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Abstract
This sudyadopts a multimodal conversation analytic approach to the study of educational
talk-in-interaction. Specifically, iinvestigateshe managemenaf topical talkin student
university meetingsvithin the context of problerbased learningrhe analyses draan a
close micreanalytic account of topic initiation, topic development, topic termination and
topic transition. It also examines various mgkimiotic resources that the participants utilise
during the ongoing sequersxgf interactionincluding gaze, gsture and body postyias well
as orientations to meeting artefacts such as meeting agasdeaansitiomelevant objed
This approach is consistent withe position that interactias holistic and multifaceted
(Nguyen, 2012). Inthisrespeendb t he best of the researcher
study to investigate topic management in student university meetings from a multimodal
perspective. It looks at how participants utilise verbal anéveobal resources to perform an
organised sagence of actions according to a certain context to secure a particular outcome.

The data is taken from the Newcastle University Corpus of Academic Spoken English
(NUCASE) (Walsh, 2014), anemillion-word corpus of academic spoken English, recorded

in various sites across the university and incorporating small group sessions from the three
faculties of the university: Humanities and Social Sciences, Medical Sciancksience,
Agriculture and Engineerq The NUCASE data comprise spoken interactions recorded in
seminars, student group meetings, tutorials, PhD supervisionsstsi@ént consultations,

English language classes and sessions involving informal learner talk. The aim of this corpus
istoprov de a O6snapshotdé of spoken academic dis
contexts where there is interactivity. In this study, five transcribed hours of video and audio
recordings were analysed, comprisangeries of group meetings involviagirgle group of

six undergraduate students working on their final year prépe@BScin Naval Architecture

Some of the analyses illustrdbeat topic management and multimodadourcesire
intertwined Thisi s evi dent i n t he wtiamavgs throwglotheds or g a
utilisation of multisemiotic resourcesnd orientations to meeting artefacibese sequential
moves are employdo signal and make thdisjunctive topidransition to the next topic of
their meetng. It also illustratehowtopic transitionsare accepted and oriented to by the co
participants. Moreovethe analysis demonstratiége extent to which mutile bodily
movements caccur,which is still not well explored in topic managemdhsuggest that
certain interactional anduitimodal resources are utilised by the primary speaker to include a
certain participant in topidevelopmentlt alsorevealsthe utilisation andnterplay of bodily
resourceso displaydifferent forms of topic resistanc€inally, the analyses show haive
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timing, placement and the design of a turn are very crt@imlanage the topics of the

meetings

The analysem this thesidhaveimplicationsfor the study of topic management by clarifying
the relationship between topic management and multimoahetityh can deepen our
understanding of how topics are managetionly in meeting interactions, but also from a
broader perspectiv&inally, the analyses have direct implications for higher education
research by examining student university mestasgya tuly multimodal enterprise and

considering how students manage their meeting interaction with no tutor presence.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Al know nothing in the world that oheadlas

mit

l ook at it, unt i | it begins to

(Emily Dickinson)

This introductory chaptewill provide a concise overview of some of the key areas of
previous research that are relevant to the present study. litegith by introducinghe area of
institional interactionThe following section will presemihe context of the stucgndtopic
management as tfiecusof thestudy.It will then give a brief introduction to the micro
analytic methodology employed within this studiis is followedby the objectives and

relevance of the study. Finally, an outline of the thesis will be provided.

1.1Research Overview

The study employmultimodalconversation analys(€A) (Sacks1992;ten Have 2007
Schegloff 2007; SidneR010;Goodwin1986, 20002003 as its methodology to giee fuller
inclusion of nonverbalresources employday participants irtombinatiorwith their verbal
organistion of talk (Hazel and brtensen2014. The incorporation o€A and multimodal
approachs a powerful toofor the investigation of the fine details of how topiicsthis
study,are managedrhis section will give a brief introduction to the central aspects of the

study.

1.1.1 Institutional Interaction

The research area of institutional interaction has gnoticeably in recent years. Early

studies on institutional interaction were first condudig®&acks (1992), whapplied

conversation analyste the study of telephone calls to suicide Helps. Since therthere

has been a great number of studiesi$ong on workplace discourse in a diverse number of
areas: police interviews and hostage negotiation (e.g. Antaki and Stokoe, 2017; Antaki et al.,
2015; Stokoe et al., 2015), political interaction (e.g. Hofstetter and Stokoe, 2015), mediation
(e.g. Sikvelad and Stokoe 2016; Stokoe and Sikveland, 2016; Stokoe, 2013, 2014), health

and social care settings (e.g. Sikveland and Stokoe 2017, Stivers and Barnes, 2017; Heritage

and Sefi, 1992; Nikanders, 2003; Hughes and Griffiths, 1997; Graham, 2009; Hall et al.,
2006), doctopatient interaction (e.g. Heritage et al., 2007; Pino et al., 2016; Parry et al.,
2014; Barnes 2017), education (e.g. Hjorne, 2005; Bartu, 2003), business meetings (e.g.
Sanders, 2007; Kwon et al., 2009; Huisman, 2001; Henderson and Ja@ghayasson,



2000; Menz, 1999; Barnes, 2007; Svennevig, 2012, Schwartzman, 1989; Boden, 1994;
Asmuf3, 2002; Mondada et al., 2010), job interviews (e.g. Button and Lee, 1987), service
encounters (e.g. Jefferson and Lee, 1981; Merritt, 1984), public serestngs (e.g. Asmul3,
2007), academic supervision (e.g. Svinhufuvd and Vehvilainen, 2013), seminar talk (e.g.,
Stokoe, 200Q)and legal language such as courtroom discourse (e.g. Atkinson and Drew,
1979). This area of research has extended in the lagtybars or so, and it now involves
different types and aspects of workplace interaction, institutional anrthstitutional

contexts. For example, different professional identities, the organisation of talk in negotiation,

decisionmaking, and the use efnall talk and humour at work.

Recently, a growingmountof research in higher educatibas begun téocus on spoken
academic discoursenainly studententred However,scantattention has been given in CA
research to university student meetingg examining student meetings as a truly multimodal
enterprise and considering how students manage their meeting interaction with no tutor
presence, this study will hawaplications for research in highedweation Additionally, it

addr esses Skealtoestudy gdeting iftéraetion from a multimodal approach.

1.1.2 Problembased Learning in Higher Education

Problembased learning (PBL) is a pedagogical approach (also knotie dilactic
approach}hat was founded in 1966 in the Medical School at McMaster University, Canada
(Barrows and Tamblyn, 1980). Its introduction within medical education evolved from
evidence of studentso6 | ack of ability to appl
yea, when working with patients in clinical practice (Johnson and Finucane, 3000k

Baden and Howelajor, 2004). Shortly thereafter, three other medical schethe

University of Newcastle (Australialipe University of Limburg at Maastricht (the

Netherlands), and the University of New Mexico (United Statelgveloped thipedagogical
approach(SavinBaden and Howell Major, 2004)uBsequentlyseveral adaptations were

made and it soon found its way to other disciplines such as business, ddreatty,

sciences, law, engineering, education, and so on. The principle of PBL is to divide students
into small groups to work on a given problem/task. The problem is similar to a situation that
they will encounter in professional practice as a stimulukfryning (Walton and Mathews,
1989). The goal of PBL is not just to solve the problem, but to help the students take
responsibility for their own learning and make it relevant to their own educational needs
(Dolmans and Schmidt, 2000). In this approactmall group of students meeb discuss

and define different aspects of the problem. This is accomplisheldtaiying the key
2



informationaboutthe problem, generating possible theories and hypotheses, identifying gaps
in knowledge and formulating relent learning goals (Connolly, 2006). Each member of the
group then works on an agreed task and ersgjagedependent study related to their learning
goals. In the followup stage, students meet again to share what they have learnt, regssess
their hypoheses as they emnstruct the problem through the lens of their newly acquired
information (Connolly, 2006). In these student group meetings, each member has a clear role
and responsibilities in relation to the different tasks/activities with the givdsigmn. This

PBL process helps students to becomediefficted learners and learn how to deal with

similar issues in their future professional con{@dikela and Poikela, 2005; Evensen and
Hmelo, 2000).

PBL has been extensively investigated in differamnas (Wood, 2003; Norman and

Schmidt, 1992; Walton and Mathews, 1989; Albanese and Mitchell, 1993; Vernon and Blake,
1993; Berkson, 1993; Colliver, 2000; Dochy 2003; Newman, 2003; Connolly and Donovan,
2002; Carey and Whitaker, 2002; Cooke and Moyl@2201oralesMann and Kaitell, 2001;
McCourt 1994; Sadlo and Richardson, 2003; Allen et al, 2011). However, less attention has
been paid to the management of topical tal&tudent group meetings within the context of

PBL. Therefore, the study takes thiislactic approach, from a multimodal conversation

analytic perspective, as the research context to examine topic management in university
student meetings. This research area of institutional interaction is alseresdarchedcs

can be seen in the folleng subsection

1.1.3 Topic Management

The investigation of topic management as part of the organisation of talk in CA started with
the work of Sacks (1992) and was developed by Jefferson (1984) and Button and Casey
(1984). The organisation of talk intcsaries of topics may seem to be a pervasive feature

(Holt and Drew, 2005: 39), but it is problematic to define what constitutes a topic (Brown and
Yule, 1983; Levinson 1983; Schegloff, 1990; Dramd Holt, 1998; Stokoe 2003 ccording

to Atkinson and Hetage (1984: 165)) dpic may well prove to be among the most complex
conversationalpe nomena t o bQGonseqoently,snore rgcernt skardh 6n
topicality has put a premium on 6éhowd topic
initiated a maintained as well as placements of topic shift (Maynard, 1980). Conversation
analysts are careful to analyse topic in association with the structure of interaction,
particularly sequential organisation (Jefferson, 1984; Button and Casey, 1984 and 1985;
Maynard, 1980; Holt and Drew, 2005). They focus on the mechanism of topicality

3



production, including initiations, maintenance, terminations and shifts (Gan et al. 2008;

Boden, 1994; Bubn and Casey, 1984; 1985; 198889; Howe, 1991; Jefferson, 1993;

Maynard and Zimmerman, 1984). Accordingto Sidn2llo(1 0: R 2&9 comwdance ¢é wi
the basic CA principle of focusing on what a given bit of talk is doing rather than what it is

about é we wil/l consider the varalgiswsetopr acti ce
generate, to locate, to pursue and to resist talk on a topic. These can be thought of as practices

of talk. &imilarly, Maynard (1980: 263) suggested that topicality refers not only to the

content of a conversation but also to the procedagiepted to produce a turn that is

appropriate to a prior turn. Svennevig (1999: 163) also maintained that topic is managed
W@based on the fundamental assumpt-jpoductt hat t op
of talk, but an orderly interactionathievemen@®Moreover, Schegloff (1990: 53; see also

Riou, 2015) presented a major point in noting that topic structure and sequences are

analytically distinct and can be empirically at least partially independent.

Research on topic management froooaversation analytic perspective is still scant in
comparison to the number of studies on other interactional recourses suchtakitigrn
system, adjacency pairs, et8eedhouse and Harris (2011) argued that analytic attention to
topic in CA researclsinoticeable by its absence. In line with Seedhouse and Harris, Wong
and Waring (2012), argued that the studies of topic from a CA perspective have been
generally lacking. By examining how students manage the topics of their meetings from a
multimodal conersation analytic perspective, this study will contribute to the study of topic
management by clarifying the relationship between topic management and multimodality,
which can deepen our understanding of how topics are managed not only in meeting

interactbns, but also from a broader perspective

1.1.4 MultimodalConversation Analysis

Conversationanalystsas i ts roots i n Garfilvwedewlsped 196 7)
to investigate the sodiarganisation of action as it considers the methbdspeople utilise

to structure orderly interactiqi€louston 2007 Sacks, 1984; Psathd€95; Silverman,

2007). CA is concerned with the sequential organisation ofitatklation to its context or its

preceding sequenc8ifverman, 200; Heritage, 198Clouston, 200yandconsiders repair,

turntaking, what is achieved in interaction and the preferred patterns or preference in

organisation of talk (Clouston, 2007). Repair mechanmmemployed when these patterns

are violatedSince CA iscontextualised within thethnomethodiogical framework, the

situatedstructure of talk ixaminednductively (Titscher et 812000) or througla process
4



of o6unmot i Rsathag] 1995pwehich pattgras in thk can emergéClouston,
2007; seehapter 3)Although CA is originallyfocused on the study of spoken interactian,
growing number of work in CA video is used to analyse embodied actions such as gaze,
gesture, posture and other medium of communication combined witiR&dkntly,
convasation analysts who investigate interaction beyondhallestaredto define their

work in terms of multimodalityMultimodal CA workis grounded orletailedobservatios of
peoplewho are engaged in aativity. For example, Heath et al (2010) analyse fragments of
interaction inconsultation roomsauction houseandcontrol roomsMondada (2011)
discusssthe interplay of embodied and sequential features in the prodactcbmonitoring

of understandig duringthe interaction betweesmcar salesman and a custom@oodwin
(2000) analyses video recordingsyoling girls(while playing hopscotchandarchaeologists.
He argues that ghconstruction of action through talk within situated interaction is
accomplished through the temporally unfolding juxtaposition of quite diftekinds of
semiotic resourceslazel and Mortensen (2014) discuss hayects in the material
surroundngsare used in conjunction with talk, gaze and postural orientation ttrecini®cal
social order in study guidance counselling meetings at a univéregyefore, scholaris this
areause finegrained transcrifdn and analysis of shoexcerptsof videofootagego

investigate how multimodal interactiemfoldsmomentby-moment

1.2 Objectives and Relevance of the Study

As has been outlinethis studyinvesticates the management of topical talk in student group
meetings within the context of problemased learnindt adopts a multimodal conversation
analytic approach texaminehow a single group of students utilise verbal andvenbal
resources in anngoing sequence of interactitmmanage the topics of their meetingke

study is giided by the followingesearchyuestion

1) How do participants jointly manage topwithin and across the three phases in student

group meetings?
In order to answer this question, the analysis will focus on:
A How is topic initiated?

How do participants develop a topic?

A
A How do participants bring the topic to a close?
A When dos topic transition occur?

A

Who makes the topic transition?



How do participants orient to topic transition?
What is the role of the chair in topic management?
What is the role of noghair?

o Do Do Do

Does the chairperson always change the topic? If netiit jointly managed by the

participants?

In answering the above questiotise study makes a number of original contributions to the

research literaturgsee Chapter 7 for further contributioni$)suggestshat multimodality,

manipulation of meeting artefacts amgic management are intertwinétlillustratesthat

multi-semiotic resourcesre importanpars of interaction whichraugment our understanding

of topic managementhe study illustrateeowp ar t i ci pant s6 ver bal and e
intertwined, yet deployed in an orderly interactional manheis contribution is in line with

the analges of embodied interaction whibhve shown that even within a turn; co

participants use a combinatiohvamcal and nofvocal actions to coordinatkeir actions (e.qg.

Goodwin, 1984 Streeck et al., 2011). Additionally,ptesents differerinteractional

techniquesn which topicsareinitiatedand developed-urthmore it suggests thdbpic

management isotha collaborativeandanindividual achievement. It ia collaborative

achievement athe participants build action in concert with one another to sustain mutual
understanding. It is an individual achievement sieaeh participant has to closely monito

the ongoing verbal and newerbal courses of action to accurgtplace and time his/her

actioninto the flux of ongoing talkFinally, thestudy suggestthat the analytical observations

can be trainable in relation to the Conversation Analytic Rtg Method (CARM}

developed primarily by Professor Elizabeth Stokoe. It is an approach to communication skills
training based on 66éconversation analytic evi
that can occur in interaction, as well as the tegqies and strategies that best resolve and
overcome them6o6 (Stokoe, 2014: 255, 256). The
train and prepare students for employment by developing communication skills that are

transferable to contexts outside oeithacademic field of study.

1.3 Structure of the Thesis
This chapter has introduced the context of the study, positioned it Witgqimevious research
literature, and outlined its objectives. This final secbbthe chapter will outline the

organisatiorof the rest of this thesi€hapter 2 provides a thorough review of the research

1 See http://www.carmtraining.org/



literature relevant to the study and its context. This review will help to identify the gaps in the
research to date and which this study attempts to fill. Chapter 3 isreedaegith the research
methodology employed by the studtypresents the research design and how the data is
analysed. It also presents the data analysis of the overall structural orgamstitefive
meetings. Chapter@resents a lindy-line analyss of the how topics are managed by the
participants in the opening phase of the meetings iBihen followed in Chaptert®y an
examination of how topics are managed in the discussion and closing [Lizesg®r 7

presents an analysis of the multimodedources employed to resist a topic during the

different stages of topic managemedhapter8 revisitstheanalytic chapterand discusses

them in more detail. Additionally, the overall analytical observations will be further discussed

in relation to theaim of the study and will close withrecommendations for further research



Chapter 2. Literature Review

AYou progress not throught owhaartd sh awsh ébte ema o oyneet,
(Khalil Gibran)

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will discuss thgrevious literature pertinent to this studyrstly, it will illustrate

how the term dmeetingd has beenCAl®ettionrned by di
2.2). It will also discus$revious and current studies on meetings, as well as the general
characteristics of meeting interaction within the domai@Af Sectin 2.2.1will discuss

PBL in higher education as tlwentext of the current studyhis sectiorwill show how,

although meeting interaction and research in higher education have been investigsited,

attention has been given to university student medtiegactionas one form of small group

work. Secondly, Section 2Bill provide an overview of the interactional organisation of

topic managemeras the focus of this study. It will illustrateo w t he concept O&6topi
defined by different scholars from various perspectives: psychological and cognitive

perspectives, discourse anfityperspectres, and conversation analygierspectives, the latter

of which is the focusind analytical toobf this study. It alsevill discussthe relevant

literature on topic management, namely: topic initiation, topic development, topic termination

and topic transition. This section shows how the field of conversatidrmultimodal

analysis is lacking the study of topic nagement.

2.2Meeting Interaction

Meeting interactions an important area of research due to its prevalence in the workplace.
Accordingto Tracy and Dimock (2004), meetingiee the primary communicative practice

that institutional groups utilise to accomplish certain goierefore, heyestablish the main

arena for organisational communication and they consume an enormous amount of work time

for many employees, particularly in whitellar workforces (Svennevig, 2012). In line with

Svennevig, Barnes (2007) states that whablar profesionals spend most of théime in

meetings. Henceg meeting is undoubtedly a monteas communicative event in the

wor kpl ace. But what is a Omeetingd? Schwartzm
communicative event that involves at least three peoptegather to address topics related

to the functioning of a group and an organisation. For example



To exchange ideas or opinions, to solve a problem, to make a decision or negotiate an
agreement, to develop policy and procedures, to formulate recomnosisgatnd so

forth. A meeting is characterized by multiparty talk that is episodic in nature, and
participants either develop or use specific conventions [. . .] for regulating this talk.

(Schwartzman, 1989: 7)

Not all researchers agree that a meetagglires a minimum of three people; Boden (1995),
Volkema and Niderman (1995pr examplesee two individuals as sufficieniMoreover,
Schwartzmands f unct i omeating by associatingit wigpecdihh ar act e
conventions for regulatinglk. From a conversation analytic perspective, it is the4ntra
interactional practices that define a speech gedwenpevig, 2012: 4As a response to this

view, there has been an increased focus on meeting interaction in recent years. Cooren (2007:
Xxii) indicates a move from the oéinterpretiyv
1990s toward t héhisdionitnetrearcatcitoinoan a It utrunr nd i s
attention to understanding the complexities of how actions are interactionally accomplished
through meeting talk and studying the details of workplace interactions (Drew and Heritage,

1992; Willing, 192; Firth, 1995; Sarangi and Roberts 1999; Tracy, 2007; Geyer, 2008).

From an ethnomethodological perspective, meetings are classified as specific speech
exchange systems (Sacks et al., 1974), and this form of talk is used mainly within institutions
as a neans of achieving institutional goals (Barens, 2007). Other researchers, such as
Deppermann et al. (2009: 1702), define meetings as multiparty conversations that are
characterised by an organisational fingerprint such as agendas, a chairperson and planned
order of presenters. To Angouri and Marra (
sited where many aspects of workplace commu
(1994; see also Cooren, 2007; Taylor, 2006), meetings are where orgasisatton e 6t al k ¢
into beingdéd and where roles and responsi bil
is:

a planned gathering, whether internal or external to an organisation, in which the

participants have some perceived (if not guaranteed) rale, some forewarning

(either longstanding or quite improvisational) of the event, which has itself some

pur pose or Oreason, 06 a time, place, and,
function...which involve similar structured tutaking due to the mtiparty setting.

(Boden, 1994: 84)

Depending on the level of formality, meetings are encounters that are characterised by means
of their preplanned nature regarding content, outcome and participants (Asmufd and

Svennevig, 2009). According to Asmul3 andhidsa (2012: 67), this prplannedness of
9



meetings is often observed in relation to the different institutional roles of the participants that

are externally allocated; for example, superior and subordinate interactants. In spite of this
pre-plannedness, search has shown that meetings are complex institutional events. They are

goal oriented with complex embedded activities, routines and procedures aimed at furthering

goal achievement and leading to certain outcomes (Nielsen, 2013:35). Similarly, Bargiela

Chiappini and Harris (1997: 208) define meetinggdat as k or i en4dmakothg and dec i ¢
encounter® | nv@®thengooperative effort of%racywo part i
and Dimock (2003: 127) state that in meeting interactidrg r o0 u pand cseaté problems,

give information and misinformation, develop and rework policies, make retooled decisions,

and while doing these focal activities build or fracture sehseramunity among

part i c ingire with3racy @d Dimock, Leach et &009: 2) state that meetings are

used®t o accomplish goals such as information sh
solving ®1éetings are therefore characterised by asymmetry in the distribution of participant

rights, knowledge, experience and obligas as well as understanding of organisational

routines (Nielsen, 2013; Drew and Heritage, 1992).

Early researchers avoided defining what qualifies or what can be categorised as a meeting,
arguing that peopl e can 0 c o ameetingwhersthegsaditl yo r e
(Cuff and Sharrock, 1985: 158; Atkinson, Cuff and Lee, 1978: 134). Against this backdrop,

Henkel (2007:15) argues that there are certain common features that are easily recognisable

and that employees in any business environmmeumtd tell when they are in a meeting, and its

overall purpose. Moreover, Angouri and Marra (2011), in claiming that all meetings are

immediately recognisable to the participants, followed earlier wolargielaChappini and

Harris (1997) and Orlikowskand Yates (1994), who suggested that a meeting constructs a

genre, and its form makes it recognisable from any other multiparty conversatsons in

workplace context.

