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Thefact thatpeoplewithminimal linguisticskillcanmanageinunfammaror

IeducedlinguisticenvironmentssuggeststhattheI℃areuniveIsalmechanismsof
meaningconstructionthatopemteatalevelwellbeyondtheparticularstrucmleor
semanticsofanyonelanguage.TheauthoIsexamnethispossibintyinthedomain

ofdiscoursebyfbcusingonhowgapsarisingatthejunctuI℃between2persons'
tums-at-talk(intersmmsnences)aleevaluatedbyspeakersoftypologicallydistinct

languages:English,Italian,andJapanese・Thiscmss-linguisticdesignallowsthe
testingofbothuniversalandrelativeaspectsinorientationtosilence.Rrthis
study,theeHEctsofinterEmmsilenceaI℃testedusingsmdypaIticipants' ratings
ofspeakeIs'willingnesstocomplywithIEquestsoragleewithassessmentsthat
weIEembeddedmconversations・Ina3×2×3between-gmupsdesign,3silence

lenglhs(0ms,600ms,orl200ms)wel℃cmssedwith2speechacttypes(I℃quests

CoITespondenceconcemingthisarticleshouldbeaddressedtoFeliciaRoberts,Departmenlof
Communicanon,PurdueUniveIsity,2170BeeringHall,WestLafayelle,IN47907,USA.EPmail:

froberts@purdue・edu
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glitchesassomefbrmoftrouble,asdisplayedintheirpursuitofresponsesor

refbrmulationsofpriortalk(Davidson, 1984;Pomerantz, 1984).

ThisprOjectisgroundedinthesedescriptivefindingsandbuildsonthemto
developanexpedmentalapproachthatisbasedonactualinteraction.Theaimis
tocaptureapossibleoverhearer'sperceptionofothers'conductwithregardto
interammsilence(cf.,Ibx'Iree,2002)andtodirectlycompaI℃mesejudgments

acrosslanguagegroups. 'ITliscanhelpinfbnnusastomegenerality(ornot)of
overhearergresponsestodisruptionsinthefbrwardmotionoftalk.'Admttedlyb
thisisan"extemalview''ofthephenomenon(Heritage, 1995,p.406),not

ananalysisofmembers'methodsfbrorganizingthe..occasionsandresouI℃es
ofunderstanding''(Schegloffl992,p.1299).Nonetheless, thecross-linguistic

approachtothestudyofinteretumsilenceaifordsaglimpseatonepossibleentry
pointfOrunderstandingtheseamlessinterrelationofthesocial/relativeandthe
cognitive/universal inlanguageuse(Levinson&Enfield,2006).Webeginby
reviewingthesetwoapproachestosilence,thenpmvidearationalefbrthechoice
oftheadditionallanguagesunderstudy(ItalianandJapanese),and6nallytum

totheexperimentaldesignandstudyresults.

andassessments)inmanipulationsoftelephoneconversationsthatweremodeled

onanacmaltelephonecallbetweenftiends・Nanve-speakingsmdypaIticipants, in
theirhomecounmes,pmvidedIatingsonLikert-typescales・Ratingssignificantly

decreasedwithineachlanguagegmupallongerinteratumsilences, indicatinga

genemlizedresponsetothegaps;howeverbmeansweI℃alsosignincantlydi錠唾nt
betweengmups, indicatingdiHeIEntexpectationsfbragreement.

Gatheringmeaningfromothefgtalkandembodiedactionistheongoingbusi-
nessofdailylife.Thefactthatpeoplewithminimallinguisticskillcanmanage
eveninveryunfamiliarorreducedlinguisticenvironmentsatteststomeseamless

integrationofsocialandcognitiveskillsfbrhumanmeaning-making(Goodwin,
2002;Levinson,2006).Italsosuggestsmattherearemechanismsfbrmeaning
constructionthataresharedacrosslanguagesandthatoperateatalevelbeyond

theparticularstructureorsemanticsofanyonelinguisticsystem.Inthisarticle,
weexamineonesuchmechanisminthedomainofdiscourseprocessingby
fbcusingonhowgapsarisingatthejunctureofturns-at-talk(inteFtumsilences)

a1℃evaluatedbothsimlarlyanddifferentlybyspeakersoftypologicallydistinct

languages・Thisapproachallowsustoengagebothsocioculturalandcognitive
perspectives,providinganecessaryy, ifasyetprelimnary, steptowardfilller
studiesoftherelationbetweeninteractionalnormsandcognitiveprocessing
ofspeech.

ThisprqjectextendsnndingsfiPomaseriesofexperimentsoninterbturn

silenceandprosodyinAmericanEnglish(Roberts,Francis,&MoIgan,2006)
byreplicating,fbrnativespeakersofltalianandJapanese, thedesignofthe
finalexperimentintheEnglishlanguageprqject.Althoughadditionalprosodic

variableswereofinterestandwerecollectedinthefilllreplication,thosefindings
arereportedelsewhere(Roberts&Margutti,2008;Roberts&Takano,2007).Our

mainconceminthisanalysisiswithperceptionsofinteFtumsilence,asthatisa
robustlymeaningfUlcueacrossthelanguagesstudied・Thus,thisarticledrawson

subsetsoftheoriginal(AmericanEnglish)dataandsubsequentreplicationefforts
inltalianandJapanese・Thisallowsustomakecross-linguisticcomparisonsthat
mcusoninteFtumsilence.

Thereasonfbrthisfbcusisthatinter-turnsilenceisakeycomponentinthe

constructionanddisplayofintersubjectiveunderstanding.Thisisparticularly

salientinthecontextof"conditionalrelevance'' (Schegloffl972),thosepoints
inconversationwhereahrstaction(e.g.aninvitation)establishestheexpectation

ofsomenextactionorresponse(e.g.,acceptance,rQjection).Whenseamlessly
producedthismachineryofmutualunderstandinggoesunnoticed.Froman

ethnomethodologicalstandpoint,theaccomplishmentofintersubjectivityis,thus,
an"operation"(Gar6nkel, 1967,p.30);whenthereisevenabriefgapbetween
twomutuallyrelevanttums, intersubiectivityisnolongerinvisible.Asdemon-

stratedinqualitativeanalysesoftalk-in-interaction,participantsodenttothese

CULTURAL,COGNITIVE,ANDCONVERSATION
ANALYTICCONTRIBUTIONS

Anthropologistsandsociolinguistshavedescribedculturaldifferences inthe
tolerancefbrsilenceinconversation,demonstratingandtheorizinghowthose

diHerencescanaffectinterculturalinteractions(e､g.,Basso, 1970;Clancy, 1986;

Lehtonen&Sajavaara,1984;Nakane,2006;Nwoye,1985;Scollon&Scollon,
1979;Tryggvason,2006; fbreditedcollectionsaboutsilenceinconversation,
seeJaworski, 1997,andTannen&Saville-TiFoike, 1985).Viewingorientations

tosilencefiPomtheperspectiveofnormsthatareculturallyrelativeanddistinct,

thesestudiesprovidegroundsfbranassumptionthatmembersofdifferent

languagegroups(asasurrogatefbrculturalgroups)willdiffercntiallyperceive
thevalenceofinteFturnsilence(i.e.,thedegl℃eofnegativeorpositiveattribution

togapsinconversation).

