifications and understandings of native people in 

regard to indigenous plant life, and then to compare and contrast these classifications 

with scientifically derived taxonomies. Thus, ethnobotany examines folk-understand- 

ings and “translates” or organizes them into objective scientific knowledge, or theory, 

with the implication and assumption being that scientific theory is superior to the 

systems of folk knowledge so examined (Hama, 2004, p. 8). In other words, ethnobo-

tanical research is concerned with producing “second-order typifications” by translat-

ing the “first-order typifications” of local knowledge into scientific theory (Hama, 

2004, p. 8; see also Schutz, 1962). 

This process of producing second-order typifications is analogous to the ways 

in which social science, and sociology in particular, approached its study of social 

order at the time of ethnomethodology’s inception. Sociology was then informed 

greatly by the work of Talcott Parsons, which presented “models of man” that viewed 

social order as resulting from the adherence by social members to a set of rules to be 

discovered and articulated by the sociologist (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 68). In other words, 

the sociologist’s work was to generate a second-order theoretical model of society by 

imposing an analytical order on the first-order local actions of social members. 

Garfinkel was strongly critical of such an approach, arguing that it “makes out the 

member of society to be a judgmental dope [or to be a] man-in-the-sociologist’s- 

society” (1967, p. 67-68).  
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Contrastingly, ethnomethodology aims to describe and understand the 

first-order logic and organization of local reasoning and action ubiquitously apparent 

in everyday activities on its own terms. In other words, ethnomethodology is not 

concerned with scientifically organizing everyday reasoning and actions (i.e., by 

constructing and applying theory) because everyday reasoning and actions are seen as 

being already ongoingly locally organized by the social members themselves. It is this 

ongoing and pervasive members’ process of organizing everyday action which eth-

nomethodology takes as its research topic. Garfinkel’s formulates this project in the 

following manner: 

[Ethnomethodology] seeks to treat practical activities, practical circumstances, 
and practical sociological reasoning as topics of empirical study, and by pay-
ing to the most commonplace activities of daily life the attention usually ac-
corded extraordinary events, seeks to learn about them as phenomena in their 
own right. Their central recommendation is that the activities whereby mem-
bers produce and manage settings of organized everyday affairs are identical 
with members’ procedures for making those settings ‘accountable.’ The ‘re-
flexive,’ or ‘incarnate’ character of accounting practices and accounts makes 
up the crux of that recommendation. When I speak of accountable my interests 
are directed to such matters as the following. I mean observable-and-report- 
able, i.e. available to members as situated practices of looking-and-telling. I 
mean, too, that such practices consist of an endless, ongoing, contingent ac-
complishment; that they are carried out under the auspices of, and are made to 
happen as events in, the same ordinary affairs that in organizing they de-
scribe…. (1967, p. 1) 
 

Thus, according to Garfinkel, ethnomethodology seeks to make the ongoing mundane 

sense-making procedures of social members its topic of inquiry.  

 Members’ sense-making procedures are based in the closely related and inter-

locking notions of reflexivity, indexicality, and intersubjectivity. Reflexivity refers to 

the mutually constitutive nature of action and context. Reflexivity rejects the Par-

sonian cause and effect view of the relationship between social structure and human 

action. Rather, social contexts, and the rules and norms which are associated with 

them, and which seem to penetrate and shape the fabric of social life, are seen as 
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existing only in and through the actions and experiences of members. In this way, 

ethnomethodology does not view social contexts, rules, norms, and so forth, as exist-

ing a priori or external to the ongoing activities of members.  

 Indexicality may be understood as being the flip-side of reflexivity. Indexical-

ity refers to the inescapably inherent vagueness of actions. Because actions produced 

by members in the social world are vague, they are necessarily context-bound. In 

other words, members’ procedures for making sense of actions necessarily involves 

reference to the contexts in which the actions were produced. The “documentary 

method of interpretation” is a members’ procedure for the interpretation of action 

wherein members treat actual appearances as being “documents” which point to a 

presupposed underlying pattern (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 78).  

 Finally, intersubjectivity speaks of members’ shared understandings of their 

social reality. Garfinkel (1967, p. 41) argues strongly that knowing or understanding 

something in common does not imply that members are in possession of individual 

“memory drums” encoded with identical information. He underscores this point in a 

series of experiments through which it is shown that, in understanding commonplace 

conversations, social members do not rely on a discrete and pre-held knowledge of 

the meanings of the utterances, and that the sense of the utterances was understood 

differently by different members (Garfinkel, 1967; see also Schegloff, 1991a). “Rath-

er than a common intersection of overlapping sets,” Garfinkel argues, a common 

understanding is constructed via “operations” (1967, p. 30). In other words, members 

of society co-construct and maintain their common understandings, or intersubjectiv-

ity, in an occasioned manner through the application of a set of interactional methods 

and procedures. These methods and procedures are based upon the following assump-

tions in regard to the reciprocity of perspective between members: (a) one’s actions 
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will be intelligible for co-participants, (b) co-participants assume this, (c) these as-

sumptions are mutual (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 55; see also Sacks, 1992; Schutz, 1953).  

In the following subsections, I discuss the two major research traditions which 

have developed out of, and deeply embody an ethnomethodological perspective, that 

is, conversation analysis and membership categorization analysis. 

 

2.2 Conversation analysis and membership categorization analysis 

 

 2.2.1 Conversation analysis 

 

 Perhaps due to the fact that it offers a conspicuous set of analytical tools, 

conversation analysis is commonly regarded as simply being a methodology applica-

ble to the analysis of talk, and is often confused with discourse analysis (Hasegawa, 

2010). However, conversation analysis is better understood as being an extension of 

ethnomethodological theory to the domain of talk-in-interaction, and as instantiating a 

social theory in its own right (see Heritage, 2008). Conversation analysis as a social 

theory, Heritage (2008, p. 314) argues, elaborates considerably on its theoretical 

inheritance from Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology, and Goffman’s interaction order, and 

provides a view of social order as being firmly rooted in social relations. In particular, 

Heritage maintains: 

[Conversation analysis] has involved a paradigm shift in the conceptualization 
of human action from the notion of a (or even “the”) structure of social action 
(Parsons, 1937) to a pluralized conception of variegated structures (Atkinson 
and Heritage, 1984) designed to meet the fundamental exigencies of human 
life. (2008, p. 314) 

 
 In its most fundamental form, conversation analysis is a “natural science” 

which produces “accounts of human courses of action” that are non-reductionist, 
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stable, and scientifically adequate due to their reproducibility (Schegloff, 1992a, p. 

xxxi-xxxii). In other words, it instantiates a “basic science” (He, 2004, p. 568), which 

describes the structures and social organization of talk-in-interaction. This fundamen-

tal version of conversation analysis has been variously referred to as “pure” (ten Have, 

2007) or “basic” (Heritage, 2005) conversation analysis. Basic conversation analytic 

research has found that talk-in-interaction is intricately sequentially organized and 

managed by participants on multiple levels. Of particular and sustained analytic con-

cern have been the organizations of turn-taking (e.g., Jefferson, 1986, 1989; Sacks, 

1992; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974; Schegloff, 1987, 1996, 2000, 2006; see 

also Tanaka, 1999a, 1999b, 2000 on turn-taking in Japanese); paired actions, or se-

quence (e.g., Hayashi, 2004; Jefferson, 1972; Sacks, 1975, 1992; Schegloff, 1980, 

1990, 2006, 2007; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; see also Mori, 2004; Nguyen, 2008 on 

second language interactions); repair (e.g., Gafaranga, 2000; Goodwin, 1980, 2007; 

Jefferson, 1974, 1983; Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 1979, 1991, 1992, 1997, 2000b; see 

also Carroll, 2004; Hosoda, 2000, 2006; Kasper, 2006; Seedhouse, 2004; Wong, 2000 

on second language interactions); and preference (e.g., Bilmes, 1988, 1993, 1995; 

Pomerantz, 1984; Sacks, 1987; Schegloff, 2007a), among others (see, e.g., Hutchby & 

Wooffitt, 2008; Schegloff, 2006; ten Have, 2007 for overviews).   

 Generally speaking, one of the main analytic goals of basic conversation 

analysis is to understand the methods by which the participants accomplish their 

talk-in-interaction as orderly and mutually recognizable, and to describe these not 

from the perspective of the analyst, but from the perspectives of the participants 

themselves. Conversation analytic research has found that almost every turn at talk is 

understood as being produced as a recognizable next action in light of a (most often 
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the) prior turn.1 Likewise, a current turn at talk (re)creates the sequential context in 

which a subsequent turn might be produced. Hence, almost every turn at talk func-

tions to publicly document the understanding of its producer of the prior turn-at-talk. 

In this way, the structures of social interaction provide a site for the participants’ 

ongoing public co-construction of shared understandings in regard to 

“what-we-mean,” “what-we-are-doing,” and “who-we-are” (Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 

1979, 1991a, 1992, 1997b). This fact allows the researcher to gain an understanding 

of the organization of social action from the perspective of the participants them-

selves: As the participants publicly document their understandings of each prior turn 

at talk for each other, they also do so for the researcher. This making public by the 

participants of their understandings offers a powerful analytic tool for the conversa-

tion analytic researcher, often referred to as the next-turn proof procedure (see Sacks 

et al., 1974, p. 728-729).  

 While basic conversation analysis seeks to understand talk-in-interaction as a 

social institution in its own right, another area of conversation analytic research seeks 

to understand the ways in which social institutions are accomplished ongoingly in and 

through talk, or, as Heritage (1984, p. 290) puts it, how social institutions are “talked 

into being.” Conversation analytic research with such a focus is referred to as “ap-

plied” (ten Have, 2007) or “institutional” (Heritage, 2005) conversation analysis. 

Institutional conversation analysis builds upon the foundation provided by the meth-

ods, findings, and theoretical stance of basic conversation analysis in order to describe 

how social institutions are worked up and maintained in and through the participants’ 

talk-in interaction. In order to shed light on how the participants accomplish and 

manage their social institutions, institutional conversation analysis affords particular 

                                                
1 An obvious exception being the first turn of an interaction. 
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analytic attention to six features of interaction: turn-taking organization, the overall 

structural organization of the interaction, sequence organization, turn design, lexical 

choice, and displays of epistemic stance (see, e.g., Drew & Heritage, 1992; Heritage, 

2004, 2005; Heritage & Clayman, 2010 for a detailed discussion).  

 Through scrutinizing these six interactional features, institutional conversation 

analysis seeks to uncover (a) participant orientations to specific, institution-relevant 

goals (e.g., accomplishing a health exam) and identities (e.g., doctor and patient), (b) 

specific institutional constraints and affordances which inform the interaction, and (c) 

institution-specific procedures and inferential frameworks (see, e.g., Drew & Heritage, 

1992; Heritage, 2004, 2005). As in basic conversation analysis, institutional conversa-

tion analysis does not a priori define the actions of the participants. Rather, the mean-

ings of actions are determined by the participants themselves in and through their 

displayed understandings of their own talk made publicly available in each subse-

quent turn on and for a particular interactional occasion. In other words, from the 

viewpoint of institutional conversation analysis, “what-we-are-doing,” 

“what-we-mean,” and “who-we-are” are interactionally co-accomplished and locally 

managed by the participants themselves in an ongoing manner so as to reflexively 

accomplish, perpetuate, reorganize, alter, and so forth the institutional context of their 

interaction. 

 “Who-we-are” refers to the ways in which the participants co-constitute vari-

ous institutionally-relevant identities for self and other as a constitutive feature of 

their ongoing accomplishment of the institutional context of their interaction. From 

the standpoint of institutional conversation analysis, institutionally-relevant identities 

are understood as being inextricably and reflexively related to the locally managed 

interactional order. Thus, an institutional conversation analysis of identity involves 
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documenting how participants orient to each other through their application of inter-

actional resources such as turn-taking, paired actions (i.e., adjacency pairs), repair, etc. 

For example, using these resources, participants may co-construct and orient to “dis-

course,” “situated,” and “transportable”2 identities (Zimmerman, 1998). Such identi-

ties are reflexively constituted in, through, and for specific turns at talk. In the case of 

the discourse identities of questioner and answerer, for example, the identity of ques-

tioner is related to and enacted by the action of asking a question, while the identity of 

answerer is related to and enacted by the providing of an answer. Situated identities, 

on the other hand, are “articulated” with discourse identities such that they are made 

visible, worked up, and managed through various discourse identities across multiple 

turns (Zimmerman, 1998, p. 88). As one example of a pair of situated identities, 

Zimmerman (1998; see also Zimmerman, 1984) provides the case of a call-taker at an 

emergency call center, and a corresponding caller. In this case, Zimmerman notes, the 

situated identity of call-taker, for example, may be articulated with, constituted by, 

and involve the orchestration of several different discourse identities, such as ques-

tioner, advice-giver, reassurer, and so forth. It is important to note, however, that 

institutional conversation analysis does not view identity as being stable or enduring. 

Identities are understood to be co-constructed by the participants moment by moment 

in their interaction, on and for specific interactional occasions.  

 

 

 

                                                
2 While he defers a substantial treatment, Zimmerman (1998) does mention that transportable identiti-
es are not associated with any specific situation, but are visibly available features (i.e., race, age, sex, 
etc.) which “travel with individuals across situations and are potentially relevant . . . for any spate of 
interaction” (1998, p. 90). 
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 2.2.2 Membership categorization analysis 

 

 Like CA, membership categorization analysis (MCA) was originated by Har-

vey Sacks, and thus is joint heir to the same ethnomethodological theoretical basis 

(see Section 2.1, above). However, CA and MCA are clearly distinct. While a con-

versation analysis intensely focuses its conceptualization of identity on the local 

actions of participants as they engage in turn-taking and in co-constructing sequences, 

MCA is concerned with a broader level of social organization, which involves the 

assembly of people into social categories, and the accomplishment of a moral order in 

and through associating sets of actions, attributes, rights, responsibilities, knowledge, 

and so forth, with these categories. Because MCA is focused on a broader level of 

social order than CA, it does not necessarily require detailed transcripts of talk, nor 

even that its data be talk (see, e.g., Francis & Hart, 1997; Lepper, 2000 for an MCA of 

advertising imagery). 

 MCA finds its inception in Sacks’ analyses of calls to a suicide prevention 

center (Sacks, 1972a) and data from stories told by children (Sacks, 1972b), he no-

ticed that people pervasively organize their common sense understandings about the 

social world into categories. For example, Sacks (1972a) notes that callers to the 

center would occasionally report the findings of a search for someone to whom they 

could reach out for help about their suicidal tendencies as “having no one to turn to.” 

In the case of the suicidal callers, a search for someone to turn to is properly done 

within the group of people who are co-incumbents in relational categories with the 

caller (e.g., husband/wife; parent/child, etc.). Sacks (1972a) argues that such relation-

al pairs are “standardized [as constituting] a locus for a set of rights and obligations 

concerning the activity of giving help” (p.37). Thus, the caller may appropriately turn 



 27 

to the call taker (who, being a stranger, is not a co-incumbent with the caller in such a 

relational category) while nevertheless simultaneously reporting the conclusion that 

he or she (i.e., the caller) “has no one to turn to.”   

 Sacks (1972b) draws on the notion of membership categories to account for 

the intelligibility of a fragment taken from a story told by a child: “The baby cried. 

The mommy picked it up.” According to Sacks (1972b), this fragment is hearable as 

saying that (a) the Mommy is the mommy of the Baby, and (b) the first sentence 

temporally precedes and provides grounds for the occurrence reported by the second 

sentence (i.e., the picking up happens following and because of the crying). In ac-

counting for these particular hearabilities, Sacks first argues that certain membership 

categories (e.g., mommy and baby) may be relevantly gathered together into a collec-

tion of categories (e.g., family), and that the successive deployment of categorial 

formulations hearable as constituting such a collection will be relevantly heard as 

such. This hearability, Sacks maintains, provides for a above. Sacks further notes that 

categories may be hearable as being associated with particular category-bound actions. 

Such hearability, Sacks maintains, provides for b, that is, picking up and soothing her 

crying baby is a category bound action of mommy (see Bilmes, 2011 for a critical 

view of Sacks’ analysis). Sacks (1972a, 1972b) formalizes these observations in 

developing the notion of membership categorization device (MCD), which constitutes 

a core theoretical and analytical concept for MCA. An MCD consists of a collection 

of categories, and rules of application, which include several rules and corollaries 

(e.g., consistency rule, economy rule, hearers’ and seers’ maxims, etc.) (see, e.g., 

Hester & Eglin, 1997 for a concise treatment).  

 MCA provides a particular view of social identity, wherein identity is under-

stood in terms of the assembly of members into categories, which are associated with, 
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or bound to, sets of rights, entitlements, knowledge, skills, and so forth, or cate-

gory-bound predicates (see, e.g., Eglin & Hester, 1992; Jayyusi, 1984; Watson, 1978). 

MCA is able to identify and explicate, through examining category-bound predicates 

along with overt categorial references and formulations, various categories and col-

lections of categories apparent in the data. Furthermore, MCA is able to describe how 

categories are ascribed, described, or otherwise implicated as a reflexively intertwined 

part of working up social actions, and organizing these in terms of an order of moral 

accountability (see, e.g., Jayyusi, 1984; Watson, 1997). 

 

3 Review of relevant studies 

 

3.1 Communities of practice: Foundational studies 

 

 As explained in Chapter 1, the present study is interested in examining the 

ways in which the participants constitute their activities as a practice, their group as a 

community, and their identities as practitioners within that community. Therefore, one 

strand of research relevant to the present study is the theory of situated learning in 

communities of practice (CoP). CoP is a social practice theory of learning (see Lave 

& Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). It conceptualizes learning as being inextricably tied 

to notions of identity and participation within a community organized in, through, and 

in reference to a shared domain of interest, or practice. From this point of view, 

learning is understood in terms of changes in identity within the community, and in 

related modes of participation in community activities. Lave and Wenger (1991), for 

example, consider the ways in which newcomers learn to be competent members of a 

community. Their discussion is focused on the characteristics of the apprentice-style 
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learning in communities of tailors in West Africa, midwives in Yucatan, naval quar-

termasters, butchers, and recovering alcoholics. Lave and Wenger note a particular 

participatory process which appears to be a point of commonality among the respec-

tive communities they examined. This process is formalized in their conceptualization 

of legitimate peripheral participation (henceforth LPP; Lave & Wenger, 1991, pas-

sim).  

 LPP offers a view of learning as being a characteristic of participation in 

social practice. In this view, learning is not a discrete activity, but an “integral part of 

generative social practice in the lived-in world” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 35). LPP, 

Lave and Wenger argue, is not decomposable into its constituent elements and their 

common-sense opposites (i.e., legitimate versus illegitimate, peripheral versus central, 

and participation versus nonparticipation). Rather, LPP provides a holistic perspective 

which views learning in terms of changing trajectories in identity and forms of mem-

bership. Lave and Wenger also greatly emphasize that LPP is not to be seen as a 

simple process of movement from a peripheral participatory role to a central one. LPP, 

they argue, speaks equally of increasing intensity of participation, and of denial of 

access to fuller participation. Furthermore, Lave and Wenger suggest that real-world 

communities of practice have no single center, nor do they have a designated periph-

ery. Thus, the changes in identity and forms of membership spoken of above are 

viewed as being intertwined in complex, nonlinear, and organic processes of partici-

pation interconnected (i.e., related and relevant) with the concrete realities of a 

specific practice (see Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 37). Such processes, they maintain, 

are not to be equated with the learning of knowledgeable skills, though the processes 

subsume this as a feature of becoming a full participant in a practice (p. 29). 
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 Lave and Wenger (1991) provide a number of concrete examples of LPP taken 

from various contemporary apprenticeship systems. For example, they describe how, 

in a community of Vai tailors, newcomers began their participation in the practice of 

the community by performing menial tasks, such as sewing buttons onto otherwise 

finished garments, and by observing the more involved work of the old-timers of the 

community. Lave and Wenger stress that learning in this community is inseparable 

from the trajectory of participation as the newcomers gradually take on more and 

more substantial tasks in relation to creating garments. In this way, they maintain, the 

trajectory of participation in the practice of the community to a position of full par-

ticipation and learning to be a tailor were completely overlapped and intertwined. 

However, while citing concrete examples of apprenticeship to illustrate their argu-

ment, Lave and Wenger stress heavily that LPP is not to be viewed as an abstraction 

of particular and historical apprenticeship systems. They reject a dualist perspective 

which views abstract and particular as being polar opposites. Rather, they adopt the 

Marxist notion that both particulars and abstractions are the results of “complexly 

concrete historical processes” (p. 38). In this way, Lave and Wenger submit LPP as an 

analytic viewpoint which seeks not to develop an abstract theory of learning, but to 

understand learning in terms of diversely unified and concrete historical relations 

which are an integral aspect of all activity. 

Wenger (1998) broadens his discussion from LPP to communities of practice, 

and the sets of relationships which constitute and reproduce them. Wenger empha-

sizes that the notions of practice and community are not to be equated with communi-

ties or institutions (i.e., schools, workplaces, etc.) and their official institutional goals. 

For instance, Wenger notes that in the community of insurance claims processors he 

examined, activities such as sharing information about certain shortcuts for expediting 



 31 

the processing of claims, and using those shortcuts while performing claims process-

ing tasks had little to do, or were even occasionally at odds with, the stated goals and 

procedures of the insurance agency at which the participants were employed. Never-

theless, Wenger argues, these activities played a vital role in constituting the commu-

nity of practice of the claims processors.  

According to Wenger (1998), situated learning in a community of practice 

may be conceptualized as a complex and non-linear process of identity 

(trans)formation involving engagement in a mutually accountable, joint enterprise 

using a shared repertoire of shared resources and artifacts. He bases his discussion in 

an ethnographic account of the participatory trajectory of a composite character em-

ployee (i.e., a character formed from a number of ethnographies of actual employees) 

at an insurance claims processing facility, Ariel. Wegner describes the ways in which 

Ariel’s modes of participation shifted over time as she became more and more capa-

ble of fulfilling the functions of her job, and a more fully integrated member of her 

community of practice. Furthermore, Wegner emphasizes, Ariel’s changing identity 

and modes of participation within the community were not just a case of personal 

development, but rather functioned in the reproduction and transformation of the 

community itself. In other words, the processes by which Ariel negotiated identities 

and participatory roles within the community also function to further define or alter 

the her community and the ways in which its members engage in their practice. 

Wenger stresses that learning is a ubiquitous feature of these processes in the 

sense that both newcomers and old-timers must continually update their understand-

ings regarding the activities, goals, methods, artifacts, and so forth, of the practice of 

their community. Thus, a community of practice is seen as being ongoingly defined 

and reproduced by its members through a process wherein participation, learning, and 
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identity are inextricably linked together, and both newcomers and old-timers 

co-negotiate their participatory identities in relation to an ever-evolving practice and 

its related resources and artifacts. In other words, rather than being conceptualized in 

terms of the transmission or internalization of knowledge, learning is understood by 

CoP in terms of how the members of a community jointly organize their community 

in relation to their practice, and how they transform their practice, and their participa-

tory trajectories and identities in relation to it, over time. Community participation 

incorporating a shared repertoire of artifacts and resources is seen as playing a vital 

part within this organizational and transformational process. In this view, shared 

resources, and the modes of participation which surround and are negotiated in rela-

tion to them, are seen as working to organize, perpetuate and transform a kind of 

cultural memory (see Wenger, 1998, p. 89). Thus, rather than looking at the ways in 

which sociocultural factors work to form cognition, CoP looks at how social partici-

pation (and non-participation) organizes and transforms socially distributed knowl-

edge within and surrounding the community.3  

 

3.2 Communities of practice in Japan 

 

 In this subsection, I review studies by Traphagan (1999) and Sawyer (2003, 

2004, 2007), which have adopted a CoP framework to explore the specific case of 

participation in communities of practice in Japan. One of the major focuses of Saw-

                                                
3 This is one point which vividly distinguishes CoP from many other research traditions drawing upon 
Vygotskyan sociocultural theory. That is, whereas other Vygotsky-informed programs are often most 
interested in understanding the impact of sociocultural factors on the cognitive development of indi-
viduals, CoP is interested in understanding the shape of individual participation within a community, 
and the impact of such participation on the community as a whole. Notably, Lave & Wenger (1991, p. 
49) draw upon Engeström’s (1987, p. 174) “provisional reformulation” of the Vygotskyan ZPD (see 
Vygotsky, 1978) as being “the distance between the present everyday actions of individuals and the 
historically new form of the societal activity that can be collectively generated [by the community].” 
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yer’s (2003, 2004, 2007) studies, which all use CoP to examine a common data set, is 

on how socially organized access in relation to artifacts and the related modes of 

participation and identity is crucial for gaining opportunities to use and learn the 

linguistic resources associated with such artifacts and participation in the community. 

As noted by Swain and Deters (2007, p. 824; see also Lave & Wenger, 1991), CoP 

views learning in communities of practice as being complicated (and potentially 

frustrated) by issues of access to participation and community artifacts. Lave and 

Wenger (1991), for example, describe how a community of butchers socially organ-

ized its practice in such a way as to effectively disallow access to essential modes of 

participation, such as observation of how old-timers went about preparing meat prod-

ucts, to newcomer butchers in training. Lave and Wenger emphasize that this disal-

lowment of participation was socially organized and made visible in and through 

design features of the environment in which the community arranged the artifacts 

used in its practice. For example, the equipment for cutting and preparing the meat 

which was used by the old-timers of the community was placed in a separate location 

from the room in which the novice butchers engaged in their work. Because of this 

environmental design, Lave and Wenger maintain, the novice butchers were not able 

to gain access to LPP because they were not physically able to observe the ways in 

which the old-timers performed the most valued work of their practice. Furthermore, 

the newcomers were not allowed to participate in any way in the work performed by 

the old-timers. This is in stark contrast to the community of Vai tailors also described 

by Lave and Wenger (1991). While newcomer butchers were socially organized so as 

to be unable to gain access to LLP in their community of practice, the environment in 

which the community of tailors undertook its practice was not sectioned off into 

rooms, and so newcomers were able to peripherally observe all stages of engagement 
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in their practice. Furthermore, the ways in which participation in the practice of tai-

loring was organized by the community provided newcomers with access to experi-

ence with all the valued work of the practice because they started their work in the 

community by sewing buttons onto otherwise finished garments and were then gradu-

ally given jobs dealing with earlier stages in the production of the garments. Accord-

ing to Lave and Wenger, this manner of organization provided newcomers with op-

portunities to gain an overview of the total endeavor of their practice, beginning from 

the valued finished product and working backwards to each earlier stage.  

In her studies of international graduate students in a science lab in Japan, 

Sawyer (2003, 2004, 2007), considers similar issues of access versus non-access to 

the practice and artifacts of the science lab community, and the impact of such issues 

on the situated learning of her participants. In particular, Sawyer’s studies examine a 

contrastive pair of participants, Max and Karl. Max and Karl were both foreign stu-

dents from countries in Eastern Europe who had come to Japan to pursue post gradu-

ate studies in science. Max was a matriculated student of the university in Japan and 

was pursuing a Master’s degree in his program. Karl, on the other hand, was a doc-

toral level research student.4 Sawyer notes that Max was able to gain access to arti-

facts vital to the practice of the lab community (e.g., machines for carrying out ex-

perimentation) while Karl was considerably less successful in doing so.  

                                                
4 Research student is a particular status at Japanese universities which contrasts with matriculated 
graduate and undergraduate student status. Research students do not seek degrees from their host 
Japanese universities, but rather typically engage in research directed by an individual faculty member 
at the host university for a period of one to two years. After their research period is up, they return to 
their home countries, where they may continue on to pursue a degree at a university there. While 
research students are permitted to audit classes and make use of the various facilities of their host 
universities, they do not receive academic credits for their studies, nor are there any particular require-
ments placed upon them by the university. Because of this fact, research students are largely free in 
terms of how they choose to structure their activities, and may seek out as little or as much contact as 
they wish with official students at the university. Notably, this means that research students are not 
necessarily institutionally constrained to participate in activities at their universities. 
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Sawyer argues that Max’s success in gaining access in the community was 

related to his maximized participation within the constellation of practices engaged in 

by the members of the lab community. These practices included not only the formal 

activities of the lab community, such as doing experiments and preparing for and 

participating in academic conferences, but also a range of informal activities, such as 

going on hiking trips together, spending time together with the other community 

members during the off hours of the lab, doing homework together, and so forth. 

Sawyer also describes how Max was involved in other communities, such as class-

room communities and a community of English speaking foreign students, and notes 

that he served as a broker between the other M.A. students in his science lab commu-

nity and these other communities in a way which allowed him to become a valued 

resource for the other members of his science lab community. This was especially 

true of the way in which Max came to be recognized within his scientific lab commu-

nity as an expert in the English language (although, as Sawyer notes, Max was not a 

native speaker of English, and his English proficiency was initially quite low) and 

mathematics. Sawyer’s (2003, 2004, 2007) studies point up how Max’s active par-

ticipation within his communities and related access to artifacts and resources reflex-

ively engendered fuller participation in both the formal and informal activities of the 

science lab community.  

Karl, on the other hand, remained aloof from the other members of the lab 

community. For example, Karl kept odd hours, visiting the lab at night when no other 

community members were there, and because of his particular status as a doctoral 

level research student at the university, unlike Max, he did not attend classes with the 

other master’s level student members of the science lab community, and so did not 

participate with the other students in homework or test review sessions. Additionally, 
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Karl did not participate in any of the informal activities of the group, such as watch-

ing baseball games together on an old television set in the lab, taking cigarette breaks, 

or joining in group excursions, and so forth. Sawyer maintains that, while other 

community members became aware of Max’s research interests and of the specific 

resources he could offer the community (e.g., he was expert in math and [eventually] 

English, and extended his help in these areas to other students in the lab community), 

they remained uncertain as to what Karl was working on in his research, since he 

largely kept to himself and maintained only a very minimal level of interaction with 

the other community members. In this way, Sawyer maintains, while Max gained the 

trust of the community members necessary to secure access to community knowledge 

and resources, Karl was seen as an outsider who could not be trusted to handle the 

delicate equipment used by the community in their science experiments.  

Furthermore, through gaining access to community resources and modes of 

participation, Sawyer argues, Max was also able to gain access to Japanese language 

learning opportunities that were simply not available to Karl through his modes of 

(non) participation. Sawyer suggests that an upshot of this contrastive set of participa-

tion frameworks was for Max to make broad improvements in his ability to commu-

nicate and participate in Japanese while Karl moved further and further away from 

participation in Japanese and made little improvement in his Japanese language profi-

ciency.  

 Similar to Sawyer (2003, 2004, 2007), Traphagan (1999) offers an ethno-

graphic case study of the participation of two second language speakers of Japanese 

within Japanese communities of practice, Erica and Malachi. Traphagan’s participants, 

however, were not members of a common community (i.e., Erica participated in a 

dance group, while Malachi participated as a regular patron of a local bar), nor did 
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their modes of participation necessarily contrast in the way that Max’s and Karl’s did. 

Rather, the shapes of the participation of each participant respectively is characterized 

by a complex mix of success and frustration. 

 Traphagan draws upon a number of resources, such as interviews, field notes, 

and recorded and transcribed interaction, to offer a description of the ways in which 

her participants engaged in the practices of their respective communities. According 

to Traphagan, Erica, who was employed by the city she lived in to teach English at 

several elementary schools, and whose stated reason for coming to Japan was “to 

learn Japanese language and culture first hand” (1999, p. 174), developed of a range 

of participatory and interactional competencies, such as the ability to comprehend and 

use vocabulary items particular to shishiodori (deer dance),5 the ability to follow 

conventional participatory patterns involved in performing shishiodori, and the ability 

to participate in joking and small talk during informal periods in between perfor-

mance and practice sessions. In the case of Malachi, who worked as a teacher at a 

large English conversation school and whose goal it was to learn the Japanese lan-

guage well enough to work in a job related to the Japanese music industry, Traphagan 

notes a development of competencies related to practices valued by the other patrons 

and owner-manager of the bar where the bar community in which he participated was 

located. These practices included such things as the deployment of a humor register 

and the use of vulgar words in banter-like interactions between himself and the other 

members of the bar community. 

On the other hand, Traphagan also notes that both of her participants experi-

enced various frustrations with learning Japanese while participating in their respec-

tive communities. According to Traphagan, the participants’ views of language learn-
                                                
5 Traphagan specifically indicates that, while the name of this dance is phonologically identical to 
shishiodori (lion dance), this similarity is based on a dialect pronunciation of the word for deer (pre-
sumably shika). 
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ing, and their actual experiences using and learning Japanese through participation in 

interactions did not match their expectations. She argues that such frustrations may be 

traced to an unpreparedness on the part of the participants to navigate learning oppor-

tunities apparent in actual interactional situations, and a lack of guidance for the 

participants as they sought to engage in language use and learning in situations out-

side of the language learning classroom. In particular, Traphagan notes that both 

Malachi and Erica had studied Japanese for several years at the university level, and 

so, although both participants had a belief that using the Japanese language to partici-

pate in real-life interactions would be beneficial for their Japanese language learning, 

they continually tried to rely on classroom-relevant language learning procedures, 

such as studying grammar books, in order to improve their Japanese abilities. 

Traphagan argues that her participants were thus unable to view language learning as 

a feature of their participation in communities of practice, and that the participants’ 

attempts to rely on classroom language learning strategies resulted in frustration and a 

mismatch of expectations with outcomes. 

These studies by Sawyer and Traphagan are valuable to the present study in 

terms of their application of CoP to the specific case of learning in communities of 

practice in Japan. Furthermore, their detailed ethnographies provide insight and direc-

tion in terms of understanding learning as an inextricable feature of participation in a 

practice. On the other hand, Sawyer’s (2003, 2004, 2007) claims are not based upon 

an analysis of recorded interactional data, and though Traphagan (1999) does consider 

transcribed excerpts of recorded data, she does not present a systematic analysis of 

her data — thus, the excerpts remain at the level of general supplementary illustra-

tions in relation to her ethnographic descriptions. As such, the view of learning in a 

community of practice offered by these studies remains quite broad. A fine-grained 
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and systematic analysis of on the ground interactional practices as they are organized 

and oriented to by the participants themselves during their joint participation in a 

practice could provide a much more focused view of the ways in which participation 

and learning are intertwined within actual interactional episodes. In other words, a 

participant-relevant approach based upon the systematic examination of interactional 

data could further elucidate the relationship between shifts in participation and iden-

tity, and the actual interactional practices of the participants.  

 

3.3 CA studies engaging CoP 

 

 In this section, I review a number of conversation analytic studies that have 

engaged CoP (i.e., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth, 2009; Firth & Wagner, 2007; 

Hellermann, 2007, 2008, 2009; Hellermann & Cole, 2009; Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b, 

2011; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 2007; Yanagimachi, 2007; Young & Miller, 

2004).6 These studies all have a particular focus on examining the ways in which the 

participants use a second language to participate and learn (including learning the 

language of participation) in communities of practice, and may be roughly divided 

into two groups: those examining classroom interaction (e.g., Pekarek Doehler & 

Ziegler, 2007; Hellermann, 2007, 2008, 2009; Hellermann & Cole, 2008), and those 

examining interactions outside the classroom, or what Wagner (2004) refers to as the 

“activities of ordinary bilingual life” (p. 615) (e.g. Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth, 

2009; Firth & Wagner, 2007; Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b, 2011; Yanagimachi, 2007; 

                                                
6 It should be noted that there is another strand of CoP-based research concerned with second language 
learning which emphasizes certain elements of CoP that resonate with poststructuralist concerns such 
as power and multiplicity. However, because the approaches of these studies are not relevant to the 
ethnomethodological/conversation analytic perspective of the current study, I will not provide a discus-
sion of them. The interested reader may consult the following, and the references therein: Norton 
Peirce (1995, 1997, 2000), Norton & Toohey (2002), Toohey (1996), Toohey, Waterstone & 
Julé-Lemke (2000). 
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Young & Miller, 2004). Both groups of studies are relevant to the present study be-

cause of the data-grounded views of learning in communities of practice which they 

provide. 

Examining classroom interaction, Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler (2007), for 

example, examine a single extract of data from a foreign language immersion high 

school biology classroom. They focus their analysis on explicating the ways in which 

the learners and the teacher engaged together in co-constructing their participation 

framework as they coordinated and organized their actions in order to accomplish the 

local activity of doing learning language and doing science. They emphasize a view 

of the participants contingently co-constituting and adjusting occasions for learning. 

Additionally, Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler show that the traditional SLA dichotomy 

of learning versus use is not applicable in the case of their participants by demon-

strating that the participants’ participation was one and indivisible with their learning 

to participate in their second language. For example, Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler 

show that learning in regard to certain second language vocabulary items, such as 

vector and mosquito, was an inseparable part of participation in learning biology. 

Based upon this analysis, they argue that “learning cannot be abstracted, neither 

conceptually nor analytically, from the organization of action, participation frame-

works and from socialization processes” (2007, p. 85). They conclude by arguing that 

language learning happens as part of a process of “dealing with locally organized and 

sequentially structured discourse activities and hence [it is] rooted in the learner’s 

participation in organizing talk-in-interaction” (2007, p. 85). In terms of relevance to 

the present study, Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler (2007) offer a view of learning as 

being embedded within participation in talk-in-interaction.  
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Hellermann (2007, 2008, 2009), and Hellermann and Cole (2008) also exam-

ine interactions occurring in classroom environments. These studies differ from 

Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler (2007) in that the data set they examine is longitudinal, 

and their research foci are on changes in participant behavior over time rather than the 

participants’ organization of a single interactional episode as doing language learning. 

Hellermann (2007), for example, examines a longitudinal data set collected from the 

dyadic interactions of six participants and their various co-participants. In particular, 

Hellermann examines the openings of the participants’ dyadic interactions dealing 

with teacher-assigned tasks. He first shows how the participants occasionally incor-

porate language provided by the teacher in previous sessions of class in order to 

accomplish a mutual orientation to the current teacher-assigned task. Hellermann 

argues that this action demonstrates the ability of the participants to effectively draw 

upon teacher-provided language in assembling actions at a later time. He further 

suggests that the teacher’s language thus becomes part of a shared repertoire of re-

sources for participation. Hellermann also shows how the participants similarly in-

corporate language produced by other student-participants, and how the participants 

occasionally co-negotiate a solution for accomplishing joint orientation to the 

teacher-assigned task over the course of multiple interactional episodes. He then 

concludes by arguing that the “classroom community of practice” afforded learning 

sites through which the participants were able to develop specific interactional com-

petencies in and through their participation over time (2007, p. 92). 

These studies by Hellermann, and Hellermann and Cole provide a detailed and 

in-depth view of changes in participant behaviors over the course of multiple interac-

tional episodes. Taken together with Pekarek Doehler and Ziegler (2007), these studi-

es offer a view of learning in the classroom as being inextricable from participation in 
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interaction. In other words, these studies describe learning as an organic part of par-

ticipation in a range of daily activities such as learning biology and co-negotiating the 

openings of interpersonal interactions. 

 One of the emphases of the broader sociocultural turn in second language 

research (in which the conversation analytic studies of second language learning 

reviewed here may be situated), articulated in particular by Firth and Wagner (1997), 

is the necessity to work towards a “broadening of the traditional SLA data base” 

(Firth & Wagner, 1997, p. 286), including interactions from everyday participant life 

outside the language learning classroom. The second group of studies reviewed below 

examines data gathered from interactions occurring in settings other than formal 

classrooms. Studies by Nguyen (2008a, 2008b), and by Young and Miller (2004), for 

example, consider learning in interactions between second language speakers of 

English and their academic advisors or tutors. As such, these studies begin to pull 

away from the study of classroom interaction to consider what might be termed 

“para-classroom” settings. These studies utilize conversation analysis and CoP to 

analyze longitudinal data and track changes over time in the interactional behaviors of 

their participants as they interact with each other during regularly scheduled advising 

or tutoring sessions. Young and Miller (2004) examine longitudinal data from discus-

sions of a student writing project between a student of English as a second language 

and one of his instructors during office visits. Young and Miller first show evidence 

for a specific interactional routine, consisting of several stages of action, which they 

gloss as “revision talk,” and then track changes over time in the participation frame-

work constituted by the participants in their interactions. Specifically, they note how 

the participation framework shifts from one where the student maintains a peripheral 

and passive mode while the instructor initiates and advances each stage of action 
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within the revision talk to a framework where the student actively initiates and ad-

vances each stage of the revision talk, with the instructor assuming a more passive 

mode of participation (see Rudolph, 1994 for similar findings from a different 

framework). 

 Similarly, Nguyen (2008a, 2008b) examines the ways in which the discursive 

practices related to sequence organization of her second language English-speaking 

participant, Lien, changed over time. In particular, she considers how Lien initially 

only provides minimal responses to topic proffers from her advisor. Nguyen shows 

how Lien’s participation changes over time to provide more complex, but sequentially 

delayed, responses to the topic proffers, and eventually to provide immediate ex-

panded responses and topic initiations in later meetings. Nguyen argues that Lien’s 

movement from minimal participation to more active and elaborate participation may 

be understood in terms of socialization into a particular practice. 

Brouwer and Wagner (2004) move yet further away from a formal classroom 

setting. In their study, they use the combined framework of conversation analysis and 

CoP to perform a longitudinal analysis of two data sets: phone calls between German 

first and second language speaking business associates, and face-to-face interpersonal 

interactions between a second language speaker of Danish and her acquaintances 

(who are first language speakers of Danish). In their analyses of these data sets, they 

find that, over the course of several interactional episodes, the speakers were able to 

interactionally establish certain resources in earlier encounters and use them in sub-

sequent encounters. They argue that this is one aspect which worked to co-construct a 

joint membership in the respective communities of practice of the participants (i.e., 

that of business associates engaged in the shared endeavor of attending to urgent 

business matters, and that of Danish language users concerned with producing audio 
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recordings for use in a Danish as a second language homework project). In the case of 

the German first and second language speaking business associates for example, the 

relevant and required interactional resources for participating in subsequent interac-

tions were gradually co-established across several interactional episodes. In particular, 

Brouwer and Wagner demonstrate how, over the span of three distinct phone calls, the 

participants negotiate and interactionally establish a set resources mutually usable for 

referring to people and things relevant to the urgent business matters at hand. Impor-

tantly, Brouwer and Wagner argue that learning in the interactions they examined was 

inseparable from and coterminous with this process of developing efficient ways of 

doing reference in and for participation in this particular series of business interac-

tions.  

 Firth and Wagner (2007) also use conversation analysis and notions from CoP 

in their consideration of interactional data from Danish dairy product sales phone 

conversations in which the participants used English as a lingua franca. They appeal 

for a “social-interactional approach to learning” by showing that “learning is an in-

separable part of ongoing activities and therefore situated in social practice and social 

interaction” (2007, p. 807). They demonstrate this inseparability in their analyses of 

several data excerpts. In an analysis of two phone conversations between a Danish 

dairy product salesman and an Egyptian wholesaler, they show how, for the partici-

pants, occasions for language learning were inextricably embedded in the joint inter-

actional work undertaken to organize and accomplish their participation in the inter-

action. For instance, Firth and Wagner show how in one phone call the participants 

co-engage in interactional work to overcome a problem with mutual understanding in 

their interaction in relation to the use of the word blowing in reference to spoiled 

cheese. They further demonstrate how the Danish participant makes his learning of 
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blowing mutually recognizable within the interaction, and then goes on to demon-

strate having learned to use the term to refer to spoiled cheese in a subsequent interac-

tion with a different participant. Firth and Wagner thus argue that language learning is 

inextricably interwoven into the fabric of mundane interactional activities such as 

creating and maintaining intersubjectivity in relation to dealing with problems with 

the dairy products being bought and sold. Furthermore, in a manner similar to 

Brouwer and Wagner (2004), they argue that such learning is best understood as 

“learning-in-action” (2007, p. 809), and as equivalent to co-developing, negotiating, 

and using cultural artifacts during subsequent occasions for participation.  

Firth (2009) emphasizes the ubiquitous nature of second language learning 

outside the language learning classroom. Similar to Firth and Wagner (2007), Firth 

(2009) also examines data collected from phone calls at Danish businesses between 

participants using English as a lingua franca in order to accomplish business interac-

tions dealing with international commodity sales.7 Firth shows how, in their partici-

pation in commodity sales, his participants displayed and maintained an interactional 

orientation to their work-related concerns rather than to matters of linguistic profi-

ciency. However, Firth argues, though the participants did not overtly engage in 

second language learning relevant activities, they did have a mutual need to assess the 

language competence of their co-participants and subsequently adjust their own in-

teractional behavior in accordance to their assessments. Firth argues that such interac-

tional activities ongoingly provide a site for learning how to interact in a second 

language. Based upon this observation, Firth further argues that second language 

learning must be conceptualized as involving processes much more expansive and 

                                                
7 Although they are similar in terms of their respective domains, Firth’s (2009) data appear to be from 
a corpus separate from the data of Firth and Wagner (2007) because Firth (2009) states that he has 
“never previously considered the data in light of learning” (p. 135-136).  
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complex than the simple attainment of “grammatical competence” (2009, p. 131), and 

that such complex processes are hardwired into the very structures of interaction. 

Regardless of whether they examine interactions inside or outside of the 

classroom, all of the studies reviewed in this subsection combine a conversation 

analytic methodology with a CoP-informed conceptualization of learning. Their 

various analyses show that learning is a hardwired feature of participation in interac-

tion (e.g., Firth, 2009; Firth & Wagner, 2007; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 2007; 

Yanagimachi, 2007), and that it is observable in changes in participant behavior over 

time (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth & Wagner, 2007; Hellermann, 2007).  

These contributions notwithstanding, previous CA studies engaging CoP have 

not fully considered issues of theoretical compatibility between CA and CoP, and the 

application of the CoP framework in these studies has not taken up the full range of 

assumptions and implications of that framework. Notably, none of the studies re-

viewed have provided a full description of the practices (in the CoP sense; see Section 

3.1, above; see also Chapter 1) being co-constituted by their participants, nor have 

they identified the ways in which the participants co-accomplished their interactional 

group as being a community organized in relation to a practice. This is a crucial as-

pect of CoP that seems to remain insufficiently considered in much of the CA re-

search engaging CoP to date. For instance, while Nguyen (2008a, 2008b), Young and 

Miller (2004), and Hellermann and Cole (2008) each provide detailed descriptions of 

the interactional routines engaged in by their participants, and of the ways in which 

learning was accomplished by the participants in and through participation in such 

routines, it remains unclear as to whether or not, from the perspective of the partici-

pants, their activities are describable as involving participation in a particular practice 

(as opposed to a particular interactional routine), or whether or not the participants 
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were oriented to participating in their interaction as members of a particular commu-

nity. Because in these and other similar studies no data-based demonstration of prac-

tice or community is developed, it is difficult to say that the studies are truly and 

usefully engaging a CoP framework to start with. The interactional relevance and 

procedural consequentiality of a practice and of the community organized in reference 

to it must not be assumed a priori (see Schegloff, 1991b, 1992c). In other words, 

caution must be taken that these notions do not become an analyst’s resource. Rather, 

their relevance and consequentiality must be treated as an empirical question, and 

subjected to ethnomethodological scrutiny. 

 In regard to the issue of theoretical compatibility, a number of researchers 

have cautioned against combining CA with exogenous theory based on the fact that 

ethnomethodology ontologically and traditionally requires an atheoretical stance (e.g., 

Hauser, 2011; Kasper, 2006; Schegloff, 1997; Seedhouse, 2004, 2007; Wowk, 2007). 

Notably, however, in the field of second language learning research, Seedhouse (2004, 

2007) suggests that CA may be productively used together with theories of learning 

provided that the researcher employs a bifurcated analytic approach, that is, that an 

ethnomethodologically indifferent analysis of the interactional data be performed 

prior to and independent of the use of any theory of learning. The studies reviewed 

above all seem to employ such a bifurcated approach. However, even when the integ-

rity of an ethnomethodological analysis is protected through such analytic bifurcation, 

the fundamental compatibility between an ethnomethodological perspective and CoP 

still remains opaque. It is not clear, for example, what concrete role talk-in-interaction 

might play within CoP, or if the findings of ethnomethodologically based analyses of 

interaction would interface compatibly with CoP theoretical constructs.  
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 To my knowledge, there has not yet been any detailed examination of how the 

ways in which CoP theorizes learning, that is, in terms of transformation of identity 

within a community of practice, interfaces with the empirical findings of ethnometh-

odologically based analyses of interaction. Through developing a detailed description 

of actual interactional practices, the present study sheds light on how the participants 

themselves co-constitute for one another their activities as a practice and their group 

as a community, and work up and manage over time identities within their community. 

In so doing, the present study provides a contribution to our understanding of the 

actual interactional procedures used by the participants to accomplish their practice, 

identities, and community, and of how these interactional accomplishments interface 

with the notions of practice, identity, and community as they are theorized within 

CoP. 

 

5 Conclusion  

 

 In this chapter, I first outlined my theoretical stance. In particular I explained 

how the adoption of an ethnomethodological perspective provides a way of ap-

proaching the data which avoids the imposition of pre-held theoretical notions by the 

researcher. In relation to this, I touched upon the theoretical expansions to the eth-

nomethodological framework embodied in conversation analysis and membership 

categorization analysis. Following this theoretical discussion, I reviewed a number of 

previous studies which are relevant to the project of the present study. First, I dis-

cussed the foundational CoP studies, and several studies which have drawn upon CoP 

to examine learning in a Japanese context. I suggested that research seeking to em-

ploy CoP might be benefitted by a systematic, participant-relevant analysis of actual 
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interactional practices. Then, I provided a review of a number of conversation analyt-

ic studies which have engaged CoP.  

 While CoP provides a view of learning in terms of changes in participation 

and identity, it does not adequately consider the contingencies of actual on-the-ground 

interaction. To do so would require an in-depth microanalysis from an ethnomethod-

ological perspective. In the case of CA research which has engaged CoP, on the other 

hand, while these studies have enlarged our understanding of how learning through 

participation is accomplished by the participants themselves on actual interactional 

occasions, a number of crucial questions remain as to how the participants themselves 

co-constitute, and make mutually visible and recognizable for each other, their activ-

ity as a practice, their group as a community, and their identities as practitioners 

within that community.  

 In the following chapter, I discuss the methodology, data corpus, and partici-

pants of the present study. I also set forth a number of research questions which are 

pursued in the analytical chapters to follow.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY, DATA, AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

1 Introduction 

 

 In this chapter, I discuss the methodology and data of the present study. I 

begin by explaining my approach to transcription. As will be seen, the analyses pre-

sented in later chapters require a high degree of detail and sensitivity in the transcripts 

in regard to the participants’ manner of production and pronunciation of certain lexi-

cal items. In this sense, the transcripts and the analyses are inseparable from one 

another, as the level of detail in the transcripts facilitates and reflects particular ana-

lytic views of the interactional data. Next, I touch upon the methodological approach 

used to examine the data. This methodology is a synthesis of conversation analysis 

and membership categorization analysis.  

Following the methodological discussion, I discuss my procedures for data 

collection, the resulting data corpus, and the processes involved in working up an 

analysis of this data. Then, I introduce basic background information in relation to 

each of the main participants. Finally, I outline my research questions. 
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2 Methodology 

 

2.1 Practical issues: Transcribing talk 

 

 The ideas which became the starting point for CA were developed by Harvey 

Sacks in the nineteen sixties as he attempted to analyze a corpus of recorded phone 

calls to a suicide prevention center. In his repeated hearings of these recordings, Sacks 

came to the realization of a “‘wild’ possibility” that mundane talk is designed by its 

participants in a finely detailed and orderly manner (Schegloff, 1992b, p. xiv). It is 

this realization that forms the core notion of conversation analysis. Because of this 

view of every day interactions as being intricately designed and organized by the 

participants, CA is very specific in terms of what it regards as its data, and how it 

represents that data in written transcripts. Put simply, CA is interested in describing 

the interactional organization of naturally occurring talk.1 This concern was devel-

oped through, and continues to necessitate, the careful and repeated examination of 

actual instances of talk and other interactional conduct (such as gesture and gaze). 

Because of this, CA absolutely requires detailed transcriptions of the talk which 

constitutes its data.2 

 Transcribing talk-in-interaction is not a simple matter of writing down what 

people say and do. As noted by Ochs (1979), the manner in which transcriptions of 

interaction are produced, how they are formatted on the page, what features and 

details are included or discluded, and so forth, are matters inextricably embedded in 

and extending out of the fundamental theoretical orientations of the researcher. CA 

transcription conventions have been developed through a dialogue between the in-
                                                
1 I.e., neither scripted nor based on intuition. 
2 It bears emphasis that it is the recorded interaction itself, and not the transcripts of that interaction per 
se, which constitute the data of conversation analysis.  
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stances of recorded talk examined by researchers, and ways of accurately representing, 

in as much as possible, the fine details of the talk as it was actually produced by the 

participants. Such a concern for accuracy of detail is rooted directly in the fundamen-

tal stance of CA on talk-in-interaction as being the finely ordered and delicately 

designed accomplishment of the participants. This means that seemingly insignificant 

phenomena, such as intonational contours, fall or rise in pitch and volume, pace of 

speech production, sound stretches, pauses, and so forth, are indicated in detail in CA 

transcripts. Furthermore, CA transcripts are produced so as to carefully represent the 

sounds of words and other phonological material as actually produced by the partici-

pants.3 

However, it is not possible or practical to represent in the transcript every ob-

servable phenomenon. Orthographic representation of phonological phenomena is 

necessarily selective (see Jefferson, 1996; 2004; Ochs, 1979). However, in the tran-

scripts of the present study, every effort was made to provide an accurate representa-

tion – to the extent possible within the constraints of the chosen Romanization and 

transcription notational systems – of the phonological phenomena as they were actu-

ally produced by the participants. The issue of carefully representing the participants’ 

utterances as they were actually produced is of particular concern to the present study. 

This is because, as is discussed in Chapter 6, the participants of the present study 

frequently deploy not only Japanese words, but also Anglo-Japanese (i.e., Japanese 

words derived from English) and English words. As noted in the opening paragraph 

of this subsection, conversation analysis maintains that talk-in-interaction is finely 

ordered and designed by the participants according to specific and often highly com-

                                                
3 This at times, however, results in difficult to read transcripts, and researchers may work to maintain a 
balance between a faithful representation of phonological material as actually produced by the partici-
pants and readability depending on the specific goals and concerns of the research for which the 
transcripts are to be used (ten Have, 2007). 
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plex interactional contingencies. Therefore, it is not possible to overlook subtle dif-

ferences in pronunciation, for example, by writing them off a priori simply as mis-

takes or matters of individual style, and so forth. If the transcripts were to standardize 

the actual pronunciations produced by the participants, the interactional work, if any, 

being accomplished by differences in pronunciation would become opaque and be-

yond the reach of the analysis.4 

 In general, transcriptions of recorded data for use in the present study were 

produced according to conversation analytic conventions as put forth by Atkinson and 

Heritage (1984), and Jefferson (2004). However, an additional concern for conversa-

tion analytic researchers working with non-English language materials is how best to 

make the materials accessible to readers who do not speak the language of the interac-

tion. A number of approaches have been taken to address this problem, including 

providing only an English gloss of the data in the main text, with the original placed 

in an appendix (see, e.g., Nishizaka, 1995, 1999), providing an English gloss follow-

ing the transcript of the non-English data (see, e.g., Lerner & Takagi, 1999), and, in 

more recent studies, providing transcripts in a three tiered format (see, e.g., the edited 

volume by Nguyen & Kasper, 2009).  

 The present study adopts a three tiered format similar to that in Nguyen and 

Kasper (2009). The first tier of my transcripts features a Romanized version of the 

Japanese according to the kunrei-siki system, and the second and third tiers provide a 

word-by-word literal translation and grammatical gloss of the first tier, and an English 

gloss of the first tier, respectively. Furthermore, when necessary, an additional tier 

providing information in regard to the non-verbal actions of the participants is in-

cluded above the first tier. This supra-tier is linked to the timeline of the first tier via 
                                                
4 Or, conversely, if the transcripts were to systematically destandardize pronunciation in a manner not 
accurately representing the actual phonological material as produced by the participants, additional 
problems of stereotyping arise (Jefferson, 1996). 
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the use of brackets. Finally, because of the grammatical and word order differences 

between English and Japanese (which are often the complete reverse of each other), it 

is at times quite difficult to provide a useful English gloss in the third tier on a line by 

line basis. In such cases, the English gloss is provided at the end of several lines of 

transcript. A key to the notational conventions used in the transcripts is provided in a 

list included in the front matter of this dissertation. 

Figure 3.1 provides a concrete example of the transcription conventions out-

lined in the previous paragraph. It shows two transcribed lines of talk by a single 

participant. The participant producing the utterance, Murata, is indicated in the tran-

script by the initial M5 on the left side of the first tier. 

 
Figure 3.1. Example of transcript format 
 

 

 

 

 
 Above line 1, a description of Murata’s non-verbal actions, that is, “drawing in 

air,” is given in double parentheses, and tied to the timeline of her utterance in line 1 

via right-facing brackets. In the numbered lines 1 and 2, Murata’s utterance is indi-

cated in Romanized Japanese. The transcript does not standardize Murata’s utterance. 

For example, at the end of line 1, Murata produces haitte (.) te (“entering”). If the 

representation of this utterance were to be standardized, it would be: haitteite. In other 

words, in Murata’s actual utterance production, she elides the i of haitteite. Further-

more, the transcription of Murata’s utterance attempts to faithfully show not only the 

sounds she uttered, but also the way in which she uttered them. In other words, the 

                                                
5 In cases where participants are not identifiable as individuals, the initial P(s) is used. 

  [((drawing in air))  
01 M: de: (.2) [tyotto poozu ga haitte (.) te 
   and        little pause  S   enter      ing 
 
02   kanji:  na no kamo sirenai. 
  feeling C   N   perhaps 
  and it seems like there’s maybe a little pause that comes in. 
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sound stretch at the end of de, indicated by a colon, the .2 second pause following de:, 

the micropause occurring in between haitte and te, and the sound stretch at the end of 

kanji are not omitted. Likewise, the final, falling intonation contour of Murata’s 

utterance is indicated with a period after sirenai. In the first tier below the numbered 

lines, a word-by-word literal translation is included. Then, in the third and final tier, 

an English gloss is provided in a different typeface. In the case of Figure 3.1, because 

differences in word order make it awkward to render an English gloss alongside the 

Japanese utterance, the gloss is provided following the two lines of transcribed talk 

with which it is associated. Furthermore, it is important to note that, because of dif-

ferences in word order, morphology, and syntax, utterance production features such as 

prosody, sound stretches, pauses, and so forth, are not indicated in the third tier. It 

should also be noted that while certain elements, such as the grammatical subject of 

an utterance, are often omitted in Japanese, in the third tier English gloss, a function-

ally equivalent translation into idiomatic English is provided, with all the deletions 

and additions it takes to make it so. Thus, the reader is strongly urged to refer closely 

to all of the tiers of the transcript in order to get as accurate a view as possible of the 

ways in which the utterance was produced. 

 

2.2 Sequential categorization analysis 

 

 As discussed in Chapter 2, CA views identity as being accomplished in and as 

social action: co-created, worked up, maintained, and adjusted, aligned with or con-

tested in, through, and for specific interactional occasions. In this way, identity is 

understood as being inextricably and reflexively related to the locally managed inter-

actional order. Thus, a CA analysis of identity involves describing the participants’ 
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orientations to one another through documenting their publicly displayed ac-

tions-in-talk. In other words, identity is seen as being co-constituted by the partici-

pants through an application of interactional resources such as turn-taking, paired 

actions (e.g., adjacency pairs), repair, and so on. Using such resources, participants 

may co-construct and orient to various identities such as questioner, answerer, 

call-taker, and caller, for example (see, e.g., Zimmerman, 1998).  

 CA has been criticized, however, for failing to explicate the identities it points 

out, or tacitly acknowledges in its analyses. Hester and Francis (2000), and Watson 

(1997), for example, argue that an adequate ethnomethodological analysis must ac-

count for the members’ knowledge that is constitutive of identities in interaction qua 

membership categories. In other words, according to Hester and Francis (2000), and 

Watson (1997), membership categories should themselves be made topics of analysis 

and explication. As Watson (1997) argues, a disattention to the categorial aspects of 

the talk does not result in such aspects becoming somehow inert in the participants’ 

interactional practices. Rather, Watson suggests, regardless of whether it is recog-

nized and placed under analytic scrutiny or not, participants ongoingly and indisputa-

bly engage in membership categorization as an inextricable part of their documentary 

method.6 Thus, according to Watson, because of the reflexively intertwined nature7 

of sequence and category, a purely sequential analysis must necessarily and unre-

lievedly rely on a tacit analysis of the participants’ categorization practices. 

                                                
6 Here Watson draws upon Garfinkel’s (1967) notion of the documentary method as a members’ 
practice of sense-making. In particular, Watson (1997, p. 56) specifies the documentary method in 
MCA terms as involving a reflexive relationship between the sequentially produced and managed talk 
and the various categorial resources deployed within it. He argues that these two aspects of 
talk-in-interaction provide a major resource by which members accomplish their talk as “just this talk,” 
and jointly function to point to an “imputed underlying pattern.” 
7 Using as an example a medical consultation, Watson (1997), for instance, argues that for the partici-
pants of such an interaction, the categories doctor and patient simultaneously inform and are informed 
by the sequential structure of the interaction in a reflexive manner. Furthermore, Watson holds, these 
two aspects (i.e., sequential and categorial) jointly and reflexively work to make the interactional 
pattern visible and describable as being a medical consultation — a pattern which itself reflexively 
“folds back on the talk” to inform and make intelligible both its sequential and categorial aspects. 
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 Schegloff (2007b), on the other hand, suggests that MCA has often failed to 

base its analyses in the unfolding sequential structure of the talk. This, he maintains, 

has resulted in analyses grounded not “in the conduct of the parties, [but] in the be-

liefs of the writer” (2007b, p. 476). Schegloff’s criticism seems to be aimed at MCA’s 

efforts to understand and describe members’ reflexive methods for organizing and 

interpreting categories. In its efforts to develop an understanding of such members’ 

methods, MCA researchers have examined non-interactional data, such as imagery 

(e.g., Francis & Hart, 1997; Lepper, 2000), or the researcher’s own members’ under-

standings of categorial implications, inferences and formulations (e.g., Onuki & 

Matsuki, 2003; Sacks, 1972a, 1972b, 1979). Schegloff (2007b, p. 477) argues that the 

crucial issue that must be addressed by MCA is “not whether we [the researchers] can 

or should make a category out of it, but whether they – the parties to the conversation 

– do so, and, if they do, what that sounds or looks like” (original emphasis). Further-

more, Schegloff maintains that a failure to ground an analysis in the participants’ 

actual conduct may result in the analyst “promiscuously introducing into the analysis 

what the writing needs for the argument-in-progress” (2007b, p. 476). 

A number of researchers have combined the sequentially-based analytic pro-

cedures of conversation analysis with MCA in order to apply the tools developed by 

sequential conversation analysis, such as the next-turn proof procedure (Sacks et al., 

1974), to track and document the displayed orientations and understandings of the 

participants themselves in relation to the ways in which they work up, align with, 

attenuate, contest, overturn, and so forth, categories and categorizations of self and 

other in and through their talk-in-interaction (e.g., Fitzgerald & Housley, 2002; Hester 

& Eglin, 1997; Housley & Fitzgerald, 2002, 2009; Watson, 1978, 1997). Combina-

tions of CA and MCA have also been successfully applied to the analysis of second 
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language data in general (e.g., Bushnell, 2008a; Day, 1998; Fukuda, 2006; Nishizaka, 

1995, 1999; Suzuki, 2009), and to an examination of second language learning in 

social interaction in particular (e.g., Bushnell, 2007, 2008b, 2009; Kasper, 2004; Mori, 

2003; Omori, 2008; Richards, 2006; Talmy, 2008). The present study also draws upon 

a combined CA/MCA methodology in order to develop an understanding of the rela-

tionship, jointly constructed by the participants in and through their talk, between 

participation, identity, and social action.  

 

3 Data and participants 

 

3.1 Data collection 

 

 The data corpus of the present study consists of approximately 36 and one half 

hours (2,184 minutes) of interaction between five to ten participants at conversation 

analytic data sessions in Japan. All of the data were transcribed in full or part accord-

ing to conversation analytic conventions (see Section 2.1, above). The transcripts 

were checked for accuracy as necessary by a Japanese first language speaker assistant, 

and by the first and second language speakers of Japanese who were the participants 

of a number of data sessions at which the data were presented.8  

 Data collection continued for a period of one year, beginning in January 2009, 

and ending in December 2009. In all, sixteen of the seventeen data sessions which 

took place during the year were recorded (the one unrecorded session was the result 

of an equipment failure in the first part of March 2009). During the four month period 
                                                
8 One of the data sessions at which I presented my data was held by a number of the participants in the 
data sessions from which data were collected. However, this session was held after the completion of 
the data collection period. For the curious reader, I did (audio) record that session as well, but I only 
did so in order to gain a record of the opinions of the participants in relation to my data rather than in 
order to collect more data per se. 
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from January 2009 to April 2009, only audio recordings were performed. When the 

venue of data collection is CA data sessions, the data being examined by the partici-

pants themselves presents an added level of concern in regard to anonymity, and there 

was some concern that video recording would be unfeasible because of this. However, 

from May 2009, I was able to obtain permission from all of the data session partici-

pants to perform video recordings as well. Even so, one of the data sessions after May 

2009 (the second data session of July 2009, to be precise), was only audio recorded 

because of technical difficulties. There were six months during the twelve month data 

collection period in which the group held two sessions in a single month: February, 

March, May, June, July, and August. During the remaining six months, only one data 

session per month was held, except for October 2009, when the session was canceled 

altogether due to scheduling conflicts.  

 

3.2 Analytic procedures 

 

 As discussed in Chapter 1, initially the data were quite opaque to me. I pro-

ceeded with my analysis according to the standard CA practice of making noticings of 

possibly interesting phenomena during unmotivated hearings and viewings of the data 

(see Sacks, 1984, 1992). It is worth noting that at the time I was collecting data I had 

only a very vague idea of any research questions that might be posed in regard to the 

data being collected. As noted in Chapter 1, the data were a convenience sample, and 

were collected mainly based upon the fact that they involved people participating 

together in a shared activity. The fact that data collection was not motivated by a 

specific set of research questions or pre-held theoretical notions, expectations, hy-

potheses, and so on, is important to note here because of the fact that I was a partici-
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pant observer at most of the data sessions. It is also relevant to note that I do not make 

any special efforts to exclude excerpts in which I appear from the data analysis.9 I 

have made every effort to treat the data in exactly the same manner as I would any 

other data. This approach finds its precedent in the study done by Antaki, et al. (2008) 

in which the researchers analyzed the anonymized data they themselves had produced 

during their interaction at a conversation analytic data session from an unmotivated, 

“ethnomethodologically indifferent” perspective (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970, p. 340). 

 After making some initial noticings of potentially interesting phenomena, I 

selected several seemingly representative instances and analyzed them in detail. This 

allowed me to get a clearer understanding of some of the procedures involved in the 

participants’ production of the actions-so-examined. Then, I carefully surveyed my 

entire database by listening to the audio data while following along on my transcripts. 

At the preliminary stages of my analysis, I used only the audio data. One reason for 

this was to limit the amount of sensory detail I was confronted with, thus allowing me 

to maintain the focus necessary to continue observation without getting lost or side-

tracked (see Richards, 2003). I used the video data in later analytic stages in order to 

elaborate on and disambiguate points beyond that which was possible in an analysis 

using only audio data. As I surveyed the data corpus, I made a catalog of all apparent 

instances of the phenomena indicated in my preliminary analyses. In this catalog, 

each entry consists of up to three components. The first of these is the time in the 

recording at which each instance occurred, and the second is a bit of the actual utter-

ance as it appeared in the transcript on which I was following along. Because, at this 

point, I had already essentially transcribed my entire data corpus, noting down bits of 

the actual utterances in this manner allowed my to easily search my transcripts, which 
                                                
9 I have, however, taken measures to obscure the identities of all of the data session participants, 
including my own, according to the agreement made with the participants prior to the commencement 
of data collection (see Appendix A for both English and Japanese versions of the consent form). 
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I had converted into a single 1,248 page PDF document, in order to later cue them up 

with the audio data indicated by the time notations. The third component is commen-

tary about the instance-so-noted (i.e., whether or not is seems to be a clear example of 

the phenomenon, or a deviation, and so forth). 

 Once I had constructed a database in the manner described in the above para-

graph, I began to work my way through the instances by first developing analyses of 

some of those which I had noted as seeming to be clear examples of the phenomenon 

in question. This was done in order to develop a firm procedural view from which 

apparently deviant cases could next be approached. Then, I organized my analyses in 

preparation for presentation in Chapters 4 through 7 by selecting excerpts which 

seemed to provide clear examples of each phenomenon. It should be noted that, while 

the above description portrays this analytic process as a smooth and linear flow from 

making noticings to presenting the developed analyses, in reality, it was more of a 

dialogue between all of the analytic stages-so-described. In other words, I often found 

myself being led back to the data, transcripts, and catalog during my analyses of 

individual instances, and, conversely, I often noticed new instances which seemed to 

be possibly relevant to the analyses I was working on developing at the time. 

 

3.3 About conversation analytic data sessions 

 

 Some explanation is in order in regard to the general characteristics of the 

conversation analytic data sessions at which the data were collected. The stated pur-

pose of these meetings was to provide a venue for people interested in conversation 

and discourse analysis to share their ideas with each other about the data with which 

they were each working. At each data session, one of the participants was the data 
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provider for the session, and brought some already transcribed excerpts of his or her 

data along with the actual audio or video recording. As is discussed in more detail in 

the following chapter, each data session consisted of a series of activities. The ses-

sions regularly began with the data provider playing his or her data a number of times 

for the other participants as they followed along on the provided transcripts. This 

period of inspecting the recorded data was accompanied by discussion concerning the 

accuracy of the transcript. Following this, the data sessions would transition into a 

period of silent looking at the transcript. After this silent period, an open discussion of 

the data would begin, and the participants would jointly work up and negotiate analy-

ses in regard to various observable phenomena in the provided data.  

 The data sessions were held at a mid-sized private university in an urban area 

of eastern Japan. While the university was home to a number of graduate degree 

programs in the humanities and social sciences, at the time of data collection, there 

was no systematic curriculum offering instruction in conversation or discourse ana-

lytic methodology, or discourse theory. There were, however, occasional seminars 

offered by a faculty member in the Linguistics Department, and most of the partici-

pants in the present study had attended one or more of these seminars. The data ses-

sions themselves were autonomously organized by a number of graduate students 

from different degree programs at the university who had either met when they had 

been attending one of the seminars, or who were acquainted with one of the people 

who had attended. According to a number of the data session participants, the lack of 

regular course offerings in conversation and discourse analysis at the university was 

the primary reason for organizing the data sessions. The participants wanted to form 

an informal community wherein they could discuss their data and analytic ideas with 

like-minded people. 
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The data sessions were typically held in a vacant classroom, and the data to be 

examined during each session were played using a laptop computer with speakers and 

(in the case of video data) an LCD projector borrowed from the Academic Services 

Office of the Ph.D. program of one of the participants. Typically, the data sessions 

lasted for approximately two hours, although the shortest session was around 

forty-five minutes (the second data session in May 2009), and the longest almost four 

hours (the first data session of July 2009). Recordings of the data sessions were made 

using digital audio and video recording devices. Typically, a small digital audio re-

cording device was placed in a location central to the group of participants (often on 

the table around which they were seated), and, on occasions when video data was also 

collected, a digital video recorder was placed on a tripod in one corner of the room at 

an angle so as to allow a view of as many of the participants as possible. 

 

3.4 Participants 

 

 3.4.1 Referring to the data and participants 

 

 In the data, the participants chiefly engage in an activity that will be described 

in detail in Chapter 5, but which may be referred to here simply as doing data analy-

sis. In other words, the participants of the current study were themselves examining 

audio or video-recorded interactional data in order to develop analyses according to 

conversation and discourse analytic methodologies. Because of this fact, the present 

study will have occasion to use the reference term participant in two distinct senses, 

that is, to refer to the actual participants of the present study, and to refer to the par-

ticipants whose actions are portrayed in the data being examined by the participants of 



 64 

the present study. In order to avoid confusion, from this point on, I will adopt a con-

vention of first letter capitalization in referring to the Participants of the present study, 

with the uncapitalized term being left to refer to the data and participants of the Par-

ticipants.  

 

 3.4.2 Background information for the main Participants 

 

 Generally speaking, the Participants were friendly with one another and occa-

sionally engaged in activities with each other outside of the data sessions, such as 

eating lunch or dinner together, or going to parties together. There are a total of 

twelve Participants who appear in my full data corpus (although the maximum num-

ber of Participants ever participating at a single data session was ten). Among these 

twelve, however, there are seven who participated most regularly. I will refer to these 

seven as the main Participants. In the following paragraphs, I provide background 

information in relation to each of the main Participants.  

 

Yi10 

 

 At the time of the commencement of data collection, Yi was a first-year Ph.D. 

student at the university. She is a Chinese woman, and had been in Japan for about 

seven years. At the start of the Data collection period, Yi had been involved in con-

versation analysis (i.e., through attending seminars, participating in other data session 

groups, by engaging in self-study, etc.) for approximately two years. She had attended 

a conversation analysis seminar offered by one of the faculty members at the univer-
                                                
10 All names are pseudonyms. Furthermore, certain aspects of the information presented in the follow-
ing paragraphs regarding the Participants have been edited so as to ensure their anonymity. However, 
care has been taken in order to preserve fundamental aspects of the information. 
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sity during the previous school year. She planned to write her dissertation from a 

conversation analytic perspective, although, at the time of data collection, she was 

still working to find a topic. Yi was also an active consumer of conversation analytic 

literature, both in Japanese and in English. Additionally, Yi had been participating in 

the data sessions from the inaugural session, and had taken on the task of coordinating 

the data session meetings. 

 

Wendy 

 

 Wendy is a Thai woman, and was an M.A. student at the university. Wendy 

had been in Japan for about three years prior to the commencement of data collection. 

She had been working with conversation analysis (i.e., by attending a seminar) from 

the year prior to my data collection, and had attended the same seminar as Yi. Next to 

Yi, Wendy was the most active data presenter at the data sessions. However, a part, at 

least, of her high activity level seemed to be due to the fact that her academic advisor 

wanted Wendy to work through her data with the group so that she could successfully 

write and defend her Master’s thesis.  

 

Elmer 

 

 Elmer is a Canadian-Taiwanese man, and was a graduate level kenkyuusei 

(research student)11 at the university. At the commencement of data collection, Elmer 

had been in Japan for about one year, although he also had some previous experience 

living in Japan. He had become involved in conversation analysis and discourse 
                                                
11 As a research student, Elmer actively participated in the data sessions and several other unofficial 
activities at his host university. However, he did not attend classes with the official students. It may be 
recalled here that, according to Sawyer (2003, 2004, 2007), Karl was also a research student.  
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analysis approximately three years prior to the start of data collection. In particular, he 

had attended several seminars on conversation and discourse analysis at his home 

institution. He was invited to participate in the data sessions by Yi, whom he had met 

at a talk given by a visiting scholar from an American university, and began partici-

pating a couple of months before I began collecting data. 

 

Zed 

 

 Zed is a Singaporean man. At the commencement of data collection, he was 

just finishing up his Master’s degree (in the same M.A. program Yi had graduated 

from) and had applied to enter (and was subsequently accepted into) the Ph.D. pro-

gram in which Yi was enrolled. He occasionally looked to Yi for advice about aca-

demic matters. Zed had been in Japan for about four years at the beginning of the 

Data collection period. He had attended the same conversation analysis seminar as Yi. 