Although it could be argueithat this approach is too broad, it reasonably highlights that there

is mutual understanding among the participants of what counts as a meeting, and how the
organisation of it generally work&nalysts usg the conversation analytapproach have

identified patterns that shape and are shaped within the meeting interaction. They have
demonstrated features of talk that make the meeting a recognisable and identifiable event,
suchasthethreghase meeting structure (whbticsoh is furt
meet i ng i:anopeming phasgdiscdssion of the agenda phaseda closing

phase, with a number of transitional moves between tBanmgiglaChiappini and Harris,

10



1997: 209Boden, 1994; Mirivel and Tracy, 2005; Chan, 20Bi8her, B82; SollittMorris,

1996; Holmes and Stubbe, 200Bor example, Boden (1994: 87) illustrates the structure of
openings and closings of meetings #mat even the most informal workplace meetings have
Orticeable and analysable openings and closir@yng similar lines to Boden, Bargiela
Chiappini and Harris (1996; see also Koester, 2006, 2010) state that meetings tend to have
relatively clear beginnings and endings. Mirivel and Tracy (2005) focus on the structure of
premeeting talk sequencemguingthat participants use this phase for essential social
bonding and building group identity before switching to work talk. More recently, Barnes
(2007, see also Larrue and Trognan, 1993) argues that it is the distribution of turns that makes
a meeting an kenhtifiable event. Other researchers have discussed discursive ways in which
topics are delineated in meetings (Barg€laappini and Harris 1996; Bublitz 1988; Holmes,
2009). These studies validate the claim that there are recognisable and genereditaigle f

of meetings. They also support the idea of a shared identification and conceptualisation of a

meeting.

The next section provides an overview of previous and current research on meeting
interaction. All the research in this section is within¢batext of business meeting since no
work has been found appertainingutaversity student meetings one form of small group
work. In this study, sident meeting interactidollows the samerganisationastructureof
business meetingand it builds a and contributes to the existing literature on meeting

interaction as well a® studies on topic management.

A. Studies on Meeting Interaction
The organisation of meeting talk has attracted substantial and growing interest within research
in the social sciences and linguistics (Markaki and Mondada, 2012; Asmuf3 and Svennevig,
2009; Ford, 2008; Streeck996; Clifton, 2008; Cooren, 2007; Holmes and Stubbe, 2003). It
is not surprising, then, thatdetailed examination of meeting talk has been afforded explicit
attention by many researchers (Barbato 18gielaChiappini and Harris 1996; Schnurr et
al., 2008; Morand, 19964, b; Holmes and Stubbe, 2003a, b; Koester, 2006; Mullany, 2006).
Current research demonstrates a variety of approaches to analysing meeting interaction,
starting from the ethnographic approach, throsggtiolinguistic/discourse analytapproach
(DA), conversation analytic approach (CA), to the politically motivated framework adopted
by critical discourse analysis (CDA) (Holmes, 2009) and corpus linguistics (CL) as a
guantitative approach. From the discge and conversation analyfiporoactes researchers

have been investigating the organisation of talk since the 1990s (Zimmermann and Boden,
11



1991; Drew and Heritage, 1992; Boden, 1994; Kangasharju and NikkoKaéeki and

Mondada, 2012). They present vdilainsights into and undeandings of the social

organisation and the sequential structures reflected in addged by meeting interaction.

As mentioned earlier, meetings have been the central focus of a great number of
ethnomethodological oriented studies. This area of reseaccmsidered the core literature in

institutional interaction. Té conversation analytgtudies that have been conducted on

business meetirshave dealt with different topics, such as interaction order and sequential

structures (Housley 1999, 2000aPmncini 2004; Arminen 2005; Clifton 2006), meeting

management and leadership (Pomerantz & Denvir, 2007; Clifton, 2009; Nielsen,&09),

asymmetry and hierarchy in meetings (Huisman, 2001). Other studies have focused on turn

taking systems (Grosjean, 20Q.arrue and Trognon, 1993; Ford, 2008; see also

Morgent haler, 1990; Dingwall , ,digh®entamdi t h regar
agreement (Asmuf3, 2008, 2007; Kangasharju, 2002), laughter (Clifton, 2008; Holmes, 2000;
Kangasharju and Nikko, 2009ecision making and exchange of information (Clifton, 2008;

Huisman, 2001; Svennevig, 2008), request strategies (Bargiela, 1994), the transition between
ongoing and subsequent actions as an interactional accomplishment that is made visible as a
co-oriental-to phenomenon (Atkinson et al., 1978; Deppermann et al., 2010), topic

management (Linde, 1991), arguing (Saft, 20048, g ot i ati on (Boden, 1995)
interactional device (Housley, 1999), the manipulation of objects such as whiteboards
(Schmitt,2001), studies of disagreement and disalignment (Asmuf3, 2002; Kangasharju, 1996,

2002), the management of ageri8aennevig, 2012;inde, 1991; Boden, 1995; Mondada et

al., 2010) assessment (Osvaldsson, 2004), and, finally, proposals (Maynard, 1984).

Someof the most influential monographs on meeting interaction from a csat@n analytic
perspective ar e: Boden (1994) 6the business o
management matter 0; Dannerer (19909eetdinmegestd ;ngs
Domke (2006) o6discussi-makiangbébprgadi Aamu@Gnahdd
(2009) Omeeting talko. Boden (1994) illustra
through interaction and how the participants orients and shapegdnrasational setting.

Me i e r 0-mnging stuedyr(see Schmitt, 2006) closely investigdeslynamics of

meetings and analyses a number of asptagigal development and control, establishment of

a common focus, the constitution of forms of particggraand interactive identities, forms of

proposals and their placement in the course of interaction, activity types, and the production

of decisions.

12



While recognising the quantity of valuable work that has been undertaken in workplace
contexts, this stly focuses on meeting interaction, particularly meetings among a group of
university studentgasone form of small group wonkith no teacher presencagthere has

been little, if any, substantive research in this arba.analysis in this study builds these

and other classic studies on interactional datach will be referred to throughout the study:
(e.g., Button, 1987ZZimmerman, 1998; Schegloff, 1968,; Schegloff and Sacks, 1973; Boden,
1994;Beach, 1993Drew and Holt 1998; Linde, 1991; Schm01; Svennevig, 2000, 2012;
Mondada et al., 2010; Asmul3, and Svennevig, 2009; Nielsen, 2009, 2013; Atkinson et al.,
1978; Deppermann et al., 2010; Barnes, 2007; Huisman, 2001; Richards$S2666k, 1996;
Ford, 2008Housley, 1999Mirivel and Tracy, 2005).

Foll owing this overview of definitions of a
research on meeting interaction, the next section presents the general characteristics of

meetings within the domain of conversation analysis.

B. Characteristics of Meeting Interaction
One of the most identifiable characteristics of meetings is the threegihadeare of
meeting (Boden, 1994; Bargiel€hiappini and Harris, 1997; Holmes and Stubbe, 2003). The
first phase is the opening, the second phase involves the discussion of the g tita
final phase is the closing of the meeting. These three phases are obligatontetE#me
meetings but they are classified within an inclusive framework which accounts for the
dynamic nature of meeting interaction (Hanford, 2010). In terms of stages of a meeting, these
i and otheii studies draw on the growfmteaking work in the studyf openings and closings
by Schegl setdlsibshegloff #1@ Backs, 1973) study on telephone calls, which set
the foundation for studying sequencing. His analysis of telephone call openings, used as a
basic template for describing openings iruanber of studies, proposed four core sequences:
summons/answer sequence (Schegloff, 1968, 1970), identification/recognition sequence
(Schegloff, 1979), greetings, and "h@nreyou" sequence (Sacks, 1975; Jefferson, 1980)

According to Boden (1994: 90pening phases are structured sequences embodying a variety

of critical organisational issues, bracketing out the busy workday while bracketing in the local

meeting membershigenerally, before meeting talk is commenced and the scene is changed

into a fowsed gathering, i.e., with a single point of attention (Goffman, 1981) in which

participants in a meeting room engage in an informal talk with various foci. This is referred to

as -mpeeing tal kbo. Mirivel anreetingTatba ccya n( 2 On0cq :u
13



6small talk, work talk, meeting preparatory t
matters, such as health, | eisure activities;
Omeeting preparatory taspeckodthe meetimggsach asfapanaon!l y ab
the agenda or the refreshment-reldtedgossppd 6shop t a
Bodends (1994) study i tmeatimgtalk tota pist fotus aecuts.h e s hi f
According to Schwartzman (198925ff), a meeting can be said to begin when the

participants move from one interaction forn@tultiparty talk) to another (meetinglk). The

discussion phase is taficused and is centred on topics from the meeting agenda. According

to Svennevig (20154), the agenda provides the participants with a template for the topics to

be addressed and the type of activities that the participants engage in during their meeting,

such as argumentation, negotiation, and problem solving. Ipllhsethe partici@nts enact

their institutional roles. For example, it is the chairperson who invokes and attends to the

agenda (Pomerantz and Denvir, 2009; Svennevig, 2012), but at the same time the participants

have the responsibility to display an orientation to thexdageA number of studies have

explored different aspects of the discussion phase. For example, Mondada et al. (2009)

investigate how participants in a meeting manage transition between bounded activities which

are prescheduled by an agenda. AsmuBand @shim (2012) study anal yses
proposing future action in a twmarty strategy meeting. Stevanovic (2012) identifies three

components in arriving at joint decisions (access, agreement and commitment) and discusses

two possible outcomes of the deoisimaking process (neatecisions and unilateral

decisions)Huisman (2001: 69) identifies the interactions and linguistic features which

characterise decisiemaking and also finds that the formulation of decisions is linked to the

situations in which thegre shaped and whigtcategorisd as a decision depends on the
6communicative normsdé of the meeting group. B
W@coordinated exits from t@heasnwkbbedsbohbherdaugy
activity and alk. Closing a meeting is a local achievement; it is the movement from a single

focus to informal talk withmeationgstabkd. MHbow
order to close a meeting, the meeting activities should be terminated lhattpecson. In

formal meetings, there are clearjatesing sequences, usually initiated by the chairperson.

The preclosing sequence is seen as a chance to reintroduce a previous discussion or topic. If

this opportunity is not taken, then the closing bannitiatedAsmuf3 and Svennevig, 2009).

It is clear, then, that the openings and closings mirror each other (Nielsen,l2Ba8)een

noted that meeting openings, discussions and closings are interactional achievements that

require a deeper understamgl of the interaction and the passing of informal {meeting

talk) into formal (meeting talk/discussion) and formal (meeting talkéfosing) into informal
14



(postmeeting talk) As mentioned earlier, a number of studies have analysed the transitions

into and out of meeting talk.

The second characteristic of meeting interaction is the role of the chairperson. According to
Marra(2003:4 6 ) he mésbcommonly perceived measuneid@ntifying a meetings the

rol e pl ay e dinlimgwith Maga, ahersscholarsth@ave shown that the role and
function of the chair makes a clear distinction between a meeting and otherelebekl
communicative events (Holmes and Stubbe 32@argielaChiappini and Harris, 1997;

Boden, 1994). The appointed chair has the responsibility to manage the interaction. The chairs
normally have an institutional authority to moderate the talk and they function as the
O0switchboar dod Bodéen, 19%e The nolé of theachair can lme reCognised in
several ways. For example, the group facilitator can take a more authoritative role in
controlling talk and the actions of the participants (Asmuf3, and Svennevig, 2009). A study by
Pomerantz and Deir (2007) illustrates how the explicitly appointed chair in a meeting
enacted being the facilitator of the group and allows the participants to guide the way the
meeting is chaired. In line with Pomerantz and Denvir, Holmes et al. (2007) show how two
chars enact different roles in chairing the meeting. One of the chairs enacted the role of the
facilitator and encouraged the participants to participate in the discussions. However, the
other chair had an authoritative leadership style which controlledeb&ng by following the
agenda more closely and had a more active role in moderating the talk atidgatng

turns to the participants.

Generally, the chair addresses the meeting group as a whole and this is mostly found when

s/he summarises the rétsof a discussion or an agreement among the group. This shows the
chairés understanding of what the discussio
formulation (Barnes, 2007; Sandlund and Denk, 2007) or an open question of whether all

members agree

The third and main characteristic of meeting interaction istakimgorganisation (Sacks,
Schegloff, and Jefferson, 1974). It is an essential aspect of the organisation of meeting talk
since the participants organise their ttaking system in a dérent way from ordinary talk.
Participant s 0 -takinggshows tsea arientation to the institutiomal
characteristics of the meeting. In most meetings, the chair allocates the turns and the rest of
the participants can sedklect to take aurn. However, they need to signal their wish to the

chair (Boden, 1994; Asmul3, and Svennevig, 2009). By allocating turns, the chair is also
15



responsible for monitoring the tutaking system and sanctioning departures from norms of

turn length and topicaklevance (Asmuf3, and Svennevig, 2009:14). As mentioned earlier,

there are a number of detailed studies on the management of turn taking in meetings. Ford

(2008) studied different types of meeting in an academic setting. She illustrates that the

participaits tend to take a turn by employing nonverbal means such as leaning forward and

gazing at the chair. But she also notices that some turns can be taken without addressing the
chair and this is done by producBydgingsay extens
the speaker then becomes theacthor of the previous contribution, which will indicate

alignment with the previous speaker.

The fourth characteristic of a meeting is topimaarsation The main purpose of a meeting is

to address some i3s or points that are specified in advance in a written agenda. The
participants orient t o tabheanidtée nfsBuan otnh ea nadg eCnads
1989) and the chair has to make sure that these items are addressed during the meeting

interaction. Therefore, the chair has the interactional responsibility to manage topical

progression by initiating the items on the agenda, managing the interactional transition

between them and keeping track of the discussion by bringing the group backgderttia a

topic in the event of topic digression (Svennevig, 26ik#mes and Stubbe, 2003).

Barnesds (2007) st udy-closmyferrmulatiogsddr @dosingttopies candi d
Obus-athassd & and how t hese f or nthelnexttdpio.ite f aci | it
topics on the agenda orient to practical ends such as arriving at a joint decision or finding a
solution to an i-slcsingdormulatiordwortkshterestablishithe 6 s pr e
collaborative interactional achievement of that @adritage and Watson, 1979). According

to Svennevig (2012), it provides the relevance of closing the topic and moving on to adjacent
matters. Unlike ordinary conversation, the preferred response to these kinetlafsomg

formulations in meeting interaoh is not confirmation, but silence. Barnes (2007) shows that
participantsdé silence in a meeting is treated
chance to initiate a new topic on the agenda. Ford (2008) also focuses on the meeting agenda,
showng that topic transition after a closing sequence is normally marked by pauses, a range

of discourse markers or vocalisation. The most used and predominant discourse marker in
making the transition to a new piotechniqueiisn t he a
then, one of the interactional practices that the chair employs to manage topic transitions and

enact the role of facilitator during the interaction.
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In terms of topic progression, the participants employ certain kind of prefaces.afrgplex
comments that explicitly address the topical relevance of their turn and contribution, such as
@l wanted to Hxi(nkgorudp, t2h0e0 8:s sub; oSvennevi g,
dransitional beginningsn which the participants tie their tuto comments made by the

other participants, suchastaone i dea bui l@i (Good, €2008meBDO
employment of these types of prefaces displays the orientation to the statement that topic
organisation during meeting talk is not merely @lgohenomenon (Svennevig, 2012). On the

contrary, it is tightly linked to the agenda.

Finally, meetings are complex types of interaction that require a multimodal approach in order
to describe the different modes of action (Asmuf and Svennevig 20@9)tltere are

physical correlates and structures associated with meetings. Meetings are normally held in a
Omeeting roomdé which involves a table and t
information, such as projectosdide presentations, whiteboarfigures in documents and the
participantso tools for taki ngspactidalys. Thi s
adapted to the activities associated with the meeting (Asmuf and Svennevigs008;and
Oshima, 2012). The table allows for differeeating arrangements and it has been described

by Sommer (1974) for its semiotic potential in terms of hierarchical differences in placement.
Therefore, in order to describe this form of interaction and activities, one should include into
the analysis th material objects and the conversational use of the agenda (see chapters 5 and
6). According to Moore et al. (2010), the study of institutional interaction involves exploring
the interrelations between text and talk. Generally, meetings involve multiptntgction

where embodied actions such as gesture, gaze and posture are highly relevant. They are
crucial in managing interaction between the participants. This is important in the study of the
turntaking system (Ford and Stickle, 2012; Mondada, 200Z22Markaki and Mondada,

2012), the establishment of alliances among participants and expressing affiliation
(Djordjilovic, 2012; Asmufd and Oshima, 2012) and the manipulation of meeting associated
artefacts such as written documents (Asmuf3 and Oshim2; Bldhdada, 2006; Hazel and
Mortensen, 2014Svennevig, 2012; Nielsen, 2012his study is directly related and builds

on this valuable research to contribute to developing the study of meeting interaction as a

truly multimodal enterprise.

Having outlined the characteristics of meeting interaction, the next section presents the

educational context of the current study.
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2.2.1Small Group Workin Higher Education

Peer interaction is described@sa ny communi cat i \b&tweendearnevsj t y carr
where there is minimal or no participation from the teaiher (ifPat al. 014: 3). In line

with Philip et al., BlumaKulka and Snow (2004: 291) describe peer interaction as héviag

collaborative, multiparty, symmetrical participatistructure 0ltds collaborative since the

participants work together towards a common goal and it is symmetrical in the seniseytha

are relatively equal in status, in contrast to the tstodent relationship. Moreover, they share

a common purpose and identity as students (Bfiutka and Snow, 2009; Philp et al, 2014).

In higher education, peer interaction includes diffekeamds of classes, some of the most
common being tutorials, seminars and workshops. The main feature of this kind of teaching is
that the tutor works with a small group of students to discuss a given problem or a topic.
However, tutofless tutorials, seliielp groups and learning sets place less emphasis on the
presence of the tutor to provide the students with a formalised opportunity for collaborative
learning(Exley and Dennick, 2004: 1) ately, there has been a growth in student numbers
without a correponding increase in the numbers of lecturers. This development has
intensified the pressure on other aspects of teaching, especially on marking papers (Exley and
Dennick, 2004; see also Nordberg, 2008). It is not surprising, then, that the universgies ha
increased the use of group work. The increased use of group work has led to an enhanced
need to justify its pedagogical value. However, it continues to constitute a large and growing
role in many educational settings and it remains a valued and impoaraf all university

courses (Exley and Dennick, 2004).

Thereforeagrowingnumberof studies in higher education has taken the study of spoken

interaction, particularly seminar talk, as its main focus. Such aspects of spoken interaction as

the turntaking system (DeKlerk, 1995a, b; Markee, 1995), comparisons of educational and

everyday discourse (Fisher, 1996), studies of postgraduate stuttergeminar interaction
(Jungwirt h, 1993; Viechnichi, 19 Qssipn, t he 1 ssu
(Stokoe 2000; Gibson, Hall and Callery 2006), sequential organisation and negotiation of

meaning (Basturkmen 2002) and the ways in which tutors and students manage the complex
relationship between pedagogic goals and the talk used to realisetkemé\h and OO0 Keef |
2010). Other research has investigated thesatting sequences and the resistance towards

academic and intellectual identities (Benwell and Stokoe 2002).
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In terms of analysing topicality within the context of university seminarsg& oe 6s ( 2 0 0 (
Benwel | and Stokoebs (2002) stwudies use But
organisation of topic tafl{Schegloff 1990:52). Stokoe (2000) analyses the opening

sequences of seminars to investigate the kinds of subjects that thetstueat as
educationally | egitimate. One of Stokoebs i
suggestion that the concept of O6oné and 6of
classification is very basic for gaining a detailed usténding of the nature of seminar talk.

Instead of judging and valuing effective and redfective talk, Stokoe argues for a more
appropriate and detailed analysis to explore the methods employed for addressing and

initiating topics. Therefore, sheemptoy t he concept o%ack§439kos 6 Of a
describe how topicality in seminar openings is constructed. Forexanpleed ent s 6 t al
absentees one of the common false first topic areas in discussion openings. She

demonstrates that this sort of talloigianisationally relevant.

Benwell and Stokoeds (200 2)settmdgsaqigncegix a mi ne s
university semina They argie that there are thrgmart sequences that the tutor employs to
control seminar talk: defining the discussion task, justifying the limits of the seminar talk and
orienting to the immediate context of the talk. They illustrate that this structure desanibes
topicality is achieved by revealing how talk on certain material is r&#gdtbetween the

participants.

This study views all the aboveted research as highly valuable contributions to the study of
seminar talk in higher education, especially tloeknof Stokoe (2000) and Benweaind

Stokoe (2002). These studi@econsistent, t@ certain extent, with the aiwf this study: to
examine topic managementstudenigroupmeetingswithin the context oPBL in higher

education from a multimodabnversitionanalytic approach.

Problembased Learning

The present study focuses BBL asits context which is different from seminar talleBL

aims to develop studentsdé abilities to thin
personal, interpersonal, professional and acadkraroing and experiences toealworld

issue (Mcdonald and Barnes, 2(&1).

2 Topic talk is a routine activity in casual conversation, and is an important place for interactants tloeshare
worldly concerns with one another, such as to deliver news, tell stories and discuss future plans2@BE3nes
103).
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It is astuwdentcentredform of learningyh i ch i s characterised by st ucf
setting, collaboration and communicatidfokotsakiat al, 2016)PBL is based within a

constructivist paradigm, whereby understanding is an aatgjdual construction and the

wayin which we lean something is as importaaswhatwe learn (Wiggns and Burns, 2015:

29; Savery an@®uffy, 2001; SaviABaden, 2004)in this pedagogical approacstudentsare

involved in the learning process and they achieve their goals through socedtiotes and

the sharing of understandiagdknowledge(Cocco, 2006)l n st udent s6 engageme
task or a project, they can encounter problems which need to be addressed inamtuiev&

theirshaed goal through collaboratidiKokotsakiat al, 2018. According to Kokotsaki at al

(2016, the primary focus oPBL is on the process of learninghich enablesan active,

critical, explorative and setfirected style of learning (Clouston, 200i) addition,students

learn to be selfeliant tirough goalsetting, planning and organisation; they develop

collaboration skills through social learni(igell, 2010).