Conversely,psychologistsandpsycholinguistshavestudiedsilenceinterms
ofresponselatency,primarilyinthecontextoffactualquestions. Inthispro-
cessingparadigm, latencyisconsideredacuetouncertaintyordeception(fbr
anoverviewiseeAndersen, 1999).Thiscognitiveapproach,builtonthecon-

ceptualizationoflatencytorespondasasymptomorsignalofprocessingeffort

'Ouraimshouldnotbeconfilsedwithananalysisofthe｡･meaning''ofsilence・Silenceitselfis
feamreless(Levinson, 1983),takingonshadesofmeaningonlyinthecontextofsocialinにIacUon．
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Whatisnotknown,howeverbishowparticularcoursesofactioninthecontext

ofparticularinterbturnsilencelengthsareperceivedbynativespeakersofdi鮭鵬
entlanguages・Suchcomparativeresearchwillhelpusrefineourunderstanding
oftheextenttowhichinteractionalnonnsarepartofthevariable@.vocabulary''

oflanguage(Chomsky, 1995)orwhethertolerancesfbrspecificlengthsof
silenceareuniversaland, therefbre,haveimplicationsfbrunderstandingthe

social(aswellascognitive)processingofspeech.Tbexplol℃thesepossibilities,

weproceededwiththedesignandimplementationofthisstudybasedonthe
fbllowingexploratoryquestions:

innndingananswer(GlucksbeIg&McCloskey, 1981;Smith&Clark, 1993),

assumesthatanswerers, inthemomentsofhesitancy,arebothdoingasearch
andmonitoringthesearchprocess(Nelson, 1993).Theoutwardappearanceof
thissearching/monitoringprocesscanbecharacterizedasuncertainty(Brennan
&Williams, 1995)possiblyconstruedbylistenersasacluetodeceptioninthe

making(Andersen,1999)orconverselylsimplythoughtfUlness(Burgoon,Bulleri
&Guerrero, 1995).Thisresearchsuggests,althoughitislesscross-culturally
robust, thatintemretationsofinteFsilenceas｡.trouble''orthoughtfillnessmay
begroundedingeneralizedcognitiveprocessesrelatedtomemory, I℃trieval,
integrationofcues,andsoon・Mostofthiscognitivelyorientedresearchhas
studiedsilence(anddisfluency)intennsofindividualramerthancollaborative

activity,althoughalternativeapproacheshavebeenadvocated(cf,Clark, 1994;
Schober&Bloom,2004).

Whatdirerentiatesthisstudyfrombothanthropologicalandpsychological
studiesisthatitentertainsthepossibilityofaculturaldifferenceinorientation

tosilence,butexamnesitatthelevelofspecificcollaborativeconversational
activities(i.e.,requestsandassessments).Ratherthanaddressingtheorientation

tosilencease"ﾉierculturallyspecificorcognitivelygeneralized,weaddress

perceptionofsilenceintennsofbothand,moreimportant, intennsofpar-
ticulardiscourseenvironmentswherespecificsociallyappropriateactionsare

expected.Thisisdistinctfromresearchonresponselatencyandfilledpauses

inwhichstudyparticipantsareevaluatingresponsestofactualquestions(e.g.,
Brennan&Williams, 1995)ordirectinterrogativesconcerningbeliefS(e､g.,Fbx
'Ii℃e,2002).

Webaseourdesignontheturn-takingmodel asempiricallyderivedby

Sacks,SchegloffandJeHerson(1974).Fromthatvantagepoint,itisclear
thatSilenceinconversationisagreatdealmorethananabsenceofspeech.
Indeed,ConversationAnalysts2havedemonstrated,asbrienynotedearlie喝that
wheninteFmmsilencegrowssubsequent toaspeaker'sutterancematsets

upconditionalrelevance, it is indicativeofpossibletroubleat thatpoint in
theinteraction(Davidson, 1984;Pomerantz, 1984).Thistroubleisempirically
availablethroughspeakers'routinepracticeofproducing.@subsequentversionf

(Davidson,1984,p.104)oftheirturnattalk.ThegeneralizationthatdisprefeITed

actionscanbestructuledaroundinteFtumsilence(i.e､, realizedasdelaysin
launchingtumsat talk)isborneoutinqualitativestudiesofconversationin
typologicallydisparatelanguagessuchasJapanese(e.g.,Mori, 1999;Tanaka,

2005),Finnish(e.g.,Soljonen, 1996), andItalian(e.g.,Monzoni,2007), to
nameatw.
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1.Dolinguistic/cultumlgroupsdifWHersignincantlyintheirjudgmentsof
addressees'willingnesstocomplywithrequestsoragreewimassessments
asafUnctionofinteFsilence？

2.Dogroupsdifferintheirjudgmentsofaddressees'willingnesstocomply
withrequestsoragreewithassessmentsbasedonthesequentialenviron-
ment(i､e,,requestsvs,assessments)inthecontextofinteI廷tumsilence？

Thesecondquestionbringsauniqueperspectivetothestudyofinterrtumsilence.
Becausewechoose"adjacencypair"astherelevantlevelofanalysis,wemove

thestudyofsilenceawayfiPomdescriptionsofgeneralizednonnsandtowarda

comparativeinvestigationbasedonjudgmentsconcemingthesamecoursesof
action(requestsandassessments).Weare, therefbre,betterpositionedtodraw
conclusionsabouttheorientationtointeIEturnsilenceatinteractionallyrelevant

andcomparablemoments.
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LANGUAGEGROUPS:WHYITALIANANDJAPANESE？