However, Zed’s academic advisor was not particularly accepting of conversation 

analysis, and so Zed’s Master’s thesis employed a methodology and theoretical 

framework not closely related to ethnomethodology. However, Zed seemed to be very 

interested in conversation analysis and had been a participant in the data sessions 

from shortly after the inagural session. 

 

Murata 

 

 Murata is a Japanese woman, and was a fifth-year Ph.D. student at the univer-

sity. At the time of data collection, she was very close to the completion of her dis-

sertation. She was working as a part-time lecturer at a neighboring university, and had 
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been working with conversation analysis for a number of years. She had attended 

university in the United States. While her Ph.D. program differed from that of Yi and 

Zed, she became acquainted with them and Wendy through her attendance at the 

seminar of the previous year. Murata was actively engaged in writing her dissertation, 

which made heavy use of conversation analysis, and she had also published or pre-

sented a number of articles. Partly because of her experience as a part-time faculty 

member and researcher, as well as her expertise in conversation analysis, the other 

participants occasionally looked to her for advice about doing conversation analytic 

research, and about writing and publishing in general. Like Yi and Zed, Murata had 

also been participating in the data sessions from the start. 

 

Suzuki 

 

 Suzuki is a Japanese woman, and was a third-year Ph.D. student. She was 

enrolled in the same Ph.D. program as Murata, and had met Yi and Zed at the seminar 

during the prior year. Suzuki had been involved with conversation analysis for about 

two years at the commencement of my data collection. At the time, Suzuki was just 

getting started with writing her dissertation, and wanted to incorporate conversation 

analysis as her research methodology. While, because of schedule conflicts, Suzuki 

was unable to participate in every data session, she would later find out about the 

proceedings from Murata or Yi. Suzuki had been participating in the data sessions for 

a shorter time than Yi, Murata, or Zed, but longer than Elmer. 
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Ru 

 

 Ru is a Chinese woman, and was a third-year Ph.D. student in the same pro-

gram as Yi and Zed. Ru’s research topic had to do with linguistics, and she had no 

experience with conversation or discourse analysis whatsoever prior to her participa-

tion in the data sessions. She began her participation at the data sessions approxi-

mately four months after I began data collection, and had been introduced to the 

sessions by Yi and Zed. Ru’s initial reason for attending the data sessions seems to 

have been curiosity.  

 

4 Research questions 

 

 It is the general goal of the present study to develop a data-driven, participant 

relevant description of the ways in which the participants interactionally co-constitute 

their (a) activities as a practice,12 (b) their group as a community, and (c) their identi-

ties within that community. As discussed in Chapter 2, CoP conceptualizes learning in 

terms of a transformation of identity within a community of practice. The overarching 

question pursued by the present study is: How does CoP’s conceptualization of the 

notions of practice, community, and identity interface with the findings of eth-

nomethodologically based empirical analyses of interaction. The following research 

questions are used to guide the analytic inquiry of the present study in developing an 

answer to this overarching question: 

1. What types of activities are accomplished by the Participants at their data ses-
sions, and how are these organized in relation to one another? 

 

                                                
12 In the CoP sense of co-engagement in a joint endeavor using a shared repertoire of resources and 
artifacts (see Wenger, 1998). 
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2. How is the activity of doing data analysis discursively constituted by the partici-
pants as being a practice?  

 
3. How do the participants organize their talk-in-interaction at the data sessions so 

as to be mutually recognizable as doing data analysis? 
 
4. In what ways do the participants co-constitute a shared repertoire of resources 

for joint participation in their practice? 
 
5. How do the participants discursively constitute their data session group as a 

community? 
 
6. How do the participants organize their talk-in-interaction to work up, and man-

age over time, identities as practitioners within their community? 
 

7. How do the actual ways in which the Participants accomplish identity work 
interface with the CoP notions of legitimate peripheral participation and learning 
as a transformation of identity within a community of practice? 

 

5 Concluding remarks 

 

 In this chapter, I have provided a discussion of the conventions used for pro-

ducing transcripts of the interactional data. Special note has been made of the impor-

tance of carefully rendering in the transcripts interactional details such as subtle dif-

ferences in the pronunciation of words. I also touched upon the methodological 

framework by which the data are subjected to analytic scrutiny. In particular, my 

methodological framework synthesizes conversation analysis and membership cate-

gorization analytic procedures. Such a framework will allow me to develop a partici-

pant-relevant understanding of the Participants’ interactional co-constitution of ac-

tions and identities at the data sessions.  

 Additionally, I have outlined my data collection procedures, the resulting data 

corpus, and the general flow of my analytic procedures. I also introduced the seven 

main Participants by describing relevant background information in regard to each of 

them. Then, I outlined seven research questions to be pursued in order to develop an 
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understanding of how the Participants (a) make recognizable for each other the vari-

ous activity types at the data sessions, (b) co-constitute their activity of doing data 

analysis as a practice, (c) co-constitute their data session group as a community, and 

(d) work up and manage identities within this community. In Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7, I 

provide data-based answers to each of my research questions.
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CHAPTER 4 

CHECKING THE TRANSCRIPT AND SILENT LOOKING 

 

1 Introduction: Activity phases at the data sessions 

 

 Generally speaking, the Participants organize their interactions at the data 

sessions into a series of three distinct activity phases (see Drew & Heritage, 1992; 

Heritage, 2004, 2005; Heritage & Clayman, 2010): checking the transcript, silent 

looking, and doing data analysis. When I asked Murata about the origins of this gen-

eral structural organization, she told me that, while she had never really given it much 

thought, it is similar to the format adopted by conversation analytic data sessions she 

had attended in the United States, and to that used by other data session groups in 

Japan attended by both herself and Yi. As we will see in Excerpts 4.5 and 4.7, below, 

for example, there are times when the Participants (Yi and Murata in the excerpts 

mentioned) perform overt discursive work aimed at organizing their interaction into 

one or another of the activity phases mentioned above. In the present chapter, I 

provide a detailed description of the first two activity phases of the data sessions: 

checking the transcript and silent looking at the transcript. Following this, I demon-

strate the contingent and fluid nature of the various activity phases by examining 

several instances where the Participants momentarily break the frame of the current 

activity phase. Then, in Chapter 5, I present an in-depth examination of the third and 

culminating activity phase of the data sessions: doing data analysis.  

 Checking the transcript refers to the initial activity of the data sessions, 

wherein the Participants examine the data transcript supplied by the data provider. At 
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the outset of each data session, identical transcript sheets are given to each Participant, 

and these sheets are first scrutinized for inaccuracies through a process of listening to 

or viewing the data and comparing what is written in the transcript with the pho-

nological and other phenomena observable in the data. Below, analyses of several 

instances of this activity phase are presented. Two focal points of these analyses are 

developing an understanding of (a) the basic procedures for checking the transcript, 

and (b) how particular work is accomplished through deviation from the basic proce-

dures. Silent looking, on the other hand, refers to an activity which is constituted by 

the Participants as a space following checking the transcript during which they gener-

ally withhold other-directed speech and visibly focus their individual attentions on 

scrutinizing their respective transcript sheets. My analysis provides a description of 

how the Participants initiate, engage in, and subsequently transition out of this activ-

ity.  

 In regard to both of these activity phases (i.e., checking the transcript and 

silent looking), special analytic attention is afforded to bringing to light the Partici-

pants’ displayed orientations in regard to how these activities fit in to the larger pic-

ture of the overall structural framework (see, e.g., Drew & Heritage, 1992; Heritage, 

2004, 2005) of the data sessions, and especially in relation to the subsequent activity 

of doing data analysis. In other words, a major goal of the analyses is to begin to 

uncover the ways in which the Participants constitute a specific activity as being the 

culmination of their meeting, while accomplishing other activities as being subordi-

nate to it. In this way, the analyses of the present chapter directly address my first 

research question, which asks what types of activities the Participants accomplish at 

the data sessions, and how they organize these activities in relation to one another, 
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and begin to address my second research question, which asks how the activity of 

doing data analysis is discursively constituted by the participants as being a practice. 

 

2 Checking the transcripts 

 

2.1 A simplest procedural basis 

 

 All of the sixteen data sessions in the data corpus of the present study begin in 

a remarkably similar manner. Typically, the data provider immediately distributes 

copies of his or her transcript upon arriving at the classroom where the data session is 

to take place. Then, he or she goes about preparing the audio or video data file(s) for 

playback on the computer while the co-Participants arrive and familiarize themselves 

with the transcribed data on the handout. There is typically very little talk during these 

times, although the participants occasionally make whispered comments or ask ques-

tions about the transcript to each other. Once the data provider cues up the data, he or 

she provides a brief verbal explanation concerning the participants’ backgrounds and 

their relationships with each other, and any particular areas that he or she feels might 

be of interest. Upon completing this explanation, the data presenter then usually plays 

the data three or four times in a row,1 while the co-Participants follow along on the 

transcripts. Following this initial hearing of the data, a period of discussion about the 

accuracy of the transcript ensues. 

 The participants’ discussions of the transcripts typically focus on the match 

between the actual audio-visual phenomena in the data, and the representation of 

                                                
1 Occasionally the data provider repeats or elaborates his or her explanation in regard to the partici-
pants or areas of interest prior to the beginning of a discussion about the transcript. In other words, on 
such occasions, the flow of activity is as follows: explanation → play data → elaboration of explana-
tion → discussion of transcript. 
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these in the transcript. This activity is accomplished by the participants as a process of 

viewing and listening to the data, and then co-negotiating a consensus as to what is 

occurring in the data, and how this should be represented in the transcript using a 

finite set of symbols. Below, we first examine two examples where correcting the 

transcript is treated as a relatively straightforward process wherein a Participant points 

out an inaccuracy in the transcript, which is then acknowledged (and typically made 

note of on the transcript sheet) by the co-Participants, and the transcriptionist (i.e., the 

data provider). Then, we consider two much more involved examples where a Par-

ticipant’s indication of a possible inaccuracy is treated as being problematic by the 

co-Participants, resulting in extended spates of negotiation involving replays of the 

data and displays of stances and alignments in regard to the existence and magnitude 

of the possible inaccuracy-so-indicated.  

 Prior to Excerpt 4.1, the Participants had been discussing different levels of 

detail potentially representable in the transcript, and, in particular, whether or not it is 

necessary to attempt to transcribe every small change in intonational contour. Fol-

lowing this discussion, a silent space develops, after which a next item of business is 

negotiated between Wendy and Murata. Then, Murata suggests that a certain item 

which is present in the audio data, that is, the epistemic marker yo, is not represented 

in Wendy’s transcript. 

 
Excerpt 4.1 
01 M: [etto::,  
   uhm 
  uhm, 
 
02 W: [.hhh 
   .hhh 
  .hhh 
 
03   (.9) 
 
04 W:  ato wa [:: >etto-< 
  after T     uhm- 
  and then uhm- 
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05 M:  [a:no:: ((sniffs))  
    uhm 
    uhm 
 
06   (1.9) 
 
07 M:  do- nan  da kke. e::::to:, 
  wh- what C   Q      uhm 
  wh- what was it. uhm, 
 
08   tabun    juu yon    gyoo me    wa   un 
  perhaps ten four line.number T   yeah 
  maybe line number fourteen is yeah 
 
09   sittemas::u yo [s- s-  
   knowing      P  s- s- 
  ‘sittemasu yo s- s-’ 
 
10 Y:   [y- y- yo:. 
     y- y- P 
    ‘y- y- yo.’ 
 
11 M: si [ttemasu yo tt]e haitteru yo ne, 
   knowing     P   QT  entering  P  P 
  it’s coming in like ‘sittemasu yo’, 
 
12 W:  [yo: ga haireru.] 
    P   S  can.enter 
   ‘yo’ can enter in. 
 
13   ha:i. 
  yes 
  yes. 
 

 In lines 1 through 6, the Participants co-negotiate speakership in relation to 

initiating a next item of business. This begins with Murata and Wendy undertaking 

the simultaneous production of phonological material in lines 1 and 2. Then, in line 3, 

through co-allowing a .9 silence to develop, they both seem to treat their lines 1 and 2 

as indicating the possibility of the other person’s beginning the production of a sub-

stantial utterance. Following this pause, Wendy produces ato wa:: >etto-< (“and then 

uhm-”) (line 4), which is partially overlapped by Murata’s production of a:no:: 

(“uhm”) and a sniffing noise (line 5). This is followed by a 1.9 second silence in line 

6, where, in a manner analogous to line 3, the Participants seem to co-display an 
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orientation to their simultaneous vocalizations in lines 4 and 5 as being indicative of 

forthcoming talk.  

 In line 7, Murata deploys do- nan da kke (“wh- what was it”). This device 

functions to claim that Murata is in the process of recalling the elements she will 

include in her forthcoming utterance.2 In this way, nan da kke here works to lay a 

provisional claim on the floor by projecting substantial talk, and to provide an account 

of why that substantial is undeliverable just now, that is, it claims that Murata is still 

in the process of recalling some items to be included in the utterance. Murata follows 

her production of nan da kke by a greatly stretched e::::to: (“uhm”), which functions 

as a further claim of being engaged in thought processes. Then, in lines 8, 9, and 11, 

Murata delivers the talk-so-projected, which suggests that while the epistemic marker 

yo appeared in the audio data, it is not indicated on the transcript. In line 10, Yi dis-

plays an alignment with Murata’s suggestion by producing the putatively missing 

item, yo, just after Murata has indicated that it appears in the audio data (line 9).  

 In line 12, Wendy produces yo: ga haireru (“yo can enter in”) in overlap with 

Murata’s line 11. In so doing, she demonstrates an understanding of Murata’s lines 8 

and 9, and Yi’s line 10. The falling intonation of line 12 makes it hearable as (a) 

formulating a candidate upshot of Murata’s suggestion that yo appears in the data, that 

is, that yo should be included (i.e., “can enter”) in the transcript, and (b) submitting 

this candidate for validation by the co-Participants. This validation is provided by 

Murata’s line 11 yo tte haitteru yo ne (“yo is coming in”), which is mostly produced 

following the end of Wendy’s overlapping line 12. Then, in line 13, Wendy ac-

knowledges the validation-so-provided with ha:i (“yes”), which also functions to 
                                                
2 Although it is impossible to say with certainty, it seems that, prior to her self repair in line 7, Murata 
may have been undertaking the production of doko da kke (“where was it”). If this were the case, 
Murata’s utterance would work to claim that she is trying to locate some item on the transcript rather 
than that she is in the process of utterance production, as indicated by her post-repair nan da kke (“what 
was it”). 
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close out the sequence. Thus, the analysis of Excerpt 4.1 has shown how the activity 

of checking and correcting the transcripts can be assembled via the co-Participants’ 

(i.e., Murata and Yi, in the case of Excerpt 4.1) suggestion of an inaccuracy, and the 

transcriptionist’s (i.e., Wendy’s) acknowledgement of the inaccuracy-so-suggested. 

This sequence of actions, that is, the indication of a possible inaccuracy and the un-

problematic acknowledgement of the inaccuracy-so-indicated, constitutes a simplest 

procedure for accomplishing the activity of checking the transcript. 

 Let us now consider a further example, Excerpt 4.2, which, while more com-

plex than Excerpt 4.1, nevertheless exhibits an analogous procedural make up. Prior 

to the excerpt, the Participants had been discussing several locations in which the 

transcriptionist had not indicated instances of pauses and slower paced speech that 

appear in the data. Following the end of this spate of talk, a gap develops during 

which all of the Participants direct their gazes to their individual copies of the tran-

script. Then, Elmer breaks this silence with a suggestion that a certain item, koo, has 

been transcribed inaccurately. 

 
Excerpt 4.2 
01  (4.1) 
02 E: sono saisyo jaa  koo  tte  ko   koo 
  that first  well that QT  that that 
  it seems like the first ‘jaa koo’  
 
03   [towa:  nobikiottenai      yoo  na (xx)o  
   T    not.fully.stretched like C 
  is like not fully stretched out like ‘koo’ 
 
04 M: [((lifts gaze to Elmer)) 
 
   [((nodding)) 
05 E:  ja ja [ko. [tte ko.= 
  DM DM that QT that 
  it’s like ‘ja ja ko.’ ‘ko.’ 
 
06 M:  [ko. 
   that 
   ‘ko.’ 
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07 E: =[ko. de tomaru (tte yu yoo na) 
    that with stop QT  say like C 
  it seems like it stops with ‘ko.’ 
 
  [((gaze to Zed; nods)) [((gaze to Elmer)) 
08 M: =[a: [:. toji- (aruiwa) tome [te:  
    a     clos-      or        stop 
  ah. she’s clos- or stopping 
 
09 E: ((multiple nods)) 
 
 [((gaze to Zed)) [((chopping motion with hand)) 
10 M:  [.hhh nanka u:n. [kugiri  ga aru   n 
   .hhh some  yeah division S  exist N   
 
11   desu ne, ja [ko:, 
   C    P   DM this 
  .hhh like yeah. there’s a division, ‘ja ko,’ 
 
12 E:  [u:n. 
    yeah 
   yea:h. 
13   (.6) 
 
14 M: .hh= 
  .hh 
  .hh 
 
15 Z: =do- do [ko no koo desu ka? 
  whe- where M  that  C    Q 
  the ‘koo’ of whe- where? 
 
16 M:  [t- eeto ja [koo mawatteite  
    t- uhm   DM that spinning 
     t- uhm ‘ja koo mawatteite’ 
 
17 Y:  [on i-   j u u :o  
    two-      ten 
    twen- ty 
 
18 M: tte naru kara:]= 
  QT become so 
  is what it would be so 
 
19 Y: oni juu yon no¿o]= 
  two ten four M 
  the one at twenty four¿ 
 
   
20 Z: =((redistributes gaze lower)) 
 
 [((nodds)) 
21  [a,  
   a   
   a,  
 
22 M: = [kono hyooki no [toori da to¿ 
   that notation M   way   C  if 
   if you go according to this transcription¿ 
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23 Z:  [a:::, 
    a 
    ah, 
 
24 M: .hh (dakara) ja   ko.  
  .hh    so     DM   that 
  so ‘ja ko.’ 
 
25   ((chopping motion with hand: .6)) 
 
  [((chopping and bracketing with hands)) 
26   [ko. nanka, uheh [heh heh 
  that some   uheh  heh  heh 
  ‘ko.’ like, uheh heh heh 
 
27 Z:  [a a::,  
    a a 
    a ah, 
 
28 M:  aru   n  desu yo ne, 
  exist N   C    P   P 
  there’s something, 
 
 [((nodding and writing on transcript)) 
29 Z:  [hai.  
   yes    
   yes.  
 
30   ((writing on transcript)) 
 
31   ja  ko.= 
 DM that 
 ‘ja ko.’ 
 
32 M: =dakara ko ko:u tte yuttenakutte: ko.  
     so  that that QT   not.saying   that 
  so like she’s not saying ‘kou’ but ‘ko.’ 
 
33 Z: ((nods))  
   
  [((drawing in air))  
34 M: [de: (.2) [tyotto poozu ga haitte  
   and       little  pause  S  enter 
 
35   tte [kanji: na no kamo sirenai. 
  QT feeling  C   N   perhaps 
  and it seems like there’s maybe a little pause that comes in. 
 
36 Z:  [((writing on transcript)) 
 
  [((writing)) 
37   [ohai.o 
   yes 
  yes. 
 
38   (30.5) 
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In lines 2 to 7, Elmer produces an utterance composed of three turn construc-

tional units (henceforth TCU),3 which suggests that in the data the o vowel sound of 

the item koo is not of full length, although it is indicated as being at full length in the 

transcript. In lines 5 and 7, in particular, he provides imitated examples of the item in 

question. In line 6, in overlap with Elmer’s initial imitation in line 5, Murata also 

produces an imitated example. Murata’s imitation here seems to function to submit a 

candidate understanding of Elmer’s lines 2 and 3, and to request a confirmation or 

validation of this. Her gaze to Elmer (ongoing from line 4) works to address this 

request for confirmation to Elmer, which he immediately provides by nodding.  

Then, in line 8, Murata latches on to Elmer’s line 4 with a::, which seems to 

display a change of state (Heritage, 1984) in relation to Elmer’s suggestion. Partway 

through her production of a::, she shifts her gaze to Zed (who raises his head just as 

Murata’s gaze rests on him) and nods slightly while looking at him. Murata then 

continues on with toji- (almost certainly the beginning of tojiru [“to close”]4), but self 

repairs to tomete: (“stopping”), ostensibly in response to Elmer’s just prior production 

of the verb tomaru (“to stop;” the intransitive pair-mate of tomeru). Notably, she 

completes this self repair while distributing her gaze to Elmer, and in conjunction 

with a request for co-Participant response (i.e., the elongation and emphasis at the end 

of tomete; see the analysis of Excerpt 4.3, below, for a detailed discussion of a similar 

device). Then, in line 9, Elmer provides the response-so-requested through deploying 

multiple nods. In this way, through her deployment of gaze and utterances delicately 

designed so as to concur with Elmer’s talk in both content and form, Murata’s talk (a) 

                                                
3 That is, an increment of talk treated by the participants as possibly constituting one complete 
turn-at-talk (see Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974). 
4 In the prior interaction, the Participants had been discussing the phenomenon of cut off speech (i.e., 
speech that is typically transcribed as being truncated and followed by a hyphen, as in cut o-). During 
this discussion, mention was made of the mechanism involved in the production of this phenomenon, 
that is, a glottal stop. This was expressed in Japanese by the phrase seemon wo tojiru (“to close the 
glottis”). 
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treats Elmer as having authority in relation to his suggestion of an inaccuracy in the 

transcript, and (b) displays an alignment with Elmer’s stance-so-displayed (Figure 

4.1). 

 
Figure 4.1. Murata’s distribution of gaze around line 8 

 (a) Murata gazing at Zed (b) Murata shifts gaze to Elmer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  E: =[ko. de tomaru (tte yu yoo na) 
  M: =[a::. toji-     (aruiwa) tomete:  
  
  (Lines 7 and 8, Excerpt 4.2) 
 
 
 In line 10, having received an acknowledgement from Elmer, Murata again 

turns her gaze to Zed while first inhaling, and then producing nanka u:n (“like yeah”). 

Here, the device nanka functions to project further substantial talk (see Chapter 5; see 

also Murayama, 1999). Murata’s co-deployment of u:n with this device claims an 

alignment with the previous talk about koo while simultaneously specifying that the 

substantial talk projected by nanka will provide a further alignment display. Immedi-

ately following this, Murata raises her hand and brings it down in a chopping motion, 

which seems to be an embodied enactment of the phonological phenomenon in ques-

tion, while producing kugiri ga aru (“there is a division”) (Figure 4.2). She then 

produces ja ko:, an ostensible imitation of the participant’s manner of production. 

Elmer overlaps this with his line 12 production of u:n, which minimally works to 

validate Murata’s embodied description of the phonological properties of the object in 

question.  

Yi 

Zed 
Wendy 

Murata 

Baba 

Elmer Ru 



 82 

 
Figure 4.2. Chopping hand motions by Murata 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: .hhh nanka u:n. kugiri ga aru n (Line 10, Excerpt 4.2)  
 
 

Murata and Zed maintain co-gaze throughout Murata’s lines 10 and 11. How-

ever, during the .6 second pause which develops in line 13, they both redirect their 

respective gazes to the transcript sheets in front of them. Then, in line 14, Murata 

produces an inhalation, and Zed latches on to this with his line 15, which asks for the 

location of the phenomenon under discussion. However, rather than provide direction 

in relation to the location of the phenomenon on the transcript, in line 16, Murata 

undertakes the production, in overlap with Zed’s question in line 15, of an utterance 

which is ostensibly oriented to a further specification of the phonological characteris-

tics of the data and how they contrast with the transcript as it now stands (lines 16, 18, 

and 22).  

While this utterance by Murata does not directly attend to providing an answer 

to Zed’s line 15 question concerning the location of the object under discussion, it 

does provide additional information in regard to the utterance within which it is situ-

ated, that is, ja koo mawatteite. Furthermore, in lines 17 and 19, Yi, who is sitting 

next to Zed, delivers an answer to Zed’s question by providing a citation of the line 

number corresponding to the area in question. Murata and Yi end their respective 
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utterances at the same time, at which time Zed immediately drops his gaze to a lower 

portion of the transcript (line 20). Then, in line 21, he nods and produces a, which, 

taken together with his redistribution of gaze in line 20, seems to claim that the talk 

by Murata and Yi has provided sufficient information to locate the area in question on 

the transcript. Then, in line 23, Zed produces a:::, while sitting up straight in his chair. 

This action ostensibly claims a recognition of the inaccuracy described by Elmer and 

Murata in the previous talk (Figure 4.3).  

 
Figure 4.3. Zed’s actions around lines 20 to 23 
 (a) Zed shifting gaze lower and nodding (b) Zed sitting up in chair 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Z: a, Z: a:::,  
 (Lines 21 and 23, Excerpt 4.2) 
 
 
 In line 24, Murata produces an imitation of the participant’s utterance, which 

she (Murata) formulates as being an upshot of her previous talk through the deploy-

ment of dakara (“so”). She follows this with a series of embodied actions, which 

seem to be enactments of the phonological characteristics of the participant’s manner 

of speech production (i.e., that koo is cut short), and then with a combination of em-

bodied action and a further verbal imitation (lines 25 and 26). She then produces 

further embodied action accompanied by laughter and prefaced with nanka, which 

here seems to frame the subsequent embodied action as a sort of explanation of her 

previous verbal imitations in line 24, and the beginning of line 25. Zed receipts these 
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actions by Murata with a a::, in line 27, by which he apparently claims a recognition 

or understanding of Murata’s verbal and embodied enactments. In line 28, Murata 

provides a verbal completion of the TCU initiated by nanka in line 26, and, through 

her deployment of the interactional particles yo ne, requests an aligning co-Participant 

response. This is provided by Zed in line 29 while he nods and writes on his transcript, 

an action which continues through line 30. Then, in line 31, Zed produces ja ko, 

which seems to display a candidate understanding for co-Participant validation in a 

manner similar to Murata’s line 6, as discussed in the opening paragraph of this 

analysis. 

 In line 32, Murata provides a further clarification by contrasting the item as it 

appears in the transcript with how is sounds in the audio data.5 Murata’s provision of 

this clarification following Zed’s multiple displays of understanding (cf. lines 27, 20, 

30, and 31) appears to be oriented to the silence which developed in line 30, when 

Zed was writing on the transcript — an action which does not seem to have been 

within the range of Murata’s sight at the time (Figure 4.4). Zed receipts Murata’s 

clarification with a nod (line 33), and Murata treats this as being a sufficient response 

to her line 28, and as closing out the sequence about the inaccurate transcription of 

koo, by moving on to a next item of business: a pause located after koo, which has not 

been indicated in the transcript (lines 34 and 35). As Murata mentions this pause, she 

draws in the air with her index finger. Interestingly, this drawing seems to function as 

a visual representation of the way in which this pause should be indicated on the 

transcript. Then, in lines 36 and 37, Zed writes on his transcript, producing a shape 

which clearly references the shape displayed by Murata’s hand movements in line 34 

(Figure 4.5). 

                                                
5 Her clearly enunciated ko:u functions to spell out the Hiragana characters used to write the word on 
the transcript: こ (ko) and う (u). 
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Figure 4.4. Zed’s writing not in Murata’s range of sight 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5. Actions by Murata and Zed at around lines 34 to 37 
 (a) Murata drawing in air (b) Zed writing on transcript 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: de: (.2) tyotto poozu ga haitte Z: ohai.o  
 (Lines 34 and 37, Excerpt 4.2) 
 
 
 As demonstrated by the above analysis, the series of actions assembled by the 

Participants in Excerpt 4.2 involves layers of complexity that are not found in Excerpt 

4.1. In particular, the Participants engage in extensive repair and confirmation work in 

order to accomplish intersubjectivity in relation to the location on the transcript of the 

phenomenon in question. Furthermore, the analysis of Excerpt 4.2 has shown how the 

indication of inaccuracies in the transcript may be accomplished in an intensely 

co-constructed manner. That is, Elmer’s initial indication of an inaccuracy is aligned 

with by Murata, who then negotiates the exact nature of the inaccuracy with Zed, and 

follows with appending an indication of a further inaccuracy (i.e., a missing pause 
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following the item initially indicated by Elmer). Furthermore, Yi participates by 

working to negotiate the location of the item on the transcript with Zed.  

 It is important to note, however, that while, in the ways demonstrated in the 

analysis, and outlined in the previous paragraph, the sequence in Excerpt 4.2 is more 

involved than that in Excerpt 4.1, the two sequences are nonetheless procedurally 

analogous. That is, both sequences assemble an action flow wherein the transcription-

ist straightforwardly acknowledges a possible inaccuracy as indicated by the 

co-Participants. In this way, Excerpts 4.1 and 4.2 provide a clear view of a simplest 

procedure6 for accomplishing the activity of checking the transcript. In other words, 

in both Excerpts 4.1 and 4.2, the Participants assemble a sequence of actions wherein 

a possible inaccuracy is indicated and then unproblematically acknowledged by the 

transcriptionist and other co-Participants. With this understanding in hand, we may 

now examine some instances which deviate somewhat from this simplest procedure. 

 

2.2 Building stances, taking sides, and rechecking the data 

 

 In Excerpt 4.3, the Participants are discussing the transcript of a segment of 

data where two participants are chatting about okonomiyaki (“meat and vegetable 

pancake”). Just prior to the excerpt, the Participants were discussing the meaning of 

the word akiru (“grow tired of”), and the way that the participants seem to be using it 

in both the senses of growing tired of eating okonomiyaki and growing tired of the 

work involved in making okonomiyaki at home. Excerpt 4.3 begins with a lengthy gap 

following the sequence about akiru. Following this gap, Yi indicates an area of the 

transcript which she claims has been transcribed inaccurately.  

                                                
6 I.e., a procedure which is constituted by only the minimal sequential components of an initiating 
action (i.e., indicating an inaccuracy), and a responding action (i.e., acknowledgment). 
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Excerpt 4.3 
01  (16.7)((all gazing at transcript)) 
02 M: oh:::n. (.3) naruhodo:h.o 
  h:::n           I see 
  huun. I see. 
 
03 Ps: ((all sit up straight)) 
04 Y: ((turning transcript pages)) 
05  juu    gyoome      ato  ni m-  moo   tyotto 
  ten line.number after D  m-  more  little 
 
06  maa [i ga tyotto nagai kana 
  pause  S  little  long   P 
 
07 K:  [ha:i. 
   yes 
   yes. 
 
08 Y: tte yu  kanji  ga: 
  QT say feeling S 
  I think that after line number ten the pause 
  might be a little longer 
 
09  (.7) 
10 K: [a::, 
  a 
  ah, 
 
11 Y: [nantonaku sita n desu kedo< dakedo 
   somewhat   did  N  C    but    but 
  that’s kind of the feeling I had but but 
 
12  e juu      gyoome   no un ga: .ff doko ni 
  uh ten line.number M  un  S  .ff where D 
  uh the ‘un’ in line number ten  
 
13  hairu no ka yoku wa- (.7) saisyo 
  enter N   Q  well I-       at.first 
 
14  wakara [nakatta n desu  
   do.not.know     N   C    
  where it fits in I- it wasn’t clear at first .hhh 
 
15 K:  [ou::n.o 
    yeah 
   yeah. 
 
16 Y: ked [o: .hhh situmon sita   ato  
   but    .hhh question did  after  
  but after she asks her question  
 
17 K:  [((manipulates computer)) 
18 Y: tyotto  maai   ga: 
  little  pause  S 
   
19 K:  ((manipulating computer: .8)) 
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20 Y: oatta no kana  tte.o 
   was  N wonder  QT 
  I was thinking that maybe there was a little pause. 
 
21 K: ((looking down at transcript)) 
   ⇅.5 seconds 
22 Y: ((leafing through transcript)) 
23   kyuu gyoom [e     no- 
  nine line.number  M- 
  line number nine’s- 
 
   [((manipulating computer)) 
24 K:  [kyuu no (situmon?)= 
    nine  M   question 
    nine’s question? 
 
25 Y: =hai. ((holding transcript up in front of face)) 
   yes 
  yes. 
   [((shifts gaze to Kondo)) 
26  kasanari ga tyo- [yoku watasi mo 
  overlap   S  lit-  well   I    also 
 
27  wakannakatta node: 
  did.not.know  so 
  I too couldn’t tell very well if there was a lit- an overlap so 
 
28  ((leafing through transcript: .2) 
29 Y: tinmoku datta no ka kasanari ga doko ka, 
  silence   C    N   Q  overlap  S  where Q 
  whether it was silence or if there is an overlap somewhere, 
 
30 K: tyotto nagasi(te mimasu). 
  little    try.playing 
  I’ll try replaying it a bit. 
 
31  ((replays data: 17.4)) 
32 K: u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
33 Y: tyotto  maai  ga: 
  little pause  S 
  a pause is kind of, 
 
34 M: [un. tyotto aru ne. 
  yeah little  is  P 
  yeah. there kind of is. 
 
35 K: [arimasu ne, 
      is     P 
  there is, 
 

 In line 1, a 16.7 second gap develops following the closing of the prior se-

quence. During this gap, the Participants all direct their gazes to the transcript sheets 
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placed on the table in front of each individual Participant. Then, in line 2, Murata 

breaks the silence with a voiced exhalation and the verbalization naruhodo:h (“I see”), 

which here seems to recomplete (see Lerner & Takagi, 1999; Sacks, Schegloff, & 

Jefferson, 1974) the closing of the previous sequence. Interestingly, in line 3, Mu-

rata’s co-Participants all straighten up their postures in synchronization with the 

ending of Murata’s naruhodo:h. These actions by the Participants seem to work 

together to display a joint orientation to the previous sequence as being past, and a 

readiness for some next action.  

 It is at this point, in line 4, that Yi begins turning transcript pages, and then 

undertakes the production of an utterance in line 5, which suggests that a pause fol-

lowing line ten in Kondo’s transcript should be transcribed as being longer. However, 

there is no pause indicated at this location in Kondo’s transcript, and so it is possible 

that Yi’s utterance remains somewhat opaque for her co-Participants at this point. As 

such, it may be noted that, while Yi’s line 8 works to make relevant a co-Participant 

response, there are none forthcoming. The following three features, in particular, of 

the design of Yi’s actions are relevant: 

1. Yi’s talk-so-far works to assemble a complete action. In particular, Yi 

formulates a characterization of a phenomenon in the data. This is ac-

complished in part through her deployment of the following device: [tte 

yuu + {kanji / fuu / insyoo /… (“feeling / tenor / impression /…”)}]. This 

device works to frame the talk preceding it as a characterization by de-

scribing the tenor or ambience of a scene or state of affairs.7 

2. Yi’s utterance in line 8 features emphasis and a final sound stretch. This 

is then followed by a .7 second silence (line 9).  

                                                
7 See Chapter 5 for further discussion of the use of this device in regard to the Participants’ formula-
tions of analyses of the data. 
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3. Beginning with nagai (“long”) in line 6, Yi directs her gaze to Kondo 

(Figure 4.6). However, Kondo maintains her gaze at the transcript in 

front of her rather than lifting it to meet Yi’s, and Yi withdraws gaze as 

she produces ga: in line 8. 

 
Figure 4.6. Yi’s distribution of gaze around line 8 

 (a) Yi gazing at Kondo (b) Yi withdraws gaze 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y: maai ga tyotto nagai kana tte yu kanji ga: (Lines 6 to 8, Excerpt 4.3) 
 
 
 In this way, Yi’s utterance in line 8 is designed so as to make relevant, and 

subsequently provide a space for an acknowledging or affirmative co-Participant 

response.8 Below, I refer to objects analogous to Yi’s line 8 by the term response 

request (RR). RRs are regularly treated by the Participants as making conditionally 

relevant an acknowledgement or affirmation. This conditional relevance seems to be 

generated through a constellation of factors which may include (a) the arrival of the 

talk at a pragmatic landing point within the larger activity being assembled by the 

talk-so-far (e.g., the completion of the formulation of a characterization within the 

larger activity of indicating an error in the transcript; cf. 1, above), (b) the use of a 

specific intonational contour (i.e., sound stretch and emphasis; cf. 2, above), and (c) 

the distribution of gaze to one or more of the co-Participants (cf. 3, above) (see 

                                                
8 Nishizaka (2004) describes an object which he terms “response opportunity place” (hannoo kikai ba). 
Although this object is similar to the one described presently (i.e., a response request), it also differs in 
some non trivial ways. While an in depth treatment cannot be provided here, see Bushnell (in prepara-
tion a) for a detailed examination and comparison of these two objects. 
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Stivers & Rossano, 2010 for a discussion of the role of multiple factors in mobilizing 

participant response). 

 While it is not the case that RRs uniformly result in relevant co-Participant 

responses, if such a response is not provided following the deployment of an RR, it 

may be treated as being noticeably absent (e.g., through the subsequent pursuit of a 

response), and as being the basis for some inference (e.g., that a Participant does not 

align with the talk to which the RR is appended). As we will see presently in Excerpt 

4.3, for instance, through her subsequent pursuit of a response, Yi goes on to treat the 

co-Participants’ non-provision of responses following her deployment of the RR in 

line 8 as being a noticeable absence. The interactional potential for treating an ab-

sence as being noticeable or problematic crucially hinges on conditional relevance, 

and thus throws into striking relief the sequence initiating capacity of RRs (see, e.g., 

Couper-Kuhlen, 2010; Schegloff, 1968, 1972, 2010). On the other hand, RRs simul-

taneously seem to project an immediate continuation by the current speaker. Thus, a 

relevant co-participant response is constrained to a brief response token, following 

which speakership is returned to the producer of the RR. 

 In line 10, Kondo produces a::, while still maintaining her gaze at the tran-

script. The flat intonational contour of Kondo’s line 10 utterance, along with her 

action of gazing at the transcript seems to make a minimal claim that she is working 

to interpret Yi’s utterance in light of the transcript. This response from Kondo is 

subsequently treated by Yi, through producing additional explanation and then refor-

mulating her claim that the pause is inaccurately transcribed, as (a) indicating a possi-

ble problem in displaying an alignment with Yi’s previous talk (thus requiring further 

evidence provided through Yi’s additional explanatory talk), and (b) as being insuffi-

cient to close out the sequence initiated by her (Yi’s) line 8. This is accomplished by a 
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series of actions by Yi. First, in line 11, Yi utilizes the grammatical incompleteness of 

her line 8 tte iu kanji ga:9 to continue utterance production, which is done in overlap 

with Kondo’s line 10. Here, Yi’s nantonaku sita n desu kedo provides a grammatical 

completion to her line 8, and thus effectively recompletes the utterance, which, as 

noted above, is already pragmatically complete. This recompletion provides a sort of 

buffer space wherein Yi can monitor whether or not substantial talk is forthcoming 

from Kondo. Then, once it is clear that no additional talk by Kondo is forthcoming at 

this point, and once the recompletion has reached a possible TRP, Yi immediately 

undertakes the production of a new TCU with dakedo. Then, in lines 12 to 14, Yi 

notes that the position of the co-participant’s un was unclear to her at first, after which 

she reformulates her claim in relation to the pause after the participant’s question 

(lines 16 and 18). Notably, this reformulation claims the existence of a pause after the 

question rather than that the pause should be longer (cf. lines 5 and 6). Then, in line 

16, Yi again deploys an RR with kedo: (cf. the emphasis, sound stretch, and arrival at 

a pragmatic landing point), followed by a space filled with an inhalation. In this way, 

rather than simply moving on, Yi pursues a response from Kondo through reformu-

lating her (Yi’s) claim, providing additional space wherein a relevant co-Participant 

response might be provided, and through deploying an additional RR. In line 17, 

however, rather than provide an acknowledging or affirmative re-

sponse-so-made-relevant by Yi’s talk in the prior lines, Kondo looks at her computer 

screen. While it is possible that this action may not have been monitored by Yi, who 

is looking down at the transcript at this time, it may be noted that Yi provides further 

explanation following her RR in line 16 (lines 16, 18, and 20), an action which may 

function as a further pursuit of response.  

                                                
9 While, pragmatically speaking, Yi’s utterance here is a complete action, it is nevertheless features a 
grammatically incomplete design. That is, it ends with the subject particle ga.  
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 In line 20, Yi formats her talk-thus-far as an opinion. However, this opinion is 

formulated as being based only on a very weak epistemic stance. This is accom-

plished through low volume and the use of the device X no kana tte (“I was thinking 

that maybe X”), rather than some other available formulation, such as X kana to omou 

(“I think that maybe X”), or X to omou (“I think that X”). In this way, through assem-

bling a display of a weak epistemic stance in regard to the details of a pause claimed 

to possibly be present, but not correctly indicated on the transcript, Yi’s line 20 poten-

tially works to make relevant the action of re-listening to the data in order to ascertain 

the existence and location of the pause in question. However, at the point of line 20, 

the relevant location has only been formulated as being “after the question” (line 16), 

and the Participants seem to treat this as being insufficiently specific for the purposes 

at hand. In particular, in lines 21 and 22, note that both Yi and Kondo direct their 

gazes to the transcripts on the table in front of them, and that Yi produces a series of 

embodied actions visible as working to locate some bit of information on the tran-

script, namely, leafing through pages and moving her face closer to the transcript, as 

if to inspect it closely (Figure 4.7, below). Then, in line 23, Yi produces a line number 

citation, and simultaneously raises her head slightly away from the transcript. These 

actions seem to assemble a display that Yi has located the relevant information on the 

transcript, and that the information being searched for was the line number of the 

location in question, that is, line number nine.  
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Figure 4.7. Yi and Kondo inspecting the transcript 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In line 24, Kondo overlaps Yi’s line number citation (line 23) with kyuu no 

situmon? (“nine’s question?”). Through this utterance, which combines situmon from 

line 16 with kyuu from line 22, Kondo (a) demonstrates that she has been listening to 

Yi’s talk, (b) provides a candidate understanding of the location in question, and (c) 

requests, through rising intonation, a validation by Yi. Kondo produces this utterance 

in synchronization with lifting her gaze from the transcript in front of her and moving 

her right hand to manipulate the mouse. In line 25, Yi latches on with the valida-

tion-so-requested. Following this, Kondo focuses her gaze on the computer screen and 

engages in an extended series of manipulations, which span from lines 24 to 31 (Fig-

ure 4.8). 

 
Figure 4.8. Kondo manipulating computer 
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Kondo’s actions beginning at line 24 treat Yi’s line number citation in line 23 

as having provided sufficient information in order cue the data to the relevant location. 

Furthermore, these actions strongly project that Kondo will cue the data to the area of 

line nine on the transcript and then begin a replay of the data. In this way, the action 

made relevant by Yi’s claim and display of a weak epistemic stance in line 20 is made 

visible as being in production. Yi’s talk in lines 26 to 27 is produced as Yi shifts her 

gaze from the transcript to Kondo, who is engaged in computer manipulation, and 

then back to the transcript. This talk seems to be oriented to providing an account for 

the necessity of having Kondo replay her data precisely as Kondo cues the data for 

replay. 

In line 30, Kondo announces that she will replay the data. This is followed by 

17.4 seconds of sound from the audio data being played through the external speakers 

attached to Kondo’s computer. Then, in line 32, Kondo stops the data and produces 

u:n (“yeah”), which is minimally hearable as claiming that she has been able to con-

firm the relevant phenomenon in the data, and possibly as aligning with and verifying 

Yi’s opinion in lines 18 and 20. This is followed by a verbatim re-do by Yi of her line 

18 (line 33). In this way, Yi treats her line 18 (and her talk in lines 6 to 11 which it 

reformulates) as having initiated a sequence which has not yet resulted in a 

co-Participant response sufficient to warrant its closing. Then, in lines 34 and 35, 

Murata and Kondo simultaneously use the grammatical incompleteness of Yi’s utter-

ance formulation to build on by providing responses which claim an alignment with 

Yi’s claim that a pause, which has not been indicated in the transcript, exists. These 

responses are then treated as sufficient to close out the sequence, and the Participants 

move on to a discussion of another area of the transcript (not shown in the excerpt).  
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In Excerpt 4.3, the Participants assemble a series of sequences aimed at locat-

ing the phenomenon in question. This aspect of the interaction is congruent with the 

previously examined excerpts, where the Participants were shown to engage in work 

to identify inaccuracies in the transcript. However, the above analysis also shows, in a 

manner contrasting with the previous excerpts, that, where indications of inaccuracies 

were straightforwardly acknowledged by the transcriptionist and other co-Participants, 

claims of inaccurate transcription may be made from a weak epistemological stance, 

and receive no or minimal co-Participant acknowledgement, which in turn may be 

treated as making relevant a replaying of that area of the data. This may engender an 

added level of action associated with negotiating a cuing and replay of the data. Nota-

bly, the Participants treat additional hearings of the data as potentially resolving issues 

concerning whether or not inaccuracies exist in the transcript.  

In addition to making overt claims in regard to possible inaccuracies in the 

transcript, Participants may ask questions about areas of the transcript. This action is 

hearable as potentially casting doubt on the accuracy of the transcript as it stands, and 

makes relevant a focusing of interactional attention on the area in question, through 

which the Participants may come to an agreement in regard to a more accurate tran-

scription of the data. Excerpt 4.4, which occurs approximately 45 seconds after Ex-

cerpt 4.3, provides a clear example of this method for initiating correction work in 

regard to the transcript.  

 
Excerpt 4.4 
01  (2.1) 
    [((pointing with pen)) 
02 E: koko ni m m ma- [maai (.3) arimasu ka?= 
  here D  p p pa-  pause        is      Q 
  is there a p p pa- pause here? 
 
03  =kono roku- ano (.2) ten yon gyo-   byoo    no. 
  this six  uhm      point four lin- seconds one 
  this six- uhm point four lin- seconds one. 
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04  (.5) 
 
05 E: nanka maa:i naku ki [koeta. =nde zu:-  
   DM   pause  no  was.audible  and  al- 
 
06 K:  [((gaze to Elmer’s pointing pen)) 
 
07 E: kono u:n ga zu: [tto    tuzuitete:  
  this un   S  all.along  continuing 
  like it sounded like there was no pause. and al- this ‘un’  
  was continuing all along 
 
08 K:   [((gaze to own transcript)) 
 
09   (.2) 
 
10 K: hai. 
  yes 
  yes. 
 
11 E: de [sore ni:] 
  and that D 
  and after that 
 
12 Y:  [n  :  : :] :. 
    n 
   nn. 
 
    [((l [ifts gaze to Elmer)) 
13  a: [soo da ne [ an [mari kikoe:- 
  a  that C   P   not.very audibl- 
  a: ‘soo da ne’ is not very audibl- 
 
    [((lifts gaze to meet Yi’s)) 
14 E:  [soo da ne ga [tuzuku yoo  na 
   that  C   P  S  continue like  C 
    it seems like ‘soo da ne’ continues 
 
15  (.2) 
16 E: [u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
   [((distributes gaze to Kondo)) 
17 Y: [watasi [w [a yoku kikoe 
      I      T    well  audible 
 
18 K:  [a:. 
    a 
    ah. 
 
19 Y: nakat [ta n desu kedo: 
   was.not  N   C    but 
  it was not very audible to me 
 
20 M:  [.hh a:. 
    .hh a 
    ah. 
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21 Y: [soo da ne, jitai:, 
   that C P   itself 
  ‘soo da ne,’ itself 
 
   [((writing on transcript with pen)) 
22 K: [.h [chotto watasi no    kakikata      ga: 
   .h  little    I     M  way.of.writing S 
  my way of writing it is kind of 
 
   [((distributes gaze to computer)) 
23  (.4) ma to  iu yor [i: (.5) 
       gap QT say more.than 
  rather than a gap 
 
24 M: o↑mos [:iokasitara: je:i ga: saki ni hanasi  
        possibly        J    S  first D  speak 
    
25 K:  [ooare?oo 
    huh 
   huh? 
 
26 M: mi si- hanasihajimeta   tokoro ni  
  mi si- started.speaking place  D 
  it’s possible that where J speaks mi si- started speaking first 
 
27  soo  da ne, na- nanka, (.3) 
  that C   P   DM   DM 
 
28 E: un.= 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
29 M: =bi ga hai [ttekiteru tte= 
    B  S    entering       QT 
 
30 Y:  [n::::::::::::::::= 
    n 
   nnnnn 
 
31 M: = [kanji na [no kamo.] 
    tenor  C  N  perhaps 
  it seems like maybe ‘soo da ne,’ li- like, (.3) B is coming in. 
 
32 Y: = [:::::::: [::::::::,] 
    n 
   nnnnn, 
 
33 E:  [u:n. [ 
    yeah 
   yeah. 
 
34 K:   [u:n. 
     yeah 
    yeah. 
 
    [((nodding)) 
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35 Z:  [un. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
36 E:   [((nodding)) 
 
37 M: u::: [n, tyotto  sono  hen 
     un     little  that  area 
 

 tunagatteru kamo. 
  connected  perhaps 
  ‘un,’ it might kind of connected in that area. 
 
  [((nodding)) 
38 E: [u:n. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
 
39 K: [hai. ((manipulating computer: 2.4)) 
   yes 
  yes.  
 
40  o(ja)  moo   itidoo 
   DM   again  once 
  I’ll play it once more then 
 
41 M: un. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
42 K: ((manipulating computer: .7)) 
 
43  ((replays data: 8.5)) 
 
44 M: u:n.  
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
45 Ps: ((lift gazes from transcripts)) 
 
46 K: [[a:::. 
   a 
  ah. 
 
47 M: [[un un un. 
    yeah yeah yeah 
  yeah yeah yeah. 
 
48 Y: [[taberu gurai toka. 
     eat   about  and.such 
   around ‘taberu’ and such. 
 
49 M: un. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
 
50 Z: (soo) desu ne. 
   that    C    P 
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  right. 
 
51 M: .hh u [::n ga saigo no hoo de  
  .hh   un     S  last  M  way at 
 
52 Y:  [(xx)- 
53 M: kakari tu- ng nagara: 
  cover  as- ng while 
  as- while ‘un’ covers at the last 
 
  [((writing on her transcript)) 
54 K: [un. u:n. 
  yeah yeah 
  yeah. ‘un.’ 
 
55 Y: a:. 
  a 
  ah. 
 
56 M: jei ga saki. desu ne, 
   J   S  first  C    P 
  J is first. right, 
 
57 K: [a:::. 
   a 
  ah. 
 
58 Y: [un un. 
   yeah yeah 
  yeah yeah. 
 

In line 2, Elmer formulates a question asking about the existence of a pause. 

Elmer accompanies this action by pointing to the transcript with the pen he is holding. 

The self repair (i.e., m m ma-) seems to be designed to solicit the gazes of the 

co-Participants (Goodwin, 1979, 1980), who were all looking down at their transcripts, 

but (except for Murata) redistribute their gazes, first to Elmer, and then to the pen he 

is holding to his transcript, just as he produces maai (“pause”) (Figure 4.9, below). 

The .3 second pause following maai may be oriented to Murata, who finally redirects 

her gaze to Elmer as he produces arimasu. Then, by the time Elmer undertakes his 

production of the question particle ka, all of the co-Participants have withdrawn their 

gaze from Elmer and redistributed it to their own transcripts. In this way, the 

co-Participants make publicly visible the action of trying to locate on the transcript 
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the area to which Elmer is pointing. In line 3, Elmer leaves no beat following his line 

2 question and immediately continues on to provide additional details relevant to 

locating the area on the transcript: kono roku- ano (.2) ten yon gyo- byoo no (“this six 

uhm point four lin- second one”). This utterance is notably produced with final into-

nation, and the noun modification particle no is hearable as framing the utterance as a 

modification of the element maai in line 2 rather than as projecting additional talk.  

 
Figure 4.9. Participants distributing gaze to Elmer’s pen tip 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The co-Participants appear to be unable to immediately identify the area in 

question based on the information provided by Elmer so far,10 and in line 4, follow-

ing Elmer’s provision of additional information in line 3, a .5 second pause develops 

in which no co-Participant response to Elmer’s question is forthcoming. At this point, 

Elmer formulates a description of what he heard in the data (line 5), and then latches 

on to this with nde zu:- kono u:n ga zu:tto tuzuitete: (“and al- this u:n was continuing 

all along”) (line 7). This utterance performs the double work of (a) reformulating 

Elmer’s line 2 question into a claim that no pause exists in the data, and (b) providing 

a further detail relevant to locating the area on the transcript, that is, un, which is a 

                                                
10 Elmer appears to mix up two features crucial for identifying the area he is talking about on the 
transcript; the area he is pointing at is line six (i.e., roku gyoo), where a four tenths of a second pause 
(i.e., ten yon byoo) has been indicated by the transcriptionist.  

Kondo 

Yi 
Murata Elmer Zed 
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jointly identifiable item written at the beginning of line six on the transcript (un is 

notably prefaced by the proximal deictic term kono [“this”], and thus is hearable as 

indexing a jointly identifiable item on the transcript; cf. koko [“here”] and kono 

[“this”] in lines 2 and 3, respectively). Furthermore, Elmer continues to hold his pen 

pointing at the transcript. This, combined with his use of proximal deixis, functions to 

display a strong orientation to the joint or shared nature of checking the transcript. In 

other words, Elmer’s actions display an orientation to his co-Participants as having 

joint sensory access to the phenomenon-so-indicated. 

At the end of line 7, Elmer deploys an RR (cf. the completion of the action of 

making a claim, the emphasis, and the sound stretch). Then, following a .2 second 

silent space during which she ostensibly locates on her own transcript the area which 

she had just identified on Elmer’s transcript in line 611 (Figure 4.10, below) (lines 8 

and 9), Kondo provides the response-so-requested by providing hai (“yes”) in line 10.  

 
Figure 4.10. Kondo’s distribution of gaze around line 6 

(a) Kondo lifts gaze to Elmer (b) Kondo tilts head closer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 E: nanka maa:i naku kikoeta. =nde zu:- (Line 6, Excerpt 4.4) 

 
 

In line 11, Elmer undertakes the formulation of an utterance formatted, 

through his deployment of de (“and”), as a continuation. The distal deictic term sore 

(“that”) hearably indexes the item un, mentioned by Elmer in line 8, and the dative 

                                                
11 Here, Kondo lifts her gaze to Elmer’s pointing pen while tilting her head forward so as to physically 
reposition her eyes closer to the area at which Elmer is pointing. 

Yi 

Kondo 

Elmer 
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particle ni works to establish un as a preceding object, which is to be followed by 

some yet-to-be-mentioned object. Elmer’s line 11 is overlapped by an elongated (u)n 

token with falling intonation by Yi (line 12). Aoki (2008) describes this type of token 

as being a “display of weak agreement” that potentially prefaces disagreement (p. 

272; see also Pomerantz, 1984). Then, in line 13, Yi follows through by providing the 

disagreement-so-prefaced by claiming that she is unable to hear a particular item 

which has been indicated on the transcript, that is, soo da ne (“right”). Yi’s deploy-

ment of a flatly intonated a: here seems to function to frame her disagreement as 

being based on an independent epistemic stance, in a manner somewhat similar to the 

English disagreement preface token oh, as described by Heritage (2002).12 In order 

for the reader to fully appreciate the work being done by this utterance, and the rela-

tionship of this utterance to the just previous interaction, some explanation, and a 

visual aid (i.e., Figure 4.11), will be required. 

 
Figure 4.11. Detail of the Participants’ transcript 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.11 is a reproduction of the section of the transcript under scrutiny by 

the Participants in Excerpt 4.4. It is important to keep in mind that this transcript is 

being jointly viewed by the co-Participants, including Yi. As shown in Figure 4.11, 

the pause called into question by Elmer’s line 6 appears in the line numbered “06B,” 

                                                
12 However, Heritage (2002) suggests that oh-prefaced initial disagreements may be a rarity in English. 
In regard to Yi’s a: in line 13, there seem to be at least three possibilities: (a) Japanese a: prefaced 
initial disagreements are not as rare as English oh-prefaced disagreements, (b) Yi’s line 13 a: instanti-
ates an example of a rare phenomenon, or (c) Yi’s line 13 a: treats her line 12 n:::: as having already 
expressed disagreement, and thus functions to “achieve an intensification of a stated position” (Heri-
tage, 2002, p. 216). While a further pursuit of this matter is beyond the scope of the present study, see 
Bushnell (in preparation b). 

0５J  [自分で作ってるんだよ． 
 
0６B う-::::::ん. [(0.4)そうだね． 
 
0７J   [お店で食べるのは,あれこれ 
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in between the elements “う̶::::::ん” (u::::::n) and “そうだね” (soo da ne). Thus, it 

is clear that the disagreement work being undertaken by Yi’s line 13 hinges on her 

having been able to identify the area of the transcript indicated initially by Elmer’s 

lines 2 and 3, that is, line six in the Participants’ transcript. That Yi has indeed been 

able to identify the area is demonstrated in her line 13 utterance, where she indicates 

the next item to appear on the transcript following the un mentioned in Elmer’s line 8, 

and the pause called into question by his lines 2 and 6: soo da ne, and item which Yi 

produces in an exquisitely synchronized overlap with Elmer’s production of an iden-

tical item in line 14.  

While Yi’s line 13 and Elmer’s line 14 co-display an intersubjectivity in re-

gard to the area in question, these utterances are working to assemble very different 

actions. On the other hand, Yi’s line 13 seeks to call into question the existence in the 

data of the item soo da ne. Elmer’s line 14, on the other hand, seeks to draw upon the 

existence of soo da ne in order to cast doubt on the existence of a pause which has 

been indicated to be located in between un and soo da ne on the transcript. The point 

at which this disparity in action assembly becomes apparent is when Yi produces 

anmari (“not very”), which strongly projects a negative predicate (line 13).13 Inter-

estingly, it is exactly as she produces this element that she lifts her gaze from her 

transcript to Elmer, who is still looking at his transcript, but lifts his gaze to meet Yi’s 

at the precise moment it becomes clear that Yi is producing anmari (Figure 4.12, 

below). Then, in line 15, Yi and Elmer release their gazes, and the overlap is cleared 

with a .2 second pause.  

 
 
 
 

                                                
13 While Yi cuts off her line 13 in the middle of producing the verb kikoenai (inaudible; cf. kikoeru 
[“audible”]), the negative polarity of the utterance is clearly indicated by anmari. 
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Figure 4.12. Gaze distribution by Yi and Elmer around lines 13 to 14 
 (a) Yi distributing gaze to Elmer (b) Yi and Elmer co-gaze 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Y: ah [soo da ne an [mari kikoe:- 
 E:  [soo da ne ga [tuzuku yoo na (Lines 13 to 14, Excerpt 4.4) 

 
 
In lines 16 and 17, Elmer and Yi again undertake the simultaneous production 

of talk. However, in line 16, Elmer produces only u:n, accompanied by a slight nod, 

which seems to acknowledge the difference in viewpoint publicly displayed in lines 

13 and 14. Yi, on the other hand, turns her head to face Kondo while producing her 

lines 17, 19 and 21. Kondo, however, keeps her gaze fixed on her transcript, an action 

which she has been engaged in since line 7, while displaying a change of state by 

deploying a: (line 18). Then, in lines 22 and 23, she produces an utterance ostensibly 

addressed to Elmer (or more precisely, addressed to the question raised by Elmer 

concerning the pause): a partial explanation about her transcription methods. Taken in 

light of this fact, and of the facts that Kondo (a) has visibly been engaged in inspect-

ing her transcript since line 7, apparently in response to Elmer’s calling into question 

the existence of the pause in line 6, and (b) that she disattends to Yi’s lines 17, 19, and 

21 (overtly directed to Kondo through Yi’s distribution of gaze) both through her 

embodied actions of not lifting her gaze from her transcript to Yi, and through her 

subsequent talk in lines 22 and 23, which is not hearable as responding to Yi’s lines 

17, 19, and 21, it seems likely that Kondo’s change of state display in line 18 is di-

rected to Elmer’s talk (i.e., in relation to having located the area of the transcript 

relevant to Elmer’s lines 2 and 3) rather than Yi’s. This claimed understanding is then 

Yi 

Kondo 

Elmer 
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displayed through Kondo’s actions of writing on the transcript (i.e., she seems to be 

making a correction to the area in question), and beginning an explanation of her way 

of transcribing the area (an action which depends upon having located the relevant 

area on the transcript) (lines 22 through 23).  

In line 20, Murata inhales and then displays a change of state through her de-

ployment of a:. Then, in line 24, she undertakes the production of a TCU. The design 

features of Murata’s TCU beginning, that is, its high pitch and low volume, display an 

orientation to the hearable incompleteness of Kondo’s line 23, while at the same time 

treating Kondo’s talk as possibly having reached a dead end (note the .5 second pause 

at the end of line 23). As such, it is relevant to note that as Kondo’s yori: trails off, 

she (Kondo) redistributes gaze from the transcript to her computer screen, and begins 

to manipulate the mouse (Figure 4.13).14  

 
Figure 4.13. Kondo’s actions around line 23 

 (a) Kondo gazing at transcript (b) Kondo orienting to computer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

K: (.4) ma to iu  yor i: (.5) (Line 23, Excerpt 4.4) 
 
 

In line 25, Kondo produces a very low volume are? (“huh? ”), which, taken 

together with her visible orientation to the computer screen and actions of manipulat-

ing the mouse, seems to be oriented to some state of affairs related to her computer. 

                                                
14 However, because of the angle of the camera, it is unclear as to whether or not these actions by 
Kondo were visible to Murata. 

Yi 

Kondo 
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The sound stretch in Murata’s turn beginning in line 24 seems to display an orienta-

tion to Kondo’s line 25 as being a possible indication of substantial talk to come forth.  

Once it becomes clear that Kondo is not moving to undertake the production 

of further substantial talk in line 25, Murata raises the volume of her utterance and 

moves forward with utterance production. Murata notably formats her 

talk-to-come-forth as being tentative through her deployment of mosikasitara (“pos-

sibly”). She then goes on to formulate an utterance which proposes that participant J 

had actually begun to speak first, and that participant B “comes in” with her produc-

tion of soo da ne in overlap with J’s talk (lines 24, 26, 27, 29, and 31). Notably, Y 

receipts Murata’s talk with a remarkably elongated n token with slightly rising intona-

tion (lines 30 and 32). This action by Yi is undertaken at precisely the moment when 

it is clear that Murata’s utterance will validate (a) the non-existence of the pause in 

question, and (b) the existence of the item soo da ne (as an object produced in overlap 

with talk from J rather than following the .4 second pause called into question by 

Elmer earlier in the transcript), and seems to display a dubious stance in relation to 

Murata’s talk (Aoki, 2008). The other co-Participants, on the other hand, receipt 

Murata’s talk with slightly elongated un tokens, with falling intonation, and multiple 

head nods (lines 34 through 36), which seem to display acknowledgement or agree-

ment. Then, in line 37, Murata produces a further TCU which suggests that partici-

pant B’s utterance beginning might be connected to participant J’s elongated produc-

tion of un. Elmer receipts this with u:n (line 38), which is produced in conjunction 

with multiple head nods, and Kondo produces hai in unison with Elmer’s u:n, and 

while she is manipulating her computer (line 39). Thus, at this point in the interaction, 

the Participants have worked up, in and through their talk, a division in viewpoints in 

regard to the facts of the data at hand. In other words, Murata, Elmer, and Zed have 
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converged on a view that soo da ne is produced by B in overlap with J’s utterance 

(which, itself, begins in overlap with B’s u:::n). Yi, on the other hand, maintains a 

stance of dubiousness as to whether or not participant B actually produces the object 

soo da ne. 

In line 40, Kondo continues to manipulate her computer and announces a re-

play of the data. Murata receipts this with un in line 41. Then, following a further 

space of computer manipulation by Kondo, the data replay begins, and the Partici-

pants remain silent until just after the problem area has passed, at which point Murata 

sits back in her chair while producing u:n (line 44). Immediately following this, the 

co-Participants (except for Yi) lift their gazes from the transcripts in front of them and 

straighten up their postures. Then, Kondo, smiling broadly, displays a change of state 

by deploying a::: (line 46; Figure 4.14, below). Murata overlaps Kondo’s line 46 with 

a series of un tokens (line 47), and Yi, inspecting the transcript, overlaps this with a 

formulation of a candidate location for the overlap (line 48). Notably, Yi’s formula-

tion in line 48 implicitly validates that participant B produces the object soo da ne — 

a prospect about which she had maintained a dubious stance prior to the replay of the 

data (cf. lines 13, 17, 19, 21, 30, and 32). Murata receipts Yi’s formulation with un in 

line 49, which is overlapped by Zed’s soo desu ne (“right”) in line 50.  
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Figure 4.14. Kondo smiling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  K: a:::. (Line 46, Excerpt 4.4) 
 
 
In lines 51 and 53, Murata formulates a candidate for the approximate location 

of where participant J’s talk begins overlapping with B’s u:::n. Kondo, writing on her 

transcript, receipts this with un, after which she produces an apparent imitation of 

participant B’s production of u:::n (line 54). Then, Yi displays a change of state with 

a: in line 55, after which Murata says jei ga saki desu ne (“J is first, right”) (line 56). 

This utterance by Murata is comprised of two TCUs, the first of which pronounces 

that participant J was the first to speak (i.e., jei ga saki), and the second of which 

requests an aligning co-Participant response in relation to this pronouncement (i.e., 

desu ne), which is provided in the form of an elongated display of change of state by 

Kondo in line 57, and the deployment of duplicate un tokens by Yi in line 58.  

The Participants treat the data replay, and the alignment built up in the talk 

following it, as sufficient to close out the sequence, and Murata initiates a new se-

quence post line 58 (not shown) in which she advises Kondo on how to adjust her 

transcript so as to be more accurate. This advice from Murata importantly is based in 

the alignment accomplished by the Participants following their additional hearing of 

the data. Figure 4.15 is a photograph of a section of the transcript being checked by 

the Participants. Visible in it are the marks made by one of the Participants during the 
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discussion shown in Excerpt 4.4. Figure 4.16 is my reconfiguration of the transcript 

based on Figure 4.15, and the advice given by Murata following line 58 of Excerpt 

4.4. 

 
Figure 4.15. Photograph of part of the Participants’ transcript 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4.16. Reconfiguration of the transcript based on Figure 4.15 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The analysis of Excerpt 4.4 has demonstrated how a round of transcript cor-

rection is initiated through the deployment of an utterance formatted as a question 

regarding an item on the transcript. As shown in the analysis, the sequence (and 

sub-sequences)-so-engendered assemble extensive work aimed at negotiating the 

exact location of the item in question, and working up and managing competing 

stances in relation to the possibility and degree of the inaccuracy of the transcript in 

this area. Interestingly, however, in a manner similar to Excerpt 4.3, the Participants 

treat uncertainties worked up in their talk in regard to possible problems in the tran-

script as being potentially settled through an additional hearing of the data. Notably, 

in Excerpt 4.4, while Yi had been maintaining a dubious stance as to whether or not 

participant B produced the object soo da ne, she changes her stance in a covert man-

ner (i.e., with no marker or announcement) following a replay of the data, and in 

0５J  [自分で作ってるとだよ． 
 
0６B う:::: [::ん. 
 
0７J   [お店で食べる [のは,あれこれ 
 
0８B    [(そうだね.) 
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concurrence with her co-Participants displayed reactions to their additional hearing of 

the data (cf. lines 48, 55, and 58). In this way, the Participants display an orientation 

to (a) establishing a shared understanding that will be treated as an accurately tran-

scribed representation of the data, and (b) accomplishing a public agreement in regard 

to the accuracy of the transcript in representing the details of the data. It should be 

noted that this shared understanding and public agreement is accomplished by the 

Participants in a matter-of-fact manner. Even when opposing stances are worked up in 

the talk, as in Excerpt 4.4, the Participants do not treat their interaction as being high 

stakes or invested with matters of face (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Goffman, 1967; see 

also, e.g., Arundale, 2010; Samra-Fredericks, 2010 for an ethnomethodological 

perspective). Rather, they display their orientations to the work at hand, and in so 

doing, prepare for engagement in the later and culminating activity of doing data 

analysis. 

Excerpts 4.3 and 4.4 have provided examples that deviate from the simplest 

procedure for checking the transcript shown in Excerpts 4.1 and 4.2. In other words, 

rather than accomplishing checking the transcript as a straightforward process of 

indicating an inaccuracy and then acknowledging the inaccuracy-so-indicated, in 

Excerpts 4.3 and 4.4, the Participants have been shown to problematize the existence 

or magnitude of putative inaccuracies. However, a common thread running through 

all of the instances examined was the Participants’ orientations to engaging in their 

interaction as a collaborative and joint activity with a shared goal of developing a 

shared understanding and public agreement in relation to the accuracy of the tran-

script as a visual representation of the data-to-be-analyzed. 

In most of the data sessions in my data corpus, the Participants review the en-

tire transcript while negotiating its accuracy in a manner similar to that shown in the 
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analyses of the present section.15 As shown in the analyses above, while checking the 

transcripts for accuracy is at times constituted by the Participants as a complex and 

highly involved activity, it is not treated by the Participants as being an activity unto 

itself. Rather, as demonstrated in the analyses of the following section, it is oriented to 

as being an activity preliminary to a yet-to-come-forth activity. 

 

3 Orientations to checking the transcript as being a preliminary activity 

 

 In my data corpus, there are occasions when the Participants treat correcting 

inaccuracies in the transcript as being a very difficult matter. Such cases typically 

involve data which contain areas that are difficult to disambiguate in terms of their 

content or structure. Such difficulties can lead to repeated hearings or viewings of the 

data and extended periods of discussion. The two excerpts examined in this section 

are both cases where the discussion becomes extended due to the difficulty of accu-

rately transcribing the data, and the duration of checking the transcript is treated by 

the Participants as being problematic in terms of allotting sufficient time for the 

yet-to-come-forth activity of doing data analysis. In Excerpt 4.5, below, checking the 

transcript has run long, and the Participants work to close out this activity in order to 

reserve sufficient time for engaging in the activity to which it is treated as being 

preliminary: analyzing the data. Prior to the excerpt, the Participants had been check-

ing a transcript provided by Abe. The data provided by Abe on this occasion features 

a dinner-time interaction between a two-year-old girl and her parents, and the partici-

                                                
15 There are occasionally areas of the data constituted by the Participants as defying sufficiently 
accurate transcription (i.e., areas which are ambiguous or not clearly audible). Such areas, when 
encountered, often engender multiple replays of the data and series of sequences where candidate 
hearings are offered up only to receive no co-Participant displays of alignment. These sequences and 
series of sequences are typically closed out by the data provider vowing to carefully recheck the area at 
a later time using earphones. 
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pants are talking while eating. Due to these factors, there are a number of instances in 

the data where it is difficult to distinguish what is being said, and the Participants had 

been engaging in an extended discussion.   

 
Excerpt 4.5 
01 Y: amari    jikan  ga  nai     kara (.) moo 

not.very time   S not.have  so     already 
 
02   soro soro bunseki ni susumanai  to. 

  soon    analysis D not.advanc  if  
  we don’t have much time so we should  
  move on to the analysis soon. 
 
03 A:  ((looking at watch)) oa soo  da ne,o 
      a that  C  P 
     a right, 
 
04  .h ano: (.) hoka ni  nakereba 

.h uhm       other D if.not.have 
  uhm if there is nothing else 
 
05  ima kara mazu  wa   kakuji de  

now from first T  individually   
 
06   sukosi kangaete itadaite (.) de 

little  think     receive     and 
 
07   sono ato (.) bunseki ni hairitai 

that after   analysis D  enter 
 
08   to omoimasu. 
  QT   think 
  now I’d like to first have you think a little  
  individually and then we’ll enter the analysis. 
 
09 Ps: ((all looking at transcripts)) 
 

 In lines 1 and 2, Yi (organizer of the data sessions) addresses an utterance to 

Abe (the data provider), which suggests that he should move the data session on so as 

to allow sufficient time for working on an analysis (i.e., bunseki, line 2). The manner 

of formulation of Yi’s utterance warrants some attention. In particular, it may be 

noted that it sets up time restraints as the reason for shifting activities, and indexes the 

action of changing from the current activity (i.e., checking the transcript) to a next 
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activity (i.e., bunseki [“analysis”]) with the word susumu (“advance”).16 Thus, 

through treating the present activity (i.e., checking the transcript) as being interrupti-

ble in order to secure sufficient time for engaging in doing data analysis, and through 

the use of the verb susumu, which implies advancing toward a goal, Yi’s utterance 

displays an orientation to the activity of doing data analysis as being the primary 

activity of the data session.  

 Then, in line 3, Abe responds with a softly produced a soo da ne (“a right”) 

while glancing at his wristwatch. In this way, Abe’s uptake of Yi’s utterance displays 

an understanding of the pre-established and jointly understood time-sensitive issue 

raised by Yi’s lines 1 and 2, and acknowledges Yi’s suggestion that the meeting be 

advanced to the activity of doing data analysis. Following this acknowledgment, Abe 

produces his lines 4 through 8, which first work to close out the current activity of 

checking the transcript by confirming that there are no further matters of sufficient 

urgency so as to delay the advancement of the meeting (line 4). Abe’s raise in volume 

and shift to a formal register, indicated by his deployment of formulaic speech, mark 

his talk as being addressed to the group as a whole, rather than to Yi individually. His 

utterance formulates a request to move onto a next stage of activity through the de-

ployment of V-te itadaite (“please have you V”) (line 6). Notably, through deploying 

the device mazu (“first”), Abe formulates this next stage of activity as being prior, and 

thus necessarily transitory, to the activity mentioned in his line 7, and in Yi’s line 2, 

that is, bunseki (“analysis”).  

 In line 9, through withholding further talk about inaccuracies in the transcript 

and by silently redistributing their gazes to the transcript sheets in front of them, the 

co-Participants display an orientation to Abe’s lines 4 through 8 as having made 
                                                
16 Yi’s utterance features the negative form, susumanai, which is appended with the conditional 
marker to. This device, that is V-nai + to, implies that (unspecified) adverse effects will attend in the 
case that the action indicated by the verb is not realized. 
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relevant a shift in activities from discussing inaccuracies in the transcript to engaging 

in a period of silent looking at the transcript. Furthermore, through visibly providing 

the activity requested by Abe’s lines 5 to 7 (i.e., rather than protesting, or engaging in 

operations to delay or derail a shift in activities), the co-Participants’ actions work to 

validate the requested advancement toward the activity of doing analysis.  

 One further example may be examined. The data being examined by the group 

on the occasion of Excerpt 4.6 had been provided by Elmer, and comes from an in-

teraction between four participants. The Participants treat a number of features of the 

data as making an accurate transcription difficult. Among these features are the facts 

that (a) the four participants occasionally produce elaborately entangled overlapping 

speech, and (b) two of the participants are Chinese second language speakers of Ja-

panese whose Japanese pronunciation, morphology, and syntax is, at times, unclear, 

and who occasionally converse between themselves in hushed Chinese. These fea-

tures engender an extended discussion among the Participants in regard to possible 

inaccuracies in the transcript. Just prior to Excerpt 4.6, the Participants had engaged 

in an additional hearing of the data, and further discussion concerning the transcript 

seems to be forthcoming. However, earlier in the interaction from which Excerpt 4.6 

was taken, Murata had explained that she has another engagement for which she will 

have to leave early, and, in Excerpt 4.6 she cites this time constraint as a reason to 

advance the meeting toward the analysis stage. 