A number of esearchers have identifiiehdamental features which characte&d,
includingafocus on real world challengeteamworking, anacknowledgement and
application of past experience and current understanding, accommodation and integration of
multiple perspectives and the development, evaluation and presentation of solutions and
reflection Mcdonald and Barnes, 2018lcKendee, 2010Chiriac, 2008; Servan at, 2009;
Vardi andCiccarelli, 2008 Mykytyn et al, 2008. According to Clouston (200X84), PBL is
implemented irsmall groupsn which studentsnustwork cooperatively to achieve collective
learning outcomes arttencetheir level of independence is countered by their ability to work
cooperatively withothers (Clouston, 2004Accordingly, communicatiorand selfevaluation
skills areessentiato effectiveness buirimarily require individual readiness &zcept
responsibilityfor personal learningnd for that of othergJlouston, 2004Clouston and
Whitcombe, 2005).

A problem in PBL could taktheform of a puzzle, a scenario or a case study (Barrett et al,
2011; Wiggins and Burns, 201L%ince there are no fixed solutions and various wagslve
these kind of operrended problemdearners castudy the same problem but learn different
things through their engagement wikie fproblem Students are required to collaboratively
work in smal groups on a given problem, which they have to unpack, working thnehgh
they need to know in order to solk€Wiggins and Burns, 20189). Each student in the
group carries out a mutually agreed taskithen conducan individual research to attethe

reugiredinformationand findings before returning to the group in thaextmeeting The
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groupthenuse these findings and information to joirghylve the problem an@flect on any
remaining issue@Niggins and Burns, 2013Viggins at al, 2016)Since eaclstudentn the
group is responsible for what and how they learn, BBiot merelyanother method of
teachingand relies on a very different philosophical approacmore tutorcentred
pedagogie$Wiggins at al, 2016:13&ee als®olmans et al2001; SaviABaden, 2003)The
mainaim of PBL is toassiststudentgo become selflirectedliearners whaanseart for,
apply and reflect critically on knowledg®ainly as this pplies to professionalettings
(Wiggins at al, 206:138;see alsdimelo-Silver & Barrows, 2006; Hung ei., 2008). The
strength of this approach is not just in the trangfémnowledge bualsoin the development
of social and process skilled in advancing workeadiness by bridging the reality gap
(Mcdonald and Barnes, 2013: 282; see algdsen et al201Q Cojanu et 312010.

During thestudent group meetings in PBdtudents agree to take a range of iidiial roles
and responsibilitied relationto different activitieghat occur within thie PBL meetings
(Engel, 1997Connolly,2006 Evenserand Hmelo, 2000; Barrows, 198BavinBaden and
Howell Major, 2004 Estrada Duek, 2000Dne of the main roles is that of a chairperson
whoseresponsibilities include reading the problem to the grohenait is first presented by
the tutor, seekinglarification from the groupensuring that each member laasequal
opportunity to participate in the group discussion emsuringthat thegroupmeetingattains
its objectives within thallotted time (Connolly, 2006 Barrows 1988. Another rolethat the
students adopt is that of secretany. recorder or scrib&he responsibilities of this rokre
to record the points of the ginclodingreubualld i scuss
agreed futte tasks, studeriibypotheses and ideas about the problem, knowledge gaps and
negotiated learning goal€¢nnolly, 2006. The written records aid thetudents to keep track
of the problerrsolving process angrovide resourcesf moving forward in the prass as
well as a focus for sekvaluation Connolly, 2008. During the group discussions, students
refer to the written records to reconstruct hypotheses, facilitate further discussguggesdt
possible solutionsGonnolly, 2006 SavinBaden andHowell Major, 2004). Additionally,
studentsare not only responsible for their own learning arealsoinvolved in the learning
of their group members. Therefore, studenth@PBL process are members of a learning
community designed tencourageneanngful learningthroughthe co-construction bnewly
acquired understanding€gnnolly, 2006 30; see als&avinBadenandHowell Major,

2009. This PBL processs alsoknown as the Maastricht sevstepmethod(Schmidt and
Moust, 2000; Wood, 2003).
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This brief overview illustrates thatery few studies explicitly focus on topic management
within the domain of higher educatiaviore specifically there has been littld, any,
substantive research student groumeeting thatfocuses orthe managemermf topical talk
within the context of PBI(see chapter 1Moreover, most conversati@nalytic research on
institutional talk has been of occupational settings. Therefore, this study contributes to the
existing CAliterature on meeting interaction by invegstiing how students maragthe topics

of theirgroupmeetings within the context of PBlt.arguegshat adopting anultimodal
conversation analytic approaishessential tgarner deeper understandirajgopic
managemerdandof how studentpracticed d o i n g s @yeen thatiney are doingtask
duringPBL).

This chapter has so far defined the term dmee
current studies on meeting interaction, the characteristics of meeting and the educational

contextof this study. The next section discusses the interactional organisation of topic
management. A range of definitions of the con
This is followed by a review of the existing literature on topic organisatic tnitiation,

topic development, topic termination and topic transition.

2.3 Conversational Analysis Studies of Topic Management

The concept of oO6topicd has been identified in
1996; Goutsos,297; Grobet2002 and a number of different definitionsthie termhas

been put forward by researchers in various fields (e.g., Brown and Yule, 1983; Levinson,

1983; Button and Casey, 1984, Jefferson, 1984a; Schegloff, 1990; Drew and Holt, 1998;

Stokoe, 2000; Gan et., 2009). In reviewing the existing literature on topic, it is clear that it

is a problematic and difficult concept to define. Therefore, this section looks at the different

approaches to and definitions of Otopicbo.

According to de Beaugrande (1992424opic is not merely a linguistic, but also a social and
psychological concern. He argues that topics are psychologically organised in cognition and
memory in terms of oOframes6 or Oschemasd that
what typically elongs to a topic (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983). From a psychological and

cognitive focus, topic is defined by Chafe (1994:-128)as®®t he t ot al ity of inf
is semiactive atonetim® and t his i nformation®diceadniyhought o
related events, states, and refer@nts Chafeds definition is close

(1993) work on cognitive status, which introduced the Givenness Hierarchy associated with
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different types of referents to different cognitive statu€asdel et al. (1993: 279) argue that
the cognitive s ttareferents s hotdnlgin shaerndnmemoryfbotsu s

also at the current state of attentight he enti ti es i n focus at a
will be that partiallyordered subset of activated entities which are likely to be continued as
topics of subsequent utterandes Chafe (1994: 54; see al so
between vision (either focal or peripheral) and consciousness. He states that objects are
conrected to different attentional states depending on whether they are in a focal or peripheral
zone of attention. He further argues that participants are aware that tpaiticgpants have

these two attention zones, and their knowledge of it influene@sa¥wn production:

As they speak, they not only take account of the changing activation states of
information in their own minds, but also attempt to appreciate parallel changes that are
taking place in the minds of their listeners. Language isweigh dependent on a
speaker 6s tietion gates in @heraninds. a

(Chafe, 1994: 54)

It is clear, then, that topic is seen asdinenter of shared attentidrRiou, 2015), a
characterisation thatcanemphagsisur under st abhodipng o6t hat addointh
activity and achievement done jointly (this will be further discussed below).

From a discourse analytjcer specti ve (DA), some studies h
i.e. what constitutes a topic. Thisis referredtoasthb pr oduct 6 vi ew ( Sven
According Brown and Yule (1983: 70), the concept of topanisntuitively satisfactory way

of describing the unifying principle which
and the next singeaseTlhdéyarguatbabbut 6 somet h

I f there is an entity identifiable as 0t
consider what evidence from each individ
make that identification. He should also remain aware diatttehat conversation is a
process and that each contribution shoul
is being talked aboutdé. Above all, he sh
conversations adiscoursesthdt ave o6t opi cs 6.

(Brownand Yule,1983:94)

Brown and Yule (1983%ee also Smith and Leinonen, 1992), present the moskmaAn
definition that topic is simply oOowhat 1is be
without something to talk about and it is not exterioh® participants or setting. In line with

Brown and Yule, Goutsos (1997:1, 28) defines topic as what a piece of discourse is about. He

arguesthatatop@® consti tutes the main idea, the sub
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discussio® amnadt distorse level, topic as content refers to the agenda or the subject

matter of the specifictextdé @ de Beaugrandeds (1992: 243) wor
agenda of discourseistteongoi ng docket of act.i&énlaato needs,
Brown and Yule (1983) and Goutsos (1997), Stenstrom (1994: 150) suggests that topic is

Wwhat t he s p.etddweverstisiprablelnatiatd apned on what constitutes the
6aboutnesso. Accor di gt hteo i hofasoled m{&ie% 9%o0n: c25) , t
message 0lrothe same vein, Keenan and Schieffelin (1976: 338, 344) propose the concept of

060di scourse to®dPpcoéposi tebrrotosetheof propositi
sentence) about which the speaker is either proyidr requesting informatio®y and t hi s se
of propositions is presupposed bythequ e st i on of .i GBdeetdought e concerr
identifying topic with presupposition emphasises the pragmatic nature of topic, this definition

is formulated as aparall@® t heor i €snmmenfstructa® i ¢ Svennevig, 1999
As a result, it focuses more on single utterances than on longer stretches of discourse

(Svennevig, 1999; Tryggvason, 2004). Furthermore, topic is defined topic in relation to the

speaker nly. According to Svennevig (1999: 166), this definition does not capture the

interactional nature of topic negotiation,andheice t t r eat s topic as a r e
prior utterance, andtsu as a t e xMoteaver, Keenan darna Schiefid (4976: 345)

admit t hat d&hedingsish mag haveans @us whatsoever as to what the discourse
topic is. |If A says to B, 6Tom called todaybo,
happened today?6 or 0 wh athed questioh relevgnbtotdle news ? 6 €
speaker and/or heare@g@ainst this backdrop, Brown & Yule (1983: 73) present the issue of
sharing a topic in conversation O606what is bei
different points and the participanteemselves may not have identical views of what each is

talking about dlis quotation represent the dynamics of topic negotiation by indicating that

the speakerbd6s topic becomes the shared topic
In a simlar way toKeenan and Schieffelin, Van Dijk (1977; see also Svennevig, 1999)
provides a different operationalisation of 06d
132, 136), the discourse topic of asequenédis pr oposi ti on ®htail ed by
propositions expressed by the sequéiiceand t he r ol e of®rtéhccuad,scour
organize and categorize semantic information of the sequences as. witbe®ver, this

definition sees topic as a product without any consideration toytierdc aspects of topic

progression, According to Svennevig (1999: 165), it only relates topics to discourse after

producing the entire stretch of discourse, and this is because Van Dijk fockdek anw t h e
speakers organise the discourse in memory ahdmthe odine negotiation of topic 6 6

Additionally, Svennevig (1999: 165) argues that this account represent topié astaa t i ¢
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structurédd t hat i s attached to a stretch of disc
discourse. Research on interactt@monstrates that frames of interpretation are dynamic and

can change during the conversation (Tannen 1993; Svennevig, 1999). As a result, it is not
permissible to categorise one stretch of discourse independently of its placement relative to

prior and sbsequent sequencg&/ennevig, 1999).

This view of topic identification is highlighted as problematic by Stokoe (2000: 195), who
arguesthafbt reati ng topics as discrete, identifi
topics is highly subjective anday be different for all the participants, as well as for the

analyst dleerefore, more recent research on topichlggp ut a premi um on Oh
produced and the ways in which they are initiated, maintained and shifted (Maynard, 1980).
Accordng t o Crows ¢éLPBBngl87ppi 66dwith any gre
conversation is aboutd at any popicloundaudsar mo

and shifts. 606

From a conversation analyferspective, researchers focusoh e 6 h o wi®. hoaM t opi
speakers manage, perceive and 6édo topicd. T
Svennevig (1999: 167)vho suggests viewing topic not as a product of discourse but as a
WGset of techni ques rdaldime @ading with8Svennavig, Mondaslec o u r s «
(2001; 2003; see al so Rtioopi,c 2t0all5k) 6 airsg urecst tnrh
a discourse object that is independent or exterior to language practices. However, topics are
created by the spealsain real time during the interaction.

In early CA work, topic was seen as an artefact of the tying structure of interaction (Sacks,
1992; Riou, 2015). Sacks (1992) argues that topic is a worthwhile object of study
|l suppose | had that | eeriness about O0to

by virtue of that O6topicbé would be that
persons, beginning researchers, psychiatrists, etc., would feel most at homagn talki

about and, | ooking at a piece of convers
could start right of f 1 thdirlogiocptheir stupidity,the 1 . e
ways they were discussed, and things like that. That is to say,|d Wweyrominently

in terms of 6topicd that, say, oO0content

(Sacks, 1992: 752)

Content analysis clashes with the ethnomethological principles of conversation attadysis,
objectiveof whichisto@ uncover t he deduesandsoc®lgustcti ng pr o

competencies underlying the production and interpretation of talk in organized sequences of
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interacto® ( Hut chby and Wooffitt, 1998: 14). I n t}
topics are produced and placements oictspift than to define what constitutes a topic

(Brown and Yule 1983; Levinson 1983; Schegloff 1990; Drew and Holt 1998; Stokoe 2000;

Schegloff and Sacks 1973; Jefferson 1984; Myers 1998; Gan et al. 2008). In order to analyse

how topicality is accomplishie conversation analysts treattopicddsc onst i t ut ed i n ¢t
procedures conversationalists wutilize to disp
fitwithapriod ( Maynard 1980: 263) . I n this framewor

that isachieved by the speakers, through #taking systems, repetitions, ellipsis,
pronominalisation and deixis, instead of conceiving it as something defined externally by the

analysts (Gan et al. 2008; see also Stokoe, 2000: T8fical talk is analysed as the

participants initiate, maintain, c¢close and sh
Garcia, 1988). This CA appr e43cdigumestthattopidsi ne wi
are artefact in terms of the way eashrtn i s designed to show an und

the prior turn. The basis of this approach is that the analysisheiinnt er | ocut or sd owr
orientation to what they perceive to be relevant and related to the main task as interaction

proceeds (Gaet al. 2008). In line with Gan et al., Stokoe (2000: see also Seedhouse and
Harris, 2010) demonstrates that the analytica
anal ystsd category. She argues thatedevant i s eas
in institutional talk than in mundane conversation (Stokoe, 2000: 187). For exantfpls, in

study, topics of theneeting are predefined by the chairperson in accordance withgireda.

Fisher (1996; see also Stokoe, 2000) argues that an edatdigrussion is considered

6effectived or O6successful &6 when students sho

A rational conclusion from these obbéervations
carefully examining how participants managel handle topics. A related point to consider is

that the amount of CA work on topic management is still scant in comparison to the number

of studies on other interactional recourses such addiing system, adjacency pairs, etc.

According to Seedhousand Harris (2011: 8), the early work within the CA tradition on

topical management has fallen away almost completely. This is because topics are not
interactionally organised and they do not follow CA norms, such as being cretxt

(Seedhouse, 2004: B&eedhouse further elaboratestidat n 1 i ke t he organi zat.
adjacency pairs and tutaking, topic is not oriented to normativédy, amdt aphiac i s not
treated at all in recent introductions to CA such as ten Have (1999) or Hutchby and Wooffitt

(2008). However, it is extensively discussed by Sacks (1@92). | n a simil ar wvein

and Heritage (1984: 165) argue tbabo pi c 6 may wel | prove to be anm
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conversational phenomena to be investigated and, correspondingly, thecatstrant to
systematic analysis®dine with Seedhouse, Atkinson and Heritage, Wong and Waring

(2012: 104), argue that the studies of topic from a CA perspective have been generally lacking
and that the use of terms such as topic initiation, maartce, shift or change has not been
consistent in CA literature. Therefore, this study employs the procesgi\@e@A) in the
examinatiorof topic management in studeneating talk in higher educatiomhisstudy

contributes to the existing ClAerature on topic management by adding the multimodal
approach and manipulation of objects to the analysis of threafpects of topic management:

topic initiation, topic development, topic termination and topic transition

A. Topic initiation
Various stidies on topic initiation have been conductedinithe conversation analytic
framework (e.g. Button and Casey, 1985; Maynard, 2003; Schegloff, 2007; Svennevig, 1999).
Topic initiation is seen as a critical opportunity for interactionists to shape thdaagetopic
talk (Barnes et al., 2013: 104). It is employed by the interactionists to promote the selection of
new mentionables (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 301). The selected mentionables provide
i nsight into the i nt er aactionandhelp cosstbuctandd er st an
maintain the social relationship with their recipients (Maynard, 2003: 123). The sequential
placements of topic initiationwhere a speaker initiates a toffiat is disconnected from the
previous topicsi . e. O b @u rcdhd r imeods etme nitaée: aftebthecokening 1 9 9 2)
sequence, during/after a prior topic, following a series of pauses, anthaftbosing of a

conversation.

One kind of topic initiation i s opdningst topi
sequence such as greetings. According to Schegloff (1986), first topic initiation is placed in
the 6ancRorHeofsurttiloenrd expl ains that there a
up®é or be designedly r aiagegd nlge faomoas nd rsc tbhaerf op
(Schegloff, 1986: 117). Similarly, Gardner (1987: 138) demonstrates that first topic initiation
Otopic introductiond is found in a talk onc
have passed. Againstighbackdrop, Button and Casey (1988) claim that placement of first

topic is interactionally negotiated. In a series of three articles, Button and Casey (1984, 1985,
1988/89), carried out a detailed analysis of the structural features of topic negdtiatiayht

turn-taking to investigate how topics are initiated and how new topics are responded to. In

S Anchor positiond6 comes after the completion of the
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addition, Sacks (1992b: 159) emphasises the importance of the first topic by claiming that
06first topicd is not mer etlhappeastodafist,butisim al ki ng
fact a thing that we can give an analytic nam

Topics that are minor developments by the receiver of the conversational opening of

Ahow are youo i ndguieraiteesd aarse onfadtr shte arod iocrs 6 .
note that to make of a topic a ofirst topi
conversation. Thus, for example, to make a

analysability (by coparticipante)s o0t he reason ford the conve
furthermore, a preservable and reportable feature of the conversation. In addition,
making a topic 6first topicbdé may accord it
initiator (a feature which may, butrke not , combi ne with its bei
conversationd) .

(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 300)

According to Button and Casey (1984, 1985), Maynard and Zimmerman (1984), Maynard,
(1980) and Schegloff (2007), there are a number of interactional techfogae®pic to be

initiated. These are discussed below.

A number of studies on topic organisation have identified different ways to initiate a topic.

Maynard and Zimmerman (1984: 3@84), argue that topic initiation can be classified into
twocategorie. The first is topic initiated by acqua
prior experienceb6 (acquainted speakers rely wu
anotherds biography, relationships, )interests
Some of the features of this kind of topic initiation are that they can be deliveries of news, i.e.

@ what iirscorRmmoo isvsubject to continuous revisiodddwever, it can also

demonstrate possible closure if the response to this kind of taatiam displays disinterest.

Il n connection with o6displaying prior experien
study show that displaying prior experience is employed by the participants to develop the

topic further (see Chapter 5, Extract 5.0B)pic initiated by the acquainted speaker also
includes O0setting talké (the topical beginnin
for the conversation). According to Wong and Waring (2012: 111), settin@talks a t opi c
initiation method thapoints to the immediate environment of the interaciion. The second
topic initiation is that by oupniaccaglu asi engt ueedn csepseda
6setti ng -tdpiaal sequence isAanothar land of topic initiation that is usedtto ge
speakers acquainted. It involves personal que

informational statements or enquiries. Notably, not all sequences result in topical talk since
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pret opi cal questions 06 06do the categorizatiqnudevices, bito pi ¢ a

merely allow that to

happen in

Button and Caseyds (1984, 1985)

three ways to generate a new topic that is not related to the prior one: (1) a topic initial elicitor

a systematic

studi es den

consists of a thremurn sequence (e.g. what is new?), a newgwavent (e.g. | got engaged),

and topicaliser (e.g. really?); (2) an itemised news enquiry, and; (3) a news announcement.

According to Button and Casey (1984: 170), topic initial elicitors have three features that are

relevant to their operation in ebtshing a new topic for talk: (1) topic initial elicitors

segment talk; (2) though making news inquiries they do not, themselves, present a

newsworthy event, and; (3) they provide an open, though bounded, domain from which events

may be selected and oféet as possible topic initials. A topic initial elicitor does not contain a

topical item for the recipient to take up; it initiates a topic by asking the interlocutor to launch

a

possible topic. Thi

s feature

didd)erenti at

displaying prior experience and piapical questions since the enquiries/questions are in pre

topical sequence for instance, initiate a topic with a topical item that engages the recipient.

Button and Casey (1984: 170) illustrate the three seqlienttaonments that topic initial

elicitors are found after: closing components sucbkasor alright (see Extract 1), opening

components such as the initial greeting and/or-aosyou sequences (see Extract 2), tepic

bounding turns after another togias been clearly terminated (see Extract 3).

= B = Wh anew. s

Extract 1 Button and Casey, 1984: 170)

M:...1"llring you back. Okay?

N: H'ri ((brusque))

M: Okay?

N: Bye ((brusquely))

M: Okay. Iz there anything else yo:u
today of any interest ?

Extract 2 (Button and Casey, 1984: 172)

J: Hello Redcuh five o'six one?
M: Mum?

(0.2)

J:Ye :s?

M: Me Mahthew,

J:Ohhel lo t hehr wh atand.e

Extract 3 (Button and Casey, 1984: 175)

A: (Ih) was too depre[ssing
B.

29

- happen

*te::rruhble o=



Topic initial elicitorsandturn designs vary according to the sequential environments in which

they occur. They are usually markedddge(what else?) in the closing environmeshdjng

(what 6re you doi nmg@Ww()whiant 0tsh en eowp)e naifntge,r atnodpi ¢ bc
and Casey, 1984; Wong and Waring, 2012).

The preferred second response to the topical initial elicitor is a report of a newsworthy event
that involves two techgues: presenting the newsworthy event as being searched for, such as
AJ: :::m é get haroutgomoryow 6, and prefacing the ev
such as OhOWwehtulattke i ndeat i st ' (Bdttdn & Casey, 1984: 178;

Wong and Waring, 2012). The ttiturn in the topical initial sequence is a topicaliser (e.qg.

