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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Motives of the Study

I have been engaged in comparative studies of Japanese and English!
conversational discourse for several years in search of culturally shaped
patterns of conversation and their underlying logic, in most cases using
major theories of pragmatics that originate in Euro-American traditions.
What I have found most difficult in my study is that while major theories of
pragmatics, such as Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness (1978, 1987),
seem to fit English data, Japanese data display varied phenomena that
cannot be explained well with those theories. I noticed that the fundamental
assumption of major theories of pragmatics, that is, “the rational nature of
conversational activity” (Levinson 2000: 14), does not fit some Japanese
conversational phenomena. Brown and Levinson assume that a speaker is “a
face-bearing rational agent,” who bears “intention recognition,” and “certain
rational capacities, in particular consistent modes of reasoning from ends to
the means that will achieve those ends.” Therefore, a speaker rationally
chooses a “strategy” that will satisfy his strategic end, and thus any type of

language use can be attributed to “rational sources for behavior.” However,

1 In this study, “English,” “American(s),” and “American English” are used to refer
to the American English dialect or to speakers of American English.
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such an emphasis on rationality does not often fit verbal exchanges in

Japanese conversation. A case in point 1s given below:

(12
01 T8 &, A, BELW (&} =

a, n, yasashii {laugh/=

“Ah, yeah, (he is) nice.”{laugh}
02 S: =LA T

=yasalshii n desu {laugh/}
“(He) is nice.” {laugh}
03 T: LW IshED AT
[yasashii omise no hito da

“(He) is a nice cook.”

This is an excerpt from a Japanese conversation between two speakers (T
and S) who are meeting for the first time. In the process of S’s story telling
about a generous cook she encountered, S and T improvisationally co-create
the phrase “a nice cook.” We can see that they quickly repeat the same word
yasashii “nice” to each other and in line 03, T affirms yasashii omise no hit
da “(He is) a nice cook” while largely overlapping with S’s prior utterance in

line 02. The point I would like to emphasize is that the speakers do not

2 Excerpt (1) is part of Excerpt 4-12, which will be discussed in Chapter Four.
2



necessarily deliver substantial information that contains their own
intentions, but they laugh and talk generating a congenial, pleasing
atmosphere. Interestingly, this type of verbal exchange is ubiquitous in
Japanese data, while not in English, even though the data of both languages
were collected under the same conditions.3

This type of verbal exchange, called kyowa or cooperative speech
(Mizutani 1993, 1995), is considered one of the most prominent
characteristics of Japanese conversation. In kyowa, speakers send frequent
backchannels, show sympathetic attitudes, and anticipate what the other
has in mind or is about to say. By means of these, different speakers’
utterances are woven into a single story stream, while the distinction
between speakers becomes blurred.

This raises questions: do the speakers really repeat each other’s words
and overlap with a partner’s utterances as purposive strategies based on
intention? Is it really appropriate to understand their utterances as rational?
The data do not allow me to say “yes” to these questions. It is difficult to find
independent, individual intention in our speakers’ utterances. Rather, each
speaker’s utterances seem to be produced in accordance with the other’s in a
harmonious and pleasant way.

How can we explain these phenomena well, given the limitations of

3 See Subsection 2.3.2.2 in Chapter Two. Frequent use of repetition in Japanese
conversation will be discussed in Chapters Four and Five.
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major theories of pragmatics which they reveal? What is really happening in
Japanese conversation? What is its logic? These unsolved questions drove me

to set about my dissertation.

1.2 Aims of the Study

In order to solve questions mentioned just above in Section 1.1, I set my
objectives as follows.

First, I contrastively analyze English and Japanese conversation in
order to disclose culturally shaped patterns of conversation. For this purpose,
I analyze language use in American and Japanese conversations by two
kinds of dyads: one is the pair with social distance, that is, teacher-student
pairs who are meeting for the first time, and the other is the pair without
social distance, that is, a student-student pair who are close friends. Based
on this data of teacher-student conversation, I analyze how teachers and
students communicate by means of question-asking. Moreover, I analyze
student-student conversation in terms of how they communicate when they
share stories.

Second, I critically explicate major theories of pragmatics, such as
Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness (1978, 1987), and show what they
can and cannot do.

Third, as a way of thinking that may complement major theories of
pragmatics, I introduce ba-based thinking (Shimizu 1995, 2003, 2004; Hanks
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2016; Otsuka 2011), which originates in Japanese philosophy. Looking at the
data in light of this model, I attempt to find the underlying logic of Japanese

conversation.

1.3 Outline of the Study

This dissertation is organized into seven chapters. The present chapter,
Chapter One, has presented a brief introduction, outlined the purpose of this
study, and briefly sketched some Japanese discourse phenomena which
prevailing theories of pragmatics cannot explain well.

Chapter Two starts by denoting the impact which Chomsky’s
rationalist paradigm has had on major theories of pragmatics in
Euro-American scholarship. This is followed by a review of some of those
theories, including Grice’s theory of conversational implicature and theories
of politeness, with special attention to Brown and Levinson’s framework.
Next, I survey the broader literature on Japanese conversation. My
discussion includes language use according to wakimae, “one’s sense of
place or role in a given situation according to social convention” (Ide 1989,
also 2006) and kyowa or cooperative speech (Mizutani 1993, 1995).

Chapter Three introduces the source of data for this study, the Mister O

Corpus. The background information of Mister O Corpus, the procedure of
data collection, and information about the participants will be provided.

Chapter Four analyzes the use of questions in Japanese and English

5



conversation with social distance, that is, between teachers and students
who are meeting for the first time. The reciprocally equal uses of questions
observed in English conversation are characterized as “individualistic
volitional utterances,” while Japanese teachers-student pairs’
complementary uses of questions are characterized as “role-oriented
wakimae utterances.”

Chapter Five analyzes story sharing in Japanese and English
conversation without social distance, that is, between students who are close
friends. When sharing stories, American pairs demonstrate a
“high-involvement style of information exchange,” in which conversational
devices such as questions, expressive responses, evaluative comments, and
story rounds are used. On the other hand, Japanese pairs demonstrate what
I call “merging discourse.” In merging discourse, two speakers enter a
merged relationship so as to speak as if they share a single mind in creating
a story. I discuss “induced-fit utterances,” which include conversational
devices such as repetition, overlap, takeover, and addition.

Chapter Six criticizes the rationalist approach of major theories of
pragmatics by highlighting the features of Japanese conversation which they
cannot explain well. Then, as an approach that may complement rationalist
theories, the theory of ha-based thinking (Shimizu 1995, 2003, 2004; Hanks
2016; Otsuka 2011) is introduced. Ba-based thinking introduces a shift from
the rationalist perspective, in which a primordial self is given from the first

6



and language use is assumed to originate in rationality. Rather, it assumes
that the self arises in a situation at hand in relation to other(s) and is
composed of two layers: the intellectual domain (“egocentric domain”), which
is subsumed within the domain of corporeality and feeling (“basho domain”).
I interpret Japanese conversational discourse based on this ba-based
thinking. Ba-based thinking allows us to explain logically how speakers act
not only as unique individuals but also as parts of a whole.

Chapter Seven provides an overview of my study and ends with a brief
outlook on the potential of the ba-based thinking to enrich the theory of

pragmatics.



Chapter Two

A Review of the Literature

2.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of two parts. The first part reviews major
Euro-American theories of pragmatics in general, and the second part
reviews the literature of Japanese conversational phenomena which major
theories of pragmatics may not explain well.

We begin by explaining how Noam Chomsky, a Cartesian linguist,
influenced the rise of pragmatics, then provide a brief review of
well-established theories of pragmatics originating in the Anglo-American
academy, particularly H. Paul Grice’s theory of conversational implicature
(1975) and the politeness theories proposed by Penelope Brown and Steven
Levinson (1978, 1987), among others. These theories, more or less, are
grounded on Chomsky’s paradigm in that they assume rationality and
intention to be human nature.

The second part of this chapter provides a review of Japanese
conversational phenomena which major Anglo-American theories do not
explain well. They include the wakimae aspect of language use, which means
speaking according to one’s sense of place or role in compliance with
convention (Ide 1989), and kyowa “cooperative speech” (Mizutani 1993),
where interactants cooperate with each other to complete their sentences.

8



Moreover, some linguistic behaviors forming kyowa, such as aizuchi or

backchannels, repetition, and take-over, will be reviewed (Section 2.3).

2.2 Major Theories of Pragmatics
2.2.1 Chomsky’s Impact on Pragmatics

Pragmatics is the study of language in use, and its popularity since the
1970s was part of a dialogue with the idea of syntax in the scholarship of the
1960s, especially the theory of “generative grammar” propounded by Noam
Chomsky (Senft 2014; Yasui and Okuda 1990). As Yasui and Okuda point out
in the introduction to their Japanese translation of Steven Levinson’s
globally influential Pragmatics (1983), the study of pragmatics stands on the
shoulders of Chomsky, although he himself did not express any interest in it.

Chomsky was interested in determining the “universal grammar” that
he thought was innate and unique to human cognition, by understanding the
nature of language and the human mind and its functioning (1965, 1966).
For this purpose, he utilized an idealized model of the person. Specifically, he
assumed the “ideal speaker/listener in a completely homogeneous speech
community,” whose “linguistic competence,” 1.e., the ability to form new
sentences which express new thoughts and which are appropriate to new
situations, 1s considered to be enabled by universal grammar hard-wired in
the brain (Chomsky 1965: 3).

Chomsky was greatly inspired by the Cartesian perspective on human

9



nature and language, as shown in the title of his seminal Cartesian
Linguistics: A Chapter in the History of Rational Thought (1966). Following
Descartes, who is best known for his epistemological statement “Cogito ergo
sum (I think, therefore I am)” (1955), Chomsky developed his paradigm on
the grounds that “the MAN is by Nature a RATIONAL ANIMAL” (1966: 16)4.
The central doctrine of Cartesian linguistics is that the general features of
grammatical structure are common to all languages and reflect certain
properties of the mind, such as rationality (1966: 59). By “rationality” was
meant “human reason,” which is characterized as a mode of action governed
by a will, that is, freedom from the domination of instinct and stimulus
control and thus freedom to reflect and think (1966: 7). Moreover, it was
meant that “man” knows certain truths innately as part of rational nature
and has a form of rational intuition which enables him to attain certain
truths intellectually. Accordingly, what Chomsky labeled “linguistic
competence” (1966: 4) should not be confused with natural movements which
betray passions or may be imitated by machines or manifested by animals.5
The more influential Chomsky’s discussion on universal grammar
became, the more scholars came to realize the need to investigate the reality

of language use in interaction, and this was the origin of pragmatics.

4 Chomsky (1966) also names Herder and James Harris as philosophers who
claimed the distinction between man and animal in terms of human language in
association with “human reason.”

5 This suggests that Chomsky was not interested in utterances such as
exclamations and automatic repetitions.

10



According to Yasui and Okuda (1990 iii), regardless of the fact that it is
humans in living state that use language, the scope of pragmatics does not
necessarily embrace “impurities” such as irrational and insufficient aspects
of human speech. On the contrary, major theories of pragmatics confine their
argument to rational aspects of language use, or rather conflate rational and
irrational aspects of language use under the name “rational.”
Methodologically, these theories take a rationalistic approach to
epistemology by emphasizing rationalism, reductionism, idealization, and
abstraction, roots of which are seen in Chomskyan and Cartesian doctrines.
These tendencies reflect an anxiety about the status of pragmatics as a
rigorous science, in comparison with more traditional linguistic subfields like
phonemics, morphology, and syntax (Yasui and Okuda 1990 iii).

Aside from the development of theories of pragmatics affiliated with
Chomskyan frameworks, different paradigms have also emerged in which
researchers pay more attention to the reality and diversity of language use
in different cultures instead of pursuing general abstractions, as seen in
movements like ethnography of communication (e.g. Gumperz and Hymes
1964; Hymes 1972; Gumperz 1982) and anthropological linguistics (e.g.
Goody 1978; Rosaldo 1982). However, Cartesian tradition is so powerful and
tenacious that the idea of rationality as human nature and rationalism and
reductionism as a methodological orientation still underlies their argument.

This is to say that such ideas and orientations are embedded in

11



presuppositions that are not necessarily questioned. This may result in
researchers finding difficulty explaining non-rational aspects of language
use, such as automatic code-switching, in which speakers are unaware of
which code they use at any one time (cf. Gumperz 1982).

Below, we review Grice’s theory of conversational implicature and the
politeness theories proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), and other

influential theories of pragmatics.

2.2.2 Grice’s Theory of Conversational Implicature

H. Paul Grice’s (1975) notion of “conversational implicature,” which
was built on the basis of Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1969) speech act
theory®, was one of the most important ideas for pragmatics in that it offered
a significant explanation of pragmatic inference using general principles for
co-operative interaction. Second, it provided an explicit account of how it is
possible to mean more than “what is said” (Levinson 1983). In short, Grice
(1975) was the first scholar who argued that “what is conversationally
implicated is not coded but rather inferred on the basis of some basic

assumptions about the rational nature of conversational activity” (Levinson

6 These three philosophers were interested in how speakers generate specific
meaning with language. Austin (1962) regarded speech as an action and classified
speech acts into “locutions” and “illocutions,” that is, speech acts which have
meaning and speech acts which achieve certain effects, respectively. Austin’s theory
was systematized by Searle (1969), who saw speaking as performing “illocutionary
acts” that have an effect on the hearer, and he analyzed them in terms of their
constitutive rules.

12



2000: 14).

Grice’s theory of conversational implicature is based on his awareness
that although there is a difference between what is said and what is thereby
meant, or what is implicated by the speaker, the hearer is able to make an
inference to bridge the gap between them. The source of this ability was
sought in rational human nature. That is to say, in any conversation
interlocutors are supposed to observe the “Cooperative Principle,” namely:
“participants will make their conversational contribution such as is required,
at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the
talk exchange in which they are engaged” (Grice 1975: 45). Furthermore, to
ensure efficient communication, interlocutors are postulated to observe the
following four maxims that are rational and universal: Quantity, Quality,

Relations, and Manner. They are defined as follows:

The category of QUANTITY relates to the quantity of information to be

provided, and under it fall the following maxims:

1. Make your contribution as informative as is required for the current
purposes of the exchange.

2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

Under the category of QUALITY falls a supermaxim—Try to make your
contribution one that is true”—and two more specific maxims:

13



1. Do not say what you believe to be false.

2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Under the category RELATION I place a single maxim, namely, “Be

relevant.”

Finally, under the category of MANNER, which I understand as relating
not, like the previous categories, to what is said but, rather, to HOW
what 1s said is to be said, I include the supermaxim “Be perspicuous”
and various maxims such as:

1. Avoid obscurity of expression.

2. Avoid ambiguity.

3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

4. Be orderly.

(Grice 1975: 45-46)

These maxims are not necessarily adhered to in all conversation: they

can be violated. Still, they serve as a set of guidelines whereby what is said is

understood by the hearer. Grice (1975: 51) discusses the following imaginary

verbal exchanges:

(1) A: Smith doesn’t have a girlfriend these days.

14



B: He has been paying a lot of visits to New York lately.

In example (1), no maxim is violated. B’s utterance can be understood to
imply that Smith has a girlfriend in New York in so far as B is assumed to
observe the maxim of relation.

Example (2) is a conversation in which A is talking about his plan to
have a holiday in France. B knows that A wants to see his friend C living in

France if it does not disrupt his schedule.

(2) A: Where does C live?

B: Somewhere in the South of France.

B’s answer seems less informative than expected. Accordingly, B violates the
maxim of Quantity: “Make your contribution as informative as is required.”
However, this infringement can be explained by the supposition that B
knows that being more informative can result in violating the maxim of
Quality: “Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.”
Consequently, B’s utterance is interpreted as implying he does not know
exactly where C lives.

For Grice, the presence of a conversational implicature means that the
Cooperative Principle is being observed. Grice’s theory offers principles
which explain how the speaker rationally and purposively makes verbal

15



expressions and how the hearer bridges the gap between what is said and
what is implied. What underlies this theory is a premise that the speaker
and hearer are always rational and purposive; in this way implicature is
calculable.

Although the theory of conversational implicature was presented as
universal in application, cross-cultural and anthropological studies have
since shown that it is highly culture-specific. For example, examinations of
Grice’s theory in non-Indo-European languages, including Malagasy, the
language spoken in Madagascar (Keenan 1976) and the Trobriand Islanders’
language Kilivila (Senft 2008), have shown that some languages regularly

violate conversational maxims.

2.2.3 Politeness Theories Overview

The notion of conversational implicature (Grice 1975) significantly
contributed to the development of theories of politeness, notably by Penelope
Brown and Stephen Levinson (1978, 1987), Robin Lakoff (1973), and
Geoffrey Leech (1983). Note that all of them adopted the Gricean framework
as the ground of arguments over the universality of their rules and principles.
Politeness theorists commonly considered that the Cooperative Principle
offers a basic set of assumptions for conversation, but in fact, in natural
conversation, maxims are frequently flouted, and such deviations can
contribute to politeness. This insight led them to formulate universal rules
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and principles of politeness that consist of rational strategies.

Lakoff (1973) is generally regarded as the first who explored the issue
of politeness from a pragmatic perspective (Watts 2003). Lakoff (1975: 64)
defines politeness as forms of behavior that have been developed in societies
in order to reduce friction in personal interaction. According to Lakoff (1973:
296), Grice’s conversational maxims are not always observed in normal
communication in real life, and there are Rules of Pragmatic Competence
that take precedence over them: (1) Be clear, and (2) Be polite. Furthermore,
from her observation that in conversation speakers regularly and
intentionally say something indirectly for the higher goal of politeness,
Lakoff claims that “politeness” supersedes “clarity.” This leads her to
formulate the Rules of Politeness:

1. Don’t impose.

2. Give options.

3. Make A feel good — be friendly (1973: 298).
Rule 1 creates an effect of distance. Employment of this rule can be seen in a
conventionalized way of asking permission (“May I ask...?”) before asking a
question that is personal. For example, one says, “May I ask how much you
paid for that vase, Mr. Hoving?” Rule 2 creates an effect of deference, and
operates sometimes along with Rule 1. For example, one says, “Let him make
his own decisions—leave his options open for him.” Rule 3 is the rule which
produces an effect of camaraderie accompanied by a sense of equality
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between the speaker and addressee; this makes the addressee feel good.
Although Rule 3 seems contradictory to Rule 1, it is very often used
conventionally when there is not real friendship felt. Common examples are
the use of first names instead of the last name plus title as well as the use of
expressions like “y’know” which make the addressee a more active
participant.

The cross-cultural applicability of Rule 3 in particular, however, has
been questioned. “Friendly” is not necessarily a positive value in some
societies (Scollon and Scollon 1995). Ide et al. (1992) also point out that
“friendly” and “polite” are discrete concepts in Japanese society, whereas
they are not in American society.

For Leech (1983), politeness is a type of behavior that allows the
participants to interact in an atmosphere of relative harmony. Leech
attributed deviations from the Cooperative Principle to the need to be polite,
and in order to account for deviations from the Cooperative Principle, he
proposed the Politeness Principle which consists of a series of six maxims, as
an elaboration of Grice’s principles (1975).

1. Tact Maxim: Minimize cost to other and maximize benefit to other.

2. Generosity Maxim: Minimize benefit to self and maximize cost to self.

3. Approbation Maxim: Minimize dispraise of other and maximize praise of
other.

4. Modesty Maxim: Minimize praise of self and maximize dispraise of self.
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5. Agreement Maxim: Minimize disagreement between self and other and
maximize agreement between self and other.

6. Sympathy Maxim: Minimize antipathy between self and other and
maximize sympathy between self and other.

Leech explains that in conversation, speakers abide by more than one maxim

at the same time, though not all of the maxims are equally important.

Many researchers (e.g. Brown and Levinson 1987, Fraser 1990, Watts
et al. 1992) pointed out that the major defect of Leech’s theory is that it does
not explain the order of priority by which maxims are applied or when they
are relevant.

Among politeness theories, Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) has
been remarkably influential and widely recognized as a comprehensive
framework for investigating the issue of politeness. In particular, their
strong claim for the universality and cross-cultural applicability of their
principles had an enormous impact and has caused many longstanding
debates (e.g. Ide 1989; Matsumoto 1988; Spencer-Oatey 2000; Pizziconi 2003;
Watts 2003; Usami 2002).

Brown and Levinson (1987: 55) observed, in quite different cultures
and languages, an extraordinary parallelism in choice of expressions, in
terms of how they diverge from a highly rational, maximally efficient mode of
communication, as outlined by Grice (1975). They then considered the motive

of such divergence to be “politeness” and assumed that linguistic politeness
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is realized by rational and purposive “strategies” that are chosen according
to the speaker’s intention. Then they formulated the principles that underlie
the “generative” production of linguistic politeness.

Similar to Chomsky’s supposition of the “ideal speaker/listener,” Brown
and Levinson posit a Model Person (hereafter MP), who is “a willful fluent
speaker of a natural language and endowed with two special properties,”
namely, rationality and face (1987: 58). That is to say, an MP is a “rational
face-bearing agent.” By “rationality” they mean that their MP is capable of a
specific mode of reasoning which guarantees inferences from some given
ends to the means that will achieve those ends (1987: 64). By “face,” which is
derived from Goffman’s (1967) notion of face, they mean human basic wants
as individuals, which constitute two particular aspects: one is the positive
face, the desire to be wanted by others, i.e., the desire that the positive
consistent self-image be appreciated by others; and the other is the negative
face, the desire to be unimpeded, i.e., the right to freedom of action and
freedom from imposition.

Given that all MPs rationally choose means to meet their wants which
are satisfiable only by the actions of others, their mutual interest will be to
maintain each other’s face. Thus, in encountering acts that intrinsically
threaten face, which are labeled “face-threatening acts” (hereafter FTAs), the
speaker will want to preserve the hearer’s (or the speaker’s) face by
minimizing the face threat through a strategy competently and rationally
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chosen from the following, complying with the degree of estimation of face

loss:

Estimation of risk

of face loss

Lesser
A

A4

Greater

1. without redressive action,
baldly

on
record

2. positive politeness
Do the with redressive
FTA action

3. negative politeness
4. off record

5. Don't do the
FTA

Figure 2.1 Circumstances determining choice of strategy (Brown and Levinson

1987: 60)

As the figure above shows, the more an act is estimated to threaten the

speaker’s (or the hearer’s) face, the more the speaker will want to choose a

higher-numbered-strategy. To illustrate, if the speaker wants to perform an

FTA on record and estimates a lesser risk of face loss, the FTA will be carried

out without any redressive action. When the speaker wants to perform an

FTA with redressive action, positive or negative politeness will be chosen

according to the estimated degree of risk of face loss. The strategy of negative
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politeness is adopted in order to maintain the hearer’s negative face; this
includes linguistic behaviors such as indirect requests, the use of hedges, and
apology. On the other hand, positive politeness is adopted in order to
maintain the hearer’s positive face, which is realized in claiming common
opinions, praising, joking, and so on.

Another crucial assumption of Brown and Levinson’s theory is that the
degree of threat posed by an FTA can be calculated by members of a culture
as the additive weighing (W) of three independent variables: the social
distance (D) between the speaker and the hearer, their relative power (P),
and the absolute ranking (R) of impositions in the particular culture (1987:
76). While admitting that D, P, and R variables cannot capture all the
nuances of relationships such as the ada relationship? among the Kaluli of
New Guinea (Schieffelin 1984), Brown and Levinson insist that D, P, and R
are still remarkably valid in predicting politeness assessment (1987: 17).

As presented above, Brown and Levinson’s universal principle of
linguistic politeness is built on, first, the presupposition of the universality of
face and rationality as human nature that motivates the speaker to choose a
strategy, and second, the calculability of the risk of performing a given FTA.
What they provided is, in short, a formal system that has deductive logic,

with maxims and rules of inference. The output of this system is a model of

7 Ada is one of the kinship terms of the Kalui. It involves relatinoships of older
sisters and younger brothers.
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the process from thought to sentence, which is driven by intentions and
motives (1987: 85). In fact, such idealization seemingly makes it possible for
their theory to be equipped with applicability to all sorts of linguistic
phenomena across different cultures; however, we should not overlook the
fact that their principles can distort certain specificities of language use.

In the following, I review important studies of Japanese conversational
practice that have disclosed its distinct features in contrast to those of

American English.

2.3 Japanese Conversational Phenomena Which Major Theories of

Pragmatics Cannot Explain Well

Studies of language use in Japanese conversation began in earnest in

the 1980s following the establishment of theories of pragmatics in the
Euro-American academy in the 1970s. In this period, Euro-American
theories were more or less directly applied to Japanese in cross-cultural
studies of Japanese and American English conversation: see for example
Hinds 1978; Clancy 1982; Maynard 1986, 1989, 1993; Yamada 1990, 1992;
White 1989; and Watanabe 1993. These studies made a substantial
contribution in that they not only empirically revealed that Japanese
conversational practice is significantly different from that of English in some
aspects, but they also raised the question of the applicability of
Euro-American theoretical frameworks to Japanese conversational practice.
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In other words, the comparative analysis of Japanese and English
conversation brought to light some features of language use in Japanese for
which major Euro-American theories cannot fully account. They include
wakimae, routinized patterns of speech based on “one’s sense of place or role
in a given situation according to social conventions” (Ide 1989: 230), and
kyowa, cooperative speech. Neither takes the appearance of intentional
information exchange; that is, they seem to be neither intentional nor

rational.

2.3.1 Wakimae vs. Volition

In the arguments over the universality of the theories of politeness
(Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987; Lakoff 1973, 1975; Leech 1983), Ide (1989)
claimed that all of the Euro-American frameworks of linguistic politeness
fail to give a proper account of Japanese language use, particularly the use of
honorifics.

According to Ide (1989), what the Euro-American theories of politeness,
especially Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) dealt with is the volitional
aspect of language use. This is realized through the speakers’ intentional and
rational choice of strategies to allow their message to be received favorably

by the addressee, for the sake of the “face” of the speaker and addressee, i.e.,
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human basic wants as individuals. Ide, by contrast, posited the wakimae®
aspect of language use as that which is associated with smooth
communication in Japanese is.

Wakimae is defined as one’s sense of place or role, or sensitivity for
what is called for in a given situation according to social conventions (Ide and
Ueno 2012; Ide 1989). The sense of wakimae often operates on the basis of
the status, age, and the role of various levels aspired to or acquired. To
perceive and acknowledge the delicate status and/or role differences between
the speaker, the addressee, and the referent, is considered a basic
requirement for smooth communication. Thus, in wakimae language use, the
speakers pay attention not to what they intend to express, but rather to what
1s expected of them in a given situation. Both wakimae and volitional aspects
of language use aim to achieve smooth communication, but they are different
in that speakers’ focus is placed primarily on their positions in the context of
speaking in wakimae, and on their own intention in the context of speaking
in volition (Ide and Ueno 2012).

As Ide argues (1989), the use of honorifics is a prominent feature of the
wakimae aspect of language use. According to Coulmas (2005), many aspects

of honorific speech are not associated with special occasions or speakers, but

8 The notion of wakimae is often translated into English as “discernment” (e.g. Ide
1989). However, according to Hanks (2016), the term “discernment” is a bit heavy,
since it connotes cognition and intention to grasp, whereas wakimae is
pre-intentional and pre-reflective. The present study deploys the term wakimae
without using an English translation.
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rather normal and inevitably obligatory. Coulmas (2005) examined the
transcript of the last words of the desperate crew of a doomed Japan Airlines
flight in 1985, as they struggled to keep their damaged airplane aloft. The
conversation between the crew, including the pilot (CAP), the co-pilot (COP),
the flight engineer (FE), the purser, and the stewardess, even in such an
emergency, presents an example of honorific language use reflecting social
relationship. The pilot, who has the highest status, uses fewer honorifics
than other speakers, and the stewardess, who 1s in the lowest place, uses
honorifics most. The flight engineer, who ranks lowest in the cockpit crew,
uses a polite style. Example (3) is from the conversation between the crew.

The parts of honorifics are underlined.

(3)
CAP: T A, BAEh, BAEh
atama sagero, ganbare, ganbare
“Bring the nose down, hold out, hold out!”
COP: fitvr vt
kaji 1ppai desu
“The rudder is fully out.”
FE: 2 —FBHi->TWES, A= FKBN...NU—TAE—FK&ar hr—L L TETMIRNA,

NU—ay hag— LI\ TTh, NU—ar ha—Liisy 77
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supiido ga hette imasu supiido ga... pawa-de supiido-o kontororu

shimasu ga ne, pawa kontororu-wa 11 desu ka, pawa konrotoru wa
kyapputen
“We are losing speed. The speed...we are controlling the speed with the
power, okay? Is the power control all right? Captain, the power
control...”

(Coulmas 2005: 304)

(Underlining and Japanese kana/kanji script are mine)

Coulmas (2005) argues that this example suggests that the use of honorifics
1s inevitably obligatory. It i1s not only encoded in the grammar, but also so
deeply rooted in the unconscious that it is automatically activated. Coulmas’s
claim suggests that what motivates the use of honorifics is not
communicative intention comprised of a set of purposive strategies aimed at
individuals’ face-saving.

Another important study of wakimae language use is provided by Hill
et al. (1986), who quantitatively demonstrated how Japanese and Americans
choose different expressions when asking for a pen from listeners of various
social categories. Their survey involved about 1000 Japanese and American
students. Figures 2.2 and 2.3 show the correlation between the expressions

and demographics in Japanese and American English, respectively. The size
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of the dots indicates the frequency of response for a particular expression

used for the corresponding demographic.
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-masei -mas- = formal auxiliary, -en- = negative
morae- “you hand down to do”
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Figure 2.2 Correlation of linguistic forms and addresses: Japanese (Hill et. al
1986: 357)
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Figure 2.3 Correlation of linguistic forms and addresses: Americans (Hill et. al

1986: 358)

Figure 2.2 shows that Japanese make a clear-cut distinction between
expressions according to the variable of distance of the addressees;
expressions accompanying honorific morphemes (desu, masu) are used for
addressees who are distant from the subjects, such as professors and
superiors at work, whereas expressions that have no honorifics are used for
addresses who are close to the subjects, such as friends and family. In
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contrast, as Figure 2.3 shows, Americans do not make such a distinction
according to the variable of distance of the addresses. The distribution of
choice of expressions is broad, and some expressions such as “Can I borrow”
are used for almost all demographics. This implies a low degree of relevance
of the wakimae aspect of language use for Americans. Rather, what allows
Americans to choose expressions from a relatively wider range of possibilities
is likely the speaker’s volition.

Hanks (2016) examines the notion of wakimae in contrast to the
Gricean approach to communicative intention that yields theories of
politeness, which are comprised of a set of purposive strategies aimed as
face-saving. Hanks claims that wakimae is characterized as “pre-intentional”
and “pre-reflexive” at the level of a situation, not at the level of individual

corporeal schema.

2.3.2 Kyowa vs. Taiwa

Among the most influential studies that examine differences between
Japanese and English conversational styles are those of Mizutani (1983,
1993, 1995). Mizutani coined the term kyowa “cooperative speech” to refer to
a conversational style in which the speakers cooperate in making an
utterance, in contrast to taiwa “dialogic speech” in which each speaker
completes his or her own utterances (1980). For Mizutani, cooperative speech
is characteristic of Japanese conversation, whereas English conversation is
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marked by the use of dialogic speech. The following are examples of kyowa:

(4)
01 A 20T EH~ERIITEELTA
kinoo wa ueno e hanami ni iki mashi te ne
“Yesterday (I) went to see the cherry blossoms at Ueno,”
02 B: 2z
ee
“Uh-huh.”
03 Al FRIDSEHZED HIAT T2 A 9 L REIZ L TW T2 AT,
Jiki ga jiki dakara komu daroo to kakugo wa shite ita n desu ga
“(It) is the high season, so (I) expected that (it) would be crowed,
and...”
04 B: xx. 2%
ee, ee
“Uh-huh.”
05 A TV b I REZAHTLIEL
sorya moo taithen na hitode deshita yo
“(It) was extremely crowded.”
(Mizutani 1995: 5)

(English translation is mine)
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In the example (4), the listener B frequently sends backchannels, even
before the speaker A completes his/her sentence, as seen in line 04. By so
doing, the listener B shows understanding and encourages speaker A to
continue. In example (5), the listener B in line 02 anticipates what is about to

be said and completes the speaker A’s sentence.

(5)
01 A =05 T EEF~fERICH

kinoo wa ueno e hanami ni ne

“Yesterday, to see the cherry blossoms at Ueno...
02 B: &, WHLEZATT S

aa, 1irashita n desu ka

“Oh, (you) went (there)?”

(Muzutani 1995: 5)

(English translation is mine)

As shown in the examples above, in cooperative speech, co-creation
among speakers is particularly important: they frequently send backchannel
signals to display understanding and agreement, even anticipating and
saying what the other is about to say. For this reason, Japanese conversation
is likely to weave multiple speakers’ utterances into a single stream. This
type of conversation cannot strictly be called zaiwa or dialogic speech, in
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which one speaker completes his or her utterance while the other listens,
and they alternate with each other in speaking and listening. Mizutani
(1993) illustrates the patterns of conversational development of kyowa and

taiwa with the line figures below:

Figure 2.4 Taiwa and kyowa

Taiwa

Kyowa

As Figure 2.4 shows, in kyowa, one utterance is likely to overlap another,
and it is as if two speakers co-create a single stream of speech, while in taiwa
conversation develops in such a way that two lines flow independently.