 
Excerpt 4.6 
01   (9.2) 
02 M: .hh juu yon   gyoo me:: > e nanka: moo< 

.hh te four line.number   e  some   already 
 
03   (.3) suimas::heh hen .hhh eeto  
         excuse.me       .hhh  uhm 
 
04   (.6) .h bunseki moodo ni  
       .h analysis mode D 
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    [((gaze to Elmer)) 
05   hai [tte [mo: 

even.if.enter 
  line number fourteen e like it’s already sorry 
  uhm is it okay if we enter into analysis mode 
 
06 E:   [((gaze to Murata)) 
 
07   ((Murata and Elmer co-gaze: .3)) 
 
08 E: ah [hai. 

ah   yes 
  ah yes. 
 
09 M:  [ii desu ka?  
   good  C   Q 
    would it be alright? 
 
10   ((gaze to transcript)) otyttoo 
              little 
           kinda 
 
  [((gaze to other Participants)) 
11   [gomenna [sai ne? jikan gah 

    sorry       P   time   S 
 
12 Z:  [((gaze to Murata)) 
 
13 M:  na hah hai [kahra .hhh heh 

 don’t.have    so   .hhh heh 
  I don’t have much time so heh 
 
   [((lifts gaze and withdraws it while nodding)) 
14 E:  [a hai. 
    a  hai 
    a hai. 
 
15   [>tyotto isoide-<] [u:n.  
    little   hurry     yeah 
  kind of hurry- yeah. 
 
16 M: [ .h h   a n o o ] [u:n.  
     .hh      uhm       yeah    
  uhm yeah.  
 
17   jikan- anoo: (.2) dekiru dake:, (.6) 

time    uhm     as.much.as.possible 
  time- uhm as much as possible, 
 
18   bunseki  wo (isk)- syea  sitai  node. 

analysis O   isk- share want.to  so 
  I want to isk- share the analysis so. 
 
   [((nodding)) 
19 E: [un. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
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 During the 9.2 second pause in line 1, the Participants are silently scrutinizing 

the transcript following an additional hearing of the data, ostensibly in search of 

further inaccuracies. Then, in line 2, Murata uses this silence as a space in which she 

initiates a new TCU, which begins with a line number citation. At this point, it is 

likely that Murata’s actions are visible to her co-Participants as being a nascent indi-

cation of a further inaccuracy in the transcript. However, she redirects following her 

elongated production of gyoo me (“line number”). The change in pace and tone of her 

utterance production work to establish a boundary between her just prior talk and 

what is to follow. Furthermore, her deployment of the device moo (“already”) poten-

tially functions to indicate a shift in activities. It may be noted that, as an adverb, moo 

projects a predicate. However in line 3, following a .3 second pause, Murata produces 

an utterance hearable as being an insertion between moo and the predicate-so-project- 

ed. Here, through her deployment of sumimasen (“excuse me”), she displays an ori-

entation to her unfolding action as being possibly morally sanctionable and thus as 

being a departure from standard procedure. Then, in lines 4 and 5, following a .6 

second pause, Murata proceeds with the delivery of a predicate by producing an 

utterance formulated as a request for permission to “enter into analysis mode.” How-

ever, she stops just short of grammatical completion of this formulation (the gram-

matically complete form would be haitte mo ii [desu ka]; cf. line 9), and deploys 

instead an RR via the sound stretch appended to mo and gaze distribution (line 5). It is 

important to emphasize that, even though Murata’s utterance is not complete gram-

matically at this point, it is at a point of relevant pragmatic completion, that is, it is 

fully recognizable as assembling a request for permission to shift into analytical 

mode.  
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In line 6, Elmer lifts his gaze to meet Murata’s, and the two Participants 

maintain co-gaze for .3 seconds in line 7 (Figure 4.17). Following this, Elmer pro-

duces ah hai (“ah yes”), which provides a relevant response to Murata’s lines 2 

through 5 in the form of a go ahead. Ostensibly orienting to the .3 second space in line 

7 where, while providing a minimal response through gaze distribution, Elmer 

provides no action interpretable as granting or denying Murata’s request, Murata 

continues with a grammatical completion of her already pragmatically complete 

request (line 9). While this grammatical completion potentially functions to recom-

plete the request and thereby refresh the relevance of a response from Elmer, it is 

produced in partial overlap with Elmer’s line 8, which is the go ahead response re-

quested by Murata’s lines 2 through 5. Thus, Elmer’s line 8 seems to simultaneously 

provide a relevant response to both lines 2 through 5 and line 9.  

 
Figure 4.17. Murata and Elmer co-gazing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  .3 (Line 7, Excerpt 4.6) 
 
 
At this point, Murata treats Elmer’s line 8 as having provided a sufficient re-

sponse to her RR through moving on to produce the apologetic gomennasai and an 

account for her request to shift activities, rather than pursuing a further response from 

the co-Participants (lines 10, 11, and 13). Through her distribution of gaze, she ad-

Murata Elmer 

Zed 
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dresses her apology and account to the Participants in general,17 rather than to Elmer 

individually. Zed, who is the first target of Murata’s gaze distribution, lifts his gaze to 

meet Murata’s gaze just as it becomes clear that she is producing gomennasai (“I’m 

sorry”) (Figure 4.18). Baba and Yi maintain their gazes at the transcript sheets in front 

them throughout Murata’s lines 11 and 13, but Elmer briefly lifts his gaze to Murata 

and nods in conjunction with his production of a hai (“a yes”) in line 14, which over-

laps with the last part of Murata’s line 13. In this way, while Murata’s lines 2 through 

5, and 9 display an orientation to the data provider (i.e., Elmer) as having an authority 

in regard to the flow of the proceedings of the data session, her lines 11 and 13 treat 

her approved request for a shift in activities as being possibly morally sanctionable by 

all of the co-Participants, and thus as deviating from jointly constituted standard 

procedure.  

 
Figure 4.18. Zed gazing at Murata 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: gomennasai ne? jikan gah (Line 11, Excerpt 4.6) 
 
 
In line 15, Elmer undertakes an ostensible reformulation of Murata’s account 

offered in lines 11 and 13, which minimally displays a candidate understanding of 

Murata’s talk. However, Elmer’s line 15 is produced in overlap with a verbalization 

                                                
17 Because of the angle of the camera, it is difficult to distinguish the exact moment Murata’s gaze 
reaches each Participant, although it is apparent that she distributes her gaze to each of them, starting 
with Zed, to her right, and ending with Elmer, on her left. 
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Murata 
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Yi 

Baba 
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from Murata (line 16), and, through cutting off mid-stream and deploying u:n, Elmer 

apparently treats this as indicating that further talk from Murata is forthcoming. Just 

after Elmer cuts off his utterance, Murata produces u:n, which here seems to ac-

knowledge Elmer’s reformulation of her account. Then, in lines 17 and 18, Murata 

reformulates her prior talk by specifying that the reason for shifting out of the activity 

of checking the transcript is so that she can share in the analysis an much as possible 

before she has to leave. Then, in line 19, Elmer produces multiple head nods in con-

junction with un, which, through its emphasis and brisk manner of production, is 

hearable as claiming an alignment with Murata’s orientation-so-displayed. Thus, in 

Excerpt 4.6, Murata’s account treats the yet-to-come-forth activity of group analysis 

of the data as being a highly valued activity of the data session. In other words, Mu-

rata here displays an orientation to doing data analysis as being the culminating activ-

ity of the meeting, which she does not want to miss, even if this means that other 

activities constituted by the Participants as being important, such as checking the 

transcript (cf. Murata’s careful apology and accounting work in lines 10 through 18), 

must be truncated.  

It is interesting to note that, compared to Excerpt 4.5, where checking the 

transcript had run long, and thus threatened to infringe on the subsequent activity of 

doing data analysis, in Excerpt 4.6, closing out checking the transcript is initiated on 

the basis of Murata’s own personal time constraints. The Participants’ orientations to 

this difference is manifest in the contrasting ways in which they accomplish their 

transition out of checking the transcript on each of these occasions. In other words, in 

contrast to Excerpt 4.5, in which the Participants accomplish moving out of checking 

the transcript in a relatively smooth and formulaic manner, Excerpt 4.6 involves a 

much less ritualized procedure. Thus, while in Excerpt 4.5, Abe’s talk offered no 
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apology or explanation for transitioning to another activity phase, and was addressed 

to the group en masse through the use of a formal register, in Excerpt 4.6, Murata 

engages in intricate apology and accounting work which is designedly addressed via 

gaze to each of her co-Participants as individuals. 

 The analyses presented in this section have demonstrated how the Participants 

make visible for each other their orientations to the activity of checking the transcripts 

as being a transitory activity which prefaces the activity of doing data analysis. Fur-

thermore, the Participants have been shown to treat the forthcoming activity of doing 

data analysis as being the culminating and most valued activity of their data sessions. 

In particular, this has been made apparent in the ways in which the activity of doing 

data analysis is treated by the Participants as being of highest priority at junctures 

when time is short. Furthermore, it may be relevantly noted that, conversely, at no 

time in my data corpus do the Participants truncate (or treat as being truncatable) the 

activity of doing data analysis in order to engage in some other activity. The Partici-

pants’ interactional prioritization of doing data analysis is one aspect of how they 

constitute this activity as being the culminating practice of their meeting. 

 A detailed examination of the ways in which the Participants’ make mutually 

visible for one another the activity of doing data analysis as being a practice is pur-

sued in the following chapter. However, before we can move on to that discussion, we 

must first briefly consider an additional activity which often prefaces18 a full en-

gagement in doing data analysis: silent looking at the transcript. 

 

                                                
18 This is not always the case, however. There are several occasions in my data corpus when the 
Participants treat silent looking at the transcript as being truncatable, or completely expendable, in 
order to move on to doing data analysis. On the interactional occasion of Excerpt 4.6, for example, the 
Participants both truncate the activity of checking the transcript, and skip over silent looking altogether. 
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4 Silent looking at the transcript 

 

 It is the goal of this subsection to provide an understanding of ways in which 

the Participants co-constitute the activity of silent looking at the transcript. Excerpt 

4.7 constitutes a typical example of the Participants’ engagement in silent looking at 

the transcript. On the occasion of the excerpt, Yi is the data provider. Prior to the 

excerpt, the Participants had been working on correcting inaccuracies in the transcript 

for a little under half an hour. This activity reaches a point of possible closing with Yi 

promising to have another listen to an area in regard to which the group was unable to 

reach a consensus. Following this, a brief silence develops which is broken by Mu-

rata.  

 
Excerpt 4.7 
(transcript simplified) 
01 M:  jikan  wo  tyotto  torimasu? 
  time    O   little    take 
  are we going to take a little time? 
 
02 Y: hai. (xxx) 
  yes 
  yes. 
 
03   ((looks at wristwatch)) 
 
  [((watch)) [((Wendy)) [((Murata)) 
04 Y: [jup pun, (.) [itioo    jup pun [gurai de. 
  ten minutes    for.now ten minutes about  C 
  ten minutes, about ten minutes for the time being. 
 
  [((co-gazing at Yi)) 
05 M: [un. un. 
  yeah yeah 
  yeah. yeah. 
 
06 Y: ((distributes gaze to each co-Participant while nodding)) 
 
07   ((silence and replays of data: 21 minutes 14 seconds)) 
 
   [((gaze to watch)) [((twists in chair)) 
08 Y: [a. (moo)     kehkk [oh hoh sugityatta 
  a  already          quite        past 
 
09   n desu ne, .hhh hai.  
  N   C    P    .hhh  yes 
  a. we already ran over time quite a bit, didn’t we. 
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10 M: un. 
  un 
  un. 
 
11  (.9) 
 
  [((leaning forward over transcript)) 
12 M: [o(yari)masyoo ka.o 
      let’s.do     Q 
  shall we get down to business? 
 
13   (1) 
 
14 W:  n::, 
  n:: 
  nn, 
 
15   (1.2) 
 
16 Y: ((gaze to co-Participants: 3.1)) 
 
17  nanka (.4) iken  no  aru   kata  wa (.7) 
    DM       opinion M  have person T 
 
  [((nods)) 
18   [doozo. hhh 
  go.ahead hhh 
  like anyone that has an opinion please go ahead. 
 
19 Ps:  ((looking at transcript: 7.4)) 
 
20 M: e:to to- toriaezu   dok  kara     ikoo   kana: 
  uhm   fo- for.now   where from  shall.go  P 
  uhm fo- for now where shall I start from 
 
21 Ps:  ((looking at transcript: 17.9)) 
 
22 Y: ja, (.3) eruma san. [(xxx) 
  well        Elmer 
  well,  Elmer. (xxx) 
 
23 E:   [E:. heh heh 
     e    heh heh 
    Ee. heh heh 
 
24 Ps: ((laughter)) 
  

 

 In line 1, Murata addresses an utterance to Yi asking if the group will “take a 

little time” (jikan wo tyotto torimasu). Her utterance formulation here demonstrates an 

orientation to a shared understanding of the overall structural organization of the data 

session meetings. In other words, at this stage in the interaction, jikan (“time”) is 

hearable as specifically indexing the next activity phase, that is, silent looking at the 
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transcript. Yi provides an affirmative answer (line 2), and then looks at her wristwatch 

(line 3). Then, in line 4, Yi submits a candidate time frame by producing first jup pun 

(“ten minutes”) while continuing to gaze at her watch, and then shifts her gaze to 

Wendy, who is sitting across the table, and produces itioo jup pun (“ten minutes for 

the time being”), and then, shifting her gaze to Murata, produces gurai de (“about”). 

Murata receipts this candidate positively with un un (“yeah yeah”) while meeting Yi’s 

gaze (line 5). Then, in line 6, Yi looks at each of the other co-Participants, beginning 

with Wendy (who is seated next to Murata), and ending with Zed. Thus, Yi treats the 

issue of how long (but, importantly, not “whether or not”) silent individual study of 

the transcript ought to continue as being a matter requiring the joint approval of each 

of the data session Participants.  

 The subsequent 21 minutes and 14 seconds are occupied largely by the Par-

ticipants maintaining their gazes at their transcript sheets, and occasionally writing on 

them, or producing indistinct verbalizations (Figure 4.19). On three occasions during 

this approximately 21 minute long period, sections of the data are replayed by Yi at 

the request of individual co-Participants. During these replays, the other 

co-Participants seem to display a disinvolvement in the replay through maintaining 

their gazes at the transcript sheets in front of them (Figure 4.20). Then, in lines 8 and 

9, Yi produces a constellation of actions which simultaneously function to make 

relevant a transition out of silent looking and display an orientation to the lateness of 

such a transition. First, in line 8, she pulls away from her transcript and produces a 

moo (“a already”), while looking at her wristwatch. She follows this with a 

laughed-through kehkkoh hoh sugityatta n desu ne (“it’s quih hite past isn’t it”), while 

twisting in her chair to face the direction of the co-Participants (lines 8 and 9). Yi then 
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produces a non-responsive (i.e., it does not respond to co-Participant talk) hai (“yes”), 

a device often used to close out items of business in meetings.19  

 In line 10, Murata receipts Yi’s talk with a brisk un (“yeah”). Following this, 

however, a .9 second silence develops. Then, in line 12, Murata produces yarimasyoo 

ka (“let’s do it”). Murata’s low volume level and non-distribution of gaze to any of 

her co-Participants make this utterance visible as being self directed. Thus, even 

though it is formally a cohortative utterance, it does not require co-Participant re-

sponse (i.e., it does not seem to be oriented to by the Participants as engendering a 

conditional relevance for their provision of responsive action, such as would an 

other-addressed request or invitation, etc.). As an audible, publicly deployed utterance, 

however, it functions to display to Murata’s co-Participants (a) Murata’s understand-

ing that Yi’s prior talk makes relevant a shift to a new activity, and (b) an orientation 

to the silent space in which no co-Participant move to engage in the new activity so 

made relevant is forthcoming. However, Murata accompanies this utterance with the 

embodied action of leaning forward over the her transcript sheet, an action which 

seems to physically display a further orientation to the transcript. Thus, while Mu-

rata’s utterances in lines 10 through 12 orient to Yi’s lines 8 and 9 as making relevant 

a shift from the activity of silent looking at the transcript to a next activity of doing 

analysis, her actions of physically re-orienting to the transcript sheet in front of her 

and withholding any further talk function to continue co-constituting with her 

co-Participants the current activity as being that of silent looking at the transcript. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
19 My gratitude goes to Hironori Sekizaki for his input on this use of hai. 
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Figure 4.19. Silent looking 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.20. Requested replays of the data 
 (a) Replay requested by Zed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 (b) Replay requested by Murata 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 In lines 13 to 15, all of the Participants (including Yi) distribute gaze to their 

transcript sheets in a manner very similar to that shown in Figure 4.19, above, except 

that Yi maintains a partial physical orientation toward the co-Participants through 

facing in their direction rather than the direction of the computer desk. Then, in line 

16, Yi lifts her gaze from her transcript sheet and distributes it to each of the 

co-Participants, for whom this action by Yi is not visible due to their orientations to 
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their respective transcript sheets. Following 3.1 seconds of ostensibly unnoticed gaze 

distribution to the co-Participants, Yi says nanka (.4) iken no aru kata wa (.7) doozo. 

hhh (“like anyone that has an opinion please go ahead”) (lines 17 and 18). This utter-

ance (a) overtly formulates the activity made relevant by her lines 8 and 9 in terms of 

submitting opinions in regard to the data (see Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion of 

opinion formulation in doing data analysis), and (b) works to refresh the relevance of 

transitioning into that activity. However, Yi’s lines 17 and 18 are met with an addi-

tional 7.4 seconds during which all of the Participants (including Yi herself) silently 

gaze at their transcript sheets. In line 20, Murata produces an utterance which seems 

to provide an account for why her analysis is not forthcoming: a claim that she is 

thinking about where to start. This utterance is followed by an additional 17.9 seconds 

during which all of the Participants silently maintain their gazes at their transcript 

sheets. Then, in line 22, with no relevant co-Participant action forthcoming in re-

sponse to her lines 17 and 18, Yi produces an utterance which specifies the relevance 

of her lines 17 and 18 as applying to Elmer in particular (an action for which she later 

accounts by saying that their gazes met).20 Elmer receipts this in line 23 with an 

ostensible display of surprise, an action which engenders laughter from the 

co-Participants. Following this, Elmer continues on to undertake the formulation of an 

opinion in regard to the data (not shown).  

 The above analysis demonstrates how the Participants initiate, engage in, and 

transition out of the activity of silent looking at the transcript. The other instances of 

this series of actions in my data corpus are structurally similar to Excerpt 4.7, though 

there are some slight variations. Generally speaking, as seen in the excerpt, the data 

provider verbally specifies the time to be allotted for silent looking at the transcript, 

                                                
20 Nomination of a next speaker by the data provider as a solution to transitioning out of silent looking 
seems to be a method of last resort. 
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and this seems to function as a device whereby the activity is formally initiated. In my 

data corpus, the time specified in this manner is usually formulated as juppun kara 

juugofun gurai (“about ten to fifteen minutes”), although, as is the case in Excerpt 4.7, 

in actual practice the silent looking period usually goes on for twenty minutes or 

more. 

 Silent looking at the transcript is co-constituted by the Participants as such by 

their withholding of talk, and by their displays of attention to the individually distrib-

uted transcript pages in front of them. On the rare occasions when the Participants do 

talk to each other, this is done in a strikingly lowered volume, and such exchanges are 

brief. As shown in the excerpt, occasionally one of the Participants asks to have a 

specific segment of the data replayed. Such requests seem to function as displays of 

being actively engaged in looking at, and thinking about, the data, rather than day-

dreaming, for example. During such replays of the data, the other co-Participants, on 

the other hand, usually continue to display a focused attention to the transcripts, and 

their ostensible thinking about them, through withholding their overt participation in 

the data replays requested by Participants other than themselves.  

 One noteworthy feature of silent looking at the transcript is the way in which 

the Participants ostensibly display their active looking at and thinking about the data 

through the production of low-volume utterances, or other phonological material. 

Because of this feature, periods of silent looking at the transcript are at times not very 

silent. This feature of the interaction is not transcribed in detail in Excerpt 4.7, and, 

most usually, utterances produced during periods of silent looking are not of sufficient 

volume for co-Participants to hear clearly, or to be recorded or transcribed clearly by 

the researcher. However, there are no instances in my data corpus when a 

co-Participant attempts to initiate repair on such utterances. Thus, the Participants 
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seem to treat such utterances as being self-directed in and through their interactional 

disattention to them.  

 Following the period of silent looking at the transcript, one of the Participants 

(most usually the data provider for the session, as is the case in Excerpt 4.7) typically 

breaks the silence with a clearly other-directed utterance. Such utterances are clearly 

other-directed not only in terms of their volume, but in terms of their interactional 

sequential function, and the accompaniment of various embodied actions, such as 

body torque and distribution of gaze (cf., e.g., Excerpt 4.7, lines 8, 16, and 17) as well. 

In other words, the utterances are visible as constituting the first part of a set of paired 

actions organized in terms of conditional relevance (Schegloff, 1968, 1972). There are 

two utterance formulation types most commonly deployed in this capacity: noticings 

and suggestions. Noticings, as shown in the excerpt, are typically made in regard to 

the amount of time that has passed by, and are frequently marked by laughter tokens 

or other prosodic features. Suggestions, on the other hand, are frequently deployed 

with an initial formulaic soro soro (“it’s just about time”), followed by devices such 

as hajimemasyoo ka? (“shall we begin?”), ikimasyoo ka? (“shall we go ahead?”), 

bunseki ni hairimasyoo ka? (“shall we enter the analysis?”), and so forth.  

 While, as shown in Excerpt 4.7, making a transition from engaging in silent 

looking to doing data analysis is often treated as problematic by the Participants, they 

invariably negotiate the transition-so-made-relevant by the noticing or suggestions, 

and enter into a subsequent interactional phase during which they organize their 

interaction so as to be mutually recognizable as doing data analysis. Notably, in and 

through engaging in a period of silent looking prior to doing data analysis, the Par-

ticipants treat the activity of doing data analysis as one for which certain preparations 

must be made. This contrasts, for example, with the way in which they immediately 
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and unproblematically undertake their engagement in checking the transcript and 

silent looking. Furthermore, in treating the transition from silent looking to doing data 

analysis as being a difficult or problematic one, the Participants seem to underscore 

the necessity of making sufficient preparations for participating in doing data analysis. 

In this way, doing data analysis is constituted as being a relatively weighty and sub-

stantial activity. 

 

5 Breaking frame 

 

 As demonstrated by the analyses in the prior section, the various activity 

phases at the data sessions are made co-visible and recognizable to the Participants by 

each other through performing various types of discursive work to create boundaries 

between the activities and to manage and accomplish shifts between activities. For 

example, in Excerpt 4.5, the Participants negotiated a shift from checking the tran-

scripts to the analytic phase of the meeting. Similarly, in Excerpt 4.7, the Participants 

were shown to accomplish a transition both in and out of silent looking. In and 

through performing such discursive work, the Participants have been shown to make 

the various phases of activity, and the boundaries in between them, mutually visible in 

their interactions. It should be emphasized, however, that such activity phases and 

boundaries are not given, but rather are the ongoing accomplishments of the Partici-

pants moment by moment co-constitution of their interaction as the data session. 

 Occasionally the Participants seem to momentarily break out of the frame of 

the current activity phase by engaging in some other activity (e.g., checking the tran-

script in the middle of doing data analysis, etc.). Two procedures, in particular, seem 

to be deployed by the Participants in order to accomplish such modulations in activity. 
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The first of these procedures is relatively rare in comparison to the second, and in-

volves the Participants performing overt discursive work to make a turn-at-talk, or 

larger unit, interpretable not within the context of the current activity phase, but 

within the context of a previous or subsequent activity phase. Among the devices used 

to perform this kind of work are formulations like tyotto toransukuriputo ni modoru n 

dakedo (“I’m returning to the transcript for a moment”), tyotto bunseki moodo ni 

haittyau kedo (“this ends up entering into analytic mode”). As we will see in Excerpts 

4.8 and 4.9, below, such devices may be deployed either prior to or following the unit 

of talk they work to frame as being relevant to an activity external to the current 

activity phase. Through the use of such devices, the Participants clearly demonstrate 

for each other an orientation to organizing their interaction into distinct activity 

phases, and to specific activity phases as being currently relevant or not yet fully 

relevant, and so on — thus also simultaneously and reflexively making visible for one 

another the current activity type.  

 In regard to the second procedure, which is by far the more frequently ob-

servable of the two procedures, while the Participants ostensibly shift for a moment to 

engaging in an activity external to the current phase, they do so in a covert manner. In 

other words, in contrast to the first procedure, the second procedure works to accom-

plish shifts in activity with no special announcement or other display of orientation to 

the new activity as being somehow external to the current activity phase. As shown 

below, the accomplishment of this type of shift involves the Participants’ engagement 

in a fact-checking procedure, wherein (re)checking some aspect of the transcript is 

treated as being prerequisite for the progressivity of doing data analysis. In this way, 

it may be said that, in such instances, the Participants embed the activity of checking 

the transcript into their practice of doing data analysis. 
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 In Excerpt 4.8, Elmer, works to get his turn-at-talk heard as not being relevant 

for the context of the current activity phase, that is, doing data analysis, but rather as 

being relevant within the context of a previous activity type, that is, checking the 

transcript. Just prior to the excerpt, the Participants had transitioned out of silent 

looking, and after a brief period of negotiation, Elmer had assumed speakership. Due 

to its position within the “overall structural organization” (Drew & Heritage, 1992; 

Heritage, 2005; Heritage & Clayman, 2010) of the interaction, there is a strong ex-

pectation that Elmer’s forthcoming talk will be recognizably relevant for the activity 

of doing data analysis. 

 
Excerpt 4.8 
01 E: hitotu (.) tyotto   ki ni na-  e  ko-  
   one        little    interes-   e  thi- 
  one thing I’m a little interes- e th- 
 
02   kore ano: betu ni      ano:  bunseki  toka janakute 
  this uhm   not.really uhm   analysis  and    not 
  this is not really uhm analysis stuff but rather 
 
03   mata toransukuriputo no hoo 
  again   transcript    M  way 
 
04   ni [ma- u:n. tyotto ittan modoru n dakedo: 
  D   ag- yeah  little once  return N  but 
  I’m returning ag- to the transcript once more for a little bit 
 
05 Y:  [a: ha:i. 
   a  yes 
  ah yes. 
 

 In line 1, Elmer begins a turn which proposes to elaborate on a point which 

had caught his attention. However, he self repairs just before completing the delivery 

of this utterance (i.e., ki ni na- [“interes-”]). Then, Elmer produces talk which works 

to dislocate his action-in-progress from the current activity phase (i.e., doing data 

analysis), and resituate it the context of a prior activity phase (i.e., checking the tran-

script): betu ni ano: bunseki toka janakute mata toransukuriputo no hoo ni (“this is 

not really analysis stuff I am returning to the transcript”) (lines 2 through 4). At this 
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point, Yi, the data provider, through producing a: ha:i (“ah yes”), first displays a 

recognition of the project of Elmer’s talk, and then issues a go ahead (line 5). From 

here, Elmer goes on to make a series of comments about the way in which a certain 

area of the transcript had been transcribed (not shown).  

 Thus, Excerpt 4.8 provides a clear example of overt discursive work per-

formed in order to displace a bit of talk out of the current activity phase and make it 

hearable as being relevant to some other activity phase. In so doing, the Participants 

are shown to organize their interaction into distinct activity types, and to display 

orientations to specific activity types as being currently relevant, while simultane-

ously framing their own talk as being relevant to some activity external to the current 

activity phase. In this way, the analysis demonstrates another method, in addition to 

the discursive transitional work shown in Excerpts 4.5 through 4.7, for example, by 

which the Participants make visible for each other, and for the analyst, the organiza-

tional structure of the phases of their activities at the data session as they construct 

them in and through their real time interactions.  

 One further example of this procedure may be examined. While in Excerpt 4.8 

Elmer performed pre-emptive discursive work to make his utterance relevant to the 

activity of checking the transcripts (which seems to have been in orientation to the 

strong expectation, engendered by its position within the overall structure of the 

interaction, that his forthcoming talk should be relevant for doing data analysis rather 

than for checking the transcript), in Excerpt 4.9 Murata engages in post-utterance 

work to retroactively make her just prior utterance relevant to doing data analysis 

during the activity phase of checking the transcripts. Prior to the excerpt, the group 

had been discussing how to transcribe a certain area of Yi’s data in which the partici-

pant’s intonation seemed to rise just slightly. This is followed by a silent space in 
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which the Participants turn their gazes to the transcript sheets. The excerpt begins 

with Murata undertaking an utterance following this silence. 

 
Excerpt 4.9 
01 Ps  ((all gaze to transcript sheets: 1.7)) 
 
02 M: tii sii yuu tosite wa kugireteru n  
      TCU        as    T   dividing   N 
 
03  da keredomo: 
  C    but 
 it’s divided off as a TCU but 
 
04 E: ((nods)) 
 
05 M: sono ooki na taan ga mada kanketu wa 
 that    big   turn  S  yet  finish   T 
 
06   siteinai¿ maruti yunitto na taan ga  
 not.doing multi    unit   M   turn  S 
 
07  koo sansyutu sareru    totyuu   tte  yu   kanji  
 this produce be.done  part.way  QT  say feeling 
 
08  desu yo ne, 
  C    P   P 
 the overall turn is not yet complete¿ it seems that a multi-unit  
 turn is in the middle of being produced, 
 
09 Y:  ((nodding)) 
 
10 M: ((shifts gaze to transcript)) ohijoo ni  tuyoku. 
         extremely  strongly 
 
11 M: sore wo purojekutto siteru kana: tte yu.o 
 that  O   project     doing    DM   QT  say 
 my take is that this is projected extremely strongly. 
 
  [((waving hand in air)) 
12  .hh [gomen. ma sono hen  wa  tyotto:  ano 
 .hh  sorry  DM  that area T   little   uhm 
 sorry. well that area kind of uhm 
 
13  bunseki  ni hai(h)ttesimau [(node/no ne).hhh  
 analysis D end.up.entering        s P   P  .hhh 
 ends up entering into the analysis (so/you know)  
 
14 Y:  [u heh 
   u  heh 
    u heh 
15   (1.2) 
 
16 Y: ^a. (nanka), 
  a   DM 
  a. (like), 
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17 M: [[u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
18 Y: [[koo itumo   konma ka, 
   this always comma or 
    like whether it’s a comma or, 
 
19 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
20  (.3) 
 
21 M: n: [: 
 n:: 
 nn 
 
22 Y:  [piriodo kah ga yoku (.) hitori de  
    period  or  S  well      alone   by  
 
23  wakaranai           toki ga aru. 
 don’t.understand  time  S  have 
 a period there are times I can’t tell very well by myself. 
 
24 Ps: ((all gaze to transcript sheets: 8.7)) 

 
 

 In lines 2 and 3, Murata formulates the participant utterance under discussion 

as constituting a discrete TCU. This is receipted by Elmer in line 4 with a nod, after 

which Murata continues on with the production of talk which characterizes the par-

ticipant’s utterance as being part of a larger, multi-unit turn-in-production which has 

yet to be completed (lines 5 to 8). Murata’s utterance here is formatted, through the 

deployment of desu yo ne, so as to solicit a co-Participant display of alignment. This 

is provided nonverbally by Yi, who nods multiple times in line 9. Then, in lines 10 

and 11, Murata produces an utterance which ostensibly suggests a continuation of the 

participant’s turn is strongly projected. The low volume, along with her shift of gaze 

to the transcript sheet, are both features which function to make Murata’s utterance 

here visible as being self directed. However, in line 12, she displays an orientation to 

her talk as minimally having been overheard by her co-Participants, and as being 

potentially censurable by them, through deploying the apologetic device gomen 
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(“sorry”) in conjunction with a hand waving gesture (Figure 4.21). Murata then fol-

lows this by formulating an account of the specific way in which her just prior talk 

warrants her moral accountability to the group, that is, it “ends up entering into the 

analysis” (bunseki ni haittesimau) (line 13). In so doing, Murata’s utterance simulta-

neously frames her just prior talk as having been relevant for doing data analysis, and 

treats this as problematic within the current activity phase, that is, checking the tran-

script. Then, interestingly, following a 1.2 second pause (which seems to mark the 

conclusion of Murata’s analytic, and then apologetic talk), Yi and Murata 

(re)constitute the currently relevant activity phase as being checking the transcripts 

(i.e., rather than continuing on from that point with further analytic talk, etc.) (lines 16 

to 23). 

 
Figure 4.21. Murata waving hand 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: .hh gomen. ma sono hen wa tyotto: ano (Line 12, Excerpt 4.9) 
 
 
 In this way, the analyses of Excerpts 4.8 and 4.9 show a procedure whereby 

the Participants make visible for each other a break from the current activity phase. 

This is accomplished via the deployment of devices in positions prior to or following 

talk orienting to an activity external to the current activity phase, which function to 

overtly frame the talk as being relevant for a different activity phase. In so doing, the 

Participants make their interaction mutually recognizable for each other as being 

Murata 

Wendy 

Baba 
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comprised of distinct activity phases. However, as mentioned in the introductory 

paragraphs of this section, the Participants usually do not overtly announce or mark 

such shifts into phase-external activities. Rather, such shifts frequently seem to be 

embedded within the work of the current activity phase. Excerpt 4.10 provides an 

example of this embedding procedure. Prior to the excerpt, the Participants had been 

working up an analysis of a bit of data provided by Zed, wherein one of the partici-

pants seemed to be either laughing or producing an utterance through a smiling voice 

(i.e., an utterance spoken through suppressed laughter; see Jefferson, 2004). One issue 

that the Participants treat as being relevant for their analysis, in particular, is when 

and why the participant laughed or spoke through a smiling voice. Excerpt 4.10 be-

gins with Zed offering a possible explanation. 

 
Excerpt 4.10 
01  (1.5) 
 
02 Z: sii san ga waratteru kara  
   ‘C’  Ms. S  laughing   so 
 
03  ka [mo   to. 
  perhaps QT 
  perhaps it’s because Ms. C is laughing. 
 
04 Y:  [osii san?o 
    ‘C’  Ms. 
       Ms. C? 
 
05  ((all gaze to transcript sheets: 2.1)) 
 
  [((gaze to Z)) 
06 Y: [n:? 
   n: 
   huh? 
 
07 Z: no ka [na: to wa omoimasu no tokoro wa  
   N   DM     QT  T    think   M  place   T 
  the place of ‘no kana to wa omoimasu’ 
 
08 Y:  [((gaze to transcript)) 
 
   [((gaze to Y)) 
09 Z: sii san ikkai [warat- (1.8) ta 
  ‘C’ Ms. once    laugh-       ed 
  Ms. C once laugh-  ed 
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   [((gaze down to transcript)) 
10  no [kana, 
   N    DM 
  I wonder, 
 
11 Y:  [tabun esu   san ga warau  
    perhaps ‘S’ Mr. S  laugh 
 
12  kara sotu-= 
   so   sotu- 
  maybe because Mr. S laughs sotu- 
 
13 Z: =a: [:, 
   a:: 
  ah, 
 
14 Y:  [son- saso [w  a  r  e  t  a  
     son-     was.invited 
     son- it was invited 
 
15 Z:  [a:, >soo desu ka.<  
     a:  that  C    Q 
     ah, is that right. 
 
16 Y: kana to omotta  n  d- ] desu kedo. 
   DM  QT  thought N d-     C    but 
  that’s what I thought a- at least. 
 
17 Z: (xx) sii ga saso- .hh] 
       ‘C’  S  invi-  .hh 
  (xx) C invi- 
 
((19 lines omitted)) 
 
18 M: kiite mi [masu? 
   try.listening 
  shall we try listening to it? 
 
   [((turning to computer)) 
19 Z:  [a hai. 
    a  yes 
    a yes. 
 
20 M: nande warau no ka? 
   why   laugh N   Q 
  why is it that he laughs? 
 
21 Z: ((manipulating computer: 1.4)) 
 
22  ((audio from data replay: 33.9)) 
 
   [((gaze to Y)) 
23 Z: ka [na: no bubun kekkoo. 
    DM     M  part  quite 
   at the ‘kana’ part it’s quite. 
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24 Y: oka [na.o 
    DM 
  ‘kana.’ 
 
25 Z:  [((gaze to transcript)) 
 
26  (.4) 
 
27 M: kana:: un. gurai kara? 
    DM   yeah about from 
  ‘kana’ yeah. about from there? 
 
28 Z: [[un. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
29 Y: [[((nods)) 
 
30  ka [na:. 
    DM 
   ‘kana.’ 
 
    [((gaze to Z)) 
31 M:  [wara [ttemasu? moo. 
      laughing    already 
     is he laughing? already. 
 
32 Z: ano waratteru to yu ka ano  
  uhm  laughing QT say Q uhm 
 
33  nanka egao [de= 
   DM   smile  by 
 
34 E:  [((nodding)) 
 
   [((nodding)) 
35 M:  [<u:n u:n u:n.> 
     yeah  yeah yeah 
    yeah yeah yeah. 
 
   [((nodding)) 
36 Y:  [un  un  u:n. 
   yeah  yeah yeah 
   yeah yeah yeah. 
 
37 Z: =sore wo itteru yoo na  
   that  O  saying  like 
  
   [((gaze to Y)) 
38  [[ki [   ga simasu. 
   feeling S   do 
  I kind of have a feeling that he’s saying that  
  uhm with laughing or rather uhm like a smile. 
 
   [((meets Z’s gaze)) 
39 Y: [[a e- [hai.  
     a e-   yes 
     a e- yes. 
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40  (1.1) 
 
41 Y: oegao de.o 
  smile by 
  with a smile. 
 
42  (1.8) 
 
 

 In lines 1 through 17, Zed and Yi offer and co-negotiate alternative explana-

tions for participant C’s apparent (possibly suppressed) laughter. First, in lines 2 and 3, 

Zed suggests that participant C’s laughter is the result of laughter by a co-participant, 

S. Then, in line 4, Y produces sii san? (“Ms. C?”). While one feature of the design of 

this utterance (i.e., its rising intonation) appears to target sii san as a possible trouble 

source, another feature (i.e., the soft volume) functions to make Yi’s utterance hear-

able as being possibly self directed. It may be noted, in addition, that Yi maintains a 

steady gaze at her transcript during her production of line 4. Thus, her utterance is not 

readily interpretable as being addressed to one of her co-Participants. Following line 4, 

all of the Participants focus their gazes to their respective transcript sheets, and with-

hold the production of talk for 2.1 seconds. Thus, at this point, the Participants seem 

to be examining their transcripts in light of Zed’s suggestion that participant S had 

produced laughter which engendered laughter from participant C.  

 In line 6, Yi breaks the silence with a hearably other addressed utterance (i.e., 

its volume level makes clear that it is not a self addressed utterance) in conjunction 

with a distribution of gaze to Zed. Yi’s utterance features a drawn out and strongly 

rising intonational pattern, which, when taken with the fact that it is positioned fol-

lowing a period of examination of the transcript ostensibly in an effort to identify 

some instance of laughter by participant S, is hearable as (a) claiming some problem 

with identifying the phenomenon in question (i.e., laughter from S), and (b) requiring 
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additional explanation concerning the matter. This is provided by Zed in lines 7, 9, 

and 10. Here, Zed first formulates the location of participant S’s putative laughter in 

terms of the participant’s utterance as it appears in the transcript, that is, no kana: to 

wa omoimasu no tokoro (“the place of ‘no kana: to wa omoimasu’”) (line 7). Follow-

ing this, he undertakes a reformulation of the phenomenon indicated in his line 2: sii 

san ikkai warat- (1.8) (“Ms. C once laugh-”). Notably, Zed cuts off just before deliv-

ering the past tense morpheme -ta, which would result in the grammatical completion 

of his utterance, and distributes his gaze to Yi. This cut off appears to be designed so 

as to solicit co-Participant gaze (Goodwin, 1979, 1980), and the gaze to Yi to solicit 

co-Participant response (see Stivers & Rossano, 2010). However, just after Zed un-

dertakes his explanatory talk in line 7, Yi turns her gaze to the transcript sheet, osten-

sibly working to locate the area on the transcript (where she maintains focus through 

line 17), and thus does not appear to register Zed’s gaze. Upon seeing that no respon-

se is forthcoming from Yi, Zed delivers the hearably due past tense morpheme -ta 

(line 9), and then produces no kana (“I wonder”), which minimally functions to ex-

tend the space within which a co-Participant response might be provided. Furthermore, 

he releases his gaze from Yi, and returns it to his transcript sheet. Then, just as Zed 

redistributes his gaze to the transcript, Yi undertakes an utterance in overlap with 

Zed’s kana. Yi’s utterance here formulates a state of affairs in opposition to Zed’s 

suggestion that the participant’s laughter was the result of laughter from Ms. C. In 

particular, Yi’s utterance proposes that, rather than S’s laughter being touched off by 

laughter from C, it is S that laughed first, and C’s laughter that was “invited” (saso-

wareta) (lines 11, 12, 14, and 16). Zed receipts Yi’s suggestion as news in line 15, 

and then produces a partial reformulation of Yi’s talk in line 17. These actions are 

done in overlap with the end of Yi’s utterance, and in lines 16 and 17, both Partici-
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pants cut off in negotiation of speakership, after which Yi continues on to deliver the 

grammatical completion of her utterance.  

 At this point, Elmer asks for a clarification of the location on the transcript of 

the phenomenon in question. This action results in the insertion of a side sequence 

where Yi shows Elmer on the transcript the location in question (omitted lines). Fol-

lowing this, Murata initiates an additional hearing of the data with kiite mimasu? 

(“shall we try listening?”) (line 18), to which Zed responds immediately (in overlap 

with Murata’s line 18) with a hai (“a yes”), in conjunction with physically reorienting 

his body to the computer on the desk behind him. Then, following a replay of the data 

(line 22), the Participants co-negotiate the exact location of the laughter related phe-

nomena (lines 23 to 30). 

 Thus, Excerpt 4.10 exhibits similarities to Excerpts 4.3 and 4.4, for example, 

in that the talk develops in terms of a displayed disagreement in regard to some phe-

nomena represented on the transcript, which is then treated as grounds for a rehearing 

of the data. Furthermore, as in Excerpts 4.3 and 4.4, an additional hearing of the data 

is treated by the Participants as providing a basis for the resolution of the disagree-

ment-so-displayed. However, there are other features observable in the interaction in 

Excerpt 4.10 which function to distinguish it sharply from Excerpts 4.3 and 4.4. For 

instance, the activity phase within which Excerpt 4.10 is situated is doing data analy-

sis, and not checking the transcript. Importantly, this is not a researcher-relevant 

distinction. Notably, in line 20, Murata formulates an account for her request for a 

replay of the data, that is, nande warau no ka? (“why is it that he laughs?”). This 

utterance, importantly, brings back on line the activity prior to the side sequence 

dealing with the location of the phenomena on the transcript, that is, working up an 

analysis of the participant’s putative laughter. In other words, Murata’s question of 
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“why” makes relevant again the analytic activity of working to determine “how the 

participant came to produce a particular utterance” (Bilmes, 1985, p. 342 ), or in this 

case, laughter.21 Furthermore, following the outcome of the negotiation of the loca-

tion of the phenomena in question on the transcript (lines 23 to 30), rather that conti-

nuing on to indicate additional discrepancies in the transcript, the Participants seam-

lessly transition into talk working to analytically specify the exact nature of the par-

ticipant action-so-observed in their just-now-completed hearing of the data (lines 31 

to 41).22 Thus, the interaction in Excerpt 4.10 is worked up by the Participants them-

selves as doing data analysis rather than as doing checking the transcript, albeit 

checking the transcript is here embedded into and constituted as an inextricable part 

of the activity of doing data analysis on this occasion. In this way, the Participants’ 

phase-external work of checking the transcript in Excerpt 4.10 emerges in immediate 

and vital response to contingencies developing in and through their participation in 

the current activity phase of doing data analysis. 

 The analyses of this subsection have demonstrated two additional procedures 

by which the Participants manage, through talk-in-interaction, their activities at the 

data sessions: overt discursive work to break out of the frame of the current activity 

phase, and the covert embedding of a prior activity into the current activity phase. 

Notably, the Participants’ use of the first procedure functions to make some bit of talk 

mutually visible and recognizable for each other as being relevant to an activity ex-

ternal to the current activity phase. This procedure provides one resource-in-talk for 

the Participants whereby they may organize their interaction into distinct activity 

                                                
21 I.e., the activity with which the excerpt began. 
22 I.e., the Participants build up an analysis of the participant’s actions as constituting talk in smiling 
voice rather that as instantiating over laughter. It may also be noted that the issue of whether or not the 
laughter/smiling voice was the result of previous, invitational laughter is not subsequently taken up 
overtly by the Participants following their rehearing of the data in Excerpt 4.10. While there is no way 
to be certain, I suspect that this is because the data were clear enough upon the rehearing so as to 
obviate any need for further discussion of the matter. 
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phases with clear boundaries. The second procedure, however, provides a different 

kind of interactional resource. This procedure is one whereby the Participants are able 

to covertly incorporate discursive work related to activities external to the current 

activity phase into the work of the current activity phase. In so doing, the Participants 

are able to accomplish the discursive work of the current activity phase while simul-

taneously and unobtrusively carrying out pre-requisite work involving actions rele-

vant to other activity phases. In this way, the two procedures described in this section 

provide the Participants with discursive resources whereby they are able to modulate 

the degree of rigidity and fluidity in the activity phases in their interactions. This 

seems to be necessary in order to accomplish the somewhat competing work of (a) 

constituting the data sessions as having a mutually recognizable structural organiza-

tion with distinct activity components, and (b) accomplishing complex discursive 

work which occasionally involves multiple modes of activity cutting across the over-

all structural organization of the data session. 

 

6 Conclusion 

 

 In the present chapter, I have provided a detailed description of two of the 

major activity phases at the data sessions: checking the transcripts and silent looking. 

In regard to the activity of silent looking, the analyses demonstrated how the Partici-

pants initiate, engage in, and subsequently transition out of this activity. In regard to 

the activity of checking the transcript, analyses were first presented which demon-

strate a simplest procedure whereby the Participants co-accomplish the activity of 

correcting inaccuracies in the data transcript. This procedure was shown to be a rela-

tively straightforward process involving an inaccuracy being indicated by the 
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co-Participants, and an acknowledgement and acceptance of the inaccu-

racy-so-indicated by the transcriptionist/data provider. Then, I examined two in-

stances involving departures from this simplest procedure. In the first of these two 

instances, the Participant moving to indicate an inaccuracy in the transcript was 

shown to do so from a displayed epistemic stance of uncertainty. This is subsequently 

treated by the data provider as making relevant a replay of the data. Then, in the 

second instance, it was shown that the Participants may work up conflicting stances in 

regard to the existence and magnitude of possible inaccuracies in the transcript. In 

both of these instances, the analysis showed how the Participants treat uncertainties in 

regard to the phenomena in the data as being potentially settleable through additional 

viewings or hearings of the data. Finally, in Section 4, I considered two procedures 

whereby the Participants either overtly break the frame of the current activity phase 

by performing discursive work in order to frame their talk as being relevant for an 

activity other than that of the current activity phase, or embed a phase-external activ-

ity into the work of the current activity by treating the accomplishment of the 

phase-external activity as being a relevant prerequisite for the progressivity of the 

current activity. I argued that these two procedures enable the Participants’ to modu-

late the degree of rigidity and fluidity in the activity phases in their interactions.  

 While the analyses show the depth and complexity of the activity of checking 

the transcripts, they also demonstrate the ways in which the Participants treat this 

activity as being preliminary and subordinate to the activity of doing data analysis. In 

particular, the analyses demonstrated that the Participants treat checking the transcript 

as being truncatable in order to preserve time for engagement in doing analysis. Simi-

larly, the activity of silent looking was shown to be truncatable or completely ex-

pendable (cf., e.g., Excerpt 4.6) in favor of allotting sufficient time to the activity of 
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doing data analysis. In this way, importantly, the activity of doing data analysis is 

treated by the Participants as being the culminating and ultimate activity of the data 

sessions, which is one aspect of how the Participants constitute this activity as being 

the main practice of their group. Chapter 5 is devoted to providing a detailed explica-

tion of the sequential structures and procedures employed by the Participants to ac-

complish their interaction as being mutually recognizable as doing data analysis, and 

to constitute this activity as being a practice. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DOING DATA ANALYSIS AT THE DATA SESSIONS 

 

1 Introduction  

 

 This chapter is concerned with the organization of courses of action and activ-

ity in and through talk-in-interaction, or what Schegloff (2007) refers to as sequence 

and sequential organization. Schegloff (2007, p. 2) notes that “sequences are the 

vehicle for getting some activity accomplished,” and defines sequence organization as 

being the level of organization in talk-in-interaction that is concerned with the shape 

and trajectory of social actions. Sequential organization, on the other hand, is defined 

as being “any kind of organization which concerns the relative positioning of utter-

ances or actions.” The present chapter examines the ways in which the Participants (a) 

organize their talk into mutually recognizable sequences (i.e., sequence organization), 

and (b) organize their sequences into mutually recognizable courses of action (i.e., 

sequential organization) in order to accomplish the activity of doing data analysis.  

 Speaking of institutional interaction in particular, Drew and Heritage (1992), 

Heritage (2004, 2005) and Heritage and Clayman (2010) discuss sequential organiza-

tion in terms of the “overall structural organization” of an interaction. Heritage (2005), 

for example, suggests that institutionally oriented interactions are often analyzable as 

being constituted by distinct activity “phases” which “involve the pursuit of a specific 

goal (or subgoal), and are jointly constructed (or co-constructed) by the participants in 

terms of the constituent tasks of the [interaction]” (p. 121). As demonstrated in the 

analyses of the previous chapter, the main activity phases of the data sessions are (a) 
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checking the transcripts, (b) silent looking, and (c) doing data analysis. Furthermore, 

phases a and b are treated by the Participants as being preparatory to, and at times 

truncatable or dispensible in favor of phase c. Among the goals of the present chapter 

are (a) to show how the Participants co-accomplish doing data analysis as a mutually 

recognizable activity, and (b) to show how they co-constitute this activity as their 

central and main practice at the data sessions. This practice is jointly built up by the 

Participants in their moment to moment interaction as they work to co-organize their 

talk into what I will refer to as analytic action-sequences.1 As we will see in the 

analyses to follow, analytic action-sequences are constituted by two major compo-

nents: (a) a descriptive component, that is, factual descriptions of participant actions 

framed as rational bases for further analytic talk, and (b) an analytic component, that 

is, opinions and characterizations based upon the participant-actions-so-described. 

The joint production of analysis using this action-sequential format constitutes the 

“specific goal” (Heritage, 2005) pursued by the Participants during this activity phase. 

Furthermore, since doing data analysis is treated by the Participants as being the main 

practice of the data sessions, it is possible to say that the production of analyses forms 

the goal of the data sessions in general. 

One feature of the Participants’ practice of doing data analysis that will be 

emphasized is that it is co-assembled in real time by the Participants over the course 

of their unfolding talk-in-interaction. In other words, doing data analysis at the data 

sessions is a socially distributed process which draws extensively upon the generic 

and context-free organizational aspects of talk-in-interaction (such as displays of 

alignment or understanding, and repair). Furthermore, the analyses highlight the 

socially-distributed nature of the Participants’ formulations of analytic opinion (i.e., 

                                                
1 By the term action-sequence, I mean to refer to sequences of sequences by which mutually recog-
nizable courses of action and activity are co-assembled in talk-in-interaction.  
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talk formatted as an opinion via the use of devices which frame the talk in terms of 

individual psychological states, such as “I think,” “I thought,” “I am thinking,” etc.), 

and analytic characterization (i.e., talk formatted as a characterization of a scene or 

state of affairs via the use of devices which frame the talk in terms of ambience or 

tenor, such as “it seems like,” “the feeling is such that,” “the impression is such that,” 

etc.). The analyses show that such opinions and characterizations are built up by the 

Participants in and through their turns-at-talk. In other words, rather than conceptual-

ize the Participants’ analyses-so-produced as the pre-prepared products of individual 

thinking which are then conveyed to an audience of listeners, the analysis demon-

strates that Participants’ practice of doing data analysis is an intensely so-

cial-interactional process in which opinions and characterizations are jointly built up, 

aligned with, contested, revised, and so forth, according to the interactional contin-

gencies of the talk.  

An additional and crucial point demonstrated by the analyses below is that 

the Participants clearly display orientations to their practice of doing data analysis – 

of which formulating analytic opinions and characterizations is a part – as having a 

specific and mutually recognizable grammar. In other words, we will see that not only 

do the Participants display their understandings in regard to specific utterance formats 

as recognizably functioning to assemble specific courses of action related to doing 

data analysis, but that they also treat certain action assemblies as being problematic in 

terms of their validity for adequately accomplishing doing data analysis. In particular, 

the Participants treat their analytic components as necessitating rational bases to be 

found in descriptions of participant actions and other phenomena in the data. The 

absence of such descriptions, or the deviation of such descriptions from the Partici-

pants’ mutually recognizable set of procedures for producing descrip-
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tions-as-rational-bases-for-analytic-opinion, are treated by the co-Participants as 

being problematic. The Participants co-display their orientations to such problematic-

ity by engaging in work to rectify the problem through the application of certain 

interactional procedures. Concrete instances of the Participants’ procedures for doing 

data analysis are examined in the analyses below, and provide a clear view of the 

Participants’ orientations to their practice of data analysis as being constituted by a 

mutually recognizable, describable and specific set of procedures. 

Below, I make use of two sections to organize my presentation of the analy-

sis. In the first of these, Section 2, I provide a comprehensive examination of the ways 

in which the Participants’ jointly work up descriptions of their data. As will be shown, 

the provision of descriptions of the data is treated by the Participants as prerequisite to 

the delivery of the analytic component. In the next section, I describe the Participants’ 

methods for co-formulating their analytic opinions. Then, in the final section, I review 

the findings of the analyses, and discuss how they help us to develop a clearer under-

standing of the notion of practice, and the ways in which it is interactionally realized. 

Then, in the following two chapters, I consider the ways in which the Participants’ 

use of terminology during their participation in doing data analysis functions to (a) 

make their data session group mutually visible as being a community with a joint 

practice (i.e., doing data analysis), (b) constitute identities in relation to that commu-

nity, and (c) make visible shifts in identity over time. 
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2 Working up descriptions of the data 

 

 The Participants were found to display orientations to two elements, or se-

quential components for jointly working up adequate descriptions of their data. The 

first of these sequential components is designed to accomplish a joint interactional 

focus on a certain area of the data transcript, and the second is concerned with the 

production of descriptions of participant actions per se. Below, I make use of two 

subsections to discuss each of these components in turn. 

 

2.1 Focusing interactional attention 

 

 An initial task Participants are faced with in producing descriptions of their 

data is that of focusing interactional attention to a certain area of the transcript. A 

primary practice associated with such focusing work is that of line number citation. In 

other words, the Participants cite the line numbers of the transcript which correspond 

to areas on which analytic discussion is to be focused. Furthermore, the Participants 

display an orientation to line number citation (and the dependent practice of citation 

of participant actions, see below), as being an essential initial component of analytic 

action-sequences. This orientation is most clearly displayed in the Participants’ regu-

lar treatment of the non-citation of line numbers as being problematic. In the analyses 

below, we first consider a typical example of line number citation, and then examine 

some excerpts where complications arise. 
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 2.1.1  Line number citation 

 

 Excerpt 5.1, below, is an exemplary specimen of Participant line number 

citation to indicate an area for joint interactional focus. The excerpt begins just after 

the Participants have worked to close an extended period of silent looking at the 

transcript (see Chapter 4). We join the interaction as the Participants are attending to 

matters of speaker selection in an attempt to begin a group discussion of the data. 

 

Excerpt 5.1 
01 Y: kiboosya   kah  kara, 
  volunteer froh from 
  let’s start from a volunteer 
 
02 S: uhheh .hh  
  uhheh .hh 
  uhheh 
 
03   (.6)  
 
04 S:  .hh jaa atasi itumo saigo de yu  koto  ga 
  .hh  DM   I    always last at say thing S 
  well I always run out of things to say 
 
05   nakunaru no(h)de(h): [heh heh heh  
  disappear     so        heh heh heh 
  in the end so heh heh heh 
 
06 Y:  [hai. [heh heh doozo doozo. 
    yes   heh heh please please 
    okay. heh heh please go ahead. 
 
07 M:  [<a::: soo ne?>  
     a     that P 
    ahh that’s right huh? 
08   [((sniffs)) 
 
09 S: [sumima [se:n. [.hhh 
   excuse me       .hhh 
   excuse me. 
 
10 Y:  [.heh  
    .heh 
    .heh 
11    [mnhehh ((sniffs))= 
    mnhehh 
    mnhehh 
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12 S: =eeto jaa roku [juu roku no tokoro: (.2)  
   um    DM   six  ten  six  M   place 
 
13 M:  [((sniffs)) 
 
14 S:  na n desu keredo 
  C   N   C    but 
  um well it’s at the place of sixty-six 
 
15   (.2) 
 
16 Y: hai.= 
  yes 
  yes. 
 
17 P  =((rustling sound)) 
 

The area of interest is Suzuki’s line number citation in line 12. In the lines 

leading up to this point, the Participants work to accomplish speaker selection. In line 

1, Yi (the data provider for this session) formulates an attempt at prompting 

self-selection from one of her co-Participants by suggesting that observations should 

start from a volunteer. This utterance elicits a laughter token from Suzuki (line 2), 

who, after a .6 second pause, self-selects. A first action undertaken by Suzuki’s utter-

ance is to formulate a laughter accompanied account for her self-selection at this 

particular point in the interaction. This elicits a response with laughter tokens and an 

invitation to continue from Yi (line 6), and a display of “change of state” (Heritage, 

1984b) (i.e., a::: ) and claim of alignment (soo ne) from Murada (line 7). Suzuki then 

closes out the speaker selection sequence with a sumimasen (“excuse me”) token (line 

9), after which she marks a shift in activities through a prosodic reset (i.e. from a 

jocular tone to a serious tone) and the deployment of the discursive marker jaa 

(“well”), which is typically deployed initially within a TCU to mark a shift in activi-

ties (line 12).  

In line 12, Suzuki produces a formulation of location using a numeric ref-

erence: roku juu roku no tokoro (“place of sixty-six”). There are several points to be 
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noted in regard to Suzuki’s formulation. As noted by Schegloff (1972), place formu-

lations exhibit in their design an analysis of the epistemologies of their potential 

recipient(s). In other words, such formulations are tailored so as to be understandable 

for specific participants on specific interactional occasions. Thus, Suzuki’s formula-

tion is specifically hearable within the context of this activity as indexing line number 

sixty-six in the transcript. This hearability is in part provided by the facts that (a) the 

relevant next activity is that of doing data analysis,2 which expectably should involve 

reference to a transcript of the data being listened to or viewed, (b) a paper transcript 

of the data has been provided to each Participant, (c) the lines of text on this transcript 

are numbered from one to one hundred twenty-five, and 4) the line numbered 

sixty-six has been marked with an arrow and shading by Yi, the data provider, as an 

area of interest.  

Following a .2 second pause, Suzuki appends na n desu keredo, a device 

which here functions, along with the pragmatic incompleteness of her utterance-so-far, 

to frame her citation of line numbers as a preface (or more precisely, a pre-action), 

and thus to project further talk in regard to the area specified by the line number 

citation. Thus, Suzuki’s lines 12 and 14 work to (a) make a specific area of the tran-

script discernable from the mass of text written upon it, and (b) to make relevant a 

focusing of interactional attention through topicalizing the area-so-discerned in rela-

tion to further talk to come forth. In this way, Suzuki’s actions display an orientation 

to the subsequent activity as being one which will require the joint attention of her 

co-Participants in regard to a specific area on the transcript. Furthermore, the 

co-Participants, through their verbal and physical displays of orientation to the tran-

script in response to Suzuki’s actions and citation of line numbers, also display an 
                                                
2 With great regularity, this relevance is overtly invoked through the issuance of a first pair-part in the 
form of an invitation, etc., such as: “moo soro soro bunseki wo hajimemasyoo ka?” (shall we get 
started with the analysis soon?) (see Chapter 4). Such was also the case prior to Excerpt 5.1. 
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understanding of the activity-at-hand as being one that will require joint interactional 

attention.  

In the interaction following the excerpt, the co-Participants display their 

orientations to Suzuki’s projection of further talk by withholding their own production 

of talk, which provides an interactional space wherein Suzuki continues on with 

descriptive talk in regard to the participants’ actions (see Excerpt 5.9). Thus, the 

Participants’ joint actions work to organize their unfolding activity as one which 

requires a joint focus on the transcript, and to display an orientation to this interac-

tionally accomplished joint focus as being prerequisite to further talk by Suzuki in 

regard to the area indicated via line number citation. 

 

 2.1.2  Non-citation of line number(s) as problematic 

 

 Rather than consider further examples of the Participants’ practice of line 

number citation (which are ubiquitous, and similar in structure), it will be more in-

formative to examine some of the comparatively rare occasions on which a line num-

ber citation is not (initially) provided. Such non-citation of line numbers is routinely 

oriented to by the Participants as being a noticeable and problematic absence. Exam-

ples of this are provided in Excerpts 5.2 and 5.3 below. Excerpt 5.2 is an example of 

self initiated repair in relation to the non-citation of line numbers, and Excerpt 5.3 of 

other initiated repair.  

Prior to Excerpt 5.2, the Participants had been discussing an area in the data 

pointed out by Zed as possibly being a juncture where participant N could have made 

a move to close out the sequence but did not. We join the interaction as Murada is 

working to point out a sequence which she goes on to characterize as being structur-
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ally clear in terms of its closing relevance, and thus usefully comparable to the area 

pointed out by Zed. 

 
Excerpt 5.2 
01  (.8) 
02 M: eeto go- ↑tyotto mae  no hoo no:  
 um    fi- little front M  way  M 
  
03   y- a yaritori:: (.) a ma oboetenai   n  
 i- a interaction    a  P  remember-NG N 
 
04   da keredomo:  
 c     but 
 um fi- the i- a interaction a little bit before a well I 
 don’t remember but 
 
05 Ps: ((sound of pages turning: 2 seconds)) 
 
06 M: kanari ne? sono .h memo: nagai  
 quite  P    that .h note  long 
 he was quite you know? that note 
 
07   aida  memo   tottari   siteite:  
 space note taking.and  doing 
 he was taking notes for quite a long time and 
 
08 P: u::n. 
 un 
 yeah. 
 
09   (.4) 
 
10 M: de sore  wo:: saegiru   koto    nai      wake  
 and that  O  interrupt thing not.exist reason 
 and she actually doesn’t interrupt that 
 
11   desyoo kore ano go- ^a >gomenasai. nani wo  
    C    this  um  fi-  a    sorry      what  O 
 right this um fi- a sorry. what it is  
 
12  yutteru ka t- go    juu   gyoo me?  
 saying   Q  QT five ten  line.number 
 that I’m say- line number fifty? 
 
13   (.4) 
 
14 Y: a: hai.= 
 a   yes 
 ah yes. 
 
15 M: =ne?  
  P 
 right? 
((continues)) 
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In line 12, Murada produces a line number citation: go juu gyoo me? (“line 

number fifty?”). In the lines that lead up to line 12, Murada undertakes work to iden-

tify an area in the transcript. She begins in line 1 with the filler word eeto (“um”), and 

then produces go-, which is likely the word go (“five”) (line 2). However, rather than 

producing a line number citation, she says ↑tyotto mae no hoo no: y- a yaritori:: (“the 

interaction from just before”). The prosodic reset of this utterance works to make it 

hearable as a replacement of what was started with go-. Then, after a micropause, 

Murada produces a ma oboetenai n da keredomo: (“well I don’t remember but”), 

which functions to (a) claim that she is unable to recall the exact location at the mo-

ment, and (b) provide an account for not providing a more specific formulation of 

location. At this point, Murada begins turning transcript pages and the other Partici-

pants follow suit, seemingly working with some general idea of the location in ques-

tion based upon Murada’s line 2 tyotto mae no hoo (“a little before”). 

 In line 6, Murada begins production of a new TCU. The initial element, kanari 

(“quite”), projects an assessment or evaluation, which is immediately forthcoming as 

nagai aida memo tottari siteite: (“he was taking notes for a long time”) (lines 6 and 7). 

It is important to note here that Murada’s lines 6 and 7 do not provide a citation of the 

line number(s). Rather, they undertake formulation of a description of participant 

actions. In line 8, an unidentifiable (due to lack of sufficient voice sample) participant 

provides a very minimal acknowledgement of Murada’s utterance, after which a .4 

second silence is allowed to develop in the interaction. At this point, Murada begins a 

new TCU, formatted as a next step in the talk via de (“and so”), during the initial part 

of which she provides a further description of participant actions (i.e., sore wo:: 

saegiru koto nai [“she doesn’t interrupt that”]) (line 10).  
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In line 11, Murada ostensibly begins to produce numeric formulation with 

go-. However, instead of simply providing a line number citation at this point, she 

instead cuts off mid-utterance to deploy a rapid a gomenasai (“oh sorry”). This ele-

ment does the double duty of displaying (a) a realization (i.e., a change of state 

[Heritage, 1984b]) that she had not already provided a line number citation,3 and (b) 

treats this non-provision of a line number citation as being involved with issues of 

moral accountability. Then, Murada proposes to re-explain by saying >nani wo yut-

teru ka t<4 (“what [I] am saying is”), after which she provides a line number citation 

in full form (i.e., go juu gyoo me [“line number fifty”]), which seems here to further 

display an orientation to its prior absence.5 Furthermore, this line number citation is 

produced with rising intonation, which serves to request a co-Participant confirmation 

of recognition of the area indexed by the line number citation. This is provided by Yi 

in line 14 following a .4 second pause (during which it is likely that Yi was doing 

work to locate the area on the transcript page). Immediately following Yi’s display of 

recognition, Murada latches on with a confirmation of Yi’s confirmation so displayed: 

ne? (“right? ”) (line 15). In this way, through their joint treatment of the non-citation 

of line numbers as being problematic, both Murada (through her self repair and orien-

tation to moral accountability) and her co-Participants (through their non-displays of 

recognition) display an orientation to the activity-at-hand as being one that requires 

                                                
3 While the lack of video data for this particular excerpt make it impossible to say for sure, Murada’s 
displayed realization is likely to have been touched off by the non-verbal displays of 
non-understanding by her co-Participants, such as the deployment of puzzled expressions, etc. At any 
rate, minimally, Murada’s co-Participants do not deliver any overt displays of recognition, which may 
have been taken by Murada as being implicative of non-recognition. 
4 The t at the end seems to be an elided form of the quotation marker tte. 
5 Compare with Excerpt 5.1, line 12, for example, where line number citation is accomplished via only 
a numeric formulation. It must be noted, however, that at times the Participants deploy full-form line 
number citations in the first instance, i.e. not following an initial non-provision of line number citation. 
However, the full-form citation in Murada’s line 12 differs from such occasions of use in that it func-
tions as part of a constellation of orientational and affective displays, notably including prosody, 
self-repair, and tempo.  
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the accomplishment and maintenance of joint attention and focus, and thus as a thor-

oughly social one. 

Excerpt 5.3 presents a further example of Participant orientation to the 

non-provision of line number citation as being problematic. Prior to the excerpt, Yi 

re-topicalizes a point made some time earlier by Zed about the role of gaze in the 

apparent lateness of participant I’s delivery of an explanation. She suggests that in 

addition to issues of gaze, I also has to deal with the difficult possibility that her 

delivery of an explanation would wind up treating participant C (a second language 

speaker of Japanese) as unknowledgeable in regard to the lexical item hasi (“bridge”). 

The excerpt begins just after Yi has suggested that the solution participant I has come 

up with is to orient to C’s difficulty-so-displayed as being one of hearing rather than 

one of understanding. 

 
Excerpt 5.3 
01 Y:  oa do- doo daroo.o  
 a  ho- how   C 
 a I wonder ho- how it is. 
 
02 Z: ^e .h sono mondai  wo noko:s::u  
  e .h that problem O   leave 
 e that thing about leaving a problem 
 
03   tte yu no wa doo yu: mondai  wo 
 QT  say N  T  how say problem O 
 
  [((gaze to Yi)) 
04   nokosite (.2) iru [no kana? 
  leav           ing   N   Q 
 I wonder what kind of problem is getting left? 
 
05   o(xx [x)o 
 
06 Y:   [otada    rikai:    n- [u:n koko dewa:-o  
  just understanding n- yeah here at 
  just understanding n- yeah here- 
 
07 Z:  [sono- 
   that 
   that- 
08   (.7) 
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09 Z:  ano sii ga    wakannai   to  yu: .hh (1.4) ano 
 um  ‘C’  S understand-NG Q  say  .hh         um 
   
10   mondai wo simesu: (1.3) koto niyotte     aite      ni m- 
 problem O  show         thing through other.person DA m- 
  
11   >a nan tte yu  no kana  wakannai    n desu kedo:< .hh 
  a what QT say N   Q  understand-NG N  C     but   .hh 
 um displaying a problem that C doesn’t understand 
 through that to the other person m- a I’m 
 not sure how to say it but. 
 
12 Y: on:to:o (.7)(e)= 
  um          e 
 uhm (e) 
 
13 Z: =sono monda(h)i tte yu no wa  
 that  problem    QT say N  T 
 that problem you mentioned 
 
14   [onan desu ka?o 
   what C    Q 
 what is it? 
 
   [((gaze to Zed)) 
15 Y: → [a: mondai tte yu no wa [koko dewa futatu no  
  a  problem QT say N  T   here   at   two    M 
 ah the problem I’m talking about is  
 
16   mondai  ga kangaerareru kana tte omou  n 
 problem S  can.conceive  Q    QT  think N 
 that I kind of think there are two conceivable problems  
 
17   desu kedo,< kikitori no mondai, (.5) hasi? (.4)  
  C    but    listening M  problem      bridge 
 here but, a listening problem, bridge? 
 
18   tte (.5) kurikaesu (.5) koto de: (.6) u:n. (.) 
 QT         repeat         thing  by       yeah 
 by repeating like that yeah. 
 
19   hasi. (.7) tte yu:,(2.3) ((sniffs)) oa: nan  
 bridge      QT  say                      a   what 
 bridge. like, ah what 
 
20   tte yuo= 
 QT   say 
 can I say 
 
21 Z: =^a: (.3) n- (.3) 
   a        n- 
 ah  n-  
 
22 E: .hh [o(x- [ x   xxx   x  xx  x  xxx ]xx)o= 
 
23 Y:  [oa::o 
    a 
    ah 
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24 Z: →  [ni juu iti to   ni  juu  ni]  
   two ten one and two ten two 
 
25    =no ha [nasi? 
  M    talk 
 are you talking about twenty-one and twenty-two? 
 
26 Y: →  [ni juu- (1.5) ni juu ni:  ni  juu  san.  
  two ten        two ten two two ten three 
  twenty- twenty-two twenty-three. 
 
27   (.5) 
28 Y:  [no, 
  M 
 of 
 
29 M: [ou:n.o 
  yeah 
 yeah. 
 
30 E: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
31 Y:  tokoro desu. (.3) .hh 
 place    C 
 that place. 
 
32   (.6) 
 

The interaction leading up to the area of primary interest, which begins with 

the arrowed line 15, is rather complex, but necessary to understand the interaction 

following it, and will therefore require some explanation. In line 1, Yi produces a 

display of thinking about the problem posed by her earlier talk (just prior to the ex-

cerpt): a do- doo daroo (“a how might it be”). Then, in lines 2 to 5, Zed ostensibly 

attempts repair initiation, which is also apparently related to Yi’s prior talk (although, 

as discussed further below, this is not completely transparent). While his utterance is 

formatted as an indirect rhetorical question via the use of kana (“I wonder”), it is 

clearly visible as an other-directed question addressed specifically to Yi because of 

Zed’s distribution of gaze. Though Zed’s gaze is directed exclusively to the transcript 

during lines 2 and 3, he begins to turn his head during the .2 second pause in line 4 so 



 162 

that by the time he delivers the question-relevant portion of his utterance (i.e., no 

kana), his gaze is directed to Yi (Figure 5.1). However, in line 6, rather than attending 

to Zed’s apparent attempt at repair initiation, Yi undertakes the production of seem-

ingly unrelated (and possibly self directed, cf. the low volume) talk about matters of 

“understanding” (rikai). Yi’s line 6 is overlapped by Zed’s line 7, and both Partici-

pants cut off their utterances and refrain from producing further talk for .7 seconds.  

  
Figure 5.1. Zed gazing at Yi 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Z: nokosite (.2) iru no kana? (Line 4, Excerpt 5.3) 

 

Then, in line 9, Zed begins a new TCU in which he undertakes the work of 

formulating a candidate answer to his own lines 2 to 5. However, he displays trouble 

with the production of this utterance (cf. the 1.4 and 1.3 second pauses, the cut off, 

and the explicit claim of trouble in lines 9 to 11). In line 12, Yi produces n:to:, a 

version of the filler word eeto. This works both to claim that she is thinking and to 

make a claim on the floor by projecting further talk. However, there follows a .7 

second pause where no further talk is forthcoming. Then, in line 13, Zed begins the 

production of a reformulation of his lines 2 to 5 repair initiation. This time, Zed for-

mulates his repair initiation as a direct question in regard to sono monda(h)i (“that 

problem”). It is only then, in line 15, that Yi responds to Zed’s attempt(s) through 

Yi 

Zed 
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delivering an explanation of the item mondai (“problem”), identified by Zed as a 

trouble source.  

Thus, in lines 2 to 14, Zed and Yi seem to be operating on two different in-

teractional wavelengths, that is, Zed is trying to initiate repair and Yi is doing think-

ing about the problem posed by her prior utterance (not shown in the transcript). Note 

that Zed seems to orient to this schism with a bit of laughter in line 13. Furthermore, 

that Yi is immersed in doing thinking is also supported by the visual record: Starting 

from line 2 and continuing through line 14, Yi directs her face downward and main-

tains a fixed gaze at the transcript on the table in front of her while touching her 

mouth (or holding her head) with her right hand (see Figure 5.1).  

Because of Yi’s exclusive orientation to the transcript here, Zed was not in-

cluded in her field of vision at the point of his line 4 distribution of gaze to her. This 

means that it is highly unlikely that she was able to fully register the addressivity of 

Zed’s utterance. Furthermore, what Zed’s lines 2 to 5 attempt at repair initiation was 

targeting may actually have been unclear for his co-Participants in general, and for Yi 

in particular, at the point of its production. This is because Yi’s previous talk had 

made no mention of mondai wo nokosu (“leaving a problem”), the item explicitly 

quoted by Zed as the trouble source (lines 3 and 4).6 These two factors may have 

resulted in Yi hearing7 Zed’s lines 2 through 5 literally as a rhetorical or self-directed 

question, and thus as not requiring her response.8 It is only after Zed reformulates his 

repair initiation as a direct question, and as a question about mondai (problem; an 

                                                
6 Although, in her earlier talk (just prior to the excerpt), Yi does mention “leave a possibility” (ka-
noosee wo nokosu) (It should be noted here that “possibility” [kanoosee] and “problem” [mondai] are 
not phonologically similar in Japanese), and “hearing problem” (kikitori no mondai). It is possible that 
Zed has confused these two separate utterances with the end result being “leave a problem” (mondai 
wo nokosu). 
7 If she heard them at all — note that her first display of doing hearing comes with her line 15 a:. 
8 As mentioned in Chapter 4, thinking out loud occurs frequently throughout the data, and typically is 
unproblematically ignored by co-Participants. 
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item that does appear in Yi’s prior talk) rather than mondai wo nokosu (“leave a 

problem”) (lines 13 and 14) that Yi removes her hand from her face and lifts her head 

(done in conjunction with her production of a:), and then tilts it to face Zed (done in 

conjunction with her production of koko [“here”]) (line 15; Figure 5.2).  