Oh, really?, Yeah?, Really?) which comes after the newsworthy event. According to Wong
and Waring (2012: ) it upgrades the newsworthiness of the report and transforms a
possible topic int@n actual topic &itilarly, Svennevig (1999: 108) argues that topicalisers
express an active and supportive attitude towards the candidate topic, which reflects the
feelings of the speaker such as surprise, interest or approval of the topic. Acamrding t

Radf ord and Tar pdicalisatiof ig td pravide ti 8equential dpportunity for
further talk on that topic &dnsidering the views on topicalisers and their sequential
placement, one could argue that they could be analysed not only akgé&rpic initiation
sequence but also as one of the interactional ways that maintain and develop the topical talk
further since they give the speaker the right to elaborate further on the topic. In other words, it
has a dual function of being the thitdn of the topic initial sequence and it is also one of the

interactional ways of maintaining a new O6prof

Anot her way of generating a new topic is by e
Casey, 1985). Unlike a topic initial elicitthat contains a general enquiry to initiate a new

topic, an itemised new enquiry contains a topical item (specific newsworthy item) that is

related to the recipient which s/he already knows something about. In view of this, one could
highlight that an #mised news enquiry is mainly used by acquainted speakers. Button and

Casey (1985:1511) illustrate that there are three different types of itemised news enquiry. The

first one includes not only filling in a gap in knowledge, but it also contains a requmest

brought up to date on developments concerning an ongoing regiplatetd activity. In

Extract 4, for instance, Jenny displays her knowledge that Ida is expecting some furniture and

she is enquiring (to be brought up to date) on the delivery date.
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Extract 4 (Button and Casey, 1985:Hl1)

Ida ] SRRAEENRE SR ‘h it’s a:ll the money
eez had in iz back pocket thass made
im (like thah:t,)

Jenny : [ehh HEH HE:h’he~h h

Ida - [M HA=
Ida o= ha ha :::.
Jenny : = I:[ (thet’s makin’ the-) -hh That’ll teach
i:m hheh he -h-he.
Ida : That will teach him { yes,
Jenny : -hhh
he-eh hh ay - you gn’--hh
Ida [Yeh.
- Jenny : When ih you gettin yer: t dining room suite.
Ida : Well not ye:t, i-eh we ca:lled. lahst wee:k.h.

The second type of itemised news enquiry contains solicitous enquiries into troubles that
recipients are known to have. It works to update the speaker with information on a certain
matter and is different fromengigrs i nt o per sonal states such
not performa trouble and it may receive a minimal value state descriptor (Sacks, 1973). For

i nstance, in Extrfeot?td 5,5 @lnarrx@snpd kowds ay el
shows her concerns and knowledge about the trouble that Agnes has. By doing so, she

requests an update on this trouble.

Extract 5 (Button and Casey, 1985:8l1)

Cl ar a: I wbés washin the dishes.
Agnes: Yeah,
Agnes: Wir jis T cleanin up here too.
(0.4)
Cl ar a: Howdr you
= Cl ar a: Howdés yer foot. ?
Agnes: Oh itds healing beautifdlly!

The third type of itemised news enquiry includes inquiries into a recipeéated activity

which is oriented to as news geational. This type is more concerned with the knowledge of

a recipientrelated activity than the knowledge of the newsworthy, as is the case with the two
previous types. For instance in the extract
knowledge of a&ertain newsworthy event but rather offers a recipielated activity (that is,

Portiads work at the restaurant) as the con
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Extract 6 (Button and Casey, 1985: 110)

Portia : How come stay?h di dnot
Portia : OH ih woézis too hot huh,
Agnes : Oh::there T
Agnes : Jus6 too hot Portia, ainoéit was uh
Agnes : Ohl don6 know,
Agnes : Yih git kinda tahrd of i big kloojie buncha
people,
Portia : Yea:h.
Portia : Uh. Huh
Agnes : Amth hhhmh
= AQgnes : Howés evor yrehti dnrga rette & e
Portia : -hhuh - Gee we were really busy | as6 night ih

was like ~ summer.

According to Button and Casey (1985=24@), the responses to the itemised news inquiry in

the previous extracts shawalid second turn to initiate a new topic. The responses orient to

further sequential development of the initiated newsworthy news by presenting the news as a
recognisable incomplete. For instance, in Extract 4, the interlocutor Ida does not inform her
conversational partner of what happened when she cdhddxtract 5, Agnes can elaborate

more on her recovery, and in Extract 6 Porita does not give any further explanation of why the
restaurant was busy. For the topic to develop further, the next spedke third turn can

continue to talk by either addressing this incompleteness or by using continuation markers
6yeah, uh huh, and Mm hmé, which provide the
recipient. However, a recipient of the itemiseavs inquiry may not construct their second

turn in collaboration to start a topic, but s/he may produce a move that could curtail the
development of the talk on the particular initiated news. This could be done by producing a
minimal response thatorietso onl y f il ling in the gap of the
does not orient to any further things to report. This type of topic initiation can also be used to

develop the topical talk further, as will be seen in the next section.

The finalwaytoini i at e a new topic i s @Butonauwdghseya O news
1985: 2125). Unlike an itemised news enquiry, which enquires into a recipaéated

activity, a news announcements reports on spaakated activities. This type of topic

initiation is observed to be employed as an informative st&teand it has three features.

Firstly, activities reported in news announcements are not necessarily about the speaker; they

are related to the speaker, i.e. the speaker haséingt knowledge. Secondly, a news

announcement replies to shared knowledgethe current speaker orients to the recipient as

having some knowledge of the components of the report. This feature is related to the

6di splaying prior knowledged6 proposed by Mayn
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above). Finally, news annoumgents are structured as partial reports since they only
Oheadlined the news for the next speaker to
announcement can provide a sequential opportunity for the speaker to develop the talk by
producing a topicéer (e.g. yes) as an item that has relevance for the talk on the reported
activity, as seen in Extract 7. Edgerton is the news announcer and the topicaliser that was
offered by Joan created a sequential opportunity for Edgerton to elaborate on thEheews.

news announcer can either elaborate further on the reported news or s/he can produce a turn
which only confirms the previous reported news, which could result in a possible curtailment

of topic development.

Extract 7 (Button and Casey, 1985: 2Z31)

Joan Oh, well ()
=== Edgerton: Now |00k (.)im -uh 1l ene has just pushed a note
infront L vmyfa :ce,
= JOan :Yes?
=== Edgerton: Ten po unds

With regard to the sequential placement of a news announcement, unlike a topic initial

elicitor, whichcan be featured in conversation closing where the general tendency is to avoid
raising new topics (see Chapter 5 on closin
introduce a topic, and hence is not used in conversation closing (Button and C&85e¥%519

Wong and Waring, 2012). Lastly, itemised news inquiries and news announcements are
considered part of the topic nomination practices (Button and Casey, 1985; cf. topic

proffering sequences, Schegloff, 2007).

Once a topic has been initiated, theeractional journey through which it is developed begins
once the ceparticipants ratify the initiated topic. Accorhg t o Schegl lwef f (20
key issue is whether the recipient displays a stance which encourages or discourages the
proffered topié and d o e s-coafarmingnvayar nidy paen d t he key f ac:

stance is that of d&accesso. He goes on to

[A key feature] is whether the response turn is constructed to be minimal (or
minimized i. e., analyzably kept short, even if not as short as possible) or expanded.
Here turn organization plays a strategic role; response turns composed of a single TCU
[Turn Construction Unit] (especially if they are redundant or repetitive) are ways of
embodying minimal response.

(Schlegloff, 2007: 171)

On that account, the next section presents the interactional aspects of topic development.
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B. Topic Development
Topic development refers to the interactional process of developing a topic through the
cooperation of the eparticipants, which can be understood through an examination of the
turntaking system (Sacks et al. 1974: 728; Maynard, 1980: 263; West and Garcia, 1988:
553). Accordingly, participants6é understandin
interactional sequences to develop the initiated topic. According to Goffman (1983 &1),
topic can be volunteered or proposed in a single utterance; but it cinbb®obnfirmed into
existence until it is taken up in a series of subsequent utteradodme with Goffman,
Svennevig (1999: 173) argues that participants display their acceptance of the maintenance
and development of the current topicdye s t iagdldcal Isks and producing informative,

coherent contributions 6 6

One way of sustaining and developing an initiated topic is preferred responses. When a new

topic is initiated by means of a question that contains a topical item or informative statement

the coparticipants may structure a response that displays an interest in the topical item.

According toSukrutrit (2010), the responses can take many forms such as positive answers to

the speaker6s prior turn or toderSchegioff (2006 sponses
169) argues there are pastpansions that develop in a sequential environment where

preferred responses function as sequatesurerelevant and dispreferred responses are
sequencexpansiorrelevant. However, in topiprofferingsequences preferred responses

prompt expansion and dispreferred responses prompt sequence closure. When a speaker

proposes a topic (after the prior talk has been brought to possible sequence closure) and the
recipient produces a preferred response asdbend turn, it results in the expansion of the
sequence for the initiated topic since the pr
the talk (see Extract 8).

Extract 8 (Schegloff , 2007: 171, 172)

1Ava: UThatés gool d,

2 Bee: [Dihyuh have any-cl - You have a class with
3  Billy this te:rm?

=4 Ava: Yeh heds in my abnor mal cl ass.
5 Bee: mnYeh [ how -]

=== 6 Ava: [Abnor]mal psy[ch.

Minimal responses work to maintain and develop a proffered topic by demonstrating the
reci pi ent 0 s andingrofithe arior tiunneven if the minimal response does not

include an explidtiuh, mManihmgd . s Aclctoasdi dght o May
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minimal responses allow the speaker of the initiated topic to develop it further since they can
beundemodasgemhead responses and expresses the |
the initiated topic. Maynard points out that if there is solicitation of the topic after these

minimal responses, topic change will occur (this will be discussed irettiesection). In line

with Maynard, AbuAkel (2002: 1795) arguestha@t he | i st ener i s provi
feedback which conveys that theédlistener i s

Another way to develop a topic is by repeating some parts @iritieturn that involve the
potential topical talk. This is recogni sed
di splay the recipientds interest in some of
(2000: 399), Oprepeatsiprakpants afurtnher with
rearrangement 66 illustrates the recipientos
deictic rearrangement contains substitute utterances such as this, it, that, etc. (Goffman,

1983b; West and Geaia, 1988; Sacks, 1992a).

Finally, asking a question can be deployed by the recipient to develop the initiated topic.
According to Maynard (1980: 26570),&0t opi cal tal k is a coll abo
while one person does topic developmentakattees, the other may produce questions,
invitations, continuers, and so forth, to keep the line of talk goi#i@® shows that the

development of a topical sequence can be broken if the questions on topical talk are absent
and this is also one of the semtial placements which leads to topic change (this will be
discussed in the next section). In line with Maynard, BaifRaghan and Pritchard (1997)

suggest that tag response questions and clarification questions function to develop the topic.
Similarly, Sukrutrit (2010) suggests that using a series of questions also works as another

interactional technique for developing topics.

On the other hand, an attempt to initiate a topic can receive curtailed responses which do not
encourage the further developmenthe topic (Button and Casey, 1985). Participants may

insist upon developing the topic by deploying a number of interactional techniques, which is
referred to as O6topic pursuitdéo (Button and
1984; Wong and Warg) 2012).

Button and Casey (1985; see also Wong and Waring, 2012) illustrate that itemised news
enquiries can be used to do topic pursuit if the topic initial elicitor or news announcements

receive curtailed responses, as can be seen in Extract 9.uFtiey £xplain that news
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announcements that display the speaker knows something that the recipient is not telling can
be deployed by the speaker to pursue the topic when itemised news inquiries receive curtailed
responses (see Extract 10).

Extract 9 (modifed from Button and Casey, 1985: 27)

01 Maggie: .h What have you been up to.

02 (0.5)
03 Lawrence: We:ll about the same thing. One thing
04 anoth [er. | should
== 05 Maggi e: [ Youbre stildl in the real estate busir
06 Lawrence?

Extract 10 (modified from Button and Casey, 1985: 41)

01 A: Howés Tina doing.

02 (.)

03 J: Oh shedés doing goo: d.
=== 04 A: Is she | heard she got divo:rc:ed =

Secondly, a speaker can recycle anews report to pursue a topic, as seen below. However,

pursuing the topic does not mean the topic is necessarily ratified.

Extract 11 (modified from Button and Casey, 1985: 185)

01 M: How are things going?
02 P: Oh - h- h- h nothing doing.
=== 03 M: Nothing doing huh?
04 P: No, howés it with you?

Thirdly, a return of topic initial elicitor can be deployed to pursue a topic, as illustrated below.

Extract 12 (modified from Button and Casey, 1985: 28)
01 F: Whatds going o:n.
== 02 J: Not much. What do you know.
Finally, according to Maynard and Zimmerman (1984: 308), after a curtailed response the
topic initiator can pursue the topic by the deployment of a reclaimer, which functions to bring

the focus back on themselves.

In summary, the interactional achievement of topic development is accomplished through the
participantsdé coll aboration. The sequenti al p
the topic are of crucial importance since repetition of prior tachrainimal responses can

function to terminate an ongoing topic. Therefore, the next section presents how topics can be

terminated.
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C. Topic Termination
Topic termination refers to the techniques of closing down a topic. It can also (but not
necessarily) lose off a conversation (Wong and Waring, 2012: 126). CA analysts have
identified various techniques that may be deployed to terminate aiepiogress in order to
make the transition to the next topic. The sequential placement of topic termination is
crucially important since closing the togit-progress can result in topic transition. According
to Schegloff and Sacks (1973: 305), when the participants focus on topic boundaries, they
coll aborate to develop O6anal hasismstoeonstrucd s 6 wh
and produce topic boundaries. Myers (1998: 93) showsiiato pi ¢ cl osur e i s |
collaborative; participants can signal their willingness for a topic to come to a ddoée
Sacks (1992b: 566) ar gu essometapits cante sotan enchaed e n d
then people will exchange 06so06s or Ookayb®6s
may not always have the same result. In line with Sacks, West and Garcia (1988: 554) argue
that the exchange of such utteranceg@nuaes the termination of a topreprogress and an
opportunity for topic transition. However, Schegloff and Sacks (1973) illustrate that, for
example, oOOwell 6, o6okayd, -cdtocs.inmayestapecalt ec hni gqu
conversation. They arguhat if these utterances are deployed at the sequential placement of
topic termination, this sequential placement can become the initial point for a new topic. They
also show thattopim-pr ogr ess that includes a daswea al 6
and a topic transition can take place when the prior turn is summarised by aphoristic

formulation or proverbial through the collaboration of the participants.

Maynard (1980: 265) argues tteederies of silencsis one of the ways of closing a topre

progress asitindicatédt he f ai l ure of a prior topic to
speakershiipb and it 1 s i n t he @bet ospe gcu ecnhtainagle sp |raecgeun
a solution to the problem gfoducing continuous talk &éaynard provides six placements

where the series of silences can prompt topic chargwring topical talk after a story;

detailed topical items and absent solicits; topic shifts and absent solicits; refocusing; absent
solicits and refocusing in combinatioand disagreement. When a topicprogress in one of
these placements is not followed by a coherent topical talk, the initiation of a new topic is
then possible to sustain the interaction. Maynard highlights that minasadnse tokens
(previously discussed as a way to develop a topic) work to terminate a topic in the case of a
detailed topical item and absent solicit (i.e. a speaker introduces topical items inndetdl

the listenehas not asked for, in order to fidte a topic). With regard to the sequential
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placement, analysing the tutaking system makes it possible to determine the function of

these silences.

Jefferson (1983) identifies three techniques deployed to close arigmiogress; recipient

commentay, minimal responses and recipient assessment. In a similar vein to Maynard,
Jefferson clarifies that recipientoés mini mal
(6l ovelydé, 6béoh, goodd, O6thatds go-io-drdgless and t h
may trigger a topic change. Furthermore, Jefferson (1984b; Jefferson et al., 1987) highlights

that laughter can function to initiate a new topic and can be also deployed as a way of

avoiding the indecency of particular jokes by closing the topjrogress that contains the

indecency.

West and Garcia (1988: 559) present two categories for closing anegmiogress: (1) a

topicin-pr ogress can be brought to a closure by 061
WGexchange of ob,) ecdlsay@caandsoadlwreildht 6 as a ge
summary of a topiin-progress, formulating part of prior talk in summary fashion, summary

of some prior talk through an assessment and making arrangéiremts(2) the second

category to closa topic is by avoiding contributions which also involégésa s er i es of s
occurring and acknowledgment tokens (-bmm and mm) with delays&imilarly, Button

(1991: 252) identifies five activities that close a teipiprogress(1) holding over gor

activities- he uses an example of minimal responses to show how partiofpamts i ent t o t a
on that topic as being possibly exhaudiig@) formulating summarie$3) projecting future

activities (4) announcement of closy@nd (5) arrangementintroduction

Svennevig (1999) argues that there are three general principles to closeia-fopgress

(1) closing an ongoing topic can be done by displaying that the participant realises that the
proffered topic is complete@?) establishing the newsworthiness of the toaind;(3)

producing responses that are suitable to the prior tdoreover, he provides a detailed list

of the interactional techniqueghich includes, foexample, repetition, minimal responses,

silence reformulation, generalisation, summaries, assessment and missing speaker transfer.

Finally, Howe (1991: 9) identifies a sequence of turns that closes the ongoing topics:
summary assessments (Antaki, 2002; Heritage, 1984b; Waring, 2008; Wong and Waring,
2009) acknowledgment tokens (produced with a falling/even intonation and minimal stress at

topic boundary)repetition laughter andpauses. Unlike previous research, Howe identifies
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repetition of prior turn before the topic boundary as another techaofqiesing topiein-
progress. Furthermore, Howe states that pauses and summary assessraetdhaee mo s t
powerful indicators of potential chang® 0

After reviewing the literature on topic termination, it is clear that possible topic termination
may resit in topic transition. Therefore, the next section presents the last aspect of topic

management, namely, topic transition.

D. Topic transition
Topic transition refers to the interactional procedures by focusing more on one aspect within a
topic or moving dwards a new topic, either with a disjunctive marker or in a stepwise fashion
(Wong and Waring, 2012: 115). Notably, it is worth mentioning here that topic transition (the
act of moving towards a new topic) is different from topic initiation. With referémt¢he
sequential placement of topic initiation, it is done in the openings, closings, after a topic
boundary and after a series of silences. However, topic transition is done within a current
topic and is accomplished in two ways. The first way is siptopic transition (Atkinson
and Heritage, 1984; Sacks, 1992b; Svennevig, 1999; Holt and Drew, 2005; cf. topic shading
in Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). Itis a process where one topic flows into another in a natural,
unnoticed way, an® i n t h i efeemgnts of the cursent topic which are incidental, are
foregrounded and become topicalized in their own right, whilst the foregoing topicality is, by
default, backgrounded by not being attended to in ongoing talk. The process repeats in a
cyclical manne®® ( C a 4iogrsere 2014: 173). The second way of changing a topic is
through disjunctive topic transition (Jefferson, 1984; Atkinson and Heritage, 1984).
According to Maynard 1 9 8 0 , ofic@&hhnges am@ Got random happenitigsy occur in
specificamvi ronments and in characterisabl e ways
process and the techniques of moving into a new topic thatetated to the previous one,
resuling in the construction of a noticeable boundary between the-ilmymicogress and a new

topic.

Stepwise Topicransition

In stepwise topic transition, a speaker can flow from one topic (or aspect of a topic) to another
one in a gradual way (Wong and Waring, 2012). This kind of topic transition is considered

@t he Dbtemove fromatgpictotop® ( Sacks, 1992bSack$56) . Acc

It is a general feature for topical organization in conversation that the best way to
move from topic to topic is not by a topic close followed by a topic beginning, but by
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what we cdlastepwi se move. Such a move involved co
been talking about to what we are now talking about, though they are different. I link
up whatever | 6m now introducing as a new t
[[nsuchawayiat] so far as anybody knows webdve n
t hough we are far from wherever we began a
flowed.
(Sacks1995: 566)
Notably, it is worth menti oni nugesibdommon Maynar d?oé
withtoéepubal talkdé (Sacks, 1992a: 762) and top
These techniques focus on the development of another coherent talk that is related to the
topic-in-progression. Sacks (1992a: 762) elaborates otiogigal talk by providing an
example of a movement from talking about a house to rent to talking about the yard of the
house. In other words, the topic of the yard is related to the topic of the house to rent.
A speaker is said to move into a new topiotlgh the deployment of three interactional
devices (Wong and Waring, 2012). Firstly, a speaker can deploy a pivot utterance (+ new
topic/focus) instead of making a noticeable topic boundary since the pivot asttio
connect t HyouHhaesdorke topic which yowcéan see is not connected to what is
now being talked about, then you can find something that is connected to both, and use that
firsth (Sacks, 1992: 300). According to Jefferso
different forms ofshift-i mpl i cati ve (i .e. shifting the topic
interest), which are: minimal acknowledgement tokens, assessments and commentary. In a
similar vein, Holt and Drew (2005) add figurative expressions to the forms of pivotal
utteranes. Secondly, invoking a semantic relationship between two items is another
interactional device to do stepwise transition. According to Sacks (1992: 7576361995),
this relationship includes three class analyses to terrdass membership, touettoff

utterances and stbpical talk (for further information see Sacks, 1992, 1995).