Stereotypesaboundabout theinterpersonalstylesofmanylinguisticlcultural
goupings. IntermsoforientationtointeFmmsilence(orpropensityfbrovelz
lappingtalk)onerelativelyunexplo1℃dexplanationfbrdifferingconversational
stylesissuggestedinSchegloffOchs,andThompson(1996).Theynotedthat
structuresofp呵ectabiltyarelikelydifferentacross typologicallydisparate

languages;and, therefbl℃, theopportunitiesfbroverlapwouldbelessormore
possible(pp.28-29).Theysuggestedapossible"connuenceofgrammaI;cultul℃
andturn-takingoIganization;'whichcould･@raisethepossibility…ofearly

entry[intoaprecedingtum]asacommonpractice...'' (p.30).Wechose,
therEfOre,tostudyspeakersoftypologicallydistinctlanguages,whichalsohave
distinctconversationalstereotypesattachedtothem,toprovideaninitialsnapshot

ofthedegreetowhichculture/languagebackgroundisal℃levantconstruct in
orientationtointeretumsilence.
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Ｓ
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Ｃ
Ｆ
ｅ
ａ
ｔ
Ｓ

2WecapilalizeConversanonAnalysI Io,℃p1℃sentthosescholarsworkingwithinapanicular
Uaditionthat isrootedinphenomenologicalsociologyandethnomethodology.Heritage(1984)
explicatestheseinにⅡeclualmolsandconnections(seealsoMaynard&Clayman,1991).
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p<.01.HoweveriasdiscussedlateLgenderdidnotarectI℃sultsacrossor

withinlanguagegroups.
theqmm'α"yefbrbothsequencetypes: InEnglish, thetoken@@suIE'' fbllowed

requests,and@.yeah''displayedagreementwiththeassessments.Theroughly
equivalenttokensusedfbrltalianwerece"ofbr..sure''andsifbr.@yeah.''I℃r
Japanese,")uwasusedfbr..sure''andsoo血刀efbr･Gyeah;'AppendixA
containsexamplesinEnglishandAppendixBcontainsthetargetedtranslated
sequencesalongwithnotesonsimlarityofsyntacticprOjectablity.
Allofthedialogues(targetandlure)wereenactedbynative-speakingstudents

inthesameagerangeasthetargetstudypopulation・ 'Ibcontrolfbrgenderand
voicequalitybthetargetstimuli ineachlanguagewel℃performedbythesame
twowomen,whomaintainedthesamecalleFcallrecipientidentity・Familiarity
inalloftheconversationswasmaintainedbyfeaturessuchasomissionofthe

caller'sname,useofaninfbnnal1℃gisteIjand/ortruncatingthegreetingsequence
(Hopperil992;Schegloffl979).ThepersonportrayingthecallI℃cipient in
therecordingwasdirectedtomakeresponsestorequestsandassessments
soundagreeable,butnotunusuallyenthusiastic.Thesmdentactorwasinstructed

tomaintainanormdregisterandtorespondaf6rmativelyiwithnosenseof
hesitation(i.e.,tosoundwillingandagreeableinaneverydaysortofway).
Clearly,onecannotcontrolfOrall interveningvariableswhenusinghuman

voices;somevoicesjustsoundfi･iendlierormoresincereormoreneedyand
thosequalitiescaninnuencejudgments.Howeveritoperfectlymatchtheacoustic
characteristicsthroughmachineproducedlanguagewouldseriouslyundercut
facevalidityand,asmentionedearlieIBamatched-guiseapproachwasneither
possiblenorcompletelyreliable.Ourbestapproachwastocompetentlydirect
actorsintheirnativelanguagestoproducethekindoffriendly,familiardemeanor
wewereseeking.Wedidnotundertakeafilllstudy,eitherbefbreorafter
choosingouractors,ofwhethertheirvoicesweIBconsideredG.fiFiendly''within
theirownculturalcontexts.Suchastudymightyieldsomereassurancethateach
ofthevoiceswas, indeed,friendlybwhateverthatwouldmeanineachculture,
butwhethertheywe1℃equallysoacrossthegroupsissimplyimpossibleto
calibrateorcontrol.Readersconcernedwithissuesofvoicequalityareinvited
torequestdigitalfilesoftheexperimcntalstimulibycontactingFeliciaRoberts.

Materials

TbfilllyreplicatethedesignoftheearlierstudyofAmericanEnglish(Roberts
etal.,2006), thesameninedialogueswereusedasthefbundationfbrthe

Japaneseandltalianstudymaterials.Thedialoguesarebasedonthetranscription

oftheopeningofanactualtelephoneconversationbetweentwofemaleAmerican
college-agedfi･iends(Roberts&Robinson,2004).Fbrthisstudy,onenative

speakerfbreachlanguagegrouptranslatedthedialoguesfromEnglishintothe
targetlanguages.Thesewerethenback-translatedintoEnglishbyasecond

nativespeakerfromthetargetlanguagegroups.Thiswastocheckthatthe

dialogueswereroughlyequivalentinthedifferentlanguages,yetstillidiomatic

andcomprehensiblefbrtheirlocalcontexts.Eachconversationculmnatedwith
arequestoranassessmentbythecaller; thecallrecipientrespondedwithan
affinnativeone-wordresponse(filrtherdetailsfbllow).

Oftheninedialogues,sixweremanipulatedfbrpurposesofthestudyand

threeremainedastheyhadbeenproducedbytheactors.Thesethreedialogues

("luI己s")wereinterspersedamongthesixtargetstimulitomaskthemanipula-
tions.Althoughthestimuliwithlonggapsclearlyhadadiffel℃ntHavorthanthe

un-manipulatcddialogucs,studyparticipantshadavarietyofgucssesconcerning

thepurposeofthestudy:Inresponsetoourverballyposeddebriefingquestion,
"Whatdoyouthinkthisstudywasabout?;'studyparticipantsmostlysaid"tone
ofvoice"or"emotioninconversation;'butsome(roughlyM4)weleableto
pinpointthat itwasabout6@pauses'' inspeech.Thiselicitationofstudyaims
wasdoneasaprecursortodisclosingtheactualaimsofthestudyandwasnot

designedaspartofthedatacollection・Thus,althoughourconclusionabout
studyparticipantgawarenessofstudyaimsisimpressionistic,wecansaythat

itwasnotgenerallyobvioustoparticipantsthatthestudyhadtargetedgapsin
conversation.