 
Figure 5.2. Yi orienting to Zed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y: a: mondai tte yu no wa koko dewa futatu (Line 15, Excerpt 5.3) 
 

 In line 15, Yi undertakes the production of an utterance specifically designed 

as a response to Zed’s repair initiation. This is accomplished primarily through (a) a 

physical display of a shift in orientation from the transcript to Zed, (b) the deployment 

of a:, which works here to claim a realization that repair-relevant activity is due, and 

(c) the overt topicalization of the trouble-source-so-indicated, that is, mondai (“prob-

lem”). In her line 15 utterance, note that Yi ostensibly indicates a place in the data 

transcript, but that this is done only in a general way through the use of the deictic 

term koko (“here”). She then goes on to provide an explanation of the trouble source 

item, which she characterizes as having two distinct senses, one of which is kikitori 

no mondai (“hearing problem”) and the other of which she displays trouble in formu-

lating (cf. the multiple pauses and deployment of the word-search indication device 

nan tte yu no kana [“what is it called”]) (lines 16 through 20). At this point, Zed 

Yi 

Zed 
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produces a:, which seems to claim that he has recognized or realized what Yi is trying 

to say (line 21). However, he provides no immediate further display or indication of 

understanding, and a .3 silence ensues. Following this pause, Zed begins the produc-

tion of further talk, n- (possibly the beginning of ni juu [“twenty”] [cf. line 24]), but 

desists, allowing another .3 second silence to develop. Then, in line 22, Elmer (E) 

undertakes the production of a substantial but unrecoverable utterance, which is 

seemingly self directed, and which is oriented to as such by the co-Participants in 

their non-attendance to it.  

Zed’s lines 24 and 25 must be examined in reference to Yi’s line 15 de-

ployment of koko (here). Zed’s utterance here performs at least two tasks. First, it 

serves to initiate repair concerning the area of the data to which Yi’s lines 15 through 

20 is to apply. This is done through the initiation, notably employing line number 

citation, of a confirmation sequence. Second, it presents a candidate answer in terms 

of line numbers. This particular manner of formulation importantly displays Zed’s 

orientation to the practice of line number citation as being the standard device for 

disambiguating possible areas of joint focus from the mass of phenomena observable 

in the data. 

Specifically, Zed asks: “ni juu iti to ni juu ni no hanasi?” (are you talking 

about lines twenty-one and twenty-two?). Along with the questioning intonation, the 

format of this utterance works to retrospectively associate his line-number formula-

tion with Yi’s talk in lines 15 to 20 in the form of a confirmation check to be accepted, 

rejected, or modified by Yi herself. In line 26, Yi delivers the conditionally relevant 

response to Zed’s lines 24 and 25 by providing an amendment to Zed’s candidate line 

number citation. It is important to note that Yi formulates this utterance in terms of 

line numbers herself, thus displaying an endorsement of Zed’s use of this particular 
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device, and her own orientation to line number citation as a being a standard or de-

fault practice for accomplishing, maintaining or repairing joint interactional focus 

within the sequential context of doing data analysis at the data sessions.  

 

 2.1.3  Citing participant actions 

 

 With an understanding of the Participants’ practice of line number citation in 

hand, we may now note that there are times when the Participants unproblematically 

accomplish interactional focus without citing line numbers. In such cases, participant 

actions are cited rather than line numbers. It must be noted, however, that this method 

is dependent upon line number citation. In other words, citation of participant actions 

as a method for focusing interactional attention appears to be treated as unproblematic 

only when it follows, and is hearably associatable with an initial deployment of line 

number citation. Under such conditions, Participants may deploy citations of partici-

pant actions in lieu of line numbers to accomplish interactional focus on areas adja-

cent to those brought into focus by prior citations of line numbers. Excerpts 5.4 and 

5.5, below, provide examples of this practice. Excerpt 5.4 occurs just after a period of 

individual analysis has been brought to a close. Zed has been selected as next speaker 

by Yi, who was the data provider for this particular data session. 

 
Excerpt 5.4 
(simplified) 
01 Z: tagetto rain  mae  no   hatuwa.   =sono tye:a 
 target  line front M  utterance   that  chair 
 the utterance before the target line. it’s that place  
 
02   tye:a i- nikai itteru tokoro na n desu kedo 
 chair s- twice saying place   C  N  C    but 
 where she’s s- saying chair chair twice but 
((continues)) 
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In line 1, Zed cites a location on the transcript by saying tagetto rain no mae 

no hatuwa (“the utterance prior to the target line”). While this formulation does not 

provide a line number per se, it does function to focus interactional attention via the 

citation of a line (i.e., the target line). An additional point to be noted is that, prior to 

the period of silent looking at the transcript preceding the excerpt, Yi had specified a 

specific line on the transcript as being a target line for her co-Participants to pay 

special attention to in their analytic efforts. Importantly, while there was no indication 

on the transcript itself of which line was to be the target line, Yi deployed a line 

number citation in order to indicate the appropriate area on the transcript. Thus, Zed’s 

line 1 tagetto rain (“target line”) hearably indexes an area on the transcript which has 

been previously identified by the citation of an actual line number, and is thus effec-

tively equivalent to a line number citation.  

With an area of the transcript identified for joint interactional focus, Zed 

goes on to produce the next segment of his utterance. This element is produced as a 

new TCU, beginning with sono (“that”), which is latched onto Zed’s elliptical line 

number citation. Here, Zed provides no citation of line numbers, but rather a citation 

of participant actions (i.e., the place where the participant says “chair” twice). In 

terms of the data transcript Zed is making reference to, the “target line” is line 11 and 

the line in which the participant is saying “chair” twice is line 9. Notably, both of 

these lines are associated with the same speaker, participant R, with an intervening 

repeat of the word tye:a (“chair”) by participant M in line 10. In this way, Zed’s 

citation of participant action works to identify an area of the transcript via its associa-

tion to a previously deployed line number citation, which, notably, is indexed by Zed 

himself just before his citation of participant action. Thus, citations of participant 
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action in order to achieve joint interactional focus may be understood as being a 

dependent practice in relation to the practice of line number citation. 

Excerpt 5.5 provides a more complex example. It is, however, built upon 

the same logic as that evident in Excerpt 5.4. Prior to Excerpt 5.5, the Participants had 

been talking about the apparent non-provision of an immediate explanation of the 

word hasi (“bridge”) by participant I in spite of such an explanation seeming to be 

relevant. We join the interaction as Zed undertakes elaboration on a claimed noticing 

about the participants’ lack of mutual gaze in relation to participant I’s actions in not 

immediately providing a explanation of the problem word.  

 
Excerpt 5.5 
01   (.4) 
 
02 Z:→ .hh [de   setumee   no .h sikata wo miru to: asi 
 .hh  and explanation M .h method O  look if  leg 
 and if you look at her method of explaning 
 
03 Y:  [sor- 
   sor- 
  sor- 
 
   [((gaze to Yi)) 
04 Z: kara haji [matteiru n desu yo.  
 from   starting      N   C    P 
 it starts from leg. 
 
05   (.2)  
 
06 Z:  hasi wo [setumee suru no ja: [nakute: [.hh 
 bridge O explain  do  N      C-NG      .hh 
 she doesn’t explain bridge 
 
07 Y:  [do-   
   whe- 
   whe- 
08 E:  [u::n.  
   yeah 
    yeah. 
09 Y:  [a:::. 
   a 
   ah. 
 
10   a hai hai hai. 
 a yes yes yes 
 a yes yes yes. 
((continues)) 
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In line 2, Zed uses the .4 second pause in line 1 as a resource to embark on the 

production of a new TCU. He formats this as being a next step with de (“and so”), and 

then says setumee no .h sikata wo miru to: asi kara hajimatteiru n desu yo (“when 

you look at the way of explanation she starts from leg”). The participant action of 

explaining cited by this utterance is associated with the area of the transcript starting 

from line twenty-eight (importantly, adjacent to the most recently cited line number, 

twenty-seven). Yet, rather than making use of line numbers to identify the area, Zed 

provides a citation of participant actions using the format [action] wo miru to (“when 

you look at [action]”).  

However, this participant-action citation does not provide for a completely 

turbulence-free progression of the interaction; there is a brief interval following the 

citation with no co-Participant response forthcoming (i.e., the .2 second pause in line 

5). An examination of the video data around this point reveals that Zed begins turning 

his head towards Yi in conjunction with his line 2 production of asi (“leg”), and has 

fully oriented his gaze towards her with the ma portion of his line 4 hajimatteiru 

(“beginning”) (Figure 5.3). When he does so, he finds Yi holding the transcript in 

front of her face and ostensibly searching for the area referred to by his partici-

pant-action citation.  
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Figure 5.3. Zed gazing at Yi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Z: kara hajimatteiru n desu yo. (Line 4, Excerpt 5.5) 

 

 At this point however, rather than self repairing to provide a line number 

citation, Zed begins a new TCU, beginning with hasi (“bridge”), which works to 

amend his citation of participant actions (line 6). In so doing, Zed displays an orienta-

tion to the practice of citing participant actions in this case to be possibly sufficient 

for disambiguating the area-to-be-focused-on. Furthermore, it is also important to 

note that, in line 7, although Yi is ostensibly on the verge of initiating repair with her 

production of do- (almost certainly the beginning of doko [“where”]), she desists upon 

hearing the beginning of Zed’s repair-to-come-forth. Then, in lines 9 and 10, she 

produces a claim of recognition (rather than a resumption of her line 7 attempt at 

repair initiation) in regard to the area referred to by Zed’s citation. Thus, Yi ultimately 

displays an orientation to Zed’s citation of participant actions as having been suffi-

cient means whereby to accomplish joint interactional focus.  

Additionally, the other co-Participants also treat Zed’s use of partici-

pant-action citation as unproblematic through either providing audible (i.e., Elmer’s 

line 8) or inaudible (i.e., silent nods or the withholding of repair initiation by other 

Participants) claims of recognition. Finally, it should be noted that, in the interactional 

moments immediately following the excerpt (not shown), the efficaciousness of Zed’s 

Yi Zed 
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citation of participant actions for the accomplishment of joint interactional focus is 

made overtly manifest by all of the Participants as they engage in a collaboratively 

constructed joking sequence about participant I’s apparent familiarity with Japanese 

language pedagogy, which is specifically based on I’s skill in building up an explana-

tion of the word bridge for her co-participant, an action observable in the portion of 

the transcript indicated by Zed. Thus, the Participants ultimately unproblematically 

locate and act upon the area indicated by Zed’s citation of participant actions, which 

is adjacent to the most recently cited line (i.e., twenty-seven), and which is in the 

general area of the data that has been under discussion by the group in relation to the 

citation of this line. 

The analyses presented in this subsection have described the Participants’ 

methods for focusing interactional attention to a certain area of the transcript. In my 

data corpus, the primary method associated with such focusing work is that of line 

number citation. Instances of line number citation appear frequently during doing data 

analysis, and its absence is treated as noticeable and problematic. In so doing, the 

Participants also display their orientations to their practice of doing data analysis as 

being one which requires a joint interactional focus, and therefore as one which is an 

inextricably social endeavor. In other words, for the Participants, the task-at-hand is 

one of the joint construction of knowledge in and through social interaction focused 

around a mutually identifiable, observable and confirmable artifact (i.e., specific areas 

or utterances represented in the transcript). Importantly, line number citation is the 

chief method through which such artifacts are co-constituted by the Participants as 

mutually identifiable, observable, and confirmable for each other. 
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2.2 Descriptions of participant actions 

 

 Once the Participants focus interactional attention to a certain area of the data 

transcript via line number or participant-action citation, a second interactional project 

becomes relevant for the Participants: working up a description of the participant 

actions associated with the area of focus. In the present subsection, I first examine 

several excerpts which provide relatively straightforward examples of how the Par-

ticipants formulate descriptions of participant actions. The analyses show that such 

descriptions are specifically formulated as being rational bases for further analysis 

relevant talk. Then, in order to develop a fuller understanding of the Participants 

methods for working up descriptions, I consider two more involved cases. Finally, 

several cases are examined where the non-provision of descriptions is treated as 

noticeable and problematic. The inclusion of this latter type of examples (i.e., ones 

involving the non-provision of descriptions), in particular, provides an important view 

of the Participants’ orientations towards the activity of formulating descriptions as 

rational bases for subsequent analysis relevant talk as being mutually recognizable, 

specific, and necessary for accomplishing their participation in the practice of doing 

data analysis.  

 

 2.2.1  Simple cases of descriptions as rational bases for analysis 

 

 One aspect of the Participants’ descriptions of participant actions is that they 

are designedly factual descriptions. That is, the descriptions are formulated as being 

grounded in the data and as presenting “facts” that are (a) publicly available for any of 

the Participants to verify for him or herself and (b) which are plainly recognizable in 
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the data upon inspection. Likewise, descriptions-so-formulated are treated as being 

factual, or not, through the ways in which they are received by the co-Participants, 

that is, through co-Participant endorsement or problematization.  

A related and important aspect of the design of such descriptions is that they 

are framed as rational bases for further analysis relevant talk, which is regularly 

manifest as the formulation of an analytic opinion or characterization in regard to the 

participant actions-so-described. There is one device in particular which is deployed 

by the Participants in accomplishing their descriptions-as-rational-bases: node.9 Node 

is often translated into English as so or because. Grammatically speaking, node is a 

clause-final element which creates a subordinate clause stating a reason for the pro-

position of the following main clause (see, e.g., Makino & Tsutsui, 1989, and Suna-

kawa et al., 1998 for a grammar-based account of node). As such, one potential inter-

actional function of node is to project further talk which is to find its rational basis in 

the pre-node material.  

Excerpt 5.6, below, provides an initial example of the Participants formu-

lating factual descriptions of participant actions as rational bases for further analysis 

relevant talk. In this excerpt, the Participants are examining data, provided by Yi, 

which features an interaction between a first and second language speaker of Japanese 

who have been asked to interact in order to complete a story telling task using pic-

ture-cards. In the interaction prior to Excerpt 5.6, Zed has described one of the par-

ticipant’s actions of repeating the word tye:a (“chair”) twice, which he then suggests 

is done in order to obtain the gaze of the co-participant (cf. Excerpt 5.8, below). 

Following this observation by Zed, Elmer suggests that, in addition to matters of 

                                                
9 While there are other methods by which the Participants frame their descriptions of participant 
actions as being the rational basis for subsequent talk, such as the TCU-initial dakara (“so”), the 
deployment of node is most regularly observed in this capacity. Furthermore, the Participants them-
selves do not appear to interactionally orient to any differences in the two devices. 
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obtaining gaze, the participant might be displaying an orientation towards the possible 

problematicity of using the word tye:a. It is following a brief discussion about this 

that we join the interaction. 

 
Excerpt 5.6 
01 Z: de (.6) sisen wo eru tame no    mo  aru si:  
 and      gaze   O get  for thing too is and 
 and it’s also for the purpose of getting gaze	 
 
02 P: [((sniffs))] 
 
03 Z: [.hh de:] sono: (.4) juu gyoo me      no  tye:a  
  .hh and   that        ten  line.number M  chair 
 and that chair in line ten 
 
04   ano emmu no.hh si [sen wo et:a node:  
 um  ‘M’   M .hh  gaze    O   got  so 
 um she got M’s gaze so 
 
05 P:  [un. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
06 Z: [sono tugi wa (.3) imi (.4) no (1) kakunin 
  that next T       meaning    M        check 
 
07 P: [((sniffs))  
 
08 Z: (.9) wo suru tame ni: (.4) tye:a sitteru? 
       O   do     for           chair knowing 
 
09   tte [yu (fuu ni) 
 QT  say  like 
 
 
10 ?    [((screeching noise)) 
11   (1.3) 
12 Y: eto:  
 um 
 u:m 
 
13 Z: nobita     n janai kana to. 
 stretched N  C-NG   Q   QT 
 I think it stretched out like do you know chai:r? 
 in order to do a meaning check after that. 
 
 

In line 1, Zed first lays a claim on the floor by deploying de (“and so”), which 

works to project talk related to the prior talk but moving on to a next step. Then, after 

a .6 second pause, he recycles his initial observation that the repeat might serve to 
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obtain gaze from the co-participant. This utterance notably has appended to it mo aru 

si: (“ there is also that and”), which projects additional, compatible material to be 

added. Then, in line 3, Zed undertakes delivery of the projected material. The .4 

second pause may be related to the sniffing (i.e., providing a space to monitor whether 

or not further occurrences are forthcoming), or to doing looking at the transcript (note 

the sound-stretched sono: [“that”]) (line 3). Following this pause, Zed produces a line 

number citation, juu gyoo me no basu (“vase of line number ten”). This unit of talk 

functions to focus interactional attention to a specific area of the transcript in a man-

ner analogous to the instances of this practice examined in the prior subsection. Zed’s 

line number citation is then followed immediately with the deployment of ano (“um”), 

which orients to the possible production of a next unit of talk. 

It is at this point that Zed says, emmu no .hh sisen wo et:a node: (“she got 

M’s gaze so”), which works to (a) treat lines 3 and 4 as providing an objective de-

scription of participant actions through orienting to the state of affairs-so-formulated 

by these lines as being obviously factual for the co-Participants, and (b) project 

further talk which is to find its rational basis in the pre-node material. Then, in lines 6 

to 13, Zed delivers the node-projected material by formulating an analytic opinion 

regarding the participant’s production of tye:a sitteru? (“do you know chair?”). While 

the Participants’ procedures for formulating analytic opinion will be discussed in 

some detail in the following subsection, it may be noted here that Zed formulates his 

utterance in terms of what he thinks. This is accomplished in particular with the line 

13 deployment of nobita n janai kana to (“I think it stretched out”). While Zed’s line 

13 utterance does not explicitly provide the verb omou (“to think”), it employs a X n 

janai kana to (omou) utterance format, which works to make the preceding utterance 

clearly visible as a formulation of Zed’s psychological state, that is, what he thinks. 
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We can examine two more simple cases before moving on to a considera-

tion of more involved examples. Prior to Excerpt 5.7, below, Yi and Elmer had been 

discussing the way in which one participant in the data had asked the other if he had 

seen something (i.e., mita? [“did you see it?”]), but then had immediately continued 

on without providing an opportunity for him to answer her question.  

 
Excerpt 5.7 
01 Y: tabun juu iti    gyo me    no  ano pu- play tte 
 maybe ten one line.number M   um  pu- play  QT 
 maybe the um ‘pu- play’ of line eleven 
 
02   yu  no wa: juu    gyoo me   no hannoo   de  wakatta 
 say N   T  ten  line.number M reaction by understood 
 she could understand by his reaction in line ten 
 
03   node: (.2) ma hannoo (wo)(.4) matu hituyoo  
 so           P reaction O        wait necessity 
 so well that there is no need to 
 
04   wa nai  n da [tte yu [koto ga,  
 T is-NG N C   QT say thing S 
 wait for a reaction 
 
05 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
06 P:   [u:n. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
07   (.4) 
 
08 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
09   (.7) 
10 Y: u:n. (.4) simesareteru n da to omou.  
 yeah        being.sho    N  C QT think 
 yeah. is being shown I think. 
 
11 P: u::n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
 

In line 1, Yi begins her utterance with tabun (“perhaps”), which suggests the 

possibility of an upcoming formulation of speculation or opinion. She continues on by 

producing a line number citation, juu iti gyoo me (“line number eleven”), and a de-
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scription of participant actions, which includes a quotation of actual participant utter-

ances (i.e., play) and a formulation of the participant’s having “understood” (i.e., 

wakatta). Then, in a manner similar to Excerpt 4.6, above, Yi’s utterance in lines 1 

and 2 is framed as an objective reason for projected analysis relevant talk through the 

line 3 appending of node. Following a .2 second pause, Yi goes on to undertake de-

livery of the projected talk. Notably, with their deployment of un-tokens in overlap 

with Yi’s line 4, Yi’s co-Participants pre-display their recognition of and alignment 

with the opinion-to-come-forth. In so doing, Yi’s co-Participants also importantly 

display their recognition of the course of action being undertaken by Yi’s 

talk-in-progress. Furthermore, such recognition-so-displayed is indicative of the 

recognizability of Yi’s utterance format for Yi’s co-Participants. Then, in line 10, Yi 

hearably completes her opinion-relevant TCU, which is receipted by a co-Participant 

in line 11.  

 The analyses of Excerpts 5.7 and 5.6. have shown that the Participants employ 

an utterance format, featuring the appending of node, which functions to frame their 

descriptions of participant actions as forming the rational basis for forthcoming talk. 

Through formatting the talk preceding it as being a reason, or rational basis, node 

projects further analysis relevant talk, such as the formulation of an analytic opinion 

or characterization, which is to find its rational basis in the pre-node material. In 

response, the co-Participants display their understandings of the descrip-

tions-so-formulated as being unproblematically and uncommentably factual accounts 

of participant actions, and therefore suitable rational bases for analysis through sub-

sequently withholding the initiation of repair or some other opposition-relevant action. 

Furthermore, through deploying displays and claims of alignment and recognition 

following the deployment of node, the co-Participants display their recognition in 
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relation to the course of action being assembled by the talk-in-progress, which in turn 

indicates the mutual recognizability of the utterance-format-so-deployed for the 

co-Participants. 

Excerpt 5.8 (a portion of which appeared as Excerpt 5.4, above) provides a 

final typical example. It takes place a few minutes prior to Excerpt 5.6, above, and 

just after a period of silent looking at the transcript has been brought to a close.  

 
Excerpt 5.8 
01  (3.2) 
 
02 Y: hai doozo. 
 yes please 
 yes please go ahead. 
 
03 Z: un?=un.= 
 yeah yeah 
 huh? yeah. 
 
04 Y: =huh heh [heh .heh huh .hhh= 
  huh heh  heh .heh  huh .hhh 
 huh heh heh .heh huh .hhh 
 
05 Z:  [.pt a:.  
   .pt a 
   ah. 
 
06   =ano [:: (x-) mae-  mae-  mae-  mae  no: ] hatuwa: 
  um             front front front front M  utterance 
 um (x-) the utterance before- before- before- before  
 
07 Y:  [me ga atta(h) node(h). [.heh heh heh] 
  eye S   met       so        .heh heh heh 
   our eyes met so. .heh heh heh 
 
08 M:  [uheh heh 
   uheh heh 
   uheh heh 
09  (.3)  
 
10 Z: tagetto rain mae  no   hatuwa.  =sono tye:a 
 target  line front M  utterance  that chair 
 the utterance before the target line. it’s that place  
 
11   tye:a i- nikai itteru tokoro na n desu kedo (.) 
 chair s- twice saying place   C  N   C   but 
 where she’s s- saying chair chair twice but 
 
12   (tabun) sisen wo: (.6) [eru tame no  
  perhaps gaze  O          get    for  
 perhaps she’s saying it twice in order to  
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13 Y:  [un. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
14   (.2) 
 
15 Y:  un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
16   (.4) 
 
17 Z:  nikai wo yutteru. (.) nanka (.2) otoko  
 twice O   saying        some         guy 
 obtain his gaze. like  
 
18   no hoo wo mita   n desu kedo (.)  
 M  way  O looked N   C   but 
 I looked at the guy but 
 
19   mitenakatta no [de:  
  looking-NG   so 
 he wasn’t looking so 
 
20 Y:  [u::n. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
21 Z: tye:a tye:a nikai wo: (.7) yuta- yuu  
 chair chair twice O          sai-  say 
 
22   koto niyotte ano kikite no sisen wo  
 thing through um hearer  M  gaze  O 
 
23 Y: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
24 Z: eru koto  wa dekita n [janai ka to. 
 get thing T  could  N  C-NG   Q  QT 
 through sai- saying chair chair um I think that 
 she might’ve been able to obtain the hearer’s gaze. 
 
25 P:  [oun.o 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
 

Yi was the data provider for this session, and, after a longish lapse with no self 

selection from the Participants, she selects Zed as the next speaker (line 2).10 Notably, 

there are certain kinds of interactional constraints in operation here with regard to 

                                                
10 See, e.g., Jefferson (1979), and Jefferson, Sacks, and Schegloff (1987) for a discussion of laughter in 
talk-in-interaction.  
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Zed’s to-be-produced talk, that is, (a) conditional relevance engendered by Yi’s 

gaze-addressed invitation to talk, and (b) relevance for the delivery of specifically 

analysis-relevant talk.11 After some problems getting started due to an overlap with 

Yi’s account for having selected Zed in particular (lines 6 and 7), Zed identifies an 

area of joint interactional focus through a kind of elliptical line number citation fol-

lowed by the citation of participant action in an adjacent area (lines 10 and 11).  

Zed’s formulation in lines 12, 17 to 19, 21, 22 and 24 is somewhat com-

plex; it is constituted by two distinct TCUs, and, through the course of its production, 

undergoes some transformation. The initial TCU appears in line 12: (tabun) sisen wo: 

(.6) eru tame no, and the first part of 17: nikai wo yutteru (“perhaps she is saying it 

twice in order to obtain his gaze”). By virtue of the deployment of tabun (“perhaps”), 

which works to frame the material that follows it as being relevant to the production 

of a speculation or opinion, Zed’s TCU starting in line 12 appears to have begun its 

life as a speculation/opinion-to-be. It maintains this possible trajectory as, following 

a .6 second pause, Zed deploys sisen wo: (.6) eru tame no (“in order to obtain his 

gaze”). Thus, up to this point, Zed’s utterance appears to be coming forth as the for-

mulation of a speculation or opinion in regard to some aspect of one participant ob-

taining the gaze of her co-participant.  

However, in line 17, Zed’s utterance makes a distinct shift in direction. This 

reroute begins with the specific manner of deployment of nikai wo yutteru (“saying 

twice”). Two things may be noted about the manner of deployment of this item. First, 

it is produced with falling, final intonation. Second, it is bald, that is, it is deployed in 

the absence of any interactional particles, such as ne and yo. These factors work to 

make nikai wo yutteru hearable as a declarative statement of observable fact (i.e., that 

                                                
11 This particular relevance is reflexively linked to the current activity phase (i.e., doing data analysis) 
as it is so constituted on a moment to moment basis by the Participants. 
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the participant says tye:a twice) rather than as a subjective opinion, as was projected 

by the line 12 tabun (“perhaps”). Thus, Zed’s nikai wo yutteru, produced specifically 

in the manner that it is, heads the assembly of quite a different action from that origi-

nally projected at the beginning of line 12. 

Following a micropause, Zed begins a new TCU with nanka. While typi-

cally being classified monolithically as a “hedge” in the Japanese language research 

literature in general (e.g., Lauwereyns, 2002), and as a “delaying device” in conversa-

tion analytic research on Japanese language materials in particular (e.g., Hayashi, 

2003, p. 113), there seems to be another side to nanka which works more to project 

the nature of the upcoming talk than to delay it (Murayama, 1999). More specifically, 

in the current data corpus, nanka seems often to function interactionally to project 

upcoming substantial talk, such as an explanation/elaboration or reformulation. Such 

is the case with Zed’s line 17 use of nanka, as, following a .2 second pause, Zed 

undertakes further elaboration by deploying otoko no hoo wo mita n desu kedo (“I 

looked at the male”) (lines 17 and 18). This utterance, which provides a description of 

Zed’s own actions, has appended to it the device n desu kedo, which makes it hearable 

as a preface to a next utterance.  

Then, following a micropause, Zed produces mitenakatta node: (“he wasn’t 

looking so”) (line 19). Thus, Zed’s lines 17 to 19 work to describe, as a fact ascer-

tained through Zed’s own looking, a situation where one participant is not distributing 

his gaze to his co-participant. This description is notably framed, through the de-

ployment of node, as providing a rational basis for further talk. Zed’s line 19 node is 

produced with a final sound stretch. In my data corpus, the Participants frequently 

lengthen node deployed in this position (i.e., following the description portion of a 

hearably analysis-relevant utterance), and at times allow a brief silence to develop 
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following it. Such actions potentially work to make relevant an affiliative 

co-Participant response (see Chapter 4). 

Notably, in line 20 of Excerpt 5.8, through promptly delivering an affilia-

tive response, Yi displays an understanding of Zed’s line 19 node as having made 

such relevant. The fact that the Participants are able to interpret such objects as mak-

ing relevant a co-Participant response hinges on their ability to find the material 

preceding node to have reached a possible pragmatic landing point. In the case of 

Excerpt 5.8, for example, this is not necessarily apparent upon an inspection of only 

Zed’s talk prior to his line 19 node. Rather, it is only embedded within and as a con-

stituent part of the action of formulating an analysis that Zed’s descriptive work 

becomes visible as having possibly reached a pragmatic landing point. In other words, 

within the current action context, it is hearable as marking the possible completion of 

the initial component of analysis formulation, that is, describing participant actions. 

Thus, importantly, Yi’s line 20 functions not only to provide an affiliative response, 

but also to publicly display her ability to interpret Zed’s talk-so-far within the context 

of the interaction-just-now as having reached a possible pragmatic landing point. 

Such interpretation work by Yi suggests that the Participants employ a shared and 

mutually recognizable set of procedures or methods in order to accomplish their work 

of formulating analytic talk during doing data analysis. 

In lines 21, 22 and 24, that Zed goes on to formulate an analytic opinion. 

Though a detailed discussion of the formulation of analytic opinions will have to wait 

until the next section, one point that may be noted is that this analytic opinion seems 

to be what Zed had initially undertaken to formulate in the beginning of his line 12. 

As has been shown, Zed’s line 12 TCU is redirected such that it ends up as a declara-

tive statement of fact, after which Zed then reroutes completely to produce a factual 
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description of participant activities. This description is then framed, through the 

appending of node, as the rational basis upon which Zed (re)formulates his (previ-

ously aborted) analytic opinion. Thus, the present analysis shows that Zed’s lines 12 

and 17 to 19 perform an intricate interactional work to reset and reroute his 

TCU-in-progress. Furthermore, this action of rerouting functions to display an orien-

tation to (and to further endorse and construct through its very production) the prac-

tice of formulating analytic opinions as necessitating rational bases to be found in 

factual descriptions of participant actions. In this way, the Participants’ practice of 

doing data analysis is publicly and jointly constructed and endorsed on a moment to 

moment basis by the Participants themselves in the course of their interaction. 

 

 2.2.2  Complex cases of description formulation 

 

 There are occasions when the interactional project of formulating descriptions 

as rational bases is more complex than simply describing participant actions and 

formatting the description as a rational basis through appending node, or a similar 

device. The following two excerpts provide examples of such occasions. First, I 

examine a case where the Participants treat the usability of a description of participant 

actions as the rational basis for subsequent analysis-relevant talk as being contingent 

upon certain socially enacted fact-checking procedures. Next, I consider a case where 

a description of participant actions is treated by the Participants as being problematic 

in terms of its procedural viability for use as a rational basis for the subsequently 

produced analysis-relevant talk (although the facticity per se of the description is not 

treated as problematic). 
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Prior to Excerpt 5.9 (which is contiguous with Excerpt 5.1, above), the 

group has been involved in several minutes of silent looking at the transcript. The 

interaction immediately prior to the excerpt is devoted to matters of turn-taking (re-

sulting in Suzuki becoming the next relevant speaker through self selection); we join 

the interaction just after Suzuki has identified an area for joint focus via line number 

citation (see analysis of Excerpt 5.1).  

 
Excerpt 5.9  
01 S: eeto jesutyaa no tokoro de: .hh eeto 
 um   gesture   M   place  at  .hh  um 
 um at the place of the gesture um 
 
02   jesutyaa to kono take?  tte yu: (.3) take? 
 gesture and this bamboo QT say       bamboo 
 the gesture and this bamboo? that is the word  
 
03   tte yu tan:go no: (.2) ano: (.6)  
 QT say lexeme  M         um 
 that is bamboo? which um 
 
04   taimingu ga: jesutyaa ga saki ni kite:  
 timing    S   gesture   S first DA come 
 the timing of is that gesture comes first 
 
05   [take tte yu (hoo) ga [ato ni ku [ru node: .hh 
 bamboo QT say way   S   after   come    so    .hh 
  and the bamboo comes after so 
 
06 Y: [(x-) 
 
07 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
08 ?:  [((rustling)) 
 
09 Y: [[a:: (soo desu ne) 
   a     tha   C   P 
 ah right 
 
10 M: [[((coughs)) 
 
11 S: [[(mazu) sono: .hh eeto juu iti ennu no boo (.2)  
    first  that  .hh  um   ten one ‘N’   M  rod 
 first that um rod of participant N’s eleven 
 
12   to   onaji koo  .hh (.3)  mono wo: (.) jesutyaa 
 with same this  .hh       thing O        gesture 
 she shows the same like thing by gesture 
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13   de site miseta ato ni sono take   tte  yu   koto  
 by  do   show    after  that bamboo QT  say  thing 
 after which by saying bamboo 
 
14   [de: sono: .hh (.5) mono to: namae [no: 
 and  that   .hh      thing and  name   M 
 that the other person is made to ascertain 
 
15 M: [un. ((sniffs)) 
  yeah  
 yeah. 
16 P:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
17 S:  itti wo      aite      ni kakunin sa [se,  
 agree O other.person DA confirm  cause 
 the agreement between the thing and the name 
 
18 P:  [u:n.   
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
19 S: de sono    mae  ni maai, (.2) ↑kore wa maai  
 and that front DA pause        this  T pause 
 and before that a pause, a pause this is no-  
 
20   janakut- a maai  wa maai desu kedo eeto  
 C-NG     a  pause T  pause  C   but   um 
 well it is a pause but um 
 
21   (.3) kono (.2) jiten de moo (.3)  
       this       point at already 
 at this point could it be that  
 
22   ha [jimat]te: (.3) [ru desyoo ka n(e), 
 beginn                ing    C     Q   P 
 she is already beginning, 
 
23 Y:  [(mata)] [(a) maai tte yu no  
   again   a  pause QT say N 
   again   a the pause 
 
24   wa zero san [(gyoo me) 
 T  zer three  line.number 
 is at line number zero three 
 
25 S:  [zero san: no tokoro [wa*:* 
   zero three M   place   T 
   as for the place of zero three 
 
 
26 Y:  [a^ 
   a 
   a 
27   (.5) 
28 Y: hai. [kono wa:  
 yes   this  T	 
 yes. this 
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29 S:  [koko wa moo:  
   here  T already 
  here already 
 
30 Y: kono [::  
 this 
 this 
 
31 S:   [kono (ma ma) moo.  
   this  remain already 
   like it is already. 
 
32   (.6) 
33 Y: ama [ri kikoena [kute:  
 not.very  audible-NG 
 not very audible 
 
34 S:  [yatte- [nkute:  
   doing-NG 
   not do- ing 
 
35 Y: kono: 
 this 
 this 
 
36 S: (de) [wo yatteru n desu.  
  and O  doing  N   C 
 and doing. 
 
37 Y:  [kon- ^a hai hai. 
   thi-  a  yes yes 
   thi- a yes yes. 
 
38 S: ^a .h [hh 
  a .hhh 
 a  
 
39 Y:  [maai no toko [ro kore  
   pause M  place    this 
   at the place of the pause 
 
40 S:  [da [ttara 
    if.so 
   if that is the case 
 
41 M:  [((coughs)) 
42 Y: to issyo=  
 with together 
 together with 
 
43 S: =(xx xxxx).= 
44 Y: =kono [to maai no (.2) aida [ni [kore desu. 
  this and pause M       space  DA  this   C 
 in the space between this and the pause there is this. 
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45 S:  [da- [da- [^a 
   i-  i-    a 
   i-  i- a 
 
46   (.2) 
47 Y: hai.= 
 yes 
 yes. 
 
48 S: =de ikkai yutte kara: moo ikkai 
 and once   say  after once more 
 and after saying it once she does 
 
49   te wo: [yaru¿ tte yu node: sugoi 
 hand O   do     QT say so   really 
 her hand once more so she is really 
 
50 Y:  [^a a hai [hai. 
    a  a yes yes 
   a a yes yes. 
 
51 S: sono (.)  take  to  sono (ng) boo no, 
 that     bamboo and that  ng  rod  M 
 that bamboo and that rod’s, 
 
52   (.3)  
53 Y: a: 
 a 
 ah 
 
54   (.2) 
55 S: te wo, 
 hand O 
 hand 
 
56 M: u:n.= 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
57 S: =sugoi (.3) i- kanren zuketeiru? (.2) 
  very         i-    relating 
 really i- relating the two? 
 
58   tte yu   kanji  ga sugoku site .hhh simasita:. 
 QT say feeling  S  very    do   .hhh   did 
 that’s really how it fee- felt. 
 

In lines 1 to 19, Suzuki is building up a two part description of a participant’s 

actions of first using the word boo (“rod”) in conjunction with certain linear hand 

gestures, and then, subsequently, replacing boo with take (“bamboo”), and showing 

these two words to be synonymous by again producing similar hand gestures. First, 
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Suzuki provides a gloss of the way in which the participant produces a linear gesture 

with both hands and then deploys the lexical item take (“bamboo”). In line 5, she 

appends node: (“so”), which, as discussed, functions to treat the talk preceding it as 

forming a rational basis for yet-to-be-formulated analysis-relevant talk, and to make 

relevant an affiliative co-Participant response in regard to the segment of action 

marked off by its deployment. This co-Participant response is provided by Yi in line 9. 

Then, Suzuki treats Yi’s response as being sufficient by continuing on with further 

descriptive talk ostensibly relevant to her forthcoming analysis (i.e., rather than re-

peating or reformulating her description so far; cf. Excerpt 5.10) (lines 11 to 19). 

Suzuki’s talk here describes the participant’s subesquent actions of showing take to be 

synnomymous with boo through associating it with linear hand gestures similar to 

those she produced in relation to her just prior deployment of boo (cf. lines 1 through 

5). Thus, Suzuki’s utterance up to this point has described the participant’s actions in 

terms of having made clear a relationship between the participant’s gestural actions, 

boo, and take.  

Suzuki’s deployment of sase (the “stem form” of verb saseru [“cause to do”]), 

projects a continuation of the description-in-progress, which is ostensibly immediate-

ly undertaken in line 19 with de (“and so”). Then, , Suzuki begins to produce talk 

about a brief silence situated prior to the participant’s production of take (“bamboo”). 

Here, Suzuki deploys the term maai (“pause”) to do referring to this silence. However, 

Suzuki treats her use of the term maai as being possibly problematic by engaging in 

two rounds of self repair (lines 19 and 20). The first self repair (i.e., ↑kore wa maai 

janakut- [“this is not a pause”]) seems to orient to the use of maai here as being pos-

sibly inaccurate due to the fact that, in CA, the notion of “pause” (i.e. maai) is tech-

nically and analytically differentiated from “silence” (i.e., tinmoku) (see Sacks, 
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Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974).12 The second self repair (i.e., a maai wa maai desu 

kedo [“well it is a pause but”]), however, seems to turn back to endorse the word maai 

for use in referring to the silence in a qualified, non-technical sense. 

Then, in lines 21 and 22, Suzuki formulates a question asking whether or not 

some unnamed action is already underway during the silence-so-indicated. Suzuki’s 

question hearably refers to the participant’s linear hand gestures mentioned in the 

preceding talk. Such hearability is accomplished by a constellation of talk and em-

bodied action. In particular, while there was no video data collected in relation to the 

current excerpt, the researcher’s notes indicate that, as they co-constructed their talk, 

both Suzuki and Yi deployed gestural actions which mimicked the participant’s hand 

gestures (of which they had just finished viewing the video) in conjunction with the 

deictic terms kore (“this”) and kono (“here”). Thus, for the co-Participants, the talk is 

made intelligible in part through this embedding of the embodied enactments of Su-

zuki and Yi within the context of the data-just-viewed.  

One of the actions accomplished by Suzuki’s question in lines 21 and 22 is 

a display of an epistemic stance of uncertainty in relation to whether or not the ges-

tural activity in question actually started during the silence. This may seem peculiar in 

light of the fact that the video data had already viewed multiple times by all of the 

Participants. Under such circumstances, it would seem that Suzuki might legitimately 

display a stance of epistemic certainty or entitlement in regard to the timing of the 

participant’s actions. However, by displaying uncertainty rather than certainty, and by 

making conditionally relevant a co-Participant response through her deployment of a 

question, Suzuki’s lines 21 and 22 question works to categorize her into a “nonknow-

                                                
12 That is, for a silence to be analytically describable as pause, it must exhibit certain characteristics 
such as attributability to specific participants, and the absence of non-phonological interaction-relevant 
activity (such as gesture) during the silence. 
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ing (or K–) position” in regard to the data under examination, and to categorize Yi13 

into a “knowing (or K+) position” (Heritage, 2005, p. 123; see also Heritage & 

Clayman, 2010).  

This categorization framework is interactionally ratified in lines 23 to 47, 

where Yi informs Suzuki in resonse to Suzuki’s line 22 question (line 28), and Suzuki 

initiates confirmation (e.g., lines 29, 31, and 36), upon the receipt of which (line 37) 

she (Suzuki) displays a “change of state” (Heritage, 1984b) (line 38).14 Notably, 

Suzuki then treats the answer-so-provided as sufficient in terms of establishing the 

facts concerning the temporal relationship between the participant’s utterances and 

gestures. She does this by deploying dattara (“that being the case”) (line 40), and a 

series of subsequent displays of readiness to assume speakership (i.e., she produces 

multiple attempts to begin an utterance; the instances in line 45 seem to be attempted 

repeats of her line 40 dattara, which was produced in overlap with lines 39 and 41) 

(lines 43 and 45). The deployment of these actions work to display Suzuki’s orienta-

tion to the insertion sequence as (a) having reached a completion-relevant point, and 

(b) having provided an acceptable answer to her line 22 question, for which her de-

scriptive work has been put on hold since line 19.  

In line 48, following a .2 second pause and a possible indication from Yi 

that the floor is available (i.e., lines 46 and 47), Suzuki latches on to undertake for-

mulation of an utterance which incorporates the interactionally co-negotiated answer 

to her line 22 question into a continuation of her line 19 description of participant 

actions, that is, that the participant engages in gestural activity during the silence, or 

                                                
13 While the unavailability of visual data precludes a definitive analysis of addressivity based on an 
examination of Suzuki’s distribution of gaze, the following points in support of the analysis may be 
noted (a) the data under examination belongs to Yi (i.e., Yi is the data provider), (b) Yi subsequently 
treats the question as having been addressed to her, and (c) Suzuki does not treat Yi’s treat-
ment-of-the-question-as-such as being problematic. 
14 The deictic terms deployed by Suzuki and Yi in these lines (e.g., kono [“this”], line 30) do referring 
to their own ongoing re-enactments of the participant’s gestures. 
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maai (“pause”) prior to his production of the word take (“bamboo”). Suzuki appends 

this description with tte yu node:, which, in addition to treating the participant ac-

tions-so-described as a rational basis for her forthcoming talk via the deployment of 

node:, also simultaneously functions to display an orientation to the 

facts-so-described as falling within Yi’s zone of epistemic authority via its formula-

tion as a quotation through the deployment of tte yu. Furthermore, Suzuki’s deploy-

ment of node: in line 49 also works to make her descriptive talk-in-progress visible as 

the continuation of her pre-insertion sequence description relevant talk (i.e., lines 1 to 

19), which was first made relevant by Suzuki’s line 17 sase (“cause to do and”). Thus, 

Suzuki’s description-in-progress, which is put on hold while the Participants engage 

in an involved insertion sequence, is effectively brought back on line with Suzuki’s 

continuation in lines 48 and 49. The unproblematic accomplishment of this sequential 

reinstatement is made possible in and through the fact that Suzuki makes her 

talk-in-progress hearable to her co-Participants as pursuing a particular course of 

action, that is, formulating a description as the rational basis for further analysis 

relevant talk. In other words, it is the recognizability of Suzuki’s utterance format 

(and the interactional project it works to assemble) for the Participants which allows 

for the insertion of a lengthy and involved sequence without resulting in a dispersion 

of the sequential flow of action.  

In lines 51 to 58, Suzuki undertakes delivery of the talk projected by the 

node-appended description(s) of participant actions. In particular, this talk delivers an 

analytic characterization of the project of the participant actions-so-described: sugoi 

(.3) i- kanren zuketeiru? (.2) tte yu kanji ga sugoku site .hhh simasita: (“it really 

seemed that he is really relating the two”).  
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The analysis thus shows that the Participants treated the usability of Su-

zuki’s description of the participant’s actions, that is, relating certain hand gestures to 

utterances, as being contingent upon the results of an interactional process of 

fact-checking. In other words, Suzuki put her description in progress on hold by 

initiating a sequence aimed at publicly establishing certain facts in relation to the 

actions of the participant during the maai (“pause”). Then, once Suzuki and Yi 

co-establish the observable facts of the data in response to Suzuki’s initiation of the 

fact-checking sequence, they close out the sequence and Suzuki brings her descriptive 

work back on line. In this way, the Participants have been shown to treat descrip-

tions-as-rational-bases as needing to be grounded in the facts of the data. Furthermore, 

such facts have been shown to be socially established in and through doing 

fact-checking in relation to the data. 

I examine one further complex case prior to turning to a consideration of 

cases involving the non-provision of descriptions of participant actions. Excerpt 5.10 

presents part of a rather extensive spate of talk where the Participants orient to the 

rational relationship between Zed’s description and his subsequent analysis relevant 

talk as being problematic. The interactional spate in question occurs just after Zed has 

noted an area in the data where he claims that the participants could have accom-

plished a topical shift but did not. The transcript begins with Zed indicating an appar-

ently similar area in the data.  

 
Excerpt 5.10 
01 Z: de sono^  
 and that 
 and as for that 
 
02   (.6) 
 
03   ((sound of pages turning)) 
04 Z:  kanji   wa *a:*no nana juu kyuu gyoo me      mo 
 feeling T    um  seven ten nine line.number also 
 feeling um I received ((a similar)) impression from 
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05   in- (.4) inshoo  wo    uketa  n desu ne? .h hai  
 im-    impression O  received N   C   P   .h yes 
 line number seventy nine also you know? she says yes 
 
06   to itte mata chinmoku ga (.5) arawareta  
 QT say again silence   S        appeared 
 and then silence again appears 
 
07   n desu kedo: .h koko mo (.) hanasi wo (.2)  
 N   C    but   .h here also   talk    O 
 but here too is a place where 
 
08   tenkan site mo    ii  tokoro na n desu kedo:  
 change  do  also good place   C N   C    but 
 the topic could be changed but 
 
09   .hh  aete: ano*:* (.5)  
 .hh anyway um 
 it’s like she doesn’t do it um 
 
10   sinakatta tte y [uu.  
 did-NG     QT   say 
 anyway. 
11 M:  [((cough)) .hhhh 
               .hhhh 
               .hhhh 
12 Z: nanka [bogowasha     ni-  
 some  native.speaker DA 
 like to the native speaker 
 
13 M:  [((cough)) 
 
14   (.8) 
 
15 Z:  ano*::* [shudooken wo nigiraseru  
 um       leadership  O  cause.to.grip 
 um leadership is given 
 
16 Y:  [un. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
17 Z:  tte yuu .hh yoo na:  
 QT  say .hh appearance 
 that’s like what 
 
18   (3.3) 
 
19 P1: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
20 P2: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
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21 P3: un.= 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
22 Z: =inshoo    wo ukema(h)sita £keredo:£  
 impression O   received       but 
 the impression I received but 
 
23   .hhh e:: .hh  
 .hhh e   .hh 
 eh 
 
24   (2)  
 
25 P: o(xx [xxxx)o 
26 Z:  [hanashi no   ochi     ga atte: sore a: tte  
   talk     M punch.line S   is    that a   QT 
   the punch line of the talk comes with ah that 
 
27   i- i- (.5) [dake wo yu (.4) nan tte yu 
 s- s-        only  O  say     what QT  say 
 she s- s- says only that how can I say it 
 
28 P:  [un. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
29 Z:  no kana: .sss  
 N    Q    .sss 
 I wonder 
 
((30 lines omitted)) 
 
30  Y: de doo  y- (.5) yu  koto de: (.4) eeto  
 and how s-      say thing by         um 
 and how- by what thing um  
 
31   (.3) bogowasha     ni: (1.1) shudooken wo  
     native.speaker DA         leadership O 
 does she gives leadership to the native speaker 
 
32   nigiraseteru tte yu: (.8) kanji   ga shita n  
 case.to.grip QT  say       feeling  S  did   N 
  
33   desu ka? 
  C    Q 
 did you feel? 
 
34 Z: a:: [:: (.6) nanka (.5) [uh*:::: i-* 
 a                DM           uh       i- 
 ahh nan ka uhh i- 
 
 
 
35 Y:  [(eeto,) [watashi mo 
    uhm,    I      also 
    uhm,   I did not 
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36   oamari wa-o(.4) owakaranakatta (n desu.)o 
  not.very un-    understood-NG  N   C 
 really un- understand either. 
 
((continues)) 
 

In line 1, Zed initiates a new TCU with de (“and so”), but then puts the pro-

duction of this utterance on hold with a glottal stop after sono (“that”). At this point, 

there is a .6 second interval in which no further talk occurs, but during which one of 

the Participants (probably Zed) is very audibly turning transcript pages. Zed then 

proceeds with the continuation of his line 1 utterance by citing line numbers associat-

ed with an additional area in the transcript (cf. mo [“also”]) from which he claims to 

have received an “impression” (i.e. inshoo) (lines 4 and 5). Following this deployment 

of line number citation, Zed ostensibly undertakes the formulation of a description of 

participant actions at the area-so-cited. The construction of this description includes 

quotation of a participant utterance (i.e., hai in line 5), and elements referring to a 

silent space occurring after the quoted portion (lines 6 and 7), as well as talk concern-

ing the nature of the interactional juncture following the silence (lines 7 and 8). Nota-

bly, these elements are formatted, through the use of n desu kedo:, as a preface to 

additional description relevant talk. 

Then, in lines 9 and 10, Zed says aete: ano*:* (.5) sinakatta tte yuu (“she 

went ahead and didn’t tte yuu”) (lines 9 and 10). The element tte yuu is composed of 

the quotative particle tte and the verb yuu (say). This device “frequently occurs in the 

form of [X tte yuu Y], in which X indicates some content that is quoted and linked to 

a noun or a nominalizer in the following Y” (Mori & Nakamura, 2008, p. 56-57). The 

TCU-final deployment of tte yuu in the present data set operates based on the recog-

nizability for the Participants of a normative construction along the lines of: [charac-

terization of participant actions + tte yuu + {kanji / fuu / insyoo /… (“feeling / tenor / 
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impression /…”)}].15 This construction functions to pre-deliver a provisional analysis 

of the data. In other words, by formatting the talk as an analysis-relevant characteriza-

tion of the participants’ actions, the above construction is able to present a provisional 

analysis for pre-validation from the co-Participants.16 Such an analysis is supported 

by the fact that the co-Participants regularly treat such tte yuu-appended TCUs as 

making conditionally relevant a display of recognition or alignment in regard to the 

pre-tte yuu characterization (see Mori & Nakamura, 2008).  

Here, rather than engendering a co-Participant display of alignment, how-

ever, Zed’s line 10 deployment is instead overlapped by a loud cough from Murada, 

and a reflexive inhale following the cough which occupies the next .9 seconds of 

interactional space. At this point, Zed initiates a new TCU with nanka bogowasha ni- 

as Murada coughs again. In light of the cut-off nature of the ni- which precedes it, 

the .8 second pause in line 14 seems in part to have been allowed to develop to 

provide a period in which the Participants can monitor whether or not further interac-

tional space will need to be dedicated to Murada’s coughing. Once the coughing has 

settled down, Zed continues with production of the utterance he started in line 12, 

made visible as such by the colocative relationship between his line 12 ni- (which is 

almost certainly the particle ni) and the causative verb inflection -aseru (i.e., line 15 

nigiraseru [“allow to grip”]). Notably, the deployment of nanka here makes the mate-

rial following it, that is, bogowasya ni syudooken wo nigiraseteiru (“she is allowing 

the native-speaker to take control”), hearable as a reformulation of the lines 7 to 10 

characterization of participant actions. It may be noted that Zed’s lines 12 to 15 re-

formulation works to upgrade the analytic-visibility of his characterization through its 

                                                
15 This construction was mentioned in Section 2.3 of Chapter 4 in relation to Yi’s characterization of a 
phenomenon in the data.  
16 I am grateful for insights from Aug Nishizaka, Tomoyo Takagi, and the participants of the various 
data sessions at which I presented this data. 
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presentation in terms of membership categorization, that is, through the deployment 

of categorial labels such as bogowasya (“native speaker”). 

Then, in line 17, Z deploys tte yuu .hh yoo na. Note that, while similar in 

form and function to the line 10 tte yuu, this line 17 device includes the element yoo 

na (“like”), which works to modulate the epistemic stance of the utterance. In par-

ticular, rather than constructing a one-to-one relationship between a putative descrip-

tor X (i.e. characterization) and descriptee Y (noun of ambience described by X), tte 

yu yoo na frames Y as being one type of possible descriptee. Thus, rather than being 

straightforwardly related to a single, definite Y, X is here treated as being potentially 

associatable with a range of Ys.17 Thus, while functioning to pre-deliver the material 

bogowasya ni- ano*::* syudooken wo nigiraseru as an analytic characterization of 

participant action in a manner similar to the line 10 tte yuu, the line 17 tte yuu yoo na 

displays a lesser epistemic authority in regard to the characterization-so-formulated. 

As does the deployment of tte yuu in line 10, the line 17 tte yuu yoo na ap-

pended utterance also works to make relevant a display from the other Participants of 

recognition or alignment. Zed publicly displays his own orientation to this utterance 

as performing work of this nature by withholding further talk following its production, 

and thus allowing an interactional space in which the displays-so-made-relevant may 

be deployed. Such displays, however, are not forthcoming (cf. the 3.3 second silence, 

line 18). Eventually, three Participants produce minimal un tokens. However, these 

tokens seem to have been produced in orientation to the very long pause that has 

developed in the talk rather than to displaying recognition or alignment in relation to 

Zed’s prior talk (i.e., the function to prompt Zed to continute on rather than to display 

an aligment with what he has said already). This is because of the facts that (a) the 

                                                
17 I am grateful for insights gained in discussions of these lines with Hironori Sekizaki. 
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tokens are produced only after the extended silence, (b) though late replies to first 

pair-parts have been shown to regularly display an orientation to their lateness, that is, 

through reduplication, increase in tempo, and so forth, the lines 19 to 21 tokens are so 

minimal as to make impossible an identification of the Participants based on voice 

sample, and (c) Zed himself does not treat the tokens as having provided an adequate 

response to his lines 12 through 17; in particular, in line 22, he latches on to the last 

production of un with an utterance formatted as the Y portion of the above mentioned 

X tte yuu Y construction. It should be noted that this utterance hosts a prosodic con-

tour and other features, such as laughter, which are hearable as displaying an orienta-

tion to lines 18 through 21 as instantiating a noticeable absence of response in regard 

to his lines 12 to 17.  

In addition to displaying an orientation to the absence of co-Participant re-

sponse, Zed’s lines 22 and 23 also function to update the relevance of co-Participant 

response and to provide an extension of an interactional space wherein his 

co-Participants might deliver their displays-so-made-relevant. This extension of 

response-relevant space is accomplished through Zed’s production of 

non-continuation relevant phonological material (i.e., the line 23 inhalations and 

vocalization) in the space following his hearably complete line 22 utterance. This 

action effectively holds the door open for other Participants to chime in while avoid-

ing overlap with substantial talk, and before an inter-utterance gap develops. However, 

no such display is forthcoming, and an additional 2 second pause develops (line 24). 

To review briefly: Zed’s turns-at-talk thus far have worked to (a) provide a 

description, formatted as a preface to additional talk-to-come-forth, of certain actions 

by the participants (lines 1 to 7), (b) pre-deliver a provisional analysis in the form of 

an analytic characterization of the actions-so-described (lines 7 to 10), (c) request a 
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co-Participant validation of the provisional opinion (line 10), (d) upgrade the ana-

lytic-visibility of the characterization through the deployment of a membership cate-

gorization-relevant formulation, and (e) request a display of alignment or acknowl-

edgement in regard to the reformulated characterization. At this point, it will be useful 

to make note of the fact that the practices deployed by Zed in his lines 1 through 17 

talk do not coincide with those observed in the examples examined thus far. That is, 

he does not formulate his talk according to the rational basis/analysis relevant talk 

pattern described in the above analyses. In other words, the rational relationship 

between description and subsequent analysis relevant talk (which, as we have seen, is 

regularly marked by the deployment of node), is not observable in Zed’s lines 1 to 17 

talk. With this point in mind, we can continue our examination of the remaining 

transcript lines. 

The Participants treat Zed’s talk as problematic. Zed himself displays an 

understanding of the lack of co-Participant response as being indicative of some 

problem with his lines 1 to 17 talk through undertaking work to reformulate it fol-

lowing the 2 second gap in line 24.18 This reformulation work is sequentially ex-

tended through a number of confirmation checks by Yi (omitted lines). Interestingly, 

these confirmation checks seem to be aimed at clarifying the logico-rational relation-

ship between Zed’s description and his analytic characterization. Then, in line 30, Yi 

initiates repair specifically aimed at Zed’s lines 1 through 17. The construction of this 

repair initiation is particularly noteworthy in that Yi requests clarification through 

deploying doo y- (.5) yu koto de: (“by what thing”). This manner of formulation 

works to explicitly treat Zed’s lines 12 to 17 analytic characterization as being prob-
                                                
18 Notably, this is essentially identical to the following interactional pattern described by Mori and 
Nakamura (2008, p. 58): 

1st position  A: Proffering of an opinion or stance (FPP) 
2nd position  B: No uptake, delayed and/or minimal claim of agreement (SPP) 
3rd position  A: Reiteration, extension, or modification 
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lematic in terms of its being able to find a rational basis in the lines 1 to 7 description 

work.19 Simultaneously, Yi’s repair initiation also treats Zed’s reformulation work 

(omitted lines) as inadequate. In line 34, Zed begins production of an utterance which 

first displays a change of state, but is then followed with a display of trouble in regard 

to delivery of the requested clarification (note the sound stretches, intra-TCU pauses, 

self repair, and constricted glottis).  

At this point, Yi overlaps Zed’s utterance with a formulation of psy-

chological state in regard to the rational relationship presented in Zed’s lines 1 

through 17, that is, watasi mo amari wakaranakatta (“I didn’t understand very well 

either”) (lines 35 and 36). Interestingly, Yi’s use of the inclusive particle mo (“also”) 

here effectively works up a membership categorization device along the lines of 

understanders and non-understanders. She self-categorizes as a non-understander, and 

by her deployment of mo implies that (at least some of) the other Participants may 

also be assigned to this category. Yi’s membership categorization work is relevant to 

the present analysis in that one of the social actions assembled by this category-work 

is management of the apportionability of blame in regard the (non) understandability 

of Zed’s lines 1 to 17. In other words, Yi’s utterance apportions blame not to her own 

individual inability to comprehend, but rather to the putative incomprehensibility of 

the rational relationship between Zed’s description and analytic characterization in 

lines 1 to 17. That is, Zed’s analysis is incomprehensible not just for Yi, but also for 

the other Participants co-categorizable with Yi as non-understanders. Following this, 

the Participants engage in a lengthy discussion of the problematic nature of Zed’s 

lines 12 to 17 analytic characterization. 

                                                
19 It is interesting to note that there is a close semantic relationship between node, which may be 
broken down into no (“thing”) and de (“by”), and koto de (“the thing by which”). 



 201 

The above analysis has shown the ways in which the Participants have 

treated Zed’s lines 1 to 17 description of participant actions and subsequent analytic 

characterization as being problematic in terms of the rational relationship (not) ob-

taining between them. Importantly, such problems with the rational relationship were 

shown to be a matter not of the interactional verifiability of the facticity of Zed’s 

description of participant actions (which was not brought to issue by the Participants), 

but of the procedural manner in which Zed assembled his actions. In other words, the 

Participants have been shown to orient to a necessity for a clear and mutually recog-

nizable logico-rational relationship between an analysis and description in which it is 

to find its basis. Thus, while the analysis of Excerpt 5.9 shows the Participants’ ori-

entations to grounding the description in the facts of the data, the analysis of Excerpt 

5.10 shows that the Participants may treat a description as problematic not in terms of 

the facts it describes, but in the viability of using the description as a rational basis for 

further analysis-relevant talk. Taken together, the analyses of the above two excerpts 

serve to further clarify and underscore the Participants’ practice of working to ground 

their analytic opinions in designedly factual descriptions of participant actions. 

 

 2.2.3  Non-provision of descriptions as problematic 

 

 The analyses of the preceding excerpts have richly described the Participants’ 

interactional procedures for (a) indicating areas of interactional focus, and (b) 

grounding their subsequent analysis relevant talk in factual descriptions of participant 

actions associated with the area-so-indicated. The analyses have also demonstrated 

that the Participants themselves display an orientation to their practice as being con-

stituted by a set of mutually recognizable procedures by which they may jointly pro-
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duce their analyses of the data as analyses of the data. At this point, it will be infor-

mative to examine some instances where the non-provision of descriptions of partici-

pant actions is treated by the Participants as being a noticeable and problematic ab-

sence.  

Excerpt 5.11 provides a clear example of this. It comes from a session in 

which Zed had provided data from an interaction between two high school teach-

ers-in-training. Just prior to the excerpt, the Participants had been discussing how the 

participants’ actions seem to work to construct their interaction as instantiating a 

particular type of meeting between teachers. 

 
Excerpt 5.11 
01 Z: [koko wa ano: nan s: ka ne: kyoosi tosite: i:-  
  here  T  um   what C  Q  P   teacher   as     i- 
 here um whatchamacallit as a teacher 
 
02 P: [(x-) 
 
03 Z:  iken  wo iiayu: (.3) iiae [ru      ba  da yo mitai na  
 opinion O compare  can.compare  place C  P    like   
 she is saying it like this is a place where they can  
 
04 Y:  [.fff ((hand moves to mouth)) 
 
05 Z: kanji, (.3) tte yutteru n desu [yo ne?  
 feeling       QT  saying  N   C     P  P   
 compare o- opinions right? 
 
 
06 Y:  [essu wan, (.2) un: 
      S1            yeah 
    student one, yeah 
  
07   essu tuu no koto wa yoku watasi wa (.5).hhh (.6) 
     S2     M thing T well    I      T      .hhh 
 about student two I  
 
08   yoku mada e(h)ma(h)da tyto wakarana(h)i. 
 well yet  e     yet    little understand-NG 
 don’t understand very well yet uh yet. 
 
09 W: .pt nanka tikara     kankee    ga: (.2)  
 .pt  DM     power relationship S 
 
10   aru janai kana to omoimasu kedomo:  
 is   C-NG   Q   QT    think    but 
 I think there might be like a power relationship 
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11   (.2) 
12 E:  oun.o 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
13   (.6) 
14 W: .hh nanka: 
 .hh   DM 
 like 
 
 [((hands at face)) 
15 Y: [on::o 
 n:: 
 nn 
 
16 Z: .hh [heh heh heh 
 .hh  heh heh heh 
 heh heh heh 
 
   [((smiling and gazing at Yi)) 
17 W:  [essu tuu ga nanka [£senpai mitai na kanji 
      ‘S2’   S    DM     senior    like  feeling 
  
18   desu yo ne,£ 
   C   P   P 
 student two seems like the senior of the two right, 
 
19 Y: soo [n- natte(h)ru n desu yo ne,= 
 that  b-  becoming  N   C   P   P 
 that’s how it i- is right, 
 
20 Z:   [soo (desu ne,) .hh  
    that    C   P    .hh 
    right, 
 
21  =de soko wa doo yu fuu ni (.5) s- doko-  
  and that T how say manner      s-  where- 
 and how is that s- where- 
 
22   doko  ni   deten   no  ka yo:. 
 where DA apparent N   Q   P 
 where the hell is that apparent. 
 
23   (.2)  
 
24 Z: tte yu no wo:  
 QT  say N  O 
 is the thing that 
 
25   kijutu   dekireba (.3) ii  n  desu kedo.  
 describe  if.can       good N   C    but 
 if you could describe it it would be good but. 
 
26   >nanka nantonaku tikara kankee      ga aru< to  
   DM     somehow  power relationship S   is   QT 
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27   yu fuu ni kan [jiru n desu [kedo: .hh 
 say manner  feel     N   C     but   .hh 
 one feels that there is some somehow a  
 power relationship but 
 
28 E:  [((nodding)) u:n. 
                  yeah 
                  yeah. 
 
29 Y:  [u:n un un u:n. 
   yeah yeah yeah yeah 
   yeah yeah yeah yeah. 
 
 

In lines 1 to 8, Zed and Yi engage in talk concerning whether or not one par-

ticipant in particular, S2, is treating the situation as being one in which the partici-

pants may exchange opinions as “teachers” (i.e., kyoosi). While the present analysis 

cannot offer an in depth consideration of these lines, it may be noted that it is follow-

ing this talk that Wendy produces her lines 9 and 10, which ostensibly do not flow out 

of the just-prior discussion of opinion exchange among teachers. Wendy’s turn may 

be grossly described as formulating an analytic opinion.20 As such, it becomes im-

mediately apparent that Wendy’s talk deviates from the interactional pattern that we 

have been tracking: (a) there is no citation of line numbers or participant actions,21 

and (b) Wendy provides no description of participant actions upon which to base her 

claims. It will be our interest, therefore, to see if and how the Participants subse-

quently orient to Wendy’s lines 9 and 10. 

 Notably, in line 12, there is no co-Participant response immediately forthcom-

ing. It is possible that it remains unclear at this point whether or not Wendy will 

continue with her utterance, as grammatically speaking, it is formatted as a subordi-

nate clause by kedomo (“but”), and thus leaves the possibility that a main clause 

might be forthcoming. Even if this were the case, however, a minimal co-Participant 
                                                
20 Wendy’s formulation is discussed further in the following section. 
21 At this particular juncture, however, the Participants seem to have already accomplished joint 
interactional focus in regard to a certain area of the transcript. This being the case, an explicit line 
number citation, etc. from Wendy may not be necessary — most notably the co-Participants do not go 
on to treat this as an issue in particular. 
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response is still hearably due in relation to Wendy’s utterance. However, there ensues 

instead a .2 second pause, following which there is only a single, low-volume un 

(“yeah”) by Elmer, which is deployed in conjunction with a slight nod (line 12). This 

is followed by an additional .6 seconds of silence during which neither further talk nor 

non-verbal action from either Wendy or her co-Participants is provided.  

In line 14, with her deployment of nanka:, which, as mentioned above, can 

work to project upcoming substantial talk, Wendy displays her orientation to this lack 

of co-Participant response as being a noticeable absence, and as making relevant 

additional clarification from her (see Mori & Nakamura, 2008). In line 15, Yi pro-

duces un:, which is hearably deployed in relation to Wendy’s lines 9 and 10, and, in 

terms of its timing (i.e., it is quite late), prosody (drawn out and indefinite), and Yi’s 

embodied action (she maintains both hands at her face and tilts her head sideways in 

conjunction with un:) during its production, is both visible and hearable as a display 

of dubiousness (see Aoki, 2008 for a detailed discussion of the various interactional 

functions of un) (Figure 5.4). Though Zed is sitting outside the camera’s view, thus 

making it impossible to confirm the direction of his gaze at the time, in terms of its 

timing and position, his line 16 laughter appears to be orienting to Yi’s ostensible 

display of dubiousness22 in line 15.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
22 As noted by Mori and Nakamura (2008), opinion proffers make conditionally relevant co-participant 
displays of alignment. In the case of line 15, however, Yi provides only a very weak, hearably dubious 
response in relation to Wendy’s analytic opinion. Deployed as it is within such a sequential environ-
ment, Zed’s laughter seems to function in part in a mitigational capacity (see, e.g., Jefferson et al., 
1987; Zdrojkowski, 2007). 
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Figure 5.4. Yi with hands at face 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Y: on::o (Line 15, Excerpt 5.11) 
 

 

 

In line 17, Wendy continues with the talk projected by her line 14 nanka:. 

Here Wendy provides an explanation in regard to her lines 9 and 10 tikara kankee 

(“power relationship”) by suggesting that S2 seems like the senior of the two partici-

pants. Notably, she coordinates a redistribution of her gaze from the transcript to Yi, 

who is sitting next to her, with a deployment of “smiling voice” (i.e., a prosodic 

contour resulting from near-laughter speech) and actual physical smiling (Figure 5.5). 

These actions function to (a) address Wendy’s utterance specifically to Yi, and (b) 

make a bid for Yi’s gaze. However, Yi maintains her gaze at the transcript with her 

hands at the sides of her face throughout Wendy’s lines 17 and 18. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wendy 

Yi 

Zed 
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Figure 5.5. Wendy smiling and gazing at Yi 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W: essu tuu ga nanka £senpai mitai na kanji (Line 17, Excerpt 4.11) 
 

 In lines 18 and 19, while Yi and Zed provide an initial affiliative response to 

Wendy’s line 18, Zed immediately continues on in lines 21 through 27 to treat 

Wendy’s lines 9 and 10 (and 17 and 18) as problematic. Here, Zed treats Wendy’s 

prior talk as incomplete in terms of not having provided a rational basis for her opin-

ion in the form of a description of participant actions. In particular, this is accom-

plished via the deployment of de (“and so”) as a next-action prompting device,23 

which is followed with the beginning of an ostensible request for clarification: de 

soko wa doo yu fuu ni (“and so how does there”) (line 21). This utterance beginning24 

is then followed by a .5 second silence and some self repair work, after which Zed 

redirects to produce a much more direct doko ni deten no ka yo: (“where the hell is 

that apparent”) (line 22).  

                                                
23 I am unaware of any discussion in the research literature of the use of de as a device for prompting a 
next-action from a recipient — although, in mundane conversation, it is often used in this capacity. 
This use of de seems to be somewhat similar to the use of so in English as a device for prompting 
next-action described by Raymond (2004). 
24 Zed’s utterance is visible as being incomplete at this juncture both in terms of its prosody and 
apparently through some aspect of Zed’s embodied action (while Zed is sitting just outside of the 
camera’s sight (see Figure 5.4), his co-Participants distribute their gaze to him such that it seems that 
he is performing some non-verbal action which functions to maintain the floor). 

Wendy 

Yi 
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While this utterance constitutes a hearably complete TCU in terms of 

grammar, intonation and pragmatics,25 it engenders no overt response (verbal or 

otherwise) from the co-Participants in general, and from Wendy in particular.26 Then, 

following the resulting .2 second gap (line 23), Zed adds an additional increment of 

talk: tte yu no wo: kijutu dekireba (.3) ii n desu kedo (“if one could describe that it 

would be fine”) (line 25). This segment of talk reformats the immediately preceding 

TCU as an embedded quotation such that Zed’s utterance-up-to-now is recompleted 

as a condition-to-be-fulfilled rather than a challenge-to-be-answered: “It would be 

fine if one could describe where the hell that is apparent.” (lines 21, 22 and 24 to 25). 

This kind of rolling revision work is accomplishable in and through the interactional 

resources provided by Japanese syntax, which features a head-final or left-branching 

word order (Tanaka, 1999; see also Tsujimura, 2007). Then, in line 26, Zed rapidly 

begins a new TCU which (a) explicitly indexes Wendy’s lines 9 and 10 through its 

recycling of the item tikara kankee (“power relationship”), and (b) formulates an 

ostensible concession that the area in question does indeed engender an impression of 

such a relationship. Notably, however, this utterance is formatted as a subordinate 

clause for which an exception/opposition-relevant main clause is left unformulated 

(i.e., via n desu kedo:). This second feature in particular works to link Zed’s second 

TCU to his first such that the exception-left-unformulated in the second TCU is hear-

ably associatable with the condition-to-be-fulfilled provided in the first TCU. In lines 

28 and 29, Elmer and Yi produce both verbal and embodied displays of alignment.  

Thus, Wendy’s lines 9 and 10, which formulated an analytic opinion in the 

absence of a rational basis qua description of participant actions, are treated as prob-
                                                
25 In my hearing of Zed’s line 22, its exaggerated character makes it hearable as doing joshing or 
lamenting rather than the questioning or challenging for which it is formally designed. 
26 One must bear in mind, however, that Zed is sitting just outside of the visual field of the camera, and 
so it is impossible to say with any certainty to whom, if anyone in particular, he might have been 
addressing his utterance. 
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lematic by her co-Participants. Most notably, in lines 21 to 27, Zed goes so far as to 

formulate specific conditions which must be fulfilled in order for Wendy’s lines 9 and 

10 utterance to be accepted as an adequately formulated analytic opinion.  

We can examine two further examples which provide another type of evi-

dence in regard to the Participants’ orientations to the non-provision of a description 

of participant actions in relation to their formulations of analytic opinion. The first of 

these examples begins with the sequence immediately following the one shown in the 

previous excerpt. We join the interaction just as Zed begins production of an ostensi-

bly question-relevant utterance following the Participants’ problematization of 

Wendy’s non-provision of a description of participant actions. 

 
Excerpt 5.12 
01 Z: sore wa do- (.5) doko ni deteiru   n  
 that T  wh-      where DA appearing N 
 
02   desu [ka? mitai na, 
   C     Q     like 
 I’m like, wh- where is that apparent? 
 
03 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
04   [.hhh 
  
05 Y: [(xx) essu^  
         ‘S’ 
  (xx) student 
 
06   (.7)  
07 Y:  <essu wan ga:> sono hito  wo  
     S1      S   that person O 
 
08   soo (.4) itizuketeiru koto ka(h)ra  
 that         placing   thing   from 
 
09   mo. .hh (1.1) nanka (.5) soo. 
 also.hh          DM        that 
 also from that student one is placing that 
 person like that like right. 
 
10   (.9) 
11 E: soo desu ne< a [no: sono osiete moraeru 
 that  C   P    uhm    that  teach  can.receive 
 right uhm he’s treating her as someone whom 
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12 Y:  [u:n. oso- 
   yeah learn- 
   yea:h. lea- 
 
13 E: [hito tosite: atukate .hh  
 person as       treat  .hh 
 he can have teach 
 
14 Y: [eru hito tosite atukatte [ru node: 
  can person as      treating    so 
  he’s treating her as a person who can so 
 
15 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
16   (.5) 
 

In order to understand Zed’s lines 1 and 2, we will be referring back to lines 

21 to 29 of Excerpt 5.11. In line 1 (Excerpt 5.12), Zed undertakes production of an 

utterance which, via the interrogative word doko (“where”), projects the possible 

issuance of a question concerned with locating the appearance of some interactional 

phenomena that would underpin the analytic opinion proffered by Wendy in the 

previous sequence. It may be noted that Zed’s utterance here seems to be a reformula-

tion and reissue of his prior utterance (i.e., lines 21 to 22 of Excerpt 5.11). Two points 

may be made here in regard to Zed’s prior utterance and its subsequent treatment by 

Elmer and Yi. First, by reissuing his prior utterance, Zed displays an orientation to the 

co-Participant response it engendered (i.e., Elmer and Yi’s lines 28 and 29, respec-

tively, of Excerpt 5.11) as having been insufficient in some respect. Second, Yi and 

Elmer, by providing only displays of alignment (i.e., rather than an answer to Zed’s 

question), display their analyses of Zed’s utterance as either not making relevant an 

answer per se, or as not making relevant an answer from them.  