The final interactional devices to make the stepwise topic transition involve multiple stages
(Wong and Waring, 2012: 124, 125). Jefferson (1984a2830 presents series of five

moves as the process of stepwise topic transition deployed by the trelignleThese moves
are used as a way of getting out of trodtieling, and they are as follows: (1) The trouble
teller sums up the heart of the trouble; (2) thaltteteller turns to matters that are ancillary;
(3) the troublerecipient produces talk that topically stabilises the ancillary matters; (4) the
troublerecipient produces a pivotal utterance that has independent topical ppéertiéd)

the target matter is established as a new topic by the participants (see Jefferson, 1984, for

further discussion).
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Disjunctive Topic Tansition

In this type of topic transition, the participants terminate a topprogression and initiate a

new tgic that is not related to the prior one through noticeable boundary markers. This
boundaried or segmental topic organisation (Button and Casey, 1985; Jefferson, 1984) is
referred to differently by various CA analysts: marked transitions (Sacks, 19%bictive

shift (Jefferson, 1984); disjunctive topic shift (Atkinson and Heritage, 1984; Svennevig,
1999); disjunctive topic transition (Holt and Drew, 2QC&)d disjunctive topic change (Holt
and Drew, 2005). Accordingi ¢toi Sacé&aduc¢tloord:
the participants involved in an interaction find the talk boring or unpleasant, and hence do the
interactional work to initiate a new topic as a gateway from the situation. In line with Sacks,
Jefferson (1984) argues that distive transition can also occur as one of the ways to get out

of troubletelling, and it can also occur in ngmoblematic talk.

There are two forms of disjunctive topic transition. The first one is where aitepic

progression is terminated by a paésiclosing sequence, after which a rieunrelated

topic is generated. The second form of disjunctive topic transition works to insert a new topic
before atopign-pr ogr essi on i s exhausted. This | atte
(Svennevig: 199: 38). Then again, the participants may not maintain the inserted topic and
they may return to the prior topic, a case
1972).

According to Wong and Waring (2012: 116), disjunctive topic transitioolwas boundary or
disjunctive markers, which are utterances deployed by the interlocutors to mark the generation
of a new focus or topic as abrupt or unexpected. Crow (198314%1see also Wong and

Waring, 2012: 118.16) provides a list of boundary tepnarkersp Anyway, Alright, Oh,
Speaking of X, That reminds me of, Oh say,
something | 6ve gotta tell you, You know wha

Incidentally6 6

Drew and Holt (1988, 1995, 19p8rgue that figurative expressions can be deployed by the
participants to make the disjunctive topic transition. They further elaborate that figurative
expression has the dual function of acting as a summary assessment (positively and
negatively) and clasg the preceding matter. One should highlight that the figurative
expressions in disjunctive transition disengage the new topic from the current one, while the

pivotal figurative expressions in the stepwise transition connect the new but related ndatter an
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turn to the prior topic. Drew and Holt (2005: 506) provide the most common sequential
placement of figurative speech that is before a disjunctive topic transition following a
standard sequence:

Speaker A: Figurative summary assessment
Speaker BAgreement

Speaker A: Agreement/confirmation
Speaker A/B: Introduction of next topic

Finally, West and Garcia (1988e¢e also Okamoto and Smitbvin, 2001) were the first to

present a clear framework for analysing topic transition. They introduce tw® df/pepic
transition,namelyd col | abor ati ve topic transitiond and
categorisation is based on the existence of interactional collaboration among participants to

close a topign-progress. Collaborative topic transitioacurs when participants jointly

contribute to a possible closing sequence of the current topic (e.g. through an agreement on

the termination of a topic). However, unilateral topic transition results from-a non

collaborative topic transition on the partarfe speaker (Okamoto and Sriithvin, 2001

854). In other words, a new topic is solely initiated by a participant without bringing the
topic-in-progress to a closure and withoutthepca r t i ci pant sd6 j oint agreet
Okamoto and Smithovin (2001: 854), unilateral topic transitions violate tt@Rking norms

by failing to acknowledge the conversational

exercises control over the topic, causing the

A rationalconclusion from reviewing previous research on topic management is that the

majority of CA research into topic management has mainly focused on mundane conversation

where topics flow implicitly rather than explicitly stated. Moreover, topic management is

extremely valuable when working on interactional data because it uncovers iom@aacti

structures, techniques asttategiesTothebesb f t he researcher 6s knowl e
management has not been investigatexstudent university netings,and ror hasit been

investigatedas a truly multimodal enterprise.

24 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has introduced and provided an outline of the existent litengevantto this
study The second section presented an overview of preliteuatureon meeting interaction
and itdiscussed the studies and characteristics of meeting interadtioa particular focus

on research which has adopted the CA mindset and methodttlatpp dscussed the context
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of PBL andhighlighted the gapn the literature with regard toigher education research. The
third section discussed the concept of oOtop
adopts the conversation analyperspective. It also discussed the relevant CA literature on

the four aspects of topic management. As a result, it showed how the field of CA is still

lacking the study of topic management.
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Chapter 3. Methodology

oD@scriptions are the gifts observers give:
Refraining patterns message bearers live. 0 6

(Robert Hopper, 1991)

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the multimodal conversation analytical mattogpdedby this study

and the research desidgpection 3.2 presengsnumber oflefinitions,the origins andhe core
assumptions of conversation analy§4#\). The following section3.3, presents a brief
outline oftwo keyinteractional organisations of CA, nametyrn-taking system (3.3.1) and
sequence organisation (3.3.3¢ction 3.4 discussebkd application of CA withiran
institutional settingFollowing that, Sction 3.5 introduces the multimodality approach.
Section 3.6 presents the research context of the study. Finally, sectamdBgses the issues
of thevalidity and reliability ofCA.

3.2 An Overview of Conversation Analysis

CA is an approach to the study of tafkinteraction. Acording to Psathas

The study of the talin-interaction represents a methodological approach to the study
of mundane soci al a ousilandhsyséeimatiopdoceduregforoy s ] r i
studying social actions that also provide reproducible results.

(Psathas, 1995: 1)

However, researchers have specifically descri
of conversational data that accounts fa $slequential structure of tallk-i nt er act i ono
(Markee 2000: 25) ; fa set of methods for work
social interactiono (Sidnell 2010: -rR0); #Athe
interactiodowoelttchbyl1aaaa8: 14) ; -iniritehaetionst udy of
whatever its character or settingo (ten Have
in interactionodo (Ant aki 2011: 1) . Generally,
uncer st and talk as a basic and constitutive f ec
Similarly, Atkinson and Heritage (1984) argue that the main purpose of CA research is to
describe and clarify the competences that ordinary people use to thkeguaally
organised interactiolhese aims of CA were formulated in an early programmatic statement
by Harvey Sacks:
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It is possible that detailed study of small phenomena may give an enormous

understanding of the way humans do things and the kinolsj@éts they use to

construct and order their affairs. It may well be that things are very finely ordered; that

there are collections of social objects

that the way they assemble them is describable wsihet to any one of the activities

they happen to do, and has to be seen by attempting to analyse particular objects.
(Sacks 1984: 24)

CA was first introduced by the sociologist Harvey Saokassociation with Emanuel

Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (Herge, 1984b; Sacks, 1992; Silverman, 1998; Antaki, 2011).

It grew out of the ethnomethodological tradition in sociology developed by Harold Garfinkel
(1964, 1967, 1988), which studies Athe comn
through which memérs of a society produce and recognise mutually intelligible objects,
events and courses of actiono (Liddicoat 20
Garfinkel was in turn influenced by the work of the sociologist Erving Goffman (1963, 1967,

1983 , who investigated 060t h-mofacerenceuntercamongn or de
soci al me mber s . It should be noted that Gof
construction of a system of conceptual di st

In the ethnomethodological approach, it is perceived that individuals have rational reasons for
the actions they produce and these actions are available to other members of-semseon
According to Garfinkel (1968: 16):

OEt hno6 s ee med ortother, to¢he availabilitg to ameemioenof

commonsense knowledge of his society as comreense knowledge of the
Owhatever 0. I f it were 6ethnobotanydo, th
knowledge of and his grasp of what were for members atieqoethods for dealing

with botanical matters. Someone from another society, like an anthropologist in this

case, would recognize the matters as botanical matters. The member would employ
ethnobotany as adequate grounds of inference and action in theecohdis own

affairs in the company of others like him. It was that plain, and the notion of

6et hnomet hodol ogydé or the term O6et hnomet

Garfinkel s et hnomethodol ogy i s seturepait t o
everyday activities are ordinarily and rout
3536). Therefore, the analysis of a persono:

behind the same activities when performed by other indilsdua

Based on this observation, CA aims to reveal the underlying machinery that allows the
participants to organise and order social action initaikteraction (Seedhouse, 2004: 12). In
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line with Seedhouséen Have (1999, 2007) argued that the esdgmniigose of CA is to

present an analytical description of the organisation ofitalikteraction by taking the
participantds perspective. This is related to
interaction should not be grounded in a tle¢ioal framework but instead CA analysts should
identify the distinctive features and pattern
participantso6 standpoint (ten Have, 2007). Ac
resultsfromstdyi ng behaviour as from inside the syst
and Wooffitt (1998: 15), is that O66CA seeks t
perspective of how the participants display for one another their understanding of what is

going on s is to sayCA attempts to thoroughly and finely describe how turn at talk is

constructed and oriented to by thepanticipants.
Moreover, Heritage (1988) proposed the following three core assumptions of CA:
1. Interaction is structurally ganised.

2. The significance of each turn at talk is doubly contextual in that (a) each
turn is shaped by the context of prior talk, and (b) each turn establishes a
context to which the next turn will be oriented.

3. No order of detail in interactionde dismissed a priori as irrelevant to
the partiesdo understandings of what is occ
(Heritage, 1988: 130)

These three core assumptions have strongly sh
(Heritage, 1988: 130) assuBptions, 8dedhguseq2004f-hdded t age 0 s
t wo more pri-npiphdsdathotdtomend, andd 6why t ha
Before conducting research, CA emphasises that the data should be collected from naturally
occurring interactions using video audio recordings because order must be found in
naturally occurring materials of interaction rather than materials fabricated through
experimental procedures or rgiays (Wetherell et al. 2001: 52). In addition, CA emphasises
that data should be analyseske by case because social interaction is orderly on an
individual actionby-action, casdy-case level (Wetherell et al., 2001: 52). These principles

promote an emic perspective rather thandop/n analytic procedures.

3.3 Interactional Organisation
According to Sacks et al. (1974), there is a basic architecture that supports interaction. This
section will briefly outline some of the key analytical concepts, in relation to interactional

organisation, that were revealed during early CA research. Teoethit but interrelated
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analytical concepts of interactional organisation are focused ortaikirg systent and
sequencerganisatio”. This organisation of interaction is employed in the analysis of the
present study to examine how participants mamagies during their meetings.

3.3.1 Turn Taking System

Turntaking system is considered extremely important in CA (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 2008)
because it accounts for that fact that, in
speakers changand though the size and ordering of turns vary; thasttions are finely
coordinated; [and] that techniques are used
key elements of turtaking are indicated by Sacks et al. (1974) as involving ttiermsoof
turn-constructional unit, transition relevance place, local manageneeigient design, and

speaker selection.

Turns at talk consist of turconstructional units (TCUs), which are syntactic units of several
types, includihg pbeasehtiahd kéranusal 0 (Sac
relevance places (TRPs) are moments in interaction when turn transition (or change of
speakers) can occur after TCUs. According to Sacks (1974:a@B-taking system is

locally managed in mundarinteraction. In other words, managing turn allocation and turn

taking is dealt with on a turldy-turn basis since turn order and turn length are fixed in
mundane interaction. Finally, recip-ient des
participans. It refers to the ways the participants formulate their turns to fit Hpartwipant

in interaction (Sacks et al, 1974). Sacks et al. (1974: 727) noted that recipient design affects

Aword selection, topic sel eencasoptions,and mi ssi bi
obligations for starting and terminating co
i n interaction create and maintain mutual u

1984a). In any interaction, participanisplay understanding of one another in the production
of their next turn. Any display of lack of understanding or misunderstanding can be resolved
through repair.

3.3.2 Sequence Organisation
The central idea of CA is that utterances in interactioflabi@ sequentially organised (ten
Have, 2007). According to Seedhouse (2004:

4Turn taking practices, in relation to meeting interactiserereviewed in the previous chapter.
5 The analytical concept of topic, vdhi is the heart of this thesisas discussed in gredetailin
Chapter 2.
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the participants of a conversation are able to make their utterances comprehensible and to

i nterpret t he uttheesamatime,sts therhechartism éhat assisis.CA A

anal ysts to study interaction, as they are 06
interactantsé66é6 (Seedhouse, 2004: 21). Put sim
that in CA, utterancederive much of their pragmatic force from their sequential location and
through their relationship to the interaction
2004: 22).

The concept of O6adjacency pairo6uensal t he major

organisation (ten Have, 2004). According to Schegloff and Sacks:

A basic rule of adjacency pair operation is: given the recognizable production of a
first pair part, on its first possible completion its speaker should stop and a next
speakeshould start and produce a second pair part from the pair type of which
the first is recognisably a member.

(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 296)

Adjacency pairs consist of two related utterances produced by different speakers. Adjacency
pairs involves two geects: first pair part (FPP) and second pair (&PH. Moreover,

Schegloff and Sacks (1973: 296; cited in ten Have, 2004) describe five characteristics of
adjacency pairs: 1) two utterance length, 2) adjacent positioning of component utterances, 3)
different speakers producing each utterance, 4) relevant ordering of parts (i.e. FPP followed
by SPP), and 5) discrimination relations (a second pair part is selected within the scope of a
first pair part. If a first pair part is a request, the second paicparbe an acceptance or a

denial).

After the production of &PP(e.g. a question) thePP(e.g. an answellecomes

conditionally relevant (Schegloff 1968:1083). If the SPP is not produced, this absence will be

treated as noticeable, accountable and sanctionable (Seedhouse 2004: 20). However, a full
sequence quite often includes more than just twegaais (t& Have, 2004). For instance,

when a sequence i s situatagpabmesfli omé ; a whiemst tpa
FPPandaSPR it i s d6dinsert expansPR on d ,-examadnpseisaemod i t

sequence.
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3.4 Applied Conversation Analysis and Institutional Talk
Chapter 2 provided a detailed discussion of the organisation of meeting interaction (see
Section 2.2). This section will outline the major dimensions of institutional talk in relation to

meeting interaction.

CAstudiesa oO6institutional talko6é started to emer
assumptions that proved fruitful in studying ordinary conversation (Heritage, 1998). It started
with the understanding that 0 ons.nntotherwodds,i s a
66it is through interaction that context i s
interaction that institutional imperatives originating from outside the interaction are evidenced
and made real and enforceable for the participas 6 6 ( Her i t age, 1998: 4
participants build the context of their tatkand throughtheir talk (Heritage: 1998).

According to Drew and Heritage (1992:22; see also Heritage 2003), institutional interaction

has three basics elements: J¢ garticipants have specific goals, which are connected to their
institutional identities (doctor and patient, teacher and pupil etc.); 2) the interaction involves
constraints on what is regarded as fnall owab
talk in institutional settings is associated with the specific frameworks and procedures of a
particular institution. These elements give each type of institutional interaction its own
dingerprinb (Heritage and Greatbatch 1991-96, see also Herita@@®03).

Drew and Heritage (1992) further proposed a number of distinctive dimensions of

institutional talk in which it differs from mundane conversation and offers analytical foci into

the study of institutional talk. Firstly, institutional interactionpdays the same turtaking

organisation as mundane conversation. However, some institutional interaction (e.g.

meetings) involvespecific and systematic transformations in conversationattéking

procedures (see Section 2.2, Heritage, 1998). The study ebking in meeting interaction

i's fundament al because 00they have tome pot e
and to recalibrate the interpretation of almost every aspect of the activities that they
structure66 (Heritage, 1998: 5). For-instan
taking system in that it is through the chairperson that turrellasated or allowed to be

taken. Secondly, sequence organisation is one of the main pillar of any kind of interaction
because 0606it is through sequence organisat.
are managedoo6 ( HeilidB)a fhes stadyvdll adalyse thensenes of 2
sequences, including sequence expansions, to examine how participants develop the topics.

Thirdly, the two areas of | exical choice an
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are implementedwithor ds t hat have to be selecteddd (He
606l exical c¢choice is a significant way through
institutional context of their talko6éodé (Drew a
includes a focus on recipient design and the lexical choices during the three different phases

of meetings, i.e. opening, discussion and closing. Finally, the overall structure organisation
addresses the fact that a series of sequences are part of a langaceehat shape the

interaction (seeections 2.2 and 4.5). This notion is common in institutional encounters.
AccordingtoDr ew and Her i tangknds(oflirst@ulonal eh@)nters &iren
characteristically or g aderiofpleasges. Convesatians, byt andar d
contrast, are noto (see Section 4.5 and Chapt
structural organisation of studeneetings). In institutional interaction, the production of

overall structure organisation and theve from one phase to a next are managed by the

participants in a given interactigprew and Heritage, 1992: 44).

3.5 Multimodality and CA

The analysis in this study will incorporate reerbal cues employed by the participants

during the interactionincluding facial expressions, gaze, hand gestures and body movements

as well as manipulation of objects, adopting

verbal actions in interactions.

Non-verbal behaviours were overlooked in early CA studies, (8agks et al1974).

However, a growing number of CA studies have extended the research focus towards a fuller
inclusion of embodied resources (Hazel and Mortensen, 2014; Nevile, 2015). Moreover, ever
more journals have started to publish special issngSA and multimodality (Deppermann,

2013; Deppermann et al., 2010; Jewitt & Cowan, 2014; Rasmussen, Hazel, & Mortensen,
2014).

Accordi ng t o Nanultimodal ifteRattiondl analysis we aiy concerned

with what individuals expressanchoe r s react to. o0 The multi modal
perspective attempts to describe 66how tal k,
posture), the use of physical artifacts in th
themselves aintyused t o perform coherent soci al acti
Mortensen further argues that it is the combination of these semiotic resources, sequentially,

and serially, that produces a specific social action. According to Goodwin (2008ta383e

a gesture as a meaningful sign . . . a hearer must first use the talk that accompanies it to find a
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relevant sense for the speakerds waving arn
succession of different hand movements that appear and disappeagthro t i me 0 . Th
the utilisation of semiotic resources at any point in interaction is seen as relevant to the

ongoing course of action since they are oriented to by the participants (Mortensen, 2013).
Overall, multimodality and CA are proven to béeefive analytical methods that uncover the
momentby-moment verbal and newerbal conducts and orientation of participants in

institutional interaction. The reasons for employing CA (i.e. process view) instead of DA (i.e.
Oproduct vi e weénpanagement of togcsvere djsaussed in Ghapter 2 (see

Section 2.3). In addition to the reasons for choosing CA {@iatan method) provided here,

the detailed transcription and close analysis of verbal anderal conducts can deepen our

understandingf thephenomenon being investigated.

3.6 ResearchDesign

The aim of this study i® examine topic managementstudent group meetinggthin the
context ofPBL in highereducation from a multimodabnversatioranalytic approachlhe
originality in this study is based on the research gap discusshdpters 1 and 2. This study

Is set to answehe following research questians

1) How do participants jointly manage topics within and across the three phases in student

group meetgs?

In order to answer this question, the analysis will focus on:
1 How is topic initiated?

How do participants develop a topic?

How do participants bring the topic to a close?

When does topic transition occur?

Who makes the topic transition?

How doparticipants orient to topic transition?

What is the role of the chair in topic management?

What is the role of neghair?

=4 =/ =4 4 -4 A4 A4 -

Does the chair always change the topic? If hotv it is jointly managed by the

participants?
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This section presentie research context, data collection, #gearch participants (section
3.6.1)and the ethical consideians of this study (section 3.§.Z'he next section explains
how the data is transcribed and analy@sdtion 3.6.3)

3.6.1Data Collection, Resarch Context and Participants

As has been notad chaptes 1 and 2the research context of this study is PBL in higher
education i.e. students ateinga t ask and
been taken from the Newcastle UniversCorpus of Academic Spoken English (NUCASE)
(Walsh, 2014), a one million word corpus of academic spoken English recorded in various
sites across the University and incorporating small group teaching sessions from the
Universityos
Agriculture and Engineering (see Table 1). Approximately 25% of the corpus is based on
recordings made in pr@and insessional English language classes recorded in INTO, the
English Language Centrerfthe University. The NUCASE data, based on videal audie
recordings, comprise spoken interactions recorded in seminars, group work, tutorials, PhD
supervisions, staf§tudent consultations, English language classes and sessions involving

informal learrer talk. As the focus is small group interaction, lectures have not been included.

pr acsbihedirregtdatd bdas i n g

t h ieseard SbcalcSuidntes, Medical $tienves,randtScience,

The aim is to provide O6snapshotd of
education contexts where there is interactivity.
Faculty Number of words Total words
SAGE 200,000 words formal talk 50,000 words informal talk | 250,000
HASS 200,000 words formal talk 50,000 words informal talk | 250,000
MED 200,000 words formal talk 50,000 words informal talk | 250,000
INTO B1 (0) B2 (125k) | C1 (125K) C2(0) 250,000
Total number of words: 1,000,000

Table 1. NUCASE: Newcastle University Corpus of Academic Spoken English

After exploring the NUCASE database, this study focuses oRabaty of Science,

Agriculture and Engineering (SAGE), particularly the undergraduate degree of Naval
Architecture since it is the only dataset in the corpus that includes student meetings. As

illustrated in Table 2, this study analyses five hours of video and audio recordings of naturally
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occurring data, which were collected with one video camera and one audio recording between
the beginning of October 2010 and the end of June 2011 at Nexdastkrsity.

NUMBER

. : YEAR T-LED
INTERIM | NEW DATA 5 RECORDING OF .
NAME NAME TITLE TYPE CONTEXT | FACULTY DATE LOCATION | SPEAKERS SPEAKER IDs Time & '[%]F)X Pg}l:lR
RECORDED
Naval TNS41,TNS4
= | xsrnqq | Architecture [ Student [ Group Marine 21.02. | Newcastle . 2. TNS43, oy ’
NC027 | NC044 Final Year | Project work Engineering 11 University & TNN44, TNS4 0:30:00 4 Peer
Project 6
Naval TNS41.TNS4
. Architecture | Student | Group Marine 22.11. | Newcastle < 2,TNS43, .
NegL | Ne Final Year | Project work | Engineering 10 University = TNN44, TNN4 09 % Poe
Project 5
Naval TNS41.TNS4
5 o~ | Architecture | Student Group Marine 29.11. Newcastle p 2, TNS43, oo
HNESOS: (BHCON Final Year | Project work | Engineering 10 University - TNS46, S 4 .
Project TNSS17
Naval TNS41.TNS4
<2 | ayeqqn | Architecture | Student |  Group Marine 25.03. | Newcastle 2,TNS43, e
eSS Nk Final Year | Project work | Engineering 11 University 9 TNN44,TNN4 a2 % Fees
Project 5, INS46
Naval TNS41.TNS4
. Architecture | Student | Group Marine 31.01. | Newcastle 2,TNS43,
1C02 » : -03-
NCO14 | NCO29 1 ginal Year | Project | work | Engineering| 11 | University 8 TNN44TNNg | BO3IL) 4| Deer
Project 5,INS46

Table 2. BSc Naval Architecture

The aim of this study is to investigdt®ic management ismall group meetings between
students with no staff member present, including project planning meetings. Therefore,
recordings of seminar talkjtorials, PhD supervisions and staftident meetings to discuss
projects have been excluded. The five hours of recordings comprise five meetings, each
lasting for nearly an hour of interaction which provides a time frame for the meeting. These
meetings hve been documented over the first term of the academic year. This series of
meeting interaction involves single group of participants. This group inclusigs
undergraduate students (five males and one female) on the BSc Naval Arahitantking

on their final year project. The student group meetiagsheld once a week in the School of

Marine Science and Technology at Newcastle University.