Ever since Mizutani (1980) introduced this dichotomy between kyowa
and taiwa, many researchers have claimed that listeners in Japanese
conversation play a more active role than those in English conversation. In
her book Different Games, Different Rules: Why Americans and Japanese
Misunderstand Each Other, Yamada (1997), based on her analysis of
Japanese and American business discourse, wrote that Japanese
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conversation is characterized as Listener Talk, in which sasshi, or
anticipatory guesswork, is crucial to fill out utterances reciprocally. On the
other hand, American conversation can be labeled as Speaker Talk, in which
saying pays tribute to the individual’s right to choose and own. These
contrastive features reflect turn-distribution patterns that are
intra-culturally shared among speakers of Japanese and American English,
respectively (Yamada 1990). Specifically, the data demonstrated that
Japanese speakers take short turns and continue to distribute turns
relatively evenly among participants no matter who initiates a topic,
showing the average number of turns of exchanged in a topic is 50.7 (157
turns/3 topics). On the other hand, American English speakers take long,
monologic turns, distribute their turns unevenly among participants, and
take the highest proportion of turns in the topic they initiate. For speakers of
American English, the average number of turns exchanged in a topic is 24.4
(171 turns/7 topics) (Yamada 1990: 286). The difference in turn-distribution
patterns motivates a difference in how speakers of Japanese and American
English organize topics. Japanese speakers tend to organize topics more
interdependently, whereas speakers of American English tend to organize

topics more autonomously than Japanese.?

9 Many studies have reported that Japanese tend to demonstrate an
interdependent way of topic development, while Americans display an autonomous
way of topic development (e.g. Machi 2007; Ikeda 2008; Kudo 2015). Machi (2007)
labeled these Japanese and American distinct features as “our story” and “my/your
story” type of topic development, respectively.
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Maynard (1989, 1993, 1997) is another important scholar who conveyed
empirical study of Japanese and American English conversational practice.
Maynard (1997: x) states that the Japanese language is not properly
understood and even seen as “inscrutable,” or the “devil’s language” just
because it 1s difficult for native speakers of American English. This
motivates her to account for varied aspects of Japanese conversation in
contrast to American conversation so that both ways of communicating,
thinking, and feeling can be better understood. Maynard (1993, 1997)
examined conversational practices such as the use of backchannels (see 2.3.2
below) and particles ne and yo, in comparison with their English equivalent,
“you know.”

According to Maynard (1997: 87), Japanese has two types of particles:
(1) those that mark grammatical relations within a sentence, that is, case
particles such as wa, ga, ni, o, and (2) those that express the speaker’s
attitude toward the message and the partner, namely, interactional particles.
Interactional particles include the expressions such as ne, yo, sa, na, and the
like, each of which is attached at phrase-final, clause-final, or sentence-final
positions. They are pervasive especially in spoken Japanese, as shown in the
example below. In this short segment of conversation, we can see four cases

of ne and two cases of sa occur.
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(7) About a pet dog
o, RAn, ENHIBENLTE, Az, Rz, H<Aobo o
THhzx
so0 da ne, nanka sore mo sa natsu da kara de sa, nanka nee, kekkyoku
nee, mijikaku kachatte nee,
“Yeah, I guess so (ne). Yeah, that was also (sa) in the summer (sa), and
somehow (nee), in the end (nee) they did clip the hair (of a pet dog)
(nee)”

Maynard (1997: 87)

(Underlining and Japanese kana/kanji script are mine)

Maynard (1993, 1997) examined a sixty-minute casual conversation in
Japanese, which consisted of 2,112 phrases bounded by pauses (PPU,
Pause-bounded Phrasal Unit), and counted a total of 863 interactional
particles, 77.9% of which (276/863) appear at the end of PPUs. This indicates
that interactional particles occur quite often, roughly once in every three
PPUs. As Tokieda (1951) stated, the primary function of interactional
particle is to “form interpersonal affiliations”; thus, adding interactional
particles at the final position of PPUs causes emotional effects and helps the
speaker and listener communicate with each other in an empathy-creating
way. With regard to the use of ne(ne) and na, the former of which has the
highest percentage of interactional particles used in the data, that being
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42.2 % (364/863) and the latter of which 4.2% (49/863), Maynard explains as

follows, quoting from Uyeno (1971):

The sentence particle ne and its variants, nee and na(a), are appended
to any sentence type except exclamatory sentences and imply that the
option of judgment on the given information is left to the addressee.
Thus, these particles give the effect of softening the basic nature of
each sentence type. As a result, the appropriate use of these particles
reflects the speaker’s consideration of the addressee, and the
addressee feels more participation in the conversation with mutual
understanding. Thus, these particles may be called particles of

rapport (Uyeno 1971, 131-132).

English, by contrast, has no equivalent for interactional particles in
Japanese, and accordingly most intervals between PPUs in English are left
simply as a pause (Maynard 1993: 101). Instead, as a linguistic device that
seems to have a function corresponding to interactional particles, Maynard
examines the use of “you know,” one of the “attitude phrases” of which other
examples include expressions like “I mean” and “like.” Based on analysis of
sixty occurrences of “you know” in her sixty-minute data sample, she
concludes that “you know” i1s directly concerned with informational content,
and its primary use is to offer or elicit propositional information. Thus, we
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can say that the use of “you know” is more connected to information than
interactional particles ne and yo, both of which are concerned with the
speaker’s discernment of the situation of talk, especially the partner’s
knowledge level, and are chosen based on what the speaker thinks the
partner expects.

Maynard’s (1993, 1997) analysis offers strong support to the notion of
kyowa and taiwa by showing that the pervasive use of interactional particles
in Japanese encourages speakers to cooperate in completing an utterance,
whereas the use of an attitude phrase, “you know,” helps speakers
dialogically develop conversation through exchanging information with each
other.

Noteworthy among latest study is Fujii’s (2012) comprehensive and
empirical investigation of preferred interactional patterns in Japanese and
American English problem-solving task discourse!®. Fujii (2012) examined
all the utterances produced by twelve Japanese pairs and eleven American
pairs when they proposed ideas and co-constructed the story; and then
categorized them into the eight types of linguistic behaviors: (1) direct
statement without mitigating expressions, (2) direct statement with
mitigating expressions, (3) declarative interrogative, (4) question forms, (5)

one proposition together, (6) relaying storyline, (7) repetition, and (8)

10 The task discourse data Fujii (2012) investigated is contained in Mister O Corpus,
of which conversational data the current study examines.

38



repetition and overlapping. The black lines in Figures 2.5 and 2.6 show the

total frequencies of the former two types of linguistic behaviors among those

listed above, namely, direct statements with and without mitigating

expressions. These two do not seek the listener’s response, but rather convey

the speaker’s intentions and will directly. Note that the total of the two types

occupies a much larger proportion in American conversation than in

Japanese. On the other hand, the latter six types of linguistic behaviors,

which commonly seek or need the listener’s response or feedback, account for

a much larger proportion of Japanese than American conversation.
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Fujii (2012) argues that the results shown in Figures 2.5 and 2.6
exhibit preferred patterns of interaction in Japanese and American task
discourse. Japanese speakers seek frequent agreement from their partner
and rarely express disagreement. They need congruity at every step of
cooperative work. On the other hand, American speakers are likely to
present their own ideas with declarative sentences in a direct manner and do
not always seek their partner’s agreement. Even when the partner has a
different idea, it would also be expressed directly with declarative sentences.
Thus, Fujii’s (2012) description of preferred patterns of interaction of
Japanese and American pairs is deemed to provide a precise and
comprehensive picture of kyowa and taiwa, respectively.
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As suggested by studies introduced above, unlike faiwa in which each
speaker talks independently without complementing or finishing his/her
partner’s utterances, the kyowa type of conversation is not necessarily
shaped by utterances that straightforwardly bring out the speaker’s
intention. Rather, it is characterized by communal exchanges between
participants. In the following, I review the literature on the conversataional
devices frequently observed in kyowa: namely, arzuchi, repetition, and

take-over.

2.3.2.1 Aizuchi

Mizutani, who first elaborated the idea of kyowa (1993), and other
scholars who discuss similar phenomena (e.g. Yamada 1997; Maynard 1993,
1997; Fujii 2012) have observed that Japanese speakers are especially
concerned about interactional and communal aspects of conversation. Among
conversational practices that have been studied from the perspective of
American English versus Japanese, the use of aizuchi or backchannels has
attracted the most attention. As suggested by the fact that unlike most other
languages such as English and Chinese, Japanese has a special term, aizuchi,
to describe the use of short listener responses (Deng 2009), the use of aizuchi
is crucial for Japanese. The literal meaning of aizuchiis “the joint
hammering by two smiths,” and this is extended to mean an act of indicating
agreement with another party or that of going along with the other party so
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as not to cause a conflict” (Hirokawa 1995: 40).

Maynard (1993) examined Japanese and American casual conversation
and found that Japanese speakers use aizuchi about 2.9 times more
frequently than English speakers. Ochiai et al. (2006), as a result of their
analysis of Japanese and American dyadic female conversation, also
disclosed that Japanese showed 2.5 times more frequent use of aizuchi than
Americans. Similar tendencies have been reported by many other
researchers (Hinds 1978; Mizutani 1984; White 1989; LoCastro 1987;
Yamada 1992; Kubota 1994; Clancy et al. 1996). Even when compared with
Korean, whose grammatical structure is similar to that of Japanese,
Japanese demonstrates 1.6 times more frequent use of azzuchi (Yim and Lee
1995).

As for the placement of aizuchi, many studies have noted differences
between Japanese and American English conversation (Maynard 1986, 1993;
Clancy et al. 1996; Kobayashi 2016). For example, Maynard (1993) found
that Japanese listeners send aizuchi at the ends of PPUs (Pause-bounded
Phrasal Unit), even when they are in the middle of the turn-holder’s
utterances. The frequent use of aizuchi in Japanese can be attributed to its
formation of PPUs, which are mostly accompanied by interactional particles
such as ne that would seek and elicit the partner’s response (Maynard 1993:
164). On the other hand, in American conversation the grammatical
completion point, i.e., the end of the clause and at the sentence-final position,
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which is equivalent to the notion of Transition Relevance Place (TRP) (Sacks
et al. 1974), is the most powerful context for backchannels.

Moreover, according to Maynard (1990), the use of aizuchi strongly
relates to nods. In Japanese conversation nodding occurs three times more
frequently than in American conversation. They are observed both on the
turn-holder’s and the listener’s sides. The turn-holder frequently nods at the
end of PPUs so as to elicit an aizuchi from the listener, and 63% of the
listener’s aizhuchi accompany nods.

Kita and Ide (2007), based on Maynard’s (1990) observation, argue that
aizuchi and nods form a “loop sequence,” and accordingly, two participants
even nod simultaneously. Furthermore, unlike backchannels in English
conversation of which primary function is turn management, aizuchi and
nods occur relatively independently from the referential content of
conversation. They are more pervasive and flexible in terms of context in
which they can occur. Kita and Ide (2007) discuss that exchange of aizuchi
and nods that have little referential content is somewhat similar to what
Malinowski (1923) called “phatic communion,” whose function is to establish
“a common sentiment” by “communion” (sharing). They conclude that
Japanese conversation constantly interweaves two streams of activity:

namely, phatic communion and exchange of referential information.
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2.3.2.2 Repetition

Repetition, that is, repeating the words, phrases, and sentences of
other speakers in conversation, is also associated with kyowa phenomena
because it bonds and unites speakers’ utterances in turn (Machi 2007, 2014;
Ochiai et al. 2006; Ide and Ueno 2012; Kumagai and Kitani 2010). Although
few studies have focused on repetition, some striking differences between
Japanese and English in frequency and function have been revealed by
cross-cultural investigations.

With regard to the frequency of repetition in conversation, as a result
of examining Japanese and English dyadic conversation between females,
Ochiai et al. (2006) observed that Japanese displays this behavior about 2.2
times more frequently than American English. Moreover, as for the
interactional functions of repetition, Machi (2007) states that Japanese
speakers more frequently repeat other participants’ utterances that express
their feelings. By so doing, they show sympathy or agreement toward their
partner, create like-mindedness, and share a sense of unity. On the other
hand, English speakers tend to repeat practical information such as “who
does what, to whom, where and when,” whereby they elicit further
information and confirm their understanding. Machi’s (2014) findings also
demonstrate consistency with the results of studies of aizuchi and
backchannels discussed above in that, by repeating what the other says,

Japanese speakers are inclined to cultivate communion, whereas English
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speakers are more likely to be oriented toward referential information.

As suggested by its frequency in conversation, repeating other people’s
words 1s not necessarily viewed negatively in Japanese. In Anglo-American
culture, by contrast, repetition is often considered undesirable (Tannen 1989;
Johnstone 1987). Although it is admitted that repetition is pervasive in
ordinary conversation and functions on interactional level of talk: namely,
getting or keeping the floor, displaying listenership, providing backchannel
response, linking one speaker’s idea to another’s, and so on (Tannen 1989:
51), repetition is mostly regarded as boring, lifeless, redundant, and
“yessing,” that is, buttering someone up hypocritically by automatically
displaying agreement. Moreover, repetition is seen as characteristic of
speech by and to children as well as ritualized, formulaic, and foreign to an
American sensibility, as revealed by anthropologists (Johnstone 1987).

Furthermore, for the sake of the current study, it is crucial to note the
“automaticity” of repetition. Tannen (1989: 87) emphasizes that repetition is
automatic by citing recent neurolinguistic research (Whitaker 1982)
demonstrating that aphasic patients who suffered complete destruction of
the language-producing areas of the brain still retain the ability to repeat
exactly. This is because this type of language production is performed in a

different part of the brain, that is, a part devoted to automatic functioning!l.

11 Whitaker (1982) further reports the results of experiments which measured the
flow of blood to the brain. These showed that automatic language production is
faster and less energy draining than novel language production.
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In Whitaker’s neurolinguistic research, repetition by brain-damaged aphasic
patients are strikingly similar to repetitions found in normal conversational
data. This is evidence of the automaticity of repetition in conversation, even
though these aphasics are limited in their language production while healthy
patients use repetition in addition to deliberate language production
(Tannen 1989).

The automaticity of repetition may suggest that it is a type of utterance
that is not rationally or intentionally controlled, but rather is produced by
means of instinct and stimulus for the most part. This type of language was
considered outside the realm of discussion in Chomskyan (See 2.2.1) and
Gricean (See 2.2.2) frameworks. Moreover, in Brown and Levinson’s (1978,
1987) politeness theories, which were built on Grice’s paradigm, repetition is
treated as a positive strategy intentionally chosen by the speaker (See 2.2.4).
In these respects, major theories of pragmatics fail to properly deal with the

phenomena of repetition.

2.3.2.3 Take-Over

Many studies have observed that in Japanese conversation, speakers
often complete the other’s sentences, based on their anticipation of what the
other is about to say (Mizutani 1995; Yamada 1997; Horiguchi 1997; Ochiai
et al. 2006; Ueno 2012a, 2012b, 2014; R. Ide 2013). This is called “take-over”
(Ochiai et al. 2006) or sakidori (Horiguchi 1997). For Mizutani, take-over is a
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form of kyowa (1995). Below is an example given by Mizutani (1995)

(reshown, see Subsection 2.3.2).

(6)
01 A 205X EBH~ERICHA
kinoo wa ueno e hanami ni ne
“Yesterday, to see the cherry blossoms at Ueno...
02 B bdH, WH LIZATT )
aa, 1irashita n desu ka
“Oh, (you) went (there)?”
(Muzutani 1995: 5)

(English translation is mine)

According to Yamada (1997: 37), take-over constantly occurs in
Japanese conversation. She explains that for Japanese, one utterance is only
part of the larger interaction, and thus it often gets completed across
speakers rather than by single individual speakers. In so doing, sasshi, or
the anticipatory guesswork, is important. A sasshi no ii hito (literally, a
person with good sasshi) is a person who is quick to perceive, anticipate, and
empathize with what his/her partner is going to say.

The higher frequency of take-over in Japanese compared to English has
been proven by empirical study (Fujii 2012; Ueno 2012b; Sugita 2005). For
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example, Ueno (2012b) counted about 1.9 times more frequent take-over in
Japanese than in English conversation. Upon examining task discourse by
twelve Japanese pairs and eleven American pairs, Fujii (2012) also found
that ten out of twelve Japanese pairs, compared to only five out of eleven
American pairs, displayed take-over.12

Still other studies have found that take-over is likely to occur in a
context where a high level of unity has been established. In this process, the
rhythm between speakers is tuned through their frequent use of aizuchr and
repetition, and then, at the peak of their mutual attunement, the listener
takes over the speaker’s utterance and says what he or she seemed about to
say (Ochiai et al. 2006; Ueno 2012a, 2012b).

Similarly, the anthropologist Sugawara (2012) reports that in | Guil3
communication, take-over is often displayed as part of prolonged
simultaneous discourse. His analysis showed that speakers keenly and
incessantly monitored one another’s projections of possible completion,
which enabled speakers to mutually entrain one another’s utterances. What
underlies this type of practice is an orientation towards “mutual
entrainment” of speaking activities, and it is distinct from an orientation

towards the ego-centric perspective of the speaker that leads to a divergence.

12 Tn Fujii’s (2012) study, what this study calls “take-over” is labeled as
“mono-clausal co-construction.”

13 The | Gui are Khoe-speaking people who live in Botswana located in the southern
part of Africa. They have been designated in the anthropological literature as the
“Central San” or “Central Kalahari San” (Sugawara 2012).
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While take-over is favorably seen as a show of empathic listenership in
Japanese (Horiguchi 1997), for American English speakers who generally
observe the rule of one-on-one turn-taking in conversation, it means an
interruption, an attempt to take over the floor, or a power play, and this has
negative connotations such as rudeness or domination (Tannen 1993; West
and Zimmerman 1983; Foley 1997). Tannen (1984) concedes that some
speakers do consider talking along with another, including the act of
take-over, to be a demonstration of enthusiastic participation and creation of
connection in conversation, but others assume that only one voice should be
heard at once. Furthermore, she argues that only if a balance in frequency of
this type of act 1s maintained between speakers is there no impression of

domination or violence.

2.4 Summary

The first part of this chapter has presented the major theories of
pragmatics in Euro-American tradition, starting with the observation that
the major theoretical frameworks are heavily influenced by Chomsky’s
paradigm, which laid the foundation of generative grammar on the grounds
of the Cartesian assumption of human rationality: “the MAN is by Nature a
RATIONAL ANIMAL” (Chomsky 1966: 16). We then reviewed Grice’s theory
of conversational implicature (1975) and surveyed theories of politeness with
special attention to Brown and Levinson’s framework (Lakoff 1973, 1975;
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Leech 1983; Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987). In addition to giving a brief
illustration of these theories, we also elucidated how insistently they view
human nature and activities as “rational” and “intentional.”

The second part of this chapter explored some prominent features of
Japanese conversation for which major theories of pragmatics are unable to
account. First, we discussed the wakimae aspect of language use in Japanese,
contrasting it to the volitional aspect of language use often thought to be
dominant in English. Then, we discussed kyowa (Mizutani 1995) or
cooperative speech, in which multiple speakers cooperate to complement
each other’s utterances, creating a single conversational flow, instead of
expressing individual ideas independently. Moreover, some related studies
depicting kyowa phenomena were denoted (Yamada 1997; Maynard 1993,

1997; Fujii 2012), which is followed by aizuchi, repetition, and take-over.
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Chapter Three

Data

3.1 Introduction
This chapter introduces the data on which the present study is based.
Section 3.2 presents the background of the data, the research subjects, and

data collection procedure.

3.2 Mister O Corpus

The data for this study is Japanese and American English conversation
contained in a cross-linguistic/cross-cultural comparative video corpus called
the Mister O Corpus. Since this study 1s largely inspired by the project that
collected this corpus, I will elaborate on it here.

The Mister O Corpus was collected for a series of projects entitled,
variously, “Empirical and Theoretical Studies on Culture, Interaction, and
Language in Asia,” “Towards Emancipatory Pragmatics: Discourse Analyses
from Native Speakers’ Perspectives,” and “Co-creation of “Ba’ in Language
Use: The Construction of a Pragmatic Theory from the Indigenous
Perspectives of Native Speakers,” under Grants-in-Aid for Scientific
Research from the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (No. 15320054,
18320069, directed by Sachiko Ide, and 20320064, 23320090, directed by
Yoko Fujii). The main purpose of collecting the Mister O Corpus was to
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obtain data from interactions in a variety of languages in order to be able to
compare the linguistic, cultural, and social practices visible there. At present,
the Mister O Corpus contains data of the Japanese, American English,
Korean, Libyan Arabic, Thai, and Mandarin Chinese languages. The data
were collected at Japan Women’s University in Tokyo, Japan, in 2004 and
2007 (for Japanese, American English and Korean), in Libya in 2008 (for
Libyan Arabic), Thailand in 2012 (for Thai), and China in 2016 (for
Mandarin Chinese). The corpus consists of three types of interactions:
conversations, narratives, and problem-solving tasks. The subjects of the
Mister O Corpus are female teachers and students. Two types of dyad were
prepared. One was a close and symmetrical dyad: that is, student-student
pairs. Meanwhile, the other was a distant and asymmetrical dyad: that is,
teacher-student pairs.

Of the three types of interactions and various languages mentioned
above, the present study uses the conversations for Japanese and American
English, which amount to twenty-six Japanese conversations, consisting of
thirteen student-student conversations and thirteen teacher-student
conversations, and twenty-two American English conversations, with eleven
student-student conversations and eleven teacher-student conversations.
The Japanese participants were thirteen teachers who teach English or
Japanese at colleges in Tokyo, ranging in age from thirty-one to fifty-four
(average: forty-one) and twenty-six students of Japan Women’s University in
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Tokyo, ranging in age from twenty to twenty-two (average: twenty-one). The
American participants were eleven teachers who teach English at colleges in
Tokyo, ranging in age from twenty-seven to sixty-eight (average:
thirty-seven) and twenty-two students who study at colleges in Tokyo,
ranging in age from twenty-one to twenty-three (average: twenty-one).

The procedure of data collection is as follows. First, the pair sat side by
side in a room (see Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4). In front of them was a video
camera, and a small microphone was fixed at the collar of each participant.
Then the director told participants to discuss the topic, “What were you most
surprised at?” for five minutes. Then the director left the room, and
participants talked freely. After five minutes had passed, the director came
into the room, and participants stopped talking. All processes and

interactions were DVD recorded and transcribed.!4

Figure 3.1 One shot from a Japanese teacher-student conversation

14 Transcription conventions are presented on Page vii.
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Figure 3.3 One shot from an American teacher-student conversation

Figure 3.4 One shot from an American student-student conversation
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Chapter Four
Questions in English and Japanese Conversation with Social Distance:

Individualistic Volitional Utterances vs. Role Oriented Wakimae Utterances

4.1 Introduction

When meeting people for the first time, how do speakers position
themselves in the relationship as it develops? Do they speak as independent
individuals who have the right to speak volitionally? Or do they speak by
anchoring themselves in the wider social structure while fulfilling expected
roles? If we find a certain tendency among speakers who share a cultural
background, how do we explain the sources of speakers’ behavior?

In this chapter, I examine the use of questions in the American English
and Japanese languages, in the context of conversations between two
speakers with social distance, i.e., between teachers and students who are
meeting for the first time. Questions are conversational devices which place
two people in direct interaction and convey messages about relationships
(Goody 1978; Ehrlich and Freed 2010, Tannen 1984), while largely affecting
conversational development (Schegloff and Sacks 1973). Differing use of
questions, if being identified, may reflect how Americans and Japanese
teachers and students position themselves and maintain relationships, at
least in the situations at hand, at perhaps, in everyday communication.

My analysis of situated questioning utterances will show that
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patterns of questioning provide examples of culturally-shaped American and
Japanese social interaction. Questions in English conversation are
characterized as “individualistic volitional utterances,” whereby teachers
and students distribute equal opportunities to speak, free of topical
constraints, to garner information they want to know, and sometimes to
develop the conversation by eliciting views or comments from each other. On
the other hand, questions in Japanese conversation are characterized as
“role oriented wakimae utterances,” whereby teachers act in a supportive
and caring manner by suggesting a topic to share, complementing or
expanding students’ story telling, and even creating a climax for a student’s
story while students avoid asking questions that would significantly affect
the conversational flow.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. Section 4.2 reviews the
literature on question-asking, with attention to some literature written in
Japanese and therefore virtually unknown outside Japan. Section 4.3
provides a description of the data and analytic focus. Section 4.4
demonstrates the analysis of question use in American conversations
between teachers and students, and it is followed by an analysis of the use of
questions in Japanese conversations between teachers and students. Section

4.5 summarizes and discusses the findings from Section 4.4.
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4.2 Review of Literature on Questions
4.2.1 Literature on Questions

Questions (or interrogatives)!® have been studied by a number of
scholars in different interests over the past several decades. Grammarians
have investigated questions in terms of the network of their functions and
structures (e.g. Lyons 1977; Halliday 1985). Halliday (1985: 47) claims that
the structure of interrogatives realizes the meaning of “what I want to know,”
while Lyons (1977) claims that the structure of interrogatives
grammaticalizes the feature of the “doubt.”

Different disciplines in the field of pragmatics, such as speech act
theory, conversation analysis (CA), anthropological linguistics, and
interactional sociolinguistics, have approached the use of questions from
different angles. Speech-act theorists (e.g. Austin 1962; Searle 1969; Lewis
1969) analyze the relationship between the illocutionary force of question
utterances and their semantic content. They classify questioning as a type of
directive, which is an attempt by the speaker to make the audience react
verbally, arguing that a question is validated by its audience’s performance

of the commanded action.

Conversation analysts are interested in the sequence of questions and

15 The term “question” pertains to the use of sentences, whereas the term
“interrogative” pertains to sentences, i.e., to utterance and to utterance types (Lyons
1977; Levinson 1983). This distinction corresponds to shitsumon (or toikake) and
gimon-bun, respectively, in Japanese (Nitta 1989).
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answers, as well as in how they operate in the structure of a conversation.
They regard a question as an utterance that not only other-selects the next
turn but also defines the sequential relevance of the next move (Schegloff
and Sacks 1973; Sacks et al. 1974). One seminal piece of recent CA research
is the cross-linguistic study conducted by Stivers et al. (2009), in which
question-response sequences in conversation were examined across ten
languages: Danish, Italian, Dutch, English, Japanese, Lao, Korean, Tzeltal,
Hai//om, and Yéli-Dnye. It was shown that preferred answers to questions
express agreement and are likely to be delivered more quickly than
non-preferred answers in many, if not all languages.

Anthropological linguists have explored how each speech community
develops its own norms for how questions are used and interpreted in
conversation (Hymes 1974b; Goody 1978). For example, Goody (1978), in her
pioneering study of questions, based on fieldwork conducted in Gonja,
pointed out that the act of question-asking is usually made by people of
higher status. She goes on to discuss how “training questions” are much less
frequently used by Gonja mothers than by middle-class English and
American parents, who train their children to ask questions so that they can
direct questions freely to adults. In this training process, the information
function of questioning may separate from the command function. Goody
(1978) concluded that each speech community has different norms of
language use and the act of question-asking is related to the role structure of
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society. It can be said that in Gonja people of higher status have a recognized
right to control their juniors through question-asking and are expected to do
so in fulfillment of their social role.

Interactional sociolinguists have studied intercultural and gender
differences in question-asking style and interpretation of questions in
conversation (cf. Gumperz 1982; Tannen 1984, 1990; Holmes 1982; Freed
and Greenwood 1996; Schiffrin 1993; Coates 1996). Gumperz (1982), as the
result of analysis of conversation between British-English and
Indian-English speakers, shows how cultural background can affect the
interpretation of questions and production of answers. Cultural difference
can also lead to miscommunication: interactants sometimes found it difficult
to recognize whether a question was asked, whether a speaker was polite or
rude, and so on. As for gender issues, many studies have shown that women
are more likely to ask questions than men, and question-asking is seen as
part of women’s cooperative conversational styles (cf. Lakoff 1975; Tannen
1990; Coates 1996)16,

Another insight from interactional sociolinguistics which is salient to
the current study is the idea that a question has two contradictory
interactional functions: involvement and imposing. On the one hand,

questions are seen as a device for sharing the “floor” and hence a part of a

16 Against this claim, Freed and Greenwood (1996) made a protest, arguing that it
is the particular talk context that motivates the use of questions, not the gender of
individual speakers.
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cooperative speaking style, due to their function such as seeking information,
encouraging another to participate in talk, showing interest, avoiding the
role of expert, and so on (Tannen 1984, Schiffrin 1993, Coates 1996).
“High-involvement” style of conversation often demonstrates the
“machine-gun question,” which may come in a series and is spoken at a rapid
rate and is timed either to overlap or to latch onto the interlocutor’s
utterance (Tannen 1984). On the other hand, questions can be seen as
imposing and face-threatening (Goffman 1976), since even the most carefully
posed question is heard against an unrealized possibility of negative
consequence if it is not answered, it has a compelling and commanding
character (Labov 1972; Goody 1978). This aspect of questioning is likely to
accrue to speakers who possess power. For example, in an institutional
relationship such as a doctor-patient relationship, speakers in possession of
power tend to ask questions more frequently and exercise interactional
control (Bales 1970; Eades 2008; Ehrlich and Freed 2010). Lastly, Freed
(1994) establishes a taxonomy of question functions which are developed

from a dyadic conversational corpus.

4.2.2 Literature on Japanese Linguistics

In Japanese linguistics, a number of studies have been made to
examine questions and interrogatives in terms of their form, function,
meaning, and modality (cf. The National Institute for Japanese Language
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1960, 1963; Mikami 1972; Miyaji 1979; Minami 1985; Yamaguchi 1990; Nitta
1991; Moriyama 1991; Masuoka 1991; Adachi 1999; Miyazaki 2005). These
studies provide significant background for the present study. First, with
regard to formal aspects, unlike English which makes a clear cut distinction
between interrogative and declarative moods, Japanese interrogatives and
declaratives do not have such an obvious distinction; therefore, they should
be considered along a continuum. Furthermore, sentences marked with
postpositions such as kana and daroo are difficult to classify by distinction of
interrogative or declarative moods, and thus the interpretation of them
largely relies on accompanying expressions such as polite forms desu/masul?
and intonation, as well as the context in which they occur (Miyaji 1979;
Yamaguchi 1990; Moriyama 1991).

Minami’s (1985) research was helpful for the current study to set the
criteria for identifying question utterances in Japanese data. Minami (1985),
building on a taxonomy of question expressions provided by The National
Institute for Japanese Language (1960, 1963), proposed the following three
conditions for utterances to be considered questions: (1) a linguistic
expression that is addressed to an interlocutor, (2) a linguistic expression

that presents a problem and requests information about it, and (3) a

17 Polite forms make the sentence in question sound being addressed to the
interlocutor. For example, a sentence-final expression daroo-ka can form a
declarative sentence that represents “doubt.” When darooka is replaced with
deshoo-ka, a polite form of daroo-ka, the sentence inclines toward interrogative
(Nitta 1991).
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linguistic expression to which an interlocutor supplies some answer. These
criteria are an outcome of integration of formal and functional aspects of
questions in interaction. Accordingly, they helped me to lay down a definition
of a question that is applicable to both Japanese and English, considering
their forms and functions in context.

Second, and more importantly, we should note that many of the studies
of questions in terms of semantic and functional aspects have seen questions
with careful attention to the presence of a listener (Moriyama 1989a, 1989b,
1991; Yamaguchi 1990, Miyaji 1979; Adachi 1999). This means that, unlike
questions in English that are traditionally regarded as “requests to tell,”
anchoring in the self-intention, (Lewis 1969; Hintikka 1976; Gordon and
Lakoff 1975), questions in Japanese tend to be discussed on the premise that
the speaker and listener always co-exit and interrelate. Accordingly, many
works on Japanese questions define them by taking into account both the
speaker and listener. For Moriyama (1991), interrogatives embody the
speaker’s “doubt” or “indeterminacy,” and are intrinsically a sentence type
that assumes the presence of and a response from a listener. Furthermore,
Miyaji’s (1979) insight into questions is extremely important. Miyaji (1979:
87) illustrated linguistic influence from speaker to listener according to four
types of expressions, 1.e., exclamatory, declarative, interrogative, and
imperative (see Figure 4.1). The exclamatory expression, which is indicated
by the shortest arrow, is an utterance that conveys the speaker’s admiration;
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Figure 4.1 Relative strengths of linguistic influence for four sentence-types (Miyaji

1979: 87)

—
=W —
=05 %

S: Range of speakers’ linguistic mental activity
H: Range of listeners’ linguistic mental activity
B (&) : Exclamatory; #{ (i) : Declarative; % (f#]) : Interrogative;

(%) : Imperative

it does not necessarily intend to impose linguistic influence on the listener.
The declarative expression, which is illustrated with an arrow pointing to
the border between the ranges of the speaker and listener, is an expression
type that stands on the assumption that the speaker and the listener are in
balance in terms of understanding. The imperative expression, as shown
with the longest arrow, forces the listener to react by doing something. Lastly,
the interrogative expression, located between the declarative and the
imperative, is illustrated by an arrow deeply inserted into the listener’s
range. It means that an interrogative expression or a question is an
utterance that is posed in direct anticipation of a verbal reaction from the
listener. Miyaji (1979: 24) argues that questions are a type of emotional
expression, jooi hyoogen, in that they always attempt to induce an expected
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answer from the listener, and a question-answer exchange is inevitably
accompanied by emotional sharing between speaker and listener.