Note that, in line 2 (Excerpt 5.12), Zed performs an on-line reformatting of 

his utterance-as-a-question. This results in the question-relevant portion of his utter-
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ance-so-far being repackaged in the form of an embedded question:27 “sore wa doko 

ni deteiru n desu ka? mitai na” (it’s like, where does that appear?). As such, one way 

of hearing Zed’s lines 1 and 2 is as doing lamenting about the rigors of the 

task-at-hand. In line 3, Elmer provides a claim of alignment (made specifically hear-

able as such by its decisive prosodic contour). However in lines 4 through 16, Elmer 

and Yi also treat Zed’s lines 1 and 2 as being question-relevant (i.e. as not just being a 

rhetorical lamentation). In other words, while the previous version of Zed’s utterance 

(i.e., lines 21 to 22 of Excerpt 5.11) engendered only minimal responses from Elmer 

and Yi, the reissued version (i.e. Zed’s lines 1 and 2 of Excerpt 5.12) elicits a more 

substantial co-Participant response.28  

In lines 4 and 5, Elmer and Yi simultaneously attempt to self select. Yi ob-

tains speakership, and begins production of an utterance which ostensibly undertakes 

to provide a description of participant S1’s actions (cf. the subject marker ga:). How-

ever, she displays some trouble in formulation (cf. lines 7 through 9). In line 11, 

Elmer first provides a claim of alignment with Yi’s prior turn (i.e., soo desu ne), after 

which he immediately continues with an utterance which ostensibly works to refor-

mulate Yi’s lines 5 and 6 in more specific terms (i.e., from Yi’s line 6 sono hito wo 

soo itizuketeiru [“positioning the person as such”] to the lines 11 and 13 osiete 

moraeru hito tosite [“as a person whom he can have teach him”]).  

                                                
27 Interestingly, this action of reformatting a direct question to an embedded question parallels Zed’s 
actions in lines 22 and 23 of Excerpt 5.11. Though it is impossible to say with any degree of certainty, 
it may be the case that Zed is here orienting to the membership categorization relevant implications of 
his action of directly problematizing Wendy’s formulation of analytic opinion. In other words, Zed’s 
questions do not only request information; they also work to self-categorize Zed as being more expert 
in the practice of data analysis than Wendy. However, since both Wendy and Zed began their conver-
sation analytic studies in the same semester, it may be a delicate task for Zed to engage in such 
self-categorization. 
28 It is interesting to note that, even though Zed’s utterances in both Excerpt 5.11 and in the present 
excerpt have ostensibly been addressed to Wendy, and function to make a response from her relevant 
in terms of a turn-taking bias, at the very least (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), no response from 
Wendy is forthcoming. By providing responses to Zed’s questions in this position (lines 4 to 16), 
Elmer and Yi, in some sense, seem to be “answering for Wendy.” 
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In line 12, Yi begins production of an utterance in overlap with Elmer’s line 

11, but then aborts. She then comes in again in line 14, this time designing her utter-

ance specifically as a parallel of Elmer’s line 13, and extends this by appending node:, 

which, as has been discussed above, works to format the preceding material as being a 

rational basis upon which further analysis relevant talk may be predicated. In line 15, 

Elmer claims an endorsement of the co-construction. In this way, Elmer and Yi col-

laboratively construct an appropriately formulated description of participant actions 

upon which Wendy’s lines 9 and 10 might be founded. Importantly, this is then treat-

ed by the Participants in general, and Zed in particular, as sufficient to warrant closing 

out the sequence and moving to a new sequence initiated by Elmer (not shown). 

The following excerpt, which occurs approximately six minutes after Ex-

cerpt 5.12, provides a similar example of the Participants’ treatment of the initial 

non-provision of a description of participant actions as being problematic, and the 

subsequent provision of such a description as being sufficient to close out the se-

quence. In the moments prior to the excerpt, Zed had briefly excused himself from the 

room. In his absence, the other Participants had continued with a discussion of the 

data, and Elmer, in particular, had been working to present an analysis of the partici-

pants actions as functioning to perform certain membership categorization work in 

regard to each other’s identities in relation to each other. At a certain point, Zed re-

turns to the room, and this occasions a retelling. We join the interaction just after 

Elmer and Zed have finished the work of retelling and confirming the retelling. 

 
Excerpt 5.13 
(slightly simplified) 
01 Z: m: nan tte yu  n desu ka ne:, ano 
 m  what QT say N   C   Q   P     um 
 mm what should I say, um 
 
02   soo  yu   fuu ni   natteru  tte  yu   koto wo (.5)  
 that say  manner  becoming  QT  say thing  O 
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03   ossyatteta n desu kedo [sore wa do- doko? 
   said-H    N   C    but  that  T  wh- where 
 you said that that is how it is but wh- where is that? 
 
04 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yea:h. 
 
05 Z:  .hh (.6) de: sore wo: (.9) ieru   no ka tte yu: 
 .hh       at   that O        can.say N  Q  QT  say 
 at where you can say that that’s the thing 
 
06 E:  tatoeba ano juu  go   gyoo me:    no tokoro de: (.5) 
 example um  ten five line.number M   place  at 
 for example um at the place of line number fifteen 
 
07   jibun wa kyoosi: no arubeki    sugata   nituite, 
  self  T teacher  M should.be appearance about 
 
08 Z: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
09   (.4) 
 
10 E:  dangen dekiru   mono tosite, 
 assert can.do  person  as 
 she positions herself as someone who can make assertions  
 about the way teachers should be, 
 
11 Z:  a: ha: ha: 
 a   ha   ha 
 ah ha ha 
 
12   (.4) 
 
13 E:  de   s- sore niyotte sono     aite       no   fubi wo 
 and th- that through that other.person M   fault O 
  
14   siteki dekiru [   mono  tosite, 
 point.out can.do person  as 
 and through th- that as someone who can point out  
 that other person’s faults 
 
15 Y:  [u::n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
16   (.3) 
 
17 Y:  [.pt a:::, 
  .pt  a 
  ahh, 
 
18 Z:  [a:::, 
  a 
  ahh, 
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19   m- m- d- mo- un. .hh [£nanka .hh u:n. 
 m- m- d- mo- un  .hh    DM     .hh un 
 m- m- d- mo- un. like yeah. 
 
20 Y:    [*a::* 
     a 
     ah 
 
21 Z: pin [to kita n desu £kedo .hh [wa-£ 
 clear   came  N   C    but  .hh  wa- 
 it became clear but wa- 
 
22 Y:  [a:::,  [a so-  
   a    a  th- 
   ahh,    a  I se- 
 
23   a:: soo [kah. 
 a    that   Q 
 ah I see. 
24 Z:  [onaruhodo.o 
     I see 
    I see. 
 
25 Y: s- e kono bubun soo yu (.2) kijutu      mo   kanoo 
 s- e this part that say   description also possible 
 s- e that kind of description is also possible for this part 
 
26   desu yo ne, sono mono   tosite: jibun wo  
   C   P   P   that person  as      self   O 
 right, as that person she 
 
27   itizuke [te kara:  [.hh kore wo a m-   sakki 
  position   after   .hh  this O  a be- previous 
 positions herself and then did you say this a be- previously  
 
28 E:  [soo.  [un. 
   that  yeah 
   right.  yeah. 
 
29 Y:  mo yutta £kke sonna [no   ima kizuita  kedo.£ 
 also said  Q   that thing now realized but 
 I realized just now but. 
30 E:  [heh heh 
   heh  heh 
   heh heh 
31 Z: naruhodo. jaa jaa, 
   I see    DM   DM 
 I see. then then,	 
 
((continues)) 
 

In lines 1 to 3 and 5, Zed problematizes the membership categorization analy-

sis presented prior to the excerpt by Elmer (note, Zed’s line 2 soo yu fuu ni natteru 

[“it is like that”] refers to Elmer’s analysis). An important point to make mention of 
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here is that, in his retelling, Elmer had not provided a description of participant ac-

tions (though such a description had come out in the discussion that went on while 

Zed was out of the room; cf. Yi’s lines 27 and 29). Zed accomplishes this problema-

tization in a manner similar to that which we have seen in the prior excerpts, namely, 

he issues a question concerned with locating the appearance of some describable 

interactional phenomena that would rationally underpin the analysis provided by 

Elmer. 

 In line 6, Elmer ostensibly undertakes the delivery of the evidential material 

required by Zed. Elmer interestingly formats his utterance as an example through the 

deployment of tatoeba (“for example”), which works to claim that he is about to 

mention only one from among multiple underpinning factors available. Elmer follows 

with a line number citation, and then, following a .5 second pause, undertakes provi-

sion of a description of participant actions (lines 7, 10, 13 and 14). Importantly, this 

description is treated by the co-Participants, that is, Zed and Yi, as providing the 

necessary rational underpinning for Elmer’s analytic opinion. In particular, Zed and 

Yi accomplish this through a co-display of “change of state” (Heritage, 1984b), which 

works to claim a realization in regard to the rational relationship between Elmer’s 

analytic-opinion-so-stated and his subsequent description of participant actions (lines 

11, 15 and 17 to 24).29 Then, importantly, Zed treats Elmer’s description as having 

been sufficient to warrant a closing of the problematization sequence through initiat-

ing a new sequence. Zed accomplishes this through deploying jaa jaa (“then then”) 

(line 31), which functions to display an orientation to a new activity. In the sequence 

                                                
29 It is interesting to note that Yi performs work to make her displayed realization visible as being 
qualitatively different from Zed’s in terms of its epistemic stance (a point to bear in mind is that Yi was 
present during Elmer’s previous description of participant actions while Zed was not). Yi accomplishes 
this by displaying an orientation to the “second-time-aroundness” of Elmer’s talk by displaying an 
understanding through a brief reformulation of Elmer’s analysis (lines 25 to 27) and then accounting 
for her just-prior display of realization by acknowledging that this is what Elmer had already said 
previously, but that she had not realized it at the time (lines 27 and 29).  
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which follows Excerpt 5.13, Zed goes on to pursue a confirmation of his new under-

standing of the data in light of Elmer’s analysis. 

 The analyses of above excerpts have shown that not only do the Participants 

treat non-provision of descriptions of participant actions as being problematic (i.e., 

Excerpt 5.11), they also treat subsequent provisions (in response to such problemati-

zation work) of adequate descriptions as being sufficient to warrant a closing of the 

problematization sequence (i.e., Excerpts 5.12 and 5.13). In the following section, we 

turn to an examination of the other major component of the Participants’ practice of 

data analysis: formulating analytic opinions. 

 

3 Analytic opinions 

 

 In this subsection, I describe the Participants’ procedures for formulating 

analytic opinions. For the purposes of the present study, analytic opinion is defined 

specifically as instances when a Participant formulates his or her analytic talk in terms 

of psychological state, that is, what he or she thinks, thought, or is thinking.  

 I narrow my discussion to analytic opinion in particular because the Partici-

pants themselves seem to display an orientation to the general goal of their talk at the 

data sessions as being to co-produce clear formulations of analytic opinion.30 In other 

words, while the production of a clear analytic opinion, and the associated 

co-Participant responsive work, typically results in moving on to another item of 

analytic business, analytic characterizations appear to be treated as preliminary, in-

cipient, nascent, or incomplete versions of analytic opinion, and may often engender 

additional specification work such as reformulation and negotiation ostensibly aimed 

                                                
30 While it is not possible to here engage in an in-depth analysis of analytic opinions versus analytic 
characterizations, see Bushnell (in preparation c).  
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at producing a clearer formulation of opinion (cf., e.g., Excerpt 4.15, below). Fur-

thermore, in contrast to formulations of analytic opinion, which are straightforwardly 

framed in terms of what a Participant thinks, thought, or is thinking, formulations of 

analytic characterization are “designedly ambiguous” (see Mori & Nakamura, 2008). 

 

3.1 Analytic opinions: A topological view 

 

 The manner in which the Participants formulate their analytic opinions con-

trasts in some informative ways with the methods for describing participant actions 

examined in the prior section. In particular, while, as we have seen, descriptions of 

participant actions are formulated as being matters of verifiable fact, analytic opinions 

are formulated in terms of psychological states (i.e., in terms of what a Participant 

thought, thinks, is thinking, and so forth) and epistemic modalities (e.g., it seems like, 

it appears to be, etc.). Furthermore, analytic opinions are regularly treated as making 

relevant co-Participant displays of alignment or agreement in regard to the opin-

ion-so-formulated. In other words, they are treated as instantiating a first pair-part for 

which the production of a relevant second pair-part becomes conditionally relevant 

(see also Mori & Nakamura, 2008 on opinion proffers as first pair-parts). A simplest 

example of these features is provided by Wendy’s utterance in Excerpt 5.14 (detail of 

Excerpt 5.11). 

 
Excerpt 5.14 
01 W: .pt nanka tikara   kankee     ga: (.2)  
 .pt   DM   power relationship S 
 
02   aru janai kana to omoimasu kedomo:  
 is   C-NG   Q   QT    think    but 
 I think there might be like a power relationship 
 
03   (.2) 
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04 E:  oun.o 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
05   (.6) 
06 W: .hh nanka: 
 .hh   DM 
 like 
 
07 Y: on::o 
 n:: 
 nn 
 
08 Z: .hh [heh heh heh 
 .hh  heh heh heh 
 heh heh heh 
 
09 W:  [essu tuu ga nanka £senpai mitai na kanji 
     ‘S2’    S   DM     senior    like   feeling 
 
10   desu yo ne,£ 
   C   P   P 
 student two seems like the senior of the two right, 
 
11 Y: soo [n- natte(h)ru n desu yo ne,= 
 that b-  becoming   N   C   P   P 
 that’s how it i- is right, 
 
12 Z:   [soo (desu ne,) .hh  
    that  C     P    .hh 
    right, 
 
 

In line 1, following a short in-breath and a nanka token, Wendy undertakes 

production of a new TCU which is ostensibly concerned with a putative tikara kankee 

(“power relationship”) between the participants. Then, after a .2 second pause, she 

continues with aru janai kana to omoimasu kedomo: (“I think that there might be”). 

This component specifically works to frame Wendy’s utterance in the following two 

ways. First, to omoimasu functions to format Wendy’s utterance as a formulation of 

her psychological state (i.e., what she thinks). Second, janai kana (roughly: “I wonder 

if it’s not the case that”) functions to further modulate Wendy’s utterance in terms of 

the epistemological stance it displays, that is, it is not presented as a firmly factual 

account, but rather as one which is tentative.  
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Importantly, these features of Wendy’s utterance formulation do not simply 

function to produce a sterile report of Wendy’s thoughts. Rather, Wendy’s utterance 

is deployed within, and functions itself to constitute, the context of a specific social 

interactional moment. As such, the utterance will necessarily be inspected by the 

co-Participants for its function as a social object within that specific interactional 

moment. In other words, Wendy’s lines 1 and 2 (and the stance they work to display) 

are made visible as performing some specifiable interactional work via their deploy-

ment within the sequential context currently being built up in and through the 

talk-in-interaction, that is, doing data analysis. As such, lines 1 and 2 hearably call for 

a co-Participant display of alignment or agreement in regard to Wendy’s analytic 

opinion-so-formulated. Wendy displays an orientation to her prior talk as functioning 

to request such a co-Participant response through withholding further production of 

talk, which results in the .2 and .6 second pauses in lines 3 and 5. Then, in a pattern 

which closely parallels that described by Mori and Nakamura (2008, p. 58), when no 

co-Participant displays are forthcoming in relation to her first pair-part-so-deployed, 

Wendy effectively re-does her proffer of analytic opinion by producing the reformu-

lation in lines 6, 9 and 10.31 At this point, in lines 11 and 12, Yi and Zed display their 

orientations to the conditional relevance invoked by Wendy’s talk by finally deliver-

ing the requested claims of alignment. Additionally, these alignment claims display 

their issuers’ orientations to the lateness of their production through their designedly 

overbuilt character. 

 

                                                
31 Interestingly, Wendy here switches from the more technical language of her lines 1 and 2 (i.e., 
tikara kankee [“power relationship”]) to a more vernacular register (i.e., senpai [“one’s senior”]), and 
deploys desu yo ne, which functions to upgrade to an explicit request of alignment-relevant 
co-Participant response (see the analysis of Excerpt 5.11 for a discussion of Wendy’s smiling voice and 
gaze). 
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3.2 The socially distributed nature of analytic opinion formulation 

 

 Excerpt 5.14 has provided a straightforward example of some of the salient 

features of analytic opinion formulation. However, it must be emphasized that formu-

lation of analytic opinion is not a simple matter of some individual reporting his or 

her thoughts. Rather, it is accomplished through, and embedded in, complex interac-

tional processes. In other words, the formulation of an analytic opinion in the data 

sessions is an ineluctably socially distributed process (see Kasper, 2008; Schegloff, 

1991). The analyses below particularly point up and emphasize the socially distribut-

ed manner in which the Participants jointly develop (i.e., through displaying align-

ment with each other’s contributions) and negotiate (i.e. engage in work to revise or 

contest each other’s contributions) their analytic opinions. This socially distributed 

nature of the production of analytic opinions necessarily means that it is not possible 

to clearly attribute an analysis to any one Participant. 

 Excerpt 5.15 is an example of how the Participants jointly develop their ana-

lyses of the data through displaying alignment with each other. The excerpt follows a 

segment where the Participants had been talking about how participant I does not 

provide an immediate explanation of the word hasi (“bridge”) even though such an 

explanation would seem to be relevant. Zed undertakes the production of a description 

of participant actions followed by an extended spate of ostensibly analysis relevant 

talk (omitted due to length). In this talk, Zed suggests that the explanation was not 

forthcoming because of a lack of mutual gaze between the participants at that particu-

lar interactional moment, and that once mutual gaze was accomplished, the explana-

tion was delivered. The excerpt begins with Murada claiming an alignment to Zed’s 

position in regard to participant gaze. 
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Excerpt 5.15 
01 M: .hhh un. tabun   sisen wa sugoku  kankee 
 .hhh un. perhaps gaze  T really relationship 
 
02   siteru to omou.  
 doing  QT think 
 un. I think that perhaps gaze is really related. 
 
03 Y: a: [:   s  o  o : ] omoimasita. watasi 
 a         that         thought       I 
 ah I thought so. I also as I watched 
 
04 M:  [kore wa u::n.] 
   this  T  yeah 
   as for this yeah. 
 
05 Y: mo      minagara: (.2) tte wakarimasu ka 
 also while.looking     QT  understand  Q 
  
06   tte yu [fuu ni   iinagara:        aite        mita 
 QT  say  manner while.saying other.person looked 
 
07 M:  [.hhh u:n. 
   .hhh  yeah 
   yeah. 
 
08 Y: toki ni mada si [sen ga si [ta:= 
 time DA still gaze    S   down 
 when she looked at the other person while saying like  
 do you understand his gaze was still down 
 
09 M:  [.hh  [u:n. 
   .hh  yeah 
     yeah. 
 
10 Z: =soo desu [ne, (boku) mo [mita. 
  that  C     P     I    also saw 
 right, I saw it too. 
 
11 Y:  [.hhh [na node:  
    .hhh     so 
         so 
 
12 M: so [so *so so [so soo:* 
 that that that that that that 
 right right right right right right 
 
13 Y:  [soko de:  [tugi wo doo kumi  
     then      next  O  how  formulate  
  then how she formulates 
 
14   tateru: no [ka:  
           N    Q 
 the next 
15 M:  [ou:n.o 
    yeah 
   yeah. 
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16   (1.2) 
17 Y: wo ^a    sugu ni     setumee    ni haittenakatta  
 O   a immediately explanation DA   entered-NG 
 a the reason she didn’t go into explaining 
 
18   riyuu mo: sono sisen ni aru no [dewa  
 reason also that gaze DA is N    C-NG 
 immediately might also be in that gaze 
19 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
20 Y:  na [i ka to omoimasita. 
         Q  QT  thought 
 I thought. 
 
21 Z:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
22   (1.1) 
 
 

In lines 1 and 2, Murada produces an utterance about which the following 

three points may be noted: (a) it claims alignment with Zed’s previous talk, (b) it is 

overtly framed as an opinion via the deployment of a formulation of psychological 

state (i.e., to omou [“I think”]), and (c) it functions to reformulate Zed’s prior analytic 

characterization as a definite analytic opinion in regard to the data, that is that (the 

absence of) mutual gaze figures into the (initial non-) delivery of the expected expla-

nation. Thus, the analytic opinion being built up in the unfolding talk is complexly 

intertwined with the actions produced by both Zed and Murada.  

Then, in lines 3 and 4, Yi produces a:: soo: omoimasita. watasi mo mina-

gara: (“oh I thought so too as I watched”). This utterance minimally works to claim 

an alignment with Murada’s lines 1 and 2, and with Zed’s earlier talk. Interestingly, 

while Yi’s watasi mo minagara: works retrospectively to provide a grammatical 

subject for her just-produced utterance,32 it also works prospectively (in terms of 

                                                
32 This component is hearable as retrospectively providing a grammatical subject in relation to the 
prior TCU. This type of construction has been referred to by linguists as “post-positioning” or “scram-
bling” (see Tsujimura, 2007 and the references therein). It has also been examined from a conversation 
analytic perspective (e.g., Tanaka, 1999). Briefly, Japanese is a subject-object-verb language, and one 
of the associated characteristics of this syntactic structuring is “delayed projectability” (Tanaka, 1999). 
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grammar, i.e., subordinate clause structure via minagara: [“while watching”], and 

prosody) to project further talk. At this point, following a .2 second pause, Yi under-

takes a description of the participants’ actions (lines 5 to 11). Yi’s description might 

actually be more aptly characterized as a redescription, since Zed has already pro-

duced a rather lengthy description of the participants’ actions prior to the beginning of 

Excerpt 5.15. Such redescription work is occasionally observable in my data, and 

seems to function in two contrasting capacities: (a) it may treat the prior description 

work as inadequate, or (b) it may display a strongest alignment or concurrence with 

the prior description through a demonstration of “seeing things the same way.” Which 

of these two capacities a redescription is functioning in is made mutually visible to 

the Participants through initial displays of alignment (in the case of capacity a), or 

weak alignment, non-alignment, or disalignment (in the case of capacity b). As such, 

Yi’s redescription work in lines 5 to 11 seems to function in capacity a (note espe-

cially the display of alignment in lines 3 and 4). Then, Zed and Murada make strong 

claims of alignment in relation to Yi’s description (lines 7, 9 and especially 10 and 

12). Notably, in line 10, Zed bases his claim of alignment on the results of his own 

looking (i.e., boku mo mita [“I saw it too”]). 

In a manner analogous with previously viewed examples, Yi formulates her 

description in lines 5 to 11 as an account of facts (gathered through Yi’s own looking 

or checking, i.e., minagara: [“while watching”]), and formats it as a rational basis for 

further talk through the appending of node:. In line 13, in overlap with Murada’s 

                                                
In other words, in Japanese, the canonically TCU-final placement of the predicate and post-predicate 
interactional particles (such as yo and ne) results in an initial semi-opaqueness as to the action potential 
of an utterance. There are a number of methods Japanese speakers may employ to make the ac-
tion-to-be-performed by a particular utterance visible to co-participants at an earliest possible stage. 
While an involved discussion of such methods is beyond the scope of the present study (see, however, 
Hayashi, 1999, 2004; Tanaka, 1999), it can be noted that one method is to present the action-indicative 
portion of an utterance at a TCU-initial position, and then add other information, such as the subject, 
following the completion of the TCU. Thus, the use of this format in Yi’s lines 3 and 4 works to make 
her utterance visible as an alignment-relevant one at an earliest possible stage of its production. 
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reduplicated alignment claim, Yi ostensibly proceeds with delivery of the talk pro-

jected by her line 11 node:. While displaying some possible trouble with utterance 

formulation (cf. the 1.2 second pause in line 16) followed by a display of realization 

or remembering (cf. the a-token-prefaced self repair in line 17), in lines 17, 18 and 20, 

Yi produces a formulation of analytic opinion. This is accomplished through the use 

of no dewa nai ka to omoimasita (“I thought that this might be the case”). Notably, 

Yi’s opinion-so-formulated also works to display an alignment with, and to reformu-

late Zed’s prior analysis relevant talk, which was also reformulated by Murada in 

lines 1 and 2, and also to reformulate Murada’s lines 1 and 2 formulation of analytic 

opinion. Thus, the present analysis clearly shows how, while analytic opinions were 

framed in terms of individual psychological states (i.e., in terms of what a Participant 

thinks), they were nevertheless collaboratively formulated by the Participants as they 

displayed alignment and endorsement, and so forth, in regard to each other’s con-

tributions to the analysis underway. 

Next, we examine a case of a data analysis jointly negotiated (i.e., revised, 

contested, etc.) by the Participants in their interaction. Whereas, in Excerpt 5.15, the 

Participants jointly worked up their analysis through doing alignment with and build-

ing upon prior talk, in Excerpt 5.16 they work up their analysis through doing opposi-

tion to and revising prior talk. Prior to the excerpt, the Participants were discussing 

the way in which participant R explicitly asks her co-participant if he knows the word 

tye:a (“chair”) even though the co-participant had already failed to display an under-

standing on two just-prior productions of the word by R. Elmer suggests that, follow-

ing the two tries of tye:a, it should have been possible for participant R to replace 

tye:a with a substitute, like seki (“seat”; which is what she eventually does), rather 

than issue an explicit question as to whether or not her co-participant knows tye:a. 
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Then, Yi works up a description of how R was deploying hand gestures in conjunc-

tion with her utterances, and how there was a lack of mutual gaze between the par-

ticipants during R’s initial two productions of the word tye:a. Yi then formulates an 

analytic opinion proposing that R’s deployment of the explicit question tye:a sitteru? 

(“do you know chair? ”) might have been engendered by the lack of gaze. 

 
Excerpt 5.16 
01 E: demo     aite      wa:    wakattenai    tte yu no mo 
  but other.person T  understanding-NG QT say N also 
 
02 Y: [(x-) 
03 E:  (.2) moo [wa-(.2)katteru    koto  dakara:  
    already un- derstanding thing therefore 
 but that the other person doesn’t understand is 
 already an un- derstood thing therefore 
 
04 Y:   [(x) 
05 E:  s- soko de:  m- aette     m-  moo itido kota-  
 th- there at m- go.ahead m- more once  answ-   
 
06   kotaesaseyoo to suru, (.3) imi    ga  nai   node:  
  try.to.make.answer        meaning S  is-NG  so 
 there’s no meaning in trying to go ahead and make  
 him answer an- another time so 
 
07  s- soko de [  sugu: 
 th- there at immediately 
 th- there she can immediately: 
 
08 Y:  [s::ugu, 
   immediately 
   immediately, 
09   (.4) 
10 E: koo hajimerareru.= [sono kotoba wo  
 this  can.begin      that  word   O 
  
11 Y:  [hha:i. 
    yes 
    yes. 
 
12 E: okikaeru¿ 
 substitute 
 like begin. substitute that word¿ 
 
13 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
14 E: [osagyooo.=sore mo:,]   
    work    that also 
 the work of. that also, 
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15 Y: [ tabun juu iti gyo ] me    no ano se- seki tte 
 perhaps ten one line.number M  uhm se- sea  QT 
 perhaps um se- seat in line number ten 
 
16   yu no wa: juu  gyoo me    no hannoo   de   wakatta 
 say N  T  ten line.number M reaction by understood 
 is because she understood from his response in line ten 
 
17   node: (.2) ma    hannoo (wo)(.4) matu hituyoo  
  so         well reaction  O       wait necessity 
 so well that there was no need to wait 
 
18   wa nai n da [ tte yu [koto   ga,  
 T is-NG N C    QT say thing   S 
 is the thing that, 
19 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
20 P:   [u:n. 
    yeah 
   yeah. 
21   (.4) 
22 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
23   (.7) 
24 Y: u:n. (.4) simesareteru n da to omou.  
 yeah        being.shown N  C  QT think 
 yeah. is being shown I think. 
 
25 P: u: [:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
26 M:  [u:n u:n.   
   yeah yeah 
   yeah yeah. 
 
27 Y: (n) desu kedo:  
  N    C    but 
 but 
 
28   (1.9) 
 
 

It can be noted in the first place that Elmer’s talk appearing in lines 1 to 14 of 

the transcript is ostensibly working towards the formulation of an analytic opinion in 

opposition to Yi’s just-prior analysis that gaze is the major factor involved in R’s 

deployment of tye:a sitteru? (“do you know chair?”). In particular, in line 1, Elmer 

begins a new TCU by deploying demo (“but”), which works to suggest that the forth-
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coming talk will deliver an opposition-relevant formulation in regard to the immedi-

ately prior talk (in which Yi had suggested that the main factor involved in the par-

ticipants’ organization of their talk might be gaze). Elmer continues on to assemble a 

description of participant R’s “having understood” that participant M is not familiar 

with the lexical item in question (lines 1 and 3). Then, through the deployment of 

dakara: (“so”), Elmer frames this description-so-formulated as a rational basis for 

further talk. The delivery of this talk is ostensibly embarked upon with the production 

of his lines 5 and 6. However, this utterance is itself followed by node:, which seems 

to function to redirect Elmer’s would-be formulation of opinion in real time into a 

further increment of a formulation of a rational basis for some yet-to-come-forth 

formulation of opinion. Following this, Elmer continues to incrementally build up his 

ostensibly analysis relevant talk in lines 7, 10, 12, and 14. 

It may be noted that Yi does not remain a silent listener during Elmer’s ex-

tended talk. Rather, she produces several contributions in overlap with Elmer (i.e., 

lines 2, 4, 8, and 11). Her contributions in lines 8 and 11 are particularly noteworthy 

in that they work (through co-construction [line 8] and alignment claim [line 11]) to 

display alignment with the position being presented by Elmer’s talk — even though 

that position began life as an ostensible contestation to Yi’s prior talk. Then, in line 15, 

Yi undertakes production of a more substantial utterance. This talk is interesting in 

that it provides a description of participant actions which does not conflict with either 

her own prior analytic opinion in regard to the role of gaze in the deployment of the 

explicit question by R, or Elmer’s lines 1 to 14. Rather, it effectively continues the 

line of Elmer’s talk by describing how participant R deployed the word seki (“seat”) 

immediately following her (participant R’s) production of the explicit question about 

whether or not her co-participant knew tye:a (“chair”). Then, Yi formats this descrip-
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tion as being the rational basis for her subsequent talk through the deployment of 

node:, after which she delivers a post-node formulation of analytic opinion, which 

maintains that the production of seki immediately following the production of the 

explicit question about tye:a makes clear that participant R’s already understood that 

her co-participant did not understand the word tye:a, thus obviating the need to wait 

for a response to the question. As in the previous examples, this analytic opinion is 

formulated in terms of Yi’s psychological state (i.e., what she thinks33), and treats the 

pre-node material as its rational basis (lines 17, 18, 24 and 27). Then, Yi’s 

co-Participants provide multiple claims of alignment in lines 25 and 26 in response to 

Yi’s analytic opinion-so-formulated.  

Thus, the analysis shows that the analytic opinion formulated in Yi’s lines 

17 to 27 is the product of a process of co-negotiation in interaction wherein (a) Yi’s 

prior analysis34 was contested by Elmer, (b) Yi provides a description which aligns 

with and extends Elmer’s lines 1 to 14 talk, (c) Yi formulates an analytic opinion 

based upon this description, (d) in so doing, Yi incorporates Elmer’s opposing view 

into a revised analysis which allows for the role of participant gaze and also accounts 
                                                
33 While Yi’s utterance is hearably complete in terms of prosody and pragmatic force (i.e., it is pro-
duced with falling intonation and ostensibly completes assembly of the action of formulating an opin-
ion) with the line 24 production of simesareteru n da to omou (“I think that it is being displayed”), 
grammatically, it projects a possible appending of additional elements or a recompletion. This is 
because Yi deploys her line 24 verb omou (“think”) in plain form. While the use of plain form is not an 
uncommon occurrence in the data session, utterances are usually not completed with plain form. Rather, 
the Participants overwhelmingly discursively construct the data session as a formal occasion through 
the use of polite (i.e., desu/masu) style.  
 A question then arises as to what is accomplished through Yi’s use of the plain form in line 24. 
In order to answer this question, we must examine the subsequent talk. Three things are to be noted. 
First, in lines 25 and 26, Yi’s co-Participants provide un tokens, which work to claim an alignment of 
acknowledgement of Yi’s opinion-so-formulated. At this point, in line 27, Yi produces (n) desu kedo:, 
which works to recomplete her line 24 in polite style. Finally, in line 28, the Participants jointly treat 
the opinion-sequence as complete by allowing a brief lapse to develop by withholding the production 
of further talk, and then initiating a new sequence (not shown). Thus, the use of plain form in this way 
provides a resource whereby a Participant may effectively complete an utterance while simultaneously 
maintaining a position by which to provide a definitive utterance completion following a monitoring of 
co-Participant response to the initial utterance-so-completed. Though it is not always accomplished 
through resources related to speech style (i.e., plain versus polite form, etc.), such double completion is 
a common feature of the Participants’ formulations of analytic opinion in the data session. 
34 It is worth mentioning that Yi’s prior analysis was, itself, developed in a socially distributed manner 
by Yi and Murada, in particular. 
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for the expectation the participant R should have been able to understand that her 

co-participant did not understand the word vase by the time she issued her explicit 

question about such knowledge, and (e) the co-Participants subsequently endorse Yi’s 

analytic opinion-so-formulated through providing claims of alignment. 

 The analyses of Excerpts 5.15 and 5.16 have thus shown that, rather than 

being a matter of an individual relating the contents of his or her head to a group of 

listeners, doing data analysis at the data sessions, in general, and analytic opinion 

formulation, in particular, are accomplished through an intensely social-interactional 

process. In this way, analytic opinions are jointly built up, revised, aligned with, 

contested, and so forth, across multiple turns at talk as the interaction unfolds in real 

time.  

 

4 Conclusion 

 

 This chapter has provided a comprehensive examination of the Participants’ 

culminating and main practice at the data sessions: doing data analysis. This practice 

has been shown to be built up by the Participants through their joint organization of 

their talk-in-interaction into analytic action-sequences. Furthermore, analytic ac-

tion-sequences have been shown to be co-constituted by the Participants as compris-

ing two major components: (a) factual descriptions of participant actions framed as 

rational bases for further analytic talk, and (b) analytic opinions and characterizations 

based upon the participant-actions-so-described.  

An important characteristic of the Participants’ practice of doing data ana-

lysis that has been pointed up by the analyses above is that it is co-assembled in real 

time by the Participants over the course of their unfolding talk-in-interaction. In other 
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words, doing data analysis at the data sessions is a socially distributed process which 

draws extensively upon the generic organizational aspects of talk-in-interaction (such 

as alignment displays and repair) which provide for the co-accomplishment and 

maintenance of intersubjectivity. The Participants jointly produce their analyses of the 

data in and through, and according to the interactional contingencies of their talk.  

The socially co-constructed nature of analytic action-sequences is most ap-

parent when the Participants treat an absence or other complication in the production 

of any of the components as problematic. In other words, while on the surface it may 

appear that a Participant is reporting some privately conceived and developed infor-

mation to a group of co-Participants, a closer look through the lens of ethnomethod-

ological micro-analysis has revealed that not only are such sequences co-constructed 

in the sense of being jointly accomplished through a Participant’s action production in 

a mutually recognizable format (e.g., description of participant actions as a rational 

basis for further talk) and co-Participant displays of recognition through, for example, 

the deployment of un tokens, but also in the sense of being interactionally negotiated 

through the social processes of implicit or tacit endorsement, and repair (Sacks et al., 

1974; Schegloff, 1992; Schegloff, 2007). A joint interactional focus, for example, is 

accomplished not only through the Participants mutual actions of citing line numbers 

and displaying recognition in regard to the area-so-cited, but also in and through their 

joint treatment of line number citation as being necessary and prerequisite to further 

analysis-relevant talk; as shown in Excerpts 5.2 and 5.3, the Participants regularly self 

or other-initiate repair in instances when line number citation is not forthcoming. This 

has also been shown to be the case in regard to the Participants’ (non-) formulations 

of descriptions of participant actions. In particular, as seen in Excerpts 5.11, 5.12, and 
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5.13, the non-provision of descriptions is treated by the Participants as noticeable and 

problematic.  

In this way, the analyses have clearly demonstrated the Participants’ orien-

tations to their practice of data analysis as requiring its assembly through a specific 

and mutually recognizable grammar, or shared repertoire of interactional procedures 

by which they are able to co-accomplish their interactions as doing data analysis. For 

instance, the Participants have been shown to co-display their understandings for each 

other in regard to specific utterance formats as recognizably functioning to assemble 

specific courses of action implicated in doing data analysis at the data sessions. This 

is clearly observable in the co-Participants’ claims and displays of understanding at 

interactional junctures when the trajectory of the action-under-assembly becomes 

clearly visible as being just that action, that is, co-Participant deployment of un tokens 

or other claims or displays of recognition or alignment in relation to descriptions of 

participant actions marked as the rational basis for upcoming analysis relevant talk 

through the deployment of node (see, e.g., Excerpts 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9). Such rec-

ognitional claims and displays by the co-Participants work to make public their un-

derstandings of and alignment with the action-under-assembly as being relevant to 

and valid for the activity of doing analysis. On the other hand, the Participants have 

also been shown to treat certain action assemblies as problematic, as when the rational 

relationship between Zed’s descriptive talk and analytic characterization was treated 

by his co-Participants as being opaque (Excerpt 5.10). Such instances have provided 

clear interactional evidence of the Participants’ orientation to their activity of doing 

data analysis as being a practice involving and constituted in an through the applica-

tion of a mutually recognizable, describable and specific set of procedures, the devia-
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tion from which is treated as being problematic in terms of mutually valid action 

assembly. 

 Thus, the analyses of this chapter have demonstrated how the Participants 

“talk into being” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 290) and make mutually recognizable for each 

other their practice of doing data analysis. The interactional grammar brought to bear 

on the accomplishment of their interaction as a practice constitutes one part of the 

Participants’ shared repertoire for participation in doing data analysis. Another is 

terminology. In the following two chapters, I focus the analytic lens sharply on the 

ways in which the Participants use certain terminological resources at during their 

participation in doing data analysis. In Chapter 6, I demonstrate how the Participants’ 

use of terminology is implicated in constituting their group as a community, and their 

identities as practitioners within that community. Then, in Chapter 7, I examine the 

ways in which identities are managed and transformed over time through the accom-

plishment of shifts and changes in participatory behavior. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY AND IDENTITY 

 

1 Introduction 

 

 The previous chapter provided an in-depth description of how the Participants 

made their interactional activities at the data sessions mutually visible for each other 

as constituting the practice of doing data analysis. It must not be assumed, however, 

that the interactional co-constitution of a practice necessarily entails the constitution 

of a community, nor of identities within such a community. How the Participants 

organize their group into a community, and in what ways they work up and manage 

identities as practitioners within that community, instantiate empirical questions that 

must be carefully considered. Through the analysis of a number of excerpts from 

interactions at the data sessions, the present chapter provides answers to these ques-

tions. The analyses focus in particular on the ways in which the Participants use 

conversation analytic terminology during their participation in doing data analysis at 

the data sessions, and how such terminology use is implicated in constituting a com-

munity and in working up and managing identities within that community.  

 In the following section, I first describe the types of terminology used at the 

data sessions. As will be seen, the Participants variously deploy Japanese, An-

glo-Japanese (i.e., Japanese terms derived from English), and English terms at differ-

ent points within their talk at the data sessions. I provide examples of each of these 

types of terminology usage and discuss the epistemic stances potentially associated 

with each type. Then, in Section 3, I show that the Participants constitute An-
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glo-Japanese terminology, in particular, as being an unremarkable practical and mat-

ter-of-course interactional resource for their participation at the data sessions. This 

phenomenon is discussed within the framework of ethnomethodology in general, and 

in relation to the 1984 posthumous paper by Sacks, in particular, which suggests that 

“being ordinary” is an ongoing accomplishment. Following this, several instances are 

also examined where, rather than treat their use of terminology as being unnoticeable, 

the Participants are observed to display an interactional attention to the terminology 

through performing repair. I argue that, through this display of interactional attention, 

the Participants are able to make visible for one another their data session group as a 

community, and their co-membership within that community. Then, in Section 4, I 

examine in more detail how the Participants perform categorization work through 

their differential deployment of terminology. Finally, I conclude the chapter with a 

review of the findings, and a discussion of the implications of these for developing an 

understanding of identity and community as being accomplished and managed in and 

through talk-in-interaction. Then, in Chapter 7, I show how the Participants, through 

changing participatory behavior in regard to the deployment of terminological re-

sources across a series of interactional occasions, co-accomplish shifts in their identi-

ties over time. 

 

2 The use of terminology at the data sessions 

 

 One aspect of doing analysis at the data sessions is the use of lexical items to 

name and do reference to participant actions and other phenomena in the data. In their 

study of an interaction at a conversation analytic data session, Antaki, Biazzi, Nissen, 

and Wagner (2008) showed that the participants worked to reformulate their vernacu-
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lar characterizations of the data into technical talk. As we will see below, the Partici-

pants of the present study also work to formulate and reformulate their utterances into 

technical talk. In particular, the Participants are frequently observed deploying vari-

ous types of terminological resources which may be characterized as being specifi-

cally conversation analytic. The conversation analytic terminological resources used 

at the data sessions may be roughly divided into three types, English, Anglo-Japanese, 

and Japanese.1 

 The Japanese lexicon, in general, is characterized by a remarkably high 

volume of words borrowed from other languages. Chinese words, in particular, con-

stitute the largest portion of this borrowing, accounting for approximately sixty per-

cent of the total; words from English comprise the next largest, and rapidly growing 

group of borrowings (Gottlieb, 2005; Shibatani, 1990). According to Shibatani (1990), 

various features of the Japanese language, such as the “lack of nominal inflections 

and the presence of a syllabary writing system,” have resulted in a high ability to 

adopt foreign words into the Japanese lexicon (p. 144). In other words, because the 

Japanese language has no requirement for morphology showing the gender or number 

of nouns, it is free to insert, with no morphological change, foreign words into any 

position in its syntax within which a Japanese noun might appear. Furthermore, as 

opposed to Chinese, for example, because the Japanese language has available a 

syllabary writing system (onto which, in the case of standard Japanese, the phonology 

                                                
1 Most of the terms I refer to simply as Japanese might be more precisely classifiable as Sino-Japanese 
(i.e., Japanese words of Chinese origin). However, one reason for referring to these terms in this 
dissertation broadly as being Japanese, rather than narrowly as being Sino-Japanese, is that they are 
often actually translations of terms from other languages, such as English, fashioned by Japanese 
people using Chinese lexical resources, that is, kanji (i.e., Chinese characters). Generally speaking, 
terms of (apparent) Chinese origin are frequently used in the domains of written and academic lan-
guage. In this sense, the status of these terms within the Japanese language is somewhat parallel the 
status of Latinate terms in the English language (Shibatani, 1990).  
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closely maps), foreign words can also be readily assimilated on a phonetic level.2 

However, not all words are phonetically assimilated to the same degree, and some 

words are used as English words (i.e., with marked English pronunciation or orthog-

raphy) within otherwise Japanese utterances and text. This practice may be observed 

with particular frequency in commercial advertising and the field of information 

technology, for example (Gottlieb, 2005; Shibatani, 1990), though it is not limited to 

these areas.3 

 Speaking specifically of the data set of the present study, the Participants’ use 

of lexical resources at the data sessions exhibits a striking flexibility. That is, the 

Participants freely deploy Japanese, Anglo-Japanese, and, occasionally, English terms. 

There are three points to be noted in relation to this phenomenon. First, a major por-

tion of the Anglo-Japanese terms deployed by the Participants is ostensibly derived 

from English language conversation analytic literature, in particular.4 Furthermore, 

many of these terminological resources seem to have been developed and validated in, 

through, and for interacting at the data sessions. As such, while most of the terms do 

not appear in Japanese dictionaries, and would be unintelligible to speakers of Japa-

nese not participating in the data sessions (or at least who are not familiar with con-

versation analysis in a larger sense), the Participants themselves orient to these terms 

as being unremarkable practical resources for use in their participation at the data 
                                                
2 For brief example, in Japanese, the English computer has been assimilated as konpyuutaa. This 
involves a process of transliteration into what is referred to by users of Japanese as katakana pronun-
ciation. Katakana is the syllabary by which words of foreign origin are typically orthographically 
represented. This process is applicable to any new word encountered. English first (or second) lan-
guage speakers of Japanese occasionally exploit this aspect of Japanese, to varying degrees of success, 
by producing off the cuff katakana pronunciations of English words in order to fill lexical gaps. It may 
also be noted that the Japanese loanwords that result from English-based borrowings are not always 
transparent in terms of lexical mapping or semantic meaning for native speakers of English. 
3 For instance, speakers of Japanese may use English words (pronounced specifically as English 
words) in displays of high education (a practice occasionally observed at the data sessions), or for a 
humorous effect, etc. 
4 It is relevant to note that many of the Participants were semi-active to active consumers of conversa-
tion analytic literature written in English, and frequently cited it during doing data analysis at the data 
sessions. Additionally, they occasionally were observed to engage in extended discussions of their 
readings of this literature with one another. 
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sessions. Second, the Participants also often deploy Japanese, and, less frequently, 

English terminology. Third, there are instances where these three sets of terminologi-

cal resources overlap. That is, there are cases where English, Anglo-Japanese, and 

Japanese terms are available, and occasionally actually differentially used by the 

Participants, to do reference to single concepts or actions.  

 Excerpts 6.1 through 6.3 provide examples of the Participants’ differential use 

of English, Japanese, and Anglo-Japanese terminology, respectively, in referring to a 

single referent: the conversation analytic notion of try marking (see Sacks & 

Schegloff, 1979). Excerpt 6.1 follows a hearing of the audio data, which was provided 

for this data session by Wendy. The Participants are jointly working towards building 

up a description of the manner in which one participant seems to suddenly shift her 

interactional project mid-utterance. The manner in which the participant deployed the 

word kuruma (“car”) just before the apparent shift is afforded special attention by the 

Participants, and their discussion of this area continues on intermittently throughout 

the approximately two hour long data session. We join the interaction in the excerpt 

below with Elmer asking about the characteristics of the intonational contour of the 

participant’s deployment of kuruma. 

 
Excerpt 6.1 
01   (1) 
02 E: .hh [ano kuruma wa:] (.2) ano: t- r- 
 .hh   um    car   T           um   t- r- 
 um as for car um t- r- 
 
03 M:  [(x x x x x)] 
04 E: a- aga (.5) tte (.4)  
 ri- ris      ing 
 
05 Y: oku [ruma.o 
  car. 
 car. 
 
06 E:  [masita kke?= 
    was      Q 
  was it rising?= 
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07 P: =.FFF (.5) 
  .fff 
 .FFF 
 
08 E: tr- [ano tr- try mark (.3) sareteru=  
 tr-  uhm tr- try mark       being.done 
   
09 W:  [okuruma.o un. 
    car    yeah 
 
10 E: =ka do [o ka. 
   Q   how   Q 
 whether or not it was being tr- um tr- try marked. 
 
11 M:  [iya, (.3) 
    no 
   no, 
 
12 E: [s- sare (.) [temasen: yo ne. 
  d-   being.done-NG     P   P 
 it w- wasn’t being huh. 
 
13 M: [n:::. [kuru:: 
  n:::.  car 
 nn. ca 
 
14 Y: [okuruma.o 
   car 
  car. 
 
15 M: [[kuruma. 
   car 
  car. 
 
16 Y: [[o(xx)o [ou:n. kuruma.o 
    yeah   car 
   o(xx)o  oyea:h. car.o 
 
17 W:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yea:h. 
 

 In line 2, Elmer initiates a new sequence in which he first produces a topical 

element, kuruma wa: (“car” + topic marker), which is done in overlap with some talk 

by Murata. Then following a .2 second pause he ostensibly continues on with the 

predication projected by his just-prior topicalization work. After some self repair, he 

incrementally delivers the predication-so-projected, aga (.5) tte (.4) masita kke? 
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(“remind me was it rising?”) (lines 4 and 6).5 In line 5, Yi displays her understanding 

of the trajectory of Elmer’s utterance-in-production by quietly enacting the intona-

tional contour in question. In line 7, one of the co-Participants produces an audible 

display of considering the matter with a labial-fricative inhalation (i.e., .FFF).6 Then, 

following a .5 second silence, Elmer undertakes production of a new TCU in line 8. 

This TCU employs the English term try mark to ask whether or not the participant’s 

production of kuruma employed try marking.  

 On one hand, this action works to reformulate, and ostensibly clarify, Elmer’s 

lines 2, 4, and 6 in technical terms, and thus displays an orientation to, and reflexively 

constitutes the interaction as, doing data analysis at the data session (Antaki, et al., 

2008). On the other hand, Elmer’s utterance is interesting for its use of language 

alternation; Elmer deploys a very distinctly English object, try mark, into his other-

wise Japanese utterance in order to accomplish this technical reformulation. In the 

production of this English language element, Elmer displays a certain understanding 

in regard to his co-Participants. In particular, the alternation in to English works to 

display Elmer’s analysis of his co-Participants as being possibly able to understand 

this particular English term. In this light, it is relevant to note that, in addition to the 

fact that the term try mark is an English language term, it is also a term specific to 

conversation analysis. Thus, Elmer may have assumed that at least some of his 

co-Participants might be familiar with the term through their studies of conversation 

analysis. However, it is also important to note the self repair work prior to his de-

ployment of try mark (i.e., “tr- ano tr-”) and .3 second pause following. These features, 

together with the self repair work and circumlocution in lines 2 through 6, seem to 

                                                
5 Note that Elmer’s self repair in line 2 seems to work to redirect from a production of try mark to 
providing an apparent circumlocution of the concept of try marking, in lines 4 and 6. 
6 For the reader unfamiliar with Japanese interaction, the production of a labial fricative sound is one 
conventionalized device for displaying considering a matter just raised. 
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display an orientation to Elmer’s use of try mark here as being potentially problematic 

on some level.7  

 Elmer’s co-Participants, however, do not take issue with his use of the English 

try mark. Rather, they display their understandings of its situated use on this occasion 

through their opposition relevant work in lines 11 to 17. In other words, in their 

co-production of an opposing description of the intonational contour of the partici-

pant’s production of kuruma, Murata and Yi, in particular, demonstrate (a) a familiar-

ity with the technical notion of try marking as it relates to the intonational contour of 

utterances, and (b) their ability to recognize Elmer’s deployment of try mark as doing 

reference to this particular notion. 

 In Excerpt 6.2 (contiguous to Excerpt 6.1), Elmer publicly specifies the prob-

lematic nature of his just prior use of try mark by requesting a Japanese equivalent. In 

this way, he displays an orientation to the Japanese language as being the medium of 

the interaction on this occasion (see, e.g., Gafaranga, 1999, 2000; Gafaranga & Calvo, 

2001). In response to Elmer’s request, the term sikoo hyoosiki (“try mark”) is col-

laboratively provided by Murata and Yi.  

 Just prior to the excerpt, Murata suggests that the Participants have another 

hearing of the participant’s manner of production of the word kuruma “ (car”), about 

which the possible use of try marking had been brought to issue. We join the interac-

tion as Elmer begins an utterance during a silent space in which the Participants are 

waiting for Wendy to replay her data.  

 
Excerpt 6.2 
01 W:  ((sounds from computer: 16.9 seconds)) 
02 E: try: ma:rk tte yu no wa: (.3) nihongo  
 try   mark  QT  say N  T        Japanese 
 as for try mark 
 

                                                
7 The interactional work accomplished by this self repair is discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.  
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03   de koo (.) nanka yoogo toka: aru n desu 
 in this      DM    term  and    is  N   C 
 is there like some term or something for it 
 
04   ka? [try mark. 
  Q    try mark 
 in Japanese? try mark. 
 
05 Y:  [eeto  ninsiki::= 
   uhm  recognition 
   um recognition 
 
06 M:  [.pth tans- 
   .pth sear- 
    sear- 
 
07 E: =ninsiki?= 
  recognition 
 recognition? 
 
08 Y: =hyoo (.) siki tte: [nanka, 
        mark       QT      DM 
 mark or something, 
 
09 E:  [ninsiki?  
   recognition 
  recognition? 
 
10 M:  [ou:n u:n.o  
   yeah yeah 
   yea:h yea:h. 
 
11   ee: [to kusida san [wa:] 
    uhm  Kushida title T 
 um Mr. Kushida: 
 
12 Y:  [nan da kke. [u:n] hai.= 
   what C    Q yeah  yes 
   what was it.  yeah yes.= 
 
13 M: =s:onna (.)  yaku      sikata wo sitemasu. 
   that     translation method O   doing 
 translates it something like that. 
 
((29 lines omitted)) 
14 Y:  a: koko ni [:, 
  a   here DA 
  ah here, 
 
15 M:  [>^a sikoo  
    a   try 
   a try 
 
16   hyoosiki (da)<.= 
   mark      C 
 mark. 
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17 E: =sikoo hyoo [siki? 
   try     mark 
 try mark? 
 
18 M:  [sikoo hyoosiki (xxx)=  
    try     mark 
   try mark (xxx)= 
 
19 Y:  [a:: a:: ha:i=  
   a    a    yes 
   ah ah yes 
 
20 M:  =so so soo.] 
  that that that 
 right right right. 
 
21 Y:  =ha:i. sikoo] s- n- [s- s- 
  yes     try   s- n-   s-  s- 
 yes. try s- n- s- s- 
 
22 E:  [(x(h)xx) 
23 M: korya  ma: kusida   san  wa  soo  yu 
 this+T DM  Kushida title T  that say  
 this is well Mr. Kushida 
 
24   fuu ni ya [ku       siteru¿ 
 manner translation doing 
 translates it in a manner like that¿ 
 
25 E:  [a::. 
   a 
   ah. 
 
26 Y: u::n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
27 P: [.hhh 
28 Y: [n tyotto niteru   yoo na   kanji  
  n little resemble  like   feeling 
  n he translates it in a way that 
 
29   de  yaku       sitemasu yo ne, 
 by translation doing   P   P 
 resembles the English huh, 
 
30 P:  oun.o 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
 
 In line 1, a 16.9 second gap develops during which Wendy manipulates her 

computer in order to cue up the data. Then, in line 2, Elmer uses this gap between 

Murata’s request and Wendy’s delivery of the requested as a resource by which to 
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open a side-sequence (Jefferson, 1972) in which he first redeploys and topicalizes the 

English element try mark, and then formulates a question in regard to it: “nihongo de 

koo (.) nanka yoogo toka: aru n desu ka” (is there some technical term or something 

for it in Japanese?)?8  

 In lines 5 and 6, both Yi and Murata simultaneously lay claims on the floor by 

undertaking the production of phonological material, eeto (“uhm”) (line 5) and .pth 

(an inhalation preceded by a simultaneous labial and alveolar click), in overlap with 

Elmer’s try mark. Following this, Yi produces ninsiki:: (“recognition”), which is 

marked by a sound stretch. Thus, while Yi’s line 5 proposes to provide an answer to 

Elmer’s question, it simultaneously displays possible trouble with its smooth delivery. 

Murata, on the other hand, produces tans- (likely the beginning of tansaku [“search”]), 

but cuts off in the Participants’ co-negotiation of the floor. Then, in line 7, Elmer 

latches on to Yi’s sound-stretched line 5 with ninsiki?, which provides a display that 

he has been able to hear Yi’s utterance, and also moves to initiate a confirmation 

sequence through its rising intonational contour. Yi latches on to Elmer’s 

latched-on-utterance, however, with the apparent continuation of her line 5 answer 

delivery (line 8). She makes her production, that is, ninsiki hyoosiki (“recognition 

display”), publicly visible as being a provisional candidate answer both through per-

forming epistemic modulation work with tte: nanka (“something like that”), and 

through a subsequent display, though her deployment of nan da kke (“what was it”), 

of working to recall some information (lines 8 and 12).  

In lines 9 and 10, Yi’s nanka is overlapped by Elmer and Murata, who 

move to initiate a confirmation sequence9 in regard to the element ninsiki::, and do 

                                                
8 A further discussion of other actions accomplished by this utterance, and the features of its produc-
tion, are provided in Chapter 7. 
9 While it is not entirely clear, this action by Elmer may actually be an attempt to initiate repair. This is 
because, while Elmer’s question requires a specific Japanese term for the English try mark, Yi’s 
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claiming (minimal; note the lowered volume) alignment with Yi’s candidate answer, 

respectively. Then, in lines 11 and 13, Murata continues on to perform qualification 

work in regard to her alignment-so-displayed. This is accomplished through noting 

that a certain conversation analytic researcher known in common to the group “trans-

lates it as something like that” (sonna yaku sikata wo sitemasu) (line 13). From this 

point, Yi engages in a search through a written document authored by the researcher 

mentioned by Murata, which she (Yi) happened to have in her bag (omitted lines). 

In line 14, Yi claims to have been successful in her search for the term. She 

identifies the location through a pointing gesture with her hand10 and a deployment of 

the deictic term koko (“here”). In line 15, Murata briefly overlaps Yi’s line 14 with 

>^a sikoo hyoosiki da< (“oh it’s try mark”). This utterance not only functions to 

claim a recognition and validation of the term-so-found as being the relevant one,11 

but also to make the term available to Elmer, who is seated on the other side of a table 

(and the other Participant present at this data session, Wendy), and therefore does not 

have visual access to the document in which the term is written. Then, in line 17, 

Elmer displays having been able to pick up the phonological material-so-provided, 

and moves to obtain a confirmatory co-Participant response through the deployment 

of a rising intonational contour. Elmer’s utterance is overlapped with strong claims of 

                                                
candidate answer provides ninsiki hyoosiki (“recognition display”). Notably, ninsiki hyoosiki is a term 
occasionally used by the Participants to do referring to a different interactional phenomenon, i.e., 
participant displays of recognition.   
10 Field notes. 
11 Here, Murata and Yi publicly accomplish a remembering. In lines 15 and 16, Murata overlaps Yi’s 
utterance with >^a sikoo hyoosiki da< (“oh it’s try mark”), which, via its earliness, rapid production, 
and falling intonation, is hearable as (a) displaying a recognition of sikoo hyoosiki as an already known 
but temporarily forgotten term, and (b) as constituting sikoo hyoosiki as the relevant term for which the 
search was taking place. Similarly, in line 19, Yi also treats the term sikoo hyoosiki as being already 
known but temporarily forgotten. Furthermore, Yi’s actions of consulting the article, and subsequently 
reporting the success of her search (line 14), function to demonstrate that (a) she has read the article, 
(b) that she knows that the relevant term is contained in the article, and (c) that she was able to recog-
nize the term as being the relevant one when she found it. Murata also assembles a similar knowledge 
demonstration in lines 23 and 24, where she informs (at least) Elmer that “Mr. Kushida translates it in a 
manner like that¿” Importantly, it this way, these actions by Murata and Yi work to constitute them as 
being relatively knowledgeable in relation to the relevant CA terminology. 
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recognition and confirmation work (apparently in response to Elmer’s line 17) by 

Murata and Yi in lines 18 through 21.  

In lines 23 and 24, Murata assigns sikoo hyoosiki to another researcher, that 

is, Kushida (made prior mention of in line 11), and specifies that the term is a transla-

tion (i.e., yaku; cf. line 24) of English terminology. Thus, this utterance by Murata 

functions to withhold a personal endorsement of sikoo hyoosiki as being a term-in-use 

for referring to try marking within the context of doing data analysis at the data ses-

sions. Elmer receipts this with a:: in line 25. Then, in lines 28 and 29, Yi notes that 

sikoo hyoosiki seems to be a literal translation of the English.12 In this way, Murata 

and Yi both display orientations to sikoo hyoosiki as being a translation. In line 30, 

Yi’s talk engenders a minimal receipt token from one of her co-Participants.  

 Thus, Excerpts 6.1 and 6.2 show the Participants using two different termi-

nological resources in order to refer to try marking, that is, the English try mark, and 

the Japanese sikoo hyoosiki. On other occasions, the Participants were observed to 

deploy yet another terminological resource: the Anglo-Japanese torai maaku and its 

morphological variant, torai maakaa.13 Excerpt 6.3 provides an example of this. 

Approximately five minutes after the end of Excerpt 6.2, Murata briefly leaves the 

room, and Yi, Elmer and Wendy are discussing the data in her absence. Although the 

Participants had already spent a considerable amount of time in working to describe 

one participant’s actions in particular (i.e., the manner and timing of the production of 

kuruma [car]), they seem to be having difficulties with developing a satisfactory 

account, and this leads to more extended discussion.   

                                                
12 Sikoo may be literally translated as try, and hyoosiki as mark. This move by Yi functions minimally 
to demonstrate her understanding of both the Japanese term at hand, and the English term try mark. 
13 The interactional work being accomplished by this differential deployment of terminology is dis-
cussed in detail in Chapter 7. For the present purposes, it will be sufficient simply to make note of the 
fact that the Participants occasionally deploy different types of terminology to refer to identical refer-
ents. 
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Excerpt 6.3 
01 Y: koko de wa jibu [:n ga kore wo  
 here at  T   self     S  this O 
  
02 E:  [o(kuruma)o 
     car 
      car 
 
03 Y:  hassuru noni    futasikasa  ga aru  ka 
  issue towards uncertainty  S exist Q 
 
04   doo ka no mondai (.4) towa (.)  
 how  Q  M  problem       as 
 
05   kikoenai    n desu yo ne,  
 audible-NG N   C    P   P 
 here it’s not audible as that she herself has 
 a problem as to whether or not there is uncertainty 
 towards issuing this ((i.e. kuruma [car])) right, 
 
06   (.4)  
07 Y: kuruma:?= 
 car 
 car? 
 
08 E: =a: [ji- jibun wa yoku:  
  a    se- self  T   well 
 =a (she) herse- herself 
 
09 Y:  [toka dattara: 
    and   if.so 
   if it were like that 
 
10   u:n u:n.=  
 yeah yeah 
 yeah yeah.= 
 
11 E: =wa [karanai  de:  koo  yu  
 understand-NG and this say 
 doesn’t really know and 
 
12 Y:  [wakaranai. 
   understand-NG 
   doesn’t know. 
 
13 E:  yobikata [site ii no?  
 reference do  good N 
 she’s not asking if it’s okay 
 
14 W:  [un u:n. 
   yeah yeah 
   yeah yeah. 
 
15 E: tte [: kiiteru n janakute:]  
  QT     asking  N   C-NG 
 to refer to it like this 
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16 Y:  [u:n. so- sono baai mo]  aru    n  
   yeah th- that case also exist N 
  yeah. there are those cases too 
 
17   desu yo ne, 
   C   P   P 
 right, 
 
18 E: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
19 Y: torai ma [aku tte [yu no wa: 
  try    mark    QT  say N   T 
 as far as try mark goes 
 
20 W:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah 
 
21 E:  [u:n. soo desu ne, 
   yeah that  C   P 
   yeah. right, 
 
22 Y: jibun ga waka (.4) ttete*:*  
 self   S   understanding 
 
23   torai maaku: wo: tukeru baai mo  
  try   mark    O   attach case also 
 
24   aru [n dakedo: (.4) wakaranai- 
 is   N   but         understand-NG 
 there are cases when you yourself don’t 
 know and so you attach a try mark but don’t know- 
 
25 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
26 Y: nakute   aite      ga  ninsiki  siteru  
  and other.person S  recognize doing 
 and whether or no:t the other person 
 
27   ka doo ka: 
 Q  how  Q 
 recognizes the word 
 
28 E: u [:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
29 Y:  [a: kono  hyoogen    de ii no ka [doo ka, 
   a  this expression by good N Q  how  Q 
   ah whether or not this expression is okay, 
 
30 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yea:h. 
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31 Y: dotti demo torae- (.8) 
  whichever interpr- 
  
 
32 E: soo de [su ne, [(xxx ne,) 
 that  C     P           P 
 right, (xxx) huh, 
 
33 Y:  [ru n desu [yo ne, 
   et N   C     P   P 
  one could interpr- et it either way right, 
 
34 W:  [((noise from computer mouse)) 
35 Y: de  soo   yu   koto na n da kedo:,  
 and that say thing C  N  C  but 
 and that’s how things are but, 
 
36   koko de wa soo  yu  torai maa (.3) ka  
 here at T  that say  try   mar     ker 
 
 
37   jana:i kara: [.sss] 
  C-NG    so    .sss 
 the try marker here is not that kind so 
 
38 E:  [u:n.]  
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
39   (.5) 
 

Here the Participants are jointly working to build up a description of their data 

(see Chapter 5). In lines 1 to 5, Yi suggests that the participant’s manner of deploy-

ment of the word kuruma (“car”) is not hearable as indicating that the participant 

herself is unsure about the meaning of the word. In line 5, she deploys desu yo ne, 

which works to make relevant an affirmative co-Participant response. However, there 

are none forthcoming, and following a .4 second pause, Yi begins a new TCU by 

enacting a hypothetical intonational contour that the participant might have employed 

instead of the one that is actually hearable in the data (line 7). Just after Yi produces 

this enactment, Elmer displays a realization or recognition, ostensibly in regard to 

Yi’s lines 1 to 5 suggestion, with a: (line 8), and embarks on substantial talk in over-

lap with Yi’s continuation (lines 8 and 9).  
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 In line 10, Yi withholds further production of substantial talk and shifts to 

producing claims of alignment and working to co-construct Elmer’s utterances, which 

notably demonstrate an understanding of Yi’s lines 1 to 5 suggestion (lines 10 to 15). 

Then, in line 16, Yi produces “sono baai mo aru n desu yo ne,” (there are also cases 

like that right), which confirms Elmer’s understanding-so-displayed, and requests an 

additional confirmation in regard to the matter from Elmer, which is provided with 

u:n in line 18. 

 It is at this point that Yi produces torai maaku (“try mark”) (line 19). One 

notable characteristic of Yi’s production of this object is its fluency, that is, it is ac-

companied by neither pause nor speech perturbation. Another notable characteristic of 

Yi’s production of torai maaku is its clear and distinct Japanese phonology, which 

creates a distinct contrast with Elmer’s just-prior productions of the English try 

mark.14 Yi then goes on to provide an explanation of the interactional functions of try 

marking while explaining that torai maaku refers to an interactional phenomenon not 

being done by the participant in her production of kuruma, to which Elmer offers 

claims of recognition and alignment (i.e., lines 25, 28, 30, and 32). Then, Yi produces 

an additional instance of torai maaku in line 23, and a morphological variant, torai 

maakaa (“try marker”) in line 36. 

 Excerpt 6.1 through 6.3 show the Participants using an overlapping set of 

terminological resources in order to refer to the notion of try marking: try mark, sikoo 

hyoosiki, and torai maaku/torai maakaa. Try mark is an English term. While his use 

                                                
14 It is relevant to mention that Yi is able to speak English with fair proficiency, as is attested by her 
occasional participation in another conversation analytic gathering which maintains an English lan-
guage format. Furthermore, in subsequent data sessions in the current data corpus, Yi uses a distinctly 
English pronunciation in talking about a bit of data that featured a participant alternating into English 
to talk about a picture of an urn that she was asked to discuss with another participant. Thus, it is highly 
unlikely that Yi was incapable of pronouncing try mark with a distinct English phonology. The fact 
that she deploys Japanese phonology in her productions in Excerpt 6.3 functions to make the object 
hearable as an Anglo-Japanese lexical item, and not an English one. 
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of this term during doing data analysis was treated by Elmer as being possibly prob-

lematic (e.g., through his self repairs and circumlocution in Excerpt 6.1, lines 2 

through 6, and 8), his co-Participants do not take issue with the term, but rather de-

monstrate their understandings of it (cf. Excerpt 6.1, lines 11 to 17). Sikoo hyoosiki, 

on the other hand, is a Japanese term. It is the term co-constituted by the Participants 

during a side sequence as being a Japanese translation of the English try mark. Finally, 

torai maaku and torai maakaa are the Anglo-Japanese terms used smoothly and 

matter-of-factly by Yi in Excerpt 6.3 to reference try marking during the Participants’ 

efforts to work up a description for potential use in formulating an analysis. 

  While each of these terminological resources are treated as valid (either im-

plicitly or explicitly) by the co-Participants on the occasions of their deployment, each 

term seems to be associated with a distinct epistemic stance. For example, the use of 

the English term is treated as being bound to an epistemic authority in regard to 

“authentic” conversation analytic terminology (note, for instance, that, in Excerpt 6.2, 

Yi and Murata both refer to the translation of the term into Japanese). Similarly, sikoo 

hyoosiki is provided as an authoritative or “official” translation (by a noted and re-

spected expert in the field), which is retrieved as the result of a search through a 

published article. In this way, Murata and Yi display orientations to the published 

article as a source of epistemic authority. Furthermore, the facts that sikoo hyoosiki 

had to be remembered, and that, in order to accomplish this remembering, a written 

resource was consulted, seem to constitute the term as a relatively formal one. On the 

other hand, torai maaku and torai maakaa are produced by Yi15 without special 

announcement or interactional perturbations, and thus in a manner contrasting with 

                                                
15 In Section 4, I further discuss the Participants’ use of terminological resources for referring to try 
marking. In doing so, additional excerpts from subsequent data sessions at which the notion of try 
marking was discussed by the Participants are also examined (there was no discussion of try marking in 
any of the recorded data sessions prior to the one from which Excerpt 6.3 was taken). 



 251 

the much more hesitant production of try mark by Elmer in Excerpt 6.1, and the 

involved and labor-intensive production of sikoo hyoosiki in Excerpt 6.2. In this way, 

torai maaku and torai maakaa are made visible as being terms-for-practical-use 

during actual participation in the practice of doing data analysis at the data sessions. 

The ways in which the Participants treat certain terms as being unremarkable re-

sources for accomplishing their participation in doing data analysis, in particular, is 

the focus of the following section. 

 In this section, I have discussed the Participants differential deployment of 

English, Anglo-Japanese, and Japanese terminology to do referring to various con-

cepts and actions during their participation at the data sessions. The analyses have 

demonstrated that the Participants display orientations toward different terminological 

resources as being associated with different sets of epistemological attributes. An-

glo-Japanese terminology, for example, was shown to be treated by the Participants as 

a practical resource by which they could work up in talk their practice of doing data 

analysis. Japanese terminology, on the other hand, was shown to be constituted by the 

Participants as a more formal, official resource, which is associated with academic 

writing. Finally, English terminology was shown to be treated as mutually under-

standable, and as being associated with an epistemic authority in regard to conversa-

tion analysis, but potentially problematic in terms of its use as the medium of the 

interaction (see, e.g., Gafaranga, 1999, 2000; Gafaranga & Calvo, 2001). 

 Further questions may be posed in regard to the additional interactional work 

accomplished by the Participants’ differential use of the various terminological re-

sources available to them. How, for example, do the Participants mutually organize 

and co-constitute certain terminological resources as being valued tools for joint 

participation at the data sessions? What is accomplished by the Participants’ differen-
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tial use of terminology in terms of constituting the data session group as a commu-

nity? How is the deployment of terminological resources involved in working up 

identities as practitioners at the data sessions as a community? Each of these questions 

is pursued in the sections below. 

 

3 The use of Anglo-Japanese terms for doing data analysis 

 

 As indicated in regard to Yi’s use of torai maaku/maakaa in Excerpt 6.3, the 

Participants are observed to treat certain terminological resources as being mat-

ter-of-course for accomplishing their participation in the interaction. In the present 

section, further consideration is given to the ways in which the Participants interac-

tionally accomplish certain terminology as being an unremarkable, matter of course 

participatory resource.  

 Ethnomethodology views social order as being an ongoing members’ accom-

plishment (Garfinkel, 1967). Sacks (1984) adopts this stance in discussing how people 

accomplish “being ordinary.” Sacks argues that being ordinary is not a given, and that 

it doesn’t come about by chance or without effort. Rather, he maintains, being ordi-

nary is accomplished by “making a job of, and finding an answer to, how to do ‘being 

ordinary’” (1984, p. 415). In other words, according to Sacks, being ordinary is ac-

complished in and through ongoing members’ work to constitute their actions and the 

states of affairs around them as being unremarkable and usual.  

 In order to bring his point into relief, Sacks submits several negative exam-

ples,16 such as not spending the day staring at a wall, not reacting with undue alarm 

to the presence of police officers in front of a neighborhood store, or not bursting into 

                                                
16 I.e., examples of members not doing certain actions. 
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tears upon hearing about a random car wreck that an acquaintance witnessed. In this 

way, for Sacks, not doing some action is not just an empty void where no action takes 

place, but rather it is an action in and of itself, and a part of the ongoing work per-

formed by members in accomplishing their social reality. In other words, not doing 

the kinds of things listed above is one kind of member’s work oriented to doing being 

ordinary. Conversely, actions such as staring at walls, going into a panic at the routine 

appearance of a police officer, or wailing frantically upon hearing about a car accident 

that a friend saw may work to accomplish being unordinary. Sacks emphasizes, how-

ever, the reflexive nature of doing being ordinary. For example, Sacks argues that the 

putatively routine nature of the appearance of a police officer is not a given, but rather 

that it is accomplished as being routine in and through the ways in which members 

treat the police officer’s presence (e.g., by orienting to the police officer as being 

legitimately present, as having the problem under control, as not being the cause of 

the problem, etc.). 

 The ethnomethodological finding that social reality is accomplished in and 

through ongoing members’ work is relevant to the analyses of this section. As we will 

see below, the Participants treat certain terminology as constituting unremarkable and 

unnoticeable resources whereby to accomplish their participation in the interaction. 

However, in a manner similar to Sacks’ doing being ordinary, the unremarkableness 

of these terms is not a given. Rather, it is accomplished in and through the Partici-

pants’ very treatment of the terms as being unremarkable. To borrow Sacks’ words, 

the terms are constituted as being unremarkable, unnoticeable, and matter-of-course 

through the Participants “making a job of, and finding an answer to” (1984, p. 415) 

constituting certain terminological resources as so being.  
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 In the following excerpt, the Participants are discussing a bit of phonological 

material that had been referred to as laughter in the prior interactional moments. 

While Yi seems to display doubt as to whether or not the material is actually laughter, 

Murata formulates an opinion (see Chapter 5) in regard to the function of the material 

precisely as laughter. As part of her utterance formulation, Murata deploys the An-

glo-Japanese term demonsutoreeto (“demonstrate”), which is used as a verb by being 

coupled with sita (the past tense form of the light verb suru [“to do”]; see, e.g., Tsu-

jimura, 2007 for a discussion of N+suru verbal constructions). It may be noted that 

the everyday Japanese term simesu (“show”) (or possibly jituen teki ni simesu 

[“demonstrate”]) is also available. Thus, Murata’s deployment of demonsutoreeto 

may be examined for the interactional work it accomplishes. The analysis below 

describes the methods-in-talk deployed by the Participants in constituting demonsu-

toreeto as an unremarkable and matter of course participatory resource. 

 
Excerpt 6.4 
01 Y: otyottoo [honto warai [  toka   tyotto   gi-  ] 
   little  really laugh    and    little   doubt- 
  kind of that it is really laughter is kind of doub- 
 
02 M:   [.hh- [u:n::. ni juu  mni  ju-] 
      .hh-  yeah   two ten mtwo te- 
       yeah. twenty mtwen- 
 
03  u:n. ni  juu no kee no warai ni tyotto ts- 
  yeah two ten M  ‘K’  M laugh  D  little st- 
 
04  tumatteru n dakedo: watasi mo. .hh eeto ne:. 
  stumped    N  C-but     me  also .hh  uhm  P 
  yeah. I too am st- stumped over twenty K’s laughter. uhm. 
 
05   (1.7) juu hati  kee (.) no kore< (.7) ga:::. 
         ten eight ‘K’      M  this         S 
  eighteen K’s this is. 
 