The students were assigned to different groups to build a wind turbine as their final year
project. In this stdy, the students as a group decided on certain parts of the project to be
assigned to each student, for example, foundations, prop design, structures, geotechnical
analysis and so on. In thesmall groupmeetings, the rogof the chairperson and the
secetaryareexplicitly assigned and change in each meeting. Furthermore, they organise their
meeting interaction with a clear opening phase, discussion phase and closing phase as well as
the chairperson following a written agenda. Hence they follow theactten of workplace

meetings. Once the project is completed, they have to submit one dissertation as a group, and

hence each student has to produce a piece of writing for their part of the project. The absence
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of participant sd b ased@spooblemdtic sincd tlheramalytical on i s no
approach of this study only considers contextual information as relevant to the analysis if it

oriented to by the participants (Brandt, 2011). A potential limitation of this study beuld

that the study focuseon a singlgroup of students and only five hours of recordings.

Unfortunately, theNUCASE corpus has the recordings of only five hours of one group of

students from Naval Architecture with no teacher presence.

3.6.2Ethical Considerations

The NUCASE data collection followed the ethical guidelines ofthizersity and an ethical

review was undertaken and approved by the University ethics convenor. The data collection

was on a voluntary basis and the participants were provided with informhét explained

details of the research project; a declaration that participation is entirely voluntary and that

they can withdraw from the project at any time; details of what will happen to the data

collected and the results of the research, includow the data collected will be handled,

and; plans for storage, archiving, sharing andse of data. In order to ensure confidentiality,

the names of the students were referred to in the transcripts as S1, S2 and so on. Pseudonyms

were allocatedtoanygpr t i ci pant 6s name that was mentioned

to preserve their anonymity

3.6.3Data Transcription and Analysis

CA is a data driven methodology and it is only through transcribing the-aiigaudio
recordings that patterns miteraction are identified and become the focus of the analysis.
According to Hutchby and Wooffitt:

Transcription is a necessary initial step in enabling the analysis of recorded interaction
in the way that CA requires. Secondly, the practice of trangomiphd production of
transcript represent a distinctive stage in the process of data analysis itself.

(Hutchby and Wooffitt2008: 69)

Therefore, after repeatedly watching the data, the recordings are first transcribed roughly, and
then extracts of intest are finely transcribed. The transcriptions follow the CA conventions
based on the system developed by Jefferson (e.g., JeffersonA#IA4on and Heritage,

1984; Hutchby and Wooffitt; see also Appendix A). The data was transcribed and
synchronised Wh the video recordings using Transana softiasetably, ten Have (2007:

8 Transana is an open source software designed to facilitate the transcription, management and analysis of digital
video, audio, and still image data (Silver and Lewins, 2014).
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95)e mp h a s i srandcriptstara hot tibedata of CA, but rather a convenient way to
capture and present the phenomena of intere
considered to be a representation of the data (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998).

In CA, the analyst is left with the decision to select what details are to be included in the
transcription according to what phenomena are being investigated. Thereforesindijs
fine-grained transcription containing miekevel features such as pauses, gaps, stretches,
volume, overlaps, cuiffs, and norvocal sounds (Psatha€95) can help explain in emic
terms how topic initiation, development, termination and tramstare accomplished.
Overlooking these apparently insignificant interactional features can result in a partial
interpretation of how topics are manageiccording to Hutchby and Wooffitt:

The process of transcribing a data tape is not simply oweitoig down the words

that people exchanged. Rather, it is a process of writing down in as close detail as

possible such features of the recorded interaction as the precise beginning-and end

points of turns, duration of pauses, audible sounds which aweands (such as

breathiness and | aughter), or which are

stresses, extensions and truncations that are found in individual words and syllables.
(Hutchby and Wooffitt2008: 71)

In addition,Sacks (1984: 249 r g u e d etdildd attidy af €nall phenomena may give an
enormous understanding of the way humans do things and the kinds of objects they use to
construct and order their affairs. o606 For th
described vith sequence of turns at talk where they are deemed relevant and necessary to
understand the interaction, as well as to r
embodied actions, such as eye gaze, body orientation and gestures (Goodwin, 1979, 1980;
Psathas and Anderson, 1990). Therefore, adi@@ned transcription, including visual

aspects, is necessary here to show how verbal andenbal conductare interrelated (see

Chapters 4, 5 and 6According to ten Have:

The basic procedure used in GAidies based on video recordings has been to start
with a detailed transcription of the vocal part of the interaction, and add descriptions
or symbolic depictions of the visual activities, like gaze, gesture, posture, and others,
to the 0t iedilwytheé tramséripteitherabowk or below each line.

(ten Have2007: 108)

"The NUCASE corpus provides verbatim transcripts to nearly all the recordings. Houdignieg, the course of
this research great number of mistakegere noticedn the verbatim transcriguch as,dr instance, incorrect
identification of the current sp&er or incorrect utterances.
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Different scholars working with video materials, such as Heath (1984, 1986) and Goodwin

(1979, 1981, 1984), have developed various ways of visual coding. For example, Goodwin

1981) employed different marks to transcribe p
Heath, 1986) employed drawings on the basis of the original video recordings. Such drawings
techniques do not only represent the visual information, but also maimtainté anony mi t y 6
the participants (ten Have, 2007: 109). The most recent method used by scholars to present as
much i nformation of visual aspects of interac
which are screenshots taken from video recordirggs €sg., Goodwin, 2003b; Hindmarsh and

Heath, 2003; Carroll, 2004; Olsher, 2004; Goodwin and Goodwin, 2004; Kidwell, 2005;

Stokoe, Benwell and Attenborough, 2013; Stevanovic and Perakyla, 2015). In addition,

illuminating signs such as arrows to illustrgteze direction are also added to gain and

present an accurate representation of embodied actionsdikagto ten Have (2002:09)

0 betdigitised frame pictures allow for the addition of explicative symbols like arrows (who

speaks to whom) and initialsd 6

However, one of the limitations of this study is the difficulty of adding all the digitised frames

to the transcripts. In this study, how topics are managed (in each extract) is analysed line by

line (i.e. initiation, development, terminationanchtresi t i on) t hrough the par
and nonverbal actions. Therefore, digitised frames and arrows to illustrate gazes are added to

each turmat-talk. In additiondescriptions of the newerbal actions are added to the

transcripts (marked by doubleunded bracketgnd dtention is given to the reoccurrence,

timing and relevance that the nearbal actions have during topic management.

In terms of data analysis in this study, the data is approached without specific prior idea.
Additionally, the anlytical foci of the study is only decided after a repeated viewing and
thorough examination of the data. This is referred twasotivated looking(Psathas, 1995:
45; Sacks, 1984, refers donmotivated examinati@ Once the reoccurrence of an
interesting phenomenon is noticed, the CA analyst is then able to identify a pattern in a
systematic sequential environment and build a collection of the phenorteingn
investigated (i.e. repeated instances provide a valid analytical ground).

Once a numberf@xtracts have been collected, the CA analyst can then start thiecaha
process, which includescareful examination of the interactional organisation and the
distinctive dimensions ahstitutional talk (se&ection3.4). This analytical process is

influenced (but not determined) by the analytic routine of Schegloff (1989):
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1. Check the episode carefully in terms of ttaking: the construction of turns,
pauses, overlaps, etc.; make notes of any remarkable phenomena, especially on any
60di st umnthafluentemerking of the turtaking system.
2. Then look for sequences in the episode under review, especially adjacency pairs and
their sequels.
3. And, finally, note any phenomena of repair, such as repair initiators, actual repairs,
etc.

(Scheglof, 1989, cited in ten Have, 2007: 122)

I n addition, this study has-4aitdipteneHave POO/Mme r a n
122-124) guideline of analysis: 1) select a sequence; 2) characterise the action in the

sequence; 3) consider the packadiof the actions; 4) consider the timing and taking of

turns, and; 5) consider the ways in which the actions were accomplished. This way of
analysing data helps to answer the question
2004). In this studyurn-taking, adjacency pair and turn design play an important role in

initiating, developing, terminating and makitapic transitions (see chapters 4ril 6).

Single case analysis

This studyanalysestudentmeeting talk (see insititutional talk Section 3.4) within the
context of PBL. It is goal oriented witmbedded activities, routines and procedures aiming
at furthering such goal orientatiamd leading to particular results, andsitharactesed by
asymmetry irdistribution of participanturn-takingrights, responsibilities, knowledgand
experience with andnderstanding odrgansational routines (Nielsen, 2013:35 Drew and
Heritage, 1992)This study aims a comprehensiveultimodalconversatioranalysis of a
single cas¢o track in déail the various interactional techniques that inform and derive the
managemenf topical talk.According toSchegloff single case analysis approaslan
exercisa n w hthe cebources of past work omamge of phenomerend organizational
domains in talk are brought todreonasingle fragmeno f  t (&chelgldff$1987:101,
emphasis in origial). The aim ofsingle case analysis®t to introduce previously unknown
findings, but rather to use what is known about tlgasation of conversational activities to
analyse instances that such knowledge stalliminate (Whalen et al, 198840).In this
way, this study uses CA to 606to assess the
(Schegloff 1987)By usingsingle case analysig can be seehow the activities that are
undertaken in a fragment t#lk are @complished using interaction@chniques that both

transcend a particular conversatigat are specifically designéor use withinit (Hutchby

8The notion of & pfarmé&hasgn topgoduce the aatidrosn the aternativethat might have
been available (Ten Have, 2007: 123).
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and Wodfitt 1998: 120-125). In this respect both tigeneraliseddatterns of interaction that
exist irrespectivef the situation, a sequentgétern or an interactional device) and the local
(the paricularised or specific featured an individual casegresocially produced (Luck,
2007: 128)By using single case analysany extract fom the currentlata calld be analysed
as the analysiss to illustrate the interaction particular to the casleenathan to generalise

about arepeated penomena across thata corpus.

3.7 Reliability and Validity in CA
According to Arminen (2005: 67), reliability and validity should not be seen asduigrg on
the cakéthey should inform the whole research process and enable the generation of findings

that are trustwdhy and newsworthy.

Reliability can be defined as the question of whether the findings of a study are repeatable. It

is Aparticularly at issue in connection to qu
Perakyla (1997; cited in Seedhouse 2004) 2Bgued that three main elements affect

reliability: the selection of what is recorded, the technical quality of recordings, and the

adequacy of transcripts. Additionally, Bryman (2004: 28) suggested that the idea of

replicability is close to reliabilityAccording to Seedhouse (2004: 254), CA is capable of

making its findings replicable because of the way in which it presents both data and the

process of analysis. Moreover, in CA studies it is standard practice to include transcripts of

the data employednd increasingly make audio and video files available electronically

(Seedhouse, 2004: 255). Hence, the analysis process is made transparent to readers.

The concept of validity is concerned with 0660t
foma piece of researcho (Bryman 2004: 28). The
research:

1) Measurement validitis concerned with the question of whether a measure that is
devised of a concept really does reflect the concept that it is supgpdsedenoting (ibid).
Moreover, it is related to reliability, as 060
fluctuates and hence is unreliable, it simply cannot be providing a valid measure of the
concept in question. In other words, the assessofeneasurement validity presupposes that
a measure is reliableo (ibid). Seedhouse (200
guestion to be asked is Awhose construct 1is i
for the organisation of intaction to which the interlocutors orient during their interaction,

and that makes it different from the etic perspective.
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2) Internal validityrelates to the issue of causality and is concerned with the question
of whether a conclusion that incorporates a causal relationship between two or more variables
holds water (Bryman 2004: 28). Put simply, if we propose that x causes y, can we betsure tha
it is x or is there any alternative explanation (ibid). In CA, this is seen as a concern of
ensuring that the concepts invoked are oriented to by the participants. From a CA emic
perspective, it is andhetptahti aintpibgms&ldlsy.e Al @A
practitioners cannot make any claims beyond what is demonstrated by interactional detail
without destroying the emic perspective and
(Seedhouse 2004: 255).

3) External validityis concerned withthgue st i on of whet her 0606t
can be generalized beyond the specific rese
research is criticised for being contdsdund and hence lacking in external validity.

According to Seedhouse (20046), this critique is not valid for CA because it focuses on
analysing the micrdevel interactional phenomena in order to discover the rAeus
interactional machinery.

4) Ecological validityis concerned with the question of whether social scientific
findings are applicable to peoplebs every d
other words, the more the social scientist intervenes in natural settings or creates unnatural
ones, such as in a laboratory or even a special room to carnte@wiews, the more likely it
is that the findings will be ecologically invalid (ibid). According to Seedhouse (2004: 256
257), CA studies tend to be exceptionally strong in comparison to other methodologies in
terms of ecological validity because theylgsa naturally occurring talk and aim to develop
an O06emic, holistic perspective and to port
through talk by reference to the same interactional organizations which the interactants are

usingo (ibid).

3.8 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has presented the origins of CA and how it has been defined by different

scholars. The third section presented the key analytical concepts in relation to interactional
organisation, namely: 1) twtaking organisation, whitinvolves the notions of turn

constructional units, transition relevance places and recipient desigi2) aeduence

organi sation, which involves the concept of
fourth section discussed the application of @Anstitutional settings. Section five has

presented the multimodal perspective of this st@dytion sixntroduced information about

the data and how it was selected from the NUCASE corpus. The analytical process of
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transcribing and analysing the datasdiscussed, along with a number of issues and the
limitations of the studyThis section alsdlustrated how the transcription and the analysis of
this study was guided by previous CA reseaFehally, this chapter has addressed the issues
of vdidity and reliability in CA.
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Chapter 4. Forms of Talk in Opening Phase

606Li fe may not be much of a gambl e,

(Erving Goffman, 1959)
4.1 Introduction
The data analysis chapters in this study will examine how participants jointly manage topics
within and across thiaree phases of thameetingsi.e. opening phase, discussion phase and
closing phas€erhe data analysiwill demonstratédhow topic management and context are
interrelatedThe analysis of this chaptetill first presenta full picture of the raeting
interaction and providean overview of the structural organisation of student meetmngs
Section 4.2 It will thenmainly focuson theopening phase and ifisrms of talk i.e. ocial
talk and meeting preparatorytalk Dur i ng t he OGHoppert1P88;&Psatisd | o o |
1995; see Chapted,3he extracts in this chapter are considered ap@te@sthey indicate
par t i oergalamdtorsvérbalorientationduringthe different stages abpic
managemen@andthey presentwo differentcase of unsuccessful disjunctive topic

transitians.

In this chapter, the introduction of each section provadsgmmaryf the amlytical
observationsSection 4.Jresents the analytical observations of aitbetasequential analysis
of how topics are managedsocial talk.It alsopresents an interesting casehofv the ce
participants managie interaction o semtinstitutionaltopic. It is atopic that draws on
both social and institutionalltawithout a topic transitionlt also illustrates a case of
unsuccessful disjunctive topic transition to meeting preparatorySatiion 4.6resents the
disjunctive topidransitiontot he meeti ng preparatory talk an
nonverbal orientations to the transiidt also shows how the participants initiate topics to
fill in the time while signing the documents and waiting for the chairperson to make the
transiton to meeting talk (se€hapter 5) and start the meetifigalso presents a casé
mistimingof a turn made by the chairpersmnmake thealisjunctivetransition to meeting
talk.

4.2 Overall Structural Organisation of Student Meetings
To give a full picture of student meeting interaction and before going into the-detaded
analysis of the chosen cases, this section provides an overall structural organisation of how

meetings, in this data, are structured in terms of their topicahisageon.
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The analysis of the five student meetings has shown that the participants organise and adjust

their interaction according to the three phases of their meetings, namelyigplkase,

discussion phase, closing phase, tadsitional moves betwea them(see Figurel). This

was also found in the work éfolmes and Stubbe (2003; see also Bargiappini and

Harris, 1997: 209; Boden, 1994; Chan, 2008; Fisher, 1982; Svdbittis, 1996). In this data,

student meeting interaction has its own noiged structural organisation that the participants

orient to.According to Nguyen (2012: 127), the overall structural organisation involves a
60recogni sabl e set of actd vsietqg ueesn tintmsldatag rf doe rl . odw

each phase dtudentmeetinginteractionincludes different formsf talk.

Meeting
Interaction
I
{ { \
Opening Phase Discussion Phase Closing Phase

| ; | Roundtable | Wrapup

Social Talk Update =) Talk

Meeting : Post
*PreparatorF’¥ Meeting L meeting

Talk
Talk Talk

Figure 1. Structural Organisation of Student Meetings

In the opening phase, topicsgacial talk(ST) (Fisher, 1996) are locally managed by the
participants, i.e. they are not predefined by an agenda or allocated by the chairperson. They
are unplanned and namork related, such as weekend plans, health issues and dinner plans
that occur while the participés are settling in. This was also found in the work of Bailey
(1983) andschwartzman (19897.opics inthis form d talk are not just chattinigut rather

serve as social functions that are essential to the flow of the interaction (cf. also Allen at al.,

2014).Talkin ST can split into two or mottalks between the participants.

Another form of talk in the opening phasemieeting preparatory tal{MPT), whichattends
to the upcoming meeting (this was also found in the work of MirivelTaady, 2010).The
transition from ST to MPT is always made by the chairpeosme topics in ST are

collaboratively terminated by the garticipants. In MPT, the participants orient to the
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situated identity, i.e. the role of the chairperson (see Zimmerman, 1998; DaaWesdtage,

1992) by showing readiness to start the meeting, passing their turns (see Nielsen, 2013) and
waiting for the next action to be taken by the chairperson. Topics in MPT involve checking
attendance, distribution of the agenda, discussing, sigmdgpassing around the updated

minutes from the previous meetsigefore making the ansition to the discussion phase.

The discussion phase includes two forms of ta&eting talkandroundtable update

Meeting talk (MT) is the transition fromultiparty talk to a single focused talk. The

transition in MT is exclusivedr the chairperson, in thhe or she gets an extended turn to
provide the future projection of the meetin
(1986t er m, O6wor k t o,topics anel turns at thre praatiodatet by the
chairpersonRoundtable updatis when the participants update the group with their work on

their part of the projct. Topi@rethereforework relatedthey canncludereviewing

previously agreed actiongre-defined by the agenda and always initiated by the chairperson

Finally, the closing phase includes two forms of tatkap-up talkandpostmeeting talk

Wrap-up talk is the transition to the official closing of the meeting. This transition is only
made by the chairpersdocheck if there are any other werglated topics that the

participants want to discuss. Poseeting talk can include topics thaeaither related to the
discussion phase, by reintroducing previous topic after the official closing of the meeting and
the participants are ready to leave the meeting room, ewndarelated topics such as

dinner plans or going for drinksThe next setion will present th@nalytical observations of

how topics are managed social talk

4.3 Social Talk

This sectiordemonstrates how the interaction in social talk ised#fit from other forms of
talk, i.e. meeting preparatory talk, meeting tatkindtable update, wrayp talk and post
meeting talk. Extract4.01 and 92 examine the turhy-turn generation of topic and the
resulting organisation of topic across mlirn segments of talk. It shows how topic
formulation and establishment in sdd&lk is an interactional management process which is
dependent on the active individual collaboration of the particip@ekiykens, 1993

The coparticipants in both extractdilise severainteractional resourcesich as turn design
(humour, alignmet), lexical choices, repeating parts of prior turn to show willingness for
further topic development and the indirectness in designing aatactively collaborate in

topic initiation, maintaining and terminatiofhey showhow participants deal with
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problematic overlaps since the titaking system is locally managed by tteeparticipants.

The analysis shows the employmehtt6t hi nki ng out

speaker to develop the topleepirg it from termination.

| ouddastrategy

Extract 4.0 demonstrates how topiit social talk is initiated, accepted and establisited

illustrates the establishment of a topic by a turn that is not designed to initiate &xbact

4.02 is a continuation of the previous extr@motontinue the sequentianalysis of the same

topic. This extract illustrates how one participant does a stepoypgetransition(Sacks,

1992b)for further topic development and how the topic is terminated. It show®the

pa t i c iepmogntelddsd various interactionalesources to prevent the topic from

termination and develop it further.

Before a meeting starts, students assembling in a meeting room usually engage in an informal

conversation, eitheas onegroup or in seeral separate groups. ExtracD% is the starof the

group meeting, with S4 being chairpersérh e

participantsd roles

secretary change in every meetifige meetings are held once a week inSbkool ofMarine

Science and Technologipcated in North Shields (by the lmég. In the following extract, the

of b

students are talking about the time they went on the beach. Different activities seem to be going

on i

n

parall el

al | 6soci al t al

the notes, agendad getting ready for the meeting.

Extract 401: Sand (Sequence 1)
[0:08.617- 0:32.005]

CoNoO A Wb

el
wh kO

S6

S1
S2
S1
S2

S2
S1

S2
S1

°i'm rubbish®

(3.5)

i'm intrigued as well (.)how i got sand in my pockets=

=i've got lo:ads  of sand in my pocket z

but i don't under stan d(( laughte})

no=

=cos i didn'"t r[oll around] on the
[cos well ]

yeah § ionly did it with

in both
yeahZ() i
damn beach
1.3)

one f i ngéy Zhowdidigetit

p o c Kaaghe)y ( (

don'

t

knowZ
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14. S3 yeah sand's like glitter () itjust gets () basically you
15. don't know how it got there z

Extract 401 forms the first part of the opewg sequence of social talk which the students

are discussing how they got sand in their pockets. In line 1, Séedetits to take a turn with
negative assessmefitm rubbish  °). This may initially seem to be a topiaitiation
sequence (Button and Casy 1984; Maynard and
1986). However, two observations suggest that it is not an attempt to iaitaie. Firstly,

S6 is doingself-directedtalk® (Kohler and Thorne, 2011). Such a turn has an ambiguous

action whether the speaker is directing the talk to be publically available to the other
participants as thegttend to this tallor it is a private muttering to oneself. The transcript
showshat S60s turn is said with | ower speech
Secondly, S6 appears at the start of the ST and does not participate again until pleescinair

does thalisjunctive topidransition to meeting preparatory talk. Previous aese suggests

that raising a topic would entail controlling it or at least participate in developing or

maintaining the topic (Tannen, 2005).