1

COnsmJcibnandJecoﾉ鋤ngof媚bgues. Eachconversation,whether

targetorlul℃, includedamundanerequestorassessmentmadebythecaller.
ThesewereabouteverydaytopicsconcerningschoolHyers,goingtothegym,

orpickingupanewcomputer. 1n1℃sponsetothel℃questsandassessments

surroundingthesethreethemes, thecallrecipientrespondedintheafiirmative.

Thetarget stimuli controlledfOrtheme, butdiiYeredonspeechact.For

example, ifthethemeofthecallconcemedHyersfbraschool fimction, it
endedwiththecallereitherfOrmulatingal℃quest intermsofthattopic(e.9.,

gettingaridetopickupthenyers)orofferinganopiniononthetopicat
hand(e.9.,reportingthatthenyerslookgood).Thecall recipientansweredin

Agﾉeementiokenma"ubijOns. Tbcontrol fbrpossibleconfbunding
fromtheacousticqualitiesoftheactordslightlydiffel℃ntagreement token
pronunciations(duringrecording)weidentified,fbllowingproceduresdetailed
inRobertsetal.(2006),twomedianagreementtokens(l"yeah''andl@@sure''
andtheirequivalentsintheotherlanguages)fifomalloftheagreementtokens
producedbyeachactor・The''sure''tokenandthe''yeah''token,whichfellinthe
middleintermsofduration,pitchrange,andpitchchange,werechosenasthe
defaultagreement tokensandeditedintotheappropriatedialogues・ Inother
words,withineachlanguageconditiontheagreement tokenswereidentical

ineachdialoguesothatonlytheinteFturnsilencebetweenthel℃questor

１
１
１
１
１

1

1

1
I
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assessmentandtheresponsediffered.Thus,theacousticqualityoftheresponses
wasfUllycontrolled.

Thedialogues intendedtomaskthepurposeofthestudy(lures)always

appearedinthesameplaceintheaudiopresentation.Eachpresentationorder
beganwithamaskingdialoguetogetstudyparticipantsorientedtothetask.
Theothermaskingdialoguesappearedfburthandseventhintheseriesofnine
conversations.

EachofthethreeaudiopIesentationordersconsistedofnineconversations:
Threeendedwiththeassessment/responsepairing(..Ithinkit/thWlook[s]pretty

good;'fOllowedby"Yeah"),whichwasseparatedbyoneofthethreeinteFturn
silencelengths(0ms,600ms,orl200ms); threeconversationsendedwith
therequest/responsepairing("Canyougivemearideoverthere;' fbllowed
by"Sure"), separatedbythethreeinteratumsilencelengths;andthI℃enon‐
targetconversationsendedwithanassessmentorrequest(JsopailEdwiththe
affinnativeresponsetokens"sure"and..yeah''),butth可wereun-manipulated.
Thenatural inter-tumsilence,asoriginallyproducedbytheactors,wasleft

intactfbrthenon-targetstimuli・Thus,ninestimuliwereheardbyeachstudy
participant,andeachSilenceLength×SpeechActtypemanipulationwas
heardonce.

ノnie据如ms"encema""危加ns. Oncethemedianagreementtokenswere
editedintothedialogues, silenceswereinsertedbetweentheiirstpairpart
(merequestorassessment)andtheagreementtoken("sure"or@･yeah").Three
lengthsofinteFmmsilencewereusedtotesttheinteractionbetweensilenceand

sequencetype:0ms(nolagtime),600ms,andl200ms.Theselengthswerecho-
sentoprovideabaselinesimulationofnogapbetweentherequest/assessment
andtheaffinnativeresponse,andthenequalincrementsleadinguptoJeHerson's
(1989)proposedlimitof"approximatelyl3asastandardmaximumofsilence
inconversation.Silencewastakenfromotherdeadspaceinthedialogue(i.e.,
itwasnotamachine-producedsilence)tobestmaintainthenaturalacoustic

environment.TYlesenaturalsilencesweresplicedtotheendofphonationonthe
1℃quest/assessmentutteranceasvisuallyapparentfromthesoundwave.

Design

Ina3×2×3mixedmodelwithrepeatedmeasures, sile"cele"grh(0ms
gap,600ms,andl200ms)andse9"e"ce"e(requestandassessment)weI℃
within-groupfactors; Iα"8脚αgegm"p(English, Italian,orJapanese)wasthe
between-groupsfactorbT11eseindependentvariablesweremanipulatedinthe
contextofconstructeddialoguesthatsimulatedtelephoneconversationsbetween

twocollege-agedfemalefriends・Thedependentvariablewasraterperceptions
ofanaddrEssee'swillingnesstocomplywithrequestsoragreewithassessments
aselicitedfiFomawrittenquestionfbllowingeachdialogue. Judgmentswere
capturedusinganorderedscalerangingfroml("orw"""gor"o"〃α8花e碗e"r)
to6(veJyw"""gandve〃""chj〃α8"eme"r).Raterswereencouragedtouse
thewholescale,andsomestudyparticipantsciI℃ledadjacentvalues(i.e., they
couldprovidearatingof2.5bycirclingthe2andthe3onthescale).
Threedifferentordersofpresentationwereused・Thesewerecounterbalanced

basedontheinter造tumsilencemanipulationsofthetargetstimuli.Admttedly,
thiswasnotahlllcounterbalancingofsequencetypes(21evels)andinterstum
silencelength(31evels),whichwouldhaveproducedsixpl℃sentationordeIs.
Givenourecruitmentandadmnistrationpmcedure(inclassroomsofconsenting
instructors;seetheProceduresection)andnoevidencefromanitemanalysis
thatratingsbetweenthesixcounterbalancedordersweresignificantlydifferent
fbrEnglish(seeRobertsetal.,2006,Experiment l),wechosetotakethis
mo1℃economcalpath.Thus,acrossthethreepresentationorders,eachinteF

tumsilenceappearedineachpositionanequalnumberoftimes,butnotevery
SpeechAct×Gapcombinationwasheardineverypossibleposition.

Procedure

Studyparticipantswererecruitedbythestudyauthorsftomclassroomswhe1℃
instructorshadgivenpermissionfbrthelastlOmnofmeclasstobeused
fbrstudentparticipationin@Gastudyaboutconmnunicationj'Smdentswhowere
willingI巳mainedintheclassmomandwer巳givenconsentfbrmstoreviewand
sign・Thus, fi9omtheseclassrooms, independentsamplesofconveniencewere
drawn・DiHerentclassroomswereusedfbreachadministrationsuchthatno

studenteverparticipatedtwice.