06  (2.5) jibun ga  hatuon   ga dekiru koto wo 
          self  S pronounce S   can     N    O 
 
07   demonsutoreeto sita n da to yu fuu ni: .hh 
  demonstrate     did  N  C QT say manner  .hh 
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08  torareta tte yu koto ga juu kyuu eru de 
  taken    QT say  N    S ten nine  ‘L’ by 
 
09   wakatta   koto ni £taisite no warai kana, 
  understood N     toward     M   laugh   P 
 
10   tte yu fuu ni omotteru [no ne? ima. .hhh] 
  QT say  manner thinking P  P    now  .hhh 
  laughter toward that she understood by L’s line eighteen  
  that she was taken as having demonstrated that she can do the  
  pronunciation is like what I’m thinking now you know? .hhh 
 
11 Y:   [a : : :   hhai.] 
          a      yes 
          ah yes. 
 
 

 In line 1, Yi produces an utterance which seems to be headed toward express-

ing a doubt as to whether or not the phonological material produced by the participant 

is indeed laughter (cf. tyotto honto [“kind of is it really”], and gi-, which is almost 

certainly the beginning of gimon [“doubt”]). She undertakes her line 1 with tyotto, 

which is produced in a low volume. Then, in line 2, apparently not having noticed 

Yi’s low-volume turn beginning (or possibly mistaking it for self-directed talk; see 

Chapter 4), Murata takes an inbreath in overlap with Yi’s honto (“really”). Once it 

becomes clear that Yi is undertaking a substantial, other-directed utterance however, 

Murata cuts off mid inbreath. Then, once Yi has finished production of warai 

(“laughter”), Murata deploys u:n:: (“yeah”) (discussed further in the following para-

graph). Murata immediately follows this with the beginning of a line number citation 

in overlap with the last part of Yi’s line 1, ni juu mni ju- (“twenty mtwen-”), after 

which both Yi and Murata cut off in their co-negotiation of speakership. Then, in line 

3, Murata deploys u:n (“yeah”), which both works to acknowledge Yi’s abandoned 

utterance and moves to continue her (Murata’s) own talk undertaken in line 2; Murata 

notably formulates her line 3 exactly as a restart of her cut-off line 2 utterance through 

redoing ni juu (“twenty”) (Schegloff, 1987; 2000).  
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 Murata’s initial TCU in lines 2 to 4 is formatted on the surface as an alignment 

with Yi’s line 1 (cf. watasi mo [“me too”]). However, a closer examination reveals 

this TCU to be doing something quite different. Consider that Yi’s line 1 is the begin-

ning of a formulation of doubt as to whether or not the participant is indeed laughing. 

This trajectory is made visible from the outset of the production of Yi’s utterance 

through the deployment of tyotto honto warai (“kind of is it really laughter”). It is at 

this point, precisely upon Yi’s completion of the element warai, that Murata under-

takes her talk in overlap with Yi (line 2). Furthermore, Murata’s deployment of u:n:: 

(“yeah”) at this point works to claim that the forthcoming talk will have a bearing 

upon warai. This is accomplished through its precise placement and the sound stretch, 

which seem to provide emphatic acknowledgement specifically in regard to the object 

warai. These features of the beginning of Murata’s utterance work to locate warai 

(rather than talk about the doubtfulness of it) as the base upon which the relevance of 

Murata’s forthcoming talk is to rest. In this way, the positioning of Murata’s TCU 

beginning is delicately designed to accomplish the specific interactional work of 

selecting warai as the relevant item in Yi’s line 1 while simultaneously sidelining 

doubt-relevant talk. Then, in line 3 Murata produces ni juu no kee no warai (“K’s 

laughter in line twenty”). Importantly, this utterance explicitly and unproblematically 

categorizes the participant’s action precisely as laughter. This manner of categoriza-

tion suggests that Murata’s forthcoming talk is to pursue an interactional project very 

different from Yi’s, which, as noted above, is headed toward working up a charac-

terization of the participant’s actions as possibly not being laughter.  

 Concurrently, Murata’s lines 2 to 4 also project further, possibly extended talk. 

This projection is accomplished through a constellation of features in the talk. First, 

Murata’s utterance is positioned to begin in overlap with Yi’s talk well prior to a TRP 
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(which might possibly occur somewhere near the end of the cut off version of gimon 

[“doubt”] in line 1), and, as discussed above, in a manner which clearly selects Yi’s 

warai as a warrant for undertaking its production at that specific time in the interac-

tion. These features suggest that there is to be talk forthcoming in relation to warai. 

Second, as already noted, Murata’s talk moves to initiate a course of action focused 

around detailing the nature of the participant’s actions as laughter. It is within this 

action framework that Murata says tumatteru n dakedo: watasi mo (“I too am 

stumped”). In the first place, this element formulates a psychological state (i.e., being 

stumped), which potentially makes relevant an explanation of details in relation to 

it.17 Furthermore, Murata employs a n dakedo utterance format, which functions at 

the discourse pragmatic level to indicate that there may be some explanation due in 

regard to the material preceding it.18 Finally, Murata bridges over the TRP which 

occurs with her production of watasi mo with an inbreath, at which point she deploys 

eeto ne: (“uhm”). This object seems to function as a pre-telling in a manner analogous 

with the English uh(m) (see Schegloff, 2007, 2010). Thus, this constellation of fea-

tures works to project possibly extended talk relating to the how and why of being 

stumped over the participant’s actions-categorizable-as-laughter. Notably, Murata’s 

co-Participants display their understandings of Murata’s lines 2 to 4 as so functioning 

through abstaining from self selection, which results in a 1.7 second silence (line 5). 

 Murata undertakes delivery of the talk so projected in line 5. This talk is de-

livered incrementally, beginning with a line number citation (see Chapter 5), juu hati 

kee (“eighteen K”), which is followed by a micropause and the elements no kore< (.7) 

ga::: (possession marker + “this” + subject marker). The abrupt end of kore, the 

ensuing .7 second pause, and the sound stretch on ga function to display trouble in 
                                                
17 Cf. I’m confused, I’m angry, I’m sad, etc. All of these utterances are treatable as requiring an ex-
planation of details in relation to them, e.g., why one is confused, angry, sad, etc. 
18 I am indebted to Dina Yoshimi for this insight. 
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regard to formulating the utterance. Following this, a 2.5 second silence occurs. This 

long silence is positioned following the production of ga:::, which instantiates a point 

of highest grammatical control (i.e., a point within a TCU where the grammatical 

structure strongly projects utterance continuation; see, e.g., Lerner, 1996; Tanaka, 

1999). Notably, Murata’s co-Participants refrain from self selection during this si-

lence and thereby display their understandings that speaker change is not relevant at 

this point. 

 In line 6, Murata undertakes the continuation made relevant by her line 5 ga:::. 

Here, Murata produces a multiple TCU utterance – formatted as an opinion (see 

Chapter 5) with the line 10 omotteru (“thinking”) – which continues through line 10. 

This extended utterance is characterized by its strikingly smooth production. It is 

produced within two breath units. The first breath unit begins with jibun in line 6 and 

ends with ni: in line 7, notably pushing past a first TRP which occurs with sita in line 

7. The second unit begins with torareta in line 8 and ends with ima. in line 10. Fol-

lowing each of these breath units, Murata takes a strong inbreath (lines 7 and 10), an 

action which works to throw into relief the heightened momentum of her utterance 

production in lines 6 through 10. 

 It is within this smoothly produced utterance that Murata deploys the object 

demonsutoreeto sita19 (“demonstrated”), an Anglo-Japanese term ostensibly deriving 

from the English conversation analytic term demonstrate20 (see Sacks, 1992 for a 

discussion of the technical CA notion of demonstrate, and the related term claim). 

                                                
19 For the reader unfamiliar with Japanese verb morphology, this element is constructed by coupling 
demonsutoreeto with the past tense form of the light verb suru (“to do”), that is, sita. 
20 Interestingly, this term, per se, does not appear in any of my standard usage Japanese dictionaries (cf. 
demonsutoreesyon [“demonstration”], which does have an entry, but is used in the senses of protest 
demonstration, and demonstration for the purposes of advertising), nor has it been accepted by any of 
my non-conversation analyst Japanese colleagues. Thus, it seems that this term is an interactional 
resource that has been worked up and ratified by the Participants in reference to English conversation 
analytic literature, and in and through their past participatory experiences at the data sessions and other 
joint interactions.  



 259 

The absence of hesitation prior to the deployment of this object, its seamless integra-

tion into the flow of the utterance, and the following continued smooth utterance 

production are all features which work to make Murata’s deployment of demonsu-

toreeto visible as unproblematic, unremarkable, a matter of course, and so forth — 

that is, as invisible.  

 Then, in line 10, Murata deploys no ne? ima. .hhh, which functions to request 

a co-Participant acknowledgement of the talk-up-to-now, while simultaneously indi-

cating that actual speaker transition is not yet relevant (indeed, Murata continues on 

with further descriptive talk following Yi’s line 11). Yi receipts Murata’s talk in line 

11 by overlapping the end of Murata’s line 10 with a claim of change of state 

(Heritage, 1984) via the deployment of a::: followed by an acknowledgement token 

hhai (“yes”). Notably, neither Yi nor Murata’s other co-Participants move to initiate 

repair on Murata’s line 7 demonsutoreeto at this point, nor do they do so in the sub-

sequent talk following the excerpt. In this way, Murata’s use of demonsutoreeto is 

co-constituted by both Murata and her co-Participants as being an unnoticeable and 

unremarkable event. 

 The following two excerpts provide further examples of how the Participants 

treat Anglo-Japanese terms as being an invisible and unremarkable resource for their 

participation in doing data analysis at the data sessions. Excerpt 6.5, shows a portion 

of the lines omitted from Excerpt 5.10. Prior to the excerpt, Zed had noted an area in 

the data where he claimed that the participants could have accomplished a topical 

shift but did not. Zed formulates a description of the area and then produces an ana-

lytic characterization which is subsequently problematized by the co-Participants in 

regard to its rational relationship with Zed’s prior descriptive talk (see Chapter 5). In 
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Excerpt 6.5, Yi requests a clarification in regard to Zed’s analysis-so-formulated, and 

in the course of providing a response, Zed deploys the term ripea (“repair”). 

 
Excerpt 6.5 
01 Y: nana  juu nana     gyoo me   de   hoka no otoko no 
  seven ten seven line.number at other M   male   M 
  at line number seventy-seven ‘is it another 
 
02   ko   desu ka? tte yu koto de: (1.1) doo  
  child C    Q   QT say thing by        how 
  boy?’ by saying this how 
 
03   owarase:reba ii   ka ga?  
  cause.to.end good Q  S 
  to end it is? 
 
04   (.6) 
 
05   ((sound of pages turning)) 
 
06 Z: soo. (.2) de(h)su ne, nanka nana .hh (.8)  
  that          C      P     DM  seven .hh 
  right. let’s see, like seven 
 
07   k- ko- koko de wa: ano hanashi wo tenkan  
  k- ko- here at T    um   talk    O  change 
  h- he- here um changing the topic 
 
08   shite mo ii  desu kedo: .hh [kore wo (.4)  
  alright.to.do C    but   .hh  this O 
  would be alright but this 
 
09 Y:  [u:n. 
    un 
    yeah. 
 
10 Z: mae   no hanashi (watashi wa) wakarimashita yo  
  front M   talk        I     T     understood    P 
 
11   tte yu: .h koto shimesu tame ni kono nana  juu  
  QT  say  .h thing show   so.that this seven ten 
  in order to show that ‘I understood the prior talk’ this line number seventy 
 
12   nana    gyoo me  no .hh [hoka  no otoko no ko  
  seven line.number M .hh other M  male  M child 
  seven ‘is it another boy?’ 
 
13 Y:  [a::. 
     a 
    ah. 
 
14 Z: desu ka? tte yu    yoo na (.) ma ripea tte yu ka 
    C   Q   QT  say appearance   DM repair QT say Q 
  this kind of well repair or 
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15   .hh sono*:* watashi wa  rikai    siteiru tte  
  .hh that        I     T comprehend doing   QT 
  that ‘I understand’ 
 
16   yu     yoo na (1) situmon wo sita n desu yo ne?  
  say appearance   question O  did  N   C    P    P 
  he asked this kind of question, you know? 
 
17   (2) 
 
 
 In line 14, Zed deploys ripea (“repair”) as part of his response to a request 

by Yi in lines 1 to 3. In these lines, Yi identifies an area on the transcript via line 

number citation followed by a description of the participant’s actions. She then de-

ploys tte yu koto de:, which works to formulate the preceding description as the basis 

for further talk (see Chapter 5). At this point, while maintaining grammatical control 

of the turnspace, Yi allows a 1.1 second pause to develop, after which she deploys a 

recycled bit of Zed’s talk prior to the excerpt, that is, doo owarase:reba ii ka (“how to 

end it”) with a rising intonation (line 3). Notably, Yi’s utterance is grammatically 

incomplete in that it ends with the subject particle ga, which projects a following 

predicate. As such, Yi’s utterance hearably requests Zed to provide its grammatical 

completion (see Koshik, 2002 for a discussion of a similar device in a pedagogical 

context; see also Hayashi, 2003 on joint utterance completion in Japanese). In this 

way, Yi’s lines 1 to 3 are hearable as constituting a request for clarification in regard 

to the talk Zed has based upon his description of participant actions (partially refor-

mulated here by Yi in lines 1 and 2).  

 Yi’s clarification request is followed by a .6 second pause which is filled 

with the sound of pages turning. Then, in line 6, Zed produces soo (“right”), which 

seems to treat Yi’s lines 1 to 3 as a request for confirmation rather than clarification. 

However, following a .2 second pause during which Yi provides no indication of 

uptake in regard to Zed’s confirming soo, Zed undertakes the production of additional 

talk. He does this by first deploying de(h)su ne, which works to reformat his soo as 
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the device soo desu ne — a device typically deployed in a response-initial position to 

indicate that the producer is thinking about how to respond. Thus, Zed’s utterance is 

reformulated on the fly as a response-in-preparation rather than as a declarative con-

firmation. Then, Zed continues by indicating forthcoming substantial talk with nanka 

(Murayama, 1999; see also Chapter 5) followed by the beginning of a line number 

citation, that is, nana (“seven”; cf. line 1). At this point, however, Zed inhales and 

then allows a .8 second pause to develop. Then, after engaging in a round of self 

repair, Zed produces the deictic term koko, which hearably indexes Yi’s line number 

citation in line 1, and goes on to assess the participants’ interaction at the loca-

tion-so-identified as having reached a juncture where topic change would be possible 

(lines 7 and 8). This assessment is appended by kedo: (“but”), which seems to project 

further, possibly contrasting talk (line 8). The talk-so-projected is ostensibly under-

taken with kore wo, but following this, there is a .4 second pause, after which Zed 

seems to redirect mid-stream by undertaking talk ostensibly explaining features of the 

talk which would indicate that it is at a juncture of possible topic change. In particular, 

he suggests that the participant’s question “hoka no otoko no ko desu ka?” (another 

boy?), which Yi also cites in lines 1 and 2, was deployed in order to display the par-

ticipant’s understanding of the prior talk (lines 10 to 12). Yi claims a recognition or 

understanding in following Zed’s lines 11 and 12 deployment of a line number cita-

tion (line 13). 

 It is at this point, in line 14, that Zed produces ripea (“repair”). This item 

is produced following a micropause, prefaced by the discourse marker ma, which 

potentially functions to display a tentative stance in relation to the material following 

it, appended with the self repair initiation relevant tte yu ka (“or rather”) (Rosenthal, 

2008) and followed up with a reformulation of Zed’s just prior suggestion that the 
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question is was designed to display an understanding of the prior talk. These features, 

taken together, work to indicate that Zed has deployed the term ripea as a provisional 

nomenclature for the participant’s actions, which is subsequently replaced with the 

formulation in lines 15 and 16 about the participant’s understanding of the prior talk 

(see Rosenthal, 2008 in regard to the use of tte iu ka in initiating self repair). It is 

important to note, however, that the term ripea is deployed here in a smooth, unhesi-

tant manner within the unbroken and unperturbed intonational contour of the phrase 

ma ripea tte yu ka (“well repair or rather”) In this way, Zed treats the term as an 

unproblematic and matter-of-fact solution to his interactional business of providing a 

provisional name for the participant’s actions. In other words, while he treats as prob-

lematic the applicability of the term as a final name for this participant’s actions on 

this particular occasion, he simultaneously treats the term as a transparent and un-

problematic interactional resource. 

 An additional example of the Participants’ matter-of-fact terminology use 

may be examined. In Excerpt 6.6, the Participants are working with a bit of data 

provided by Wendy. The excerpt begins with Murata describing an utterance made by 

one of the participants. 

 
Excerpt 6.6 
01 M: <nansyuu made wa- u- u-  
  Nanzhou until T  u-  u- 
 <until Nanzhou is- u- u- 
 
02  soo. nansyuu made  wa:> .h  
 that Nanzhou until T    .h 
 right. until Nanzhou is 
 
03  de  kore  tyo-     kugireteru n  
 and this little-  segmented  N 
 and this is a lit- segmented 
 
04  desu yo ne? 
   C   P   P 
 right? 
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05  (.2) 
 
06 W: ha:i. 
 yes 
 yes. 
 
07 M: jissai ni wa [: so]no< .hhh= 
 actuallity T      that  .hhh 
 in actuallity that 
 
08 W:  [u:n.] 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
09  =.hh 
 
10  (.6) 
 
11 M: eet::o: de: .hh  tabun   kore  
 uhm      and .hh perhaps this 
 uhm and let’s just say that this 
 
12  teringu no   totyuu   na no ne? 
 telling M  middle.of  C   N  P 
 is the middle of a telling okay? 
 
13 W: ha:i. 
  yes 
  yes. 
 
 

 In line 1, Murata quotes a portion of the participant’s utterance: “nansyuu 

made wa” (until Nanzhou + topic marker). However, Murata produces the topic 

marker wa in a slightly cut off manner, and follows with an initiation of self repair, 

which she completes in line 2 by redoing the participant’s utterance as “soo. nansyuu 

made wa:” (right. until Nanzhou + topic marker).21 Following this, Murata does a 

short inbreath (line 2), and undertakes the production of additional talk, which is 

made visible as her own talk, rather than as further quotation, via an increase in pace 

relative to the just prior talk (lines 3 and 4). In line 4, she deploys desu yo ne?, which 

functions to request a co-Participant affirmation in regard to the existence of a slight 

                                                
21 It is unclear here whether Murata is again reading from the transcript or simply repeating the pho-
nological material which resulted from her initial reading aloud. It may be noted, however, that a 
comparison of my transcription of Murata’s utterance with the transcript of the participant’s utterance 
to which Murata is referring reveals that the two are virtually identical, down to the detail of the 
duration of the sound stretch, which is indicated in both transcripts by a single colon. 
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break in the participant’s utterance. This is supplied by Wendy (the data provider) 

following a .2 second silence. At this point, in line 7, Murata undertakes an utterance 

by saying jissai ni wa: sono< (“in actuality that”), which appears to be an extension 

of her TCU in lines 3 and 4 (see Tanaka, 1999), possibly in orientation to the minimal 

nature of the co-Participant response. Then, in line 8, Wendy delivers an additional 

acknowledgement token, u:n (“yeah”), which seems to work to reinforce her line 6 

ha:i (“yes”). Precisely upon the completion of Wendy’s u:n, Murata abruptly ends her 

line 7 extension-under-production with no<, and does an inhalation, to which Wendy 

latches on with an inhalation of her own.  

 In line 10, the Participants allow a .6 second silence to occur in their talk, 

which seems to be the result of Murata and Wendy displaying their orientations to 

each other’s inhalations in lines 7 and 8, respectively, as possibly indicating that 

further talk is forthcoming. Then, in line 11, Murata breaks the silence with eet::o de: 

(“uhm and”), followed by an inhalation. These elements simultaneously (a) make a 

provisional claim on the floor while allowing a space, absent of substantial talk, for 

monitoring for possible overlap due to simultaneous utterance beginnings by her 

co-Participants, and (b) move to continue her previous line of action (i.e., producing a 

description of the participant’s actions). Following this, Murata continues her TCU by 

inhaling and saying tabun kore teringu no totyuu na no ne? (“let’s just say that this is 

in the middle of a telling okay? ”). In the first place, this utterance hearably projects 

further talk. This hearability seems to be accomplished primarily through Murata’s 

deployment of na no ne? (line 12), which functions to frame the talk preceding it as a 

point being made up front (and thus in relation to which an explanation is to follow), 
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and to solicit a co-Participant acknowledgement in regard to this point.22 A second 

point to be noted is that Murata here deploys teringu (ostensibly derived from the 

English telling). Teringu does not appear in standard Japanese dictionaries, and does 

not seem to be a part of the standard Japanese lexicon.23 Importantly, regardless of 

this non-standard status, Murata smoothly deploys teringu in line 12 embedded within 

the larger intonational contour of the TCU. Furthermore, there is no co-Participant 

orientation to teringu as being a trouble source, or as being problematic in any way. 

Rather, it appears to be treated here as completely unnoticeable and unremarkable. In 

this way, teringu is co-constituted by the Participants as a matter of course practical 

terminological resource for their participation on this interactional occasion. 

 In this section, I have demonstrated how the Participants treat their deploy-

ment of Anglo-Japanese terminology as an unnoticeable and unremarkable event. The 

analyses have made plain a number of the methods deployed by the Participants in 

accomplishing their terminological use as being matter-of-course. In particular, the 

Participants have been shown to deploy no special announcements, indications, or 

speech perturbances in association with their use of such terminology. Rather, they 

seamlessly embed the terminology within the intonational contour of their utterances. 

Furthermore, the co-Participants were shown to withhold the initiation of repair or 

other such overt displays of orientation toward the terminology-so-used. It is impor-

tant to emphasize the fact that the unremarkable nature of certain terminology as used 

by the Participants is not a natural given. Rather, it is an accomplished reality, brought 

                                                
22 The talk following line 13, which Murata seems to deliver in relation to the projection work in lines 
11 and 12, is discussed in the following section. 
23 It has been unintelligible for all of the non-conversation analyst Japanese colleagues whom I have 
shown it to so far (n=8). Furthermore, a Google search performed on April 12, 2011 using the search 
term テリング (teringu) did not produce any results for this item per se. The search did turn up about 
185,000 results for the compound term sutoorii teringu (deriving from the English story telling). It 
should be noted, however, that when written in Japanese, sutoorii teringu is treated orthographically as 
a single lexical unit, i.e., ストーリーテリング (sutooriiteringu). 
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about in and through the Participants’ courses of action (which are inclusive of with-

holding certain actions) during their participation in the interaction (see Sacks, 1984).  

 In the following section, I discuss the Participants’ interactional organization 

of their deployment of terminology, and how this organizational work functions to 

make visible for one another (a) the data session group as a community, and (b) their 

identities in relation to that community. 

 

4 Terminology use and identity in the community 

 

4.1 Self repair and constructing an identity as a practitioner 

 

 Having developed an understanding of how the Participants treat certain terms 

as being an invisible and unnoticeable resource for their participation in doing data 

analysis, we may now examine some cases where the invisible is made visible as the 

Participants display orientations to the terms they deploy. In particular, the analyses 

examine the Participants’ use of self repair as a device for organizing their use of 

terminological resources. I will begin by noting that, while the Participants very rarely 

apply other repair on the terminology used during their interactions (cf. Excerpt 7.10 

for an ostensible example of other repair), there are a number of instances in my data 

corpus where they apply self repair by replacing one term with another within their 

own utterances.  

 A point that requires consideration in relation to this kind of self repair by the 

Participants is the fact that, in most instances, the terminology which becomes the 

target of the Participants’ self repair work is mutually understandable for all 

co-present. In other words, in many cases, it is not possible to attribute the targeting 
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of the self repaired terminology to any issues of intelligibility. In this way, the use of 

certain terms rather than others does not usually seem to warrant the somewhat inter-

actionally drastic measure of other repair (see, e.g., Schegloff, 2000b; Schegloff, 

Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). Rather, there appears to be an order of organization be-

yond mutual intelligibility being oriented to by the Participants’ repair work. In par-

ticular, through carrying out self repair on the terms they use, the Participants consti-

tute certain terminology as being a valued resource for accomplishing participation in 

their practice of doing data analysis at the data sessions, and publicly display for one 

another an orientation to using the terminological resources valued by the group 

during their participation in this activity. In this way, the Participants co-constitute 

their group as a community with specific and interactionally valued joint resources for 

engaging in their practice. Furthermore, through displaying orientations to using the 

valued resources of the community, the Participants simultaneously and reflexively 

make visible for one another their joint membership in the community. 

 In Excerpt 6.9, below, we examine how, through engaging in self repair op-

erations, Yi treats the Anglo-Japanese term ripea (“repair”) as being a valued termi-

nological resource for participating in doing data analysis relative to the synonymous 

Japanese term syuufuku (“repair”). As a preliminary matter, however, it will be help-

ful to first consider the kinds of orientations the Participants are observed to display 

regarding the use of these two terms (i.e., ripea and syuufuku). It may be noted, in the 

first place, that there are apparently unproblematic instances of the use of both of 

these terms within my data corpus. A question may be posed, therefore, as to the 

kinds of interactional work being accomplished by the differential deployment of 

these terms. Excerpts 6.7 and 6.8 present a perspicuous case wherein both ripea and 

syuufuku are deployed by the same Participant, Yi, at different times during the same 
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data session. We may therefore examine these two instances in terms of the work 

being accomplished by them in terms of the constitution of the Participants’ main 

practice of doing data analysis, and other interstitial activities. 

 Prior to Excerpt 6.7, the Participants had been working up an analysis of one 

participant’s deployment of the device mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”) in a bit of 

data provided by Wendy. The Participants treat the joint production of an analysis of 

the data as being challenging, and the interaction comes to be punctuated with si-

lences and ostensibly self directed utterances. In the excerpt, Yi shifts for a moment 

into the production of overtly other directed speech working to expand the analysis 

through a comparison to other instances of the deployment of this device, and subse-

quent responses to it, in her own data corpus. 

 
Excerpt 6.7 
01 Y: ode tugi ni kuru no wa: mimasita ka.o  
 and next D  come N   T    saw 
 and the next thing to come i:s ‘mimasita ka.’ 
 
02   (1) 
 
03 Y: .hh mi- u- sugu wa   mitenai     tte 
 .hh mi- u- soon T haven’t.seen  QT 
 
04   yu no wa  amari:  .hh (.3) nakatta    n 
 say N T  not.very .hh    didn’t.exist N 
 
05   desu kedo: >watasi ga motteru 
   C   but      I      S  holding 
 
06   dee [ta ni mo<     mitenai    no wa: (.) 
   data  D  also haven’t.seen  N  T 
 mi- u- ‘mitenai’ does not really exist  
 in my data also ‘mitenai’ is 
 
07 M:  [u:n un. 
   yeah yeah 
  yeah yeah. 
 
08 Y: nakutte:  
 not.existing           
 non-existent 
 
09   (1.3) 
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10 Y: nanka (.) ripea inisieesyon wo su [ru.  
  some      repair initiation  O     do 
 like the participant does a repair initiation. 
 
11 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
  yeah. 
12   (.4) 
 
13 M:  un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
14 Y: wa toozen,  
 T of.course 
 
15  (.3) 
 
16 M: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
17  (.4) 
 
18 Y: nobiru si:  
 stretch and 
 that of course stretches it out and 
 
19  (.5)  
 
20 Y: okono mi- (.6) mita.o  
  this sa-       saw 
 this mi- (.6) ‘mita’. 
 
 
 In line 1, Yi produces an ostensibly self-directed utterance describing the 

participant’s response to his co-participant’s deployment of mimasita ka? (“did you 

see it?”), that is, mitenai (“I haven’t see it”). This is followed by a 1 second silence, 

after which Yi takes an inbreath and undertakes the production of a hearably other 

directed utterance (cf. the raise in volume, and the self repair, which may be designed 

to solicit co-Participant gaze [see, e.g., Goodwin, 1979, 1980]24). Then, in her talk in 

lines 3 through 8, Yi formulates a multi-TCU turn which compares the data at hand 

(provided by Wendy) to similar instances in Yi’s own data corpus. In particular, Yi 

notes that, in her data, she has no instances of the immediate deployment of mitenai 

                                                
24 A lack of video data, however, makes it impossible to develop a definitive analysis of this point. 
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(“I haven’t seen it”) in response to the question mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”) (lines 

3 to 8).  

 Then, following a 1.3 second pause (line 9),25 Yi begins a new TCU in line 10 

with nanka (“like”), followed by a micropause — a device which, as noted in Chapter 

5, potentially projects a forthcoming explanation or elaboration, and so forth. Then, in 

line 11, Yi says ripea inisieesyon wo suru (“the participant initiates repair”). This 

utterance functions to elaborate on her prior talk, which noted the non-existence in her 

data corpus of a mitenai (“I haven’t seen it”) reply in response to the question mima-

sita ka? (“did you see it?”). In particular, Yi’s utterance following nanka specifies the 

phenomenon that does occur in her data corpus following the issuance of mimasita 

ka?, that is, repair initiation. Murata receipts this elaboration with u:n (“yeah”) in line 

11.  

 These actions by Murata and Yi are in keeping with the ways in which the 

Participants treat the deployment of Anglo-Japanese terminology as being unnotice-

able and unremarkable, as shown in the analyses of the prior section. In other words, 

Yi’s use of the term ripea inisieesyon is not overtly oriented to by the Participants as 

being problematic. Rather, it is treated as being a practical resource for participation 

in the practice of doing data analysis. For instance, Yi’s manner of production func-

tions to treat the deployment of ripea inisieesyon as being a matter-of-course solution 

to the interactional task of naming participant actions. Similarly, in her response to 

                                                
25 Note that in line 8, Yi deploys an RR (cf. the emphasis and sound stretch deployed at a point of 
pragmatic completion) which is followed by a 1.3 second silence space in line 9. However, rather than 
pursue a co-Participant response (e.g., via a repeat or account) Yi seems to move forward in line 10. 
There are several points to note in regard to this phenomenon. First, Yi’s lines 6 and 8 seem to be a 
redo of her lines 3 to 5, following the hurried insertion of watasi ga motteru deeta ni mo (“in my data 
also”). Just prior to this insertion, in line 5, Yi clearly produces an RR with her deployment of kedo:. 
Second, Murata provides the response-so-requested in line 7, at the precise moment when it becomes 
clear that Yi is speaking of her own data (thus retrospectively accomplishing a pragmatic completion of 
Yi’s lines 3 through 5). In this way, a co-Participant response has already been provided for the utter-
ance Yi redoes in lines 6 and 8. Furthermore, it is possible that a non-verbal co-Participant response is 
provided during the 1.3 second silence at line 9. If this were the case, such a co-Participant response 
would function to refresh the co-Participant response already provided in line 7. 
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Yi’s talk, Murata receipts Yi’s utterance containing ripea inisieesyon in an uncon-

cerned manner by withholding the initiation of repair (lines 11 and 13), and by osten-

sibly clearing Yi for continued utterance production (line 13). Following this, in lines 

14 through 18, Yi incrementally produces an utterance which notes that such repair 

initiations of course result in sequence expansions, after which she seems to shift 

again into a self directed utterance production mode, thus ending the brief exchange 

between her and Murata (line 20). In this way, Yi’s line 10 ripea inisieesyon is mat-

ter-of-factly woven into the historical fabric of the ongoing interaction. 

 In the following excerpt, however, we see Yi using the term syuufuku (“re-

pair”) rather than ripea (“repair”). This fact invites a close examination of these in-

stances in order to uncover the interactional work being assembled by these differen-

tial deployments of synonymous terminology. In so doing, it is important to exercise 

caution so as not to attempt to view the data against the data session per se as a static 

and monolithic contextual backdrop. Rather, we must take into account the moment to 

moment nature of the Participants’ co-construction of their practice of doing data 

analysis, and the various subsidiary activities that are occasionally accomplished 

interstitially to doing data analysis (cf., e.g., Excerpts 6.2 [this chapter], and 7.13 

[next chapter], where asking about vocabulary is accomplished interstitially to doing 

data analysis). Doing so will afford the development of a much sharper analytic pic-

ture.  

 Approximately 1 minute and 3 seconds prior to Excerpt 6.8, Murata had sug-

gested that if Yi were to gather up several examples similar to the data provided by 

Wendy, which the group had been examining at that data session, she ought to be able 
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to write up the paper required of her.26 This suggestion engenders a shift away from 

working on an analysis of the data to an engagement in an extended spate of talk 

about strategies for Yi’s writing her paper.  

 
Excerpt 6.8 
(simplified) 
01 M: mimasita ka? ni taisite tan ni 
   saw     Q     against   simply 
 
02  mimasita. (1.1) njaa sore de okkee 
   saw               DM  that by  okay 
 
03  tte yu hanasi de wa (.3) nai n: 
 QT  say talk        not         N 
 
04  desu yo ne, <tabun ossya- (.2) ru 
   C   P   P   perhaps     say 
 
05  yoo ni. 
 like 
 in response to ‘mimasita ka?’ simply ‘mimasita.’ 
 that’s not the way it works right, perhaps as you sa- y. 
 
06  (.2) 
 
07 Y:  s::oo de [su ne, u:n. 
  that    C    P   yeah 
 right, yea:h. 
 
08 M:  [s:oo ne, 
   that  P 
   right, 
 
09  sore   wo [topikku, 
 that   O      topic 
 with that as your topic, 
 
10 Y:  [sore ga tyotto fusigi. 
   that  S little puzzling 
   that’s what’s kind of puzzling. 
11  (.) 
 
12 Y:  mimasita tte yu: (.) 
   saw     QT  say 
 
13 M:  u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 

                                                
26 One of the requirements of Yi’s Ph.D. program is the production of a publishable paper. In an 
interview with Murata following the data session from which Excerpt 6.8 is taken, she told me that Yi 
had been consulting with her about writing this paper. As noted in Chapter 3, Murata had some prior 
experience with academic writing. 
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14  (.4) 
 
15 Y:  hannoo   siteru    noni:     .hh  
 response doing even.though .hh  
 even though the participant is responding with ‘mimasita’ 
 
16  na:ni ka [wo: yuu,= 
 something  O   say 
 the co-participant says something, 
 
17 M:  [u:n. 
    yeah  
    yeah. 
 
18  =yuu [tte yuu. 
  say   QT   say 
 says something that’s the thing 
 
19 Y:  [tte yuu. u huh huh .hh 
   QT  say   u huh huh .hh 
   that’s the thing. u huh huh .hh 
 
20  (1) 
 
21 M:  oun un u:n.o 
 yeah yeah yeah 
 yeah yeah yeah. 
 
22 Y:  >a ma<   mitenai    baai  ga: ar- 
  a DM haven’t.seen case  S   exis- 
 
23  kekkoo  aru   n desu kedo:  
  quite exist N   C    but 
 a well I hav- have quite a few cases of ‘mitenai’ but  
 
24 M:  u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
25  (.5) 
 
26 Y:  daitai  mimasita made iku to: (.) 
 usually   saw    until go  when 
 usually when it goes until ‘mimasita’ 
 
27  mitenai       tte  yu  hannoo   ga: (.9) 
 haven’t.seen QT  say response S 
 a response of ‘mitenai’ 
 
28  ookatta n desu yo. o- ma:. mada 
   many   N   C   P   o-  DM  not.yet 
 has been most frequent. o- well. not yet 
 
29  ma:. (.3) ooku wa nai node:  
 DM         many  T  not  so     
 well. I don’t have a lot so 
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30  mitenai. (.5) ka: (1) itioo (.2)  
 haven’t.seen or      for.now         
 ‘mitenai.’ or for now 
 
31  syuufuku wo  kaisi   suru  ka.  
  repair   O initiate  do   Q 
 they initiate repair. 
 
32 M:  u:n. [u:n. 
 yeah  yeah 
 yeah.  yeah. 
 
33 Y:  [dotti ka          ga ookatta n desu kedo: 
   one.or.the.other S   many   N   C    but 
  one or the other has been most frequent but 
 
34  <koo   yu mita- masita tte yuu, 
  this say saw-    DS    QT  say 
 
35  hannoo   ga kita no wa:: .hh (.6) 
 response S came  N  T     .hh 
 
36  a watasi no deeta ni wa   nai    kamo 
 a    I     M  data  D   T not.exist P 
 
37  kore wah hah .hh ima  made  no wo (miru to). 
 this  T  hah  .hh now until one O  look when 
 the appearance of this kind of ‘mita- masita’ a there  
 may not be any instances in my data of this  
  looking at what I have up to now. 
 
38 M: u:n. soo ne. 
  yeah that  P 
  yeah. right. 
 
39  (.5) 
 
40 M: eeto ima no pointo wo syutyoo 
 uhm  now  M   point  O  claim 
 
 
41  suru tame nih   wah hah ko- koo 
  do in.order.to T   hah thi- this 
 
 
42  yuu deeta ga hituyoo  na n da 
 say  data  S necessary C N  C 
 
 
43  yo ne, mimasita. [tte yuu fuu ni. 
 P   P    heard       QT  say  like 
 uhm in order to claim this point you need thi- this  
 kind of data you know, like ‘mimasita.’ 
 
44 Y:   [u:::n.  
     yeah 
     yeah. 
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 The focus of the following analysis is on Yi’s use of the term syuufuku wo 

kaisi suru in line 31. In the talk leading up to this area, Murata formulates an under-

standing of a function of the device mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”), formatted so as 

to request a confirmation via the deployment of desu yo ne (lines 1 to 4), and specifies 

that this confirmation is relevant from Yi, in particular, through designing her utter-

ance as a citation of Yi’s talk via ossyaru yoo ni (“as you say”) (lines 4 and 5). In line 

7, Yi provides the confirmation-so-requested, but only after a .2 second pause and an 

elongation of the first sound of her response, actions which seem to assemble a dis-

play of giving consideration to Murata’s talk prior to confirming it. Murata overlaps 

Yi’s confirmatory response with s:oo ne (“right”), which functions to claim an epis-

temic stance of certainty in regard to the accuracy of her lines 1 to 5 talk. In other 

words, Murata’s line 8 confirms Yi’s confirmation in line 7. Then, in line 9, Murata 

suggests that Yi take “that” (i.e., sore; hearable as indexing Murata’s formulation in 

lines 1 to 5) as a topic for her paper. However, in line 10, Yi undertakes further talk in 

overlap with Murata’s production of the element topikku (“topic”), and Murata with-

holds further talk as Yi continues on with utterance production. 

 In line 10, Yi assesses the phenomenon described in Murata’s lines 1 through 

5 as being “kind of puzzling” (tyotto fusigi) following which, in lines 11 to 19, she 

reformulates Murata’s lines 1 through 5. Murata first receipts this action with u:n 

(“yeah”) (lines 13 and 17), and then co-constructs the final portion of Yi’s utterance 

in chorus with Yi (lines 18 and 19). In so doing, Murata talk seems to function as an 

endorsement of Yi’s reformulation of lines 1 through 5. In this way, Murata and Yi 

co-display an alignment in regard to the function of mimasita ka? first mentioned in 

Murata’s lines 1 to 5. Then, following a 1 second silence, Murata produces a low 

volume un un u:n (“yeah yeah yeah”), which simultaneously provides a further muted 
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claim of endorsement while declining to take up speakership at this point by embark-

ing on the production of substantial talk. 

 In lines 22 through 37, Yi provides an inventory of her data corpus in relation 

to instances involving mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”), in which there exist instances 

where the participant responds by either producing mitenai (“I haven’t seen it”),27 or 

by initiating repair (lines 26 to 33), but not by producing mimasita (“I saw it”) (lines 

34 to 37). Murata receipts Yi’s talk with u:n soo ne (“yeah right”), which seems to 

function to acknowledge Yi’s noting of the lack of instances of mimasita (“I saw it”) 

responses in her data (line 38). Then, following a .5 second pause (line 39), Murata 

formulates an utterance suggesting that, in order for Yi to be able to make the point 

set out in lines 1 to 5 and 12 to 19, she would need some instances like the data 

provided by Wendy, where the participant responds with mimasita (“I saw it”) (lines 

40 to 43). Yi receipts this with u:::n (“yeah”), which, through its long sound stretch 

and emphasis, seems to claim a strong alignment with Murata’s suggestion-so-made. 

These actions by Murata and Yi work to make public their orientations to the activity 

at hand, that is, talking about strategies for the paper that Yi has to write. 

 Of special interest is that, in line 31, Yi produces syuufuku wo kaisi suru 

(“initiate repair”). This is a Japanese term synonymous with her earlier An-

glo-Japanese ripea inisieesyon wo suru (“initiate repair” [lit. ‘do repair initiation’]; cf. 

Excerpt 6.7, line 10). Two points, in particular, may be noted in regard to Yi’s use of 

syuufuku wo kaisi suru at this point in the interaction. First, while Yi allows some 

substantial silences to develop during her utterance formulation in line 30, she pro-

duces syuufuku wo kaisi suru ka (“or initiate repair”) in a smooth manner within one 
                                                
27 Interestingly, this appears to be exactly the reverse of what Yi had stated about her data corpus 
earlier in the interaction as the group was engaging in doing data analysis (cf. Excerpt 6.7, lines 3 to 8). 
It is not clear to me how this seeming disagreement in the content of Yi’s talk might be interpreted. 
However, the Participants themselves take no issue with it, and so I offer no further consideration of 
the matter.  
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breath unit (line 31). Additionally, Yi deploys no display of a tentative stance or 

reluctance in regard to her production of this term (cf. Excerpt 6.9, line 8, below). 

Furthermore, Murata immediately receipts Yi’s talk by producing u:n (“yeah”) in 

duplicate (line 32), which seems to claim an endorsement of Yi’s talk-so-far. In this 

way, in a manner similar to their treatment of Yi’s use of ripea inisieesyon wo suru 

(“initiate repair”) earlier in the interaction, Yi and Murata here treat Yi’s use of the 

Japanese syuufuku wo kaisi suru (“initiate repair”) as unproblematic and unremark-

able.  

 The second point to be made note of is that, when Yi deploys syuufuku wo 

kaisi suru, the Participants are engaged in the assembly of a different activity than 

they were when she deployed ripea inisieesyon wo suru. In other words, while, in 

Excerpt 6.7, the Participants were engaged in their main practice of doing data analy-

sis during Yi’s production of ripea inisieesyon wo suru, in Excerpt 6.8, they have 

shifted out of doing data analysis and into the activity of talking about strategies for a 

paper that Yi has to write. In this way, Yi’s differential deployment of terminology in 

Excerpts 6.7 and 6.8, and the treatment of this by her co-Participants, may be said to 

be partially constitutive of these two different activities. 

 The analyses of the above two excerpts suggest that the Participants may 

orient to the use of different terminological items as being relevant to constituting 

different types of activities at the data sessions. That is, when the Participants are 

co-assembling their core practice of doing data analysis, it seems that ripea is treated 

as being the matter-of-course and practical resource for accomplishing their participa-

tion. On the other hand, when the relevant activity is engaging in talk about academic 

writing, the Participants appear to treat syuufuku as the unproblematic practical re-

source. It is, however, difficult to make a definitive statement in regard to this matter 
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based only on the above analyses. In order to make a stronger claim, it is necessary to 

show not only that the Participants permit and treat as unproblematic or invisible the 

use of certain terminology during certain activities in their interactions, but that, 

during their participation in these activities, they problematize the use of certain 

terminology while simultaneously and reflexively treating the use of other terminol-

ogy as being a relatively valued participatory resource. In other words, we require 

instances where the Participants systematically apply self repair in order to replace 

one kind of terminology with another during their participation in a particular activity. 

 While I have not found any instances in my data corpus of the Participants 

applying self repair on terminology during their engagement in academic writing 

related talk, I have a number of examples from when the Participants are engaging in 

their main practice of doing data analysis.28 I examine two of these below. Excerpt 

6.9 provides an initial example of the Participants’ application of self-repair in organ-

izing their use of terminology during doing data analysis. Just prior to the excerpt, the 

Participants were discussing whether or not the participant’s actions observable in the 

data at hand are analyzable as constituting embedded correction (see Jefferson, 1983). 

We join the interaction just after Abe has submitted to the group a hypothetical ver-

sion of the participant’s actions which he seems to see as being a possible instance of 

embedded correction. Yi suggests that such a case would instantiate a repair initiation. 

In her reference to repair initiation, Yi initially deploys the Japanese term syuufuku 

(“repair”), but then self repairs by replacing this with an Anglo-Japanese term, ripea 

(“repair”). In the analysis below, I show how Yi’s actions display an orientation to 

ripea as being a valued terminological resource, and how her own use of this term 

                                                
28 This may be simply due to the fact that the Participants spend a far greater amount of time at the 
data sessions engaging in doing data analysis than in talking about academic writing. 
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works to make visible (a) the data session group as a community with a shared set of 

terminology, and (b) Yi herself as a practicing member of this community. 

 
Excerpt 6.9 
01 Y: ah. (.) e. (.2) juu go   de: 
  ah       e        ten five at 
  ah. e. at fifteen 
 
02   (.2) isu?= 
       chair 
       chair? 
 
03 A: =i- a: ju [u go  de  
   i- a   ten five at 
  i- aa at fifteen 
 
04 Y:  [tte yuu. 
     QT  say 
     she says. 
 
05 A: is [u tte yuu to [ka, 
  chair QT say and.so.forth 
  say chair and so forth 
 
06 S:  [un. a:. 
07 Y:  [sore wa: (1.3) 
     that   T 
     that is 
 
08   maa <syuufuku> (.4) inisieesyon. 
  well  repair          initiation 
  well repair initiation. 
 
09   (.3)  
 
10 Y: a a n ripea inisiee [syon. 
  a a n repair  initiation 
  a a n repair initiation 
 
11 S:  [u:n.= 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
12 Y: =ma  kooi  tosite wa ripea  
   DM action   as    T  repair 
  well as an action it is repair 
 
13   i[nisieesyon. <de: .hh 
   initiation    and  .hh 
  initiation. and 
 
14 S:  [u:n. u:n. (xx) 
    yeah yeah 
   yeah. yeah. (xx) 
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15 A:  [u:n. u:n. 
    yeah yeah 
   yeah. yeah. 
 
16 Y: sono ripea inisieesyon de 
  that repair initiation by 
  by that repair initiation 
 
17   nanka hoka no koto 
   DM   other M thing 
 
18   yattei [masu yo ne, tabun.= 
     doing       P   P  perhaps 
  he is doing some other thing  
  you know, perhaps. 
 
19 S:  [un un. 
20   =un. 
 
 

 Immediately prior to line 1, Abe asks a hypothetical question in regard to what 

kind of action would be instantiated were the participant to have said isu (“chair”) 

rather than mono (“thing”). In lines 1, 2 and 4, Yi nominates line fifteen in the tran-

script as a candidate location for such a deployment of isu; Abe and Suzuki provide 

confirmatory and acknowledgement displays in response in lines 3, 5, and 6. Then, in 

line 7, Yi produces sore wa: (“that” + topic marker), which grammatically projects a 

comment to be provided in regard to the topic-so-marked. Yi’s co-Participants display 

their understandings of Yi’s utterance as so functioning through allowing a 1.3 second 

silence to develop in line 7. 

 Following the 1.3 second pause, in line 8, Yi produces maa <syuufuku> (.4) 

inisieesyon (“well repair initiation”). This utterance is prefaced by the discourse 

marker maa, which functions to display a tentative stance in regard to the material to 

follow. This, taken together with the 1.3 second delay (line 7), functions to frame the 

element syuufuku (“repair”) as being the tentative upshot of a word search.29 Fur-

                                                
29 Another possibility is that Yi spends the 1.3 seconds examining available evidence such as the 
transcript prior to providing the (relevantly analytical) comment projected by sore wa: in line 7. How-
ever, the absence of video data for this excerpt makes an analysis of gaze distribution impossible. It is 
relevant to note, however, that there are no sounds of paper rustling, or other indications that Yi might 
be examining the transcript during the pause. 
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thermore, Yi produces syuufuku at a slow pace, and allows a .4 second pause follow-

ing its production. These features of Yi’s utterance design ostensibly function to treat 

her use of syuufuku here as being somehow marked.  

 Yi’s line 8 instantiates a possible completion point for her TCU, and is fol-

lowed by a .3 second transition space during which none of the Participants move to 

begin speech production. Then, Yi breaks the silence to produce “a a n,” which func-

tions to mark the initiation of self repair. She then submits ripea inisieesyon, which 

notably replaces the element syuufuku (“repair”) with ripea (“repair”) (line 10). In this 

way, Yi’s utterances in lines 7 to 10 work to display an orientation to participation in 

the interaction on this occasion as being relevantly accomplishable through the de-

ployment of ripea rather than syuufuku. In particular, Yi’s repair work treats ripea, 

rather than syuufuku, as being the valued resource for participation during this occa-

sion. In this way, Yi displays an orientation to her participation on this interactional 

moment during her participation in doing data analysis as being relevantly accom-

plishable via the use of a particular term, and hence to the group of Participants as 

instantiating a community engaged in a practice using a specific and shared repertoire 

of terminological resources. Furthermore, though her deployment of this term (i.e., 

ripea inisieesyon), Yi accomplishes her own participation in doing data analysis as a 

display of community membership.  

 In line 11, Suzuki overlaps the final part of Yi’s inisieesyon to produce u:n 

(“yeah”), which claims a recognition of and validates Yi’s use of the term. It may be 

noted that, during the .3 second silence in line 9, Suzuki provides no such response 

following Yi’s line 8 <syuufuku> (.4) inisieesyon. It is likely that Yi’s line 10 self 

repair was carried out in part in reference to this lack of co-Participant response in 
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line 9. In this way, ripea is interactionally constituted by the Participants as the valued 

terminological resource relative to syuufuku on this occasion.  

 In lines 12 and 13, Yi reformulates her utterance as one specifically describing 

the “action” (kooi) of the participant. Here she again deploys ripea inisieesyon, nota-

bly with no hesitation marker or other speech perturbance. In lines 14 and 15, Suzuki 

and Abe provide u:n u:n (“yeah yeah”) in overlap with Yi’s line 13, just as it becomes 

clear that Yi is repeating ripea inisieesyon. At this point, Yi undertakes a new TCU 

with a left-pushed (Jefferson, 2004; Schegloff, 2005) production of the continua-

tion-indicative de: followed by an inhalation (line 13).30 Then, in lines 16 to 18, Yi 

produces an utterance which suggests that the participant’s utterance is accomplishing 

additional work beyond initiating repair. Here, Yi again produces ripea inisieesyon 

(line 16), and does so seamlessly within the intonational contour of her utterance. In 

lines 19 and 20, Suzuki displays acknowledgement in regard to Yi’s lines 16 to 18 

suggestion. Thus, Yi’s smooth and matter-of-fact productions of ripea inisieesyon in 

lines 10, 12, 13, and 16, and her co-Participant’s responses to these productions, work 

to treat the term as being the appropriate resource for doing reference to the referent 

on this interactional occasion. 	 

 Excerpt 6.10 provides another example of a Participant, Suzuki, applying self 

repair to replace an initially deployed syuufuku (“repair”) with the Anglo-Japanese 

term ripea (“repair”). At the data session from which the excerpt is taken, the group is 

examining a bit of data that features a brief instance of language alternation, from 

Japanese to English. Prior to the excerpt, the Participants had been working up an 

analysis in regard to this language alternation. In particular, the Participants were 

concerned with understanding how the participant came to produce the alternation at 
                                                
30 In line 14, Suzuki seems to attempt self selection following her duplicate production of u:n (“yeah”) 
by slightly continuing her production of phonological material (not clearly audible). Yi’s left pushed 
TCU beginning may be in orientation to this move by Suzuki. 
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that point in the interaction. In the excerpt, Suzuki is formulating an analytic opinion 

based upon her description of the participant’s actions (see Chapter 5). 

 
Excerpt 6.10 
01 S: yappari      juu no emmu de  ikkai kakuni:n 
 as.expected ten M  ‘M’   at  once   confirm 
  
02  mo- (.2) ima nan- syuufu- ripea  
 mo-       now wha-  repai-  repair 
 
03 ?: ((rustling sound: .4)) 
 
04 S: yookyuu sareteru no [de: 
 request be.done.to  so 
 as expected at 10 M once confirmation mo- now  
 wha- syuufu- ripea is being requested so 
 
05 P:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
06 S: .hh sore ni taisite (.2) hitotu 
 .hh   that    towards       one 
 to that one thing 
 
07  (.2) sono (.5)   gokee          ni tuite wa 
       that  morphological.form   about    T 
       that about the morphological form 
 
08  kakunin <syoonin wo atae (.) teru no kana, 
 confirm  endorse  O  giv        ing  N    Q 
 I think she may be giving confirmation endorsement, 
 
09 Y: o(a)         gokee       ni tuite no kakunin (ka).o 
   a  morphological.form  about   M  confirm   Q 
   a confirmation about the morphological form. 
 
 
 Excerpt 6.10 features two instances of self repair by Suzuki, at lines 2 and 7, 

respectively. It is the first of these (i.e., the one in line 2), in particular, that the pre-

sent analysis is concerned with. In lines 1 to 3, Suzuki develops a description by first 

deploying a line number citation, and then describing the participant’s actions. She 

then appends the device node to this description (line 3), which, as discussed exten-

sively in the previous chapter, works to set the description up as a rational basis for 

forthcoming analytic talk. This descriptive work is receipted by an unidentifiable 
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Participant in line 4, and in lines 5 to 7, Suzuki delivers an analytic opinion that the 

participant’s actions function to give a confirmation or endorsement in relation to the 

morphological form of the English word as a response to being solicited for repair. 

 In the descriptive portion of Suzuki’s analysis, she first produces kakuni:n 

(“confirm”) (line 1), and follows this with “mo-” and a .2 second silence (line 2). The 

sound stretch, cut off, and brief silence function to indicate the beginning of self 

repair operations. Suzuki then produces ima (“now”) followed by nan- (“wha-”), 

which is likely the beginning of nan tte iu no (“what is it called”) — a device typical-

ly employed to indicate that a word search is underway. It is at this point that she 

produces the self repair syuufu- ripea (“repai- repair”). This self repair notably re-

places syuufuku (“repair”) with ripea (“repair”). Furthermore, Suzuki places emphatic 

stress on the replacement item (i.e., ripea). This feature seems to work to display an 

orientation to ripea as being the “item-that-I-meant-to-produce.” 

 Suzuki’s self repair is completed within her TCU, prior to a possible comple-

tion point (see Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). In this way, Suzuki’s self repair 

here differs slightly in terms of its positioning from Yi’s self repair (cf. Excerpt 6.9, 

line 10), which was carried out in the transition space following the possible comple-

tion of her TCU, and seems to have been carried out in partial reference to an absence 

of co-Participant response. However, it is important to note that both of these in-

stances of self repair target identical items as their trouble sources, that is, the Japa-

nese term syuufuku (“repair”), and replace these with items which are also identical, 

that is, the Anglo-Japanese term ripea (“repair”). Thus, the analyses of Excerpts 6.9 

and 6.10 demonstrate how the Participants treat the term ripea as being the valued 

resource for accomplishing their participation in doing data analysis, relative to the 

synonymous term syuufuku. 
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 While, as discussed in the prior subsection, the Participants routinely treat 

their deployment of certain terminology as being unnoticeable, there are times when 

the Participants’ use of terminology is treated as warranting special interactional 

attention. In my analyses of Excerpts 6.9 and 6.10, I have considered two such cases. 

In the excerpts examined, the Participants were shown to perform self-repair work to 

replace a Japanese terminological item with an Anglo-Japanese terminological item. I 

have argued that such repair work functions to constitute the replacement items as 

being valuable joint resources for participation in doing data analysis, relative to the 

replaced items. Furthermore I have suggested that, through displaying orientations to 

certain terminology as being valuable for participation in doing data analysis, the 

Participants make publicly visible for one another their group as a community engag-

ing in a practice, and their own membership within this community. In the following 

section, I further explicate the ways in which the Participants’ differential deployment 

of terminological resources is implicated in working up and managing identities 

within the community. 

 

4.2 Terminology use in accomplishing the visibility of otherness 

 

 In Section 4.1, we saw how the Participants’ use of self repair worked to 

display orientations to using certain kinds of terminology over others, and how this 

functioned in turn to constitute their group as a community with valued participatory 

resources, and to make publicly visible their membership as practitioners in the prac-

tice of that community, that is, doing data analysis. In the present subsection I consid-

er a corollary to this point, that is, the accomplishment of the categorization of a 

Participant as a newcomer or relative outsider to the community. Below, I examine 
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two cases where the Participants organize their use of terminological resources so as 

to assemble each other into separate categories.  

 In my analysis of the first case, I show how a contrasting deployment of ter-

minology by two different Participants functions to build up a categorization frame-

work wherein the two Participants are categorized separately from each other in 

regard to their identities as practitioners of doing data analysis at the data sessions. 

Then, I examine an instance where a Participant is categorized as being a relative 

outsider or newcomer to the community through the kinds of terminology deployed in 

utterances directed to her by one of the practicing members of the community. 

 

 4.2.1 Contrasting term use 

 

 First, let us review a detail of Excerpt 6.9, Excerpt 6.11. This excerpt shows 

Yi answering a hypothetical question posed by Abe. She suggests that in the case put 

forth by Abe, the participant’s actions would be describable as doing repair initiation.  

 
Excerpt 6.11 
07 Y: sore wa: (1.3) 
  that  T 
  that is 
 
08   maa <syuufuku> (.4) inisieesyon. 
  DM     repair          initiation 
  well repair initiation. 
 
09   (.3)  
 
10 Y: a a n  ripea inisieesyon. 
  a a n repair initiation 
  a a n repair initiation. 
 
 

 As discussed in the analysis of Excerpt 6.9, above, there are a number of 

features of Yi’s production of maa <syuufuku> (.4) inisieesyon (“well repair initia-

tion”) in line 8 which work to frame her utterance as the tentative result of a word 
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search. Then, in line 10, Yi self repairs, replacing the element syuufuku (“repair”) 

with ripea (“repair”). Thus, Yi’s talk in this instance treats ripea, rather than syuufuku, 

as being a valued community resource, and works to constitute Yi herself as an expe-

rienced member of the community in and through her selection and use of ripea.  

 Now we may consider Excerpt 6.12, which occurs approximately 16 seconds 

after Excerpt 6.11. In this excerpt, the Participants extend their discussion of the 

notions of correction and repair. In so doing, Elmer refers to repair using the Japanese 

term syuufuku (“repair”). Though Elmer’s co-Participants do not initiate repair on his 

use of this term, in the subsequent talk Yi again deploys ripea (“repair”). In the ana-

lysis below, I explicate the interactional work accomplished by these moves by Elmer 

and Yi in relation to working up identities within the data session community. 

 
Excerpt 6.12 
01 Y: ma kurikaesi mitai ni: (1.5)  
  DM   repeat    as.if 
  well like a repeat 
 
02   tyotto: muzu-     kijutu    (no hoo ga)  
  little diffic- description the.way.of 
  it is a little diffic- describing it is 
 
03   muzukasii to o [mou. 
  difficult QT think 
  difficult I think. 
 
04 S:  [u:n. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
05 E: syuufuku to    teesee   ga ko*o* nanka  
  repair   and correction S  this   DM 
  repair and correction are like sort of 
 
06   kasanari [atteru bubun mo areba:= 
  overlapping      part also if.have 
  they have an overlapping part 
 
07 Y:  [ka- un un. 
   ov- yeah yeah 
   ov- yeah yeah. 
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08 S: =u:n.= 
  yeah 
  yeah.= 
 
09 E: =ko zen zen   kasanattenai  tokoro 
  this at.all not.overlapping place 
  and a place that doesn’t overlap at all 
 
10   mo: (.8) aru   si:  >yappari   sono<  
  also     exist and as.expected that 
  also a:nd as expected that 
 
11   kasanatteru tokoro ga doko ni 
  overlapping  place  S  where D 
 
12   aru   ka tte yu  no wo  
  exist Q  QT  say N  O 
  where that place of overlap is at 
 
13 S: u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
14 E: ano mi (.) kiwameru (tte yu no ga) 
  um      determine      QT  say N  S 
  determining it is 
 
15   sugoi [muzukasi*i:.* 
  extremely difficult 
  extremely difficult. 
 
16 Y:  [a::,  
    a 
    ah, 
 
17   >dakedo< isu? tte yuttara: (1.8) 
  but      chair QT when.said 
  but when he said chair? 
 
18   aite          ni: (.2) teesee   wo: (.2) 
  other.person D      correction O 
 
19 S: u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
20 Y: saseru.       =gyaku ni, 
  cause.to.do  conversely 
  it causes the other to correct it. conversely, 
 
21 (.4) 
 
22 Y: a [re, 
  oh 
  oh, 
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23 S:  [u:n. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
24 Y: eeto .hh ripea no (.2) ronbun 
  um   .hh repair M        paper 
 
25   de atta  n ja [nai desu ka? =futuu ni 
  in exist N  C-neg   C    Q     usually 
  um it was in the repair paper right? usually 
 
26 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
27 Y: teesee     wa: (.4) konomanai (.4) 
  correction T        not.prefer 
  correction is a dispreferred 
 
28   kooi   na node:= 
  action C  so 
  action so 
 
29 S: =u:n.= 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
30 Y: =aite         ni   saseru¿ 
  other.person D cause.to.do 
  make the other do it¿ 
 
31 (.6) 
 
32 S: u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
33 E: u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
 

 In lines 1 to 3, Yi appears to be suggesting that the difficulty of describing the 

participant’s action is similar to that of describing repetitions. Suzuki provides ac-

knowledgement with her line 4 deployment of u:n. Following this, in line 5, Elmer 

self selects to undertake an extended turn which spans across lines 5 and 6, 9 to 12, 

and 14 and 15. This utterance refers to the group’s prior discussion of embedded 

correction, and expands upon Yi’s earlier talk which proposed that the participant’s 

utterance simultaneously accomplishes the action of repair initiation along with some 
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other yet-to-be-specified action(s) (cf. Excerpt 6.9). In particular, Elmer’s talk claims 

that repair and correction have only a partially common domain, and that it can be 

difficult to distinguish between the two.  

 Elmer begins his line 5 utterance by deploying the term syuufuku (“repair”). 

The use of this term here is noteworthy in that it contrasts with ripea (“repair”), which 

was used by Yi only 24 seconds earlier (cf. line 9, Excerpt 6.11). As demonstrated in 

the analyses of the previous section, the Anglo-Japanese term ripea is treated by the 

Participants as a valued resource, relative to the Japanese term syuufuku, for accom-

plishing their participation in doing data analysis. It is further relevant to note that, at 

the data sessions prior to Excerpt 6.12,31 ripea is the resource massively used for 

doing reference to participant actions characterizable as repair.32 In other words, it is 

ripea, and not syuufuku, which seems to be the term-in-use for the Participants during 

their engagement in doing data analysis at the sessions. 

 Furthermore, speaking of the more immediate interactional environment, there 

are two instances of ripea in the prior interaction at the data session from which 

Excerpt 6.12 was extracted (deployed by Murata and Zhou, respectively, approxi-

mately 81 minutes and 59 minutes prior to Excerpt 6.12). Then, in as shown in the 

analysis of Excerpt 6.9, Yi carries out self repair in order to use ripea rather than 

syuufuku. Conversely, other than Yi’s self-repaired production, there are no occur-

rences of syuufuku in the prior interaction. Thus, by using syuufuku rather than ripea, 

Elmer’s utterance in line 5 subtly works to assemble him into a category separate 

                                                
31 The data sessions had been going on for about six months prior to Excerpt 6.12. 
32 This fact has been ascertained through an examination of audio recordings made at a number of the 
data sessions prior to commencement of data collection (Excerpt 6.12 is taken from the first data 
session I recorded for use as data for the present study). These materials were made available to me by 
Yi. I have reviewed the materials in order to gain a sense of some of the interactional features they 
contain, but I have neither transcribed nor analyzed the materials in depth due to the fact that, since the 
recordings were made prior to my data collection activities, I was not able to obtain permission from 
the Participants to use the recordings in this way in my research. 
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from Yi in terms of his membership as a practitioner of doing data analysis at the data 

sessions. On the other hand, however, Elmer’s use of syuufuku does not seem to be 

immediately oriented to as problematic by his co-Participants in their responses in 

lines 7, 8 and 13. Rather, these seem to be acknowledgement displays similar to those 

provided by Suzuki in response to Yi’s utterance featuring ripea in Excerpt 6.5.  

 However, in line 17, Yi undertakes the production of substantial talk in which 

she contends that the participant’s production of isu (“chair”) should have the effect 

of prompting a correction from the co-participant (lines 17, 18 and 20). Then, in her 

utterance beginning in line 24, Yi supports her claim with what is ostensibly a refer-

ence to the 1977 paper by Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks which argues that self 

repair is structurally preferred in the organization of repair in talk-in-interaction. 

Importantly, in line 24, Yi deploys ripea rather than syuufuku in doing reference to 

this paper.33 This move by Yi accomplishes at least the following three actions: (a) it 

displays a further orientation, post Elmer’s deployment of syuufuku, to ripea as being 

the valued resource, (b) it reinvokes the contrast between Elmer as a user of syuufuku 

and Yi as a user of ripea, and (c) it categorizes Yi as a practitioner who uses the 

established and valued tools of the community when participating in doing data 

analysis, and as being separate from Elmer.34  

 In line 26, with his deployment of u:n. Elmer claims a recognition of the paper 

referred to in Yi’s line 24. This claim is produced just as Yi’s utterance becomes 

visible as a request for such via the deployment of the device janai desu ka? 

                                                
33 It may be noted that there is a Japanese translation of Schegloff, et al. (1977) (Sacks, Schegloff, & 
Jefferson, 2010). This translation consistently renders repair as syuufuku, including in the title, which is 
rendered as “Syuufuku no sosiki” (“Repair organization”). However, this translation was not yet 
available to the Participants at the time of Excerpt 6.12, and so it is not possible that the rendition of 
terminology appearing in the translation could have had any influence on the Participants’ use of 
terminology in the interaction from which Excerpt 6.12 was taken.  
34 It is possible that the Participants’ divisive category work on this occasion is related to the fact that 
one of the projects of Yi’s talk is ostensibly to build up an opposition to Elmer’s displayed position. 
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(“right?”). Then, having obtained an indication that her reference work resulted in 

sufficient recognition on the part of her co-Participants, Yi pushes through the transi-

tion relevance place occurring with ka? in her line 25 to produce further talk formu-

lating support, based on the paper-so-referenced, for her position put forth in lines 17, 

18 and 20 (lines 25, 27, 28 and 30). Then, following a .6 second pause, Suzuki and 

Elmer provide acknowledgement tokens.35 

 The above analysis has shown how the Participants’ differential deployments 

of terminology can function to work up identities in relation to the data session com-

munity. In particular, Elmer’s deployment of syuufuku in line 5 created a contrast with 

Yi’s just-prior use of ripea, a term which, as noted, is treated as a valued termi-

nological resource during doing data analysis both in the interaction from which 

Excerpt 6.12 was taken, and in prior data sessions. Then, in line 24, with her addi-

tional deployment of ripea, Yi in effect re-displays an orientation to this term, and not 

syuufuku, as being the valued participatory resource on this interactional occasion. 

These actions work to categorize Yi as a practitioner who makes use of its valued 

resources of the community in order to accomplish her participation in doing data 

analysis. Elmer, on the other hand, is categorized as being separate from Yi, and as 

being not yet fully integrated into the community and the use of its valued resources 

for doing data analysis.  

 

 4.2.2 Using everyday terms 

 

 In Excerpt 6.12, the actions of Yi and Elmer of using contrasting terminologi-

cal resources functioned to assemble them into separate categories. In other words, Yi 
                                                
35 The delayed responses by Suzuki and Elmer are followed by a sequence wherein Suzuki treats Yi’s 
line 30 aite ni saseru (“make the other do it”) as problematic by reformulating as kizukaseru (“make 
her notice”). 
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was categorized as a practitioner who makes full use of the valued resources of the 

community, and Elmer as one who does not yet do so. Contrasting terminology usage 

therefore constitutes one procedure whereby the Participants may assemble self and 

other into separate categories. An additional procedure involves the use of Japanese 

terminology by longstanding member Participants in the data session meetings in 

utterances directed to incipient member Participants. Such a use of terminology os-

tensibly functions to treat the incipient member Participants as not sharing the termi-

nological repertoire of the community.36  

 Excerpt 6.14 provides a clear example of this procedure. However, in order to 

appreciate the interactional work being done by the Participants in Excerpt 6.14, a bit 

of background will be useful. I provide this with my discussion of Excerpt 6.13, 

which shows the first occurrence in my data corpus of the Participants use of the term 

purii (“pre”). This term is used regularly by the Participants during their participation 

in doing data analysis to refer to the notion of pre-action (see, e.g., Schegloff, 2007), 

or actions which are preliminary to, and function to project the subsequent occurrence 

of some other action. This term (i.e., purii) first appears in my data corpus during a 

moment when the Participants’ are working to build an analysis of a bit of data 

provided by Yi. Just prior to the excerpt, the Participants were working on describing 

the actions of one of the participants, and had been using several different everyday 

Japanese terms, that is, yoji (“foretell”), toosya (“project”), and kitai (“expectation”), 

to accomplish their descriptive work. Then, Murata suggests that the action constitut-

es a pre-action in general, and a pre-telling, in particular. 

 

                                                
36 It seems relevant to note again, as was noted in Section 2 of this chapter, that many of the termi-
nological resources used by the Participants during their participation in doing data analysis are unin-
telligible to speakers of everyday Japanese. It is possible that the Participants are displaying an aware-
ness of this in and through their seeming avoidance of using this terminology in utterances directed to 
incipient Participants.  
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Excerpt 6.13 
01 M: .hh purii dewa aru n desu yo. yappari.=  
 .hh  pre       C     N   C    P as.expected 
 it is a pre. as expected. 
 
02  =purii terin [gu¿ 
  pre    telling 
 a pre telling¿ 
 
03 Y:   [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
04  (.7) 
 
05  a:. [(x)- un. 
 a          yeah 
 ah. (x)- yeah. 
 
06 M:  [kiita tte yu no wa:.  
   heard  QT say N  T 
   that is to say ‘kiita’ is. 
 
07  (1.5) 
 
 
 Murata’s line 1 is designed as a response to the preceding collective discus-

sion,37 and works to declare one possible description of the participant’s action. In 

particular, through her use dewa aru, she formulates her talk as presenting one possi-

ble description of the action. Then, she deploys the device n desu yo, which formats 

the utterance as an assurance, and appends yappari, which works to indicate that a 

description of the participant action in question as being a pre has been an option 

available all along, and is “what-anyone-would-think,” or as being what, up to that 

point, had remained “thought-but-unsaid” by the Participants. 

 Then, in line 2, Murata latches on to her line 1 TCU, and provides a partial 

reformulation of this by specifying that the action in question is not only a pre in 

general, but a pre-telling, in particular. Notably, she deploys this utterance with try 

marking through using slightly rising intonation followed by a slot for a 

co-Participant claim or display of recognition, and, by so doing, displays an orienta-
                                                
37 I.e., Murata’s line 1 is preceded by a lengthy pause and an ostensibly self-directed utterance by Yi 
and is thus not hearable as being in response to a request for such by any Participant in particular. 
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tion to the possibility of a problem for the interaction arising due to the unrecog-

nizability of the try marked element (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979). At first glance, it may 

seem that Murata’s try marking is straightforwardly oriented to a possibility that her 

co-Participants may be unable to recognize the term purii teringu. However, such an 

analysis is contraindicated by the following three observations. First, Murata’s line 1, 

which features the element purii (“pre”), is produced with no speech perturbances, 

and at a steady, brisk pace, within the smooth and unbroken intonational contour of 

the utterance. Thus, Murata’s line 1 does not appear to treat the element purii as being 

problematic in any way. Furthermore, as discussed above, the design of Murata’s line 

1 functions to treat the suggestion being made by it as being something 

“thought-but-unsaid” by the co-Participants. In this way, purii is hearable within 

Murata’s utterance as being a resource-in-common among the Participants. Second, 

the element teringu (“telling”) has been unproblematically used by the participants on 

multiple occasions during the previous data session (cf., e.g., Excerpt 6.6, above).38 

Finally, Murata, Elmer, and Yi (the only Participants still present at this point in the 

meeting) each use either purii or purii teringu in a manner consistent with that shown 

in the analyses of Section 3 during the remaining 36 minutes of their interaction. Thus, 

rather than orienting to some problem with a co-Participant ability to recognize the 

term purii teringu, Murata’s try marking ostensibly orients to the possibility of a 

problem with recognizability on some other level, which is subsequently specified in 

explanatory talk by Murata (see below). 

  In line 3, Yi provides u:n (“yeah”) in response to Murata’s line 2. Following 

this, however, no other co-Participant response is forthcoming, and a .7 second si-

lence develops (line 4). Then, in line 5, Yi deploys a:. This action is hearable as being 

                                                
38 It should be noted that all of the Participants present at the data session from which Excerpt 6.13 
was taken had also participated in the prior data session. 
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a possible claim of recognition in relation to Murata’s line 2. However, in line 6, 

Murata produces kiita tte yu no wa: (“‘kiita’ is”), which functions to overtly specify 

that the action to which her line 2 purii teringu¿ is to apply is the participant’s de-

ployment of the device kiita? (“did you hear?”), and to recomplete Murata’s prior 

utterance, thus allowing a further space wherein a co-Participant response may be 

relevantly deployed.  

 Yi, for her part, immediately cuts off her utterance when Murata begins her 

line 6 while deploying un (“yeah”), which ostensibly acknowledges Murata’s conti-

nuing speakership. This action clears the way for additional explanatory talk from 

Murata, and thus possibly functions to indicate that Yi’s recognition in relation to line 

2 is still incomplete. Then, following line 6, Murata embarks on an extended explana-

tion in regard to her line 2 (omitted). Importantly, Murata’s subsequent talk does not 

explain the meaning of purii teringu (“pre-telling”) per se, but rather, it specifies how 

the participant’s actions in Yi’s data seem to facilitate a description of them as being a 

pre-telling.39 In this way, Murata’s talk in lines 1 and 2, and subsequent explanation, 

does the double duty of treating her co-Participants’ knowledge or recognition in 

regard to purii teringu as being unproblematic, while simultaneously treating 

co-Participant recognition in regard to the relationship between the notion indexed by 

that term and the phenomenon in Yi’s data as being possibly problematic. 

 Thus, the above analysis shows how Murata treats the terms purii (“pre”) and 

purii teringu (“pre telling”) as being recognizable for her co-Participants, but that, 

through her deployment of try marking, she treats her deployment of purii teringu as 

presenting a possible problem on some level for the co-Participants. Then, in and 

through her subsequent explanatory work, she specifies the nature of this possible 
                                                
39 It is relevant to note also that Murata deploys purii teringu an additional seven times within the 
course of her explanation. In each of these deployments, the term seems to used as an explanatory 
resource rather than as the object of explanation. 
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problematicity-so-oriented-to as relating to the applicability of this term in describing 

the phenomenon in Yi’s data rather than to an understanding of the meaning of the 

term itself by the co-Participants. As noted in the paragraph preceding Excerpt 6.13, 

this is the first instance of the Participants use of the term purii in my data corpus. 

However, the analysis of Excerpt 6.13 seems to suggest that either the term purii (and 

compound terms containing it) had been in use by the Participants from sometime 

prior to the commencement of data collection, or that they were sufficiently familiar 

with the English CA term pre so as to allow them to recognize and begin to use, and 

introduce into the community repertoire, the term purii almost immediately following 

its use by Murata on the occasion of Excerpt 6.13 (see Chapter 7). As such, it is rele-

vant to note that, during their participation in doing data analysis at subsequent data 

sessions, the Participants continue to use terminology involving the element purii 

(e.g., purii [“pre”], purii purii [“pre-pre”], purii teringu [“pre-telling”], purii kuesu-

tyon [“pre-question”], etc.) in a manner exactly consistent with the matter-of-course 

terminology usage shown and discussed in Section 3, above. 