After a gap of 3.5 seconds (participants are getting ready by taking their notebooks and

papers out of their bags and taking their coats off), S1pigks on S66s negati ve
which, according to the observation mentioned earlier, is not formutatediate a topic.

Since the participants are acquainted speakers (Maynard and Zimmerman, 1984), S1 relies
upon mutually assumed knowledge as well as prior history of shared experience. The
assessmentmrubbish  °cand S16s {imaintriguedi N a$ wellr.)Bow iFot

sand inmy pockets =) indicate that although line 1 does not contain any topical utterance

(this turn is vague as to why S6 produces such an assessment at the beginning of their meeting
with no topical reference), S1 provides a topg=li(Button and Casey, 1985) which permits

further topicatltalk (topic establishment, Gelkgns, 1993) and indicates no trouble in

recognising the reason for S606s negative as

The first TCU(i'm intrigued as w ell ) aligns with the previous turn and picks it up as a
topi c. S 106 s (aswelle ) iekplicithefdrreutatect@ connect with the earlier turn.

The second TCU establishes the topic further with a topical question after a micro pause

((\)how i got sand in my pockets=) The stress osand indicates that the topic is about

°The phenomehiorne cotfe dd STed Ifk & has bseaechersifromvdidferenti gat ed by
perspectives. For example; Schegloff (1988a) anal ys
being publically available talk and privaté&dthihnhnki s
analysio f i nteraction in public places. Fl avell (1966)
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sand and the time they went to the beach. S16
available to the othgrarticipantgojoini n t he t o p i c .-seléction latchaesevithd , S 2 0 s
the previous turm orderto participaten topic developmentS2 designs her turn to align

with S16s topical question instead of providi

is upgra@d with the stressed and lengthenedn(lo:ads ), showi ng S206s interes:
participating and maintaining the topic. In line 4, S2 repeats some parts of the prior turn,

including the main topi¢sand in my pocket ). Thisi ndi cates the recipient
willingnessto maintain the topic (Radford and Tarplee, 2000).

In line 5 S1 starts his turn with the TGiditial conjunction(but ). Depending on the nature

and the position of the TCU that the conjunction is prefacing, the-Tr@tial conjunction

may hae different interactional purposes. In lingiyt ) is used as a sequential conjunctfon

(Mazeland and Huiskes, 2001). The sequential conjungtion! links the TCU it prefaces

to the prior turn (line 5), which indicates S
This link is only possible if the prior line of talk qualifies as a suitable first conjunct

(Mazeland, 2013). This can be evidenttwit S26s | at ching turn of embr
alignment but not trying t aodavelegpuhe topicSuitiies t opi ¢
(since there was no attempt to provide an SPP
turn as a resumutn of earlier talk (cf. Jefferson, 1972: 319) by recycling the main purpose of

his topical question O6he does not understand
redirects the topic to his main questtorget possible SPP from other participadny

attempts to answer the question may result in topic development).

In line 6, S2 selkelects and produces minimal response tokes) (Such a response may

|l ead to topic termination. However, tields turn
topic from terminating. S16s turns in |ines 7
anal ysi s6 of how h=eosigidntroll soandjdnthé N hi s pockets

b e a c lapdyeah i only did it with one fingerZhis stratatgy of Ot hi
loudlb i s humorously designed to maintain his to
participate in the discussion of how the sand got in their pockets (such a strategy, if

successful, may lead to topic development or possible stefiypisdransition). Line 8 may

10 Mazeland and Huiskes (2001: 142) use the tquential conjunctioto refer to the use of connectives

(conjunctions, conjunctive adverbs and other types of lexicalised expressions) for specifying relations between
turns. The term gives an indication of the current tur
11 One of the evironmental uses of sequential conjunctfbat)i s fiafter a competing |line o
and Huiskes, 2001: 148).
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have been an attempt from S2 to give a reason (SPP) for the dilemma of sand in the pockets.
S2 does this with an overlap before a possible transition relevance place (TRP). This kind of

an overlap is problematic and usudliysinge t i ng t he fl oor because
at a point in S16s talk which was i mmedi at e
This problematic overlap shows that both S1 and S2 are in speakershigt bstgning for or

hearing a bit of tallby the other (Liddicoat, 2007). The problematic overlap is resolved when
S20s status changes from the speakership to
continuing to finish his turn, whsach forced

collaborative interactional achievem&nt

In Iline 9, the second part of the TCU in S1
repetition of S16s topical g (hosv gicti det@in  wi t h r i
both pockelaughie)) ).Thi s i ndicates S16s persistenc

be developed by emphasising and reintroducing the topical question (Radford and Tarplee,
2000). When S2 in line 11 sedtlects to produce SPP of insufficient knowledge with a falling
intongdion(yeah i don' t. Sk seemZtp give in to topic termination and he does so in

line 12 with a humorous summary assessment (Howe, 1999) and gigglingaeeicebeach )

in a form of cursing with a stressgmn). In this data, S1 shows the greatesd af irony (in

which the intent is to elicit a giggle, smile or chuckle) and humour (a joke with a purpose of
entertaining) through intonation, pace, voice quality andvesbal signals (Tannen, 2005:

163). S106s summary ass edssnitme da3proposed sequanee agda p O
topic termination. The topic here is expected to be terminated as most of the topics in social

talk are terminated with summary assessments and a gap (Howe, 1991). Surprisingly, in line

14, S3 reintroduces the topic tvisequence expansion with an answer (SPP) that topically

and directly builds on lines 9 and 10. Line 14 begins with the acknowledgemen(yiedten

This acknowledgement token s hows(reunhhimthis S3 wa
extractbrings back the topic to the conversational floor with the subsequent TCU. S3
reintroduces the topic by giving a possible reason (SPP) of why they got sand in their pockets
(yeah sand's like glitter () itjustgets () basically you don't know how

itgot there . S36s answer (delayed SPP) in |lines 1

attempts of keeping the topical question of how they got sand in their pockets is suspended.

12 Jefferson (1986) argued that such cases illustrate the interactional achievement of not having heard the other
speaker rather than reflecting the situation in which one speaker cannot hear what the other is doing. They do
this by showing that the speakemot attending to the parts of talk to which it would be possible to react
(Liddicoat, 2007: 89).
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The sand in the pockets dilemma may be over but unfortunately the topicafesdimues in

the next extract.

Extract 402 is a continuation of the previous extract (notice the line numbers). In this extract,
S2 insists on developing the topic of sand further with a stepwise topical movement (Atkinson
and Heritage, 1984; Sacks,9%%; Jefferson, 1984).

Extract 4.02: Dinosaur Porn (Sequence 2)
[0:32.705- 0:57.214]

16. S2 ican't believe you guys didn't go on the sand
17. S1 you' re r. ubbish=

18. S3 =noidon'tdo sand

19. S2 doyou not do san[d]

20. S3 [no]

21. S22 [ohright ()i wore my wellies but ]

22.  S1 [ididn't really until ellie and justin ] went(.)

23. l et's go on the beachy and i went
24, alright[( laughte})]

25. 82 [(( laughte))]

26. S1 itwas fun though (.)[did make some]

27. S2 [wearechi - ]we are big
28. children=

29. S1 =yeah did make some dinosaur porn so it's all good

30. (( laughte)) =

31. S3 =idid see that [(( laughte))]

32. sl [(( laughte})]

33. S3 ithoughtis that what it's <supposed to

34. [be ¥ >(( laughte))]

35. S1 [(( laughte)) ]
36. S7 (( throat cleariny)
37. S2 bestoffersiever got
38. 4.2)

S2 develops the topic with naninimal postsequence expansion in the form of a stepwise
topictransition(Sacks, 1992b). Th e t opi ¢ i s the stresks bsandaibdatesit)6 s and 6

but it has been developed to o6playing with th
Ohow they got sand inside their pocketso.

In line 16, S2 starts the pestquence expansion with a first pair part (FPP) in the form of

disbelief with an element of surprifean't believe you guys didn't go on the

sand).S26s turn is designed to bri nkPP®S8S3, back to
addressing him as a recipient (i.e. topic proffer). Second, S2 designed her turn in line 16 with

the prediction of a dispreferred SPP from S3. A dispreferred SPP results in furthering-the non

minimal post expansion, which may lead to furth@idalevelopment.
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Inline 17, S1 selbelectstotakeaturn(ngnr i mary speaker ) wafetsh a 6
to the previous talk (Stubbs 1l1a833merfyaudrd) . S1
r ubbish= )i s designed to align with S2086s turn of
humorously directed to S3. S1 is being play
social way. The turn design of line 17 can encourage topic development between acquainted

speakers.

I'n lTine 18, (Bddvtdobaadt c h)is shortaRdRIoes not contain any
attempts to develop the topic further (S206s
SPP from S3, which contains reasons for not going on the sand)lis2 19 returns with a

full repeat of the previous (oyaumtdd n a f orm
san[d] ) which is indirectly seeking for further information. This is evident in how S2

positioned her turn after a base SPP that serves to initiate-expastsion to develae talk

This action indicates S206s att e methingawdrthyt opi c
which S2 is prepared to continue to talk ab
terminating the topic is evident in his overlap with a dispreferred minimal response token

([no] ) (Jefferson 1984Db).

Thecomposite sequence closingrtls (SCTS) in line 2  [ohright ) is designed to

terminate the sequence and the fmashpletion musing§.)i wore my wellies but] ) is

not designed to receive a response but more of an opportunity to have the last word in the

topic (Schegloff, 2007)nl i nes 20 and 21, S1 and S206s tur
the dispreferred minimal response token in line 20 as terminating a sequence. However, S1
resists the proposed termination by continuing to develop the sequence. Lines 22 and 23 build

on theFPP in line 16 to devep the topical poséxpansion

Other interactional features that mark social talk as being distinctive in the meetiag

taking and lexical choice. The way the participants takedttalks is through seléelection.
Partcipants in social talk decide themselves when to talk, what to talk about, whom to talk to
and how to design their turn. They follow the rules of ordinary conversation (Sacks et al.,
1974) as there is a local negotiation of ttaking (Nielsen 2013:41).his is evident in S2

and S16s coll aborative work of passing on a
with S16s turn i n [(itiwadfenthodgh()dianake seme] a p PRSI bl e
ti me, S1 drops out (unlike lines 21 and 22)
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persistence. S1 takes his turn back in line 28 by immediately latching after S2 has finished her
turn. It also shows S1 and S2 competimglevelop the topi(cf. Sacks 1992b; Sacks et al.
1974).

The parti ci p a,suchsa@indsanpormsa lsignididand featuee that
participants evoke and orient to the social context of their talk (Drew & Heritage 1992:29,
30). This feature is contexensitve and it shows how the participants select certain words
that are fitted to the microontext and their characters as classmé#testher words, lexical

choices can formulate context (Schegloff 1972).

Topic termination in social talk is collaboratively achieved by the oneshaweparticipated

in the topic. In this data, four prdosing sequences were observed to terminate a topic in the
social talk (se@able 3). These sequences have been extensesggrched (Howe, 1999;
Button and Casy 1984; Maynard and Zimmerman, 1984; Heyman, 1986; Maynard 1980;
Drew and Holt 1998; Goodenough and Weiner 1978; Crane 2006; Barnes 2007; Galley,
McKeown, Lussier and Jing 2003; Maaath, 2009; Holt and Drew 200Schedpff and

Sacks, 1973; West and Garcia, 1988; Sacks, 1992b; Holt 2010; Bonin et al 2012b; Sacks,
1968 Covelli and Murray 1980Heritage, 1984Jefferson 1981).

Shared laughtel O.K or Well Shared Laughter
(a general way of closing a topic laughter
(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973; West an
Non-verbal Garcia, 1988; Sacks, 1992h) Non-verbal activity
activity (e.g Gap
cough)
Noticeable gap Gap
Postcompletion
musing Summary assessme
(SCTs)
Noticeable gap
Gap
Table 3.Topic Terminations in Social Rlk
Il n extract 5.02, the topic of 6sanddé is final

S1. When the participants laugh at the same time, all the participants become the current

speakers and the floor is open totdleen. It marks the end of a topic (Drew and Holt, 1998).

This overlapped shared laughter indicates a possible termination of a topstoging of a

topic). Thisprec | osi ng i s enhanc e dcoapietdon muesiogeimlinees8d by S2¢

(best offers ievergot ). S2 is the one who initiated the stepwiissitionand she is the
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one who terminates it by having oO0the | ast w
termination of not only the sequence but a strong indication that the topic isedédowe,

1991). Gaps or series of siles@an indicate that none of the participants are taking the floor

for further talk (Maynard, 1980).

The next extradtlustrates thathe participantsdo notalways initiatesocialtopics(i.e. not
work relatedsuch as weekend plgret the start of the meetingsut insteadheyinitiate
semtinstitutionaltopics(llie, 2001). In this datg semtinstitutionaltopicsare related to the
structureof themeetingsFor instancep ar t i c i pllacatiorsaid roleoslvitehing.
Additionally, interactionwith semtinstitutionaltopicsshares some of the characteristics of
social talk. Br exampletopics are not predefined by an ageaddthe interactionn general
is not controlled bythe chairpersofseeChapter sand §.

The following extract is the start of the meeting, with S2 beinghbegmerson and S4 the
secretarylIn this meeting, the participants are discussing the possibility of having a permanent

role of the chairperson and secretary sieneryone has had a chance to assume both roles.

Extract403: | dondét want to be a secretary after thi
[00:00:06i 00:00:28]

1. S4 i d6m sure i f s omispickedyhaifmanand

2. then someone says oh i quite fancy being

3. chairman this [week ] [(.) ] [we ]can work =

4. S2 [yeah Z]

5. S1 [ ymrZ]

6. S2 [yeah]

7. S4 [ around it (.)]if somebody doesndt wanna
8. S3  [then we can 1((  nods his headl

9. =-if someone doesnét wanna be secretary
10. and somebody [does ](.)then sure [(.)but like ]

11. S3 [yeah ]

12. S2 ] [°yep that 68 fine

13. S4 you know Z

14, 0]

15, sS4 i :: 611 be honest i probabl secralaoyn 6t wanna &b
16. after this(( laughte})

17. Ss [(( laughte}) ]

18. S2 [no that 6% °rfioinm ¢

(( said with a giggling voicg
19. S1 itoés a pain=
20. S4 =[ifeelbadon ] - i feel bad on alex 7=
21. S3 [surprise °surprise  °]
(( said with laughté)
22, S4 <) cos he wanted to (( laughte})]
23. S3  [(( laughte)) ]
24. Ss (( laughte})
25. S1 >writing minutes at the meeting<
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In lines 13, the secretary (S4glf-selects to take a turn by apinion prefac€Stubbs, 1983)

iom sure if s omispickedychaifmar) and then someone says oh i

quite fancy being chairman this [week] [(.)][we]can work = ). S46s opinion
preface receives acknowledgement and acceptance from S2 and S1 irbliffdse4
continuation ofi ®4lbisnep7ni®novypericagpe-ae@nwvistbth c$
implication to praluce a joint solutiolor agreement (Gill and Maynard 1995: 16). S4

continues to give his opinion in lines 9 and 10, which again receives acknowledgement tokens

and acceptance fro®3 and S2. Until this point, the topic and interaction is more related to

the discussion phase ththe opening phas&iving opinions about a certain matter,

parti ci pant s @participatianstoreach joinddedasiorts ¢solutions) are parteof th

discussion phase intartional features (seaptes 5 and 6.

The interaction changes in line 14. In lines 14 and 15, S4sleltts to produce a direct
statementesigned in &dumorous wayhat expressdsis unwillingness to take the role thie
secretaryagaifi : : 611 be honest i probably dondét wanna be sec
this(( laughte}) ). This is evident with his laughter at the end of tiret which successfully

elicits group laughtern line 17. In other words, S4 employed a positive f&aegy (Brown

and Levinson, 1987According to Benwell and Stokoe (2002agitive face refers to self

image and is concerned with having the speakagrecand belongings approved ohis is

accomplished with S4 receiving approval of his direct statemdimes 14 and 15 from the

current chairperson of the meeting inline(l& o t hat 6 & °roinm ¥ ) .

S1 in line 19 builds on S46s turns in |ines 1
taking the role of secretafyt 6 s a p,avhish=also shows alignment. In lines 20 and 22,

S4 designs his turn in a humorous waptb Alex forward for the role othesecretary,

although Alexexplicitly indicates that the role is a pain in line 19. Moreo%e4, énsiling

voiceand laughteat the end of his turn managed to elicit group laughter ir2iin&he

sequential placement of seimstitutionaltopic (i.e. it comes in a sequential place where they

typically participate ira nonwork related topics) gives greater affordance to beingorous

This extracshows how the participants manage a topic that draestbnsocial talk and

institutional talk® during a singlesequence of interaction without a topic transition.

B1n this data, topics in institutionalk are predefined by theeetingagendaThey involvethe discussion
pointsthat are related to the project of kiing a wind turbine (i.e. discussion phase).
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The nextextract demonstrates an example otiasuccessfuhttempt to make the digjctive
topic transition tomeeting peparabry talk by a norchairperson. fie disjunctive topic
transition from one form of talk tanother isusually made by the chairperson, who is the

incipient speaker of the transib. When he transition is accomplishgthe roles of the

participants are defined and oriented to.

The following extract is one of the longest opening phases of the meeting series. It took
around seven minutes and twetityee second® make the transition thi¢ discussionimse

because oh series of unsuccessfidpic transitiongsee section 4)4Four out of six

participantsvho arepresent in the meeting room voted to start the meeting rather than wait

for

Prior to this extract, S1, S2, S3 and S5 wegaggrd in various topics in the social tdtk
this extract, S1 receivedext from S7 saying that he will be late. As a result, S1 suggests
they start the meeting without S7 as he is usually late for the meetings.

S76s arrival

Extract 4.04: The vote
[00:02:43i 00:03:05]

©CoNorWN

S1
S2

S5
S1

S6

S1

S6
S3

S6
S2

S1
S6

S2
S3
S2
S2

S2

S2
S1

i vote we just start without him and=
=yeah §

(0.5)

i'm sure it'll be ok=

=°go for it i think®

(0.6) ((  S6 walks into the meeting rogjn

is yousuf comingy
(0.4)

T h e roarhwéthout previous knowlefige 6f)

their collective decision. A total of five out of six participants are participatitige topic.

eh yeah he's running thirty minutes late though so,

(0.6)
oh okay =

=shall we beginy

(1.2)(( S6starts getting ready for the meetihg
feeling alexy=

°yeach Z° how are you
=i'm good (.) i'm getting better

(0.5)

°good®

(0.8)

are you ehy-=

=wha- what was wrong
0.7)

i (.) don't know i just felt (.)

i don't know why

1.3

imanned up  (0.5) °i got over it°
(0.8)

with the help of lemsip=

=went to the library and looked at daily mail

website=

with youyc<
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In line 1, S1 employs one feature of recipient de§®acks,1 9 9 pgrspective display

serie( Maynar d, 1989) . S1 solicits the recipient
endorsement or approval in a way that takes the sitperspectiveinto account. By

formul ating agreemempli ¢thtse® sSlkegqueaciepi écbobs (
(S1) final statement (Maynard, 1991b: 168). Teshniquepermits S1 to assess the

reci pi e nstorgpérspectivebaforevandecision could be made. Thé@seerently

cautious manoeuvre ar endeuowdr b professiondyi of er @aond i on, 6
@@conversati ons a migMagnard, ¢9§u 28). In thie ektrapt,althbughe s 6

t hey are acquainted speakerognioms8nistartingtheinsur e ab
meeting without S7The employment gberspective displageriesallows footingshifts by S1

in response to the participantsod answer in tw
answelto appear more agreeable (Gill and Maynard, 198%; or,more significantly, it

all ows f or tirhpdcatiore whiclpresaltmithe @&ppearance of a jointly authored
responserad decision (ibid.: 16). S1 utilis@erspective display series asafpresentational
technique to establish interactional alignmen
position, and orients to it. It is not a simple seeking for agreement but a design of a turn

informed by knowledge about the recipients (Mald97).

After S2 and S506s agr ee me stdrtthe mektingandleojains e ment o
authoreddecision has been made, S6 (chairperson) arrives at the meeting room in line 6 and
enquires (FPP) about Yousuf in I|line 7. I n I in
(SPP), but designs his turn indirectly as a hint to S6 to start the meetindibg @doat the

end of his turr(eh yeah he's running thirty minutes late though so, ).

S66s response i n -kexpamson that comsists Ghbdarnhange ofistdte p o s t

token reflecting a new undstanding of the talk under wagnddkay § both of which

commonly work to propose dare for a sequence (SCTs), and theretfoeeclosure of a

topic. S6 does not employ any inferential wor
meaning with S16s indirect speech act (Tracy
Aft er S16s indirect attempt to begin the meet.

and explicit suggestion to commence the meeting. In line 13, during the gap of 1.1 seconds,

S6 starts to prepare herself the meeting. S6 responds todS8  &stiog \gith an

acknowledgement tokgnyea:h z°) produced with a lower speech volume than the

proceeding utteranc&he use of yea:h z° shows that S6 acknowledgesdS8 suggesti on.