Although a number of studies have been made on questions, most of
them examined form and meaning on the word or sentence level. A few
others investigate how questions are used on the discourse level or in
interaction. For example, Sakakura (1954), one of a limited number of early
studies referring to the use of questions on the discourse level, used a play
scenario as his data and pointed out that more than half of the lines of the
scenario expected completion by the addressee. That is because a large part
of so-called “declaratives” in the data are actually inclined to the category of
“Interrogatives,” and they are addressed to the other with an intention of
soliciting a response. Some recent empirical studies support Sakakura’s
(1954) claim by revealing that questions in Japanese conversation are likely
to be used to create mutual agreement, rather than to collect new
information (Kurosaki 1991, Ueno 2011, Fujii 2012). For example, Kurosaki
(1991) demonstrated that half of the questions in his natural conversational
data requested agreement or confirmation. He concluded that questions in
Japanese conversation are likely to be designed to elicit affirmative answers,
thus ensuring harmony between speakers.

In this section, I have reviewed literature on questions in
Euro-American and Japanese academia. It is notable that in general the
former demonstrates a speaker-oriented perspective of questions, whereas
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the latter maintains a speaker/listeners’ perspective of questions. This may
reflect how questions are viewed and used in the English and Japanese
languages. Furthermore, it is possible that questions in English and
Japanese conversation are part of taiwa (dialogic speech) and kyowa
(cooperative speech) (Mizutani 1993, 1995), or Speaker Talk and Listener

Talk (Yamada 1997), respectively (see Chapter Two).

4.3 Data and Procedure
4.3.1 Data

The data for this study consist of ten Japanese and ten American
English teacher-student conversations in the Mister O Corpus (see Chapter
Three). The participants in each conversation are a teacher-student pair
meeting for the first time. They were informed of each other’s status by the
director beforehand. The American participants are ten teachers who teach
English at colleges in Tokyo. The Japanese participants are ten teachers who
teach English or Japanese at colleges in Tokyo. Each pair discuss the topic,

“What were you most surprised at?” for about five minutes.

4.3.2 Criteria of Questions

This study attempts to find a definition of questions acceptable to both
languages, considering their forms and functions in context (cf. Minami 1985,
Miyaji 1979, Moriyama 1989a, Nitta 1989, Freed 1994). Thus, questions in
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the current study are defined as utterances which meet both of the two
conditions as follows: (1) utterances which have a form generally categorized
as questions or rising intonation at the end, and (2) utterances which trigger
another utterance as a reply from the interlocutor. As for English, included
in the form of questions are subject-auxiliary inversion, ‘wh’ questions, and
interrogative tags. As for Japanese, included in the form of questions are ‘wh’
questions and utterances which have postpositions such as ka, ne, na, no,
daroo, deshoo, desho, janai(ka), janaino(ka).

Accordingly, questions in this study all other-select the next turn, and
elicit an utterance from the interlocutor. The elicited utterances here do not
include backchannels, but include direct answers to their questions, and
statements which supplement or substitute for direct answers supposed.
Furthermore, even if an utterance has a form of a question, it is not counted
as a question when resulting in not causing turn-taking, as seen in the use of
rhetorical questions, exclamatory sentences, and so on.

Based on the criteria above, in English data, 71 questions are identified,
which consist of 41 questions on the teachers’ side and 30 questions on the
students’ side. In Japanese conversation, 108 questions are identified, which

consist of 75 questions on the teachers’ side and 33 on the students’ side.

4.3.3 Phases of Conversation

The transcripts were analyzed in order to identify the conversational
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context in which questions occurred. Analysis indicated that since all pairs
were asked to share surprising experiences, conversations proceeded in such
a way that one of the pair relates her story while the other listens, and then
this pattern is repeated by exchanging the roles of story teller and story
recipient. Further examination revealed that both Japanese and English
conversations similarly consist of four different phases, and question asking
is a part of the conversational context of each phase. The four phases include
(1) opening phases in which participants negotiate which of them will tell a
story first, labeled the “opening” phase, and (2) main body phases, regardless
of their length, in which participants talk about a certain topic, labeled the
“talk” phase. The other two are bridging phases, and they are not seen in
every conversation: (3) phases in which one of the pair closes her story and
gives the next slot for the other to tell a story, labeled the “slot-offering”
phase, and (4) phases in which participants are looking for a new topic to
share, labeled the “topic-searching” phase.

Questions in the opening phase are used in order to negotiate or
determine which person will tell a story first. In the talk phase, questions
mainly occur when the story recipient responds to the story that is being told,
contributing to topic development. Questions in the slot-offering phase are
used by the previous story teller in order to let the other to tell a story next.
Questions in the topic-searching phase are utterances with which
participants, both of whom do not come up with an idea, seek a topic about
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which to talk.
In the following sections, I analyze English and Japanese
conversations focusing on how the teacher and the student interact through

their use of questions in these four conversational phases.

4.4 Question-asking in English and Japanese Conversation

In our English conversations, teachers ask questions 1.4 times more
frequently than students (see 4.3.2, Teachers: 41, Students: 30), but the
difference between teachers and students is not as significant as for
Japanese pairs. I observe that in English conversation teachers and students
more or less equally ask questions in a way that suggests that they see each
other as independent individuals who have equal ability, right, and freedom
to express their own ideas and thoughts.

On the other hand, Japanese conversation exhibits unequal patterns of
question-asking; teachers initiate questions about 2.3 times more frequently
than students (See 4.3.2, Teachers: 75, Students: 33). Based on the
assumption that the discrepancy in the amount of questions is correlated
with power difference between the speakers (Bales 1970; West 1993), we
might suppose that teachers exert power over students via question-asking.
However, my observation of the data revealed that what teachers do with
their questions is inappropriate to label as “exertion of power” as long as we
assume that the first major source of power is the individual agent (Wetzel
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1993). Rather, teachers’ questions often stem from fulfillment of expected
roles based on their sensitivity to and anticipation of the needs of students.
Teachers ask questions in such a way that they communicate support and
care to students. In this way, teachers help students talk more easily while
fulfilling the role expectations of a teacher. Students, on the other hand, play
a complementary submissive role by avoiding asking questions that might
significantly affect the conversational flow or direction.

In the following four sections, I analyze the use of questions in the

opening, talk, slot-offering, and topic-searching phases, in turn.

4.4.1 The Opening Phase
4.4.1.1 English

In the opening phases, American teachers and students tend to ask
questions directly in order to determine who speaks in the first slot.
Moreover, when compared with Japanese pairs, American pairs display
relative equality in deciding who speaks first; seven out of ten conversations
showed the teachers’ initiative, and the other three conversations showed the
students’ initiative.

Four excerpts below illustrate that for American teachers and students,
the matter of who speaks first is not as important as for Japanese
participants, and this allows them to use direct questions to decide the first

story teller promptly. However, this does not mean that American
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participants are not concerned about factors related to negotiation of who
speaks first. On the contrary, they seem to be sensitive to the fact that the
first topic slot is privileged, because it is in a location that allows freedom
from topical constraints (Schegloff 1979: 47). The fourth excerpt below
(Excerpt 4-4) will reveal that, unlike Japanese speakers, whose concern is to
avoid imposing (cf. Goffman 1976), the American speakers are rather
concerned to mitigate threats caused by having obtained the first slot, as
well as to distribute the right to talk equally.

Let us look at some examples. First, Excerpt 4-1 below illustrates how
the student (S) asks a question to designate the teacher (T) as the first story

teller.

Excerpt 4-1: After greetings

01—S: So what surprises you?

02—T: Hah...surprises or sur—surprised? Or ...
03 S:Sur— any ti[me.

04 T: [Okay.

05 T: Hah...this is going to be kind of a half answering of the question...

The student asks a question, “So what surprises you?” (line 01), and the
teacher asks back to confirm if they should talk about “surprise” or
“surprised” (line 02). The student makes a judgement for the teacher (line
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03), and the teacher accepts it (line 04). Subsequently, the teacher begins
relating her story. This type of wh-question was observed in four out of ten
conversations, and they were used by both teachers and students. Among
those are instances such as “So what do you find surprising?” and “What
were you most surprised about?”

Excerpt 4-2 provides an example of the use of yes/no questions. This
type of question was used in three out of ten conversations, once on the

student’s side and twice on the teachers’ side.

Excerpt 4-2: At the very beginning of conversation
01—T: Do you have something in mind?
02 S:Um...eh...well...surprised at like, hmm... a lot of things since I've

been in Japan...

The two examples discussed above demonstrate how equally, directly,
and promptly teachers and students ask questions to determine who

provides a story first. Excerpt 4-3 below exhibits an even briefer practice.

Excerpt 4-3: At the very beginning of conversation

01—T: Me? Okay.

02 S:{laugh}

03 T: {laugh} Recently, um, what I was most surprised about is that this
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last year, um...has been an absolutely amazing year.

The teacher (T) asks just “Me?” (line 01), and the student (S) responds
with laughter, which is interpreted as approval (line 02). The teacher laughs
back and then immediately starts telling her story (line 03).

The American participants’ direct way of asking questions to determine
the first story teller is supported by Watanabe’s (1993) empirical study of
group discussions. Her data showed that Americans began to discuss without
talking about procedural matters, whereas Japanese began their discussion
by talking about the order of turns and the procedure they would follow.
Watanabe explains that for Americans the discussion in an activity binds its
individual members just for the purpose of discussing. Therefore, they began
their discussion when they are told to do so. On the other hand, the Japanese
participants were negotiating not only procedural matters but also a
hierarchical order in a group, since language style and vocabulary must be
carefully chosen according to the hierarchy within the group.

The next example exhibits a rather careful example of question-asking.

Excerpt 4-4: At the very beginning of conversation

01—T: Two things that come to mind. Shall I start then?
02 S:Yes, please.

03 T:{laugh} I'm not sure if it'’s the most surprising thing.

72



04 S:Umm.
05—T: Well, uhh, so we have five minutes total, so I won’t go on and on for

five minutes, cause you have to share yours too right?

We can see that the negotiation of story-telling order itself is achieved
briefly and promptly in one pair of question (line 01) and answer (line 02),
like the other examples shown earlier. Simultaneously, we observe the
teacher’s three attempts to mitigate threats surrounding the act of taking
the first slot. First, the teacher’s utterance in line 01, “Two things that come
to mind,” can be interpreted as a “priming move,” which is designed to call
attention to the communicative act that carries risks but needs to be carried
out (Goffman 1971: 191). That is to say, this is designed as an excuse for her
subsequently to ask an approval question, “Shall I start then?” (line 01).
Moreover, the teacher’s statement in line 03, “I'm not sure if it’s the most
surprising thing,” functions to mitigate threats which arose from obtaining
the first topic slot; she tries to mitigate threats that she might show
confidence, as well as that her topic would not be accepted as interesting
enough, even if she was confident. Lastly, note that the teacher’s tag
question in line 05, “...so I won’t go on and on for five minutes, ‘cause you
have to share yours too right?” reveals an utterly different type of concern
from Japanese participants. By asking this question, the teacher expresses
her concern about equal distribution of time, which is also understood as

73



equal distribution of the right to talk. This question suggests that American
participants have a higher awareness than Japanese that the first topic slot
is the privileged one due to its freedom from constraints from preceding
stories (Schegloff 1979: 47). At least, the teacher in Excerpt 4-4 recognizes
the need to mitigate threats involved in being the privileged speaker.
Analysis of the English examples above makes it apparent that the
repeatedly observed prompt style of question-asking in determining the first
topic provider can be said to be preferred among American participants.
Introducing topics without hesitation is one of the preferred strategies to
build closeness between speakers (Tannen 1984: 31). However, the closeness
established by this prompt exchange may sometimes need to be adjusted by
mitigating threats surrounding the act of obtaining the first slot and taking

care to distribute the right to talk equally.

4.4.1.2 Japanese

In the opening phases of all Japanese conversations, teachers
spontaneously take responsibility for deciding who of the pair tells a story
first. There was not a single case in which students took the initiative in this
phase. This means that teachers are regarded as the right person to manage
the opening phase to decide who speaks first, as far as our data is concerned.
What is notable in teachers’ question-asking in this phase is that questions
are delivered in rather circumlocutory ways, instead of being posed directly.
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Further analysis revealed that there are two types of language practice. One
is that teachers ask questions in order to create a relaxed context in which
they can get a feel for the mood and attitude of the student. This often
connects with teachers’ hinting at a topic so that students may start telling a
story easily. The other type i1s that in which teachers raise questions to
determine the first teller after they explicitly define the situation by quoting
the director’s instructions. This allows teachers successfully to take
initiative in the opening phase and perhaps throughout the conversation.

In Excerpt 4-5 below, we can see how the teacher (T) sounds out the
student’s (S) attitude, and accordingly narrows the range of topic choice by
hinting at a topic. This type of question-asking was observed in three pairs

out of ten.

Excerpt 4-5: At the very beginning of conversation
01=T: {&K} Bo< WLz L, SA. EDF, (B} RAn, BoEOREBTHY £
{laugh/} bikkuri shita koto, un, doozo, {laugh} nanka, saikin no keiken
de ari masu ka/
{laugh} “Things (you) were surprised at, okay, go ahead, {laugh}
have (you) had any such experiences recently?”
02 S FhDEBRTO-L Y L7
saikin no [keiken de bikkuri shita hanashi
“From (my) recent experience, a surprising story...”
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03 T: [5a. 50, 54
[un, un, un
“Uh-huh. Uh-huh.”
04—=T: WL, 29 THR, RANTATLZ L, BETRZZ L, A TH, il
b ETH/
arui wa soo desu ne, nanka yonda koto, eiga de mita koto, nandemo
ari masu ka/
“Or, well, like, something you've read or seen in a movie:
anything—was there something?”
05 S z2—
eee
“Well...”
06—T: FLDIFZ I 2, L=
watashi no hoo kara sha=
“Shall I sp(eak)?”
07 S =, T
=a, hai.
“Yes.”
08—=T: Lo~oTWNTT[h/
shabette 11 desu [ka/
“Shall (I) speak first?”
09 S: [N L ET
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[onegai shimasu.

“Please, go ahead.”

The teacher takes deliberate steps of question-asking in deciding who
tells a story first. The teacher asks three different questions: in lines 01, 04,
and 06/08. The teacher’s first question in line 01, bikkuri shita koto, un,
doozo, {laugh/) nanka, saikin no keiken de ari masu ka “Things (you) were
surprised at, okay, go ahead, have (you) had any such experiences recently?”
encourages the student (S) to provide a story. In line 02, the student shows
hesitation by repeating saikin no keiken de bikkuri shita hanashi
“From (my) recent experience, a surprising story...” Then, in line 04, the
teacher once more encourages the student to tell a story by raising a question
that hints at a topic, like nanka yonda koto, eiga de mita koto, nandemo ari
masu ka “Or, well, like, something you've read or seen in a movie:
anything—was there something?” Seeing that the student is still stuck (line
05), the teacher, in line 08, finally asks for the student’s permission to take
the first topic slot for herself.

How can we explain the teacher’s use of questions described above? It
can be explained quite naturally as the result of possible face threats in the
opening phase. That is partly because participants are in a kind of unusual
situation where two people meeting for the first time are asked to narrate
their story in front of a video camera. More importantly, negotiation of who
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speaks first directly connects with the act of introducing a story first, which
possibly threatens the speaker’s face (Tracy 1985). That is because
introducing a topic may not only connote assertiveness or confidence, but
may also be accompanied by the threat of imposing on others as well as not
being accepted by others.

It can be said, therefore, that the teacher’s circuitous way of asking a
question stems from “facework” (Goffman 1967). That is, the teacher
attempts to avoid or mitigate a possible face-threat surrounding the act of
designating or being designated the first story teller. Note that the question
in line 01 is delivered with laughter, even though there is nothing humorous
or funny. Speaking while laughing here may be understood as an attempt to
relax the student and dispel the tension in this situation. According to
Murata and Hori (2007), laughter in such a difficult situation is more likely
to occur in Japanese conversation than in American English conversation.
Moreover, hinting at a topic can be understood not only as part of a caring
and supportive attitude on the part of the teacher but also as the result of
facework. Since introducing a new topic is face-threatening, as mentioned
above, hinting at a topic can mitigate a possible threat the student might
feel; a topic that was hinted at by the other is not utterly new.

Excerpt 4-6 below demonstrates how the teacher (T) is concerned about

the student’s (S) moods and attitudes.
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Excerpt 4-6: At the very beginning of conversation

01-T: &, AFEL TH /RLKR (K]

02

03

04

05

06

a, ima kinchoo shiteru/, daijyoobu/ {laugh/}

“Oh, are (you) nervous now? (Are you) all right?’{laugh}

SEn (R BIRLTET

hai, {laugh/ kinchoo shite masu

“Yes, {laugh} (I’'m nervous.”

BRI NEY

{laugh} hai

“Yes.”

P RZL Ledh, LroBRLTOHATZWEND, KYIFANS

ee, jaa, chotto kinchoo shiteru mitai dakara, sarsho watashi kara

“Very well, then: (you) seem to be a bit nervous, so first I will...”

b, Fn=

a, hai=

“Oh, yes.”

P UKD LEETHDATT IR E D

bikkuri shita hanashi suru n desu kere do mo

“(I will) tell a story in which (I) was surprised, so...”

07 S: iFw

hai

“Ye S .77
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The teacher (T) starts the conversation by posing a question while
laughing, a question which asks if the student (S) is feeling nervous (line 01).
This communicates the teacher’s consideration toward the student who may
be feeling threatened in this situation. In addition, the teacher’s laughter,
similar to the teacher’s laughter in Excerpt 4-5 discussed above, I interpret
as an attempt to lessen the tension involved in this delicate situation. The
student also laughs and answers in the affirmative in lines 02 and 03. In this
way, the teacher’s laughter invites the student’s laughter (Iines 02 and 03),
and the shared laughter between the two may help them get through this
difficult moment (cf. Glenn 2003). The teacher’s question does not directly
determine the first storyteller, but it lays the groundwork for the teacher
herself to provide a story first, while relaxing the student.

Excerpt 4-7 demonstrates another variation of teachers’ questioning in
the opening phase. The teacher (T) gives a definition of the situation by
quoting part of the director’s instructions. This type of practice was seen in

three out of ten conversations.

Excerpt 4-7: At the very beginning of conversation
01 T8 ZALLBENLET
yoroshiku onegai shi masu
“Nice to meet you.”
02 S: [LALSBRENLET
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[yoroshiku onegai shi masu
“Nice to meet you.”
03 T8 o<W Ltz d, %, FHELE [LEO2-oTZERATTITED
bikkuri shita koto o koo, ma, hanashi malshoo tte koto nan desu
keredomo
“(They) said that (we) should talk about surprising experiences, so...”
04 S: [—% 5 T3 Lh— =
[aa, soo desu yo nee=
“Yeah, that’s right.”
05—T: =C®db., &
I)TT D, BRADLDSL D LD,
=jaa, mazu
doo desu ka, nanka bikkuri shita koto

“Well, now,

»

how about (you), what were (you) surprised at...
06—T: 7oA &Y £, [RATYH
nanlka ari masu ka, [nan demo

“Do (you) have something? Anything (is fine).”

07 S [z —
[ee
“Uh-huh.”
08 S: e, o< DL non =
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[nan, bikkrui shita to yuuka=

2

“Some— something (I) was surprised at...

09 T s
=ee
“Uh-huh.”
10 St oAy, A—E. 24D [EHOHIFRREBRDKHT
nanka, unn to, ninensei no [kooki no kimatsu shiken no toki ni
“Well, hmm, it was when (I took) the final exam of the second

semester in (my) second year...”

After an exchange of greetings (lines 01 and 02), the teacher (T), in line
03, begins by quoting what the pair have been told by the director: bikkuri
shita koto o koo, ma, hanashi mashoo tte koto nan desu keredomo
“(They) said that (we) should talk about surprising experiences, so...” By
quoting what they have been asked to do, the teacher takes the initiative.
Then, in lines 05 and 06, the teacher asks a question: jaa, mazu doo desu ka,
nanka bikkuri shita koto, nanka ari masu ka, nan demo “Well, now, how
about (you), what were (you) surprised at...,” “Do (you) have something?
Anything (is fine).”

What motivates teachers to act in this way? Quotation of the director’s
words allows teachers to claim the authority to start the conversation. It is
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also possible that quoting the director’s instructions helps mitigate a threat
which teachers might feel when designating a student the first story teller; it
may indicate that it is not teachers but the outside authority, the director,
who makes them narrate. Or, it is possible that teachers attempt to unite
both students and themselves under the common duty that can be attributed

to the outside authority.

4.4.2 The Talk Phase
4.4.2.1 English

For the purpose of building the topic on which the other is speaking,
American teachers and students reciprocally use questions to elicit further
details, confirm what has been heard, and elicit personal views and
comments. Among these questions, one type of question that was uniquely
observed with American pairs was the question to elicit views and comments.
This type of questions is called “elaboration questions” (Freed 1994) or
“conversation maintenance questions” (Malz and Borker 1982), which
encourage open-ended substantial discussion. Through their use of questions
to elicit views and comments, both teachers and students contribute to
elaborating and maintaining conversation while showing interest,
appreciation, or evaluation toward the other’s story.

Excerpt 4-8 below shows a case where the teacher (T) asks a question to
elicit views from the student (S). Prior to Excerpt 4-8 the student told how
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she was surprised at the advanced technology she found in Japanese

multifunctional cell-phones.

Excerpt 4-8

01 S:Soit's a xxx...like the... seems like the technology in Japan is like one
step ahead of the U.S.... U.S. technology.

02 S:And, seeing evidence of that here and there is always a...is a, always a
surprise.

03—T: Do you find yourself kind of forgetting what it’s like in the States, and
this has become more commonplace?

04 T: For example, you were saying, you know, it’s kind of commonplace in
America for advanced technology like... you know... ahh... cameras on
the telephone [to be... it was brand new, but you come here and all of
a sudden it’s like, “Oh, that’s, you know, that’s nothing big.”

05 S:[Uh-huh.

06—T: [Do you think when you go back you’ll kind of be like... you'll be
surprised because of the lack of technological advancement?

07 S:[Yeah.

08 S: That could be... um... hmm... yeah, none of my friends back home
have cell phones, so I don’t know what the progress is there.

09 S:But, um... yeah, maybe, there’s no way to tell unless I go back, which,
I'm going back in a month... so...
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The teacher’s question in line 03, “Do you find yourself kind of
forgetting what it’s like in the States, and this has become more
commonplace?” attempts to gain further views from the student, and it is
followed by the teacher’s evaluative explanation of the student’s statement
in line 04. The teacher then asks another question to elicit views from the
student in line 06, like “Do you think when you go back you’ll kind of be like...
you’ll be surprised because of the lack of technological advancement?” By
doing so, the teacher shows her interest, appreciation, or evaluation about
the student’s story, which contributes to topic development.

Excerpt 4-9 is from the same pair’s conversation as Excerpt 4-8 above.
It provides a case where the student asks a question to elicit views from the
teacher. Prior to Excerpt 4-9, the teacher (T) mentioned that she gave birth

to a baby boy, but her husband expected a baby girl.

Excerpt 4-9

01—S: Isn’t that interesting? Usually don’t the men usually hope for a son?
02 T:That’s...that’s [what I heard, so yeah.

03 S: [But...

04 S:[Hmm

05 T: [So I thought he would definitely have a little more fun with a boy

than he would with girl.
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The student (S) asks “Isn’t that interesting? Usually don’t the men
usually hope for a son?” This question also successfully elicits the teacher’s
comments while showing the student’s interest in the teacher’s story.

As seen in the two examples above, questions to elicit views and
comments create an active stage of conversation, in which teachers and
students exchange ideas and effectively add substantial complexity to their
conversations. What is indicated in the reciprocal use of questions to elicit
views and comments is that teachers and students are regarded as
independent individuals who have their own thoughts, which should be
respected in conversation.!8

It 1s revealing to juxtapose a Japanese interaction with the English
example above in order to show the prominence of elaboration questions for
topic development in American conversation. In Japanese conversation, I did
not observe a case in which elaboration questions were reciprocally and
effectively used in order to develop a topic. On the contrary, Japanese
speakers, both teachers and students, hardly ask for views on an issue they
are talking about.

In the following, I present an example in which the teacher (T), who is

18 Americans’ preference for a high-elaborative style of conversation is also pointed
out by Wang et al. (2000), who studied story sharing in American and Chinese
mother-child conversations. They found that American dyads showed a
high-elaborative, independently oriented conversational style in which mothers
focus on the child’s personal opinions. In contrast, Chinese dyads demonstrated a
low-elaborative, interdependently oriented conversational style which is
characterized by mothers’ frequent use of factual questions.
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introducing a new topic, delivers a question inviting the student (S)’s views.

In spite of her attempt, the teacher does not gain a satisfactory response.

Excerpt 4-10
01 T: 25 Cdha—, RoFVV-<KV LSS, [F, S0, L, HkFET

ol&

il

soo desu nee..., yappari bikkuri shita koto to yuu to, [ma, sai, moshi,
dekigoto de yuu [to
“Let’s say, if (I) think of a surprising thing, well, if (I) talk about a

recent thing...”

02 S: EN
[hai
“Uh-huh.”
03 S: lE
[hai
“Uh-huh.”

04 T 52, °olEYfiED=
ne, yappari saikin no
“Hey, as you know, the recent...”
05 S: =T
hai
“Uh-huh.”
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06 T &, BOFOBAFHETH I, [RAd, —3F. A B0 R—LBnET
JEH
sa, onnanoko no satsujin jiken tte yuu ka, [nanka, ichiban, ne, toku
ni aru kanaa to omoi masu kedo mo
“How to say, the case of (that) murdered girl, maybe, the most, (it)
was particularly (surprising?)...(I) suppose.”
07 S: =g
[hai
“Uh-huh.”
08 S: %5 T7lh
soo desu [ne
“Yes, 1t 18.”
09—T: [fa, EARSIICENELES
[ne, donna fuu ni omoi mashi ta/
“Yeah, what did you think about it?”
10 St Ho, FLEezh[T
ano, terebi o mifte
“Well, I saw it on TV,”
1 T [5 A
[un
“Hm.”
12 S BL L, A, 3ASHWAENC=S
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

ototol, senjitsu, mikka gurai mae ni=

“The before yesterday, the other day, about three days ago.”

T: =5, £ T IA—
=un, soo desu yo nee
“Yes, it was (about then).”
St N6 DD

shoogaku roku-nensei [no ko ga

“A schoolgirl in the sixth grade...”

T [£. 2A

[so, un.

“Right, uh-huh.”
S: FLr 72+

onaji kurasu no kolo,

“(killed) her classmate...”

T [5A
[un
“Hm.”
St LI
shilkamo
“Moreover.”
T [CLzbAn, T LAbFry T

[deshi ta mon ne, de, shikamo, chatto de
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“Yes, it was, and, moreover, by using online chat.

The teacher’s question in line 9 seeks to establish a shared reaction
toward the self-introduced topic, a case of murder committed by a schoolgirl.
The student responds to the teacher’s question (line 9) in a rather
noncommittal way. She does not display any personal views, but just says
that she knew of the case from news reports on television (lines 12, 14, 16,
and 18). Finally, in line 19, this invasive response allows the teacher to
interrupt and take over the student’s utterance before she completes her
statement. However, more interestingly, in the subsequent part to this
segment above, the teacher did not necessarily present her personal views;
instead, her focus was on telling what she had learned from news reports
and establishing the existence of shared knowledge and a shared attitude to
it between the student and herself.

In addition to Excerpt 4-10 above, there are two other instances of
question-asking on the teachers’ side that seem to attempt to elicit views or
comments, but none of them succeeds in soliciting views or comments or
activated interaction, unlike elaboration questions used in English
conversation. If judged by the literal meaning, “what do you think about 1t?”
(doo omoi masu ka), this type of question can be interpreted as seeking
comment. Alternatively, if judged by the type of information actually
solicited, i.e., the student’s reply and the teacher’s subsequent remarks
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which gave no specific opinion as seen in Excerpt 4-10, it could equally be
interpreted as what I call a “pseudo-elaboration question,” which takes the
question-asking form but does not necessarily end up eliciting a specific view
or comment. It 1s used just as a means by which participants share their
feelings regarding the issue at hand. In any case, Japanese pairs in my data
are likely to avoid both the solicitation and the presentation of personal
views. This result is partly supported by Hiraga’s (1996) study in which she
found scarce demonstration of personal views among Japanese students in
cross-cultural tutorial settings. Hiraga argues that this can be attributed to
Japanese manners of tutorials that do not expect an “elaboration” through
exchange of personal views.

To return to English conversation, we should note again that American
teachers and students use elaboration questions in an effective manner so as

to add substantial complexity to their conversations.

4.4.2.2 Japanese

Unlike English conversation where teachers and students reciprocally
ask elaboration questions, Japanese conversation displays unequal patterns
of question asking between teachers and students. While listening to
students’ stories, Japanese teachers support topic development by asking a
variety of questions, such as those to elicit, facilitate and expand the

students’ storytelling. The question types particularly observed on the
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teachers’ side are (1) questions that are designed to complement what
students have said, which I call “complementing questions,” and (2)
questions that expand upon the student’s storytelling so that the students
may speak more in an explanatory way, which I call “expanding questions.”
Students, on the other hand, do not actively ask questions that may
significantly influence the flow or direction of topic development. Most of the

students’ questions are asked so as not to sound imposing or interrupt.

4.4.2.2.1 Complementing Questions

Although the act of complementing or finishing others’ utterances can
be viewed as rude, disruptive, or challenging a storyteller’s ability to tell a
complete story (Koike 2009) in many English-speaking contexts, in Japanese
conversation in particular, it is often seen favorably as a demonstration of
enthusiastic and sympathetic listening practice (Horiguchi 1997). Analysis
reveals that teachers ask questions to complement students’ utterances,
especially when teachers display enthusiastic listenership and create a
‘merged relationship “in which the teacher and the student repeat the same
words, overlap the other’s utterances, and laugh with each other.

In Excerpt 4-11, the student (S), who is attending college in Tokyo away
from her hometown, tells how when she went to Tokyo Disneyland with one
of her friends from high school, she ran into other friends from her high
school. The teacher (T) listens enthusiastically, sending frequent
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backchannels so as to support the student’s storytelling.

Excerpt 4-11

01 S F4AX=—F L FIATo=AlTT L, FLIZH

02

03

04

05

06

07

dizuniirando ni ittan [desu yo, soshitara

“(I) went to Disneyland, you see! And when (I) did...

T

St = Z ol
soko de guulzen

“There, by coincidence,”

NHICSTH

Jimoto no

“From (my) hometown,”
T: [%

le

“Sure.”

S: [z, AmEo=
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[mata, onaji kookoo no

“Moreover, from the same high school,”
08 T: =EA L/ DA

honto nv/, [un
“Really? Yeah.”
09 S: (NSEREN beh P
[hito, to, [tachi to
“People (from the same high school in my
hometown),”
10 T [5A. 9A
[un, un
“Yeah, yeah.”

11 S: ko 7T, [T, . ALEY &

guuzen atte, [de, a, hisashiburi, ze

“By coincidence, (I) ran into (them), and (we said), “Oh, it’s been a

long time!”
12 —T: [T ZWRAR TS 0T 25 Lt/

[suggoi guuzen de, bikkuri suru yo ne/
“(It’s) really a coincidence, so (in such a case) one is

surprised, 1sn’t 1t?”
13 S' 2z, 13w, [b9, FAL

ee, hai, [moo, honto

94



“Yes, yes, definitely,”

14 T: [~z x[x—
[heelee
“Wow!”
15 S: [, #2Wp—oT

[a, sugoi naa tte
“Wow, (what) a surprise, (I thought).”
16—=T: ~—, U=, L2 THLADEZATZWICEZT
hee, ja, marude mooshi awaseta mitai [ni sokode
“Wow, so, just as if (you all) had planned (it), (you met up) there,”
17 S: [Hd, TV, FemzoT
[aa, hail, mata atte
“yeah, yes, (I) ran into (them),
even.”
18—T: [DA, &oT, EEZENT
XloTnHZ L)/
[un, atte, asobu koto ga
dekita tte yuu koto/
“Yeah, so you ran into
(them and then did you get to) go around (the park) together?”
19 St {ZBEW} 13wv, [T, 29 2ATT X
{laugh} hai, [hai, soo nan desu yo
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{laugh} “Yeah, yeah, that’s right.”
20 T: [~—. ZARZEN, ZoT, fa, MAMA-T, X, ZOHIZ
Hbrok
[hee, sonna koto ga, datte, ne, nan gatsu nan niche tte
ne, sono hi ni choodo
“Wow, such a thing, you know: in the very same month,
on the very same day, you know, on that day (you each separately

decided to go),”

The teacher, as an active story recipient, sends frequent backchannels
(lines 02, 04, and 10) and sympathetically shows surprise (lines 06 and 08).
In line 11 when the student says guuzen atte, de, ... “By coincidence, (I) ran
into (them), and,” the teacher, repeating the same word guuzen “coincidence,”
largely overlaps with this utterance (line 11) to ask a complementing
question: suggoi guuzen de bikkuri suru yo ne/ (It’s) really a coincidence, so
(in such a case) one is surprised, isn’t it?” The student responds to it in the
affirmative, saying, ee hai, moo, honto “yes, yes, definitely,” (line 13), aa,
sugoi naatte, “wow, (what) a surprise, (I thought).”(line 15). The teacher
again overlaps with these utterances (lines 13 and 15) demonstrating her
surprised reaction in an exaggerated tone: Aee “Wow!” In this way, the
teacher gets involved in the student’s storytelling and makes the

conversation more enjoyable.
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Subsequently, the teacher complements what the student has relayed
by saying hee, ja, marude mooshi awaseta mital ni sokode “Wow, so, as if
(you all) had planned (it), (you met up) there” (line 16). The student overlaps
with this and says aa, hai, mata atte “yeah, yes, again, (I) ran into (them).”
The teacher continues to ask a question to complement the student’s
utterances in line 18 un, atte, asobu koto ga dekita tte yuu koto/ “Yeah, so
you ran into (them and then did you get to) go around (the park)
together? "The student in line 19 laughs and strongly affirms with, hai, hai,
hai, soo nan desu yo “yeah, yeah, that’s right.”