 Having developed an understanding in regard to the Participants’ use of purii 

(“pre”) as a joint resource whereby to accomplish their participation in doing data 

analysis at the data sessions, we may now examine Excerpt 6.14, where the use of this 

term is avoided, and an alternate term from everyday Japanese, that is, maeoki 

(“preface, introduction”), which is approximately synonymous with purii, is used 

instead. In the excerpt, the Participants are working with a bit of data provided by Zed. 

The group has just finishing with silent looking and are working towards getting 

underway with the analysis (see Chapter 4). Ru, who had participated in only one 

prior data session, uses this shift between activities as an opportunity to ask a question 

in order to reconfirm the area of the data in which Zed is interested.  



 299 

 
Excerpt 6.14 
01 R: sumimasen. 
 excuse.me 
 excuse me. 
 
02 Z: hai. 
 yes 
 yes. 
 
03 R: zed  san  wa (.2) ano ima mondai  
 Zed title T       uhm  now problem 
 
04  siteru40 tokoro wo moo itido  
 doing    place  O more once 
 
05  ukagatte mo yorosii de [su kah? u heh 
  alright.if.I.ask      C      Q   u heh 
 would it be alright if I were to ask once more the place  
 you are probleming? u heh 
 
06 Z:   [a eet:o: .hh  
    a   uhm   .hh 
    a uhm 
 
07  futatu      aru  n  desu ke [do:  
 two.items exist N   C     but 
 there are two items but 
 
   [((nods)) 
08 R:   [hai. 
    yes 
    yes. 
 
09 Z: hitotu wa juu go     gyoo me:, (.2) 
  one    T  ten five line.number 
 one is line number fifteen, 
 
10 R: hai.= 
 yes 
 yes.= 
 
11 Z: =no:. (.3) eeto puro tosite  
   M           uhm  pro    as 
 
12  motitakunai desu ka? [tte yu  no  ga:  
 don’t.want    C    Q     QT say one S 
 where. uhm the one ‘as a pro don’t you want to have it?’ is 
 
   [((nodds)) 
13 R:   [un. 
    yeah 
    yeah. 
 
 

                                                
40 Prescriptively speaking, Ru’s mondai siteru (“probleming”) is incorrect. However, the Participants 
themselves do not appear to orient to this usage, and so I do not consider it in my analysis. 
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14 Z: .hh maa n:anraka  no  kooi  no (.2) pu-  
 .hh DM  some.kind M  action M        pr- 
 
15   ano::: maeoki  ni natteiru [to yu  
 uhm    preface   becoming    QT say  
 
16 R:   [((nods)) 
 
17 Z: fuu ni kanjita n [desu kedo:  
  like    felt   N     C    but 
 well I felt like it forms a pu- maeoki for 
 s:ome kind of action but 
 
18 R:   [hai. 
    yes 
    yes. 
 
19 Z: sore ga doo   yu  kooi   no maemuki41  
 that  S what say action M  positive  
 
20  ni natteru ka wo .hh (.4) kijutu  
  becoming   Q  O  .hh      describe 
 
21  suru no ga hitotu no mokuteki: de  
 do    N  S    one   M   purpose    C 
 what kind of action it forms a positive for 
  describing this is one purpose and 
 
  ((continues)) 
 
 
 The excerpt begins with an attention getting sequence (lines 1 and 2), after 

which Ru formulates an utterance formatted as a request for permission to ask a ques-

tion, that is, ukagatte mo yorosii desu ka? (“would it be alright if I were to ask?”). 

The question embedded in Ru’s utterance ostensibly inquires about the area of the 

data in which Zed is interested. Zed provides an initial response to Ru’s question by 

producing futatu aru n desu kedo: (“there are two items but”), which projects an 

explanation, and specifies that the explanation will be organized into two parts (line 

7). Ru receipts this with hai (“yes”), accompanied with a nod (line 8). In the analysis 

below, I examine only the first part of Zed’s two-part answer.  

 In line 9, Zed goes about delivering the answer-so-projected, an action which 

continues beyond line 21 of the excerpt. In his answer, Zed first indicates an area on 

                                                
41 Here Zed clearly says maemuki (“forward facing, positive”). 
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the transcript via the deployment of a line number citation (line 9), after which he 

quotes the participant’s utterance at this location (lines 11 and 12), states that he has 

an impression that this utterance by the participant instantiates a pre for some kind of 

action (lines 14, 15, and 17), and then specifies that developing a description of what 

kind of action the utterance instantiates a pre for constitutes a first item of concern for 

him (lines 19 to 21). 

 Of particular interest to the analysis is Zed’s self repair work in lines 14 and 

15. In line 14, following an inbreath, Zed first produces maa n:anraka no kooi (“well 

some kind of action”). This utterance is designed (through its formulation incorporat-

ing the devices maa [“well”] and nanraka [“some kind”], as well as the sound stretch) 

so as to display a tentative stance in regard to the exact nature of the participant’s 

action. Then, following a .2 second silence, Zed undertakes the production of what is 

almost certainly the first part of purii (“pre”), pu- (line 14). However, Zed cuts off 

mid production and follows with the considerably sound stretched filler ano::: 

(“uhm”), by which he seems to display some trouble with utterance production (line 

15). Then, he resumes by producing maeoki (“preface, introduction”). Ru receipts this 

with a nod (line 16), and Zed continues on smoothly with utterance production (lines 

15 and 17).  

 In the previous section, we examined in detail some ways in which the Par-

ticipants apply self repair to organize their deployment of terminology during their 

participation in doing data analysis. In particular, the analyses pointed up how, by 

replacing certain terminological items, the Participants were able to constitute their 

group as a community with a shared set of resources, and themselves as practitio-

ner-members within that community. Notably, the terminological replacements ob-

served during this procedure involved changing out a Japanese term for an An-
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glo-Japanese term valued by the community as a resource for participation in doing 

data analysis.  

 In this light, it is interesting to note that Zed’s self repair work in lines 14 and 

15 of Excerpt 6.14 involves a replacement ostensibly the inverse of those observed in 

the previous section. In other words, rather than replace some term with a valued 

terminological resource, here Zed truncates his production of the term purii (“pre”) 

(which, as discussed in relation to Excerpt 6.13, is a term treated as a valued partici-

patory resource by the Participants on multiple occasions prior to and following Ex-

cerpt 6.14), and replaces it with the everyday term maeoki (“preface, introduction”).  

 In this way, Zed’s self repair in lines 14 and 15 treats purii as being possibly 

problematic in some respect, while simultaneously treating maeoki as being unprob-

lematic in that respect. Importantly, this action is assembled by Zed as part of a re-

sponse to a question by Ru. In this way, Zed’s utterance works to constitute and make 

publicly visible identities for (a) him, as a practitioner who prioritizes use of the 

valued resources of the community (i.e., he initially formulates his utterance using 

purii), and (b) Ru, as an outsider or newcomer to the community, who is not yet 

conversant with certain terminological resources of the community (i.e., he replaces 

purii with maeoki in order to complete his response to her). Then, in his subsequent 

utterance, Zed deploys maemuki (“positive, forward facing”) (line 19). The facts that 

(a) this word does not make sense within the context of Zed’s utterance-so-far, and 

that (b) an identical utterance format, that is, X kooi no Y (“action X’s Y”) is deployed 

both here and in lines 14 and 15, strongly suggest that Zed’s use of maemuki here is a 

slip of the tongue production of maeoki.42 Assuming that this is the case, this subse-

quent unproblematic and unhesitating use of a replacement term for purii functions to 

                                                
42 Interestingly, later in the interaction, Ru seems to pick up this slip of the tongue usage and deploy it 
during her participation. 
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display a further orientation to purii as requiring a substitute term from everyday 

Japanese on this occasion.  

 The analyses of Section 4 have thus demonstrated that the Participants’ dif-

ferential deployment of terminological resources is inextricably intertwined with 

membership categorization work implicated in the constitution of identities related to 

their practice of doing data analysis. In particular, the Participants have been shown to 

categorize self and other within the community through their deployment (or 

non-deployment) of certain valued terminological resources of the community. In the 

following chapter, the analyses track the ways in which the interactional constitution 

of identity is managed by the Participants over time through their public displays of 

changes in participatory behavior in regard to the use of terminological resources. 

 

5 Conclusion 

 

 In this chapter, I have shown how the Participants deploy and orient to various 

terminological resources during their participation at the data sessions, and how their 

organization and management of these resources works to constitute the data session 

group as a community, and to perform identity work within the community. First, a 

description was provided of the types of terminology used, and examples of each of 

these were shown. Then, it was demonstrated that the Participants treat certain termi-

nological resources as being an unremarkable and matter-of-course resource for their 

joint participation at the data sessions. This behavior was discussed in relation to the 

ethnomethodologically-based argument by Sacks (1984) that being ordinary is ac-

complished in and through work members engage in as they make an ongoing job out 

of doing being ordinary. Several instances were also examined where, rather than 
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treat their use of terminology as unnoticeable, the Participants are observed to display 

an interactional attention to the terminology they use through engaging in self repair 

operations. It was argued that this display of interactional attention functioned to 

make visible for one another the data session as a community, and the Participants’ 

membership in relation to that community.  

 The analyses of the present chapter provide an ethnomethodological view of 

the accomplishment of identity, shared resources, and community. Furthermore, the 

analyses elucidate the role of talk-in-interaction in the processes of these accom-

plishments. In particular, I have demonstrated the way in which a community is con-

stituted in and through the talk-in-interaction of the Participants as they engage in the 

practice of doing data analysis. Likewise, identity in relation to that community and 

its practice was shown to be inextricably intertwined with the Participants’ displaying 

for one another the ways in which they used or did not use (or avoided using) the 

valued terminological resources of the community. Furthermore, the behavior of the 

Participants in regard to their use of terminology was shown to reflexively constitute 

the terminology as being valued by community members, and to make the data ses-

sion group mutually visible as a community with a shared set of participatory re-

sources. In this way, for the Participants, identity, shared resources, and community 

are reflexively constituted in and through their behavior in interaction while partici-

pating in doing data analysis at the data sessions. 

 The analyses presented in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 have provided answers to the 

first five research questions presented in Chapter 3, and the first part of the sixth 

question. In the next chapter, I pursue answers for the sixth and seventh research 

questions by explicating the ways in which the Participants manage their 

co-constitution of identities for each other over time, and how this management work 
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interfaces with the CoP notions of legitimate peripheral participation and learning as 

identity transformation (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). 
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CHAPTER 7 

PARTICIPATORY CHANGE AND IDENTITY SHIFT 

 

1 Introduction 

 

 The analyses of the previous chapter have shown the ways in which the Par-

ticipants organize their use of terminological resources at the data sessions, and how 

this organization work is implicated in the working up of identities in, through, and 

for their participation in the practice of doing data analysis. In particular, it has been 

demonstrated that the Participants deploy Anglo-Japanese conversation analytic terms 

as an unnoticed and unremarkable resource for participation in doing data analysis at 

the data sessions, and that the Participants display orientations (via performing repair 

work) to these terminological resources as being the valued tools for accomplishing 

their participation. Furthermore, the Participants have been shown to accomplish the 

construction of identities in relation to the practice of the community through their 

differential deployment of the valued terminological resources of the community. 

 In the present chapter, I consider the ways in which the Participants manage 

their identity work in the community over time, in and through accomplishing 

changes in their participatory behavior in regard to deploying terminological re-

sources. The analyses of the present chapter provide an empirical view of how the 

Participants accomplish changes in participation and identity in and through their 

talk-in-interaction. As discussed in Chapter 2, CoP is a social theory of learning 

which views learning to be inextricable from (a) participation in a joint endeavor and 

(b) identity transformation within a community of practice. This view conceptualizes 

learning in terms of transformation and becoming within a community of practice 
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(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). In other words, from a CoP perspective, 

learning is understood as “an evolving form of membership,” such that “identity, 

knowing, and social membership entail one another” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53).  

 However, the ways in which, and to what extent talk-in-interaction might be 

involved in this evolving form of social membership are left unspecified within CoP. 

As touched upon in Chapters 1 and 2, while a number of conversation analytic studies 

have engaged CoP (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Hellermann, 2007, 2008; Heller-

mann & Cole, 2009; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Pekarek Doehler & Ziegler, 

2007; Young & Miller, 2004), these studies have not developed a comprehensive 

understanding of the interactional practices deployed by the participants to constitute 

and ongoingly accomplish (a) their activity as a practice, (b) their group as a commu-

nity, or (c) their identities within that community. Chapters 4 through 6 have specified 

the role of talk-in-interaction in regard to a, b, and in part, c. The focus of the present 

chapter is to further bring into light the interactional and discursive practices by which 

the Participants work up identities within their community, and manage identity over 

time. More specifically, the present chapter is concered with uncovering the ways in 

which changes in Participant identity are made publicly visible and mutually recog-

nizable in and through changes in participatory behavior. I examine two specific types 

of change in participatory behavior in particular: first, the deployment of termi-

nological resources valued by the community where there had been no such prior use, 

and second, a shift from using non-community terms to using terminological re-

sources constituted within the community as being valuable. 
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2 Beginning to use   

 

 One way in which the participatory behavior of a Participant might be ob-

served to change is when he or she begins to use terminological resources valued by 

the community when no such prior use is observed within the data corpus. This phe-

nomenon might be characterizable in lay terms as “beginning to pick up the jargon.” 

An obvious location for the observation of this type of change in participatory behav-

ior is in the incipient participation of a newcomer, and this is that which we consider 

first, in Excerpt 7.1. However, as we will see in Excerpts 7.2 through 7.4, a similar 

change in participatory behavior may be observed in the case of more seasoned Par-

ticipants as well. 

 Excerpt 7.1 offers an example of a relatively new Participant deploying a term 

she had observed other Participants using in order to accomplish their own participa-

tion during doing data analysis. This Participant, Ru, had participated in only one data 

session prior to Excerpt 7.1. Of note in the excerpt is that Ru uses the term siikuensu 

(“sequence”) in referring to a segment of the data at hand. In the non-CA Japanese 

lexicon, siikuensu1 is a term associated with the cinema, that is, it refers to a sequence 

of scenes in a movie (Shinmura, 1998). In my data corpus, however, siikuensu is 

regularly used by the Participants to refer to action pairs within talk-in-interaction. It 

is important to note that (a) Ru had never used this term before at the data sessions, 

(b) it is highly unlikely that she would have had occasion to encounter this term prior 

to the start of her participation at the sessions, and (c) siikuensu is perhaps the most 

frequently used terminological resource at the data sessions. A rough search through 

my entire data corpus reveals approximately 131 instances of siikuensu (cf. purii 

                                                
1 Also rendered as siikensu. 
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[“pre”], another frequently occurring term, of which I count approximately 73 in-

stances), which averages to a little over eight instances per data session. Prior to her 

own use of the term in Excerpt 7.1, 19 instances of her co-Participants’ use of sii-

kuensu were made publicly available for Ru’s inspection during the interactions at the 

previous data session, and during the data session from which Excerpt 7.1 is taken. 

Prior to the excerpt, the Participants had been working to find a suitable 

term by which to refer to the actions of one of the participants. Zed proposes osieru 

(“teach, tell”), and this is problematized by Yi. Then, Ru offers as a counter candidate 

nattoku saseru (“cause to assent”).  

 
Excerpt 7.1 
01 Z: >soo desu ne,< nattoku saseru tte 
  that  C   P     assent   cause  QT 
 
02   yu no ga tabun    ni juu ni     gyoo me    made,  
 say N S  perhaps two ten two line.number until 
  
03   (.6) s [: kedo:] 
        C   but 
 right, causing him to assent goes to perhaps  
 line number twenty-two, but 
 
   [((gazing at transcript)) 
04 R:  [<ni juu] (.3) [(ni   gyoo me)>, 
   two ten         two line.number 
  line number twenty two, 
 
05 Z:  [ni juu san     gyoo me 
   two ten three line.number 
 
06   kara wa: .h    moo   kore nattoku saseru 
 from  T   .h already this assent  cause 
 
07  to [yu-    moo  honto ni .hh [komakai 
 QT say- already really  .hh detailed 
 
  [((lifts gaze from transcript)) 
08 R:  [iya, [n:::. 
   no  n 
   no,  nnn. 
 
09  tokoro wo- sono   siji   siji  tte yu ka: 
 place   O   that direct direct QT say  Q 
 from line number twenty-three this is already causing  
 to assent or rath- really looking at the details- the  
 direction direction or rather 
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10 R: n:::, (.4) 
 n 
 nnn, 
 
11  [[si- un un u:n. 
   si- yeah yeah yeah 
   si- yeah yeah yeah. 
 
12 Z: [[manyuaru wo osieru tte yu 
    manual   O   teach  QT  say 
 
13  kanji [desu yo ne.] 
 feeling  C    P   P 
 it seems that she is teaching him the ropes. 
 
14 R:  [  d e m o  ] jaa: tte yu 
       but        DM   QT  say 
 
15  tokoro kara miru to: 
 place  from look if 
 but if you look at it from ‘jaa’ 
 
 ((15 lines omitted)) 
 
16 R: nattoku saseyoo to siteru kana: 
  assent    try.to.cause      P 
 
17  tte omo [(imasu.) 
 QT     think 
 I think she may be trying to make him assent. 
 
18 Z:  [u:n un un. 
  yeah yeah yeah 
  yeah yeah yeah. 
 
19 R: ano mae     no (.) ano siikuensu wo usiro 
 uhm before  M      uhm  sequence  O   behind 
 
20  ni osameru yori wa  tahbun   usiro no 
 D    put   more.than perhaps behind M 
 
21  siikuensu wo  mae   no tokoro ni    moo   hip- .hh 
 sequence   O before M   place  D  already pul- .hh  
 
22  ano: nanka hippatte yuku tte yu sikata ga 
 uhm    DM     pull     go   QT say method S 
 
23  dekinai  no kana: tte yu no wo kangaetete: 
 can’t.do N   P     QT say  N  O   thinking 
 I’m thinking that rather than putting uhm the prior uhm sequence 
 in the rear perhaps wouldn’t it be possible to pul- uhm like pull the  
 sequence in the rear to the front. 
 
24  (1.3) 
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25 R: tumari (.)      ima- (.) ano zed  san: ano:: 
 in.other.words now-      uhm Zed title uhm 
 in other words now- uhm Zed uhm 
 
 ((continues)) 
 
 
 In the following analysis, I am most interested in developing an understanding 

of Ru’s use of the term siikuensu (“sequence”) in lines 19 and 21. Just prior to the 

excerpt, Ru had proposed that the participant’s actions might best be referred to by the 

phrase nattoku saseru (“cause to assent”). Zed, however, had proposed a different 

term of reference (i.e., osieru [“teach, tell”]), and in his talk in lines 1 through 13, he 

works up an opposition to Ru’s suggestion by first allowing for the application of 

Ru’s candidate term-so-proposed to a delimited area of the data (lines 1 to 3). Fol-

lowing this, Zed formulates a claim that a closer examination of the details of the data 

reveal the participant to be “teaching him the ropes” (manyuaru wo osieru) rather than 

causing him to assent (lines 5 to 13).  

 During the .6 second pause in line 3, the co-Participants direct their gazes to 

the transcripts in front of them, apparently working to locate the area associated with 

Zed’s line citation in line 2. Then, in line 4, Ru repeats the line number cited by Zed 

while looking at her transcript. The slower pace of her utterance production suggests 

that she is still working to locate the area on the transcript page. She continues direct-

ing her gaze to the transcript through Zed’s talk in lines 5 to 7, and then releases it and 

sitting back in her chair with her production of iya (“no”) in line 8. This set of actions 

seems to (a) claim that Ru has located the area on the transcript, and (b) project an 

opposition-relevant response from Ru in relation to the participant actions indicated 

by Zed as being valid for the application of her (Ru’s) candidate nomenclature, nat-

toku saseru (“cause to assent”) (see Saft, 1998, 2001 on the opposition-relevant use of 
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iya). An opposition-relevant response is further projected by Ru’s elongated deploy-

ments of n in lines 8 and 10 (see Aoki, 2008).  

 In line 11, Ru seems to undertake a repetition of Zed’s siji (“direction”) from 

line 9, but then cuts off and produces a series of un tokens, which minimally ac-

knowledges Zed’s ongoing talk. Then, in overlap with the last part of Zed’s line 13, 

Ru deploys demo (“but”), which, by functioning to frame talk following it as being in 

opposition with Zed’s stance-so-displayed, indicates the forthcoming delivery of the 

opposition projected in lines 8 and 10 (line 14) (see Mori, 1999). Then, following this, 

Ru indicates a number of pieces of evidence in support of the viability of nattoku 

saseru (lines 14 and 15, and the omitted lines), which is formulated as an opinion with 

kana: tte omoimasu (“I think that maybe”) (lines 16 and 17). In line 18, Zed ac-

knowledges this with u:n un un (“yeah yeah yeah”), and Ru treats this as closing out 

the sequence by initiating a post-sequence (see, e.g., Schegloff, 2007).  

 In lines 19 to 23, Ru proposes an analytical tactic for dealing with the data at 

hand, which involves interpreting a prior sequence in the light of a later occurring 

sequence. She formats her utterance as an opinion with kana: tte yu no wo kangaete 

(“I’m thinking that”), and follows this by deploying an RR (see Chapter 4) with te:. 

However, in line 24, there is no co-Participant response forthcoming, and in line 25, 

Ru undertakes the pursuit of a response through reformulation. This is met by a 

lengthy spate of talk by Elmer and Yi, in which they co-construct an opposition to 

Ru’s proposed analytic tactic (not shown).2 

 It is important to note that, in proposing her analytic tactic in lines 19 to 23, 

Ru deploys the term siikuensu (“sequence”) two times, once in line 19, and once in 
                                                
2 Elmer and Yi base their opposition on the fact that, temporally speaking, a later occurring sequence 
does not yet exist during the production of a prior sequence, and therefore cannot be used by the 
participants or the researcher as a resource for interpretation. Interestingly, they categorize their oppo-
sition-so-formulated as being the CA stance, and in so doing, categorize themselves as relative experts 
in CA, and Ru as a relative novice. 
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line 21. Ru’s productions of siikuensu here may seem hardly worthy to take notice of, 

especially when one considers the generally high frequency of the occurrence of 

siikuensu throughout the data corpus, and the fact that none of the Participants seem 

to display an orientation to Ru’s use of this term here. While there are some mild 

speech peturbations preceding Ru’s first production of the term (i.e., the duplicate 

deployment of the hesitation marker ano, and the brief silence) (line 19), these seem 

to display an orientation to producing the term as the-appropriate-term (i.e., by publi-

cly displaying Ru’s work to recall it3) rather than to treating the term as being prob-

lematic is some way (cf. the instances of self repair involving the replacement of one 

term with another in previous excerpts). Such an analysis is supported by Ru’s imme-

diately forthcoming second seamless production of siikuensu in line 21.  

 Ru’s deployment of siikuensu in lines 19 and 21 is, however, noteworthy 

because it creates a contrast with her previous participatory behavior. That is, in Ru’s 

previous participation in doing data analysis, though she had proffered her view in 

regard to the data, she had not yet deployed any of the terminological resources of the 

community in doing so. However, in Excerpt 7.1, she deploys siikuensu, which, as 

noted above, is a specialized term that Ru is highly unlikely to have had contact with 

prior to her experiences at the data sessions. Thus, Ru’s use of siikuensu here func-

tions to make publicly visible for the Participants a change in Ru’s participatory 

behavior, and to categorize her as an incipient practitioner who is beginning to recog-

nize and use the valued resources of the community during her participation in the 

community’s practice of doing data analysis. 

                                                
3 Another possibility might be that the speech peturbations and pause here are designed so as to 
function interactionally to solicit the gaze of Ru’s co-Participants (Goodwin, 1979, 1980; see also 
Carroll, 2004 on novice second language speakers). However, an examination of the visual record 
reveals that Ru is gazing at her transcript at the time, and so does not seem to be oriented to any lack of 
co-Participant gaze during her production of these phenomena. 
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 Excerpts 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4 provide an additional example of a Participant 

making visible a behavioral change through beginning to use one of the valued re-

sources of the community. This excerpt differs from the previous one, however, in 

that the Participant who makes visible this change is not a newcomer to the group, but 

rather one who had been participating regularly from the beginning, Zed.4  

 The excerpt occurs very near the end of doing data analysis, and very near the 

end of the data session itself. Approximately 13 minutes prior to the excerpt, Murata, 

Yi, and Elmer had been discussing the ways in which an area of the data, provided by 

Yi, seemed to instantiate a kind of pre. Then, in the ensuing discussion, they specified 

this pre as being one which not only calls for a response of no, but which also makes 

it difficult to respond with yes. During these discussions, Zed remains almost com-

pletely silent. Then, during a moment of silence just after the interaction has reached a 

potential closing relevant juncture, Zed asks a question about the discussion occurring 

some 13 minutes earlier in the interaction. 

 
Excerpt 7.2 
(edited) 
01 Y: doomo arigatoo gozaimasu. 
         thank.you 
 thank you. 
 
02 M: [[u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
03 E: [[((nods)) 
 
04 Ps: ((all sit back: 6.2)) 
 
 [((lifts hand and gazes at Yi)) 
05 Z: [e nanka boku dake    rikai    ga ittenai 
  e  DM     I    only understand S not.going 
 
06   ka [mo sirenai n s: kedo= 
     perhaps     N C   but 
 eh like I might be the only one who doesn’t understand but 

                                                
4 As noted in Chapter 3, however, Zed was relatively inexperienced in CA outside of his participation 
at the data sessions. 
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  [((nodding)) 
07 M:  [uheh [un u::n. 
  uheh      no 
  uheh nah. 
 
08 Y:   [a:. 
    a 
    ah. 
 
09 Z: sono .h    sakihodo   sono .hh iesu ga 
 that .h a.moment.ago that .hh yes  S 
 
10  iinikui      toka n- [no,  
 hard.to.say and  n    no 
 the discussion a moment ago about yes  
 being hard to say and n- no, 
 
11 M:  [un. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
12 Z: toka     iini-     ano iesu no hoo ga  
 and   hard.to.sa- uhm yes   M way  S 
 
13  iiniuki     toka  s-    saki no (.) hanasi  
 hard.to.say and  be- before M    discussion 
 
14  to    doo yu (.3) kanren  ga aru   n desu ka?  
 with what say    relation S exist N   C    Q 
 is hard to sa- uhm yes is the one that is hard to say and what  
 kind of relationship does that have with the previous  
 discussion? 
 
15  (.3) 
 
16 Z: sono .h katudoo  to no kanrensee 
 that .h activity with relationship  
 
17   wo simesu toka? .hh  
 O   show   and   .hh 
 something about it showing a relationship with the activity? 
 
18   (1.1) 
 
19 M: ka- e: [:: 
 activity-  e 
 act- eh 
 
20 Z:  [  ka-      ano  kore kara kataru.  
   activity- uhm this from   talk 
   act- uhm that which will be spoken from now. 
 
 ((26 lines omitted)) 
 
21 M: ima itta mitai ni mimasita ka? 
 now said    like    did.see  Q     
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22   tte yu no wa sono ato  ni kuru 
 QT say N  T   tha after D  come 
 
23   setumee no (.2) purii n natteru wake¿  
 explain M         pre   becoming reason 
 however s- like I just said ‘mimasita ka?’ is a pre  
 for an explanation to come afterwards¿ 
 
24  (.7)  
 
25 M: mae [oki ni natteru wake desu yo. 
 preface   becoming  reason  C   P 
 it is a preface. 
  
26 Z:   [((redirects gaze to hand holding pen to paper)) 
 
 [((nods; writes)) 
27  [u:n. hai. 
 yeah   yes 
 yeah. yes. 
 
 
 The focus of the following analysis is on Murata’s actions in lines 23 and 25, 

and Zed’s responding actions in lines 26 and 27. In the interaction leading up to this 

focal area, Yi thanks the group for their participation, and in so doing makes relevant 

a closing of the interaction (and doing data analysis in particular) (line 1). By passing 

on speakership, Elmer and Murata effectively claim that they have nothing further, 

and thereby display stances in alignment with Yi’s closing relevant move (lines 2 and 

3). Then, all of the Participants sit back in their seats, and Murata, Yi, and Elmer 

begin to organize their belongings. Thus, at this point, the Participants appear to be 

gathering up their belongings in preparation to leave, and the interaction seems to 

have reached an end (line 4). However, in line 5, Zed raises a hand while shifting his 

gaze to Yi, and undertakes a new TCU, which proposes that he is the only one who 

does not understand some yet-unstated matter. This talk by Zed functions to project 

further talk explaining the nature of Zed’s not understanding. This is accomplished (a) 

via Zed’s deployment of nanka (“like”), which, as has already been noted, potentially 

works to indicate that the upcoming talk is to be substantial in nature, (b) the device n 

desu kedo (line 6), which indicates a possible continuation on the discourse pragmatic 
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level, and (c) Zed’s utterance formulation, which proposes that he does not under-

stand some yet-to-be-specified matter, and thus seems to indicate that the specifica-

tion of that matter is business which will be undertaken in the upcoming talk. Notably, 

in lines 7 and 8, Murata and Yi display their understandings of Zed’s lines 5 and 6 as 

functioning to project further talk through providing only brief displays of listenership 

(i.e., rather than undertaking any substantial talk of their own). Then, in line 9, Zed 

ostensibly undertakes the delivery of the talk-so-projected.  

 Zed’s talk in lines 9 to 14 indexes the previous talk about the difficulty of 

responding with yes (lines 9 and 10, and 12 and 13), and asks about the relationship of 

this to the previous discussion (lines 13 and 14). This, however, does not immediately 

engender a co-Participant response, and in lines 16 and 17, Zed works to further 

specify his line 13 hanasi (“discussion”) by noting that it (i.e., the discussion) was 

about showing a relationship with an activity. However, a co-Participant response is 

still not forthcoming, and a 1.1 second silence develops, following which Murata 

seems to display some trouble with responding (lines 18 and 19). Notably, Murata’s 

line 19 appears to pick out Zed’s katudoo (“activity”) as the trouble source (cf. ka-).5 

Then, in line 20, Zed displays an understanding of lines 18 and 19 as making relevant 

further specification work. He provides this with kore kara kataru (“that which will 

be spoken from now”), which seems to be offered as a replacement for the problem-

atic katudoo (cf. the self repair work featuring ka- ano in line 20). Thus, at this point, 

Zed’s question-so-formulated asks for a clarification in regard to (a) the previous 

discussion of showing a relationship with something which will be spoken from now, 

and (b) the relation between that (i.e., the previous discussion) and the difficulty of 

responding with yes. It is important to note also that Zed’s question appears to feature 

                                                
5 Another possibility here is that ka- is the beginning of kanrensee (cf. Zed’s line 16). However, that 
the problem item is indeed katudoo and not kanrensee is disambiguated in the forthcoming talk. 
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a circumlocution for the term purii. This seems to suggest that Zed was unfamiliar 

with the term at this time. 

 In the omitted lines, Murata works to confirm Zed’s question, and then to 

provide the explanation requested by it. Then, in lines 21 to 23, Murata provides a 

partial reformulation of her explanatory talk, which proposes that the element mima-

sita ka (“did you see it”) instantiates a pre for a following explanation. Notably, the 

previous discussion about showing a relationship with something yet-to-be-spoken 

indexed by Zed’s question centered on the participant’s use of the object mentioned in 

Murata’s line 21, that is, mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”). Murata’s line 23 purii ni 

natteru wake¿ (“it’s a pre¿”) features try marking (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979), and thus 

seems to be designed to request a display of recognition or understanding. However, 

in line 24, a .7 second silence develops during which Yi produces multiple nods, but 

Zed sits silently still with his gaze fixed on Murata (who is gazing at Zed, herself).  

 In line 25, Murata produces an utterance which redeploys the format used in 

line 23 (i.e., X ni natteru wake), but in which the element purii is replaced by the 

everyday Japanese maeoki (“preface”). In so doing, Murata treats purii as being a 

possible trouble source for Zed. Then, precisely when it becomes apparent that Mu-

rata is saying maeoki, Zed redirects his gaze to the area of his transcript to which he 

had been holding a pen at the ready since partway through Murata’s explanation in 

the omitted lines (however, he had not yet looked down or written anything prior to 

this point), and writes puri,6 which he then double underlines and circles (lines 26 to 

27) (Figure 7.1). This is followed by Murata moving on to explain the relationship 

between the pre mimasita ka? (“did you see it?”) and the difficulty of responding with 

yes (not shown). 

                                                
6 Field notes. Sic. 
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Figure 7.1. Zed’s actions from lines 26 through 27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Z: u:n. hai. (Line 27, Excerpt 7.2) 
 
 The analysis thus demonstrates how Murata and Zed co-constitute the element 

purii (“pre”) as being a trouble source. Then Murata conducts repair by switching out 

this element for the everyday Japanese maeoki (“preface”) (line 25). Then, Zed indi-

cates that Murata’s repair work has been effective by providing a relevant response 

(i.e., u:n) followed by a go ahead (i.e., hai) as he finishes writing on his transcript 

sheet (lines 26 and 27). Furthermore, the material which Zed writes on the corner of 

his transcript sheet is the word puri. In this way, Zed notably performs work which 

displays (a) his taking notice of purii, and (b) his preparation to use it on a later occa-

sion (i.e., he makes a note of it). 

 It is relevant to note that Zed was not present during the previous data session, 

where, during doing data analysis on a bit of data provided by Wendy, the Partici-

pants had used purii to refer to a similar participant action (cf. Excerpt 6.13, Chapter 

6). While it is not possible to be certain, it seems that Zed had either not yet been 

exposed to the term purii, or was not yet very familiar with its usage at the time of 

Excerpt 7.2. It is also relevant to note that Zed himself had never used the term during 

any of the previous data sessions in my data corpus (i.e., longitudinally speaking, 

approximately six months). However, as seen in the following two excerpts, which 

Yi 

Zed 

Murata 
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are taken from data sessions one, and two and a half months after Excerpt 7.2, respec-

tively, Zed begins to use purii as a resource for accomplishing his participation in 

doing data analysis. 

 Excerpt 7.3 is a detail of Excerpt 6.14, which was examined in the prior chap-

ter. In the excerpt, Zed is responding to a question asked by Ru at the juncture of 

transitioning from silent looking to doing data analysis (see Chapter 4). 

 
Excerpt 7.3 
(Detail of Excerpt 6.14) 
14 Z: .hh maa n:anraka  no kooi  no (.2) pu-  
 .hh DM  some.kind  M action M       pr- 
 
15   ano::: maeoki  ni natteiru [to yu  
 uhm  introduction becoming  QT say  
 
16 R:   [((nods)) 
 
17 Z: fuu ni kanjita n [desu kedo:  
   like   felt    N   C    but 
 well I felt like it forms a pr- introduction for 
 some kind of action but 
 
18 R:   [hai. 
    yes 
    yes. 
 
 
 In line 14, as noted in the analysis of Excerpt 6.14, Zed formulates an utter-

ance in which he initially undertakes the deployment of purii (“pre”). However, he 

cuts off mid production, and in line 15, he inserts the replacement maeoki (“preface”), 

which is a resource from everyday Japanese. These actions by Zed function to ac-

complish multiple levels of interactional work. First, they accomplish the membership 

categorization work described in detail in my analysis of Excerpt 6.14 (i.e., categori-

zation of Zed as a practioner who uses the resources of the community, and of Ru as a 

newcomer not yet conversant with such resources). Second, they display an awareness 

of and sensitivity to certain terminology as belonging to a set of joint resources used 

by community members, and constitute these as being not readily accessible to new-
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comers (i.e., Ru). Third, Zed’s actions work to make visible a change in his participa-

tory behavior.  

 As demonstrated in the analysis of Excerpt 7.2, purii became relevant for 

participation in doing data analysis. Zed, however, appeared to be unfamiliar with the 

term and its possible uses in talking about the data. In response to Zed’s question 

Murata provided a lengthy explanation of the concept of purii, and how this concept 

might be applied to an analysis of Yi’s data. Furthermore, in so doing, she submitted 

maeoki as a term synonymous to purii. It is important to note that, in Excerpt 7.3, it is 

precisely these two terms, that is, purii and maeoki, which are deployed by Zed. 

Furthermore, Zed uses these terms in a manner exactly analogous to the way in which 

Murata had used them previously, that is as a term-in-use (i.e., purii), and as a new-

comer-oriented replacement (i.e., maeoki) for that term.  

 In this way, Zed’s actions in lines 14 and 15 of Excerpt 7.3 constitute a display 

of a change in his participation through demonstrating his understanding of, and 

ability to use (and, when necessary, his ability to choose not to use) the term purii, 

when he previously had not (or could not). This displayed change in participatory 

behavior reflexively works to make visible a shift in identity for Zed, from that of a 

relative novice to that of a relative expert in relation to purii.  

 Excerpt 7.4 is provided as a final example of Zed’s use of the term purii sub-

sequent to Excerpt 7.2. This excerpt is from a data session held approximately two 

and a half months after the data session from which Excerpt 7.2 was taken. The Par-

ticipants are working on analyzing data provided by Yi, and Zed undertakes a com-

parative analysis by referencing data from a prior data session (which, interestingly, 

appears to be the data the Participants were working with during Excerpt 7.2).   
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Excerpt 7.4 
01 Z: ano: ano kono deeta no hanasi 
 uhm  uhm this  data  M   topic 
 
02  janai n de [su kedo ano iesu i-  
  not  N    C     but  uhm yes  y- 
 uhm uhm this is not about this data but uhm yes y- 
 
03 Y:  [hai. hai. 
   yes  yes 
   yes. yes. 
 
04 Z: iesu no baai mo   go ahe- ano:   
  yes  M case also go.ahe- uhm 
 
05  yi san   mitai no (.2) 
 Yi title like  M 
 
06  [deeta mitai ni: 
  data     like 
 the case of yes is also a go ahe- uhm like you  
 like your data  
 
07 Y: [un un un. 
 yeah yeah yeah 
 yeah yeah yeah. 
 
08  a hai. 
 a yes 
 a yes. 
 
09 Z: no: mo (.2) go aheddo. 
 no also      go.ahead 
 no is also a go ahead. 
 
10  (.8) 
 
11 Y: (xxxxxx) 
 
12 Z: go aheddo tte yuu ka: ano sono mama 
 go.ahead  QT  say  Q   uhm as.it.stands 
 
13  mata    setumee    ga (.4) kuru kan [ji.  
 again explanation S        come feeling 
 a go ahead or rather uhm as it stands it seems like  
 explanation will come again. 
 
14 Y:  [>soo da yo,< 
    that C  P 
 
15  soko de  kirei ni owaranai koto  ga:, (.9) 
 there at clean D don’t.end thing S 
 
16  .pt ano wendy san   no deeta desita. 
 .pt uhm Wendy title M  data     C 
 that’s right, a case when it doesn’t cleanly end there,  
 uhm was Wendy’s data. 
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17  (.5) 
 
18 Z: soo   yu fuu ni kangaetara: .h mosikasitara  
 that say  like  if.thought  .h   possibly 
 
19  kono, kono yoo na puri wa:  
 this  this   like  pre   T 
 if you think like that possibly this, this kind of pre is 
 
20 Y: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
21  (.6) 
 
22 Z: burokku sarenai yoo na puri na n janai  
  block  be.done   like   pre  C  N  not 
 
23  kana to (.) omoimasu. 
  DM   QT       think 
 I think it might be a kind of pre that doesn’t get blocked. 
 
24 Y: un.  tada  purii janai ka- kanoosee  
 yeah only  pre    not   po- possibility 
  
25  mo     aru  n [desu kedo. 
 also exist N    C    but 
 yeah. only there is also a possibility that it’s not a pre. 
 
26 M:  [u::n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
 
 In lines 1 and 2, Zed prefaces his forthcoming talk as being in relation to some 

data other than the data at hand. In line 3, Yi receipts this with hai hai (“yes yes”) in 

overlap with Zed’s talk, which at that time is just starting into a new TCU following 

his prefacing utterance. Then, in line 4, Zed redoes the beginning portion of his TCU, 

and produces an utterance which first undertakes making some statement about yes 

being a go ahead, but then redirects to make reference to Yi’s data (lines 4 through 6). 

While Yi’s line 7 appears to primarily function as a prompt for Zed to continue (cf. 

the .2 second pause preceding it in line 5), her line 8 claims a recognition of the ref-

erent of Zed’s lines 5 and 6. Then, in line 9, Zed seems to continue on with his line 4 

utterance such that his talk-up-to-now is hearable as undertaking the formulation of a 

comparison between the data at hand and other data provided by Yi on some prior 
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occasion, which featured some talk for which both yes and no constitute a go ahead 

(i.e., a response to a pre which facilitates the delivery of the talk projected by the pre; 

see, e.g., Schegloff, 2007).  

 Then, following a .8 second silence and some unrecoverable talk by Yi, Z 

performs repair on his line 9 go aheddo (“go ahead”). He accomplishes this by de-

ploying the self repair marker tte yuu ka (see Rosenthal, 2008) following go aheddo, 

after which he provides a substitute formulation.7 In line 14, Yi provides an affirma-

tive acknowledgement of Zed’s reformulation with soo da yo (“that’s right”). By 

functioning to evaluate Zed’s reformulation, this utterance by Yi displays a strong 

epistemic stance in regard to the data mentioned by Zed. She follows this with a 

reference to yet another piece of data, which she attributes to Wendy,8 in which the 

sequence does not end even after the provision of yes. This is followed by a .5 second 

silence (line 17).9 Then, in his talk in lines 18 to 23, Zed produces an utterance for-

matted as an opinion via his deployment of kana to omoimasu (“I think that maybe”) 

(see Chapter 5). This utterance ostensibly continues the comparative work initiated by 

his talk in lines 1 through 6 by specifying the earlier data provided by Yi (i.e., that 

referred to in line 6, and explicated in lines 4, 9, and 12 to 13) as the background 

against which the data at hand might be considered (i.e., soo yu fuu ni kangaetara [“if 

you think like that”]; line 18). Importantly, in lines 19 and 22, Zed deploys puri 

                                                
7 Interestingly, Zed’s reformulation here, that is, mata setumee ga kuru (“explanation comes again”) 
seems to paraphrase parts of Murata’s talk directed to him in Excerpt 7.2. For example: sono ato ni n- 
nanika no setumee wo suru to yu no ga kuru. (“after that doing s- some explanation is what comes”) 
(omitted lines), and mimasita ka? tte yu no wa sono ato ni kuru setumee no purii n natteru wake¿ 
(“‘did you see it?’ is a pre for an explanation to come afterwards¿”) (lines 21 to 23). 
8 Yi here seems to be referring to the data that Wendy had provided on March 25, 2009, which is 
referred to by the Participants repeatedly in the subsequent data sessions as late as October, 2009. 
9 Zed was not present at the March 25, 2009 data session when the data apparently referred to by Yi 
was provided by Wendy. The fact that Zed did not have direct experience with Wendy’s data may be 
related to the occurrence of the .5 second silence in line 17. 
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(“pre”),10 and does so in a thoroughly matter-of-course manner. In other words, Zed’s 

manner of production associated with his deployment of puri here treats the term as 

an unremarkable item from the repertoire of terminological resources shared by the 

community. Following this, in lines 24 to 26, while Yi and Murata problematize the 

straightforward applicability of the term purii to the data at hand, they do not orient to 

the term itself as being problematic in any way. Rather, Yi’s deployment of purii in 

line 24 affords treatment of the term analogous to that afforded by Zed’s lines 19 and 

22, that is, she treats the term as a matter-of-course participatory resource.  

 What is remarkable about Excerpt 7.4 is the way in which Zed accomplishes a 

mode of participation markedly different from that which he exhibited in Excerpt 7.2, 

and even from that in Excerpt 7.3. In his participation in the interaction in Excerpt 7.2, 

Zed displayed an unfamiliarity with and inability to use the term purii. In Excerpt 7.3, 

while he demonstrates a knowledge of the term purii, and an ability to distinguish 

whether or not to use it in talk addressed to a newcomer to the community for whom 

the term may not yet be a completely shared resource, he displays this knowledge in 

the context of an explanation to Ru, and this is done in an interstitial moment before 

moving into actual participation in doing data analysis. Contrastingly, in Excerpt 7.4, 

Zed unhesitatingly and matter-of-factly deploys puri twice during his participation in 

the practice of doing data analysis. In this way, his actions over the course of his 

participation in several data sessions have worked to make visible for his 

co-Participants a change in his participatory behavior, and, reflexively, a change in his 

identity as a practitioner within the community, from that of one who is unfamiliar 

with and unable to use a certain resource from the shared repertoire of the community, 

                                                
10 Zed’s production of this object does not feature the lengthened final vowel sound observable in 
productions of this term by the other Participants (i.e., purii). Interestingly, his phonological production 
closely maps to the orthographic representation he produced while interacting with Murata in Excerpt 
7.2 (cf. Figure 7.1). 
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to that of one who is able to fully use that resource to accomplish his participation in 

the main practice of the community. 

 

3 Changes in use 

 

 Aside from cases where Participants use valued terminological resources 

ostensibly for the first time, there are other times when a Participant shifts to using 

valued terminological resources only after having previously accomplished his or her 

participation by using terms not within the repertoire of shared resources for partici-

pation in the practice of doing data analysis. I examine three such cases below.  

 The first set of excerpts presents a straightforward case where a Participant, 

Elmer, shifts from the exclusive use of the term syuufuku (“repair”) during the earlier 

months of his participation to exclusively using the term ripea (“repair”) in later 

months. The second and third sets of excerpts, on the other hand, present cases where 

the co-constitution of a term as a valued participatory resource and a Participant’s 

change from using a different term to using the term constituted as such is a much 

more organically interwoven and holistic process. In particular, we first examine how 

Yi shifts to using the term riifoomyureesyon (“reformulation”) after having observed 

Elmer and Murata constituting this term as a valued resource for Participation just 

previously in the interaction, and after having previously used the term hosoku setu-

mee (“supplementary explanation”) to refer to the participant action referred to by 

Elmer and Murata, and later by Yi herself, with the term riifoomyureesyon. Then, in 

the third and final set of excerpts, we examine how Elmer comes to use torai ma-

aku/torai maakaa (“try mark/try marker”) after having observed this term in use by 

another Participant in the just previous interaction, and following his own previous 
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use of the English try mark while participating in doing data analysis. We also track 

Elmer’s use of this term on later occasions. 

In Excerpts 7.5 and 7.6, which come from the relatively early months of 

Elmer’s participation at the data sessions, Elmer is observed to be deploying syuufuku. 

A rough survey of my data corpus reveals Elmer to have used syuufuku on approxi-

mately six occasions during the period between January, 2009 and March, 2009. 

Notably, other than Wendy (who also uses syuufuku on two occasions), Elmer is the 

only Participant to use this term as a participatory resource. The other Participants 

deploy instead ripea (of which there are three instances during the same time period, 

one each from Murata, Zed, and Yi, respectively). Elmer, on the other hand, produces 

no instances of ripea during this period. However, from April, 2009, Elmer is ob-

served to begin deploying ripea, and, simultaneously, to cease deploying syuufuku. In 

the following months of my data corpus, Elmer produces approximately 10 instances 

of ripea, and no further instances of syuufuku. During this time, the only instances of 

syuufuku observed in my corpus are either self repaired to ripea (cf. Excerpts 6.9 and 

6.10, Chapter 6), or used when talking about academic writing (cf. Excerpt 6.8, 

Chapter 6). There is no time when a Participant unproblematically uses syuufuku 

during participation in doing data analysis at the data sessions subsequent to April, 

2009. 

 Prior to Excerpt 7.5, the Participants had been discussing whether or not one 

participant’s actions were analyzable as instantiating other correction, or just other 

initiation of repair (see, e.g., Jefferson, 1974, 1983; Schegloff, 2000b; Schegloff et al., 

1977). Some of the Participants, including Elmer had continued to argue that the 

participant’s actions went beyond simply initiating repair to explicitly correcting the 
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other Participant’s utterance. Yi, on the other hand, had maintained that there was no 

correction involved.  

 
Excerpt 7.5 
01 Y: taan (.2) aite     no   hannoo wo yookyuu  
 turn  other.person M  response O  request 
 
02  suru n: desu yo ne, [desyoo tte yappari. 
  do  N    C    P   P      C     QT after.all 
 turn it requests a response from the other person  
 right, ‘desyoo’ after all. 
 
03 E:  [tte yu kanji  
   QT  say feeling 
 
04  desu ne, ee. .hh 
   C   P   yes .hh 
 that’s what seems to be the case, yes. 
 
05  (.6) 
06 Y: desyoo? 
    C 
 ‘desyoo?’ 
 
07  (.2) 
08 E: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
09 Y: tte yuu. 
  QT say 
 like. 
 
10 E: ta: ta- tannaru: (.) syuufuku no kaisi 
 si: si-  simple        repair   M initiation 
 
11   dattara nan desu ka? (.2) mitai [na .hh kanji 
 if       what C    Q            like     .hh feeling 
 
12 S:  [u:n u:n u:n. 
   yeah yeah yeah 
   yeah yeah yeah. 
 
13 E: ni naru n janai ka to omou   n desu kedo.  
  become N  not   Q   QT think N   C   but 
 if it were si: si- simple: (.) repair initiation I think that it  
 would be something like ‘what’s that?’ but. 
 
14 S: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
15 Y: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
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 Just prior to the beginning of the excerpt, Elmer had noted that the participant 

deploys the device desyo11 in her utterance, and suggests that this is one of the factors 

which contribute to the participant’s utterance being hearable as instantiating a cor-

rection of the other participant’s prior utterance. Then, in lines 1 and 2, Yi counters 

this by pointing out that desyoo functions to request a response from a co-participant. 

Yi’s utterance is designed so as to elicit an affirmative co-Participant response. This is 

accomplished through Yi’s deployments of desu yo ne, which functions to request an 

aligning response, and yappari (“after all”), which works to make Yi’s utterance 

hearable as a formulation of “what-anyone-knows.” The requested aligning response 

is provided by Elmer in lines 3 and 4. Elmer’s utterance is followed by a .6 second 

silence (line 5), and an utterance by Yi, which is an apparent imitation of the partici-

pant’s production of desyoo, marked as such via a deployment of a quotative marker 

(lines 6 and 9). Then, following a .2 second silence, this is receipted with u:n by 

Elmer (lines 7 and 8). Then, in his talk in lines 10 to 13, Elmer seems to redirect from 

a different angle, which does not involve desyo(o). Rather, here Elmer assembles an 

utterance which submits a hypothetical candidate method for the initiation of “simple” 

(tannaru) repair (i.e., rather than correction), that is, nan desu ka? (“what’s that?”). In 

line 12, Suzuki claims an alignment to Elmer’s talk via a multiple deployment of u:n 

(“yeah”) in overlap with his line 11, and just after he has gotten off his production of 

the hypothetical candidate (the .2 second pause in line 11 functions, along with mitai 

na kanji [“something like that”], to make Elmer’s nan desu ka? hearable as being a 

                                                
11 Prior to the excerpt, Elmer refers to the object deployed by the participant with desyo. Yi, on the 
other hand, uses desyoo (note the geminate final vowel; cf. lines 2 and 6). Thus, is seems that Elmer 
and Yi are basing their respective analyses on slightly different descriptions of the participant’s actions. 
Notably, the object referred to by Elmer, that is, desyo, can function to mark a relatively assertive 
stance, and thus might be more indicative of correction than repair initiation. Yi’s desyoo, on the other 
hand, typically functions in a manner similar to that described by her in lines 1 and 2, that is, to solicit a 
co-participant response. 
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candidate utterance). Then, following the possible completion of Elmer’s TCU, first 

Suzuki, and then Yi, provide acknowledgement via their respective deployments of 

u:n. 

 It is in line 10, within this redirection of focus away from the object desyo(o), 

that Elmer deploys syuufuku (“repair”). Elmer’s utterance prior to syuufuku is charac-

terized by several speech peturbations (i.e., the self repairs, sound stretches, and cut 

off associated with his tannaru [“simple”]) and a micropause. While the absence of a 

visual record for the data session from which Excerpt 7.5 is taken precludes a defini-

tive analysis, there seem to be two possibilities in regard to these features of Elmer’s 

utterance design. A first possibility is that the speech peturbations and pause function 

to solicit co-Participant gaze (Goodwin, 1979, 1980). Another possibility is that these 

features are designed to display a moment of trouble with either recollection or pro-

duction of the subsequent object, that is, syuufuku. In either case, what is most rele-

vant to the present analysis is to note that these features do not seem to function to 

treat syuufuku itself as being problematic in any way, as might a deployment of rising 

intonation during its production, or the application of self repair to replace the term 

with another.  

 Excerpt 7.6 provides a further example of Elmer’s use of syuufuku (“repair”). 

On the occasion of the excerpt, the Participants are analyzing a portion of the data 

where it seems that a participant is going about getting a confirmation from her 

co-participant in a round-about way. In the interaction prior to the excerpt, the Par-

ticipants had discussed how, according to how the participants interpret them, con-

firmation requests can function to treat some piece of information as being possibly 

problematic (a) for the recipient of the request, or (b) for the producer of the request. 
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The excerpt begins with Elmer suggesting that a b interpretation can end up resulting 

in unnecessary repair sequences.  

 
Excerpt 7.6 
01 E: .hh nan- nan do mo   koo .hh   fuyoo na (.3)  
 .hh rep- repeatedly this .hh unecessary 
 
02  syuufuku:: [sikuensu  
   repair     sequence   
 like rep- repeated unecessary repair sequences 
 
03 M:  [u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
04 E: ni nahtte simahu .hhh  
  become    end.up .hhh 
 come up 
 
05 M: u::n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
06 E: [keesu ga ooi node. .hhh  
   case S  many  so    .hhh 
 there are many instances of this kind of case so. 
 
07 W: [u::n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
 
 Here, Elmer’s talk undertakes working up a position that the participant’s 

seemingly round-about utterance formulation might be due to a concern with not 

initiating an unnecessary repair sequence. In lines 1, 2, and 4, Elmer suggests that the 

participant should know, through repeated prior experiences, that confirmation re-

quests can lead to repair sequences. Murata acknowledges Elmer’s talk in lines 3 and 

5, and Wendy acknowledges in line 7. 

 In line 2, Elmer deploys syuufuku (“repair”) in the formulation syuufuku: 

siikuensu (“repair sequence”). This element is preceded by a .3 second silence, and 

features a sound stretch on the final vowel of syuufuku. As discussed in relation to the 

previous excerpt, there seem to be at least two actions possibly assembled by such 
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speech peturbations. One of these is to solicit co-Participant gaze (see, e.g., Goodwin, 

1979, 1980), and the other is to display some trouble with word recall or utterance 

production. As was the case in the previous excerpt, a lack of video data for the data 

session from which Excerpt 7.6 was taken makes a definitive analysis of this point 

difficult. However, it may be noted that, in line 3, Murata provides a vocal response, 

and that Elmer ends the sound stretch and continues on with smooth utterance pro-

duction in precise timing with Murata’s response. Thus, it seems a likely possibility 

that, in this case, the .3 second silence and subsequent sound stretch may be in orien-

tation to a lack of gaze or response from Murata at the time.  

 Elmer’s use of syuufuku does not seem to be problematic for his 

co-Participants on the order of warranting other initiation of repair. This is likely 

because, even though they themselves do not use it during doing data analysis, 

syuufuku is intelligible for the co-Participants (see Chapter 6, Sections 3 and 4). 

Rather, as in Excerpt 7.5, syuufuku is here used by Elmer as a passable resource in 

order to accomplish his participation in doing data analysis. However, it bears empha-

sis that, as discussed in Section 4 of the previous chapter, while Elmer’s use of this 

term does not engender repair, it does create a contrast with the terminology used by 

the other Participants (i.e., ripea [“repair”]) during doing data analysis. 

 In this light, it is interesting to note that, as mentioned above, from the data 

session in April, 2009, Elmer comes to deploy ripea exclusively. Excerpts 7.7 and 7.8, 

below, provide typical examples of Elmer’s use of ripea rather than syuufuku. 

 
Excerpt 7.7 
01 E: u:n. maneteru mitai na kanji  
 yeah imitating  like   feeling 
 
02  na n desu ne, [de sore 
 C  N   C    P   and that 
 yeah. it’s like he’s imitating her, and that 
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03 Y:  [u::n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
04 E: koo     sinkoosee   wa    nai    node .hh  
 that progressivity T not.exist so   .hh 
 
05   de sikamo        sono toki ni ano s- saki  
 and.furthermore that time D  uhm b- before 
 
06  yutteta    yoo ni sisen: ga sotti ni muku  
 was.saying like   gaze    S  there D  turn 
 
07  tte yu  koto  de .hh kore wa tabun   ano:  
 QT say thing by .hh this  T perhaps uhm 
 
08  (.) ano  ripea   kaisi: 
      uhm repair initiate 
 like there’s no progressivity so .hh and furthermore at that  
 time uhm like I said b- before based on the fact that gaze  
 turns there perhaps uhm uhm repair initiation 
 
09  (.7)  
 
10 E: tosite:  
 as 
 as 
 
11 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yea:h. 
 
12 E: koo  ano kumitateteru to omou  n desu yo ne,  
 that uhm formulating  QT think N  C    P  P   
 like uhm I think that’s how he’s formulating it you know,  
 
 
Excerpt 7.8 
01 Z: moo      ano ojiityan ga iru  hana-  
 already uhm  grandpa  S exist top- 
 
02  iru    toki no  hanasi¿ (.4) no  
 exist time  M   topic         M 
 
03  siikuensu (.2) kara (.3) 
  sequence       from 
 
  [((gaze to Elmer)) 
04  hazu [rete iku to yuu¿ 
  come.off  go   QT say 
 it’s that it has already drifted away from the sequence  
 of the top- topic of when the grandpa was there¿ 
 
 [((nods)) 
05 E: [un [un. 
 yeah yeah 
 yeah yeah. 
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06 Z:  [((gaze away)) 
 
07  [[soo- 
  that- 
  that- 
 
08 E: [[maa ripea siikuensu ne,= 
   DM  repair sequence  P 
  well a repair sequence right, 
 
09 Z: =soo desu ne. [soo yu  siikuensu ga  
  that  C   P    that say sequence  S 
 
10  kaisi       sarenai     yoo ni .hh koko dewa  
 initiate not.be.done so.that .hh here  at 
 
11  ano: kotoba no  imi   wo 
 uhm   word   M meaning O 
 right. so that that kind of sequence doesn’t get initiated 
 here uhm the meaning of the word 
 
12 Y: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
13 Z: ano  onaka  ga ippai  ni nannai 
 uhm stomach S  full don’t.become 
 
14   to  yu  imi¿ 
 QT say meaning 
 uhm is that my stomach doesn’t get full¿ 
 
15 E: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
16 Z: sita no dewa nai ka to  
  did N      not    Q  QT 
 
17  omoimasu. 
 think   
 I think she may have made it that way. 
 
 
 In both of the above excerpts, Elmer may be observed deploying the term 

ripea (“repair”). In line 8 of Excerpt 7.7 he deploys ripea kaisi (“repair initiation”), 

and in line 9 of Excerpt 7.8, he deploys ripea siikuensu (“repair sequence”). While a 

number of other examples of Elmer’s use of repair exist in my data corpus, I chose 

these two because, when compared to Excerpts 7.5 and 7.6, they clearly show Elmer 
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using ripea in lexical environments where he had previously used syuufuku (cf. Ex-

cerpt 7.5, line 10, and Excerpt 7.6, line 2). 

 In Excerpt 7.7, Elmer is formulating an analytic opinion in regard to a partici-

pant’s actions in some data provided by Yi. He first produces a description of the 

participant’s actions to which he appends node (“so”) (lines 1, 2, and 4), and adds on 

to this by deploying the addition relevant device de sikamo (“and furthermore”), 

followed by additional description work (lines 5 and 6). Following this additional 

description work, he deploys tte yu koto de (“based on the fact”) (line 7), which func-

tions in a manner similar to node in that it works to format the material preceding it as 

a rational basis for forthcoming talk (see Chapter 5).  

 At this point, Elmer inhales and then produces kore wa tabun ano: (.) ano 

ripea kaisi: (“this is perhaps uhm uhm repair initiation”) (lines 7 and 8). His produc-

tion of this utterance is characterized by (a) a repeated deployment of the filler ano 

(“uhm”), the first of which features a lengthening of the final vowel sound, intersper-

sed with a micropause, and (b) a lengthening of the final vowel sound of kaisi. It 

should also be noted that Elmer’s line 8 features no predicate. Furthermore, the device 

tabun (“perhaps”) potentially indicates an upcoming formulation of speculation or 

opinion. Thus, Elmer’s utterance up to this point is hearably incomplete both prag-

matically and grammatically, and projects a continuation wherein a formulation of 

opinion based on the rational foundation of Elmer’s description work in lines 1 

through 6. However, prior to his delivery of this in lines 10 and 12, in line 9, a .7 

second silence develops. Additionally, in line 10, Elmer undertakes incremental 

utterance production by submitting tosite: (“as”), which also notably features a final 

sound stretch. Taken together, the ostensible delays in utterance production in lines 7, 

8, 9, and 10 seem to be designed so as to solicit co-Participant gaze (Goodwin, 1979, 
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1980)12 or other response. Such an analysis is supported by the fact that Elmer con-

tinues on smoothly with utterance production immediately following Murata’s provi-

sion of a response in line 11. 

 In Excerpt 7.8, above, Zed is working on formulating an analytic opinion. In 

lines 1 to 4, he prefaces this by noting that there is a move away from topical talk 

about when the participant’s grandfather is in the house. The intonation of Zed’s 

utterance is designed so as to request a co-Participant response. In line 4 he distributes 

gaze to Elmer, in particular, who provides the response-so-requested with a nod and 

duplicate un tokens in line 5. In line 6, Zed redistributes his gaze to his transcript, and 

in line 7 appears to embark on a continued utterance production. However, he cuts off 

mid utterance as Elmer simultaneously undertakes utterance production in line 8.  

 Elmer’s utterance in line 8 ostensibly reformulates the hazurete iku (“drift 

away”) of Zed’s talk as ripea siikuensu (“repair sequence”). This utterance by Elmer 

features a hitchless manner of production, and is formatted as a request for confirma-

tion through the deployment of ne. Elmer’s use of the discourse marker maa in this 

case seems to function to frame his reformulation as a tentative one. In line 9, Zed 

first attends to Elmer’s reformulation by acknowledging it with soo desu ne (“that’s 

right”), and then continues on with formulation of the opinion in lines 9 to 17, where 

he partially incorporates Elmer’s reformulation by indexing it with soo yu siikuensu 

(“that kind of sequence”) (line 9). This is receipted in lines 12 and 15 by Yi and 

Elmer, respectively. 

 It is important to note that, in line 8 of Excerpt 7.7, Elmer deploys the term 

ripea as part of the formulation ripea kaisi. Similarly, in line 8 of Excerpt 7.8, Elmer 

uses ripea siikuensu. This terminology usage contrasts with Elmer’s previous de-

                                                
12 As has occasionally been the case above, a lack of video data makes it impossible to develop an 
analysis of Participant gaze for this excerpt. 
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ployments of the synonymous formulations syuufuku no kaisi (Excerpt 7.5, line 10) 

and syuufuku siikuensu (Excerpt 7.6, line 2), respectively. While only speculation is 

possible as to any internal reasons why Elmer changed to using ripea instead of 

syuufuku, it may be empirically observed that, as demonstrated in this and the prior 

chapter, ripea is ongoingly treated by the Participants as constituting one of the 

community’s repertoire of terminological resources for participation in doing data 

analysis at the data sessions. While syuufuku is intelligible to and used occasionally 

by the Participants, it is not treated by them as being a resource for accomplishing 

participation in doing data analysis. Thus, in and through Elmer’s use of ripea instead 

of syuufuku, he makes visible a change in his participatory behavior in a manner 

which simultaneously and reflexively displays an alignment with the values of the 

community.  

 Thus, in Excerpts 7.5 to 7.8, Elmer is shown to accomplish a change in his 

participatory behavior from using syuufuku to using ripea. In the case of ripea, 

Elmer’s co-Participants (except for Wendy) had ongoingly treated the term as being a 

valued resource for accomplishing their participation ostensibly even from before I 

began to collect data at the data sessions. A survey of my data corpus reveals them to 

consistently use ripea in interactions both before and after Excerpts 7.5 to 7.8. In this 

way, ripea can be said to be treated as being an established part of the repertoire of 

participatory resources of the community. This statement is not intended to reify the 

terminological resources used by the Participants. Rather, it means to point up the fact 

that the Participants are observed to ongoingly constitute ripea as being a valued and 

relevant resource for participation in doing data analysis, and that their actions in so 

treating this resource simultaneously function to make the resource visible as such to 

Elmer and the other Participants. In this way, the analyses of Excerpts 7.5 to 7.8 



 338 

demonstrate that Elmer’s displayed change in participatory behavior functions to 

make visible a change in his identity within the community. In other words, in and 

through changing to use ripea, Elmer displays a change in behavior from relying on 

resources exogenous to the community to making use of community resources. In this 

way, Elmer’s actions simultaneously function to display an affiliation with the estab-

lished values of the community as they continue to be made observable for him dur-

ing his participation in interaction. Such a display of affiliation with the community 

and its displayed values seems to function to position Elmer as an integrated practic-

ing member of the community on this occasion by categorizing him as “one-of-us.”  

 Additional examples of how the Participants accomplish changes in their 

behavior from using terminology external to the shared repertoire of the community 

to using that which is treated by the Participants as constituting part of that repertoire 

are available in the following two sets of excerpts. These instances differ slightly, 

however, from the previous instance where Elmer changed from using syuufuku to 

using ripea. In particular, whereas in the previous instance Elmer changed to use a 

terminological resource ongoingly established by the community as being part of their 

shared repertoire, in the following instances, the establishment of a term as being a 

valued part of the community’s set of terminological resources, and a Participant’s 

change in participatory behavior to use that term are co-intertwined in a reflexive and 

holistic manner. In other words, there are times when certain terms do not necessarily 

seem to have been established as interactional resources in prior data sessions. These 

terms are nonetheless constituted as terminology valued for accomplishing participa-

tion at this- interactional-moment. Indeed, as we will see below, there are some in-

stances in the data where the Participants seem to constitute terminological items as 

being valued participatory resources in a rather impromptu manner. Thus, the valued 
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status of terminology does not seem to (a) necessitate a long history of use, (b) be 

brought off in one take, nor (c) to be settled once and for all. Rather, the terminology 

is, in some sense, constituted anew as a valued resource with each instance of its 

deployment and ratification by the Participants.  

 In the following set of excerpts, Excerpts 7.9 to 7.11, the Participants are 

engaging in an extended discussion working toward building up a description of a 

single area of the data. The excerpts show a series of successive moments from the 

same interaction. In their discussion, the Participants first constitute the ostensibly 

just-introduced term riifoomyureesyon13 (“reformulation”) as part of the termi-

nological repertoire of the community for participation in the interaction on this occa-

sion. Then, in the moments following this, instead of using riifoomyureesyon, Yi 

deploys hosoku setumee (“supplementary explanation”) in talking about the partici-

pant action just previously referred to by Elmer and Murata as riifoomyureesyon, an 

action which is then problematized by Murata. In reaction to Murata’s problematiza-

tion, Yi ostensibly notes down the term on her transcript sheet. Then, in the interac-

tion following this, Yi is observed to produce multiple deployments of variants of 

riifoomyureesyon, one of which is accomplished in overt reference to the note that she 

had made on her transcript sheet.  

 In Excerpt 7.9, the Participants are examining some data provided by Yi. 

Murata and Yi co-negotiate a description of one participant’s actions. Then, Elmer 

submits the term riifoomyureesyon (“reformulation”) as a reformulation of Murata 

and Yi’s descriptive talk. 

 
Excerpt 7.9 
01 M:  kiita to syutyoo siteru kedo nanka: 
 heard QT  claim   doing   but   DM 

                                                
13 This term, like many of the others appearing in this and the previous chapter, is not available in 
everyday Japanese.  
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02  betu ni        demonsutoreeto siteru wake  
 not.especially demonstrate    doing reason 
 
03  janai n desu yo ne? 
  not  N   C    P   P 
 he’s claiming to have heard but like it’s not that he’s like  
 especially demonstrating it right? 
 
04 Z: un. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
05  (.7) 
 
06 Y: un.     sonna   hakkiri dewa nai kedo,  
 yeah that.kind clearly    not     but  
 yeah. it’s not so clear but, 
 
07  oomoto [(xx)- 
 foundation 
 ‘foundation’ (xx)- 
 
08 M:  [m omo- e heh fuji kensetu  
   m fou- e heh Fuji construction 
 
09  no yurai tte kiita ato ni oomotoh 
 M origin  QT asked  after foundation 
 
10  hoh no kaisya desyo? tte  
 hoh no company  C     QT 
 
11  itteru kara: .hhh u:n. 
 saying  so    .hhh  un 
 m e heh after asking ‘Fuji construction’s origin’ he’s  
 saying ‘it’s the founding company right?’ so yeah. 
 
12  ((all gazing at transcripts: 1.5)) 
 
13 E: riifoomyureesyon. 
 reformulation 
 reformulation. 
 
14  (.2) 
 
15 E:  [[(na n desu ne). 
     C  N   C   P 
     it is. 
 
16 M: [[un soo, riifoomyureesyon siteru dake desu ne. 
 yeah that  reformulation     doing only   C   P 
 right, he’s just reformulating. 
 
17  (1.8) 
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 Here, the Participants are looking at an area of the data in which one of the 

participants has asked the other if he had ever heard of Fuji construction.14 The Par-

ticipants appear to be especially concerned to work up a description of the responding 

participant’s actions. In lines 1 through 3, Murata produces an utterance proposing 

that the responding participant is claiming to have heard, but is not demonstrating that 

he has heard. Zed receipts this with un (“yeah”) in line 4, and this is followed by .7 

seconds of silence during which the co-Participants gaze at their transcripts. Then, in 

line 6, Yi produces un sonna hakkiri dewa nai kedo (“yeah it’s not so clear but”), 

which first acknowledges Murata’s contribution (i.e., by deploying un), and then 

formulates an attenuated version of Murata’s proposal, which implies that, rather than 

having provided no demonstration of having heard, the participant may have provided 

one, albeit in an unclear manner. As an example of this possible unclear demonstra-

tion, Yi quotes the participant’s oomoto (“foundation”) (line 7). In line 8, Murata 

overlaps the last part of Yi’s utterance to produce a description of the participant’s 

actions, which features an expanded version of the quotation provided in Yi’s line 7. 

Murata produces this utterance through laughter, and formats it as being a rational 

basis through her deployment of kara (“so”) (line 11). The fact that Murata’s utter-

ance in lines 8 to 11 is hearable as an expanded reformulation of Yi’s line 7, which 

itself is hearable as providing an example on which Yi is basing her implication that 

a(n unclear) demonstration was in fact provided by the participant, makes Murata’s 

talk hearable not as providing a rational basis for forthcoming talk, but rather for talk 

which has already occurred, that is, Yi’s line 6. Thus, Murata’s lines 8 through 11 

seem to accomplish a change in position, possibly oriented to with the laughter tokens, 

through displaying an alignment with Yi’s position-so-put-forth. Interestingly, this 

                                                
14 Pseudonym. 
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action is completed by Murata ostensibly providing an acknowledging response to her 

own utterance by deploying u:n (“yeah”) following the RR (see Chapter 4) .hhh kara: 

(line 11).  

 Following the close of the previous sequence between Murata and Yi, in line 

12, a 1.5 second silence develops while the Participants examine their transcripts. 

Then, in line 13, Elmer produces riifoomyureesyon (“reformulation”). While this 

object is produced with falling intonation, which makes it hearable as being complete 

pragmatically, it features no predicate, and so, grammatically speaking, it leaves the 

door open for continuation. In line 14, Elmer’s co-Participants seem to display an 

orientation to the ambivalent nature of his line 13 by withholding the production of 

talk for .2 seconds. Then, in line 15, Elmer delivers the grammatical completion of his 

utterance with na n desu ne (“it is”). In line 16, Murata overlaps Elmer’s talk with an 

utterance which first acknowledges Elmer’s line 13 with un, and then goes on to 

display an understanding of Elmer’s line 13 riifoomyureesyon as working to reformu-

late the descriptive work in lines 1 to 11. It is important to note, however, that Mu-

rata’s line 16 does not merely display an understanding of Elmer’s line 13, it also 

claims a strong alignment with it, and treats the term riifoomyureesyon as being a 

valid resource by which reference to the participant’s actions may be accomplished.  

 Excerpt 7.9 is followed by an extended spate of talk from Yi, who compares 

the area under consideration in the data at hand with similar instances in her corpus. 

The excerpt begins with Yi gathering together these instances, including the one in 

the data at hand (which, it should be remembered, was the focus of discussion in 

Excerpt 7.9), under the label hosoku setumee (“supplementary explanation”). Murata 

problematizes this and offers the term agreed upon in the just prior interaction, that is, 

riifoomyureesyon, as a replacement. 
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Excerpt 7.1015 
01 Y: nanka hosoku    setumee wa nantonaku  
  DM  supplement explain T   somewhat 
 
02  koo kimasu yo ne. 
 that come   P  P 
 like supplementary explanation kind of like comes. 
 
03  (.4) 
 
04 M: [[n::, 
   n 
   n::, 
 
05 Y: [[i-     iikata      wo [kaete. 
   sa- way.of.saying O   change 
 changing the way of sa- saying. 
 
06 M:  [un.  
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
07  .hh sono, (.) setumee to yu   yori wa  
 .hh that       explain QT say more.than 
 
08  dakara sono (.2) riifoo- >sakki  ossyatta< 
   so    that        refo- just.prior said- 
 
09  riifoomyu [reesyon mitai na no kuru. .hh 
   reformulation       like   one come  .hh 
 that, rather than explanation so that refo- what he 
 just said something like reformulation [ɾiːɸoːmjuɾeːʃoɴ] comes. 
 
10 Y:  [((shifts gaze to transcript sheet)) 
 
 [((nods; lowers pen and begins to write)) 
11  [orifomyureesyon?o 
   reformulation 
 rifermulation [ɾiɸomjuɾeːʃoɴ]? 
 
12 M: janai kana tte yu fuu ni ima  
  not   DM   QT  say like   now 
 
13  [tyokkanteki ni omotteta    n desu yo. 
    intuitively was.thinking N   C    P 
 that’s what I was intuitively thinking just now. 
 
 [((gaze still at transcript sheet)) 
14 Y: [a::. 
  a 
  ah. 
 

                                                
15 In the English gloss in the third tier of Excerpts 7.10 and 7.11, I have occasionally used unconven-
tional spellings, and included IPA representations, of portions of the Participants’ utterances. This is 
done in an attempt to give the reader not familiar with Japanese some sense of the way in which Yi’s 
phonological productions of variations of riifoomyureesyon (a) differ from productions of the term by 
Murata and Elmer, and (b) vary internally across productions. 
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 In lines 1 and 2, Yi formulates an upshot of her preceding talk comparing a 

number of instances in her data corpus to the data at hand. In so doing, she deploys 

hosoku setumee (“supplementary explanation”) as nomenclature for the participant 

action which was co-negotiated by her and Murata in Excerpt 7.9, and which she 

reported having other instances of in her data corpus. Through deploying yo ne, Yi 

formats her utterance such that it requests an affirmative co-Participant response (line 

2). However, in line 3, no such co-Participant response is forthcoming, and a .4 sec-

ond silence results. Then, in line 4, Murata produces an n token which is elongated 

and slightly rising in intonation. According to Aoki (2008), this type of token func-

tions to indicate disalignment with the previous talk. In line 5, apparently in response 

to the silence in line 3, Yi produces further talk in overlap with Murata’s line 4, which 

ostensibly functions to clarify her (Yi’s) lines 1 and 2, and provides an extension of 

the space wherein a co-Participant response might be relevantly deployed. 