Acknowledgment here is minimally confirming that it has been heard (Stubbs, 1983). This
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kind of minimal interactional move does no more than indicate that the utterance has been
heard and accepted into the stream of talk (Stubbs, 1983:TI#0)kengthening and falling

intonation of(°yea:h Z°) shows a level of reluctance to make the disjunctive topic transition

to meeting preparatotglk asshe has just arrived at the megtplace and is still not ready to
start(as participants enter the room, they typically start placing their bags and materials on

the table while engaging socialt al k) . Thi s i s evident in S606
personal stte inquiry addressing Alex (S&3 the recipien yea:h Z° how are you

feeling alexys=

After S20s positive response in |line 15, S6
in line 17(°good° ), produced in a low speech volume without taking an affirmative stance to

start the meeting since S6 is the chairperson who makes the disjunctive topic transition to the
start the meeting. However, S2, S3 and S1 participatpiadevelopment(lines 2629),

which delays the disjunctive transition to meeting preparatory talk.

4.4 Meeting Preparatory Talk

This sectiorpresents the analytical observations of the disjunctive topic transition to meeting
preparatory talkln this datameetingpreparatory tallkconsists of four stages. Firstly, after the
participants are all present in the room, the recording devices are in place and the topic of the
social talk has collaboratively been brought to a close, the chairperson usually proposes a

0 p-c o s i ngnboratopa tramsitien marker (Stok&0 00) such as O6o0ka)
raising intonation, marking the end of the social talk. Thisgbosing aids in preparing the
participants for thelisjunctive topidransition.Secondly, once the participants accefs th

preclosing (verballyornoower bal |l y), the secretary i s usu
date and time to fill in the data collection forms. At this stgequestion about the date is

usually present iall their meetings and it seems to be fimal stage that marks the end of

t hei emedentoinn ghirdly,aHe khadirperson proceeds to méke disjunctiveopic

transition to the MPT with topic transition marker, footing and an assessment of attendance as

it is a prerequisite for beginnintge meeting. If a participant is not present, the chairperson
provides t he pwaithteasens fprahe abdesdda ghanyemdyp-y
participantsdé orientations towards MPT i s n
vernally) to starthe meeting. Finally, the chairperson suggests signing the updated minutes

from the previous meeting in order to make the transition to ticesti®on phase of the

meeting.
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The following extract presents an example of how the last topic of the social talk

collaboratively terminatednd how participais make the transition to MP$4 is the

chairperson of this meeting while S1 is the secretary. The participants are engaging in the

secom topic of their social talkfacebookrapea f t er t he atnap idd nofs adugarmpdr
terminated. S1, S2 and S3 are interacting with one another thiteetginn-taking systemAs

for the rest of the participants, the shared group laughter indicates that they are not just taking

the status of listenership, but they afsoparticipating in the topic

Extract 4.05 Facebook Rape
[00:01:22i 00:02:33]

15. S2 °no® cos i thought he <raped me> well (.)okay

16. [(( laughte]))] he did he did he did facebook rape me
17. Ss [(( laughte))]

18. (1.9)

19. sS4 we'll just wait for the camera to turn on then
20. we'll start

21, (2.7)

22. S3 thirty first todayy
23. S6 ye[ah ]

24. S1 [itis]

25, (1.6)

26. S1 ((nonverbal activity))
27. (9.0)

28. S4 are we ¢ o oS#joocksdtTa)
29. Tan =°seeyou later® =
30. sS4 =oklay ]seeya=

31. Tan [°thanks®]
32. sS1 =t hanky [you:]Y¥
33. S2 ["bye°]=

34. S6 =bye bye
35. S4 right (.)(.hhh) nobody absenty (.)everyt
= 4 - ‘ 4 T ‘ TN 7 1 3 6

((S7 places his crossed armrstbe tableleans forwardand turns to gaze at §4
((S2 leandorward towards the table and gazes at S4))

((S3 leans backwards to clench his hands andlig@ers forward to the table agdzes at S4))
((S1 stops writing and turns to gaze a})S4

36. presenty (hhh.)
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37. S1

((nods his head upwards and downwards))

38. S7 °yes®
39. sS4 so: (.) su:ire (.)(-hhh)er:: um(1.6)right er: should we

40. sign off the:: minutes from the previous meeting
41. S6 first and there's the one from (.)the twenty fifth
42. of oc - tober as well

((hands paper to S4))

S4 does notut through the conversation to make the transition to the MPT. Instead, he waits
until the interlocutorseach the closing sequence of thepic. The topic is terminated with

the shared laughter in line 17 (Holt, 2010) and the gap of 1.9 secondsi8 ([Hewe, 1991).
After such a termination, a new topic is highly possible in the next turn (Drew and Holt,
1998). To prevent the establishment of a new topic, S4 takes a turn in lines 19 and 20 with a
pre-closing statemerftve'll just wait for the camera to turn on then we'll

start ), which drawghe end of the social talBy using this preclosing, S4 offers to close

the social talkbut at the same time S4 also provides the participants with an opportunity to
reopen topical talk until the camera is turmed(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). The participants
or i ent {closingsfatermenty passing their turns, resulting in a gap of 2.7 séconds
line 21 The participants arcollaborativelyshowing readiness for meeting talk by not saying
anything fornearly 3 whole seconds (2. ote how the participants in social takient to a

pause of approximately 1 second to be a standard maximum before they treat the pause as
problematic and begin to do somietihhabou it, for instance developing thepic orinitiate a

new topic(Jefferson, 198\ielsen,2013).

The second prstage of theéopictransition to MPT is when the secretary asks about the date
in line 22 in order to fill the data form. Once the camera is turned on and Tan (the data
collector) haséft the room, S4 takes a turn in line 35 with the topic transition marker

(r: _ight ) and an assessment of attendaipceb o dy a b s e evenjbddy's)
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present ¥ ()hMihé prpduction of a lengthenéd ight ) as utterancénitial is not

orienting to doing recipiency but to dédboundar
another, demarcating the preceding activity from the next actNiglgen2013: 44). The

disjunctive transitioio MPT is typically prefaed by a standard toptansition marker such

as Aso, okay, well or ehmbtor agqudentleynsmauk ht la
of first topic (Boden, 1994: 967).

When S4 sefselects to take a turm line 35,with the transition markef :: ight ), theco-
participants display thimllowing embodied action§ hetiming and placement of each body
movmentforms an action which shows readinesstéotshe meeting and that the social talk
terminated.
1 S7is already placing his crossed arms on the table and leaning forward, showing
interest and waiting for the meeting to start.
1 S2is leaning forward towards the table and placing her right arm on the table while
holding a pencil. S26s |l eft elbow is also

chin as she gazes at S4, showing interest and willingness to start.

Before S4 take a turn in line 3551 is looking down at his paper using his right hand to write
and his left hand to support his head, leaning towards his left hand side. Once S4 starts
inhaling and produces the second TCU of hisfurnhhh) nobody), Slbstopnt §
writing and turns to gaze at S4. By the time S4 produces the third part of his TCU
((.)yeverybody' s pr ¢sElnputshisnleft hand down on the table, straightens his
back upwards and clicks his pen on his note book to close ghéivs iterest as he nods to

S4 with a positive response in line 37 to his FPP that yes, everybody is present.

S3is leaning on the table and looking down at his paper while focusing on his writing. S3

quickly finishes his writing by the time S4 producesttiaasition markei(r:: ight ) and

starts inhaling. S3 immediately leans backwards to clench his hands and then leans forward to

the table with his hands clenched in front of his face and his elbows resting on the table while

gazing at S4, showing readiness by leaving his activitytigron a papr) andorientingto

S4.He then opens his hands and slowly drags his right hand down to his left arm to close his

arms together, placing them on the tahlg] thereaning forward as an indication of

readiness for an action to take placecS8 nnot be seen i nmovemens vi deo
ofpl acing his crossed arms on the table and | e

movements. However, after the transition point, S6 in lines 41 and 42 marks himself as a
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recipient and takes a tuby relating ittothepoir speaker 6s I mmedi at e
previous minuteand handing a paper (the minutes from th€ @October ) to be signed as

well . This s hows bodyhmotemaentvewnl d¢ hroautg hb eS6dlBs er v e
silence before and while the transition was taking place show his readiness to start the

meeting since he was ready with his minutes from a previoushnmbe circulated and

signed.

Inline 39, S4 startsthee xt st age of t (GeffmePIP81lfgd: t h &6f oot i
()su::re (.)(.hhh) er:um (1.6) righter: ). The footing here is not only shifts in
alignment and pr opodtalk as seriosseahdfbracketimg ofiasighérkeeey i n g
phase of interaction (Goffman, 1981: 128). Eachratice in the footing i@n independent
turn-construction unit, and an activity in its own right. It indicates that somethgmng to

happen for theo-participants, without the utterance itself giving informationvbht this

may be. This way, the @tance can be perceived as an introduction of something to come
(Nielsen, 2013: 4445). For examplehe discourse partici&odin this anchor position

foreshadows a topat purpose; in other word#)e next topic is not just for friendly chitchat.

It is worth mentioning here that when S4 produces histuéhofot i ngd he gazes
of papes, marking his gazshift from the otheco-participants to the paper stack. By

withdrawing his gaze, he marks that any attempt at speakershigsshiftelevant

(Goodwin, 1979). By doing so, he implicitly signals the start of the MPT (Nielsen, 2013:45).

He gazes back again at the participants by the end of his turn to check if they arétlokay w
signing the minutes firskooting in this extract is amportant interactional phenomenon that

is also presdrin meeting talk (see Chapter. & is a way to signal interactional role not only
through language but also through gaze, gesture and pdstuneson, 1988: 179). The

parti ci pant ghéenmploymenhdf fadting and gangition markerbally and

nonverbally illustrate how disjunctive topic transitions are managed

T he c ha iintepaetionatechniggsin this extract accomplish more than just changing

topic and activitytheychange thénteraction and the form of talkhis is done by small
particles suchd aasn do rdisguhrtedd, . OTshoids, idnutmer act i o
by buildingonthep a r t i dnieadcionakeclkiniquesi.e. passing turns and showing

readinesgo movethe interaction forward to start the meet{igelsen, 2013).

After the disjunctive topic transition is acenplishedand while the minutes are passed ardu

for the participants to sigthe participantnitiate different topics to fillin the time while

signingthe documents. e type of topics that the participants initiate in this part of the
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meeting is not like the ones seen in social talk {work related) ashiey still orient to the

chairper sonoOseciakttadkr mi nati on of

In the following extract, all the participants are engaging in the activity of signing off the
minutes from two previous meetings (there are two papers being passed around) while
participating in different topics. Prior to this extract, the participants stasimpg around the

two minutes (papers) in two different directions to be signed. The first minutes are passed
around from S4 to S6, the second ones from S4 to S1 (clock wise). The chairperson of this

meeting is S4.

Extract 4.06 Advanced Hydrodynamics

[00:02:54- 00:03:16]
1. S4  well (.)hope everyone enjoyed their brief (.)weekend
2. break (.hhh)

((S4 gazes at S3 and S7))

((S3 lifts his head up to look at S4 then nods his head))
((S7 turns his head and looks at S4))

((S2 is signing the minutes))

((S1is checking the second minutes after signing them))

3. S3 Ayeahy well ZA

4. S4  two days and then (.)straight back into i

5. (.)[advanced] hydrodynamicsZ that was fun
- . "

o~

((S1 and S2 exchanging the minutes to sign))

6. S3 [°yeah° ]
7 Ss  ((laughter))

((S2 laughing while signing))
8. S4  °yea:h®

((S1 passes paper to S4))
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10.  S7 #ithought () arin  usedto do °would have done that one®

((S7 gazes at S1))
((S3, S1 and S2 gaze at S7))
((S4 gaze at Sthen quickly looks back at thgaper in his hand))

11. S3 °no°=
12. S1 =hedoes part of it

((S1 gazes at S7))

((S7 gazes at S1 and nods his head))
((S2 gazes at S1))

((S6 and S3 look down))

13. S2 Awho did itygA

((mutual gaze betwee®? and S1))

14. S1 AhuhygA

In line 1, S4 initiates a new topic with thransition markefwell ) as a turn initiator, which

marks the introduction of a topic that is not linked sequentially to the previous utterance

(di sjunctive topic transition). S4 succeeds
the transition marke(vell ), considerig S4 is the chairperson. Once S4 produces the

transition marker, he gazes at the participants in front of him (S3 and S7), who are not

engaged in thecdivity of signing the paper§hecopar t i ci pants accept ar
turn byshowing interest tlmugh embodied action$§3 lifts his head up and looks at S4 and

starts nodding at S4, indicating acknowledgment and that S3 is listening. S7 turns his head
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and looks at S4 to show interest. S2 and S1 are busy looking at and signing the minutes and

S6 cannbbe seen on the video. However, they show their alignments, acceptance of the

topic/joke and interest through the shared laughter in line 7. They are engaging in an activity

while still listeningandinte@at i ng t hr ough [relaiegidkeirelinesl1,84S46s wo
and 5. When the participants h&#d (wal ) aftera prior gap of 1.4 seconds, they have no

reason not to include themselves in the category of possible recipients of the utterance

(Nielsen, 2013)

After a gap of 4.0 seconds in lingt@e participants are still signing the two papers and

passing them around), in line 10 S7 sadfects at a TRP while beinggsed a paper from S2

to be signed. S7 also succeeds in gaining all/|l
as FPP ragring SPP. All of the participants turn their heads towards S7 and look at him,

except for S4, who withdraws his gaze to look back at the paper in front of him (the paper that

he has received from S1). S7 receives two SRIRES3 in line 11°no°= )latche d wi t h S106 s
SPP (since S7 was directing his gaze at S1) in lingHe2loes part of it ) with no

overlaps. S7 accepts and acknowledgds6 s S PP wi t line B, S2 demetbpsrihe d . I n

topic further with arFPP (vh o d i d) diraected at S1 with no overlaps or long gaps to take
her turn.

The participant so adnMPSisaevidenttinthe fack bflovepato i nt er ac
take turnseven though the turn taking system is still not controlled by the chairperson.

Moreover, lexical choice (for example, advanced hydratyics) is different from social

talk. S 4 6 s -relatedjdke (well (.) hope everyone enjoyed their brief (.)

weekend break (.hhh) ), (two days and then (.) straight back into

(.)[advanced] hydrtohdaytn awaisq is xerydifferem from the previous

jokes in social talkdinosaur porn and facebook rape). livisrk relatedas it contains some

of their work terminologies related to the meetifjgsd vanced] hydr odih@ami cs Z
participants also interaend respond differently to the werklatedjoke. They only show

alignments and agreement with shared laughter and smiles; there are no negative assessments
from a cjedk peprsefea t i asseend sociadtalkeAway framathed s

humour , S706s topi s ol MHimeIir dithdegdl (d W jarib husedkoP P 1 s al

do °would have done that one® ).

The next analysis presents an example of an unsuccessful attempt by the chairperson to make

the disjunctivdransitionto meeting talk as part ¢ie dscussion phase.
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In the following extract, S6 is the chairperson. The participants are engaging in the activity of
passing around and signing the documeintsn previous meetings. Prior to this extract, the
participants were sorting their stack of papers (minutes) to be passed around and signed by the

ones that had not signétem.

Extract 4.07 Wait a minute
[00:05:161 00:05:30]
S2

1. if he's not signed anything just put

2 his signature

3 (0.4)

4. S1 yeah=

5. S3 =wait a minute

6 (0.2)

7 S6 okayy s[o ]

8 S3 [oh no ] these are the ones

9. (0.7)

10. S1 and then (.) yours

11. (0.8)

12. S1 has everyone signed yoursy
13. (2.3) ((papers are passed around))

14. S3 i don't think

In this extract, the activity of passing and signing the previous mitad&donger than the

previous meetingsn line 7, S6 selkelects witho k a y gfter a gap of 0.2 seconds to make
thedisjunctive topidransition to meetingatk. Theo k a y ytterancas a preclosing offer to

close the topic and the activity of signing the minutes. S6 follows ket y ilnmediately

with the discourse markeo, marking the unilaterabpic transition tomeeting talk (West

and Gracia, 19®a8stonmarkewsvever S&pped with S38
line 8, which results in an unsuccessful disjunctof@c transition

S6does not placker transition at theghttime,i.e.,dni st i mi n gShe didfnotwaitt ur n .
for thecollaborative dpic termination to occur. In other words, the participants are not

showing any readiness to start the meeting. On the contrary, they are still organising, signing
and passing arourtde minutes. S3 is organising and looking for the minutes that should be
signed by Yousuf (S7) and Rob (SS)6 preductionof o k a wth a rising intonation marks

it as FPP. In other words, S6 checks if everyone is okay to start, but does not give the
participants the time to accept thisqotesing offer to make theisjunctve topictransition,

and instead immediately follovesk a y With the transitiormarkerso.

In this data, e closhg sequence of the meetingmsists ofpre-closing,acceptance
sequencéverbally or norverbally) (Schegloff and Sacks 1973), and thenttpac transition

occur s. Mor eover, utterances such as Ookayb®é
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(at the end of a topic) that allows the participants to treat it aslgseng (Schegloff and
Sacks®73: 305) . I n this extract, dédokayd was not
and therefore t he plasingattemptpaadconsnueieggagngwith S66s pr
their activity.How the disjunctiveaopic transitiorto meeting talks accanplished will be

analysed irChapter 5.

4.5Concluding Remarks

This chaptehas examined how topics in social talle in the hands of all the participants.

They may be ignored, blocked, or competed with. Therefore, aligning with iresatifv

openingis a matter of coperation. The participants show one another their local

understandings and their local negotiations of their mutual understamddiegsturn proof

proceduré Drew, 1992)In this chaptertopicsarenot only locally managed but pasty

administered (Sacks, 1992: 726hat the participants themselves decide turn size and order.

The challenge of achieving an opening is taking the initiative to begin something new and

having it ratified and accepted as such by the interlocutoesidiion, it has demonstrated

how the participants adjust their interaction to orient to the meeting preparatory talk. The
participants displayheir collaborative interactional work to terminéte social talk and

show readinesserbally and nofverbally, as well as passing their turns to start theetimg
preparatory talk. It haglso shown he chairpersonés interactional
disjunctive topic transitimandthep a r t i @riepiadian tvesbally and notverbally,to the

transition. Thichgter has showekow the phenomenon @foting is a vital €chnique to

mark the interactional role through language, gaze, gesture and pastuirs¢n, 1988 It

has also illustratethe participat s ® i nt er a c tas annndiVidua andigroepv e me nt
to make hedisjunctive topidransition from the social talk tmeeting preparatory talk as well
asmanaging a topic while engaging in the activity of signing the minkteally, the
participants6 adjust ment iasaccordmgtothe farnmdftalk act i on

showshow topicmanagemerdand context are interrelated.
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Chapter 5. Forms of Talk in Discussion and Closing Phase

@ralk is constructed and is attended by its recipients for the action or actions it may bédoing.

(Schegloff, 1996p

5.1 Introduction
The previous chapter examined how the participants manage topics in the opening phase. It

presented the findings of a detailed sequential analysis of social talk, thednatosiheeting
preparatorytalkanthe par ti ci pant s 6 iorheganstiontnthsnal or i
chapter, the focus is on how the participants manage topics in the discussion and closing
phases of the meeting with a heavy emphasis on embodied attimshapter illustrate

how multimodality (gaze and object manipulation being the key aspme#ctaultimodal
resourcesaugment our understanding of topic managemeatsodemonstrates that the

overall organisation of the meeting and the topical organisation are closely interlinked

In this chapterSection 52 presents a detailed analysfshow the chairperson makes the
disjunctive topic transition to meeting talk througre sequentiallyorganisednovesthat the
chairperson deploys to change the footing and secure a particular outcome. It also presents
two deviant cases that do not follow the sequential transition to meeting talk in their meetings.
Section 53 presents the fotlr form of talk inthe meetnigoéndt abl e updat ed.
demonstrates how the chairperson takes control of the interaction and how the topic in this
form of talk is developed by the chairperson as well as hovdévsloped by a neohair and
nonprimary speaker. Furthermarit demonstratethe verbal and nonverbal interactional

work that the speaketsilise to accomplista particularaction This sectia illustrates how
changing the discourse ident{@mmerman, 1998) and at the same timgraig to the

situated identit (Zimmerman, 1998) is employexs an interactional tool or means to manage
topics and move thinteraction forwardSection 5.4illustrates how the participants bring the
meeting to a close by first presenting the detailed analysis digifeve sequentially

organised moves deployed by the chairperson to makeatistion to wrapup talk where the
meeting is officially closethrougharchetype closin@Button, 1987). Finallyit illustrates

how the participants move the interactiorptstmeeting talk tat can either be institutional,

by referring bak to a previous meeting topic, or social.
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5.2 Topic Transition to Meeting Talk
This section presents the findings of the transition from multiparty talk to a single focus. It

demonstratt t he participantsd acceptance of the me
(Fisher, 199% A meeting can be said to begin when the participants move from one

interaction format to another (Schwartzman, 1989: 125ff).

Extract 501 gives a detailed analysishow adisjunctive topidransition is made to meeting

talk anda stepwise topic transition toundtable updatdét demonstrates that embodied

actions and transition markers are two of the practices that the chairperson deploys to manage
topic transiton, and thereby enact the role of the facilitator as well as the information seeker
onthe behalf of the participantBrior to this extract, the pactpants were involved in two

ongoing sequence$1 and S2 are engageddeveloping their topi¢see seabn 6.3)while

the rest of the participants are busy signing the minutes from previous meetings. S4 is the

chairperson of this meeting.

Extract 5.01: Time to get down to business
[00:1:271 00:2:10]
1. S2 =oh itdés fine=

((S2 gazes away from S1))

2. S1 =yeah [no ]it'sum

((S1 gazes back at S7))

3. S4 [right ] ((tongue click o6tzed))

((S4 gazeslown at the paper and pushes his sleeves up))
((S7 moves his body along with gaze direction to home position))
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BoOooNO

S1

S4

((S3 gazes at S4))

((S2 turns tdook at S4))
((S6 signs the paper received from S4))

°poor norwegians®

((S1 takes his phone out from his pocket))

(-hhh) SO (0.2) post - exams (.) time to get down to business

((S4 places his left arm on the table))
((S7 moves his bodfprwardand looks at S4))

((S4 moves his body forwardlaps his hands together placing them in front his face and he rubs t
together while talking))
((S2 and S3 gaze at S4))

((S1 switches his phone off and puts it in his pockets and watatfitsg))

(.) we need to work out what (.) everyone's doing

(.) individually(.) u:m (.) so maybe we should have a

discussion on (.) where we're (.) each gonna go

(.) with our part of the project (0.8) a:nd u:m (2.0)

basically how we're gonna startZ (0.2) so:: (0.2)(
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