As shown above, the teacher asks complementing questions (line 12,
lines 16 and 18) in a process in which she becomes actively involved in the
student’s storytelling and provides additional descriptions to the incident the
student is telling based on her anticipation. The teacher’s complementing
questions successfully solicit the student’s affirmations and make the
conversation more pleasant.

The following excerpt demonstrates another example of a teacher’s
complementing questions, whereby she creates a climax in the student’s
story. In Excerpt 4-1219, the student (S) is talking about her male friend, a
rugby player, who ate up a large amount of curry and rice at a café. In line 01,
the student illustrates the master of the café serving rice. The teacher (T)

listens sending backchannels, repeating and overlapping the student’s

19 Lines from 02 to 04 in Excerpt 4-12 was discussed in Chapter One.
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utterances.

Excerpt 4-12

01 S: L7bh, o, F=rT, &T, AN, BRILE-TDH, THEHN T N,
[K72&-T
shitara, mata, doonte, kite, nanka, okama ni nokotteru, gohan zenbu
irete kure, [kudasatte

“And then, moreover, it was like, BAM!, as (the cook) dished (him) up

all the rice left in the pot,”

02 T [&.

o BELWY (R =

vasashii {laugh}=
“Ah,
yeah, (he is) nice.”{laugh}
03 S: =E[LA T
=yasalshiindesu {laugh/}
“(He) is nice.” {laugh}
04 T: [ L FBIED AT
[yasashii omise no hito da
“(He) is a nice cook.”

05 S %5CT (%) =

b
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soo desullaugh} =

“So (he) is.”{laugh}

06 T =5 —)=
=uun=
“Yeeaah.”
07 S: =Zh T, AR THH-[T

08 T

09 S:

[T

moratlte

brought to (him), and ...

10 T: [5—A
[uun
“Yeah!”
11 St v, Hamlic 4

har futsuu/ni zenbu

»

=sorede, irete morat{te

“So then, (my friend) had it dished up, and...”
[9[—A
[ulun
“Yeah!”

[z, HoThkTHbH

[sore o motte kite

“(My friend) had it
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“Yes, the whole (pot), like (it was) nothing unusual.”
12—T: [N TAHoLELF e oD,/
[sorede perotto tairalge chat ta no/
“Then, did (he) clean his plate in a single gulp?”
13 S: [£ 95 AT I— ZRAln
[s00 na n desu yoo nanlka
“That’s exactly what (he) did, like...”
14 T [BALW, STHT

7 e — il

ff
Y

[osoroshii, sasuga
ragubii-bu wa chigalu
“Fearsome! Rugby
players are not like (the rest of us).”
15 S: [E5ACTHina—, £ T=
[chigau n desu yo nee, sorede
“Not like (the rest of us), are they. And then...”
16 T: =~z =
=hee=

“Wow.”

Lines 02 through 05, the teacher and the student repeat and overlap
each other’s utterances while laughing. In line 02, responding to the
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student’s illustration of the cook at the café emptying the rice pot to serve the
rughby player, the teacher says yasashii “(he is) nice.” The student quickly
repeats yasashii “nice” and confirms by saying yasashii n desu “(He) is nice”
(line 03). The teacher then overlaps with it and repeats yasashii “nice” with a
stressed confirmation, yasashii omise no hito da “(He) is a nice cook” (line 04).
The student sends an affirmative answer while laughing (line 05). In this
way, the teacher and the student collaboratively enhance the idea of “a nice
cook.”

In succession, the student resumes illustrating the cook serving rice
(line 07 and 09). In line 11 when the student says hai, futsuu ni zenbu “Yes,
the whole (pot), like (it was) nothing unusual,” the teacher overlaps and
complements the student’s utterance by asking a question, sorede perotto
tairage chatta no/ “Then, did (he) clean his plate in a single gulp?” in line 12.
Here, the teacher not only adds what the student is anticipated to say, but
also creates the climax of the student’s story, resulting in triggering the
student’s strong agreement in an emotional tone in line 13. Responding to
this, the teacher expresses her surprised feeling with an exaggerated tone in
line 14, and this exaggerated tone solicits the student’s repetition of the word
chigau “not like (the rest of us)” and laughter (line 15).

The teacher’s complementing question sorede perotto tairage chatta no
“Then, did (he) clean his plate in a single gulp?” (line 12) is not meant to
draw out a “yes” or “no” from the student. Rather, it is used as a
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manifestation of empathy and investment in the story the student is telling.
The teacher’s enthusiastic participation through this question successfully

makes the conversation livelier and more amusing.

4.4.4.2.2 Expanding Questions

Another type of question distinctive of the teachers is what I call
“expanding questions,” whereby teachers promote continuation and
expansion of the story being related by students. By asking expanding
questions, teachers encourage students to talk more, thus making their
descriptions of events or items more explanatory and comprehensive.

Excerpt 4-13 below is a continuation of Excerpt 4-12, in which the
student (S) tells how she was surprised to see her male friend eat up a large

serving of curry and rice.

Excerpt 4-13
17 S: =TbH, BRAD, BrolbH
LATIAT
=demo, nanka, chotto
kurushinde ta n de
“But, well, (he) was
kind of in pain,”
18 S X, HLWIZ L bdhDALEREENE L (&)
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vappa, kurushii koto mo aru n dana to omoi mashi ta {laugh/
“(I) thought: sure enough, sometimes (even he) can feel pain (from
overeating).”{laugh}
19 St 2A7, AN, [ D oTE I, IS BEBIIADR—L
sonna nandaka [bikkuri tte yuuka, yoku onaka ni hairu naa to
“(I felt), well, how should (I) say: it’s surprising; it’s really something
that (he) got it all in there.”
20 T: [5—A
[uun
“Yeah.”
21 T: 25k, WIHLI7E—#EITEx
so0 yo ne, ikura ragubii-bu towa ie
“Right! However much (he) might be a rugby player...”
22T T, ZOH L —FED/
de, sono karee wa karai no/
“And then, isn’t the curry spicy?”
23 S FVWATT L
karai n desu yo
“(It) sure is spicy!”
24 S [FEVb, £ DD DI R WATTITE
[karai kara, maa, ruu ga nokoru no wa shikata ga [nai n desu kedo
“(It)’s spicy, so, well, (it)’s natural that the roux gets left over.”
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25 T [&dH
[aa
“Oh.”
26 T: [(BdH. Z o0, TEHOIEH RN E[L
725 T
[aa, sooka, gohan no hoo ga hiritsu
ga oolku natte
“Oh, I see, the amount of rice (that

he eats) is greater (than of roux).”

27 S [£ 9
T
[s00
desu ne
“So
it is.”

From lines 17 to 19, the student indicates that her story is closing by
reflecting upon the incident. The teacher (T), after showing her agreement in
line 21, prompts continuation by posing an expanding question, de, sono
karee wa karai no/ “And then, isn’t the curry spicy?” in line 22. This results
in soliciting the student’s affirmative answer as well as additional
storytelling.
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Expanding questions often accompany the conjunction, de, as seen in
the question in line 22. De, a conjunction, meaning “(and/so) then,” is a
device which facilitates the continuation of the story (Kushida 2009). In our
data, the use of de aiming at eliciting continuation of the story is hardly ever
seen on the students’ side. It means that the use of de aimed at eliciting
continuation is considered appropriate when spoken by teachers.

The expansion of a story is also carried out by a series of questions,
which are similar to the questions used by an interviewer to prompt her
interviewee to produce an explanation. In Excerpt 4-14, we can see the
process in which the teacher (T) poses a series of expanding questions and
the student (S) answers. From lines 01 to 12, the student explains how she
was surprised and delighted that her parents finally allowed her to study
abroad, while the teacher listens sending empathetic backchannels (lines 03,
05, 08, and 09), and showing her considerate understanding of the student

(lines 11 and 12).

Excerpt 4-14
01 S: AEDEKRZIFFLTINT
kotoshi no natsuyasumi wa [yurushite kurete
“This summer, (my parents) allowed me (to study abroad)”
02 T: [5A
[hun
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03

04

05

06

07

08

09

T: =
waa =

“Yay!”

“Uh-huh.”

S: =17 AT ZEBREHT

=1kkagetukan iku koto ga kimatte =

“(It) was decided that (I would) go (abroad) for a month, and,”

St #[x 9L
odorolki desu [shi

“Surprising, and”

T [Z5
[so00
“Uh-huh.”
T [&H—. [£9
[aa, [soo
“Oh? I see.”
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=waool{laugh/

“Wow!"{laugh}
[Ziixd =<
[sorewa sugoku

“That’s really”



10 S: [>h Lz &TLE
[ureshii koto deshi ta
“(I) was very pleased at that.”
11 T H—. 2, el=n, o, HH, 25, BsAIL, AETS
aa, sore wa anata ga, ano, mainichi, koo, oyago san ni miseteru
“Well, that’s (due to your attitude that) you show (your) parents every
day,”
12 T: 59—~ 2O, REETOPMbT2ONR/
uun, sono jyuujitsukan tte no ga tsutawatta no kana/

“And a sense of trustworthiness came across (to them), right?”

21-T 9 9—A, £, L, E5WVO HAT, T, ZOEMR
uun, sore wa, ja, dooyuu hookoo de, de, kono natsu ga
“Okay, well, where to, then, this summer?”

225T 7, 7 AV TTn/
a, amerika desu ka/
“(Will you go to) America?”

23 St 2L A—ARTVUTIC
eto, oosutoraria ni

“Umm, to Australia.”

35T Lo, ED, A=A MZ VT TN £

107



dono, dono, minami oosutoraria desu ka, [so
“Which— which part, South Australia?”
36 S: [ &, AHRA UL E—0
leto, meruborun, [haai
“Well, Melbourne, yes.”
37 T: (Zd, Fiic
[haa, chuushin ni
“Ohhh, the
middle part.”
38—T: T, FilEgsinomix, K%/
de, shozoku sareru no wa, daigaku/
“And then, is (it) a college that will host (you)?”
39 St x—%k, Zo ¥ RD=
eeto, kono *** dai no=

“Yes, this *** University.”

40 T: =Nl—
=n/n
“Uh-huh.”
41 S: [ L LTI AlTT g e

[kenshuu to shite iku n [desu kedo
“(I’'m going as part of a training program,
though.”
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42 T [—. %5 CTln—
[aa, soo desu [ka
“Oh, I see.”
43 S: [ELANRAYY
DINFIRCHARGE R A D T2\, 7T a T ABin[T
[hai,
nanka shoogakkoo de nihongo o oshieru mitai na puroguramu [de
“Yes, well,
(it) is, like, a program in which (we) teach Japanese at elementary

schools.”

After receiving the student’s story, the teacher asks a series of
questions in lines 21, 22, 35 and 38. Responding to these questions, the
student tells further details about her plan to study in Australia. The
teacher’s successive use of expanding questions in Excerpt 4-14 seems to be
out of consideration for students’ feelings.

In this way, expanding questions on the teachers’ side can significantly
affect story development by indicating what information should be added

while delivering supportive and caring implications.

4.4.4.2.3 Students’ Questions
As illustrated above, students’ story development is significantly
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guided by teachers’ contributions, part of which is the use of questions.
Students, on the other hand, do not act like teachers when they receive
teachers’ storytelling. In students’ questioning, there are constraints of usage.
In addition to a poverty of question-asking (See 6.3.2, Teachers: 75, Students:
33), students avoid asking questions that would appreciably affect the
conversational flow.

To illustrate, unlike teachers’ use of questions in the talk phase,
students hardly ever ask questions in such a way that they complement
teachers’ storytelling or help teachers’ stories expand. In general,
complementing and expanding others’ utterances can be regarded as
preferable in Japanese conversation as part of kyowa, or cooperative speech
(Mizutani 1993); however, this type of cooperative speech is hardly found in
students’ speech in teacher-student conversations in my data. Analysis
indicates that these acts are more likely to be accessible to teachers.
Students may refrain from using complementing and expanding questions,
since this would be taken as not only disruptive, but also threatening; they
might be seen as doubting the story tellers’ ability to tell a full story (Koike
2009).

Some of the students do ask questions, but these questions usually do
not significantly affect the conversation’s direction. Students’ questions
include those of repetition, clarification, and confirmation of the teachers’
earlier utterances. Excerpt 4-15 below is an example of a student’s
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questioning. Prior to this segment, the teacher (T) told that she came across
her acquaintance two times in a row at unrelated different places in town, in

the subway and at a bank.

Excerpt 4-15
01 T8 =olz, WEe L WB Zof7H) [FPHS
betsu ni, fudan to, fudan, sono koodoo [han’i ga

“Well, as usual— usually, the activity range...”

02 S: [, A—=
[un, unn
“Uh-huh”
03 Tt = o> L DA [E5

= jssho no hito [toka
“Like, a person whose

(activity range) is the same (as me)...”

04 S: [A—
[unn
“Uh-huh”
05 T 2ot =
dattara=

“In that case...”

06 S: =h—
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=unn
“Uh-huh”
07 T Rz, o1V T22Lbd000 LAKRWTE, 1FALITHIC1E =
nee, attari suru koto mo aru kamo shire nai kedo, honto ni shuu ni

ikkai=

“You know, (we) might sometimes meet, but only once a week...”

08 S: —)— =
=unn=
“Uh-huh”
09 T- =
HHEHOFR TR -TD

hijookin no gakkoo de atteru

“(Aperson who I) see at a college where I teach part time...”
10 S:[A—

[unn

“Uh-huh”
11 T:[ZJo Ao [I2
[dake no hito nano [ni
“Although (it’s) merely (such) a person...”
12 S: [z —
lee
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“Yes.”

13 T BREROLNEZT2HEEZ>TLEST, TWHZERHY ELL
zenzen kankei no nai toko de nikai mo atte shimatte, te yuu koto ga
ari mashi ta

“(I) came across that person twice at utterly unrelated places.”

14—8: 2. 28T/

e, sono ginkoo wa/

“Eh? Is that bank...?”
15 T 2%

ee

“Yes.”

16 S: 2, 20

ga, sono
“But, well...”
17 T . 28Kk [BERO WG
a, zenzen kanker no nai basho
“Yeah, (I met them in) an utterly unrelated place.”
18—S: [K, BIRZR W, SRR AT h/ =
[zenzen kankei nai, basho nan desu ka/=
“(You met her) in an utterly unrelated place, (did you)?”

19 T: =R A, AR=

=ee, ee=
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“Yes, yes.”
20 S: =42\ Cd
=sugoi desu
“(That)’s

amazing.”

In lines 01 through 13, the teacher recounts her experience, and the
student (S) listens while frequently sending backchannels (lines 02, 04, 06,
08, 10, and 12). When the teacher closes her story in line 13, the student says
in a surprised tone with a rising intonation, e, sono ginkoo wa/ “Eh? Is that
bank...?” (line 14). The teacher, instead of waiting until the student finishes
her sentence, responds in such a way that she takes over the student’s
utterance: a, zenzen kankei no nai basho “Yeah, (I met her in) an utterly
unrelated place” (line 17). Then the student, as if startled, asks back
repeating the same word, zenzen kankei nai, basho nan desu ka/ “(You met
them) in an utterly unrelated place, (did you)?” (line 18). This question
triggers the teacher’s affirmatives (line 19), which is followed by the
student’s demonstration of praise for the teacher’s story, sugoi desu “(That)’s
amazing” in line 20.

Although allo-repetition has various functions including displaying
participatory listenership, ratifying listenership, requesting confirmation or
clarification, and expanding, depending on accompanying expressions and
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intonation (Tannen 1989; Koike 2009), in the case seen in line 18, the
student’s question repeating the teacher’s prior utterance successfully
functions to display the student’s favorable, participatory listenership while
gaining affirmation from the teacher. This type of question is accessible to
students, since it is not likely to come across as imposing or threatening;
answering in affirmatives to a question that repeats the same content does
not entail much of a burden on the listener.

Below, I present another example of a student’s question-asking. In
Excerpt 4-16, the teacher (T) is talking about the Great Hanshin Earthquake,
a disastrous earthquake in 1995 that hit Kobe and its surrounding areas.
The student (S) asks a question to check understanding or confirm what has

been heard.

Excerpt 4-16
01 T (&R} SA, RiFh, FAUTB-<K W L7eZEoT, brobk, O, 7—vHE
BTN EL, FTED, TORRMKERDOR
{laugh} un, watashi wa ne, watashi wa bikkui shita koto tte, chotto,
ano, teema ga omoku naru keredomo, watashi wa sono, hanshin
daishinsai no ne
{laugh} “Well, I, (if) I (talk about) a surprising thing, a little, well, (my)
topic is serious though, (concerning) me, the, the Great Hanshin

Earthquake, you know...”
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02 S:[5>Aa
[un
“Uh-huh.”
03 T:[HER, H—, HEZRML THLL, LoD, —BWN-LK D Uiz, 72
DOHFM, Do ViRSTZLH 7
[jishin ga, aa, jishin o keiken shiteru kara, yappari, ichiban, bikkuri
shita, nanka yononaka ga, hikkuri kaetta yoona
“The earthquake, well, since (I) experienced the earthquake, you know,
the most surprising (thing was)—it was like the world was turned
upside down...”
04 S:[5>A
[un
“Uh-huh.”
05 T[> TVHDIE, £50VH, 2D, £H0H, TV, bOTINLLDOU- L
v [LizoTZ &idh, Bk, 2 A, REKD
[tte yuu no wa, sooyuu, sono, sooyuu, sugoi, mono sugoi reberu no
bikkuri [shitatte kotowa ne, hanshin, un, daishinsai no
“Because such, well, such a terrible, terrible level of surprise, you
know, the Great, yeah, Hanshin Earthquake...”
06 —S: [S—A. 2/, WEOIZIIUEATIZA [TT2/
[fuun, e/, koobe no hoo ni sunde tan [desu ka/
“Hmm. Eh? Were (you) living in Kobe?”
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07 T: ESPRZV VR Gs B SN Vet NN (DR
FEATT
[soo nan desu yo, [dakara
koobe ni sundete
“Yes, I was. I was living in
Kobe...”
08 S: [~z —
[hee
“Wow.”

09 T £EET, . HEolpda, £72, D, HIF oWV I BT, Holehb
mada nete, asa, makkura na ne, mada, ano, akekiranai uchi ni, atta
kara

“(I was) still sleeping, in the morning, it was dark, you know, still, well,

it happened before dawn.”

In lines 01 through 05, the teacher provides information, and the
student (S) listens sending backchannels (lines 02 and 04). In line 06, the
student, after giving a backchannel, utters exclamatorily e/“Eh?”, which is
followed by a question that helps to confirm if the teacher is describing her
direct experience, like koobe no hoo ni sunde tan desu ka/ “Were (you) living
in Kobe?” The teacher replies in affirmative soonan desu yo “Yes, I was,” and
immediately comes back to a continuation of her story, like dakara koobe ni
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sunde te “I was living in Kobe...” Although the question in line 06 helps the
student check her understating of what the teacher is saying and shows that
the student’s interest, it does not significantly influence the teacher’s
storytelling.

Of course, there are individual differences, and I observed two
instances in which the student asked the teacher for some personal
information in relation to the teachers’ stories. In each case, the students’
questions ended up eliciting a minimum of information.

In general, students’ questions do not play an initiative or processive
role in teachers’ storytelling, nor does the development of teachers’
storytelling rely on students’ question asking. Most of the students’ questions
asked in the process of teachers’ storytelling primarily functions to show
students’ attentive attitude as a story recipient without conveying a high

degree of demanding, interrupting, and imposing implication.

4.4.3 The Slot-Offering Phase
4.4.3.1 English

The “slot-offering” phase is where the current topic provider closes her
talk, and then hands over the next slot to the other. In the slop-offering
phases in English conversation, for the purpose of eliciting a topic from the
other, both teachers and students use, “What’s your story?” sort of questions

in the same way. Among the examples include expressions such as, “Do you
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have something in mind?” and “So what do you find surprising?” This way of
asking topic-eliciting questions would leave the maximum choice of a new
topic for the other, and contribute to equally distributing a topic slot that is
“privileged” (Schegloff 1979: 47) due to its freedom from topical constraints.

Below I present two examples. Excerpt 4-17 and Excerpt 4-18 provide
an example of topic-eliciting questions on the teachers’ side and the students’
side, respectively.

Prior to Excerpt 4-17 below, the teacher (T) has relayed her experience.

Excerpt 4-17

01 T:So tha...that’s my one thing.

02 S:Hmm.

03 T:TI'm sure I've had many surprises in my life, [but.
04 S: [Right.
05—T: How about yourself?

06 S:Um...I was thinking about a surprise when I came to Japan.

In line 01 the teacher concludes her story saying “So tha...that’s my one
thing,” and in line 05 moves on to ask a topic-eliciting question, “How about
yourself?” In response, the student launches her story in line 06.

Excerpt 4-18 below presents an example in which the student (S) offers
the next slot to the teacher (T). Prior to this segment, the student told a story
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about her success in the entrance examination.

Excerpt 4-18

01 S:1Ithink that was the most surprising thing because that was my xxx
school, like...and I really didn’t think that I could get in.{laugh}

02 T-Hmm.

03 S:But I'm still there.

04 T:Yeah, congrats.

05 T: So, yeah.

06—S: How about you?

07 T: Well, I'm trying to think, like it’s ...I'm trying to go back, because
there are so many things in my adult life that sort of like, ‘Huh?

Huh? Huh?

Note that in the two examples above, only one questioning utterance
consistently offers a slot: “How about yourself?” (line 05) and “How about
you?” (06) in Excerpts 4-17 and 4-18, respectively. These questions are seen
to prompt their recipients, the student and the teacher, to start telling their
stories. This pattern recurs, and we observe variations of this type of
question, such as, “So what’s your story?” and, “So what other kinds of
surprising things happened?” etc., each of which alone serves to offer a slot.
According to Schegloff and Sacks (1973: 303), these questions regularly occur
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following “possible pre-closing” of which forms are “We-ell,” “O. K.,” “So-00,”
etc. with falling intonation contours, as we see these instances, “Right,” and,
“So, yeah” in the two excerpts above. The use of possible pre-closing words
signals that the speaker now has nothing more to say and gives a free turn to
the other, to mention some heretofore unmentioned mentionable without
violating prior topical coherence: it is the right place for a new topic to be
introduced (Schegloff and Sacks 1973: 304). Thus, questions similar to “How
about you?” satisfy the expectations for what should be said and when it
should be said.

The pattern described above occurs both on the teachers’ and the
students’ sides in the same manner. Unlike Japanese teachers who provide
topic suggestions in the use of slot-offering questions, as will be discussed
later, in English conversation, slot-offering is accomplished with a question
asked by the previous story teller in such a way that she herself breaks off
her topic and then thoroughly opens the floor, leaving the maximum choices
of a new topic for the next story teller. The only exception was a case where
the student did not come up with an idea, and the teacher tried to help her
by suggesting a topic, “an accidental meeting with an old acquaintance,”
about which the teacher had just narrated. It should be emphasized that the
teacher acted in reaction to the student who was stuck. That is to say, the
teacher never spontaneously suggested a topic to be related by the student,
as Japanese teachers did.
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Accordingly, what is important for American teachers and students in
the phase of slot-offering is to show consideration by not presuming to know
the other’s mind. This satisfies the rules of politeness, “Don’t impose,” for
keeping appropriate distance and “Give options,” for showing deference
(Lakoff 1973). Moreover, the third rule, “Make A feel good—be friendly,”
which should accompany a sense of equality, is also satisfied in that the right
to talk without topical constraint ends up equally distributed among both

speakers.

4.4.3.2 Japanese

Repeatedly observed in the slot-offering phase in Japanese
conversation are teachers’ questions that accompany a topic suggestion.
Although this pattern of question asking was also observed in the opening
phase, where teachers invite students to tell a story first by providing a topic
suggestion, what is unique about the use of questions in the slot-offering
phase is its location; that is, it has a preceding topic that has been set by the
teachers themselves. Analysis showed that teachers, when finishing their
stories, frequently offer the next slot in such a way that they build a bridge
from their own stories to the ones that students are going to tell. In some
cases this is achieved by creating a topical linkage and in others by providing
a topic suggestion for the next slot. In other words, teachers’ questions to
offer the next slot often work as a part of laying the groundwork for a
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“step-wise transition” (Jefferson 1984) to another topic which is supposed to
be introduced by students.

Excerpt 4-19 illustrates a case in which the teacher (T) generates such
a context by asking a slot-offering question. Prior to line 01, the teacher has
just told how she was surprised to see her son, a college freshman,
drastically and positively change his lifestyle. The teacher offers the next

slot by producing a topical linkage with the student (S).

Excerpt 4-19

01 T 25VOBR-TVIDIE, HDH, A, b, HDH, LoV OLD B
HLAVWEE ol o[ TV ) L oZeda, Kl TLza, A—
sooyuu keiken tte yuu no wa, anoo nanka, a, ano yappari, hitotsu,
omoshiroi haru datta na t{te yuu yoona ne, jikan deshi ta ne, uun.
“Such an experience, well, how to say, well, it was a delightful spring,

I might say, hmmm...”

02 S: [5> A

“Yeah.”
03—=T: &fzict o, il ZOWVWHHTR, Bolok RlWiD, HY ET0/
anata ni tottara, nanka, sooyuu sekai, kawatta yo, mitaina no, ari
masu ka/

“For you, like, do (you) have that kind of (memory of a time when you
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were) like, ‘(My) world has changed’?”
04 S: x—o&TTh
ee tto desu ne
“Well, let me see now.”
05 T:[A
[un
“Uh-huh.”
06 S:[HEFRNED /LS Hhr=
[sekai ga kawatta to yuuka=

[113

(My) world has changed,” or maybe rather...”

07 T =5 A=
—un=
“Uh-huh.”

08 S: =milt, brolBNCATTITE

=saikin chotto odoroita n desu kedo
“Recently, I was kind of surprised by

this one thing...”

The teacher completes her story in line 01, and then in line 03 initiates
a question in such a way that she builds a bridge to the next topic while
maintaining relevance to her own, anata ni tottara, nanka, sooyuu sekar,
kawatta yo, mitaina no, ari masu ka/ “For you, like, do (you) have that kind
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of (memory of a time when you were) like, ‘(My) world has changed'?” After
showing some hesitation (line 04), the student (S) in line 06 repeats a part of
the teacher’s question (line 03), like sekai ga kawatta “(My) world has
changed,” accompanying to yuuka “or maybe rather...” a device that can
mitigate the act of unacceptance (Maynard 2004). The student inoffensively
turns aside the teacher’s topic suggestion, and from line 08 onward, relates
what she has in mind, that is, her summer plans.

Excerpt 4-20 below, which is taken from the subsequent to Excerpt 4-16,
is an example in which the teacher (T) lays a transition to the next topic
while looking back toward her own story and expanding upon it to provide a
topic suggestion to the student (S). At this point, the teacher has told how

she was surprised when she experienced the Great Hanshin Earthquake.

Excerpt 4-20

01 T o, ERL ChWNE A—, ZOKIE->TOIFR, DML RNTT X
yappa, keiken shite minai to, nnn, sono kankaku tte no wa ne,
wakaranai desu yo
“Sure enough, if (you) don’t experience (it), hmm, that feeling, you
know, you can’t understand.”

02 T: TH, fATLE, HEIC, 2L 2E529 HEMRR TR, RATEAS, el
NI ED, 58 E, o T DDEZD, BENT, THHTHATY-L Y
L7z i
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03

T

demo, nan desho, futsuu ni, tatoeba, futuu, nichjoo teki na naka de ne,

nandaroo, nanka, sugoku, sono, shukudar o, yatte kuruno o, wasure te,

demo aterare te, bikkuri shita toka ne
“But, how to say, for example, in (your) everyday life, say, when
(you)'ve forgotten to do (your) homework, and then (you)’re called on
in class...”
ZONILETADUSL D EFbrobkdbil, HEVICTH, brodh, bNE
Mo, O —BRDH DN DNLRNENL, brok HO, T—vn
B R LTS AT L (R}
sooyuu tokoro no bikkuri to wa chotto are, amari ni mo, chotto ne, are
dakara, yononaka 1sshun ni aru ka nai ka wakaranai dakara chotto,
ano, teema ga omo sugita kana to wa omou n desu kedo {laugh/}
“Such a surprising story is, somehow, you know, it’s just totally, hmm,
you know, (you) just never know in life if (that sort of thing) will
happen or not. So, well, (I) think (my) topic was too serious, but

anyway... laugh}”

04-T: 295\ HERZ & T, RADRWATT [0y

05

sooyuu nichijoo teki na koto de, nanka nai n desu [ka/
“Have (you) had an experience like that, (but) in the everyday?”
(AW &TTn/
[nichijoo teki na koto desu [ka/
“An everyday experience?”
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06 T [5> A

Yes.”
07 St AEMZRZEEE—, TV, RAN, W, IhbbrobBEOD LR
AT E
nichijoo teki na koto da too, sugoi, nanka, iva, kore mo chotto omoi
kamo shire nai n desu kedo
“If (I talk about) an everyday experience, well, no, this might also be

too serious, but anyway...”

In line 01, the teacher summarizes her story by implying that a terrible
surprise like she experienced in the earthquake can truly be understood only
if one was there. Then in line 02, the teacher directs her speech to the
student (S) to suggest that the student talk about her school life by
illustrating a specific situation, like “when (you)’ve forgotten to do (your)
homework, and then (you)’re called on in class.” In line 03, the teacher
continues to give an excuse for putting forth the topic suggestion, saying that
what she told was too serious. In this way, the teacher lays a groundwork for
a transition, and finally in line 04, asks a question to offer the next slot to the
student.

Excerpt 4-21 is another example. Prior to this segment, the teacher (T)
has told how she was surprised to see the station close the place where they
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were being beautifully renovated, and in line 01, she closes her story by

herself.

Excerpt 4-21
01 T8 TWIHOEKLRATTINE D
te yuu kanji nan desu keredo mo
“(My surprising experience is something) like that, so...”
02 S: 3w
hai
“Yes.”
03 T- #AazsiltcneoL/
gakusei san [de irassh/
“Are (you) a student?”
04 S: 3w, A 444 T=
[hai, ima yonensei de,

“Yes, (I’m a senior, and,”

05 T =H=
ah
“Oh.”

06 S: =abIdEE L Tk =

=shuushoku katsudoo shite imasu=
“(I) am (now) job-hunting.”
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07—T- =,

U=, BLRHEBEIF 72 5

ja, shuushoku katsudoo chuu nara
“Oh,
well then, since (you)'re job-hunting...”
08 S: jFw
hai
“Yes.”
09—T: Go< 0 T52LtaxrblHA UL b
bikkuri suru koto iroiro alrun ja nai kashira
“...don’t (you) encounter a lot of surprising things?
10 S: =< &bV ETh
[takusan ari masu ne
“Yes, a lot.”
11 St i3, Eox, 2D, Bo<L WV LEZE-STWVH ZET, 9T, skisE),
HiFRZ LI LETH, LD
hai, sakki, sono, bikkuri shita koto tte yuu koto de, soodesu ne,
shuushoku katsudoo, mijika na koto ni shimasu ka, soshitara
“Yes, well, as for (my), uh, surprising experience (which we were
asked about) just now, well, (shall I talk about my) job-hunting, as
as something close (to my experience), then?”
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In line 03, the teacher poses a question with a slightly rising intonation
gakusel san de irassh “Are (you) a student?” The student in lines 04 and 06,
without waiting for this utterance to end, responds, ima yonensei de “Yes,
(’m a senior,” shuushoku katsudoo shite imasu “(I) am (now) job-hunting.”
Latching on to this response, the teacher asks another question, a, ja,
shuushoku katsudoo chuu nara “Oh, well then, since (you)’re job-hunting...”
(line 07), bikkuri suru koto iroiro aru n ja nai kashira “...don’t (you)
encounter a lot of surprising things?” (line 09). Overlapping with this
question, the student answers in the affirmative (line 10) and is led to talk
about her job-hunting (line 11).

Note that the teacher’s utterance, gakusei san de irassh “Are (you) a
student?” (line 03) does not seem to be a “pure question” aimed at eliciting
unknown information since the participants, including the teacher and the
student in Excerpt 4-21, were told each other’s status beforehand. Moreover,
the student clearly looks like an upper-level college student because she is in
a dark formal suit generally worn by students to go to job interviews. Thus,
the teacher’s question gakusei san de irassh “Are (you) a student?” is used as
a tool to make the student talk on a familiar topic.