FOreachsamplegroup,studentsweregiventhesamerecordedinstructions:
thattheywouldbehearing.@severaltelephoneconversationsamongagroupof
friends''andthateachfriend.Wasjustrelaxingathomej'Therecordingalso
saidthataftereachconveIsationtherewouldbeaquestiontoanswerabout

meconversation・Includingtheconsentprocessanddebriefing,theprocesstook
aboutl5min・About6mnwererequiredfbrtheacmaladmnistrationofthe

experimentalprotocol・Studyparticipants(andthesmdentactorswhorecorded
thedialogues)we1℃compensatedfbrtheirtime.

RESULTS

Thefactthatthestudyparticipantswerehomogenousintennsofage(seethe

Participantssection)andthatexploratoryanalysisrevealedthattheirgenderhad
nosignificanteffectontheirjudgmentsofthesilences-FI1,218)=0.896,
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〃s-analysesreportedheredonotincludegenderorageascovariates､41nthe

remainderofthissection, therefbre,wereportresultsfifomanomnibusanalysis
ofvariance(ANO,瓜), includingcalculationandinterpretationofeffect size
fbrrelevantvariables.Keyinteractionsandmajor6ndingsarethenexploredin
subsections. Ibreaseofpresentation, theinteIatumsilencelengthvariableis
rei℃rredtoas"gap;'andthesequencetype(requestorassessment) isreferred
toas‘‘speechacピ，

TheANOVAindicatedstatisticallysignificantmaineffects fbrthethree

independentvariables:gap,F(2,438)=529.76,p<.011 1anguagegoup,F(2,
219)=51.82,p<.01; andspeechact,FI1,219)=50.32,p<.01.The
interactionofgapandlanguagegroupwasstatisticallysignificant,FI4,438)=

10.57,p<.015asweretheinteractionsofspeechactandlanguagegroup,FI2,
219)=44.54,"<.01; andgapandspeechact,F(2,438)=3.21,p<.01.
Therewasnothree-wayinteraction(p=.381).

EfMectsizeisonewayofestimatingthecontributionofaparticularfactorto
anobservedeffect.AlthoughdleANOVAindicatedstatisticallysignificantmain
andtwo-wayinteractioneffectsfbrall threeindependentvariables, theeffect

sizes,calculatedusingpartialeta-squared(り;),fbrGap×Language(り;=.08)
andGap×Act (";=.01),weresmall.Althoughinterpretationofeffectsizes
ismadecautiouslylsubjecttoseveral limitations(Cohen, 1988), itdoesappear

thatgaplength(17;=.70)andlanguagegroup(り;=.32)confributelarge
percentages(70%and32%,respectively)oftheoverallvariance・Speechact

accountsfbr19%(り;=19)andSequence×LanguageGIFoupis29%(り:=.29)
Althoughthesevaluesarenotadditive(i.e､,partialeta-squareddoesnotprovide
estimatesthatsumto100%), theynonethelessprovideanindicationofthe

contributionofeachfactor(orinteraction)asifitweretheonlyvariable(Ybung,
1993).ThesalientresultfromtheeffbctsizecalculationsisthatinteFmmsilence

length(gap)has,byfal;thestrongesteffectonstudyparticipants'ratingsofan
addressee'swillingnesstocomplywithrequestsandagreewithassessments.
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compliance(errorbarsrepresentslandarderrorofthemean).

TheeffectoflanguagegoupisalsosalientinFigurel.Overall, IheJapanese

smdyparticipantsratedthespeakersasmoreagreeablethaneithertheltalianor
theAmericanparticipants.Between-groupsdifferenceswerestatisticallyreliable
inpo砿hoccomparisons(Bonferroni-corrected)acrossallgapconditionswhen
comparingtheJapaneseandAmericangroups(Mdif｢=0.721,p<.01)and
theJapaneseandltaliangroups(Mlim=0.935,p<.01)Theonlystatistically
reliablemeandifferencebetweentheAmericanandItalianraterswasinthe

600msgapcondition(Mdiil･=0.46,"<.01).
ThedistinctlydifferentratingsbetweentheJapaneseandtheothergroups

suggeststhatwhatconstitutesG6agreeable'' inthecontextofconversationalgaps
iscalibratedslightlydifferentlyfbrthem, andthat theymaybeenteringthe
scaleatadifferentpoint.Thestatisticallyreliabledifferencesbetweenallthree

gronpsinthe600msgapconditionsuggeststhataroughlylbsgapmaybe
enoughtodistinguishculturaldifferences inorientationtointer-mrnsilence.

American, ltalian,andJapaneseRatersAIIJudgedLonger
SilencesMoreNegatively,butDifferedSufficientlytoSuggest
DisparateCulturalOrientationstothelnter-TumSilences

AsFigurel illustrates,regardlessoflanguagebackground, all ratersjudged
speakerstobelesswillingtocomplywithrequestsoragreewithassessmentsthe
longerthespeakerpausedbefbreagreeing:lineartrend,FI1,219)=794.08,p<
.01.Thisindicatesthat,acrossall threelanguagegroups, thereisadecreasing
senseofspeakeragreementorcompliancewithincreasedsilence.

ltalianRatersJudgedtheSmaller lnter-TurnGapsasMore
Problematic,WhereastheJapaneseJudgedtheLonger
Inter-TumGapsasMoreProblematic

Tbfilrtherexploretheinteractionofgaplengthandlanguagegroup,weexamined
ratergjudgmentsoftheinteFturnsilenceswithintheirlanguagegroupandthen
comparedthegroupsdescriptively.Mostnotableisthecomparisonbetweenthe

4WetestedlhisusingananalysisofcovariancemodelwiUlall levelsofsilencelengthandspeech
actaswithin-SuhiectSvariableS, 1anguagegroupasabetween-subiectvariable,andgenderandage
ascovariates．
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JapaneseandtheItalianraters.AsvisualizedinFigurel, themagnitudeofthe
drOpinratingsbytheItaliansfromOmsto600msisdoublethatoftheJapanese,
whereasthedropinratingsfbrtheJapaneseisdoublethatoftheltalianswhen
comparingthe600msandl200msgaps.Thispattemofdifferenceratings
pointstothepossibilitythatthedifferentlanguagegroupsdonotsimplydiffbr
inwheretheyenterthescaleof"agreeableness;'butmayalsohaveMferent
thresholdsatwhichtheyfindsilenceproblematic.