 In line 6, Murata acknowledges Yi’s talk with un, and then, in lines 7 to 9, 

produces an utterance which notably replaces Yi’s setumee (“explanation”) with 

riifoomyureesyon (“reformulation”). It is also interesting to note that Murata here 

deploys sakki ossyatta (“what he just said”) to explicitly specify that this term, that is, 

riifoomyureesyon, is the one which came out in the prior interaction; as noted in the 

analysis of Excerpt 7.9, following Elmer’s introduction of this term into the interac-

tion, Murata validates the term through formulating a strong claim of alignment. Here, 

in lines 7 through 9 of Excerpt 7.10, she further validates and ratifies riifoomyuree-

syon as being the resource valued relative to setumee for accomplishing participation 

in the interaction on this occasion.  

 As Murata’s riifoo- >sakki ossyatta< (“riifoo- what he just said”) comes forth 

(line 8), she and Yi maintain a steady co-gaze (Figure 7.2a). Then, at the moment 
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when Murata begins producing riifoomyureesyon specifically as the term just intro-

duced by Elmer, and ratified by Murata, Yi turns her head slightly more towards 

Murata. Yi’s actions here are visible as a display of listening more carefully (Figure 

7.2b). Immediately following this, Yi shifts her gaze ostensibly16 to the transcript 

sheet in front of her (line 10), and then lowers her pen and begins to write while 

saying rifomyureesyon? in a lowered voice (Figure 7.2c, d). In lines 12 and 13, Mu-

rata treats Yi’s line 11 as a self directed utterance. Then, in line 14, Yi produces a:: 

while still gazing at her transcript. 

 
Figure 7.2. Actions by Yi and Murata from lines 8 through 11 

 (a) Murata and Yi co-gazing (b) Yi turning more to Murata 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: riifoo- >sakki ossyatta< riifoomyureesyon (Lines 8 and 9, Excerpt 7.10) 
 
 (c) Yi shifts gaze to transcript sheet (d) Yi writing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 M: riifoomyureesyon Y: orifomyureesyon?o  
 (Lines 10 and 11, Excerpt 7.10) 
 
 In this way, the analysis shows how Murata displays an orientation to the term 

riifoomyureesyon as having been established in the just prior interaction as being the 
                                                
16 I say ostensibly because Yi’s computer blocks the view of the desk space in front of her from the 
camera. It is clear, however, that Yi is gazing at the object laying on the desk in front of her rather than 
at her computer screen. 

Murata Yi 

holding pen 

shifts gaze 
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relevant and valued resource whereby to accomplish reference to the participant 

action under discussion. This is accomplished by replacing the term used by Yi, that 

is, hosoku setumee (“supplementary explanation”), with riifoomyureesyon, and by 

explicitly indexing the occasion in the prior interaction when the term was used and 

endorsed by Elmer and Murata. Yi, on the other hand, was shown to display taking 

notice of riifoomyureesyon, and ostensibly making public preparations in order to use 

it at some later time, that is, she seems17 to have made a note of the term on her 

transcript sheet (cf. the similar actions by Zed in Excerpt 7.2). 

 In this light, it is interesting to note that, following Excerpt 7.10, Yi produces 

some 12 additional instances of variants of riifoomyureesyon during the subsequent 

interaction, which, it should be noted, goes on for only another 54 minutes — this 

means that, on average, Yi produces a variant of riifoomyureesyon every 4.5 min-

utes.18 Excerpt 7.11 take places several minutes after Excerpt 7.10, and provides an 

example of three of these productions, which followed in quick succession one after 

another. 

 
Excerpt 7.11 
01   (.9) 
02 Y: moo      kiita tte itta     noni:,      tuzukanakute: 
 already heard  QT  said even.though doesn’t.continue 
 even though he has already said that he heard, he doesn’t continue on 
 
03 M: un.  
 un 
 un. 
 
04  (.)  

                                                
17 Unfortunately, I was not able to examine first hand the note written on Yi’s transcript sheet, since 
she had reportedly lost it during a move a couple of months later. However, the visual data are fairly 
conclusive as to that Yi (a) wrote a note on the top of her transcript (an action which is plainly dis-
cernable in the video), and (b) that the term riifoomyureesyon, or some variation of it, formed the 
contents of the note-so-written (based on the observable facts that Yi writes this note precisely follow-
ing Murata’s utterance in line 9, and while voicing rifomyureesyon). 
18 Yi’s co-Participants also produce several additional instances of the term. I have not, however, been 
able to find any further instances by Yi, or the other Participants, in data sessions subsequent to the one 
from which Excerpts 7.9 through 7.11 were taken, although Murata does produce foomyureesyon 
(“formulation”) twice during a data session two months later. 
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  [((turns head slightly toward Elmer)) 
05 Y: moo (.) ri [fomuyurureesyon [wo siteru node 
 already    reformulation       O   doing   so 
 he has already rifermulyulated [ɾiɸomjuɾɯɾeːʃoɴ] so 
 
06 M:   [e heh heh heh 
    e heh heh heh 
    e heh heh heh 
 
07 Y: jibun wo: (.) nankah sono   ue   no mono  wo: 
 self   O          DM    that above M person O 
 like himself a person above 
 
08  (.9)  
 
09 E: soo. .hh de    hyaku   hati de desyo? tte dasite: 
 that .hh and hundred eight at   C      QT  submit 
 right. and at one-hundred eight he submits ‘desyo?’ 
 
 ((10 lines omitted)) 
 
  [((gaze to Murata)) 
10 Y: soo yu fuu ni: (.) koo [yu fuu ni  
 that say like      this  say like 
 like that like this 
 
11 M: ((nods))  
 
12 Y: rifoomyureesyon ga  nankai ka  
  reformulation   S several.times 
 
13  kurikaesareru baai mo    aru   si: 
  be.repeated  case also exist and 
 there are also cases when riformulation [ɾiɸoːmjuɾeːʃoɴ] 
 is repeated several times and 
 
14 M: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
 [((gaze to transcript sheet)) 
15 Y: [maa rifomur-  
   DM  refor- 
 
 [((shifts eyes to top of sheet)) 
16  [(.3) <rifomyureesyon>  
          reformulation 
 
17  ga ikkai (.) saretara: (.) un    wakatta  
 S   once       be.done       yeah understood 
 
 
18  tte yu   koto de owaru baai [mo    aru   si. 
 QT  say thing by end   case also exist and 
 well when rifemol- [ɾiɸomɯɾ̆] rifermulation [ɾiɸomjuɾeːʃoɴ] 
 is done once there are also cases where it ends with ‘yeah got it’ and. 
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19 M:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
20  (.8) 
 
 
 Here the Participants are working on the area of the data just after the area 

they were discussing in Excerpts 7.9 to 7.11. In her talk in lines 2 through 5, Yi for-

mulates a description of the participant’s actions of (a) having answered that he had 

already heard of the company he was asked about by his co-participant, and (b) hav-

ing provided a reformulation of his co-participant’s talk. Yi formats this description as 

a rational basis through her deployment of node (“so”) (line 5), after which she for-

mulates an upshot of these actions by proposing that they function to position the 

participant “above” (ue) (presumably in terms of epistemology rather than physically) 

his co-participant (line 7). Yi’s utterance in line 7 is hearably incomplete both prag-

matically and grammatically. That is, it is not yet completely clear what Yi’s utter-

ance is doing (although her deployment of node in line 5 makes relevant the delivery 

of talk in the form of an opinion, etc., based on the pre-node talk), and her deploy-

ment of the object marker wo: strongly projects an upcoming predicate. However, in 

line 8, Yi does not immediately provide further talk, and her co-Participants, appar-

ently in orientation to the incomplete nature of Yi’s line 7, also withhold talk. This 

results in a .9 second silence. Then, following this, Elmer provides an assessment of 

Yi’s talk with soo (“right”), which seems to minimally claim that he has understood 

what Yi is getting at with her lines 2 to 7 talk. This claim is then strengthened by 

Elmer’s next action of submitting an additional observation, ostensibly in support of 

Yi’s upshot-so-formulated in line 7. 

 Note that, in line 5, Yi deploys a variant of riifoomyureesyon, that is, rifo-

myurureesyon, in order to accomplish her participation in the interaction. It is inter-

esting to note that, as she does so, she turns her head slightly to Elmer, who had been 
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treated by Murata, through her quotation in Excerpt 7.10, line 8, as being the one who 

had introduced the term into the interaction. It should also be noted that Yi’s produc-

tion of the term features certain phonological idiosyncrasies, which seem to indicate 

that she is not yet an adept user of the term.  

 Following the omitted lines, which feature a side sequence where the Partici-

pants treat Elmer’s observation about the participant’s deployment of desyo? 

(“right?”) as being a laughable, a 5.2 second pause ensues. Then, in line 10, Yi un-

dertakes a new TCU with soo yu fuu ni: (“like that”), which she then self repairs to 

replace the soo (a distal deictic marker) with koo (a proximal deictic marker), which 

makes her utterance hearable as indexing some phenomenon in the data immediately 

at hand, in particular. Yi completes this self repair while distributing gaze to Murata, 

who acknowledges with a nod in line 11. Then, Yi continues on to formulate an ut-

terance describing two different cases which might result from the kind of reformula-

tion seen in the data at hand: (a) a case where the reformulation is repeated several 

times, and (b) a case where the sequence ends with the participant receiving the re-

formulation responding with un wakatta (“yeah got it”) (lines 12 through 18).  

 Here again, Yi has occasion to refer to reformulation. She first does this in line 

12, where she produces a version of the term which, while phonologically less deviant 

than Yi’s prior production in line 5, and even less deviant than her production of it in 

Excerpt 7.10, line 11, made apparently while noting the term down on her transcript 

sheet, still exhibits a shortened vowel sound in comparison to the prior productions by 

Murata and Elmer (i.e., ri rather than rii). Murata receipts Yi’s talk-so-far in line 14 

with u:n. Yi’s next reference to reformulation occurs in lines 15 and 16. In line 15, Yi 

embarks on a production of the term only to cut off mid utterance. Notably, her pro-

duction up to the point of the cut off exhibits both shortened vowel sounds and a lack 
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of palatalization following the m sound. During Yi’s production of this material, her 

gaze is directed to the transcript sheet in front of her, but not to the area of the tran-

script on which she had apparently made a note of the term riifoomyureesyon imme-

diately following Murata’s earlier deployment of it (cf. Excerpt 7.10, line 11, and 

Figure 7.2). However, during the .3 second silence following her cut off, Yi shifts her 

eyes to the top area of her transcript sheet (i.e., ostensibly the area where she had 

written earlier). At this point, Yi produces <rifomyureesyon>, which notably features 

a slow and enunciated manner of production, and which, relative to her prior deploy-

ments at lines 5, 12, and 15, closely matches phonologically the way in which Yi 

produced the term as she was ostensibly writing it on her transcript sheet (cf. Excerpt 

7.10, line 11). These production features seem to indicate that Yi is here reading the 

term as she had noted it down. 

 The analyses of Excerpts 7.9 to 7.11 demonstrate how the Participants 

co-constitute a terminological resource, riifoomyureesyon, as being a valued and joint 

resource for accomplishing their participation in doing data analysis. In particular, not 

only does Murata provide a strong claim of alignment and display of validation of 

Elmer’s introduction of the term in Excerpt 7.9, but she further treats the term as 

relevant and valuable for participation in the interaction by replacing another term 

deployed by Yi, that is, hosoku setumee (“supplementary explanation”), with riifoo-

myureesyon (cf. Excerpt 7.10). Yi’s actions also worked to co-constitute riifoomyu-

reesyon as a valuable terminological resource. First, she appears to have made note of 

the term on her transcript sheet just after it was produced by Murata. In so doing, Yi 

displays her noticing of the term, and treats it as worth writing down. Furthermore, 

this action by Yi seems to assemble a public display of her making preparations to 

subsequently use the term herself (cf. Excerpt 7.19). Then, in the remaining minutes 
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of the interaction, Yi is observed to produce multiple instances of variants of riifoo-

myureesyon. Notably, Yi’s deployments of the term were seen to exhibit an internal 

phonological variation across productions. These variations function to make visible 

Yi’s inexperience with using the term. However, it is important to note that, in and 

through using the term after having first used another (i.e., hosoku setumee [“supple-

mentary explanation”]), Yi makes visible a change in her participatory behavior 

towards making use of the terminological resource constituted as being relevant for 

use in participation in the interaction on this occasion. In this way, Yi’s actions ac-

complish in an ongoing and reflexive manner (a) the constitution of riifoomyureesyon 

as a valued community resource, (b) the assembly of her into a category of practicing 

members of the community who use the shared repertoire of resources constituted as 

valuable and relevant for participation in the practice of the community, and (c) the 

visibility of a change in participatory behavior and identity in reference to her histori-

cal use of terminology during participation in doing data analysis on this occasion. 

 Before concluding the chapter, I examine one further example. In Excerpts 

7.12 through 7.16, Elmer comes to accomplish his participation through using the 

Anglo-Japanese terms torai maaku and torai maakaa. Elmer arrives at using torai 

maaku and torai maakaa after having publicly displayed trouble with referring to try 

marking in Japanese, and using the English try mark instead. Our examination of this 

case begins with a review of relevant portions of Excerpts 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, from 

Chapter 6. Excerpt 7.12 is a detail of Excerpt 6.1. Prior to the excerpt, the Participants 

had been discussing the manner in which one participant produced the word kuruma 

(“car”).   

 
 
 
 
 



 352 

Excerpt 7.12 
(Detail of Excerpt 6.1) 
01   (1) 
 
02 E: .hh [ano kuruma wa:] (.2) ano: t- r- 
  .hh  um    car    T          um   t-  r- 
  um as for car um t- r- 
 
03 M:  [(x x x x x)] 
04 E: a- aga (.5) tte (.4)  
  ri-   rising 
 
05 Y: oku [ruma.o 
  car. 
  car. 
 
06 E:  [masita kke?= 
     was     Q 
   was it rising?= 
 
07 P: =.FFF (.5) 
    .fff 
    .FFF 
 
08 E: tr- [ano tr- try mark (.3) sareteru=  
  tr-  uhm tr- try mark      being.done 
   
09 W:  [okuruma.o un. 
       car    yeah 
       car. yeah. 
 
10 E: =ka doo ka. 
   Q   how Q 
  whether or not it was being tr- um tr- try marked. 
 
 
 As discussed in the analysis of Excerpt 6.1, in lines 2, 4 and 6, Elmer formu-

lates a confirmation request in non-technical language in regard to the prosodic quali-

ties of the participant’s deployment of kuruma (“car”): “kuruma wa: (.2) ano: t- a- 

aga (.5) tte (.4) masita kke?” (remind me was it uh:m t- r- rising?). Of particular note 

here is Elmer’s self repair work (i.e., t- a-), and the pauses which punctuate his in-

cremental utterance production. Minimally, these features work together to display 

trouble with formulating the utterance. More specifically, however, Elmer’s t- seems 

to be an aborted production of try mark. Following this, Elmer produces a circumlo-

cuted explanation of the concept of try marking (i.e., that it involves an intonational 

rise) in place of the aborted utterance (lines 4 and 6).  
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 Then, following a .5 second silence, Elmer undertakes a new TCU in line 8, 

where he deploys tr- ano tr- try mark (“tr- uhm tr- try mark”). One possibility in 

regard to the self repair work (i.e., tr- ano tr-) is that it is related to Wendy’s overlap-

ping talk in line 9 (see Schegloff, 1987). However, taken together with the repair 

work in line 2, and other features such as the pauses and circumlocutory work in lines 

4 and 6, these self repairs seem to display an orientation to some order of problem-

aticity in regard to using the English try mark on this interactional occasion.  

 On one level, Elmer’s line 8 try mark effectively reformulates his lines 2, 4, 

and 6 into technical terms. On another level, however, it is noteworthy that Elmer 

seems to make every effort to avoid using try mark (cf. the self repairs, circumlocu-

tion, and the eventual use of the term with displayed production difficulties).19 These 

various production features function to treat try mark as not being the first-choice or 

valued terminological resource. Furthermore, they display an active engagement, on 

the part of Elmer, to first circumventing, and then distancing himself from the use of 

this term.20 

 Following Excerpt 7.12, Murata suggests that the Participants have another 

hearing of the participant’s production of kuruma. Then, in Excerpt 7.13, Elmer un-

dertakes an utterance during a silent space in which the Participants are waiting for 

Wendy to replay her data.  

 
Excerpt 7.13 
(Detail of Excerpt 6.2) 
01 W:  ((sounds from computer: 16.9 seconds)) 
02 E: try: ma:rk tte yu no wa: (.3) nihongo  
 try   mark  QT say N   T       Japanese 
 as for try mark 
 
 

                                                
19 I am indebted to Dina Yoshimi for this insight. 
20 This analysis is further supported by the fact that, in the interactional moments following Excerpt 
7.12, Elmer goes on to display an orientation toward the Japanese language as being the valued interac-
tional vehicle for doing data analysis at the data sessions (cf. Excerpt 7.13, below). 
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03   de koo (.) nanka yoogo toka: aru n desu 
 in this      DM    term   and   is  N  C 
 is there like some term or something for it  
 
04   ka? try mark. 
 Q   try mark 
 in Japanese? try mark. 
 
 

As noted in the analysis of Excerpt 6.2, in line 2 Elmer redeploys and topi-

calizes the English element try mark. This element is produced in an enunciated (note 

the sound stretch) fashion, which seems to function both to emphasize the topicality 

of the term and to ensure that the co-Participants can clearly hear the term. Following 

this, a .3 second silence is allowed to develop, after which Elmer produces “nihongo 

de koo (.) nanka yoogo toka: aru n desu ka?” (is there some technical term or some-

thing for it in Japanese?).  

Elmer’s question in lines 2 through 4 works up a categorization framework 

(see, e.g., Sacks, 1972a, 1972b, 1979) making relevant both the categories of the 

Japanese language versus the English language, and everyday words versus technical 

vocabulary. In particular, Elmer’s question formulates specifics in regard to the kind 

of word its answer is to provide. The type of word to be provided is doubly catego-

rized as both nihongo (“Japanese”), and as yoogo (“technical term”) (lines 2 and 3). In 

other words, Elmer’s question requires a Japanese21 terminological equivalent for try 

mark. Furthermore, it should be emphasized that, in the prior sequence, the Partici-

pants were locally oriented specifically to participating in their practice of doing data 

analysis. Elmer’s question, however, works to initiate a side sequence (see Jefferson, 

1972) wherein the relevant activity becomes providing a Japanese equivalent for try 

mark. In this way, Elmer’s question potentially marks the boundary of a shift from 

doing data analysis into engaging in a subsidiary activity.  

                                                
21 I.e., in contrast to English. 
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 Thus, the analyses of Excerpts 7.12 and 7.13 show that Elmer treats the pro-

duction of a reference term for the action of try marking as problematic, and then 

provisionally deploys a bit of English terminology in order to accomplish his partici-

pation in the moment. Upon the completion of that sequence, Murata initiates a new 

sequence by requesting a replay of the data, with an ostensible goal of ascertaining 

whether or not kuruma is try marked. Whether or not this is the case has direct bear-

ing on the analysis they are in the process of building up in their talk, and thus this 

activity is deeply embedded within the practice of doing data analysis. However, 

following Murata’s request, a silent space develops prior to Wendy’s delivery of the 

replay-so-requested, and Elmer initiates a side sequence aimed at obtaining a Japane-

se terminological resource equivalent to his English try mark.  

 As shown in the analysis of Excerpt 6.2, this sequence results in the Partici-

pants shifting momentarily out of engagement in the practice of doing data analysis in 

order to provide an answer to Elmer’s question, which specifically requests a Japane-

se equivalent of the English try mark. Interestingly, Yi and Murata provide a term, 

sikoo hyoosiki (“try mark”), which they specifically frame as being a translation of the 

English try mark. In this way, Murata’s and Yi’s actions display an orientation to the 

activity-so-made-relevant, that is, providing a Japanese equivalent for try mark. In 

other words, the provision of sikoo hyoosiki is situated within, and seems to be ori-

ented to, an activity interstitial to and distinct from doing data analysis. 

 It is therefore interesting to note that, in my data corpus, at no time do the 

Participants use sikoo hyoosiki during their participation in doing data analysis. 

Rather, the Participants are observed to consistently deploy the Anglo-Japanese term 

torai maaku, or morphological variations such as torai maakaa. In Excerpt 7.14, for 

example, Yi deploys torai maaku and torai maakaa in doing reference both to the 



 356 

same participant actions referred to by Elmer’s try mark of Excerpt 7.12, and to hy-

pothetical participant actions. 

 
Excerpt 7.14 
(Detail of Excerpt 6.3) 
16 Y: u:n. so- sono baai mo]   aru   n  
 yeah th- that case also exist N 
 yeah. there are those cases too 
 
17   desu yo ne, 
   C   P   P 
 right, 
 
18 E: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
19 Y: torai ma [aku tte [yu no wa: 
  try    mark    QT  say  N  T 
 as far as try mark goes 
 
20 W:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah 
 
21 E:  [u:n. soo desu ne, 
   yeah that  C   P 
   yeah. right, 
 
22 Y: jibun ga waka (.4) ttete*:*  
 self   S   understanding 
 
23   torai maaku: wo: tukeru baai mo  
  try   mark    O   attach case also 
 
24   aru [ n dakedo: (.4) wakaranai- 
 exist N   but        understand-NG 
 there are cases when you yourself don’t 
 know and so attach a try mark don’t know- 
 
25 E:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
26 Y: nakute     aite     ga ninsiki   siteru  
   and  other.person S recognize doing 
 and whether or not the other person 
 
27   ka doo ka: 
 Q  how  Q 
 recognizes the word 
 
((7 lines omitted)) 
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35 Y: de   soo  yu   koto na n da kedo:,  
 and that say thing C  N  C  but 
 and that’s how things are but, 
 
36   koko de wa soo  yu torai maa (.3) ka  
 here at  T that say try   mar     ker 
 
 
37   jana:i kara: [.sss] 
  C-NG    so   .sss 
 the try marker here is not that kind so 
 
38 E:  [u:n.]  
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
 In line 16, Yi confirms Elmer’s understanding-so-displayed (cf. Excerpt 6.3) 

with the production of sono baai mo aru n desu yo ne (“there are also cases like that 

right”). She then deploys torai maaku (“try mark”) (line 19). Notably, this term refers 

to the same participant action referred to by Elmer’s previous try mark. As noted in 

the analysis of Excerpt 6.3, Yi’s production of this object is notable for its fluency, 

and for the fact that it is produced again in close proximity, again with notable flu-

ency (line 23), and is followed with the production of a morphological variant, torai 

maakaa (“try marker”) in line 36. Importantly, one of the actions which seems to get 

assembled by Yi’s manner of production of these terms is to treat them as mat-

ter-of-course resources for doing reference to try marking. Notably, these instances of 

torai maaku/maakaa constitute the first instances of this term in my data corpus.22 

Thus, similar to riifoomyureesyon in the previous set of excerpts, torai maaku/maakaa 

seem to be constituted in a somewhat impromptu manner by the Participants on this 

occasion as a potential part of their repertoire of terminological resources for partici-

pating in doing data analysis.23 

                                                
22 However, approximately 5 instances of the related term maaku (“mark”) appear in the data corpus 
prior to Excerpt 7.14, though one of these occurs as part of kuesutyon maaku (“question mark”).  
23 The fact that the Participants had already occasionally been using maaku (“mark”) prior to Excerpt 
7.14 may have provided for their ready acceptance of torai maaku/maakaa. 
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 In contrast to Elmer’s hesitant production of try mark in Excerpt 7.12, and the 

involved and labor-intensive production of sikoo hyoosiki (cf. Excerpt 6.2, Chapter 

6),Yi’s productions of torai maaku and torai maakaa feature a remarkable fluency, 

and the absence of any special announcement. In this way, torai maaku and torai 

maakaa are potentially constituted as resources for use during actual participation in 

the practice of doing data analysis at the data sessions. In Excerpt 7.15, it is therefore 

noteworthy that it is torai maaku, rather than sikoo hyoosiki or try mark, which Elmer 

deploys in doing reference to hypothetical participant actions characterizable as try 

marking. The excerpt occurs approximately 30 seconds after Excerpt 7.14.  

 
Excerpt 7.15 
01   (7.7) 
02 P: [okuruma.o 
    car 
      car. 

 
03 E: [o(sore wa) omosiroi kamo sirenai.o  
   that   T interesting possibly 
   that might be interesting. 
 
04   a:no (.) .hhh ga- gaikokujin de:  
 uhm       .hhh fo- foreigner  and 
 um as a fo- foreigner 
 
05 Y: u:n.= 
 yeah 
 yeah.= 
 
06 W: ((computer clicks)) 
07 E: ano: soo  yu torai maaku toka  
 uhm that say  try   mark  and 
   
 
08   hassuru to: 
  issue   if 
 um if one issues that kind of try mark or whatnot 
 
09   (.2) 
10 Y: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
11 E: daitai: 
 usually 
 usually 
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12 Y: £so so [so-£   
 that that that 
 right right right- 
 
13 E:  [a- ano: so [no kotoba ga= 
   u- uhm   that    word   S 
   u- um that word 
 
14 Y:  [kotti:  
   here 
   here/me/us 
 
15 E: =wakara [nai   tte yu  fuu ni (.4) sikoo=  
 understand-NG  QT say manner       orient 
 one is oriented to as if one doesn’t understand 
 
16 Y:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
 
17 E:  =sareru  no wo: .hh  tabun   kono eru  
 be.done  N   O   .hh perhaps this ‘L’ 
 and perhaps this participant L 
 
18   wa: (.2) keeken   joo de wakatteite:  
  T      experience   by  understanding 
 knows this from experience 
 
19 Y: [u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
20 W: [u [:n, 
  yeah 
  yeah, 
 
21 E:  [de      aete   koko de wa: (1.3) ano= 
   and  go.ahead here at  T          uhm 
   and goes ahead and here um 
 
22 Y: =kuruma? [(janai) 
   car       C-NG 
 it’s not car?  
 
23 E:  [torai maaku wo tukawanai de:  
   try    mark  O   use-NG    and 
   and doesn’t use a try mark a:nd 
 
24   (.2) yori tasika na jibun wa kono   joohoo  
       more  certain   self   T this information 
 
25   wo sittemas:: (.3) [yo. tte yu  .hh  
 O   knowing          P    QT  say .hh 
  
26 Y:  [u:n. 
   yeah 
   yeah. 
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27 E:  kumitate:   no sikata wo (.2) siteru  
 formulation M  method O        doing 
 
28   kanoosee    wa, (.8) 
 possibility T 
 
29 Y: u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 
30 E: aru  kamo sirenai. (.3) [desu ne, 
 exist possibly             C    P 
 there’s a possibility that she is doing a  
 more certain method of formulation that is like  
 I kno::w this information right, 
 
31 Y:  [okuruma.o 
    car 
    car. 
 
32   (1.2) 
 
 

Following several seconds of silence during which the Participants intermit-

tently produce enactments of the participant’s deployment of kuruma (e.g., line 2), 

Elmer produces a low volume utterance which does noticing of some item or action 

indexed by sore (“that”). Then, resetting to a clearly other directed volume level, he 

undertakes the production of a new TCU with a:no, which provisionally lays claim on 

the floor (line 4). Elmer then continues on with the production of analysis relevant 

talk suggesting that participant L may have used a method to mark the word which 

unambiguously displays a firm epistemic stance rather than try marking it (lines 4 to 

30). 

 While I have provided only a rough gloss of the Participants’ actions in these 

lines, of particular interest to the present analysis are Elmer’s lines 7 and 23. At these 

two locations, Elmer has occasion to refer to a hypothetical participant action charac-

terizable as try marking. Notably, on both of these occasions Elmer deploys torai 

maaku. Importantly, Elmer produces these objects with a clear and distinct Japanese 

phonology parallel to Yi’s production of the term in lines 19 and 23 of Excerpt 7.14. 
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Thus, the phonological characteristics-so-produced work to create a clear contrast 

with Elmer’s productions of the English try mark in Excerpts 7.12 and 7.13. In this 

way, Elmer’s actions (a) function to validate torai maaku as being the relevant termi-

nological resource whereby to accomplish participation in the interaction at this time, 

and (b) make public for his co-Participants a change in his participatory behavior in 

regard to the deployment of resources for doing reference to try marking. Furthermore, 

by refraining from repair or other discursive work that might problematize or other-

wise focus interactional attention on this change in Elmer’s participatory behavior, 

and by providing routine displays of understanding in regard to the talk by Elmer 

which features his deployment of torai maaku (e.g., by Yi in lines 10, 12, and 26, and 

by Wendy in line 19), the co-Participants display an implicit endorsement of the use 

of torai maaku, and of Elmer’s displayed change in behavior as being legitimate for 

participation in the interaction on this occasion. 

Elmer’s lines 7 and 23 deployments of torai maaku work to accomplish a 

shift in identity within the community for Elmer at this particular interactional mo-

ment. That is, by deploying the Anglo-Japanese torai maaku, Elmer publicly displays 

a choice to use a term made visible in the just-previous interaction as a valued com-

munity resource for doing reference to try marking. This is an action which he treated 

as being beyond his capabilities in the previous excerpts. Furthermore, Elmer’s de-

ployment of torai maaku is both implicitly and overtly endorsed by his 

co-Participants. In this way, Elmer is interactionally co-constituted as being a compe-

tent user of this Anglo-Japanese CA terminological resource. Thus, the analysis de-

monstrates that, for the Participants in this interaction, the assembly and management 

of identity as a practitioner within the community is socially organized in and through, 

and inextricably intertwined with the differential deployment of terminological re-
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sources during joint participation in the practice of the community. In particular, the 

differential deployment of terminology functions to make publicly visible a change in 

participatory behavior and thereby accomplishes categorization work displaying a 

shift in identity for Elmer. In this way, Elmer’s display of identity shift is deeply 

embedded in, and only understandable within the context of the interaction in which 

he himself was just now participating. 

In his participation during the moments and months following Excerpt 7.15, 

there are approximately seven additional occasions on which Elmer refers to try 

marking. It is interesting to note that on all of these occasions he deploys either torai 

maaku or torai maakaa. An example of this may be seen in Excerpt 7.16, which 

occurs at a data session approximately two months after Excerpt 7.15.24 The excerpt 

comes from quite early in the data session, while the Participants are still working on 

correcting the transcript (see Chapter 4). The discussion is concerned with the use of a 

comma by the data provider to transcribe a particular intonational contour in her data. 

This occasions talk about various transcriptional conventions for describing intonation 

and pitch. Elmer deploys torai maakaa to refer to the use of an inverted question 

mark by some researchers to indicate a rising intonational contour typical of try 

marking.  

 
Excerpt 7.16 
01 E: .pth a sakasa   no: (.5) hatena  

 .pth a inverted M       question 
  a an inverted question 
 

02   [maaku tte yu no= 
   mark  QT say N 
   mark is one thing 
 
 
 

                                                
24 It should also be noted that Elmer’s co-Participants also refer to try marking on a number of occa-
sions in the moments and months following Excerpt 7.15, three of which occur in between Excerpts 
7.15 and 7.16. 
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03 M: [u:n. 
 yeah 
 yeah. 
 

04 E: =mo atte: [de   sore wa: .hh=  
 also exist and that  T   .hh 
 that’s also available and that 
 

05 Y:   [a:: desu n-  
     a     C   P 
     ah righ- 

 
06 E: =[ano torai maakaa tosite tukatteru=  

   um    try  marker   as      using 
 

07 Y: =[^e koo  yu (no) 
    e this say  N 
    e this kind of thing 
 

08 E: =hito     mo  i [ru  n desu kedo, 
  person also exist N   C   but 
 um there are also some people who  
 are using this as a try marker but, 
 

09 M:  [u:n. 
  yeah 
  yeah. 
 
 
In lines 1, 2, and 4, Elmer notes the existence within conversation analytic 

transcription conventions of an inverted question mark. Then, in lines 6 and 8, he goes 

on to note that this symbol is used by some people as a “try marker” (torai maakaa). 

Elmer’s talk here is working towards formulating advice to one of the co-Participants 

in relation to CA transcription conventions, and is thus hearable as displaying an 

epistemic stance of being relatively knowledgeable about CA transcription conven-

tions (see, e.g., Heritage & Clayman, 2010; Raymond & Heritage, 2006 on epistemic 

relations in talk). Notably, in formulating his utterance, Elmer deploys torai maakaa 

(a morphological variant of torai maaku, which was deployed by Yi in line 36 of 

Excerpt 7.14), and not the English try mark, or the Japanese sikoo hyoosiki (line 6). 

His deployment of this object is done smoothly, with no pauses or other speech per-

turbations. Thus, Elmer’s actions here function to categorize him as one who is an 
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increasingly experienced user of this valued terminological resource.25 It is particu-

larly notable that, in this moment of off-practice talk (i.e., describing transcription 

conventions rather than doing data analysis), Elmer uses torai maakaa in order to 

inform a co-Participant about valued member procedures for preparing transcripts 

(which, as shown in Chapter 4, is one of the crucial activities preparatory to doing 

data analysis, the results of which subsequently become publicly available as re-

sources for participation in doing data analysis). Elmer’s use of torai maakaa here 

displays an ability, gained in and through practice-based experience, to use this val-

ued lexical item. His ability to enlist this resource at this moment while informing a 

co-Participant about preparatory procedures for engagement in the practice of doing 

data analysis makes visible for Elmer a situated identity of relative expert, and the 

transformation of his identity to that of a practicing member of the community who is 

knowledgeable about and can use its valued resources. 

 The analyses of this section have thrown light on the ways in which the Par-

ticipants’ use of terminology over the course of a series of interactions at the data 

sessions works to make publicly visible changes in their participatory behavior. In 

particular, the analyses have demonstrated how changes in participation and identity 

are accomplished through (a) beginning to deploy a valued terminological resource in 

order to accomplish participation where no such participation was previously ob-

served, and (b) transitioning from using non-valued terminology to accomplish par-

ticipation to deploying terminology treated as being valued and established within the 

community. In this way, the construction and management of identity within the data 

session community has been shown to be deeply embedded within, and understand-

able only in reference to actual joint participatory experiences at the data sessions. 
                                                
25 Elmer’s actions here, and the subsequent behavior of his co-Participants (i.e., they treat Elmer’s use 
of the term as a matter of course) also simultaneously and reflexively further constitute torai maakaa as 
a terminological resource valued by the community. 
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4 Conclusion 

 

 The present chapter has focused sharply on how the Participants accomplished 

categorization work through their differential deployment of terminology, and how 

this made visible shifts in identity over time. It was shown that such shifts in identity 

were accomplished in and through making publicly available for inspection changes 

in participatory behavior in using terminological resources. In particular, the analyses 

have demonstrated how the Participants’ deployments of terminology across several 

series of interactions worked to make visible changes in their participatory behavior. 

The accomplishment of the visibility of these behavioral changes reflexively worked 

to display shifts in the identities of these Participants within the community, such that 

they came to be categorized as practicing members and joint users of the valued 

participatory resources shared by the community.  

 Shifts in identity as practitioners within the data session community have been 

shown to be made visible in, and understandable only in reference to, their ongoing 

participation in talk-in-interaction at the data sessions. For example, Ru, who was a 

relative newcomer to the group and had no prior experience with conversation analy-

sis, was able to accomplish her participation as a member of the data session commu-

nity by deploying a valued terminological resource, siikuensu (cf. Excerpt 7.1). 

Through her deployment of this valued joint participatory resource, she was able to 

construct an identity on this interactional occasion as a budding practitioner within the 

community. 

 Similarly, In Excerpts 7.9 to 7.11, Yi was shown to make publicly visible her 

noticing and preparation for subsequent deployment (i.e., by making a note of it on 
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her transcript sheet) of the term riifoomyureesyon (“reformulation”). She then subse-

quently repeatedly deployed this term, which was constituted and validated as a par-

ticipatory resource by Elmer and Murata in the prior interactional moments, as she 

accomplished her ongoing participation in the unfolding interaction. In so doing, it 

may be said that Yi displays an orientation to preparing to use, and then subsequently 

using the terminological resources of the community during her participation in doing 

data analysis, and thus that she (a) further constitutes the term as a valued resource, 

and (b) self categorizes as a practitioner within the community who makes use of the 

community’s valued terminological resources to accomplish her participation in the 

talk-in-interaction.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, a number of studies using a CA methodological 

framework have, in recent years, engaged the CoP notion that learning within a com-

munity of practice involves a process of legitimate peripheral participation (LPP) 

(Lave & Wenger, 1991). These researchers have conceptualized LPP either in terms 

of moving from a minimal, passive participatory mode to a mode of more active 

participation (e.g., Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b; Young & Miller, 2004), or in terms of 

moving from less skilled participation to more skilled participation (e.g., Brouwer & 

Wagner, 2004; Firth & Wagner, 2007; Hellermann, 2008; Hellermann & Cole, 2009).  

 Speaking of the 2009 study by Hellerman and Cole, in particular, Hauser 

(2011) argues, however, that the CoP concept of LPP does not fit Hellerman and 

Cole’s data “unless moving from peripheral to full participation is defined as im-

provement in how one participates in interaction,” and further holds that, even if LPP 

were defined in such a manner, “saying that [a participant’s] improvement involves 

this kind of movement is merely tautological” (p. 3). On a more fundamental level, 

Hauser cautions against attempting to incorporate exogenous theory into a CA ap-
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proach, since, as he argues, “the concepts and/or categories of the theory will be 

treated as given, with the analysis being to some degree driven by the theory rather 

than the data” (2011, p. 4). 

 The analyses of the present chapter provide some illumination in relation to 

the issues outlined in the previous two paragraphs. For example, in Excerpts 7.4 

through 7.8, Elmer changes from using syuukufu to using ripea. While it may seem 

possible to understand this change in terms of legitimate peripheral participation 

defined as moving from less skilled to more skilled participation, to do so would 

impose a researcher relevant view on the data. That is, a problem arises immediately 

as to how the notions of skilled and unskilled are to be defined, and as to who is to do 

the defining. As demonstrated in the analyses, Elmer’s co-Participants do not overtly 

treat his deployments of syuufuku as being problematic in any way. It thus becomes a 

very tenuous stance to attempt to define Elmer’s use of syuufuku as instantiating 

unskilled (or less skilled) participation. On the other hand, it is equally precarious to 

attempt to characterize Elmer’s participation as moving from passive to active. Indeed, 

Elmer was one of the most active Participants at the data session from the first re-

cording in my data corpus, at which time he had reportedly only participated in two 

previous data sessions with the group.  

 I believe that the data driven account of the Participants’ actions and activities 

presented in the present chapter throws into relief something quite different from the 

conceptualizations of LPP mentioned above. The analyses of this chapter have dem-

onstrated, for instance, that the Participants accomplish a shift in their identities as 

practitioners within the community in and through displaying changes in their par-

ticipatory behavior in relation to the use of terminological resources. Interestingly, the 

Participants have been shown to shift from using terms not constituted as being part 
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of a shared repertoire of the community to deploying terms treated as being valued 

resources for participation. Thus, this change in the Participants’ behavior can be 

understood as a change from using resources lying outside of the community’s set of 

shared resources to using those that are constituted as being part of this set. Further-

more, it is clear that the valuable nature of the terminology of this repertoire is related 

to the function of these terms as resources whereby to display and constitute commu-

nity membership and identity as practitioners in the practice of the community.  

 Viewed in this light, in my data corpus, peripheral participation is a reflexive 

matter of identity and resources constituted as being within or without the community. 

Changes in Participants’ participatory behavior such that they come to use the valued 

resources of the community simultaneously and reflexively make visible changes in 

identity from that of being one who relies on community-external resources in order 

to accomplish his or her participation in the practice of the community to that of being 

an integrated practicing member of the community who makes use of the shared 

resources of the community. Note, however, that in either case, participation is a 

common factor. In other words, in my data corpus, peripherality is not made visible in 

terms of passive or active participation. 

 This empirically grounded view of peripheral participation appears, prima 

facie, to be amicable to the notion of LPP as it was originally developed by Lave and 

Wenger (1991). According to them, CoP is a social theory of learning which views 

learning to be inextricable from participation in a joint endeavor and identity trans-

formation within a community of practice. This view conceptualizes learning as being 

more than the simple acquisition of knowledge and skills, but rather as deeply in-

volving transformation and becoming within a community of practice (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). For example, Lave and Wenger (1991) argue that 



 369 

learning “implies becoming a full participant, a member, a kind of person,” and that it 

“only partly – and often incidentally – implies becoming able . . . to perform new 

tasks and functions” (p. 53). In other words, from a CoP perspective, learning is 

understood as “an evolving form of membership,” such that “identity, knowing, and 

social membership entail one another” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53).  

 Thus, a view of learning in a community of practice in terms of an evolving 

social membership seems to potentially resonate both with the notion of LPP as it is 

conceptualized by Lave and Wenger (1991), and with the results of the empirical 

analyses of interactional data presented in the present chapter. However, an attempt at 

equating the results of the analyses of the present study with a justification of CoP 

would be missing the point, and risk a serious under-specification by leaving a num-

ber of stones unturned.  

 A crucial issue that must be considered is whether or not, and if so to what 

extent, the notion of identity as it is conceptualized in CoP is commensurate with the 

kinds of empirically observable categorization work demonstrated in the analyses of 

this and the previous chapters. For instance, Yi had been participating in the data 

sessions from the beginning, and had taken on the role of being the organizer of the 

data sessions. Furthermore, as demonstrated in relation to Excerpts 6.9 and 6.12 

(Chapter 6), for example, there are numerous occasions in the data corpus on which 

Yi is constituted as an experienced practitioner and expert user of the valued termi-

nological resources of the community. When Yi’s case is considered from the per-

spective of LPP, it might be assumed or expected that Yi would have a firmly estab-

lished identity as an old-timer or expert within the community, although LPP also 

allows for systematically peripheral participation and for gradual movement in and 

out of central participatory roles. The analyses of Excerpts 7.9 to 7.11 have shown, 
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however, that identity within the data session community is not a “threshold issue” 

(Schegloff, 1991, p. 62), nor is it as stable as seems to be indicated by CoP. Rather, in 

my data corpus, identity may be said to be a “discourse phenomenon” (Benwell & 

Stokoe, 2006, p. 3) which is accomplished momentarily, repeatedly, locally, and 

variably (i.e., occasionally as experienced practitioner, and occasionally as 

less-expert). It is not straightforwardly clear as to whether or not such findings in 

regard to the Participants’ identity work ring consonant with the ways in which CoP 

understands the notions of identity in general, and transformation of identity, in par-

ticular.  

 In the next and final chapter, I first review the ways in which the findings of 

my analyses in Chapters 4 through 7 have provided answers for each of the research 

questions laid out in Chapter 3. Following this, I consider the ways in which identity 

is conceptualized by CoP, and how this interfaces with an ethnomethodological view 

of identity in interaction, in general, and with the findings of the analyses of the pre-

sent study, in particular. Additionally, in light of the findings of the present study, I 

further consider the argument of Hauser (2011) against CA researchers engaging CoP. 

Finally, I conclude by suggesting several directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

 

1 Review and discussion of findings 

 

 The analyses of the present study have attempted to develop a data-driven, 

participant relevant description of the ways in which the Participants interactionally 

co-constitute their (a) activities as a practice, (b) their group as a community, and (c) 

their identities within that community. The overarching question pursued by the 

present study has been: How does CoP’s conceptualization of the notions of practice, 

community, and identity interface with the findings of an ethnomethodologically 

based empirical analysis of interaction. In order to provide an answer to this over-

arching question, a number of research questions were developed for use in guiding 

the analytic inquiry of the present study. For the convenience of the reader, I repro-

duce those questions below: 

 
1. What types of activities are accomplished by the Participants at their data ses-

sions, and how are these organized in relation to one another? 
 

2. How is the activity of doing data analysis discursively constituted by the partici-
pants as being a practice?  

 
3. How do the participants organize their talk-in-interaction at the data sessions so 

as to be mutually recognizable as doing data analysis? 
 
4. In what ways do the participants co-constitute a shared repertoire of resources 

for joint participation in their practice? 
 
5. How do the participants discursively constitute their data session group as a 

community? 
 
6. How do the participants organize their talk-in-interaction to work up, and man-

age over time, identities as practitioners within their community? 
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7. How do the actual ways in which the Participants accomplish identity work 

interface with the CoP notions of legitimate peripheral participation and learning 
as a transformation of identity within a community of practice? 

 

 In the paragraphs that follow, I discuss the ways in which each of the ques-

tions reproduced above have been answered by the analyses of the present study. In 

regard to the first question concerning the types of activities accomplished, the analy-

ses have clearly shown that the Participants organize their interactions at the data 

session in to a series of three activity phases: (a) checking the transcripts, (b) silent 

looking at the transcripts, and (c) doing data analysis. In Chapter 4, it was demon-

strated that the first two activity phases are treated by the Participants as being pre-

liminary to the subsequent and final activity phase of doing data analysis. Further-

more, in and through treating the activities of checking the transcripts and silent 

looking as being potentially truncatable or expendable in order to allow sufficient 

time for engagement in doing data analysis, the Participants are shown to orient to the 

final activity phase of doing data analysis as being the culminating and main activity 

of their interactions at the data sessions 

 The activity of checking the transcripts involves a recursive process by the 

Participants of listening to or viewing their data and checking the transcript for inac-

curacies against the data. As shown in Chapter 4, minimally, this process is constitut-

ed by a Participant indicating a possible inaccuracy and the transcriptionist acknowl-

edging. However, more expanded versions of this activity are common, and involve 

displays of uncertainty, which may make relevant additional hearings or viewings of 

the data, and which may be implicated in categorization work wherein team-like units 

are built up in the talk-in-interaction. This negotiation work appears to be oriented to 
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developing a common and joint stance in regard to the data in preparation for subse-

quent activity phases. 

 Following the activity of checking the transcripts, the Participants engage in a 

period of silent looking at the transcript. This period is made mutually visible as an 

activity in and through the Participants’ physical orientations to the transcript sheets, 

and their disattention to the (usually low-volume) utterances and other actions of their 

co-Participants. The activity of silent looking at the transcript appears to be oriented 

towards preparing to participate in group discussion during the subsequent activity 

phase of doing data analysis.  

 While the Participants were typically observed to undertake checking the 

transcript and silent looking with a minimal amount of interactional turbulence, as 

shown in Excerpt 4.7, for example, the Participants’ transition from engaging in silent 

looking to doing data analysis is not typically a smooth one. In treating the transition 

from silent looking to doing data analysis as being a difficult or problematic one, the 

Participants seem to make visible for one another an orientation to a necessity for 

making preparations for participating in doing data analysis. In this way, doing data 

analysis is constituted as being a relatively weighty and substantial activity.1 Fur-

thermore, while the transition to doing data analysis is often treated as being a diffi-

cult one, in every instance in my data corpus, the Participants eventually successfully 

negotiate this transition. This fact works to make visible the Participants’ orientations 

to the phase of doing data analysis as not being an expendable one (cf. the Partici-

                                                
1 Conversely, while the Participants treat the activity of doing data analysis as one for which certain 
preparations must be made (e.g., often elaborate and involved processes of checking the accuracy of 
the transcript against the data to be considered, and a substantial period of silent examination of the 
transcript) they do not treat the activities of checking the transcript and silent looking as necessitating 
preparatory measures. Rather, they immediately and unproblematically undertake their engagement in 
checking the transcript and silent looking. 
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pants’ behavior in occasionally truncating or skipping over pre-analytic activity 

phases).  

 In regard to the second and third questions, concerning (a) the discursive 

constitution of doing data analysis as a practice, and (b) the organization of the 

talk-in-interaction so as to be mutually recognizable as doing data analysis, the ana-

lyses in Chapter 5 demonstrated the ways in which the Participants co-assembled their 

activity of doing data analysis in reference to a specific utterance format: descriptive 

component + node (“so”)+ analytic component. Through the use of this utterance 

format, and through treating a non-use of the format, or a variation of it, as being 

problematic, the Participants displayed for each other orientations to their activity of 

doing data analysis as involving the use of a shared procedural repertoire for the 

assembly of mutually recognizable actions. This fact, taken together with the view 

provided primarily by the analyses of Chapter 4, wherein it was shown that the Par-

ticipants regularly display orientations to the activity of doing data analysis as being 

the culminating or goal activity of the data sessions, brings into striking relief the 

Participants’ co-constitution of their activity of doing data analysis as being a practice, 

that is, a mutually accountable, joint enterprise using a shared repertoire of resources 

and artifacts (see, e.g., Wenger, 1998).  

 In regard to the fourth and fifth questions, concerning (a) the co-constitution 

of a shared repertoire of participatory resources, and (b) the discursive constitution of 

the data session group as a community, in addition to the shared procedural repertoire 

for action assembly described in Chapter 5, the Participants were found to organize 

their use of terminology so as to make visible for one another an orientation to certain 

terminology as constituting a shared repertoire of terminological resources. In the 

analyses of Chapter 6, especially, the Participants were shown to deploy and orient to 
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certain terminological resources as being valued for use during participation in doing 

data analysis. I argued that the Participants’ interactional work to organize and man-

age their use of terminological resources functioned to constitute the data session 

group as a community, and to make visible for one another identities as practitioners 

within that community. In particular, it was demonstrated that the Participants treat 

certain terminological resources as being an unremarkable and matter-of-course 

resource for their joint participation at the data sessions. This behavior was discussed 

in relation to Sacks’ (1984) argument that “being ordinary” is accomplished in and 

through work engaged in by members as they make an ongoing job out of doing being 

ordinary.  

 However, not all of the Participants’ use of terminology remained “seen but 

unnoticed” (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 44). Several instances were also examined where, 

rather than treating their use of terminology as being unnoticeable, the Participants 

were shown to display an interactional attention to the terminology through conduct-

ing self repair. I argued that, in and through engaging in self repair, which resulted in 

the replacement of one term with another, the Participants treated certain termi-

nological resources as being relatively more valued for use in their participation in 

doing data analysis. The analyses in Chapter 6 demonstrated that the Participants’ self 

repair work functioned as an organizational device whereby the Participants managed 

the kinds of terminological resources in use during doing data analysis. In other words, 

such self repair work by the Participants was not random or unorganized, but rather 

that it displayed a systematic orientation to certain terminology as constituting a 

shared and valued participatory resource. I argued that, by thus treating certain termi-

nological resources as being relatively more valued for participation than others, the 
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Participants were able to constitute and make visible for one another their data session 

group as a community with a shared repertoire of terminological resources.  

 In and through making visible for one another, through conducting self repair, 

their choices to use the terminology constituted as being a valued community resource, 

the Participants were able to work up identities as practitioners within the community. 

Thus, identity in relation to that community and its practice was shown to be inextri-

cably intertwined with the Participants’ co-displays of using or not using (or avoiding 

the use of) the valued terminological resources of the community. Furthermore, such 

behavior by the Participants in regard to their use of terminology was argued to re-

flexively constitute the terminology as being valued by community members, and to 

make the data session group mutually visible as a community with a shared set of 

participatory resources. Thus, for the Participants, identity, shared resources, and 

community are reflexively constituted in and through their behavior in interaction 

while participating in doing data analysis at the data sessions.  

 In regard to the sixth question, concerning the Participants’ management of 

identities over time, in Chapter 7, I shifted the analytical focus to examine the Par-

ticipants’ behavior in deploying terminology across series of interactional moments. 

The analyses demonstrated that the Participants accomplished categorization work 

through their differential deployment of terminology, and that over time, they made 

visible for one another shifts in their categorizations of self and other. Such shifts 

were shown to be reflexively constituted in and made mutually recognizable by the 

Participants’ making available for public inspection changes in their participatory 

behavior in relation to the deployment of terminological resources during participa-

tion in series of interactions at the data sessions. In Excerpts 7.2 to 7.4, Zed, for ex-

ample, was shown to modify his behavior in using terminology to refer to the actions 
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of one of the participants. Initially, in Excerpt 7.2, when Zed attempted to refer to the 

participant’s actions, he appeared to be unfamiliar with the term purii (“pre”). In the 

analysis of this excerpt, it was shown that Murata and Zed displayed orientations to 

this term as being possibly problematic for Zed. In particular, Zed displays his notic-

ing of purii by making a note of the term on the corner of his transcript sheet. I argued 

that this action by Zed of making a note simultaneously functioned to make visible his 

preparation work for possibly using the term on a subsequent occasion, and to treat 

the term purii as being a valuable terminological resource. Murata, on the other hand, 

applies self repair to switch out purii for the everyday Japanese term, maeoki (“pref-

ace”). In so doing, the term maeoki is made visible in the interaction as being a term 

synonymous to purii.  

 Then, in Excerpt 7.3, in his interaction with Ru, Zed is shown to deploy purii 

and maeoki in a manner exactly analogous to the way in which Murata had used them 

in Excerpt 7.2, that is as a term-in-use (i.e., purii), and as a newcomer-oriented re-

placement (i.e., maeoki) for that term. In this way, Zed’s actions in Excerpt 7.3 con-

stitute a display of a change in his participation through demonstrating his under-

standing of, and ability to use (and, when necessary, his ability to choose not to use) 

the term purii, when he previously had not (or could not). This displayed change in 

participatory behavior reflexively works to make visible a shift in identity for Zed, 

from that of a relative novice to that of a relative expert in relation to purii. 

 Finally, in Excerpt 7.4, Zed was shown to unhesitatingly and matter-of-factly 

deploy a puri(i) twice during his participation in the practice of doing data analysis. In 

this way, his actions across a series of data sessions worked to make visible for his 

co-Participants a change in his participatory behavior, and, reflexively, a change in his 

identity as a practitioner within the community. In other words, Zed’s displayed 
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changes in behavior made visible a shift in identity from that of one who is unfamiliar 

with and unable to use a certain resource from the shared repertoire of the community, 

to that of one who is able to fully use that resource to accomplish his participation in 

the main practice of the community, that is, doing data analysis. Thus, in the case of 

the data corpus of the present study, shifts in identity over time are accomplished 

reflexively, such that (a) displayed changes in participatory behavior work to make 

visible shifts in the identities of the Participants within the community, and (b) shifts 

in identity as practitioners within the data session community are made visible in, and 

understandable only in reference to ongoing participation in talk-in-interaction at the 

data sessions. 

 In regard to the last question, concerning the interface between the Partici-

pants’ actual identity work and the CoP notion of legitimate peripheral participation, 

the analyses of Chapter 7 recommend a view of legitimate peripheral participation 

quite different from the various views adopted by previous CA studies which have 

engaged CoP. These studies have understood LPP either in terms of movement from 

less to more skilled participation (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Firth & Wagner, 

2007; Hellermann, 2008; Hellermann & Cole, 2009), or in terms of movement from 

less to more active participation (e.g., Nguyen, 2008a, 2008b; Young & Miller, 2004). 

In the case of the present study, however, I argued that it is not possible to conceptu-

alize the Participants’ behavioral changes in terms of relatively less or more 

skilled/active participation. Rather, the analyses demonstrated that the Participants 

accomplish shifts in their identities as practitioners within the community in and 

through displaying changes in their participatory behavior in relation to the use of 

terminological resources. In such cases, I argued, the Participants’ behavior worked to 

make publicly observable shifts from using terms not constituted as being part of a 
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shared repertoire of the community to deploying terms treated as being valued re-

sources for participation. Thus, the Participants’ behavioral shifts can be understood 

as being synonymous with shifts from using resources lying outside of the commu-

nity’s set of shared resources to using those that are constituted as being part of this 

set. In other words, changes in Participants’ participatory behavior such that they 

come to use the valued resources of the community simultaneously and reflexively 

make visible changes in identity from that of being one who relies on resources ex-

ternal to the community in order to accomplish his or her participation in the practice 

of the community to that of being an integrated practicing member of the community 

who makes use of the shared resources of the community. This view, I noted, appears 

to be potentially harmonious with the notion of LPP as it was originally developed by 

Lave and Wenger (1991), which conceptualizes learning as being more than the 

simple acquisition of knowledge and skills, but rather as being “an evolving form of 

membership,” such that “identity, knowing, and social membership entail one an-

other” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53).  

 However, in order to develop a truly useful understanding of the interface 

between CoP and the ethnomethodological perspective offered by the analyses of the 

prior chapters, the discussion must not be concluded here. As noted in the previous 

chapter, a core issue that must be considered is whether or not, and if so to what 

extent, the notion of identity as it is conceptualized in CoP is commensurate with the 

kinds of empirically observable categorization work demonstrated in the analyses of 

the present study. I consider this issue in the following section. 
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2 Discussion of theoretical compatibility 

 

 The CoP conceptualization of learning focuses on the social organization of 

learning as the transformation of identities. In regard to the notion of identity, eth-

nomethodologically based research is very clear: Identity is understood as being an 

interactional construct “occasioned by, negotiated in, and existing only in and for 

specific interactional moments” (Bushnell, 2011, p. 168). The analyses of the present 

study have brought to light an ephemeral view of identity consistent with such an 

ethnomethodological perspective. As noted in Chapter 7, for example, while Yi was 

participating in the data sessions from the beginning, and had assumed the role of 

organizing the data sessions, her categorization as an expert practitioner was not a 

“threshold issue” (Schegloff, 1991, p. 62), but was rather accomplished momentarily, 

repeatedly, locally, and variably as a “discourse phenomenon” (Benwell & Stokoe, 

2006, p. 3). A similar argument can be made in the case of Elmer, who, while being a 

relative newcomer to the data session community, was occasionally categorized as a 

relative expert practitioner, according to particular interactional exigencies, in relation 

to the procedural and terminological resources of the community (e.g., Excerpts 5.13, 

7.9, 7.10, 7.11).  

 At this point, a question arises as to whether or not the view of identity as 

being interactionally occasioned and momentary which has been developed by this 

and other ethnomethodologically-based studies is fundamentally compatible with the 

ways in which identity is conceptualized by CoP. In regard to the notion of identity, 

CoP remains somewhat ambiguous. For example, at some points identity seems to be 

conceptualized in terms of continuous self or selves capable of undergoing gradual 

transformation (see, e.g., Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53; Wenger, 1998, p. 155). Such a 
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view of identity seems to correspond to a post-structural conceptualization of identity, 

which sees identity in terms of multiple and fractured selves which vary across situa-

tions (Menard-Warwick, 2005; Weedon, 1987). As such, a CoP conceptualization of 

identity appears to possibly be fundmentally incompatible with an ethnomethod-

ological perspective, which rejects a view of identity based on the notion of a pos-

sesable and durative self (see, e.g., Benwell & Stokoe, 2006; Bushnell, 2011). On the 

other hand, at other points, identity is also conceptualized within CoP in terms of a 

“negotiated experience of self” (Wenger, 1998, p. 150; emphasis mine), which is 

defined in and through social participation. This view of identity seems to be much 

less rigid, and to potentially leave the door open for researchers working to develop a 

more fluid and contingent view of identity. In other words, the idea of socially nego-

tiated experience seems to resonate with the ethnomethodological notion that social 

reality is brought off by members as an ongoing accomplishment (Garfinkel, 1967; 

see also Chapter 2). As such, it appears to be possible to respecify a CoP view of 

identity in ethnomethodological terms as being an ongoing members’ accomplishment. 

In other words, the apparently continuous and durative nature of identity noted by 

Lave and Wenger (1991, p. 53) and Wenger (198, p. 155), for example, may be un-

derstood in terms of being an ongoing accomplishment of members who have made it 

their job to work up and maintain such appearances (see Sacks, 1984), rather than as 

being a feature of an enduring and reified self. 

 The analyses of Chapters 6 and 7 have demonstrated that a data-driven eth-

nomethodological view of identity can provide a rich understanding of the actual 

ways in which interactants work up, maintain, and manage their group as a commu-

nity and their identities as practitioners within that community. There is no need for 

the researcher to impose a pre-held model of identity and identity transformation 
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because, as seen in the analyses in the previous chapters, the Participants themselves 

pervasively work up and organize their identities within the community on a moment 

to moment basis as they participate in the talk-in-interaction. Viewed in this light, 

ethnomethodologically-based analysis can offer CoP a rigorous empirical grounding 

by demonstrating how the interactants themselves accomplish in and through the 

talk-in-interaction their interactions as practices, their groups as communities, and 

their identities as practitioners within those communities.  

 

3 Working together: Engagement through respecification 

 

 As noted previously, some researchers have taken a cautious or critical stance 

in regard to approaches combining CA with exogenous theories (e.g., Hauser, 2011; 

Kasper, 2006; Schegloff, 1997; Seedhouse, 2004, 2007; Wowk, 2007). In regard to 

the incorporation of CoP in CA research in particular, Hauser (2011), for example, 

puts forth a critical argument based on two points. First, according to Hauser, previ-

ous conversation analytic studies engaging CoP have employed vague or inaccurate 

formulations of the notion of legitimate peripheral participation. Second, and more 

fundamental, Hauser argues that the incorporation of exogenous theory into eth-

nomethodologically-based research runs the risk of tainting the blank canvas of “eth-

nomethodological indifference” (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970, p. 340) with hues of the 

exogenous theory-so-incorporated. In this section, I briefly consider each of these two 

points by Hauser in the light of the findings of the present study. 

 In regard to Hauser’s first point concerning the version of LPP taken up by 

CA researchers, as discussed in Chapter 7, the present study provides a view of par-

ticipation and learning in a community of practice which is not fettered by precon-
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ceived theoretical notions. Rather, an understanding of the ways in which the Partici-

pants accomplished their identities in relation to and as a reflexive and constituting 

part of their community has been developed in and through a careful and ethnometh-

odologically indifferent examination of the Participants actual interactional behaviors.  

 One of the findings of this examination is that the Participants work up and 

manage identities over time in and through their (non) deployment of terminological 

resources constituted as being part of the shared repertoire of the community. Thus, 

an identity within or without the community is accomplishable in and through the 

deployment or non deployment of the terminology treated as being valued by the 

community. In other words, in the case of the present study, modes of peripheral 

participation are linked to and made mutually visible through occasioned, contingent, 

and transient categorizations of self and other accomplished in and through publicly 

observable behavior in regard to the use of terminological resources internal or exter-

nal to the data session community. As demonstrated in the analyses of Chapter 6 and 

7, the occasioned and transient nature of this identity work means that positions of 

peripheral participation may be reversed according to interactional contingencies, 

such that a single Participant may be constructed differently on different occasions, as 

was, for example, Yi (cf., e.g., Excerpts 6.9, 6.12, 7.9, 7.10, 7.11).  

 In regard to Hauser’s second point concerning the fundamental risks involved 

in attempting to incorporate exogenous theory into CA research, it seems likely that 

the interactionally-constructed view of community and identity put forth by the pre-

sent study would have never have been developed were CoP theoretical notions 

(especially as they have come to be formulated in much of the CA research engaging 

CoP) to have been drawn upon as analytical resources. In other words, if the re-

searcher had regarded the data through the lens of LPP as movement from less-skilled 
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to more-skilled participation, for example, the actual ways in which the Participants’ 

use of terminological resources functioned to constitute identities as practitioners 

within their data session group-as-a-community are not likely to have come into view. 

Therefore, the present study aligns with Hauser’s position that the risks are great 

when incorporating exogenous theory. 

 Some CA researchers have suggested a bifurcated approach, wherein an eth-

nomethodologically-indifferent analysis of the data is conducted prior to the applica-

tion of any exogenous theoretical notions (e.g., Kasper & Wagner, 2011; Kitzinger, 

2008; Seedhouse, 2004; Talmy, 2009). Kasper and Wagner (2011), for example, 

allow for research agenda-motivated “pre-analytic observations and possibly 

post-analytic connections to exogenous theory” (p. 125). However, as I mentioned in 

Chapter 2, a seeming difficulty even for a bifurcated approach is the issue of funda-

mental theoretical compatibility. It therefore seems most advisable that, rather than 

attempt to engage exogenous theory as it is, ethnomethodological research should 

work to respecify such theory based on rigorous empirical analyses of actual interac-

tant conduct.  

 Ethnomethodological respecification involves a process of reversal wherein 

the assumptions and analytical resources of the problem to be respecified are made 

the topics of ethnomethodological inquiry (see Garfinkel, 1967, p. 1). Markee (1994, 

2000), for example, provides an ethnomethodologically-based respecification of a 

number of fundamental assumptions of cognitive second language acquisition re-

search; he problematizes SLA’s “traditional understanding of comprehension and 

learning as exclusively cognitive constructs,” and offers a reanalysis of such notions 

in “socially situated, behavioral terms” (p. 45). In a similar manner, through making a 

number of the theoretical constructs of CoP a topic of ethnomethodological inquiry 
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(rather than taking them as analytical resources), the present study provides a re-

specification of the CoP notions of practice, shared resources, community, and iden-

tity. Thus, the present study may provide for subsequent studies a model of engage-

ment with exogenous theory through respecification. 

 

4 Limitations of the present study and directions for future research 

 

 The present study has examined the interactions of a group of people partici-

pating in conversation analytic data sessions. This is a domain of interaction that has 

been little explored in previous research — to my knowledge, there is only one other 

study examining interactions at data sessions which exists at the time of writing this 

dissertation (i.e., Antaki et al., 2008). As such, the present study contributes to our 

understanding of how data sessions are carried out, and how they are used to socially 

produce and manage scientific knowledge, and thus may be of use to researchers 

interested in the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge (SSK), which aims to understand 

how scientific knowledge is jointly constructed and managed in and through interac-

tional procedures (e.g., Barnes, 1977; Bloor, 1991; Latour, 1987; Latour & Woolgar, 

1986; Lynch & Woolgar, 1990; see Edwards, 1997 for an overview). The present 

study may also be useful to scholars in the areas of Japanese studies, sociology, lin-

guistic anthropology, language socialization, second language learning, and CoP. 

Each of these areas is concerned to various degrees with issues of identity, commu-

nity, practice, and the construction, management of, and socialization to use shared 

resources.  

 Yet, we still know very little concerning the ways in which knowledge is 

socially constructed in the practice of doing data analysis. While the analyses of the 
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present study provide an understanding of how the Participants constituted their 

practice and community, and identities within and in relation to it in and through 

talk-in-interaction, research still needs to be done examining the specific interactional 

procedures used by data session participants in the joint construction of their analyses, 

and the ways in which this socially constructed knowledge is subsequently managed 

in interaction. For example, the present study has shown that the proffering of an 

analytic opinion functions to solicit co-Participant response in terms of displays of 

alignment, opposition, and so on. A question thus arises as to how the actions of 

aligning with or opposing analytic-opinions-so-proffered might function to embed the 

opinion into the interaction as the “understanding” or “received analytic stance” (see 

Wootton, 1997 on interactional understanding).  

 Furthermore, in addition to interactions occurring at data sessions, it would be 

informative to examine interactions among participants participating in other settings 

in which extended discussion and the voicing of opinions are major interactional 

features. Such settings might include faculty or staff meetings, research groups, or 

other types of discussion oriented meetings. Studies of interaction is such settings 

would allow for a cross comparison with the present study, which would help us to 

gain a view of the generic procedures through which knowledge is constituted within, 

occasioned by and related to participation in various types of practices.  

 In regard to a project of developing an ethnomethodological respecification of 

CoP, while the present study has examined several of the core notions of CoP, that is, 

identity, shared resources, practice, and community, there remain still other notions 

that should be scrutinized through the lens of ethnomethodological analysis. Sawyer 

(2003), for example, considers the notions of community boundaries and in-

ter-community brokering, and provides a CoP based ethnographic description of how 
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her participants negotiated their participation within a science lab community through 

providing resources gained through their participation in other communities of prac-

tice, such as expertise at English and math. An ethnomethodological respecification of 

the notions of boundary and brokering could shed light on how interactants make 

mutually visible for one another certain resources as being part of the shared reper-

toires of other communities, and how such resources might be incorporated into the 

repertoire of the community being participated in, or how opposition to such incorpo-

ration might be worked up. A fully adequate treatment of this topic would need to 

involve data collection in each of the communities of practice involved in order to 

develop a data-based understanding of the interactional constitution of shared re-

sources in each community. Research along these lines would potentially enrich our 

understanding of the relationships between identity and the use of resources both 

external and internal to a community.  

 A further notion which seems particularly open to ethnomethodological re-

search is that of imagination. Wenger (1998) argues that imagination functions to 

“expand our self by transcending our time and space and creating new images of the 

world and ourselves” (p. 176). Wenger argues that one function of this expansive 

property of imagination is to construct modes of belonging through allowing commu-

nity members to “locate [them]selves in the world and in history” such that they can 

see their own practices as “continuing histories that reach far into the past” (p. 178). 

Drawing upon Anderson’s (2006) notion of imagined community, Wenger allows for 

the possibility of the creation of imagined communities of practice, whose members 

may not necessarily be physically co-present in a certain location and time, or even be 

aware of each other.  
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 Wenger’s discussion of imagination and imagined communities is reminiscent 

of Foucault’s (1972) argument concerning the ways in which people discursively 

unify discourses which are ruptured and historically discontinuous, and there are a 

number of studies done within a broadly post-structural framework which have drawn 

upon Wenger’s notion of imagined communities of practice (e.g., Kanno, 2003; 

Kanno & Norton, 2003; Norton, 2001). However, coming from an ethnomethod-

ological perspective, the notions of imagination and imagined community remain 

unexplicated analysts’ resources, and should be explored through data-grounded 

analysis focusing on how interactants might talk about and treat imagination and 

imagined communities within specific interactional moments and for accomplishing 

specific interactional business. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONSENT FORM 

 
(English version) Consent Form for Participation 
 
Name of Researcher: Cade Bushnell  
Address: Moore Hall 382, 1890 East West Road, Honolulu, HI 96822 USA 
Phone: XXX-XXXX-XXXX  
 
Description:  
This research project is being conducted to gather data for use in a doctoral dissertation.  The purpose 
of the project is to learn how second language speakers of Japanese in Japan learn to communicate and 
interact with others in Japanese.  You are being asked to participate because you are a second lan-
guage speaker of Japanese who regularly interacts with others in Japanese.  
 The researcher believes there is little or no risk to participating in this research project.  
Participating in this research may be of no direct benefit to you.  It is believed, however, the results 
from this project will contribute to a fuller understanding of how people learn to participate in cultural 
groups other than their own.  In general, participation in this project will involve making audio and 
video recordings of some of the interactions in which you participate.  This recorded data will then be 
transcribed and qualitatively analyzed.   
 Please note, agencies with research oversight, such as the University of Hawai‘i Committee 
on Human Studies, have the authority to review research data.  Additionally, the findings of this study 
may be partially or wholly presented at academic gatherings such as conferences.  They may also be 
published in academic/other publications including, but not limited to, journals, books, and inter-
net-based publications, etc.  However, any and all personal identifying information will be kept 
confidential to the extent allowed by law.   
 Measures for ensuring your privacy include digitally obscuring images and audio, and chang-
ing the names of people, places, affiliations, etc. to pseudonyms in the transcriptions of the audio and 
video data, and in all reports, presentations, publications, etc. based on or resulting from the proposed 
study.  All research records which contain personal identifying information will be stored in a locked 
file in the primary investigator’s office for the duration of the research project and will be destroyed 
upon completion of the research involving them.   
 Participation in this research project is completely voluntary.  You are free to withdraw from 
participation for any reason, and at any time during the duration of the project with no penalty, or loss 
of benefit to which you would otherwise be entitled.  
 If you have any questions regarding this research project, please contact the researcher, Cade 
Bushnell, at XXX-XXXX-XXXX, or XXX@XXXXX.XXX.  If you have any questions regarding 
your rights as a research participant, please contact the UH Committee on Human Studies at 
(808)956-5007, or uhirb@hawaii.edu. 
 
Compensation: 
You will receive monthly compensation in the amount of  ¥4,000 for your participation.  This 
compensation will be paid in person every month. 
 Please note, compensation will be contingent upon your participation up to the time of pay-
ment. You may withdraw from participation at any time during the duration of the project with no 
penalty, or loss of monetary compensation up to that point.   
 
You will get a copy of this form 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Consent: 
I have read and understand the above information, and agree to participate in this research project. 
 
___________________________________      
Name (printed)       
      
___________________________________      _____________________________  
Signature        Date 
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(Japanese version)	 承諾書 
 
研究者：ブッシュネル・ケード  
住所: Moore Hall 382, 1890 East West Road, Honolulu, HI 96822 USA 
電話: XXX-XXXX-XXXX 
 
概要 
	 本調査は博士論文に使われるデータを収集する為に行われます．本研究の目的とは、日本

在住の日本語を第二言語とする話者がどのように他者との日本語によるコミュニケーション

や相互行為に参加する能力を身につけるかをみることです．日本語を第二言語として、日本

語で他者と定期的に交流なさる為に、本研究への参加をお願い申し上げます．   
	 本研究への参加による被害の危険性は極めて低いと判断されます．一方、参加をなさるこ

とによって、直接的に知的な利益などは特に予想されません．ただし本研究は、異文化グル

ープに参入する人の参加する能力がどのように身につけられるかに関する理解を深めること

を期待されています．概して、本研究への参加に当たって、日常的な会話を録音・録画して

頂きます（参加の詳細に関しては、以下の付録を参照）．そして、研究者はこの録音・録画

されたデータを文字化し、会話分析や成員カテゴリー分析という談話分析の一種の研究法を

用いて分析します． 
	 なお、ハワイ大学の研究参加者人権保護委員会（UH Committee on Human Studies）などのよ
うな研究活動を監督する当局は本研究で収集するデータを検閲する権利を有しています．ま

た、本研究の結果の一部（または全部）を学会などのような研究者の集会で発表されること

が予想されます．そして、機関誌や本、オンラインの発行物などに掲載される可能性もあり

ます．ただし、諸法律に許容される限り、個人情報やプライバシーは厳密に守られることを

保証します．  
	 個人情報やプライバシーを守る手段として、ディジタル操作によってイメージや音声を修

正・変更したり、文字化された資料や本研究に基づく研究報告、発表、発行物などにおける

人、場所、所属などの名称 を偽名に変更したりします．また研究期間中、すべての資料は
研究者のオフィスで鍵のかかるファイルに保管され、それを利用する研究の終了後には破壊

されます．   
	 本研究への参加はあくまでも任意的です．参加者は、どのような時や理由でも参加を打ち

切る権利があります．その場合、罰則などは一切伴いません.  
	 本研究に関するご質問などがおありになったら、どうか主研究者であるブッシュネル・ケ

ードにお問い合わせください．連絡先は XXX-XXXX-XXXX（電話）、または
XXX@XXXXX.XXX（Eメール）です．また、参加者の権利などに関するご質問でしたら、ハ
ワイ大学の研究参加者の人権委員会（UH Committee on Human Studies）にお問い合わせくださ
い：電話(808)956-5007、Eメール uhirb@hawaii.edu． 
 
報酬 
	 毎月の参加に対する報酬として、4千円が研究者によって支払われます．なお、支払いに
ついては、研究者に実際に会って録音されたデータを手渡す時に行われます． 
	 参加者は、どのような時や理由でも参加を打ち切ることができます．その場合、罰則は一

切伴いません．また、その時点までの研究者によって支払われた報酬を返済する必要もあり

ません．  
 
なお、本契約書の写しを渡されます．  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
同意 
以上の説明をすべて読み通し、理解して、本研究に参加することを承諾します． 
___________________________________      
名前（ふりがな）             
___________________________________      _____________________________  
署名        日付 	 
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