As seen in the three examples above, slot-offering questions with a
topic suggestion asked by a teacher can carry topical constraint, if they
narrow and define what should come next. This can be “imposing,” and it
would definitely be more appropriate to let the other to talk freely without
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any constraints in a case where a sense of equality prevails between
speakers.

Rather, the teacher’s question in Excerpt 4-19 discussed above can be
understood as an utterance that is produced in anticipation that the student
may have a similar experience to the teacher’s son, who is a college freshman.
The teacher’s question in Excerpt 4-20 can be interpreted as the outcome of a
concern that the student does not have to tell an extraordinary story like the
teacher’s. The teacher’s questions in Excerpt 4-21 could stem from her
consideration that the topic of job-hunting may be suitable for the student.
Thus, teachers do not necessarily mean to impose a topic suggestion so as to
govern the conversation, but they considerately and deliberately attempt to
prepare a foothold for the students to start telling a story, suggesting what
seems appropriate and easy for them to talk about. This is due to the
teachers’ sensitivity and anticipation of the needs and feelings of the
students.

If relying on the notion of “face-threatening” surrounding the act of
introducing a new topic (Brown and Levinson 1978; Tracy 1985), we could
say that topical constraints given by teachers may help minimize the
possible threats students might feel, since what students are going to talk
about 1s not, strictly speaking, new, but partially attributed to the teachers.

While teachers demonstrate supportive ways of asking slot-offering
questions, which encode a topic suggestion, students show reluctance to elicit
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a topic from a teacher. They just let teachers start relating their stories. Or,
even when they pose a question to ask a teacher for a topic, they never give a
topic suggestion like teachers do. They say the minimum, for example: nanka
arimasu ka (Is there something surprising?). It can be said that students
avoid the possible threats that might be accompanied with the act of making

teachers start telling or giving a topic suggestion that narrows the choices.

4.4.4 The Topic-Searching Phase

The phase of “topic-searching” results from conversational stagnation
due to a lack of things to talk about. Here, we observe how the participants
use questions in order to find a topic. Under these conditions, asking a
question conveying specific informational content means offering a proposal
for a topic. This act is considered to be a show of cooperation (Brown and
Levinson 1987: 125) and enhances the involvement between interactants. At
the same time, proposing a topic may imply assertiveness and thus pose a
danger of imposing on others.

English speakers demonstrate reciprocal use of questions in seeking a
new topic. By contrast, Japanese speakers demonstrate two different
patterns of question-asking: mutual repetition of questions and unilateral
question-asking on the teachers’ side built on already familiar subjects which

originally belong to students.
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4.4.4.1 English

The use of questions in the topic-searching phase in English
conversation is characterized by equality between the teacher and the
student and by reciprocal contribution from both teachers and students.
Excerpt 4-22 below describes an example of the process of topic-searching,
where both the teacher (T) and the student (S) ask several questions seeking
for a new topic, although in this case the converation ultimately fails to
expand. Particularly noteworthy here is how insistently they locate

themselves as independent individuals with an imperative to claim equality.

Excerpt 4-22

01 S:That was... let’s see... something else surprising... that was one
surprising thing...[ see if there’s anything else...

02 Tt [Yeah, for sure

03 S: 1 can only think of boring stuff.

04 T:Iknow, I'm trying [to think, like...

05 S: [Like, like, I got an A on my mid-term and I didn’t
think [I would, so I was surprised, but that’s not interesting.

06 T: [{laugh} Exactly, like, you know when you like... you just... you
don’t study for a test and you walk in and you're like, ‘Oh [my God,
this is like so wh— everything I know, right here’, so...

07 St [Yeah...
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yeah.

08 T:Yeah, I remember that when I was going for my teaching credential,
we had to write like five or six essays on all different topics, like from
art history to weather patterns.=

09 S: =Uh-huh.

10 T: Every question, it’s like, ‘T know this, I know this, I know this,” [and
I'm thinking, ‘I don’t know anything else but these questions’, you
know, so, I got really lucky and [(that)...

1 S: [Yeah.

12—S: And you're listed as being the... the teacher here, [right?

13 T [Yeah, [the teacher.

{laugh}
14—S: [Yeah...and

um, wha—what do you teach?=

15 T =I teach English, [yeah.

16—8: [Oh, okay, [here in
Tokyo?=

17—-T: [What

do you teach?
18 T =Yeah.=
19 S: =I...I'm a student.
20 T: Oh, you are, oh, okay, yeah, [so.
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21 S:Yeah.
22 S [I study Japanese, [so...
23 T: [Oh, okay, {laugh} so

you're learn...yeah, [a student, that’s good.

24 S [ Yeah.

25 S:So...=

26 Tt =Yeah...[yeah.

27—S: [Do we have to keep thinking about [surprising thing?

28 T [Surprising things,
I guess, so.

From line 01 to line 04, the student and the teacher search for a topic
that seems worth sharing. Then in line 05, the student raises a topic, “Like,
like, I got an A on my mid-term and I didn’t think I would, so I was surprised,”
but she herself immediately withdraws this topic, saying “but that’s not
interesting.” This shows the perceived duty to be only to say interesting
things, which is also pervasively observed among American participants. The
teacher in line 06 laughs and shows sympathy by illustrating an imaginary
situation, like “you don’t study for a test and you walk in and you're like, ‘Oh
my God, this is like so wh— everything I know, right here.” Subsequently,
the teacher recounts her experience in which she passed the test by which

she got her teaching credentials, even though she was unprepared for the
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test (lines 08 and 10). This is regarded as the teacher’s attempt to build
rapport by providing a “story round” (Tannen 1984), in which similar stories
of personal experiences are exchanged while signaling interpersonal
involvement.

However, this attempt ends up derailing the conversation. The student
poses a question in line 12, “And you're listed as being the... the teacher here,
right?” Since participants were informed of each other’s status by the
director beforehand, it is likely that the student’s tag question (line 12) is not
used in order to solicit a full response from the teacher. Rather, it is used in
order to suggest that the student is not impressed with this teacher anymore
because she admitted that she was unprepared for the test to get teaching
credentials, and thus the teacher does not deserve the certification she holds.
The student, without waiting for the teacher to complete her answer (line 13),
goes on to ask another question in line 14, “Yeah...and um, wha—what do
you teach?” Again, latching onto the teacher’s answer (line 15), the student
asks a further question in line 16, “Oh, okay, here in Tokyo?” Then the
teacher inversely asks the same question, “What do you teach?” in line 17
before she answers the student’s question (line 16) with a minimum answer,
“Yeah” in line 18. The student sounds faltering and responds, “I...I'm a
student” (line 19). The teacher’s question in line 17 is not regarded as a pure
question aimed at eliciting unknown information since, as mentioned just
above, the teacher also should know her interlocutor’s status. Rather, this
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question is asked intentionally to remind the student of her subordinate
status. The teacher repeatedly emphasizes this subordination with
thinly-veiled hostility: “Oh, you are, oh, okay, yeah, so” (line 20), and the
student adds, “I study Japanese, so....” (line 22). The teacher laughs and
seems to make an awkward attempt to soften her attack: “Oh, okay, so you're
learn...yeah, a student, that’s good” in line 23. Instead of extensive topic
development, this conversation turns into a fight, then ends in an awkward
exchange of backchannels (lines 24 through 26). Finally, the student asks a
question to return the subject to the task at hand (line 27).

This excerpt noticeably demonstrates that individuality and equality
can override teacher-student status difference. That is to say, the
teacher-student institutional relationship may more or less imply a
superior-subordinate relationship. However, the student, who takes the
initiative in topic searching (line 05), challenges the superiority of the
teacher by her series of questions (lines 12, 14 and 16), starting with “And
you're listed as being the... the teacher here, right?” Granted, the teacher
protects herself and reasserts the status difference by sarcastically asking
back the same question, “What do you teach?” (line 17), knowing that her
interlocutor is a student. Furthermore, it is the student who de-escalates this
hostile exchange by changing the subject. Accordingly, for American pairs, it
does not matter who takes the initiative in topic searching. What is more
important is ensuring their own “face” as equal individuals.
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4.4.4.2 Japanese

In general, Japanese teachers take the initiative in searching for a
topic, and there are two patterns of practice. One is that the teacher
deliberately sounds out the student’s attitude through question asking. The
other is that the teacher unilaterally and actively asks questions building
upon the topic that originally belonged to the student.

Excerpt 4-23 is an example of the former type. Most part of the segment
below consists of the teacher’s and the student’s mutual repetition of each
other’s utterances. Neither is decisive enough to get out of this
conversational stagnation quickly. We can also see the teacher’s repeated

attempts to provide the student with a topic (lines 08, 09, 18).

Excerpt 4-23
01 S: Bo<hlLz[z&
bikkruri shita [koto
“What (I was) surprised at.”
02 T: [Go<vLizztn
[bikkuri shita koto ne
“What (I was) surprised at, yeah.”
03—=T: Z2ADB LML H=
nanka aru kashira

“(Do we) have something?”
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04—S: =B EIn/
=/ari masu ka/
“(Do you) have something?”
05 T: [0o< Y
[bikkuri
“Surprising...”
06 T: O [o<Vha— AN
bik[kuri nee, nanka
“Surprising, let’s say...”
07 S [72 /v
[nanka

“Let’s say...”

08 T: A—, IFAEIZYSLK DTN DIE, RTZEITTZO AW & {E0]

nn... honto ni bikkuri tte yuuno wa, doa o ake tara hito ga ita

toka{laugh/

“Well, a real surprise is like when (you) open the door and bump into a

person” {laugh}
09 T: Bo<VoTWHHIONRBY T X/

bikkuri tte yuu no ga ari masu yo ne/

“(We) do have surprising experiences like that, don’t we?”

10—T: [& L1323 v F3hd/
ato wa nani ga ari masu ka ne/
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“Is there anything else?”
11 S:[FE. fEnic
[ma, tashikani
“Well, yes.”
Silence (3 seconds)
12 St ' [=<KY
bik[kuri.
“Surprise.”
13 T: [Oo<bhLzZé
[bikkuri shita koto
“What (I) was surprised at.”
14—-T: 25 THhn, 2RAES
soo desu ne, nan daro
“Yeah, what (should we talk about)?”
15—S: A2 A
nan daro
“What (should we talk about)?”
16 S Uo< Lzl
bikkuri shita koto
“What (I) was surprised at...”
17 T8 9—A
uun
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“Hmm.”
18 T flxix, #¥EP, RS TonTr-< [V LheT (&)
tatoeba, jugyoo chu kyuu ni aterare te bikkulri shichatte {laugh/

“For example, in class, (you) might be called on and surprised”

{laugh}
19 S: [bd, Ko<V TTA
[aa, bikkuri desu ne
“Yes, (that)’s surprising, isn’t
it.”

38—=T: M3k [V 34/
nani ga alri masu ka ne/
“Do (we) have somethig?”
39 S: [Bo< L7z
[bikkuri shita koto
“What (I) was surprised.”
40 St EREAICE o2&
geinoujin ni atta toka
“Like running into a celebrity.”
41 T &, 2
a, sore wa
“Yeah, that 1s...”
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42 S:

43 S:

44 S

45 T

46—T:

47 S:

Vo< O T
bikkrur desu
“Surprising.”
UPo< D
bikkuri
“Surprising.”
LV, Qo< D TTni/
ureshii, bikkuri desu ka ne/
“It’s a happy surprise, isn’t it?”
[£5 9 Li

[soo desu yo ne

“Yes, 1t 18.”
FL2VWATo TERATEDITVWATTITE, SA, BB RneE ZTaosicd
D, L EAREERD O ET0
ma, aini itte aeta no wa 1in desu kedo, un, omoi gakenai toko de atta
toka, ne, sonna keiken ari masu ka/
“Then, not a case of going to see a celebrity, but do you have an
experience of running into a celebrity?”
A Va—YTOCMbINY E£T M/
nanka joojia no shii-emu wakari masu ka/

“Let’s say, do you know that “Georgia” [coffee] commercial?
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In lines 01 and 02, the student and the teacher repeat and share the
subject at hand, bikkuri shita koto “What (I was) surprised at.” Then the
teacher asks a question in line 03, nanka aru kashira/“(Do we) have
something?” and the student passes by repeating the question (line 04). The
teacher, in lines 08 and 09, goes on to make a tentative topic suggestion:
...doa wo ake tara hito ga ita toka “...when (you) open the door to bump into a
person.” However, the teacher immediately aborts this and goes back to
asking topic-searching questions (line 10), thus failing to establish a topic.
The teacher and the student go back to mutual repetition of the subject at
hand bikkuri “surprise” (lines 12 and 13) and questions (lines 14 and 15).
After the stagnation in lines 12 through 17, the teacher once more hints at a
topic that would seem easier for the student to take up: tatoeba, jugyvoo chuu
kyuu ni aterare te bikkuri shi cha tte “For example, in class, (you) might be
called on and surprised” (line 18), again in vain. From line 20 to 37, which is
omitted in the excerpt above, the pair is still searching for a topic by
repeating the subject at hand and each other’s questions. Lastly, in line 38,
the student suggests a topic, geinoujin ni atta toka “Like running into a
celebrity” (line 40). The teacher’s response, a sore wa “Yeah, that’s” (line 41),
is taken over by the student, bikkuri desu “surprising.” Finally, in line 46,
the teacher ends this long stagnation by deploying the student’s suggestion
and posing a question that lets the student talk about a celebrity that she
has come across.
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In all, we observe here that the teacher and the student share the
stagnated state by repeating each other’s utterances, while the teacher keeps
trying to find a topic to share by carefully sounding out the student’s attitude,
avoiding assertion and imposition. This pattern is similar to the teacher’s
deliberate mode of question-asking in the opening phase, in that her move
largely depends on what moves the student makes.

The other type of topic-searching question displays a somewhat
controlling manner. In Excerpt 4-24 below, the teacher attempts to establish

a topic relating to the student’s college life by asking questions.

Excerpt 4-24
01-T: TH, FESATLLS
demo, gakusei-san desho/
“Well, (you)re a student, aren’t you?”
02 S WHEAERATT X
yonen/[sei nan desu yo
“I’m a senior.”
03 T: [9—A . RoFEREITS O HAKITRY TodE LT [H
[uun, yappa jugyoo wa moo tan’isuu wa tarite iru to shite [mo
“Well, even if (you)'ve already earned enough credits...”

04 S: [5> A
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“Yes.”
05—T: b, ZiwmerdHHTLL =
ano, sotsuron toka aru desho/=

“(You) have a, some kind of, a thesis (to write), don’t you?”

06 S: =5 )=
—un=
“Yes.”
07—T: =Rz, 2o, siike 45, [TLx

=nee, dakara, shuushoku to

sotsuron, [desho/

“You know, (your priorities) are job
hunting and your thesis, aren’t they?”

08 S

[£ 97T
EAES
[soo nan
desu yo
“Yes.”

09—=T: 72, Z9WVWIHHT, Boa< 0 T5Z2LoTEIRAIEAI
da, sooyuu naka de, bikkuri suru koto tte doo nan daroo ne
“It is. In (your) life, what surprises (you)?”
10 St 27—
nakanaka nee
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“Hard to say.”

Given the student’s minimal and reluctant responses (lines 04, 06, and
08), the teacher attempts to get a reaction by specifying what kind of
information she hopes to elicit from the student. The teacher’s question in
line 05 1s an attempt to encourage the student to introduce a topic relating to
a thesis she is going to write, treating this matter as if it were their common
concern. In line 07, the teacher again tries to make the student talk about
her thesis and job hunting, broadening the focus of question slightly, but still
the student shows hesitation. Lastly, in line 09, the teacher latches her
utterance onto the student’s utterance (line 08) and then poses another
question, asking what the student finds surprising in her life.

What is noteworthy here is that the teacher guides the conversation
and attempts to condition the student’s contributions in such a way that the
information belonging to the student can be brought out smoothly. This
behavior seems essentially similar to the questions used in talk phases for
the purpose of extending the topic as discussed above in Excerpt 4-14, in that
the teacher steps into the student’s discourse and seeks the basis for her
questions there.

The two very different patterns of question-asking discussed above,
that is, questions that carefully sound out the student’s attitude, and a series
of questions that unilaterally attempt to solicit information belonging to the
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student, are not necessarily contradictory. Rather, they suggest the existence
of standard patterns of communication for teachers in a Japanese-language
context. The former can be understood as a pattern in which consideration
carries weight and the questioner avoids shows of force. The latter can be
understood as a pattern in which involvement carries weight, so the
questioner actively steps into the students’ discourse in order to seek a topic

they can share, possibly delivering connotational guidance.

4.5 Discussion

This section begins by summarizing several important findings from
my contrastive analyses of question asking in English and Japanese
conversation. Based on these findings, I claim that Japanese and American
English question-asking are characterized as “individualistic volitional

utterances” and “role oriented wakimae utterances,” respectively.

4.5.1 Major Findings
The distinct features of question-asking observed in our data are
summarized according to four different phases of English and Japanese
conversation, in turn.
In English conversation, teachers ask questions 1.4 times more
frequently than students (see Subsection 4.3.2, Teachers: 41, Students: 30),
but the difference between teachers and students is not as significant as for

147



Japanese pairs. Analysis reveals that American teachers and students more
or less equally ask questions, through which they act as independent
individuals who have equal ability, right, and freedom to express their own
ideas and thoughts.

In the opening phase, both teachers and students are likely to ask
questions directly, promptly deciding who will take the first turn; sometimes
care 1s taken for how much time each speaker will have and their right to
talk. They enhance involvement by showing no hesitation in determining the
first topic provider. Instead, they show consideration for the equal
distribution of the right or time to talk, which are derived from their relative
concern for the privilege intrinsic to the first topic slot.

In the talk phase, teachers and students tend to ask questions that
elicit further details about the topic. Moreover, they use elaboration
questions reciprocally in order to gain further views or comments from each
other. By doing so, they activate conversation, but this type of exchange is
seldom seen in Japanese conversation. American participants establish
mutual understanding by eliciting new information and personal views,
keeping adequate distance and equality between the two.

With respect to the slot-offering phase, regardless of whether a teacher
or a student, the previous topic provider uses only one questioning sentence
such as “How about you?” so as to make the next slot to be completely open
and free from any topical constraints. American pairs are concerned about
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showing consideration for each other by avoiding any threat of imposition;
this often results in an equal distribution of the right to talk.

Lastly, in topic searching phases, American pairs reciprocally ask
questions to garner new information; it enables them to maintain equality or
level the status difference between the two as independent individuals,
adjusting the degree of imposition on the other.

In Japanese conversation, teachers ask questions about 2.3 times more
frequently than students (see Subsection 4.3.2, Teachers: 75, Students: 33).
Overall, teachers ask questions in a supportive and caring manner so that
students can talk easily. By contrast, students avoid asking questions that
might sound imposing or significantly affect the conversational direction.

Analysis of the opening phase in Japanese conversation shows that
teachers always take the initiative in determining who tells a story first. In
some cases, teachers ask questions in an attempt to relax the mood or to
sound out whether students are ready to tell a story first. Questions used in
such a context often accompany a hint at a topic so that students can easily
start narrating. In other cases, teachers ask questions to decide the first
story teller by quoting the director’s instructions to define the situation. By
so doing, teachers take initiative in this phase and perhaps throughout the
conversation.

In the talk phase, teachers ask questions to develop the topic that
students are relating in a supportive manner. Among question types
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particularly observed on the teachers’ side are (1) complementing questions,
which are designed to complement what students have said, and (2)
expanding questions, which expand upon the students’ storytelling so that
the students may speak more in an explanatory way. In contrast, most of the
questions used by students do not significantly influence the flow or direction
of topic development.

In the slot-offering phase, teachers pose questions in such a way that
they lay the groundwork for a relevant transition to another topic to be
introduced by students. Teachers achieve this by creating a topical linkage of
their own previous topic to the next one. Teachers also suggest a topic that
seems easy for students to talk about. Students, on the other hand, do not
provide teachers with topic suggestions. Instead, they just wait and let
teachers start telling their stories. Or, they ask a question of minimum
specificity, like nanka arimasu ka (Do you have something in mind?).

Lastly, in the topic-searching phase, we observe in Japanese
conversation two very different patterns of question-asking on the teachers’
side: (1) questions to sound out the student’s attitude, and (2) a series of
questions which unilaterally attempt to solicit information belonging to the
student. The former is thought to be a considerate and unassertive way, and
the latter is thought to be a way in which the teacher positively gets involved

with the student, seeking a new topic to share.
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4.5.2 Individualistic Volitional Utterances vs. Role Oriented Wakimae

Utterances

I assume that the findings presented above are part of observable signs
by which we can describe how speakers of American English and Japanese
display shared perceptions of who they are, maintain interpersonal
relationships, and position themselves vis-a-vis others. I characterize
questioning utterances in English and Japanese conversation as
“individualistic volitional utterances” and “role oriented wakimae
utterances,” respectively; and thus I claim that these are the reflection of
ways through which American and Japanese teachers and students meeting
for the first time build and maintain their interpersonal relationship.

In all phases of English conversation, both teachers and students show
consideration for ensuing equal opportunities to tell their own individual
experiences, respecting the other’s stories by seeking further details,
clarifying their understanding, and eliciting personal views. All of them can
be realized only when they maintain their distinct positions and actively
participate in conversation based on their volition as independent
individuals. Therefore, their questioning utterances are individualistic
volitional utterances. What underlies them may be the idealism of equality,
in connection of which individuality is cherished. Americans’ idealism of
equality and individualism and their reflection onto conversational practices

have also been discussed by many researchers, such as Yamada (1997) and
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Maynard (1993). Although it cannot be denied that even American society
embraces institutional status difference between teachers and students,
such a difference can be leveled by means of conversational practice, part of
which is question-asking, as we have discussed above.

On the other hand, Japanese teachers and students demonstrate
complementary patterns of question-asking. Teachers take initiative in every
phase of conversation in such a way that they support students so that they
easily tell a story, while students follow teachers’ initiative. Even though
participants met their partners for the first time; in other words, even
though they are not in an actual relationship in which one teaches the other
in class, still they spontaneously and naturally acted in such manners. This
observation leads me to understand that Japanese teachers’ modes of
question-asking derive from their role perception as a teacher, which is
activated when facing a person whose role is a student. Similarly, Japanese
students’ modes of question-asking are based on their role perception as a
student, which 1s activated in front of a person whose role is a teacher.

According to anthropologists such as Lebra (1976) and Nakane (1978),
Japanese vertical relationships such as teacher-student relationships are
typically characterized as quasi-parent-child relationships, where the
child-role player can expect to depend upon the parent-role player who
anticipates and takes care of the child-role player’s wants. Furthermore,
such a system of seniority is a simpler and more stable mechanism than the
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merit system; therefore, it works automatically (Nakane 1978: 28). This
means that such role relationships are ingrained into conventions in
Japanese society. According to Ide (1989), speech which shows a sense of
place or role according to social convention is called the wakimae aspect of
language use, and is to be differentiated from the “volitional aspect of
language use,” that is, speaking according to the speaker’s intention, as seen
among American speakers in our data (see Chapter Two). On the grounds of
the discussion above, I conclude that questions in Japanese teacher-student

conversation can be characterized as “role-oriented wakimae utterances.”

4. 6 Summary

This chapter has analyzed question-asking in English and Japanese
dyadic conversation between teachers and students who are meeting for the
first time. The results showed that American teachers and students
reciprocally ask questions so that they distribute equal opportunities to tell a
story and elicit details and views from each other. I argued that what
governs such patterns of question-asking is an ideal of equality, under which
the speakers speak according to volition, maintaining equal relationships as
independent individuals. Accordingly, they are characterized as
“individualistic volitional utterances.”

In Japanese conversation, teachers ask questions that are designed to
help students talk more easily, while students avoid asking questions that
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would significantly affect the conversational flow. Their use of questions can
be attributed to speakers’ relationally defined roles, which are compatible
with the role expectations that are part of social conventions. Then I argued
that what governs that pattern is one’s sense of place or role according to
social within the interactional relationship of the dyad, which I call,
wakimae (Ide, 2006), rather than speakers’ volitional choice of strategies.
Based on these findings, I characterized Japanese questioning utterances as

“role-oriented wakimae utterances.”
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Chapter Five
Story Sharing in English and Japanese Conversation
without Social Distance:

High-Involvement Style of Information Exchange vs. Merging Discourse

5.1 Introduction

Chapter Four discussed the culturally shaped conversational patterns
by discussing the use of questions in English and Japanese conversations
between two speakers with social distance, i.e., between teachers and
students who are meeting for the first time. The current chapter will deal
with conversations without social distance, 1.e., between two students who
are close friends. This chapter will shed light on a cultural aspect of story
sharing by demonstrating the differences between American and Japanese
friend dyads in their manners when communicating to share their
experiences.

People create feelings of closeness by conversing with their friends
(Tannen 1984; Otsu 2004). Particularly, sharing personal experiences in
conversation may enhance mutual understanding and bonding, thus
providing the joy of togetherness. Furthermore, story sharing is a process in
which the storyteller and the recipient co-construct the meaning of stories;
storytelling is designed for the recipient, and the recipient’s reaction displays
his/her appreciation and understanding of the story being told. Accordingly,

155



reciprocally shaped stories allow the teller and the recipient to reflect upon
their relationships (Arminen 2004).

My analysis shows that in American conversation, stories are shared in
such a way that the one who has received a story shows appreciation and
interest by asking questions to elicit further details or confirm their
understanding, sending expressive response, presenting evaluative
comments, and sometimes initiating another story that illustrates similar
points, which is called a “story round” (Tannen 1984). Through these
conversational devices, the participants get highly involved and exchange
information based on their own intention as individuals. Thus, American
pairs share stories through “individualistic volitional utterances in
high-involvement style of information exchange.”

On the other hand, Japanese pairs in the process of story sharing
display a phenomenon that I label “merging discourse.” Merging discourse is
a particular type of kyowa or cooperative speech (Mizutani 1993), in which
the story teller and the recipient enter a merged relationship and speak as if
they share a single mind while improvising a story. Conversational devices
recurrent in merging discourse include repetition, take-over, which is an
utterance that finishes the other’s sentence, addition, which is an utterance
that adds something strongly relevant to what the other has said by taking
the other’s perspective, and overlapping. What is realized through these
conversational devices is a “communion of empathy” rather than exchange of
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substantial information.

In the following, I first provide a brief description of the data and
analytic focuses (Section 5.2). Second, I demonstrate the analyses of patterns
of story sharing in English and Japanese conversation, in turn (Sections 5.3
and 5.4). Finally, in Section 5.5, I discuss the findings from Sections 5.3 and

5.4.

5.2 Data and Analytic Focuses

The data examined in this chapter consist of eleven American English
and thirteen Japanese conversations between two students who are close
female friends in the Mister O Corpus. Each pair discuss the topic, “What
were you most surprised at?” for about five minutes (See Chapter 3).

Since the pairs are asked to talk about experiences in which they were
surprised, conversations are likely to proceed in such a way that one of the
pair relates her story and the other listens. I refer to the person who tells a
story as the “story teller” or “teller,” and the other person who listens to it as
the “story recipient” or “recipient.”

The transcripts are analyzed in order to identify the recurrent patterns
in which a story that has been told is shared between the teller and the
recipient. The special attention is paid on conversational devices that
constitute the process of story sharing whereby the teller and the recipient

attain mutual understanding and thus build closeness between them.
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In the following sections, I present the results of analysis of English

and Japanese patterns of story sharing, in turn.

5.3 Story Sharing in English Conversation

When American pairs talk about experiences in which they were
surprised, they attempt to provide a unique story, and when they listen to
stories as a story recipient, they show a “high-involvement style” (Tannen
1984) of information exchange by asking for further details, confirming what
has been heard, sending expressive response, and making evaluative
comments, and sometimes they share a relevant story of their own. By so
doing, they not only share each other’s stories by exchanging substantial
information but also ensure equal opportunities to speak and listen between

the pair. This may also contribute to feelings of closeness between them.

5.3.1 Conversational Devices that Constitute a High-Involvement Style of
Information Exchange
Conversational devices frequently observed in the process of story

sharing are provided below, with accompanying examples.

(1) Questions
The story recipient asks various types of questions, both to ask for

additional details and to verify what has been heard.
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(1) Wh-questions to ask for additional details

A :That was, that was very luck, I mean, cuz I only applied to one school,
so[ ...I was like...

B : [Oh, really?

B—: What school?

A :Glasser.

B :Oh, okay.

(i1) Yes-no questions to ask for additional details

A :And a really drunk bee decided [to sit on my arm. {laugh}

B : [A drunk bee!

A :And die there. {laugh}

A It was a big bumblebee too, it just like sat down, and I'm like, “Ow!”
{laugh}

B—: It stung you?

A Yeah.

(iii) Questions to confirm or verify what has been heard

A Sincle I lived there for eight yearsl.

B : [Huh.

B—: [So, you were eight then?
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A :Eight?

(2) Expressive response
Expressive response includes exclamations such as, “Wow,” “Oh,”

“(That’s) interesting,” and “(That’s) amazing.”

A Like, there’s colleges, there’s one in Ohio and I think another one in
North Carolina, where if you're a twin you get a discount...

B—: No kidding?

A :Yeah, it’s like you--you only pay for one of them kind of thing.

B—: That’s amazing.

A Yeah.=

B—: =Is that serious?

A :T'm se—-I'm selrious... they actually, they have those.

B—: [Wow.

(3) Evaluative comments
Evaluative comments give related knowledge or personal thoughts so

as to contribute to mutual understanding.

A :That is kind of young... {laugh}
B :[How old is she?
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A [ think it)...

A :She’s my age, twenty-one.

B :Oh, okay.

B—: I have friends who are gotten engaged... [who are that age... I guess it

happens more in the mid-west.

A [Uh-huh.

(4) Story rounds
“Story rounds” is the introduction of another story that illustrates
similar points (Tannen 1984). This resembles what Sacks (1992a) calls

“second stories.”

A :Yeah, that was really surprising. {laugh}

A My friend did the same thing at my house.

A :That was surprising for her. {laugh}

B—: Yeah...I remember one time something like that happened, exceptl...
A [Ooh...
B :1I was doing something for my grandparents, and, I was pushing down

wall into the thing.

These conversational devices, 1.e., questions, expressive response,
evaluative comments, and story rounds, are all the means for the story
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recipient to show her interest and appreciation and get involved in the story
that the teller has told. We should note that most of them can be regarded as
intention based. Negotiations initiated by the use of questions contribute
particularly prominently to the dialogical development of a conversation;
they are thus likely to be properly explained by major theories of pragmatics
such as politeness theories, which assume intentional strategies of
individual speakers.

In the following, I analyze two sets of discourse.

5.3.2 The Story of “A Crowded Train”

In Excerpt 5-1, the teller (T) describes a very interesting scene she
encountered on the first day she rode on an extremely crowded train in
Japan. We can see a process of story sharing in which the teller’s description
of her funny experience is further solicited and elaborated upon by the
recipient’s (R) enthusiastic participation. This participation includes a series

of questions and expressive responses.

Excerpt 5-1

01 T: Okay, well the... I think the most surprising thing that has happened
to me... would be... well, let’s do in Japan...[in my first day I had to
take an exam...

02 R: [Umn.
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03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

T: And... about my level of Japalnese...

R: [Oh, sure.

T: And so I went to get on my... find my way for the first time from my
houlse in Saitama...

R:  [Oh, uhh.

T: And... um... the... there had been a c--a train accident, [and so all the
trains were backed up, and it was so crowded--the most crowded it’s
ever been since I've been here.

R: [Uh-huh.

R: Uh-huh.

T: And... um... when we were getting in everybody’s shoving me, and of
course... and... {laugh} um... people started lifting people up, because
everybody was 1--late for work.

R:Un.=

T: =And so, nobody stayed, like usually some people will wait

[outside the train,

R: [Yeah.

14—T: But nobody stayed outside the train, and people were holding people

15

above their heads in the train—I'm not joking.

T: Anld...

16—R: [Like whole bodies, [or they laying like this way on them?

17

T: [Yeah.
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18 T:Yeah, like sitting, like [sitting on their...

19—R: [No!

20 T:Yeah, I'm not joking, this is my first time riding the train[s.

21-R: [Like
women or men?

22 T- Men.

23 T:And...Iwas... and... I couldn’t believe it... I was like... “I'm[ gonna be

living here!'
24—R: [So there
was like guys on top [of your head?

25 T: [Yeah, but I didn’t even know that... this was
abnormal, like I didn’t know there had been a wreck.

26 T:And so, I was just like... cuz it’s a long train ride, and so like “there’s
like no way I'm gonna be able to do this every single day.”

27 T: But... yeah... that was... [[ was... yeah, and that’s the only time that

it’s ever happened.

28—R: [Oh really!

29 T:And... but...

30—R: Like was it just like one guy, or was there like twelve guys sitting on

top of the [train?
31 T: [There was probably (three)... (three).
32—R: Big guys? [Little guys?
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33 T [Like medium guys, yeah.

34—R: And like there was girls underneath?

35 T:Yeah, I mean everybody underneath.

36 T:Is[n’t that insane?

37—R: [And no one cared?

38—R: Like how did they get up there?

39 R: Cuz the... you know the door [goes like to your head.

40 T [People... I know... but people were... I
Don’t... laugh} I have no idea, maybe they were friends. {laugh}

41—R: You think--wow!=

42 Tt =Yeah. {laugh}

43—R: So what did you do?

44 T: And so... I helped hold them, so it wouldn’t like break your neck.
{laugh}

45—R: No kiddi[ng!