Althoughthecomparisonofraters'judgmentsofthespeechacttypesmay
beobscuredbythesemanticsofthediHeI℃ntresponsetokens, theresultfbr
therequestconditionberwee"thethreelanguagegroupsisclear: articipants'
ratingsaresignincantlydifferent,FI2,221)=102.731,p<.01-afindingthat
wasreliableinallposthocpairwisecomparisons.ThismaylenectdiHerent
underlyingculturalorientationstocompliancewimrequestsingeneral,butthis
isaninitialspeculationandremainstobesystematicallyexploredinfilrther
studies.

Insum,whatseems;tobedrivingtheinteractioneHectofsequencetype

andlanguagegloupisthefactthat(a)meJapaneseparticipantsratedrequests
andassessmentsquitedifferently;and(b)betweenthethreelanguagegroups,
primarilyI℃questswereratedsignificantlydifferentlyhPomonegrouptothenext.

4mericans, ltalians,andJapaneseRespondSlightly
DifferentlytotheSequenceTypes(Requestsvs.ASsessments)

AumqueconmbutionofourapproachtothevalenceofinteFtumsilencewas

toexaminetheeffectsofsequencetype("speechact'')onratergjudgments・Be-
causemostprior1℃searchongapsinconversationissituatedintheenvironment

ofquestion-asking(factual/triviaquestions),wechosetomanipulatethestakes
●

ofthefacethI℃atbyusingmorenaturalistic,collaborative,andconsequential
socialactions.TbfUrtherre6neourunderstandingofthesignificantmaineffect
ofspeechactandtheinteractionofspeechactandlanguagegroup,weexplored
diMr℃ncesandsimlaritieswithineachcondition.

Overall,ratersjudgedthe1℃questsequencesassoundingmoreagreeable(i.e､，
theratingsweregenerallyhigherinthiscondition;seeThblel),butonlythe
Japaneseratedequestssubstantiallyhigherthanth可didassessments(MdifT=
1.04,p<.01).Ibrallofthegroups,thisislikelyduetothe1℃lativestl℃ngthof
theagreementcarriedinthedifferenttokens(.Gsure''vs. .@yeah;'aswediscuss
furtherlater).

DISCUSSION

T11isstudywasdesignedtoexaⅡmetheerectofinteFtumsilenceandsequence
type(speechact)onnativespeakers'judgmentsofanaddressee'swillingness
tocomplywithrequestsoragrEewithassessments.WetestedmrtheseeHects
acrossidentical .Cfriendlytelephoneconversationg'whichweIcidiomatically
translatedfiOmAmericanEnglishfbrItalianandJapanesestudyparticipants.

Thelimtationsofthisexploratoryexperimentalapproachareacknowledgedand
addressed,butwebeginwiththestrengthsofourdesign,adiscussionofthemain
6ndings,andtheirrelevancefbrbuildingI℃searchthatcouldhelpsynthesizethe
contributionsofcognitiveandsocialapproachestodiscoursesmdies.
T11ebasisfbrtheexperimentaldesignwastheempiricallyderivedmm-taking

modelasdescribedinSacksetal. (1974).Empmcal esearchbasedonthat

modelindicatesbothapreferencefbrprogessivityintalk(Stivers&Robinson,
2006)andthatgapsarisinginthecontextofconditionalrelevance(utterances
designedfbIjandexpecting,responsesofsomesort)willproveproblematicfbr
speakers(Davidson,1984;Pomerantz,1984).Whatthepriorresearchcouldnot
helpustoteaseapartistheextenttowhichthisperceptionof.Gtrouble"wouldbe
trulyuniversal(allspeakersrespondingthesametothesamesilencelengths)or
relative(culturalgroupsdisplayingdifferentnonns),orwhethertherewassome
intersectionofthesetwodimensions.Ouraim, therefbre,wastomaximally

control fbravarietyofacoustic, thematic,andspeechactfactorssothatwe
couldexplorepotentialrelationsamonglanguage/culturalgroup,sequencetype,
andintersturnsilence.

AmongtheAmerican, Italian,andJapaneseundergraduatesmdentsinour
sample, lengthoftheinteFtumsilentgapmatters・Acmsslanguagegroups,the
longertheinterztumsilencelength,thelowerthemtingsofwillingnesstocomply

TABLE1

MeanRatingsfOrEachLanguageGroupatEachinter-TurnSilenceLength
andforEachSequenceType
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wayj itmghtbepossibletogetasenseofadoseresponseandtomo1℃finely
tunetheoverallnndingofculturallydifferentiatedresponsepatternswithina

universallyobvioussenseofdecreasingagreement.
Thefactthataddresseegresponsestorequestswe1℃ratedasrefiectinggreater

willingnessthanresponsestoassessments isbestexplainedbythefact that
theirresponsetotherequests("sure'') isastrongerfbrmofagl℃ementthzm
meresponseusedfbrtheassessments(@.yeah'';onthefilllcharacterofweak

ageements,seeDavidson,1984,andPomerantz,1984).Thus,althoughthe
responsetokenswereprosodicallysimilal;theyweresemanticallydistinct・We
cannotconclusivelystatethat itwas thesequentialenvironment itself(the
conditionalrelevancesetupbytherequestortheassessment)thatwasdriving

theperceptions・ Itcouldwellbethattheweakerfbrmofagreement,whichis
broaderinscope, isalsomoreambiguousand,thelEfbre,didnotelicitequally
strongpositiveresponses.