46 T: [Yeah. {laugh}

47 R:Youre just standing there like “Oh my gold!”

48 Tt [Yeah.

49 R:“I'm gonna be here for a year and I have to do this every day![”

50 T: [Yeah.

{laugh}
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In the segment above, the recipient uses eight questions: six to seek
further details (lines 16, 21, 32, 37, 38, and 43) and two to confirm what has
been heard (lines 24 and 34). In addition, the recipient gives different kinds
of expressive responses (lines 19, 28, 41, and 45) when she gains answers to
the questions or additional description of the scene from the teller.

While the story teller relates her experience from line 01 to 14, the
recipient listens sending backchannels, like “Umn,” and “Oh, sure” (lines 02,
04, 06, 08, 11, and 13). When in line 14 the story teller comes to the punch
line, “But nobody stayed outside the train, and people were holding people
above their heads in the train---I'm not joking,” the recipient reacts in line 16
with a question to seek further details so that she can understand correctly
what the teller means, “Like whole bodies, or they laying like this way on
them?” Listening to the teller’s answer (line 18), the recipient exaggeratedly
and loudly shouts “No!” in line 19. This shows the recipient’s surprise and
appreciation toward the story.

In line 20, the teller attempts to conclude her story, saying “Yeah, I'm
not joking, this is my first time riding the trains.” Then the recipient
promptly asks another question to seek additional details, “Like women or
men?” (line 21). Eliciting an answer (line 22) and further statement (line 23)
from the teller, the recipient again asks a question to confirm what she has
heard, “So there was like guys on top of your head?” This question results in
eliciting a supplemental explanation from the teller (lines 25, 26, and 27), to
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which the recipient utters a loud and marked exclamation, “Oh really!” (line
28).

Subsequently, the recipient begins to ask another five questions (lines
32, 34, 37, 38, and 43) in rapid sequence. Each time she garners an answer
from the teller, the recipient gradually moves to another point so as to
expand the teller’s illustration of the incident, while she displays how
surprising and worthwhile the story is with expressive responses, “you
think---wow!” (line 41) and “No kidding!” (line 45).

This type of question asking, which is characterized by high pitch,
rapid rate, and reduced syntactic forms, is called the “machine-gun question”
(Tannen 1984). According to Tannen, questions of this sort signal familiarity,
casualness, and rapport. Hence, the teller and the recipient exchange
substantial information, while creating a feeling of closeness between them.
Moreover, expressive reactions are effectively used to show appreciation for
the surprising story’s worth; thus, they grease the conversational wheels by
encouraging the story teller to tell more (Tannen 1984). Both the series of
questions and the expressive responses are part of a high-involvement style
of information exchange.

Lastly, in lines 47 and 49, the recipient uses direct quotation to depict
feelings that the teller would have had in the narrated situation. Since in
direct quotation, the focus shifts to the person co-ordinates of the quoted
utterance, i.e., the teller in this case (Fauconnier and Sweetser 1996: 296),
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the recipient’s use of direct quotation (lines 47 and 49) is considered to be a
result of getting involved in the teller’s story. Thus, it shows a high degree of
sympathy. Achieving full understanding of the details of the situation
through a series of questions, the recipient seems finally to attain the teller’s
viewpoint, through which she imagines and depicts the teller’s feelings.

It is true that the experience illustrated in Excerpt 5-1 above is truly
unique, and this uniqueness may accelerate the high-involvement style of
conversation, but the essentials of story sharing witnessed in Excerpt 5-1,
that 1s, high involvement style of interaction comprising substantial
information exchanges, is pervasively observed in our English data, and not
only here.

In the following, I present another segment, in which the teller
recounts her experience as a story round, and the recipient of the story reacts

by means of questions, expressive responses, and evaluative comments.

5.3.3 The Story of “Sister’s Pregnancy”

Prior to the excerpt below, one of the pair said that she was surprised
when she learned that her twin sister was suddenly engaged to be married.
When this story is completed, the recipient takes the floor, saying, “That
reminds me of a time when I was surprised,” and she becomes the teller (T)
of a new story (Excerpt 5-2, line 01). This new teller’s transition utterance is

a signal that she is going to narrate a similar experience. This is called a
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“story round” (Tannen 1984). Telling a story round can be a particular type of
story sharing in that the story round shows that the recipient has had a
parallel experience, and so claims and proves her understanding and
appreciation of the preceding story through designing a resemble story

(Sacks 1992 vol. 1; Kushida 2006).

Excerpt 5-2

01—T: That reminds me of a time when I was surprised.

02 R: Really. {laugh}

03 R:And what was that? [{laugh}

04 T [I was surprised when my sister told me she was

pregnant.

05 R:Yeah, I was actually thinking of that because you told me, t--told me
earlier, and that, I was thinking, and I bet that was a shocker for
Sarah.

06 T:Yeah, well, the reason it was so shocking is because she called me on
my cell phone, and I had just gotten out of my friends play, and then, I
don’t remember what I was doing, but anyway, she called me, and it
was both my sisters and they just told me like, “Sarah, uhh... we have
something to tell you,” and I was like, “What?” and she’s like, “Oh,
Hannah has like a bun in the oven” or something, and I was like,
“What?!” {laugh}
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07 R:[Uh-huh.

08 T: [And then, I was in the middle of this like huge crowd of people, and I
was like, “Are you kidding?, like, what are you talking about?,” and
then, I was very surprised. {laugh}

09 T:And then I told my [friends, I was like “Hold on a second, my sister's
having a baby!” {laugh}

10 R: [Uh-huh.

11 T:And then her boyfriend thought I was weird or something. {laugh}

12—R: Your friend’s boyfriend or your sister’s?=

13 T =My friend’s [boyfriend.
14 R: [Uh-huh...[yeah.
15 T: [Yeah.

16 T:And the way they told my [parents was on Valentine’s day... well, my
sister, my parents, my sister and her... that--at that point boyfriend
were like, “Um, we have something to tell everyone, uhh... Hannah’s
pregnant.”

17 R [Uh-huh.

18—R:{laugh} Wow.

19 T: And it was the worst Valentine’s Day surprise ever.

20—R: What did your parents do?

21 T: Uh... my dad was just... didn’t say anything, he was just like, {laugh}
completely silent.
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22 T:And my mom was like, “Well, what are you going to do about i1t?”
[{laugh}

23—R: [{laugh} Wow.=

24 T =Yeah.

25 Rt Yeah.

26—R: I think that’s more surprising... that would be more of a surprise than
my sister getting engaged, like, even after she gets married if she says
“Oh, I'm pregnant,” I'm just going to be like, “Oh, my god! oh, my god!”

27—R: Like her saying she was engaged... I was like, “Wow, you're too young,

but okay.”
28 T:Yeahl...
29—R: [But, having a baby...

30 T: Well, the funny thing was... is that he was like twentyl... ahh... is he
twenty-one or...? I guess he’s twenty-two now, but he was like
twenty-one and she was twenty-eight... or tw--like twenty-nine.

31 R: [Uh-huh.

32 R:Uh-huh.

33 T:And then they were having a baby.

In line 04, the teller begins relating her experience with the sentence, “I
was surprised when my sister told me she was pregnant.” The recipient (R),
who acknowledges that she was told this matter earlier, still encourages the
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teller to relate this topic, saying “I bet that was a shocker for Sarah” in line
05. The teller moves on to illustrating how she was surprised when she was
informed of her sister’s pregnancy, dramatically with the use of direct
quotation (line 06, 08, 09), while the recipient listens sending backchannels
(lines 07 and 10). When the teller says in line 11, “And then her boyfriend
thought I was weird or something,” the recipient asks a question to clarify
what the teller means, “Your friend’s boyfriend or your sister’s?” (line 12).
Having confirmed her understanding (lines 13 through 15), the teller
resumes narrating (lines 16), and the recipient laughs and sends an
expressive response “Wow!” (line 18). Then the teller concludes her story,
“And it was the worst Valentine’s Day surprise ever” (line 19).

Subsequently, the recipient in line 20 asks a question to garner further
details, “What did your parents do?”; and attaining the teller’s answer (lines
21 and 22), she utters an expressive response “Wow!” (line 23). Following this,
the recipient presents an evaluative comment (lines 26, 27, and 29), in which
she compares the teller’s story with her own previous story about her sister’s
engagement. Then she expresses how she would feel if she were in the
teller’s situation, using direct quotation in an animated manner.

In this way, the teller’s story of her sister’s pregnancy is provided as a
story round that follows the previous story in which the current recipient
talked about her sister’s engagement. Furthermore, the recipient of this
ongoing storytelling communicates her understanding through the use of

172



questions, expressive response, and evaluative comments.

Our English data showed five cases of this sort of story rounds. Thus,
for American pairs the story round device is clearly one of the preferred
high-involvement strategies. It should be noted, however, that stories told in
rounds themselves are always individual and independent, while they are
closely related and connected, as seen in Excerpt 5-2. Borrowing Machi’s
(2007) terms?20, the phenomenon of story rounds among American pairs is the
“my story” type of discourse, in contrast to the “our story”’-type discourse
observed in Japanese conversation, in which relevant stories are likely to be
woven intricately into one flow of discourse.

As discussed above with Excerpts 5-1 and 5-2, most verbal exchanges in
the process of story sharing are characterized by a “high-involvement style”
(Tannen 1984) of information exchange; they include questions for the
recipients to elicit needed details for complete understanding, expressive
responses for the recipients to show appreciation, evaluative comments that
recognize the recipients’ original ideas, and story rounds that connect two
participants’ relevant and individual stories. In these practices, we can see
dialogic contribution from independent, individualistic selves. Hence, they

are suitably seen as the outcome of intentional strategies used for the

20 Machi (2007) uses the Mr. O Corpus as her data and examined how repetitions
operate in English and Japanese conversation, concluding that repetitions in
English contribute to building a “my story,” whereas those in Japanese are part of
creating of an “our story.”
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purpose of getting highly involved and creating mutual understanding by
exchanging substantial information, and this is realized by the rational
choices and inferences of the speakers.

Furthermore, we should note that the recipients’ contribution through
the use of conversational devices discussed above is made so as not to be
viewed as disruptive, or a challenge to the teller’s narrative ability to tell a
coherent full story (Koike 2009). Even in close relationships, the participants
are considerate enough to distribute equal opportunities to tell their
individual coherent full stories. We can say that story sharing is achieved
observing the Rules of Politeness, such as “Don’t impose,” and “Be friendly,”
which conventionalize consideration for keeping an adequate distance and
equality as an interactive norm (Lakoff 1973).

In the following, I analyze story sharing in Japanese conversation

between close friends.

5.4 Story Sharing in Japanese Conversation

The distinct phenomenon in Japanese conversation is that when the
recipient shows her understanding and sympathy toward the story teller,
and in turn the story teller responds to this, another story can be
collaboratively improvised. At that time, we can observe a conversational
phenomenon which I label “merging discourse.” In this phenomenon, the
story teller and the recipient enter a merged relationship and speak as if
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they share a single mind in creating a story. An example follows.

RITEA, BTASBNWEB2EWE ToZ 9, BUD LR, RAKEA, 5 A, AIEWD

LIIFDLRWTE, o TELETE -7z, LrbEVnLA

nan daro, karasu gurai okkii to, kekkoo, bibiru yo ne, nan daro, un, ningen

poi to wa iwanai kedo, doobutsu tte kanji datta, shikamo kuroi shi ne

“well, (being) big like a crow, (it's) quite, (it’s) scary, isn’t it? well, yeah, (I)

won't say (it was) like a person, but (it was) like an animal”

The example of merging discourse presented above is a verbal exchange
between two speakers that occurred after one of them brought up her
experience of encountering a dying crow on the street. Although this is made
up of four different utterances produced in turn by two speakers, when the
entire conversation is given with speakers not labelled as above, it is quite
difficult to tell which utterance was made by which speaker. In fact, the four

utterances were spoken as follows:

01A: RAZA, BTAIBNEsENE, THoZ2H
nan daro, karasu gurai okkii to, kekkoo

“How should I put this: with something as big as a crow, (it’s) quite...”
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02 B: UU'% L
bibiru yo ne
“Scary, isn’t 1it?”
03A: RRATEA, DA, ANHIEWEIZEDRWNTE, B> T L o7
nan daro, un, ningen pol to wa iwanai kedo, doobutsu tte kanji datta
“How should I put this: yeah, not to say (it was) like a human being, but
one felt (that it was) a living animal.”
04 B: L7s Bl
shikamo kurorl shi ne

“And also (it was) black, so...”

Mizutani (1993) called this type of discourse kyowa “cooperative
speech,” in contrast to taiwa “dialogic speech” for English, because the
speakers cooperate in making an utterance, whereas in dialogic speech, each
speaker complete his or her own utterances (see Chapter Two). For Mizutani,
kyowa 1s a distinctive characteristic of Japanese conversation, whereas
English conversation markedly shows the characteristics of zaiwa. In kyowa,
cooperation among speakers is particularly important such that they
frequently send backchannel signals to display understanding and
agreement, and even anticipate and say what the other is about to say. For
this reason, Japanese conversation is likely to weave multiple speakers’

utterances into a single stream.
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Merging discourse is observed in the process whereby the story teller
and the story recipient discuss the story that the teller has just provided. In
merging discourse, utterances from the both sides converge in a single
stream as if the teller and the recipient had a single mind. The distinction
between the two speakers becomes blurred, and it does not matter from
whom a given piece of information comes. In this sense, merging discourse is

an extreme and special form of kyowa, cooperative speech (Mizutani 1993).

5.4.1 Conversational Devices that Constitute Merging Discourse
The conversational devices that are prominent in merging discourse

are provided below, with accompanying examples.

(1) Repetition
Repetition is an utterance which repeats the other’s words or phrases.
Moreover, there are cases in which speakers repeat their own words or

phrases.

Al fiwn
kowai
“(It’s) scary.”

B: ffivy kia, EiEic
kowari yo ne, futsuu ni
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“(It’s) scary, isn’t it? Just plain (scary).”

(2) Take-Over
Take-over is an utterance that takes over the other’s utterance and

finish her sentence. It results in two speakers co-creating one proposition.

A piupia—, UKD K
nanka nee, panku-kei nano {laugh}
“Well, (he’s) the punk-rock type. {laugh}”
Al[th, £Z2<
[dene, sugoku
“And, see, (meeting him) totally”

B: [ A A—=—VEbobo ol

[llaughs/} imeeji kawacchatta

{laughs} “My/your) image (of him) changed.”

(3) Addition

Addition is an utterance that adds something strongly relevant to what

the other has said. It does not intend to elaborate or develop the other’s
utterances dialogically from a different perspective but rather to expand the
other’s utterances by taking her perspective. When an utterance is added

onto a prior utterance, they are connected together so that they will sound
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monologic.

Al S, B EREVA

»

(4) Overlap

Overlap is simultaneous talk by two participants.

A A xA—V[Ebobooiz

imeegi [kawacchatta

“(My/your) image (of him) changed.”
B: (5, TIWVIRFRTENLD

[soo, sugoi hade na ko dakara

“Yeah, (he’s) a really flowery little guy.”
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These conversational devices, 1.e., repetition, take-over, addition, and
overlap, are what I collectively label “induced-fit utterances,” because these
are realized by mutual induction of the adjacent utterances. That is to say,
the preceding utterance induces the following utterance so that they
mutually fit, as if they are in a key-and-keyhole relation. The idea of
“induced-fit” is based on Shimizu (2003, 2004), who discusses a mechanism
of co-creation of an improvisational drama by multiple actors (see Chapter
Six).

In the following, I will examine the two sets of merging discourse where

the story teller and the story recipient co-create one story.

5.4.2 The Story of “A Crow on the Street”

In the story of “A Crow on the Street,” a part of which was presented
earlier at the beginning of this section, the story teller (T) talks about how
she was surprised when she encountered a dying crow on the street. The

teller told her story as follows:

Excerpt 5-3
01 T ZrAd BEEW
nanka, ototoi,
“So, like, two days ago
02 R:H5A
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03

04

05

06

07

08

09

un
“Uh-huh.”

T 2ok s & &ic=
gakko kuru toki ni=

“When (I) came to school,”

R: =9l
= un
“Uh-huh.”
T FA@EY H5 Leh,/ =

mejiro doori aru jan/=

‘Mejiro Street, you know?”

R: =9Ah [DAILIA
=un [un un un
“‘Uh-huh, yeah”
T [ IZ AN CTeo =
[futsuu ni aruiteta no=
“(I) was walking along as usual.”
R: =95 A
=un
“Uh-huh.”
T ZL7zb, BT AOBEFRR LIZDR

soshitara karasu no nakigoe ga shita no ne
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

“Then (I) heard a crow crying.”
T: 2B, B, RATEASD . BTANNDLD ML EoT
dakara, a, nan daroo karasu ga iru no [kana to omotte
“And, wondering, “What was (that)? Is there a crow there?”
R: (S5
[un un
“Uh-huh.”
T brobkTHED, Lich, HlA 7 AN RICWD E-S Toi,/
chotto yokete mita no, shitara, futuu karasu ga ue ni iru to omou jan/
“(I) stepped aside a bit. Then—usually one expects a crow to be
overhead, yknow?”
T: L7266, FI2WT, BT7AR, T, o< ViE-TT
shitara, shita ni ite, karasu ga, de, hikkuri kaettete,
“But here (it) was down below, the crow, flipped over on (its) back...
R: 22—, Uo<ViEs [T/
ee, hikkuri kaet(teta no/
“Wow, did (it) flip over?”
T [T, FIZZS, Eoled
[de, shinisoo datta no,

“And about to die, (it) seemed.”

hee
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“Wow.”

17 T8 T, RAES ), BPBFICZE I RO LEST, BT ASTEB- [, TLL /S
de, nan daroo, mushi ga shinisoo nano to chigatte, karasu tte okkii,
desho/

“And then, how should I put this: unlike when a bug is about to die—a
crow is big, right?”

18 R: [DAIAIDH N

[un un un un

“Uh-huh, yeah.”
19 T T, HEoBRLoA /=
de, makkuro jan/=
“And jet-black, yknow?”
20 R: =9 A=
—un=
“Yeah.”
21 T =T, U»2<Vi->T, EHWTH—H—F->TT,

TV Y LTz
=de, hikkuri kaette, ue muite kaa kaa ittete,
sugoi bikkuri shita
“And flipped over on (its) back going “Caw! Caw!” so (I) was really
surprised.”
22 R H2b—, frzh (K
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waa, nani sore{laugh}
“Yikes, what are (you talking) about?” {laugh}
23 T [FrHEN o7 (B
kimochi [warukatta {laugh/}
“(I) was disgusted.” {laugh}
24 R: [REBEY (R}
[kimochi warui {laugh/
“Disgusting!” {laugh}
25 T A 22—, 1 ANESTZmb, Bo< W LeidE, Feh bolhdzid =
nanka, ee, hitori datta kara, bikkuri shita kedo, koe toka, a toka ieba
“And like, umm, (I) was alone, so (I) was surprised, and if (I) had

raised (my) voice and gone, like, ‘Oh!”

26 R: =9 =

—un=

“Uh-huh.”

27 T =/l
L. B 50 L=

=suko

shi, kanwa suru kedo=
“(It would have) taken the edge off (my unease) a little bit...”
28 R: =5l
=un
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29

30

31

32

33

“Uh-huh.”
T: Z2Ads, 9o, Th [»12056
nanka, u, tte natlta kara

”»

“But (as it was I could only) go like “Ugh!” and...

R: [5 A
[un
“Uh-huh.”
T 20V, RRANE Lol

sugoi, nanka kusushikatta
“(It) was super, like, unpleasant.”
R o, v5. LelEiZh, £h
aa, moo, dokidoki da ne, sore
“Wow, that makes (our/your) heart beat faster.”
T: Thpdll —&FO-><H LIk
sore ga saikin ichiban bikkuri shita koto

“That’s what surprised (me) the most recently.”

34 R: (R} miEWQ, BT R

35

{laugh/ saikin bi karasu ka
{laugh} “(What) surprised (you) recently—a crow, huh?”
T: B R, ol BICESE b, HAVTHAE DA

karasu datte shinisoo dakara agaiteru n da mon

“A crow, (I’'m telling (you): (it) was about to die, fighting for its life!”
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36 R: BEICZ 5 72 DHIH CTH BV 72

[shinisoo na no hajimete mi kiita
“(This) is the first time (I) ever saw—heard

about something about to die.”

From line 01 to line 33, the teller recounts her experience, and the
recipient listens while frequently sending backchannels. When the teller
describes her feelings that she had when encountering a dying crow, like
sugoi bikkuri shita “(I) was really surprised” in line 21, kimochi warukatta
“(I) was disgusted” in line 23, and sugor nanka kurushikatta “(It) was super,
like, unpleasant” in line 31, the recipient reacts sympathetically by sending
an expressive response (line 22), repeating the same word (line 24), and
interpreting and paraphrasing the teller’s feeling (line 32), respectively.

After the teller concludes her story in line 33, saying sore ga saikin
ichiban bikkuri shita koto “That’s what surprised (me) the most recently,”
the recipient actively participates in the talk. Lines 33 through 35 show
immediate repetitions, and the adjacent utterances are tightly linked. More
precisely, in response to the teller’s concluding remark in line 33, the
recipient in line 34 displays her surprise at the topic the teller chose, “a crow
on the street,” by laughing and saying saikin b1 (the initial sound of bikkuri),
karasu ka “(What) surprised (you) recently—a crow, huh?” The recipient
seems to find the teller’s choice of topic unexpected. In line 35, the teller
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immediately repeats the word karasu “a crow,” and defends her choice of
topic, saying, karasu, datte shinisoo da kara agaiteru n da mon “a crow, (I’'m
telling (you): because (it) was about to die, fighting for its life!” The recipient
in line 36, largely overlapping the teller’s utterance in line 35, repeats
shinisoo “dying” and says shinisoo nano hajimete mi, kiita “(This) is the first
time (I) ever saw—heard about—something about to die.”

Mi, kirta “saw—heard about” in line 36 1s understood to occur because
the recipient has stopped at the initial sound of mita “have seen.” Since the
recipient did not see the event actually, she corrected herself to say kirta
(have heard). This may also indicate that the teller’s illustration of a crow on
the street activated the recipient’s sensory cortex (Stephens et al. 2010) so
that she felt as if she herself were looking at the scene. In any case, the
utterance in line 36 is understood to be the recipient’s acceptance of the
teller’s story as an interesting story worth listening to.

Let us examine the next part of the conversation. In Excerpt 5-4, we

can observe what I call “take-over” in line 38 and “addition” in line 40.

Excerpt 5-4
36 R: [BEIZZ 2 72D TH, [z
[shinisoo na no hajimete mi, kiita
“(This) is the first time (I) ever saw—heard
about something about to die.”
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37 T: [5 A, 720, AR
H, ATASHBWEB2E NS FoZ 9
[un, sugoi ne, nan
daro, karasu gurai okkii to, kekko
“Yeah, amazing isn’t
it? How should I put this: with something as big as a crow, (it’s)
quite...”
38 R: % & [

bibiru yo [ne

“Scary, isn’t it?”

39 T [Z2AT2A. D e ARIEWEIZEDRWT E, @i Uk U7Zo7=

40 R: (ZRW) LabAaw L=

Receiving the recipient’s display of acceptance of the story (line 36), the
teller gives a big nod saying un “yeah” in line 37. Then she goes on to say,
sugol ne, nan daro, karasu gurai okkii to, kekko “amazing isn’t it? How
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should I put this: with something as big as a crow, (it’s) quite...,” with her
arms extending forward to outline a round shape. Then the teller instantly
gets stuck for a word maintaining that gesture. While listening to this, the
recipient repeatedly nods gazing at the teller. And then catching a short
pause after the last word, kekko (quite), which is an adverb that should
accompany an adjective, the recipient utters in a whisper voice, bibiru yo ne
(“scary, isn’t it?”) in line 38. I call this phenomenon “take-over,” where one
anticipates what the other has in mind and says what the other is about to
say, finishing the sentence. Since the recipient is not actually a witness of the
scene, she adds yo ne (literally, “isn’t it?”) to bibiru (scary) so as to elicit the
teller’s approval.

Take-over is a phenomenon often referred to as “co-construction,” and a
number of studies have examined it in terms of syntactic units (e.g., Hayashi
and Mori 1998; Ferrara 1992). Fujii (2012) categorizes what I call “take-over”
as one variation of interactive co-constructions and names it “mono-clausal
co-construction.” As a result of her comparative analysis of Japanese and
American English task discourse in the Mr. O Corpus, Fujii reveals that ten
out of twelve Japanese pairs use this device, whereas only five out of eleven
American pairs use it. This result reflects a tendency of Japanese
communication to use devices that induce or require responses from a
conversation partner.

Let us go back to analyze Excerpt 5-4. The recipient’s take-over, bibiru
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yo ne ‘Scary, isn’t it?” in line 38 seems to be brought out from her
sympathetic attitude toward the teller’s feeling depicted in the preceding
narration, such as kimochi warukatta “disgusted” (line 23) and kurushi
katta “unpleasant” (line 31). The teller, latching onto the last part of the
recipient’s take-over, bibiru yo ne “scary, isn’t it?” (line 38), repeats her own
earlier word, nan daro, “How should I put this.” And this is followed by un,
“yeah,” which is clearly pronounced and sounds like full approval of bibiru yo
ne ‘scary, isn’'t it?” (line 38). The teller then says, ningen poi to wa iwanai
kedo, doobutsu tte kanji datta “(I) won't say (it was) like a human being, but
(one) felt (it was) a living animal” in line 39.

It becomes apparent that what the teller actually had in mind when
she made a round shape with her arms was that the dying crow was like a
doobutsu (a living animal). Thus, what the recipient’s take-over delivered in
line 38 does not seem to be quite to the point. As seen in this case, take-over,
1.e., saying what the other is about to say based on anticipation, can be risky
because one is never able to tell exactly what the other really has in mind.
However, especially noteworthy here is that even if the content of the
take-over is not exactly ‘right’ in this sense, the teller in line 39 does not turn
it down; on the contrary, the possible gap between the teller and the recipient
seems insignificant, and the teller naturally accepts the recipient’s take-over
so that the possible gap is woven into her utterance.

Subsequently, in line 40, the recipient says with laughter shikamo
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kuroi shi ne “and also (it was) black, so...,” which also reflects the recipient’s
sympathetic attitude toward the teller’s feeling described in her earlier
narration (makkuro jan, “jet-black, yknow?” in line 19). Importantly, the
recipient says shikamo kuroi shi ne (and also (it was) black, so...) in such a
way that she “adds” her utterance on to the teller’s previous utterance (line
39). This is what I call “addition.” Addition is not an elaboration of a prior
utterance or a supplement of new information from a different perspective,
but it can expand the storyline maintaining the perspective so that the
adjacent utterances sound seamlessly joined to it, as if the whole had been
produced by a single person.

Let us look at the subsequent part.

Excerpt 5-5

40 R: () LabEL L=
{laugh/ shikamo kuroi shi ne=
{laugh} “And also (it was) black, so...”

41 T- =BV L., T2, Thbh, IEZI Lol Loid 5 [

(B

TOlREATARLTE

=kuroi shi, sugoi, demo ne, kawaisoo datta, yappa,

shinisoo da to, karasu dakedo

“(It was) black, super (black), but anyway, (it) was

pitiful, with (it) about to die—(I) mean, (it) was a crow, but...”
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42 R: [&

AN e AZRAREGE

[aa..

nn, n, karasu dakedo

“Ah, hmm, (it) was a crow, but...”

43 T {ZRw} WL oH 2

{laugh} kawai soo da
“(It) was pitiful!”
44 RzH7EonTZ
soo datta n da

“Was (it) now.”

The teller in line 41 repeats the final word of the recipient’s addition,
kuroi shi“black” (line 40), accompanying it with an adverb sugor “super
(black)” in such a way that she shows a strong acceptance. At this moment,
the teller and the recipient gaze to each other and nod simultaneously.
Then the teller continues to say, demo ne kawaisoo datta yappa shinisoo da
to karasu dakedo “but anyway, (it) was pitiful, with (it) about to die—(I)

2

mean, (it) was a crow, but...,” while the recipient listens incessantly sending
nods. Then the recipient in line 42 largely overlaps and shadows the teller’s
utterance karasu dakedo “(it) was a crow, but...” as if she is mirroring input

out loud. While doing so, the recipient still keeps nodding, and the teller also

192



gives a big nod just as the recipient says karasu dakedo “(it) was a crow,
but...”

Tannen (1993) reports that enthusiastic listeners who overlap
cooperatively, talking along to establish rapport, are perceived by
overlap-resistant speakers as interrupting and dominating conversation.
However, the recipient’s overlap in line 42 in Excerpt 5-5 does not seem to
intend interruption or dominance, or establish rapport. Rather, it looks like
more autonomous response that is triggered by entrainment (Kendon 1970)
as an outcome of a series of induced-fit utterances, including repetition,
take-over, addition, and overlap, which are often accompanied with mutual
nods, as discussed above. Most of them are not carefully choreographed
negotiation, but rather seem to be elicited automatically. What we observe
here can be said to be what Kita and Ide (2007) call “a common sentiment”
established through exchange of frequent nods that have little referential
content.

In line 43, reacting to the recipient’s prior utterance karasu dakedo “(it)
was a crow, but...” (line 42), the teller says with laughter kawaisoo da “(it) is
pitiful!” repeating kawaisoo “pitiful,” which she herself said in line 41. The
recipient in line 44 shows acceptance of it. In this way, the teller and the
recipient co-create and share the idea “even though it was (only) a crow, it

was pitiful.”
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5.4.3 The Story of “A Bride at the Café”

This subsection demonstrates how the story teller and the story

recipient enter into merging discourse resulting in the recipient’s joining the

side of active contribution to the storyline.

The story teller (T) talks about how she was surprised when she served

a bride in her wedding dress at a café where she is working part time. The

storytelling follows below.

Excerpt 5-6

01 T: ZzAnia, H=L b A MNEOFERAIZT E

02

R:

nanaka ne, atashi mo baito saki no hanashi nan [dakedo
“Well, mine is also about my part-time job, so...”
[H5AH A
[unun

“Uh-huh.”

03 T H7-LAKRTAD, FOH 7 = TR->TAIFEIT En

04

05

R:

atashi ima hoteru no, naka no kafe de yatten ldakedo ne
“Right now I work at a café in a hotel, you see,”
(DA A=
[ununun=
“Uh-huh, yeah.”
=\A MEOT L5 H
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D OEDFEIRAIZT EL BT o TSR E D Te A/

=baito hajimeta
bakkari no koro no hanashi nan dakedo, hoteru tte kekkonshiki toka
yaru jan/

“And back when (I)
first started as a part-timer—hotels offer wedding ceremonies, you
know?

06 R: bdbHOIA [HA
aaaa unlun
“Yeah, uh-huh.”
07 T [FhvC, RO TCLH, LEAMHERICA-TZHIZ, BESA
MEDELNEDPSZTRAD, VET 4T RUAFLEALET
[sorede, zenzen hajimete donichi, doyoobi ka nichiyoobi ni
haitta hi ni, hanayomesan ga sono manma no kakko de kun no,
uedingu doresu kita manma de
“So when (I) worked on a weekend for the first time, when
(I) went in on a Saturday or maybe a Sunday, (this) bride comes right
in, wearing (her) wedding dress, just like that,”
08R: &. [t/
a, [1ie kara/
“Wow, from home?”
09 T: [HboB7=Z, O, AP, D =
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10

11

12

R:

T:

[uchi no kafe ni, ano, nanka, ano=
“...to our café, to, well, how should I put this...”
=bdb, (KW} [£20)Z2Eh b
b, b (K]
=aa, {laugh} sooyuu koto ka,
aa, aa, {laugh/
“Oh, {laugh} () see, OK.”
{laugh}
[ s X35 70

AT 2TRDLD, 12D, HARREIERORERE L D03 &> T, BRI

DD, HSBLOSAL Nl T E

[kekkon
shiki joo kara kafe ni kuruno, dakara, minna kekkonshiki no hirooen

toka ga owatte, ocha nomini kuru no ga, uchi no baito saki nanda

kedo...

“(The bride)
comes into the café on (her) way from the chapel. (You) see, the café
where I work is where everybody goes after (their) wedding reception

1s over,”

R: [DAoA9h5 (A

[unununu/n
“Uh-huh, yeah.”
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13 T [tDEAEVZT 4T R
VADEME, KT
[sono manma uedingu
doresu no manma, kite
“(The bride) was still in
(her) wedding dress,”
14 T C, HLEHE—U-<V[LT
de, atashi wa choo bikkuri [shite

“And I was really surprised,”

15 R [& &=
[aa=
“Hmm.”
16 T: =T, HERICIZLET o THW-S

=de, gochuumon nani ni shimasu ka tte
kiitara
“And when (I) asked, ‘What would (you)
like?”
17 T vovx—=—EngbinT
Jinjaaeeru toka iwarete
“(I) got back, ‘Ginger ale,”
18 T: 2. br—5>—UA, ENEST

e, choo futsuu jan, toka omotte
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“And (I) thought “What a boring order!” {laugh}
19 T (&) 2. [TA. ZARARAREL
{laugh/ ko, [kon, konnan dayo
“(She)’s like this, like.”
20 R: [(Z—. [Z57AT2
[ee, [soo nan da
“Oh, really?”
21 T [Zriim, Y77 —Lm3 NTOEZ S, V&Y TS [T
HEIENNSTHNDAIZ
[nanka, sofa toka sannin gake no o koo, hitori de
suwat{te choodo ii gurai non ni
“(She) took up the sofa, a three-seater, all by herself,”
22 R [9

PN VRN INE R e

[un
unun, soo da yo ne
“Yeah,
that’s true.”
23 T Td-TT, T, BMSAFBIKE THO->TT (B} =
suwatte te, de, danna san wa shinseki to suwatte te {laugh/=
“And the groom sits over with (his) relatives.” {laugh}
24 R: = {&wv} A [>kn
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={laugh} medatsu

Yo ne
“Stands out
doesn’t it?”
25 T (.
THRIZEZFIFAL DL Y [L7z, &
[so,

hajimete mita toki honto bikkuri [shita, are wa

“I know! The first time (I) saw (it) (I) was really surprised!”

Lines 01 through and 25, the teller relates her story, and the recipient
(R) listens sending frequent backchannels. In line 24, the recipient, as if she
is also witnessing the situation being illustrated, laughs along and finishes
the teller’s sentence by anticipating and taking over what the teller is likely
to say, medatsu yo ne “Stands out, doesn’t 1t?” The teller in line 25 shows
agreement while laughing and continues to complete her storytelling saying,
so hajimete mita toki honto bikkuri shita, are wa “I know! The first time (I)
saw (it) () was really surprised!”

Excerpt 5-7 below is the verbal exchange that follows the teller’s
storytelling. After the story begins to sound complete, the recipient begins

actively responding to the story.
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Excerpt 5-7
26 R: [ (W) 95, 20 ZhRSD9H 7220/
{laugh/ moo, e, sore ga futsuu na no/
{laugh} “Is it ordinary (for you) now?”
27 T AinEhdBia, 5o hobootzinb, 4 X &b, bbb, &)
nanka sore ga ne, futsuu n natchatta kara, ima wa, aa, aa, toka

“Well, (it) has become ordinary, so, now (I)'m like, “OK, OK.”

40 R: (R} THEML, Wniedh, BT

{laugh/} demo dakara ii naa mire te

{laugh} “Anyway, (I’'m so jealous, (you) get to see (brides)”
41 T bbb, [£57Ehx

aa [soo da nee

“Yeah, (I) guess.”

42 R: [5 A

“Yeah.”
43 T AL TH, ARz R
un, demo, nanka nee, [nanka
“Yeah, but, how should I put this: you see, well...”
44 R: [ (&R} o< 0¥ 5 K[k

[{laugh} bikkuri suru yo ne
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{laugh} “It’s surprising, isn’t it!”
45 T [ (W) Uo<vT5k
[{laugh/} bikkuri suru yo
{laugh} “(You) bet it’s

surprising!”

In line 40, the recipient shows her envy toward the teller who has the
opportunity to serve brides, saying iinaa mirete “(I)m so jealous, (you) get to
see (brides).” In line 43, the teller responds to the recipient’s envy in a
somewhat hesitant and negative way, like un demo nanka nee nanka “Yeah,
but, how should I put this: you see, well...” Then, the recipient reorients the
flow of conversation back to the story the teller has told by laughing and
saying, bikkuri suru yo ne “It's surprising, isn’t it?” Yo ne attached at the end
of the utterance has the function of asking for the teller’s agreement. The
teller, in response, laughs along with her and demonstrates her agreement
by repeating the same words, bikkuri suru “it’s surprising.” Repeating
bikkuri suru “it’s surprising” can be evaluative, confirming that the teller’s
story was entertaining. As a result, the story recipient and the story teller
are now closely bonded through the repetition, while creating a fun and
enjoyable atmosphere.

Let us look at the subsequent verbal exchange. Here, we can observe a
sequence of “addition” in which the teller and the recipient add information
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strongly relevant to each other’s utterances. Through this, they co-create one

story with a pleasurable, communal tone.

Excerpt 5-8
45 T [ (&) Bo<vTas
[llaugh} bikkuri suru yo
“{laugh} (You) bet it’s
surprising!”

46 R (=W} 7 xicnnblan, 509

47 T: [ (B 7=
[llaugh} café
{laugh}“Cafés!”

48 T: (W) Lo [b, . TARAa—b—7T, L W =

49 R: AV VAR ESAY
[nanka {laugh/
“What do you know!”{laugh}
50 R: = &} 5

ik FELEE LR, Eo [THhIw



= {laugh/ soo
da yo ne, haba, haba toru yo ne, daltte sugoi
{laugh} “I know, right? And (they) take up so much room! Seriously,
(it)’s crazy—"
51 T: [£95. T2V, Ak, 2ok, o

DLLWVEL. QELNT, SinshiLiboalzolh
[soo, suggoi no, nanka ne, tabun ne,
kono gurai da yo, hitori de, koko ga atashitachi no ima [kono gurai

“Yeah, (it)’s crazy! Like, maybe, this

wide, all by herself, like us here now—"

In response to the teller’s utterance bikkuri suru yo “(You) bet it’s
surprising!” (line 45), in line 46 the recipient laughs along and says kafe ni
inai mon ne futsuu “(Brides) don’t come to cafés, usually.” Even though the
recipient does not actually experience the event being told, she seems to be
activated to feel as if she experiences it in the act of telling. The recipient
shows her understanding of how unusual it is that a bride dressed in her
wedding gown is sitting at a café. Then in line 48, the teller laughs and says
shikamo, a, aisukoohii de, toka “and (they) even (go), ‘oh, an iced-coffee, like
that” with a vivid gesture of a bride ordering a drink. The teller, who named
“ginger ale” as a drink the bride ordered in her earlier telling (see lines 16, 17
and 18 in Excerpt 5-6), makes her description more interesting by naming
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another ordinary drink, iced coffee.

In response to this teller’s somewhat comical expression, the recipient
in line 50 stretches her imagination to illustrate how wide the bride’s skirt is,
saying soo da yo ne haba, haba toru yo ne, datte sugoi ‘1 know, right? And
they take up so much room! Seriously, it’s crazy—" By saying so, the
recipient demonstrates her understanding and sympathy to the teller’s
description of the width of the bride’s skirt in her storytelling (see line 19 in
Excerpt 56). In line 51, the teller shows agreement by repeating soo suggoi
no “Yeah, (it)’s crazy!” in an exaggerated tone and says nanka ne, tabun ne,
kono gurai da yo, hitori de, koko ga atashitachi no ima kono gurai “Like,
maybe, this wide, all by herself, like us here now—" spreading out her arms
to show the width of the dress.

Noteworthy 1s that the recipient’s utterance in line 46 and the teller’s
in line 48, and the recipient’s utterance in line 50 and the teller’s in line 51,
are strongly connected to each other, maintaining a high degree of relevance.
As stated above, I call this kind of verbal behavior “addition.” Importantly,
addition is not an utterance that develops the other’s utterances dialogically
from a different perspective, but rather expands the other’s utterances
through the other’s perspective, so that together they sound monologic.
Furthermore, it should be noted that it is not the teller but the recipient who
positively brings what has been told in the teller’s story into the current
conversation. This shows that the recipient is highly involved in the teller’s
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experience and thus talks from the teller’s perspective. It also shows that the
recipient feels sympathy for the teller. In this way, the teller and the
recipient co-create one story while enhancing the fun of the story.

In the following excerpt, as a result of enhanced feeling of sympathy,
the recipient brings forth a new element into the situation the teller

depicted.

Excerpt 5-9
51 T: [£95. T2, 2Am

R, EHh, ZOSHEWEL, 0LV T, ZIhbiLizbns [ZolbHn

52 R: [~2—. Lpbis

Ehglin
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53 T: [Z9. 1BAE, A, BT EEIIBETLIO
[soo, honto, kin, dasu toki kincho suru no

“Yeah, definitely! (I) get nervous when (I) serve (them).”

In line 51, the teller exaggeratedly illustrates the width of the bride’s
dress with her arms spread out. In line 52, the recipient responds to it by
saying hee, shikamo yogose nai yo ne “Whoah! And (you) can’t get (it) dirty,
either!” as if she visualizes a scene of serving a drink to a bride dressed in
her wedding gown. This can be what I call addition in that the adjacent
utterances, the teller’s utterance in line 51 and the recipient utterance in
line 52, are connected together so that they sound monological. In line 53,

the teller demonstrates her approval of the recipient’s utterance.

5.5 Individualistic Volitional Utterances in High-Involvement Style of
Information Exchange vs. Communion of Empathy in Merging
Discourse

The results of analysis showed that American pairs display the
high-involvement style of information exchange whereby the recipients of
the story ask questions to garner information to verify their understanding,
expressive responses to demonstrate their appreciation of the story, such as

“Wow!” “No kidding!,” evaluative comments that express personal thought

contributing mutual understanding, and story rounds that provide another
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story relevant to the previous one so that two speakers build a bond. We
should note that most of these practices are made by recipients based on
their volition so that they can stay on the tellers’ topic by providing or
eliciting substantial information. Furthermore, these practices are realized
only if the recipient and the teller collaborate while maintaining their
distinct positions as independent individuals. Accordingly, it is volitional
utterances that constitute the high-involvement style of information
exchange. Through these utterances, participants build closeness while
ensuring individuality and equality.

The phenomena of merging discourse in Japanese conversation are
differentiated from the high-involvement style of information exchange in
English conversation. In merging discourse, the story teller and the recipient
share a story co-creating one flow of storyline through induced-fit utterances,
such as repetition, overlap, take-over, and addition. In this process, the
distinction between the teller and the recipient is likely to become blurred,
and utterances from both sides get interwoven so that it does not matter
from whom a given piece of information comes. Most of the induced-fit
utterances do not deliver substantial information that derives from
individuals’ intentions. What the teller and the recipient are doing in
merging discourse is not exchange of information, but rather “communion of
empathy,” in which they enjoy sharing feelings associated with the teller’s
past event while generating comfortable atmosphere. By so doing, they
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enhance closeness and still oneness.

5.6 Summary

This chapter analyzed English and Japanese conversion between close
friends focusing on the ways in which the story teller and the recipient share
the stories being told. The results showed that American pairs display the
high-involvement style of information exchange which consists of volitional
utterances. On the other hand, Japanese pairs showed what I call “merging
discourse,” in which the story teller and the recipient co-create one flow of
storyline. What is achieved in merging discourse is communion of empathy,
in which participants enjoy sharing feelings and thus enhance closeness

while creating comfortable atmosphere.
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Chapter Six

Discussion

6.1 Introduction

In Chapters Four and Five, I have analyzed English and Japanese
conversation focusing on observable, explicit verbal (and sometimes
non-verbal) signs, partly making use of frameworks provided by major
theories of pragmatics such as Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987). It appears
that those theories are helpful and offer understandable explanations of
language use in some measure, but still we have unsolved problems, in
particular, with respect to distinct features of Japanese conversation:
specifically, (1) the wakimae aspect of language use and (2) co-creation of
merging discourse. Judged in terms of the notion of rationality, upon which
major theories have been built, to speak according to wakimae, i.e., one’s
sense of place or role in a given situation compatible with social conventions,
or according to co-creating merging discourse, in which two speakers enjoy
communion of empathy without conveying volitional exchange of substantial
information, might be regarded as irrational. In Section 6.2, I analyze
rationalist theories of pragmatics with a special focus on Brown and
Levinson’s (1978, 1987) theory, arguing that they are limited by a
fundamental assumption of rationality, so that they cannot account for the
wakimae aspect of language use and the co-creation of merging discourse.
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In order to tackle these problems, in Section 6.3, I introduce ba-based
thinking (Shimizu 1995, 2003, 2004; Hanks 2016; Otsuka 2011) as an
approach that may complement rationalist theories of pragmatics. Then, in
Section 6.4, using ba-based thinking, I interpret conversational discourse
taking into account implicit communication so as to uncover the logic of the

wakimae aspect of language use and the co-creation of merging discourse.

6.2 What Major Theories of Pragmatics Leave Unexplained

Major theories of pragmatics fail adequately to account for the
wakimae aspect of language use and the co-creation of merging discourse,
due to the constraints of their rationalist model of human interaction. Brown
and Levinson (1978, 1987), for example, try to reduce all communicative
practices to principles of rational human activity based on the idea that any
type of language use is by definition rational.

In reference to Max Weber’s theory of social actions, Brown and
Levinson (1978: 67) state that they formulated their model by taking in
Weberian terms the more strongly rational mode, “instrumental rational
action,” which is determined by consciously calculating attempts to attain
desired ends with the choice of appropriate means (Weber 1972).

However, as Ide (1989) argues, there are two other types of social action
in Weberian terms which Brown and Levinson ignored from the first: that is,
“traditional/conventional action,” which is determined by ingrained
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habituation, and “affectional action,” which i1s determined by specific affects
and feeling status. These two types are labeled as irrational actions in
Weber’s theory and its reformulation by Habermas (Ide 1989; Miyahara 1986,
1987). By and large, the wakimae aspect of language use, in which speakers
act according to their sense of place or compliance with conventional social
roles, corresponds to Weberian traditional/conventional action (Ide 1989),
and the co-creation of merging discourse, in which speakers enjoy
communion of empathy, corresponds to Weberian affectional action. Thus we
can say that the wakimae aspect of language use and the co-creation of
merging discourse, both of which are seen as irrational types of action, lie
outside Brown and Levinson’s concern.

The crux of the problem is that regardless of the existence of these
non-rational kinds of language use, Brown and Levinson insist on rationality
as the source of language use and indeed try to reduce all social facts to
principles of rational activity, including even what Durkheim (1961)
regarded as “irreducible,” such as communal, routinized and
conventionalized types of actions. For Brown and Levinson, such types of
actions are automatically applied as “ready-made programmes,” but still
preserve “original rational origin” in their construction (1987: 85).
Accordingly, they deploy the term “strategy” that connotes “conscious
deliberation” for the purpose of reducing the causes of all social facts to
rationality. Indeed, they concede that not everything that they call “strategy”
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1s always conscious, but this hedging does not solve the essential
contradiction, which stems from the “biggest single stumbling block to theory
throughout the social sciences: the nature of the unconscious and
preconscious where all the most important determination of action seems to
lie” (Brown and Levinson 1987: 85). In short, their insistence on rationality
as the only motivator of language use led them to try to reduce all types of
language use to purposive strategies. However, this ends up causing a
methodological contradiction.

In fact, the concession above exposes the limitations of Brown and
Levinson’s rationalist absolutist approach, which remains broadly accepted
in the social sciences. I would argue that this approach is well received
mainly because it fits “the common sense of speakers of modern Western
languages, with the attendant premises of individualism, rationality, and
market economy,” (Hanks et al. 2009a: 1) and not because it accounts well for

the phenomena of language.

6.2.1 Unsolved Problems with the Wakimae Aspect of Language Use

The comparative analyses of English and Japanese data in Chapters
Four and Five show that whereas English speakers more or less maintain a
reciprocal exchange of volitional utterances in both teacher-student and
student-student conversation, Japanese speakers demonstrate significantly

different types of verbal behavior. As long as we rely on mainstream theories
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of pragmatics based on rational absolutism, Japanese speakers’ language use
can be regarded as irrational and inscrutable. Why and how do Japanese
speakers behave in such a way?

The volitional utterances which we consistently observe in English
conversation can be understood as the outcome of speakers’ active and
intentional choice of purposive strategies. In teacher-student conversation,
both teachers and students ask questions so that they equally distribute
opportunities to tell individual stories and elicit details and views, whereby
they attain clearer and better understanding (see Chapter Four). Accordingly,
I call questions in English conversation “individualistic volitional utterances.”
In student-student conversation, speakers get highly involved while showing
appreciation for their partner’s stories using conversational devices such as
questions, expressive responses, and story rounds. Moreover, the
high-involvement style of information exchange also consists mostly of
volitional utterances which work to elicit information required for
understanding and to display feelings or thoughts in response to a story.

Overall, regardless of any social distance between speakers,
conversational contribution for English speakers is attained through
reciprocal, equal participation accompanying exchange of substantial
information. What underlies this practice is the ideal of independence,
individuality, and equality. Hence, most of the utterances in English data fit

major theories of pragmatics, which are premised on a calculative rationality
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that allows speakers a basically volitional choice of strategies.

In contrast, recurrent patterns of language use observed in Japanese
conversation do not necessarily fit the notion of rationality that major
theories assume. Findings from Chapters Four and Five indicate that
Japanese speakers show quite different patterns of language use according
to different categories of addressees. In Chapter Four, I showed how
questions in teacher-student conversation, where speakers are meeting for
the first time, are characterized as “role-oriented wakimae utterances.”
Throughout, teachers exhibit a caring, supportive initiative by actively
asking questions in such a way that they suggest a topic to share, then
merge into a storyline which students tell. This is sometimes done even to
create a climax in the students’ stories. In this way, teachers fulfill the role
expectations of a teacher by helping students to talk more easily and by
guiding the conversation. Students, on the other hand, play a complementary,
submissive role by not asking questions that would significantly affect the
conversational flow. I argue that such relationally-defined complementary
role fulfillment derives from one’s sense of place or role within social
convention—wakimae—rather than from individual, volitional choice.

By contrast, student-student pairs who are close friends often
demonstrate merging discourse in which two speakers co-create one
storyline. Utterances intertwine, and the boundary between the two becomes
blurred. Speakers speak as if they share a single mind while enjoying
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empathic communion. How can we explain the difference in behavior
between student-student pairs and teacher-student pairs? This is also the
result of wakimae, the principle by which speakers behave primarily
according to their sense of place or role in a given situation: whether they are
speaking with a close friend, an addressee from an in-group category, or one
from an out-group category like a teacher whom they meet for the first time.

This wakimae factor observed throughout the Japanese data is
supported by a cross-cultural survey conducted by Hill et al. (1986). Their
quantitative study revealed how unfailingly Japanese show a clear-cut
distinction in the use of formal and non-formal forms in accordance with
in-group and out-group addressees. Formal speech is used for out-group
people, such as a professor, whereas informal speech is used for in-group
people, such as a close friend. In contrast, Americans do not make such a
distinction. There are expressions used for almost all categories of people.
What makes Americans choose expressions from the relatively wider range
of possibilities is likely to be their volition (see Figures 2.2 and 2.3 in Chapter
Two). Furthermore, it is important to bear in mind that wakimae is
understood to be pre-intentional and pre-reflective at the level of situation,
not a matter of intention (Hanks 2016). As claimed by Coulmas (2005), who
revealed that even a flight crew struggling with a pressing emergency kept
using honorifics according to status relationships, the wakimae aspect of
language use is deeply rooted in the unconsciousness so that it is
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automatically and obligatorily activated (see Chapter Two).

Although Hill et al.’s (1986) and Coulmas’s (2005) studies focused on
choice of expressions on sentence and morpheme levels, respectively, their
results have much in common with my observations on the current data, in
that they showed that the social categories of addressees can be a crucial
determinant for Japanese word choice. It can be said that wakimae governs
all levels of Japanese language use, including the discourse level, as I discuss
in Chapters Four and Five above.

If we make of rationality a monolithic source of language use, as major
theories of pragmatics do, then speaking according to wakimae might be
regarded as irrational or inscrutable, but I hope I have established that this
is not the case. In this final chapter, I will now articulate some of the

non-rational logic of wakimae language use.

6.2.2 Unsolved Problems with the Co-Creation of Merging Discourse
Another problem that major theories left unexplained is the co-creation
of merging discourse. Chapter Five discussed merging discourse in which
student-student pairs who are close friends share a story, co-creating one
narrative flow through induced-fit utterances, such as repetition, overlap,
take-over, and addition. This pattern of story sharing is differentiated from
the high-involvement style of information exchange, which is observed in
English student-student conversation. Although Japanese and American
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pairs similarly enjoy sharing stories and generating a cheerful atmosphere,
what Japanese speakers do is a communion of empathy in which substantial
information exchange is scarce, whereas what English speakers do is
exchange their intentions by delivering substantial information.

Although Japanese teacher-student and student-student pairs display
very different patterns of communication, the phenomenon of merging
discourse is not necessarily associated only with student-student pairs. On
the contrary, in teacher-student conversation, teachers promote merging
discourse, particularly in a context where teachers create the climax of
students’ stories by means of questions that take-over what students are
about to say, causing laughter and induced-fit utterances such as repetition
and overlap from the both sides (see Excerpt 4-12 in Chapter Four).
Accordingly, merging discourse is preferred for Japanese conversational
interaction, regardless of the social distance between speakers, at least as far
as our data is concerned.

How can we account for merging discourse? One of possible clues to
uncover its logic can be found in Tannen’s (1989) claim. Citing some
neurolinguistic research (Whitaker 1982, Gibbs 1986) as evidence, Tannen
(1989: 87-93) emphasizes the automaticity of repetition, one of the
induced-fit utterances that is pervasive in our data. Importantly, repeating
what 1s heard with a split-second delay while inevitably overlapping the
other’s utterance is most demonstratively automatic. Such repetition does
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not grow out of a pre-formed mental image but rather is automatic. This
seems similar to what 1s happening in the merging discourse in our data.
Tannen (1989) concludes that the metamessage of rapport is accomplished by
repetition and overlapping; furthermore, at least some part of these is
automatic.

However, major theories of pragmatics are based on what Chomsky
calls “Cartesian Linguistics,” which is based on the idea of “MAN” as the
“RATIONAL ANIMAL” (see Chapter Two). Chomsky deemed automatic
repetition-type utterances, such as those found in wakimae speech, outside
his scope of inquiry because they are “natural movements which betray
passions and may be imitated by machines as well as manifested by animals,”
and he differentiated them from true language, by which rational humans
place their “thoughts on record for the benefit of others” (Chomsky 1966: 4).
Brown and Levinson deal with repetition, but only after they have declared
it to be, in fact, rational. Like Chomsky, they explicitly limit their interest to
rational activity (see Subsection 6.2.1), and so they justify their interest in
repetition by awkwardly categorizing it as purposive use of a “positive
strategy” to demonstrate that one has heard correctly what the first speaker
said, or to stress emotional agreement or interest (1987: 112). However, in
fact, most of the repetitions in our data look more automatic than purposive.
Thus, Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) view of repetition is inaccurate and
incomplete.
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Again, the limits of major theories of pragmatics lie in their focus on
the notion of rationality as human nature and as a source of language use.
As long as we rely on this assumption, merging discourse can be regarded as
a representation of irrationality and inscrutability. In the following, I
introduce ba-based thinking as a complementary approach to tackle these

problems.

6.3 A Complementary Approach: Ba-based Thinking
6.3.1 Self as Parts of a Whole

The concept of “ba” (32) and “basho” 3EFT) “place, site, scene” is useful
for exploring non-rational elements of language. Originating in various
colloquial Japanese expressions like ba o yomu “reading the scene,” ba o
wakimaeru “knowing one’s place,” ba-chigai “out of place,” etc., ba as a
philosophical idea has been developed notably by Kitaro Nishida (cf.
Nakamura 2001) and Motoki Tokieda (2007). Here, I will relate my data to
the thought of various recent ba-inspired scholars, including that of Hiroshi
Shimizu (1995, 2003, 2004), a biophysicist and philosopher who writes about
ba under the influence of Nishida; William Hanks (2016), a linguistic
anthropologist who examines ba in terms of communicative practice; and
Masayuki Otsuka (2011), a jurist who writes about ba.

Although the terms basho and ba, are both often translated into
English as “context,” “field,” or “situation,” neither of them is semantically
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equivalent (Shimizu 1995; Hanks 2016). In ba-based thinking, basho, where
human beings live our lives, 1s regarded as the place where ba is present or
emergent since sho of basho means “place.” Ba is the subjectively perceived
transcendent representation of basho, whose constituents are inseparable
and interacting with each other (Shimizu 2004). Ba may be sensed as a kind
of atmosphere that subsumes us, which is characterized as immediate,
incessantly changing, dynamic, complex, holistic, and hence irreducible. We
are able to sense ba only because we are being at basho as inseparable
constituents of basho and ba.

Babased thinking locates its core at what is called the Copernican
point of view, in which it is assumed that all entities, including human
beings, are inseparable parts of a whole, as opposed to the so-called
Ptolemaic point of view, in which it is assumed that man is the center of the
universe and in control of all other things, which are in turn objectified
(Shimizu 2003). In other words, the former starts from existential
non-separation of self and other, subject and object, whereas the latter starts
from an existential division between self and other, that is, a primordial
subject-object distinction (Hanks 2016). The latter is predominant in the
social sciences, within which the major theories of pragmatics were
developed.

This “Copernican revolution,” by which ba thinking proposes the

non-separation of man from other entities, leads us to see the self as part of a
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whole. In fact, ba-based thinking does not posit the self from the outset, but
rather sees the self as an unseparated, connected part of a whole from which
it arises. This assumption is often discussed under names such as
“non-separation of subject and object,” or “non-separation of the self and the
other” (Otsuka 2011, Hanks 2016, Shimizu 2003).

In ba-based thinking, it is assumed that man is a part of a whole, of
which the constituent parts connect with and influence one another. What
underlies this is a worldview growing from various Asian philosophical
traditions. When we look around us, we see concrete things such as people,
animals, plants, rivers, mountains. They are there because there is a basho
where they can be, and they are part of the basho where they are. They
connect and influence one another in many ways. For example, rain moistens
the earth, and plants grow from it, as part of it. When we eat plants, they
become part of our bodies. When it does not rain, plants do not grow, and
humans and animals starve. Similarly, people connect and influence one
another. Thus, no concrete entity exists on its own without a basho and
connections with others. Again, we are in space filled with air. Although we
usually do not see air, none of us can live without it, and we live in close
relationship with it. In every case there is such a space that subsumes all

constituent parts and their dynamic activities, and this is sensed as ba2! (cf.

21 Hanks (2016) calls this level of ba as “primary ba.” The concept of basho roughly
corresponds to “second order b2’ in Hanks’ terms.
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Yokota 2014, Hanks 2016, Otsuka 2011).

In this connection, ba-based thinking assumes that there is no
enduring, independent self. Put simply, if you go to your parents, you are a
child, and if you go to your children, you are a parent. If you go to a company,
you are an employee.22 There is no unchanging core there in particular (cf.
Yokota 2014). Self is what arises from the relationships in a given basho.
This also means that relationships can emerge only because the self is part of
a whole, and the whole determines these relationships (cf. Shimizu 2003,
Otsuka 2011).

The view presented above takes a different direction from the
assumptions about human selfhood which we might trace through Descartes,
Chomsky, Grice, and Brown and Levinson. In these latter paradigms, the self
1s primordially given as a rational entity. Thus, it can be in the center and
control and objectify other things (Shimizu 2003). This is the view of
subject/object separation, and it leads to a related focus on analytic reduction
(Hanks 2016).

Babased thinking does not assume a self, and no clear boundary is
drawn between self and other. Accordingly, unlike major theories of
pragmatics that attempt to explain how primordially separated selves

interact, in ba-based thinking, we start from non-separation and must rather

22 By and large, this can be seen as typical social behavior across cultures. The
point is that ba-based thinking finds no enduring, independent self. This
corresponds to the idea of “no-self” in Buddhism.
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explain various forms of “articulation through which the individual subject
(self) can emerge”?3 (Hanks 2016).

In the following, I discuss three key notions of the ba-based thinking:
(1) inside perspective, (2) dual mode thinking, and (3) the improvisational

drama model.

6.3.2 Inside Perspective

The idea that the human being is a part of a whole implies that the
whole is viewed from the inside, not the outside. Thus, the self (the subject)
is included as a part of the same system as the other (the object).

Inside perspective is important because it allows us to depict the
activity of the self in its living state. Shimizu (1995, 2004) argues that for the
purpose of uncovering complex, dynamic systems such as human
communication, the only point of view that is relevant to observation and
description is the inside perspective. As long as we observe the object from
the outside in such a way that we pick out a manageable part, and then
ascend to a larger part, we are practicing a reductionistic way of thinking
and cannot disclose the dynamic activity of the self.

Ba has been compared to the idea of “context” in major theories of
pragmatics, which stresses the reflexive relationship between man and its

environment (cf. Goodwin and Duranti 1992). However, the two are not

23 “Self” within the parentheses is added by the author.
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identical (Saft 2014). The idea of “context” assumes that the world is
comprised of human beings and their environment, so we already have
things separated by an invisible border. Hence, the context and its contents
are each objectified and observed from the outside. By contrast, the idea of ba
removes the border between the human and the environment, and as a result,
the human becomes an element of the environment (Shimizu 1995).
Accordingly, the ba way of thinking provides an inside perspective to depict a

dynamic mechanism of ongoing communication.

6.3.3 Dual Mode Thinking

If selves are undifferentiated parts of a whole, how can they act as
unique individuals? The notion of “dual mode thinking” (Shimizu 2003, 2004)
gives a model for thinking about the activities of selves understood as

undifferentiated in this way. Dual mode thinking explains “self” as follows:

“...the implicit and explicit domains bound to a self are by no means

mutually independent and are actually organized within a single

existence through mutually induced-fit interactions.” (Shimizu 2016: 3)

This dual mode thinking assumes that the self consists of two domains:
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the explicit and implicit domains.24 The explicit domain is called “egocentric
domain,” which manages conscious activity such as volition, intellection, and
judgment. The implicit domain is called “basho domain,” which coordinates
an individual’s corporeality and feeling, which is perceived at the
subconscious level.25

In order to illustrate this idea, Shimizu (2003) posited an egg model of

the self as shown in Figures 6.1 and 6.2 (All rights reserved by H. Shimizu).
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Figure 6.1 Egg Model of Self (Shimizu 2003)

24 For Shimizu, the egocentric domain corresponds to the Cartesian cogito, and the
“basho domain” is what was not taken into account in the Cartesian cogito (Shimizu
2004).

%5 Shimizu (1996) explains that “basho domain” is associated with the amygdala of
the limbic system, while “egocentric domain” is associated with the neo-cortex of the
brain. The validity of dual mode thinking is underscored by the neural structure of
the brain. According to Shimizu (1996: 97), recent discoveries have shown that
visual signals to the brain are divided into two routes at the sensory thalamus. One
route goes to the sensory fields on the neocortex, while the other route goes to the
amygdala and a closely connected area called the hippocampus. The amygdala is
related to activities associated with feeling, and the hippocampus, with its so-called
“place cells” (Shimizu 1995; Wood et al., 1999), is related to positional activities. The
visual signals that go to the sensory fields on the neocortex, on the other hand, will
be involved in processing colors, forms, and fine details. Since the route via the
amygdala is much simpler in structure than that via the sensory field, the signals
that come down from the amygdala will arrive in consciousness first and determine
the context for signals coming up from the sensory fields through the inferior
temporal cortex. This results in the fixing in consciousness of the relative positions
of the objects of perception.
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The self, in Figure 6.1, is compared to a raw egg broken into a bowl. The
“egocentric domain” corresponds to the egg yolk, and the “basho domain” is
compared to the egg white. Just as the egg white adapts to fit its context, 1.e.,
the surface of the bowl, “basho domain” (Figure 6.1) is understood to be
inseparable with basho, and thus the internal state of basho can be perceived
through “basho domain.” The space over which the egg white spreads is what
is sensed as ba. The egg yolk and white areas are never mixed, but they
make a mutually induced fit in such a way that the egg yolk influences the

egg white, and in turn, the egg white influences the egg yolk.

Figure 6.2 Sharing of Ba (Shimizu 2003)
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Figure 6.2 compares a group of people existing in a place to raw eggs
broken into a bowl. In the bowl, each egg yolk localizes at a different position,
while the egg white areas resonate and merge so that the borderlines grow
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invisible, and organize themselves into a coherent structure in a
“self-organizing” way. The emergence of coherence enables the egg yolks to
share the merged egg white; this is called “ba sharing.” In this state, egg
yolks are subsumed by the merged egg white and tied together by invisible
threads of resonance. Since egg white, or “basho domain,” coordinates feeling
and corporeality, the merged egg white, 1.e., the merged “basho domain,”
leads to the sharing of feeling and corporeality between selves. Sharing of
feeling stresses the feeling of co-existence, empathy and compassion, and
this sometimes promotes identification with another’s viewpoint and
anticipation of what move is made by another. Corporeal sharing is revealed
in forms such as entrainment and synchronicity, in which interactants
resonate rhythmically and automatically entrain or synchronize with each
other’s body movements and voices. This phenomenon has also been studied
by many scholars (e.g. Kendon 1970; Condon 1980; Hall 1983; Heron 1992).
Hall (1983: 162) describes what we call “ba sharing” as “interpersonal
synchrony” that is realized by “the delicate web of body rhythm that ties us
together.”26 Heron (1992) calls this “mutual phase-locking,” in which people
share rhythms and vibrate in harmony. He states that this occurs in good

conversation and is evidenced by the fact that participants’ brain waves

26 According to Hall (1983: 162), an American anthropologist, it is difficult to
explain rhythm in English since English does not have the vocabulary, and the
culture does not have the concepts, for rhythms that tie people together. For
Americans, individuals’ behavior originates inside the skin and is isolated from
others.
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oscillate in union.2?

In addition, the egg model of the self explains that just as each egg yolk
will spontaneously find an appropriate position as their whites self-organize
and merge in the bowl, under the process of ba sharing, individual selves
find their appropriate positions in a social interaction.

Thus, the idea of dual-mode thinking provides us with an interpretive
framework by which we can explain why and how it is possible for self to act
independently as an individual while being, in fact, an inseparable part of a

coherence-generating whole.