ItisalsopossiblethattheJapanesestudyparticipantSsignificantlyhigher

ratingsofthe.@sure"condition("yoinJapanese)issimplyreflectinganeven
strongerdistinctionbetweenthetokens"yoandso血〃ethanfbrtheEnglish
.@sure''and@Gyeah''orItaliance"oandsi. Itwouldbepossibletoretestthe
findingsaboutsequencetypeusingparalleltennsfbrEnglishandltalian(e.9.,
･､yeah''and"si"fbrbothrequestsandassessments),butitwouldbeharderto
matchthemprosodically.FbrJapanese,othertokenssuchas@@eh''mghtbe
appropriatefbrgaugingresponsetosequencetypewithoutriskofconfbunding
fromthesemanticsoftheagreementtokens・ThisisclearlyanareafbrfUrther

explorationwithineachlanguage.
Whetherthesequencetypesweretappingasemanticdifference(basedon

lcsponsetoken)orapragmaticdiHerence(basedonassessmentvs. request
condition)orevenadiHerenceinfacethreat, itisimportanttonotethatthe

requestsnotonlyreceivedconsistentlyhigherratingsacrossallgroupsandgap
lengths,buttheyalsoweremoredistinctivebetweengroups.Becauserequests
canbeconsideredface-thl巳ateningacts(i.e., inBrown&Levinson's, 1987,
terms,athreattonegativefaceorthedesirefbrautonomy),studyparticipants

mayberenectingculturalattitudesaboutnotinfringingonothers'autonomy.
Asamoreobviousthreat,thismayhavebeenamoresalientconcernthanthat

representedinthethI℃atposedbyanassessment(i.e.,agreementwithanother's
opinion).
Insum, thesomewhatmurlWresultsfbrspeechactopenupthepossibinty

fbrhlrtherclarincationoftherelativeweightofthethreatposedbytheutterance

versusthesemanticsoftheresponse・Becauseallresponseswereaffinnative,
wewereabletoisolatetheerectoftheinter-mmsilence,whichwasclearly

themostpowerfulfactorcoloringstudyparticipants'judgments;howeveri the
questiondoesremainopenastotheroleoftheresponsetokenitselfinshading
responsetothesequencetypes.

withrequestsoragreewithassessments.Thissupportsemergingevidenceofa

widelysharedsocialorientationtosilenceasproblematic(Stiversetal.,2009).

AsociallyorientedtheoIymightpositthatapreferencefbrprogressivityin
conversationiswhatunderliesthisGcdistaste''fbrthegrowingsilence.AmoI℃

individualistic(cognitive)theorywouldclaimthatelapsedtimereHectssearching

andmonitoringactivityasparticipantsspinoutatmbutionsintheirmnds.We

underscol巳theargumentpresentedelsewhere(e.g.,Clark,1996;IEvinson,2006)
thatthesearecomplementarydimensionsofanalysisandshouldnotbeeitheIOr

explanations・Theselevelsmustbeintegratedinfiltureresearchasdiscourse
scholarsbecomemorefamiliarwithandfindwaystoexploreandtestthenotion

ofasociallyembeddedinteractionengine(Levinson,2006).Thisstudyprovides

aninitialstepinthatdirection.

Despitethenegativejudgmentsoflongersilencesacrosslanguagegroups,

resultsalsoindicatethattheAmerican,Italian,andJapaneseratersdifferedin

theirtolerancefbrthedifferentgaps.Byroﾉem"ce,wesimplymeanthatratings

differbetweenlanguagegroupsinawaythatrenectsslightlydiHel℃ntunderlying

expectationsfOragreement(amongpeers, inthisstudy)andfbrtherapiditywith
whichagreement isoffered.TheJapaneseaverageratingswereconsistently

highestonratingsofwillingnessandagreement, theltalianstendedtogivethe
lowestratings,andtheAmedcanjudgmentsweregenerallyinbetween(although

tendingclosertomeltaliangoup'sratings).

Analternativeexplanationfbrthedifferentratingsamonggroupswouldbe

basedonanassumptionthatthedifferentlinguisticstructuresofthelanguages

diHerentiallystallap呵ectablepossiblecompletionpoint(Schegloげetal.,
1996).Brienyjp呵ectabilityrefers tothehearer'sabilitytoanticipatethat

aparticulartypeofutteranceisunfOlding.Becausethet"getstimuli inall
ofthelanguagesweresimilaronthisdimension(seeAppendixB),wewere

confidentthatresponsestotheinteraturnsilenceswerenotbasedondiHerential

syntacticprocessingoftheutteranceunderway.Wesuggest, therefOre, that
prqjectabilitybeingequal inmesedialoguesitistheintefmmsilenceitself
thatisdrivingthedisparityinjudgments,nothesitationduetocompletionof

syntacticprocessing.

Thus,anygoupdistinctioninodentationtosilenceisnotaboutdifferential

needfbrsyntacticprocessingbasedonfbnnalfeaturesofthelanguage,butabout

culturalexpectationsfbrthespeedwithwhichagreementisoffered.Ifthereis
abaselinesensethatagreement isexpected(e.g., intheJapanesecontext), it

makessensethatmtingsofwillingnessandagreementamongtheJapaneseare
lessattenuated,aswefbund,fiPomOmsto600ms.Conversely,ifthereisless

expectationofagreement,thenassoonassomesilenceisheard,judgmentsare
aHectedandanyadditional increments,althoughstillnegativelyvalenced,are

perhapslessmarked(e.g.,intheItaliancontext,aswefbund).Thispatternmerits
filrtherinvestigationusingadditional,andincremental,lengthsofsilence.Inthis
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Givenournndingmatratingsaremoresimlarbetweenall languagegroups
atl200msthanat600ms,thereis easontoconsiderJefferson's(1989)
proposalof"approximatelyl3(sherecognizedaspanfiomO.9s-1.2s)asa
possiblemaximumfOrsilenceinconversation・Howevel;becauseoursilences

weremachinetimed(andJeffersonwasusingananalogueprocedure,measuring
silenceinI℃lationtothesurroundingtalk),itmaybethatinabsolutetennswe
overshotthemark.InasmuchastheItalianandAmericanratingsweresimilaI;
andtheJapaneseratingsremainedsignificantlydifferentfrombothofthose
groups,wedonotyetseestrongsupportfbrtheproposal.

Japaneseisamora-timedlanguage,Englishisstress-timedlanguage,andltalian
isgenerallyconsideredasyllable-timedlanguage;butsuchclassificationsaI℃
notuncontroversial(seeHetch"2010).5
Fromourvantagepointasscholarsoflanguageandsocial interaction, the

majorweaknessofthisstudyistheI℃lianceoncontrivedconversationsand
assessmentofexternalperceptions(listenerjudgments),ratherthanintemally

motivatedanalysesofnaturalinteraction､恥recognizethatourapproachisnot
asubstitutefbrtheintemalproofproceduresofqualitativeanalysis(Heritage,
1995)andthatwetreaddangerouslybytreating"sequencetype"･(requestand
assessment)asanabstractcategory(i.e.,aspeechact),ratherthanasaparticular
andrealcourseofaction(seeSchegloffl995,pp.xxviii-xxix).