6.3.4 Improvisational Drama Model

Aside from the egg model, which is a static model for the logic of
dynamic co-creation, an analogy of improvisational theatre has also been
proposed (Shimizu 1995, 2003). At a theater, which corresponds to the basho,
the actors improvise a story together, while constantly making adjustments
to the drama as it develops. How is this possible? The improvisational drama
model explains its mechanism as follows.

Just as the raw eggs in the bowl merge together through sharing their
egg white, actors in an improvisational drama are connected by sharing their

“basho domain.” When an actor makes an utterance, it changes the story,

27 Heron (1992) discusses various phenomena that indicate entrainment. For
example, heartbeats between therapist and client can coincident.
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and thus the internal state of bashois affected. This altered state of basho is
perceived by the actors via their shared “basho domain,” which can induce
them to produce the next utterance in such a way that it fits the altered state
of basho. These “mutually induced-fit interactions” (Shimizu 2016) occur
between the shared “basho domain” and individuals’ unique “egocentric
domains.” Such induced-fit interactions will be repeated in a cyclic way in
the creation of an improvisational drama. That is, the incessantly changing
internal state of basho can be perceived by actors because of the existence of
shared “basho domain,” and this makes it possible to improvise a drama.
Since the “basho domain” coordinates feeling and corporeality, actors
are able to play with “relevant timing (“ma”) governed by a common internal
clock” (Shimizu 1995: 72). Thus, a story is co-created by the actors under the
influence of subsumptional constrains, that is, “continuous simultaneous
resonance” (Heron 1992: 100) which is induced in each actor by the shared ba.
That 1s, actors are engaged in each other’s rhythms and tied together in this

state.

6.4 Interpretation of Japanese Discourse using Ba-based Thinking: Speaking
as Parts of a Whole
Here, I deploy ba-based thinking and attempt to interpret the wakimae
aspect of language use and co-creation of merging discourse. These two

phenomena correspond to “traditional/conventional action” and “affectional
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action” in Weberian terms, both of which lie outside the kind of
“Instrumental rational action” in which Brown and Levinson were interested.
Barbased thinking interprets them as the representation of selves speaking

as parts of a whole, that is, a ba.

6.4.1 The Wakimae Aspect of Language Use: Articulation of Self

The wakimae aspect of language use means speaking according to one’s
sense of place or role in compliance with convention. Ba-based thinking
allows us to interpret speaking according to wakimae to reflect how the self
is articulated in the present basho.

Barbased thinking assumes that there is no enduring, independent self,
and that the self is what arises from the relationships in a given basho. Thus,
we must explain the articulations through which an individual self can
emerge (Hanks 2016). Taking this approach, let us look at the data again.

In Excerpt 4-6 below (reshown, see Chapter Four), a teacher and a
student who are meeting for the first time, and the teacher opens the
conversation by saying while laughing a, ima kincho shiteru, daijyoobu “Oh,
are (you) nervous now? (Are you) all right?” (line 01). The student also laughs
and says hai, kinchoo shite masu “Yes, (I’'m nervous” (line 02). And then the

teacher willingly takes the first slot to tell a story (lines 04 and 06).
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Excerpt 4-6: At the very beginning of conversation

01-T: &, AFEL TH /RLKR (K]

02

03

04

05

06

07

a, ima kinchoo shiteru/, daijyoobu/ {laugh/}

“Oh, are (you) nervous now? (Are you) all right?’{laugh}

SEn (R BIRLTET

hai, {laugh/ kinchoo shite masu

“Yes, (I’'m nervous.”

BRI NEY

{laugh} hai

“Yes.”

P RZL Ledh, LroBRLTOHATZWEND, KYIFANS

ee, jaa, chotto kinchoo shiteru mitai dakara, sarsho watashi kara

“Very well, then: (you) seem to be a bit nervous, so first I will...”

b, Fn=

a, hai=

“Oh, yes.”

P UKD LEETHDATT IR E D

bikkuri shita hanashi suru n desu kere do mo

>

“(I will) tell a story in which (I) was surprised, so...

A

hai

“Ye S .77
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Why do the people meeting for the first time behave in this way? Why
does the teacher spontaneously show a caring attitude? Why does the
student readily accept 1t? This type of verbal exchange is characteristic of
Japanese teacher-student pairs in this phase, but it does not occur in our
English data.

Babased thinking interprets what we witness here to be a process of
articulation through which the self arises. To be more precise, one of the pair
1s articulated as the self whose role i1s a teacher, and the other is articulated
as the self whose role is a student. Stated differently using the egg model,
each egg yolk individually finds an appropriate position; at the same time,
egg whites self-organize to merge together and generate coherence; that is ba
sharing.

Note that the articulation of the individual self occurs immediately
without any explicit negotiation between the participants. This suggests that
the articulation of the self, which is shaped with relationally defined social
roles, 1s a pre-reflective action. This is possible only if there is what Brown
and Levinson (1987: 85) called “ready-made programmes,” which are
characterized by their “present, automatic application.”

This works in the following way. There are various roles in society.
None of them is independent, but rather each role is associated with
conventional expectations. To be more accurate, there are various role
relationships in society that are defined by conventional expectations, and
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thus by deeply ingrained habituation. A case in point is a teacher-student
relationship, in which a teacher is conventionally expected to guide a student
in a caring manner, and a student to be cared for by the teacher, as our data
showed.28 Another example is the relationship between close female friends,
in which individuals are expected to enjoy communion of empathy in such a
way that individuality 1s not at the forefront, as also seen in our data.
Diverse relationships of this type form one overall order in society (Shimizu
2003), and this subsumes the basho, in which constituent members of society
encounter one another. In this case, such an overall order of relationships
corresponds to a whole, which is sensed as ba. In a given basho, the self
arises by being invoked by and identified with the most relevant role
relationship, in tune with ba. What is needed here 1s a sensitivity to what is
called for in the immediate basho, and this sentsitivity is called wakimae.

Selves arise in tune with each other. This may indicate that the ba
operates as a set of subsumptional constraints for each participant; in other
words, both participants are under the influence of subsumptional
constraints, which are shared and perceived as their basho domain merges
together.

Let me show another example. Excerpt 4-21 (reshown, see Chapter

28 As Lebra (1976) and Nakane (1978) point out, Japanese vertical relationships
are typically characterized as quasi-parent-child relationships in which the superior
is expected to take care of the subordinate (see Section 4.5 in Chapter Four). This
tendency was also found in our data. It is also possible that individual institutions
or groups may demonstrate some differences in terms of the way superiors and
subordinates communicate.
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Four) beautifully displays the way in which the observance of relationally
defined conventional roles is ensured though exchanges of
self-representation, 1.e., as a teacher and a student. In line 03, the teacher,
who has just finished telling a story, asks a question, gakusei san de irassh
“Are (you) a student?” Receiving the student’s answer that she is job-hunting,
the teacher asks another question (lines 07 and 09) to guide the student to

talk about her job hunting.

Excerpt 4-21
03 T FhEsA[CHBEoL
gakuseil san [de irassh
“Are (you) a student?”
04 S: [TV, 4444 T=
[hai, ima yonensei de,

“Yes, (I’'m a senior, and,”

05 T: =b=
ah
“Oh.”
06 S: =BIRIEE L T ES =
=shuushoku katsudoo shite imasu=
“(I) am (now) job-hunting.”
07—T- =&,
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Lo, stidEEt 2o

ja, shuushoku katsudoo chuu nara
“Oh,
well then, since (you)’re job-hunting...”
08 S: 3w
hai
“Yes.”
09—=T: Bo< VT2 LtxrblbA oL
bikkuri suru koto takusan alrun ja nai kashira
“...don’t (you) encounter a lot of surprising things?
10 S: =< sAd v ETh
[takusan ari masu ne

“Yes, a lot.”

The verbal exchange in Excerpt 5-21 shows how profoundly and
persistently the articulated self as a teacher or a student penetrates this
ongoing conversation and how significantly it affects smooth communication
between participants who meet for the first time.

Barbased thinking interprets the wakimae aspect of language as an
outcome of the articulation of the self based on one’s sensitivity to what is
called for in a given basho, which is subsumed by ba and perceived from the
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inside as a whole comprised of diverse conventional role relationships.
Furthermore, the articulated selves that are defined with a conventionally
defined role relationship are able to communicate smoothly. Such
articulation of self may also arouse a feeling of unity between speakers since
it reminds them that they are parts of the common whole, that is, the
community they belong to.

Interpretation of the wakimae aspect of language use, from the
perspective of ba-based thinking, offers supportive and consistent
explanations to previous studies of Japanese self by many scholars: the
linguists Suzuki (1978) and Ide (1995, 2012), the anthropologists Lebra
(2004) and Barnlund (1975), and the cultural psychologists Markus and
Kitayama (1991).

Suzuki (1978) pointed out that the use of self/other specifiers in
Japanese is conditioned by relationally-defined roles. As Figure 6.3 shows, a
hypothetical 40-year-old male elementary school teacher indicates himself in
seven ways according to different interlocutors, such as a casual form boku
when facing his father, elder brother and colleagues, a formal form
watakushi when facing the principal, (name) senser, literally “teacher” when
facing his pupils. Although a variety of self/other specifiers in Japanese may
seem inscrutable to speakers of languages that rely on immovable
coordinates of “I=speaker” and “you=addressee,” ba-based thinking sees this
also as an articulation of self according to one’s sense of basho at hand in
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tune with ba, which is comprised of diverse, conventionally-defined role

relationships.

principal |

kacho
SENSE

elder brother father

THISAT :

opsan
walakish .
alisan

name 4+ chan

& = ;
£ 3\

Figure 6.3 Self/other specifiers used by a hypothetical

40-year-old male (Suzuki 1978: 126)

Similarly, Markus and Kitayama (1991), who studied the concept of the
Japanese self in contrast to Americans, characterized the Japanese concept
of self as an “interdependent view of self,” in that it defines the self in terms
of relationships with others in specific contexts (see “B” in Figure 6.4). The
American concept of self, by contrast, is characterized as an “independent
view of self” because it preserves a separate individual whose nature is not
bound by a specific situation (see “A” in Figure 6.4). As the grounds of these
claims, Markus and Kitayama (1991) quote a study by Cousins (1989), in
which he compared the self-descriptions of American and Japanese students.
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Cousins empirically revealed that the Japanese are likely to define
themselves in terms of their expected roles in society, such as “I'm a mother,”
whereas American self-descriptions are more abstract and situation-free,

such as “I'm creative.”

Sibling

Co-worker

Friend
A. Independent View of Self

Mother

Father
B
x X Sibling
Friend — X
» x X Ty @
-@_’@Co-worker

Friend
B. Interdependent View of Self

Figure 6.4 Conceptual representations of the self (A: Independent construal; B:

Interdependent construal) Markus and Kitayama 1991: 226)

In a similar vein, Ide (2012) discussed the Japanese structural self and
the American construal of self in relation to others and situations. In Figure
6.5, the circle center in both figures represents the individual “I.” The
American “I” is described with a continuous ring, whereas the Japanese “I” 1s
described with a dotted line. This means that the American self is solid and
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remains the same regardless of the relationship to others and situations. By
contrast, the Japanese “I” is like a fragile shell that is not rigidly distinct
from the self of the members of the ingroup, such as family and close friends.
Instead, it is obviously distinct from people of the outgroup, such as a teacher,
clerk, or physician, and still distinct from people who are outside of the

outgroup, 1.e., strangers.

[apanese American
/d\ ‘ “ ~~. .
™ # - 3 '\
TR ' I,' P L .‘

[ i I‘,'{l) @ (3 e ( j i

Domains of interactional sell
(1) uchi (ingroup)

(2) sota (outgroup)
(3) soto no(GEN) soto or yoso (outside of outgroup)

P

Figure 6.5 Structural construal of self (Ide 2012: 127)

I claim that Suzuki (1978), Marcus and Kitayama (1991), and Ide
(2012) commonly show that, for the Japanese, the self is articulated
according to roles and relations in a given situation, and it is also explained

by ba-based thinking.
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6.4.2 Co-Creation of Merging Discourse: Merging Selves

Using babased thinking, I interpret the process of co-creation of
merging discourse in which participants enjoy the communion of empathy. I
find that merging discourse, that is, moments of heightened resonance and
empathic connection, is generated by means of induced-fit utterances, that is,
recurrent conversational devices like repetition, take-over, overlapping, and
addition. If there is a subject to be found here, it is primarily the shared
basho domain in which the two selves emerge.

Let us look again at two excerpts that we analyzed in Chapter Five. In
Excerpt 5-3 (Reshown, see Chapter Five), after the story teller concludes her
narration in line 33, the recipient and the teller engage in a series of

repetitions.

Excerpt 5-3
33 T zhnmii —&FOG-< YL E
sore ga satkin ichiban bikkuri shita koto
“That’s what surprised (me) the most recently.”
34 R: {&RW} BaL, 77 A
{laugh/ saikin bi karasu ka
{laugh} “(What) surprised (you) recently—a crow, huh?”
35 T W7 R, EoT, BIZZEDES, &RV THATE A

karasu datte shinisoo dakara agaiteru n da mon
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“A crow, (Im telling (you): (it) was about to die, fighting for its life!”
36 R: [BEISZ D 72D T, (BT

shinisoo na no hajimete mi kiita

“This is the first time (I) ever saw—heard

about something about to die.”

We can see here three kinds of repetitions (lines 33-34: saikin bi
(sur...recently), lines 34-35: karasu (a crow), lines 35-36: shinioo (about to
die). As the teller and the recipient entrain expressions by repeating each
other’s words, the proximity between adjacent repetitions grows closer. The
last repetition (line 36), which shows the closest proximity to the preceding
utterance, largely overlaps it. This type of repetition demonstrates a high
degree of automaticity (Tannen 1989).

Barbased thinking interprets this sequence of repetitions as follows.
The teller and the recipient are in the basho, sharing their basho domain, as
two raw eggs in a bowl merge via their egg white. When the recipient repeats
the teller’s words (line 34), the shared domains of basho begin to
rhythmically resonate; and this influences the teller via the shared domain
of basho and induces the teller to produce another repetition (line 35). Then,
the teller’s repetition (line 35) continues to increase its resonance, and this in
turn influences the recipient via the shared domain of basho so that she is
induced to repeat and overlap the teller’s utterance (line 36). In this way, as
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the resonance of the shared domains of basho intensifies, the degree of
entrainment rises. At the same time, this triggers entrainment of feeling so
as to enhance empathy and the feeling of co-existence. Such incessant
change in shared domain of basho is perceived by the participants as ba from
the inside of basho, and the participants are led to act in tune with ba.

Let us look at the next part of the conversation. In Excerpt 5-4
(Reshown, see Chapter 5), we can observe what I call “take-over” in line 38

and “addition” in line 40.

Excerpt 5-4
36 R: B2 5 2@ TH, [H7e
[shinisoo na no hajimete mi kiita
“This is the first time (I) ever saw—heard
about something about to die.”
37 T: [9 A, T2nia, AR
H, ATASHLNBSENE o9
[un, sugoi ne, nan
daro, karasu gurai okkii to, kekko
“Yeah, amazing isn’t
it? How should I put this: with something as big as a crow, (it’s)
quite...”
38 R V1'% L[
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bibiru yo[ne

“Scary, 1sn’t it?”

39 T [Z2A7EA. D, ANRIEWEIETEDRWT L, B UK LE T

While listening to the teller who gestures with her arms to illustrate the
great size of the crow that was about to die (line 37), the recipient gazes at
the teller and nods along with the teller’s speech. Furthermore, when the
teller holds that pose as she is momentarily lost for words, the recipient
takes over the teller’s utterance, saying, bibiru yo ne (“scary, isn’t it?”) in line
38.

Ba-based thinking interprets the verbal exchange visible here as follows.
The recipient, who has connected with the teller in a merged domain of
basho which has come to resonate intensely with repetitions and rhythmic
nodding, is able to anticipate what the teller has in mind and say it for her.
This leads her to take the perspective of the teller and finish her sentence. It
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may be a very high moment in which the recipient and the teller can feel
being inseparated and experience a state of oneness.

Moreover, the recipient is led to say shikamo kuroi shi ne “and also (it
was) black, so...” (line 40) in such a way that her utterance is added onto the
teller’s preceding utterance. This is what I call “addition,” in which the
adjacent utterances sound seamlessly as if the whole had been produced by a
single person. Ba-based thinking interprets the recipient’s addition as the
result of an intensified degree of sharing of basho domain; that is, the
recipient’s sympathetic imagination is evoked strongly, so that she identifies
with the teller’s perspective to produce the same storyline together.

Based on the discussion above, I claim that merging discourse
constitutes moments of heightened resonance and empathic connection.
During such moments, the egocentric domain of the self, like the egg yolk, is
surrounded and subsumed by the intensified rhythmic resonance of the
basho domain, like the egg white, which is merged and shared between
selves. In this state, the activity of the basho domain predominates over the
egocentric domain. The speaker may describe this state of being as “tiny” or
“empty” (Hanks 2016), since the speaker’s intentional and rational activity is
minimalized. This is the “communion of empathy” in which speakers
co-create a merging discourse whose logic is primarily one of pleasure.
Moreover, we should note that what underlies this phenomenon is a “deep
relationality of non-separation” (Hanks 2016) of self and other. Accordingly,
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co-creation of merging discourse is adequately understood as part of
“speaking as parts of a whole,” that 1s, ba.

As Condon (1980) points out, communication is not an external or alien
system which can be studied apart from its involvement in what it means to
the communicants. We can say that ba-based thinking has a framework that
makes it possible to depict communication from its involvement in what it
means to the communicants. As we have discussed above, ba-based thinking
disclose speakers who are immersed in joy of co-existence. This is what

received theories of pragmatics did not afford to.

6.5 Summary

In this chapter, I have explained how major theories of pragmatics such
as that of Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) cannot adequately explain
non-rational aspects of language use such as wakimae and the co-creation of
merging discourse in Japanese conversation, due to their assumption of
“rationality” as the source of all language. Because they have been judged
from such a limited perspective, non-rational elements of language use have
often been pathologized as irrational or inscrutable (Section 6.2).

Next, I introduced ba-based philosophy (Shimizu 1995, 2003, 2004;
Hanks 2016; Otsuka 2011) as a complementary approach to the analysis of
language use, in order to uncover the logic of the wakimae aspect of language
use and the co-creation of merging discourse. In ba-based thinking, basho is
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regarded as the place where bha emerges. Ba is the subjectively perceived
transcendent representation of a basho in which inseparable constituents
interact (Shimizu 2004). I presented four key notions of ba-based thinking:
the self as a part of a whole; the non-separation of self and other; inside
perspective, which views the whole from the inside; dual mode thinking,
which assumes that the self consists of two domains, the “egocentric domain”
and the “basho domain”; and the improvisational drama model, which
explains the dynamic mechanism of the activity of the self (Section 6.3).

Based on the ba-based thinking, the wakimae aspect of language use
and the co-creation of merging discourse are interpreted as logical
consequences of the reality of communication, that is, that speakers speak as
parts of a whole. I argue that the logic of the wakimae aspect of language use
is the articulation of a self, which is achieved by the speaker’s sensitivity to
what is called for in the immediate basho. The basho is subsumed by ba, a
whole, as perceived from the inside of the basho, and which is comprised of
diverse conventional role relationships.

I understand the logic of the co-creation of merging discourse to be
primarily one of pleasure. I claim that merging discourse happens at pivotal
moments of heightened resonance and empathic connection between selves.
Within these selves, it is in the basho domain that the participants can

merge and speak as if they share one mind.
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Chapter Seven

Conclusion

7.1 Overview

In the introduction to this dissertation, I wrote that Japanese
conversation demonstrates some phenomena that cannot be explained well
by major theories of pragmatics that originate in Euro-American traditions.
Then, I raised three objectives as follows:

First, I aimed to reveal the culturally shaped patterns of conversation
of the American English and Japanese languages. For this purpose, I
contrastively analyze American English and Japanese conversations
between teacher-student pairs who are meeting for the first time and
student-student pairs who are close friends. Teacher-student conversations
are analyzed in terms of how they communicate through question-asking.
Student-student conversations are analyzed in terms of how they
communicate when they share stories. Secondly, I criticize rationalist
theories of pragmatics, such as Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness
(1978, 1987), to reveal what they can and cannot do. Lastly, as a framework
to supplement those theories, I introduce ba-based thinking (Shimizu 1995,
2003, 2004; Hanks 2016; Otsuka 2011) and look for the underlying logic of
Japanese conversation in this vein. Keeping these three aims in mind, I will
provide an overview of my study by summarizing each chapter.
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Chapter Two started with a review of the major theories of pragmatics
in Euro-American traditions, such as Grice’s theory of conversational
implicature (1975) and theories of politeness (Lakoff 1973, 1975; Leech 1983;
Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987). Those theories are grounded in paradigms
which assume deliberate choice and rationality as the source of all language
use, based on Chomskyan ideas about human nature. This approach is
typified by Brown and Levinson’s attempt to reduce any type of language use
into purposive strategies (1978, 1987).

The latter half of Chapter Two surveyed some characteristics of
Japanese conversation which major theories of pragmatics do not explain
well. First, I discussed wakimae aspects of language use, that is, speaking
based on “one’s sense of place or role in a given situation according to social
conventions” (Ide 1989: 230), as typically observed in Japanese honorifics
and formal speech, in contrast to volitional aspects of language use, in which
speakers’ focus 1s placed primarily on their own intention, as markedly
observed in English conversation. Secondly, I discussed kyowa (Mizutani
1995) or cooperative speech, in which multiple speakers cooperate to
complete each other’s utterances, in contrast to English conversational style,
taiwa or dialogic speech, in which each speaker expresses ideas by
completing his or her own utterances. Furthermore, some conversational
devices that are associated with kyowa, such as aizuchi or backchannels,
repetition, and take-over, were discussed.
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In Chapter Three, I introduced the data for this study, a cross-linguistic
video archive called the Mister O Corpus. From this corpus, Chapter Four
compared English and Japanese conversation between teacher-student pairs
focusing on the use of questions. My analysis showed that in general
American teachers and students equally ask questions. Through question
asking, they distribute equal opportunities to tell their own stories, garner
further details, and elicit personal views so as to cultivate mutual
understanding while elaborating conversation. In Japanese conversation, on
the other hand, teachers ask questions in a caring manner; they suggest a
topic to share, complement or expand upon students’ story telling, and
sometimes create a climax for a student’s story. By contrast, students avoid
asking questions that would significantly affect the conversational flow.
Based on these findings, I characterized Americans’ questions as
“individualistic volitional utterances” because questions were asked
according to stategic choices while reflecting the ideal of equality. On the
other hand, I characterized Japanese questioning utterances as
“role-oriented wakimae utterances,” since their questions can be attributed
to wakimae, that is, to speakers’ sense of roles compatible with social
convention, in which superior-subordinate relationships are typically
characterized as “quasi-parent-child relationships” (Lebra 1976; Nakane
1978).

Chapter Five analyzed English and Japanese conversational exchange
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of stories between student-student pairs. I found that American pairs show a
high-involvement style of information exchange, in which stories are shared
by exchanging substantial information between the story teller and the
recipient. Conversational devices observed in that process include questions
to elicit further details or confirm understanding, expressive response that
displays appreciation, such as “No kidding!,” evaluative comments that
express personal views, and sometimes a “story round” (Tannen 1984), in
which the recipient tells another story that illustrates similar points. In
contrast, Japanese pairs display what I label “merging discourse” when they
share stories. In merging discourse, the story teller and the recipient
co-create a story as if they share a single mind; this can be understood as an
extreme form of kyowa or cooperative speech (Mizutani 1995).
Conversational devices that constitute merging discourse are repetition;
take-over, which is an utterance that completes the other’s sentence based on
anticipation; addition, which is an utterance that adds a relevant comment
from the other’s perspective; and overlapping talk. I call them “induced-fit
utterances” by using Shimizu’s term “induced-fit” because they are realized
by mutual induction. Exchange of induced-fit utterances is not exchange of
intentions or substantial information, but rather communion of empathy.

In Chapter Six, I criticized Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987)
framework, one of the most influential rationalist theories of pragmatics,
pointing out the ways in which it is confined within a narrow notion of
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rational human nature and results in a methodological contradiction. In
reference to the Weber/Habermas typology of social action (Miyahara 1986,
1987; Ide 1989), Brown and Levinson’s concern was for “instrumental
rational action,” and they ignored irrational types of social action, that is,
“traditional/conventional action” and “affectional action,” which may be
understood to correspond to speaking according to wakimae and co-creating
merging discourse, respectively. Nevertheless, their adherence to rationality
as the source of language led them to try to reduce any type of language use
to purposive strategies. Therefore, I concluded that rationalist theories fail to
adequately explain non-rational phenomena observed in conversation.

Then, in order to uncover the logic of the wakimae aspect of language
use and co-creation of merging discourse, I introduced ba-based thinking
(Shimizu 1995, 2003, 2004; Hanks 2016; Otsuka 2011). Ba-based thinking
posits a Copernican point of view, which assumes that human beings and
other entities are all inseparable parts of a whole, in contrast to what it calls
the Ptolemaic point of view, the view that man is in the center and in control
of all other things, which are in turn objectified (Shimizu 2000), as seen in
major theories of pragmatics. In other words, the former starts from an
assumption of “existential non-separation,” while the latter starts from the
assumption of an existential self-other division (Hanks 2016). Ba is defined
as a whole that is subjectively perceived as being present or emergent at a
basho, a scene whose constituents are inseparable yet interacting with each
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other (Shimizu 2004). This framework begs the question through what sorts
of articulations the individual self can arise (Hanks 2016).

From this viewpoint, I interpreted the wakimae aspect of language use
as an outcome of the articulation of the self at a given basho. In conversation
between a teacher and a student who are meeting for the first time, one of
the pair is articulated as a self whose role is a teacher, and the other is
articulated as a self whose role is a student in such a way that they are
compatible with the conventionally defined teacher-student role
relationships. This is possible because of one’s sense of wakimae, that is,
sensibility to what is called for at the present basho. What is felt as ba in this
case 1s the community they belong to, which is comprised of an overarching
order of diverse conventional role relationships. Articulation of self according
to the relevant role relationship makes communication stable and smooth,
while arousing a feeling of unification among speakers, since it reminds
them of their identity as parts of the common whole.

Subsequently, as useful notions particularly for an interpretation of the
co-creation of merging discourse, I presented the idea of “dual mode thinking”
and the “improvisational drama model” (Shimizu 2003, 2004). Dual mode
thinking assumes that the self is composed of explicit and implicit domains:
the “egocentric domain,” which manages conscious activity, and the “basho
domain,” which is dominant for an individual’s corporeality and feeling. The
improvisational drama model explains how the “egocentric domain” and the
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“basho domain” of multiple selves influence each other so that they are able
to improvise a story as it develops. That is to say, it is in the “basho domain”
that multiple selves can share a ba and co-create a story. When conversation
partners repeat each other’s words, the “basho domain” rhythmically
resonates to merge, and this triggers simultaneous talk, that is, overlapping.
As the result of this intensification of resonance, speakers can anticipate
what the other has in mind and take over what she is about to say. Moreover,
this state may evoke sympathetic imagination so that speakers identify with
the other’s perspective and add the storyline together. While co-creating
merging discourse, speakers enjoy the feeling of non-separation of self and
other, that is, co-existence. This is the logic of the co-creation of merging

discourse.

7.2 Toward a Richer Universality of Pragmatics

Judged by the standard of individualistic, volitional, and rational views
of human nature, the wakimae aspect of language use and the co-creation of
merging discourse can be seen irrational. In fact, one of my American
colleagues said that merging discourse type of conversation is often observed
among Japanese, especially, among young girls, and it is propositionally
superficial and sounds childish. Another said that in the U.S., young children
are taught by their parents not to interrupt other people’s sentences;

accordingly, for Americans most of the induced-fit utterances that constitute
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merging discourse would constitute a breach of conversational etiquette. I
find in these comments a kind of bias in favor of individualistic and volitional
utterances. Providing a proper explanation for the non-rational aspect of
language use by introducing ba-based thinking, therefore, may have
significant implications for cross-cultural understanding. We should know
that language use is always culturally shaped and has its own underlying
logic that should be fairly respected.

Furthermore, I would like to emphasize the significance of ba-based
thinking in terms of its contribution to a richer universality of pragmatics,
while appreciating received theories of pragmatics.

Morris (1972: 1), a historian, explained that Euro-Americans
traditionally think of themselves as “people with frontiers” who stand “apart
from the natural order in which they are set, subjects over against its
objectivity.” Such an individual identity has been excessively developed in
Euro-American culture and education so that it is regarded as a matter of
common sense. However, it is far from being the common experience of
humanity; on the contrary, from a global viewpoint, it is an “eccentricity”
(Morris 1972: 2). Needless to say, this is the very concept of self that
underlies major theories of pragmatics. Hanks et al. (2009a) claimed that
theories in pragmatics predominately arise from West-European and
Anglo-American traditions and are well received mainly because they fit “the
common sense of speakers of modern Western languages, with the attendant
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premises of individualism, rationality, and market economy,” (Hanks et al.
2009a: 1) and not because they account well for the phenomena of language.

When looking outside the Euro-American world, as Morris (1972)
discusses, we ubiquitously find a relative weakness of the sense of
individuality, in which the self is not private property, but is in the common
mind of one’s people. That is to say, the self exists as “community of being,”
and people live emphasizing on tradition, conventions, spiritual connection,
and togetherness (Morris 1972). Imamura (1996), an anthropologist who
studies communication in Africa, describes how people move in synchrony
when gathering wild plants. According to Imamura, people scattering far
and wide to gather plants spontaneously start humming and come together
to move to the next place. This is possible only because they are tied together
by rhythm and share a certain feeling. Based on his observations, Imamura
asserts that what makes us human is the ability to empathize and
synchronize with others. Furthermore, he argues that this ability is the core
of human nature, without which we cannot live as a human. In addition, the
ability to empathize with others is regarded as inherent to human beings, as
suggested by newborns’ empathic response to the cry of another infant
(Simner 1971) and their facial mimicry, in which they smile when they see
someone doing the same (Meltzoff and Moore 1983).

Complementing received theories with ba-based thinking breaks the
unidirectional flow of most theories from Euro-America to the rest of the

255



world and multiplies the sources of theory. Doing so also provides a way of
thinking that can access the logic of language use rooted in a fundamental
and inherent aspect of human nature, that is, the ability to empathize with
others, since ba-based thinking is an attempt to provide a principle for “doing
being together” (Shimizu 2016) that operates between selves that are
supposedly separate but are able to merge via their implicit domains.

The scholars motivated by the need to emancipate studies of
pragmatics from the confines of theoretical orthodoxies have launched the
new movement “emancipatory pragmatics”?® (see Hanks et al. 2009b; Hanks
et al. 2012; Hanks et al. 2014). Under their influence, some studies have
deployed ba-based thinking to examine language use. For example, Fujii
(2012) comparatively analyzed Japanese and American interactions and
discussed their culturally rooted ways of situating the self in ba; specifically,
she provided a deeper explication of phenomena in which Japanese speakers
resonate with one another and the boundary of self disappears, as if the self
and the other had one mind. Regarding this connection, Fujii (2012) claimed
that the idea of ba could also explain the referential shifting from the first

person pronoun to the second person pronoun in Japanese. Another

29 “Eimancipatory pragmatics” is an emerging approach to cross-cultural
pragmatics in which linguistic and cultural concepts rooted in non-western
languages are deployed as metalinguistic instruments of analysis (Hanks 2014: 1).
They raise provocative questions, such as “What would happen...were we to apply a
concept like the Japanese wakimae to a language like Yucatec Maya or English?”
and “What could honorifics usage and interpretation in Thai or Japanese tell us
about languages like English or Finnish?” (Hanks et al. 2009a: 2). This movement
has promoted an interest in ba-based thinking and its application to pragmatics.
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remarkable study is R. Ide’s forthcoming analysis of “thin laughter,” which
the speaker and listener mutually induce in the process of storytelling, even
when the story is by no means funny. She concludes that the phenomenon of
thin laugher in her Japanese data can be interpreted as resonance that
relates to the merged and shared “basho domain” of two selves.
Conversational phenomena which ba-based thinking could explain
more adequately are not unique to Japanese but rather pervasive among
cultures. Even American conversation, which tends to show a rational
orientation, is no exception. Saft (2014) deployed the notion of ba as an
alternative to the individualism-collectivism dichotomy to analyze an
English language interaction in which a man with severe aphasia who utters

b AN13

only three words, “yes,” “no,” and “and,” can be a competent storyteller
thanks to the merging of a group of participants (cf. Goodwin 2003, 2004).
Saft argued that ba offers an opportunity to better understand a dynamic
process in which speakers enter into a merged relationship and helps us to
reexamine the dominant ideas about the Western self.

Babased thinking has the potential for versatility due to its orientation
to a universal aspect of human nature, the ability to empathize with others.
In addition, it may shed new light on language phenomena that received
theories of pragmatics have underrepresented or left unexplained, including
automatic repetition and overlap in American conversation (Tannen 1989),

frequent prolonged simultaneous discourse observed among the | Gui in
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southern Africa (Sugawara 2014), and linguistic politeness motivated by the
heart and binary relationality in Thai culture that can be regarded as
indications of irrationality from the rationalist perspective (Intachakara
2014).

Barbased thinking will allow us to reach a deeper interpretation of all
conversational discourse, especially the moments in which participants bond
over the rhythms of language and comfortable togetherness. It is my
conviction that ba-based thinking would prove to be a valuable contribution

for a richer universality of pragmatics.
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