Howeveriwithintheconfinesoftheexperimentalmethod,wehaveworked

togroundthedesigninnndingsfiPomsmdiesoftalk-in-interactionandbased
thematerialsonactualtelephonecalls.Ouraimwastoinvestigateameasurable
andmanipulableaspectoftheoperationoftheturn-takingmachinery(gaps)
withinspecinccoursesofaction;wewerenotattemptingtoprovideanaccount
oranalysisofthecourseofactionitselfWefbrced,infact,aparticularhearing
ofthesilences-oneinwhichagreementwasatstakeratherthan,fbrexample,

friendlinessorthoughtfillnessorcomfortorcomprehension・Wemakenoclaim
thatdisagreement istheonlyinterpl℃tationthatsmdyparticipantsmghthave
conjuredfromthesilence.

ChallengesforCross-LinguisticStudyofDiscourse

Thereal巳numerousweaknessesinanyexperimentalstudyofhumansocialin-
teraction.Onecannotcontrolfbrallofthenatural,in-the-momentinventiveness

andcomplexityofrealconversation,particularlyinacross-linguisticstudy.One
canraisequestionsabouttherepresentativenessofthestudypopulation(un-
dergraduatestudents),voicecomparabilityoftherecordedspeakers,recognize
possiblediHel℃ncesinculturalprefeI巳nce/aversiontothetypesofrequestsand
assessmentsbeingmade,andconsiderwhethertruetranslationofbasedialogues
fromEnglishtotheotherlanguagesisevenpossible・Allofthesecaveatsare
implicitinourdiscussionof6ndingsandasUmitstotheirgeneralizability.
Indeed,onecouldarguethattherobustresultconcemingdifferentcultural

responsestosilencecouldsimplybeanartifactofthemethod;althoughthe
dialogueswereparallelintermsofsemanticcontent, thequalityofthevoices
ofthediHerentspeakersinthediffもrentlanguagesmayhavehadsomeeffect.
Unfbrtunately,thereisnobodyofacousticsliteraturecomparingissuesofc@tone''
(e.g.,hiendlinessofvoice)intheselanguages,norsufficientresearchonwhat

suchacousticcorrelatesmghtbefbreachlanguage.Thus,researchersmust
privilegetheirnativespeakerauditoryperceptionoveracousticmeasurements
untilthereare, ifever, reliablecross-culturalmeasuresoftheparalinguistic
correlatesofspeakeraHect.

AsnotedintheMethodsectionoverview,onlyamatched-guiseapproach
usingmlingualactorsmighthaveaddl巳ssedsuchconcernsaboutparalinguistic
comparabilityibuteventhat techniqueisnotpeIfect (Bradacetal.,2001).
MultilingualspeakersmaynothavefUllcommandovertheiramelctiveorientation

tothelanguagestheyspeakandmayitheI℃fbre,havedifferencesofHuencyor
vocalqualityinthevariousguisesth可a1℃askedtoperfbnn,whichthencan
afFectheaIerjudgments.

ThemostrElevantandpotentiallyfeasiblecomparisontomake,giventheaims
ofthisstudy,wouldbetoassessspeakingratesbecauseasilencemightsound
longorshortdependingonthespeedofthesun･oundingtalk.Howev"speaking
ratesarecalculatedondifferentunitsofanalysisfbrthelanguagesinthisstudy:

CONCLUSION

Thereisastrikingoverallsimilarityofjudgmentsinresponsetointer壱tumsilence
acrossAmerican,Italian,andJapaneseraters,yettherearealsocompelling6ne-

graineddifferencesbetweenthegroups. 'IhislendssupporttofUrtheringthe
investigationofthecomplexinterrelationamongcognition,socialpractices,and
discourseprocesses(see,加陀rα"α,Gee,1992;Lave&Wegneril991;Levinson
&En6eld,2006;Ochs, 1996;Rogoffl990; fbrdiscussionsofusage-based

approachestocmss-linguisticstudiesoflanguageuniversals,seeSidnell,2007,
andTbmasello,2003).

5BecauseltalianandEnglishaIE, theolEtically,comparableonsyllableunits,wecalculated

Speechrates,""r加c, fbrtheEnglishandllalianspeakersinourstimuli・T11eywerelCmarkably
similar:319syllablesperminuteand336syllablesperminute,respectively(usingameasureof

speaking園に,notaniculationrate.)AIthoughwecannotcompaIBthistoaJapaneSelateofspeech
measum,wecansaythat thesamesemanlicconにntwaspmducedbylhatspeakerinmughly
thesameamounloftimeaslhellalianrateofspeech(7.35sand6.22s,IEspeclively.)UItimately,

hOweve風misanalysisisvacuousbecause山eAmericansonlyused4.8slopmducethesamesUEtch

oftalk,yettheirrateofspeechisihesameastheltalians・T11us,fiomvariousvantagepoints,speech
rateisapmblemaUccomParison.
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Clearly,somethinggeneralizedabouthumanperceptualprocessinggenerates
anobservable-reportablephenomenonofsilenceas indicativeoftroublein
conversation.Intum,thevalenceofthatsilence(asgood,bad,long,orshort)is,
ashasbeenaIgued,culturallyconditioned・ThistypeofPan-human,ontological
basisfbrsocialcueshasbeenstronglyarguedbyresearchersofnon-vocal

conmnunication, as in(albeitcontroversial)proposalsontheuniversalityof
several facialdisplaysofemotion(Ekman,Sorenson,&Friesen, 1969), the

deploymentofwhichisnonethelessgovernedbyculturaldisplayrules(e.g.,
Ekman&Friesen,1975;Saami,1993).

TblerancefOrsilenceis,ofcourse,adynamicfactorthatwillsignincantly
varydependingonthetypesofcommunicativeactivitiesunderwayandthe
identitiesbeingenactedinandthroughthedeploymentofsilence・Although
weassumethatnormsareilexibleanddeployable-avoidableonan@Gasneeded

basis''asresourcesfbraccomplishingandenactingidentityandsolidarity,we
alsomaintainthatthereisroomfbrconsideringthemoreuniversalorgeneralized
cognitiveunderpinningsofthesepractices.Thisstudyallowsustomovebeyond
descriptivecomparisonsbetweenlanguagestoapositionwherethe@@adaptations
andinliection¥ofgenericfeaturesoftalk-in-interaction(Sidnell,2007,p.230)
canbespecincallyexamined・Thisinvolvesbreakingdowntheartincialboundary
betweensocialandcognitive.Althoughitmaybesomewhattidiertostudythem
separatelyb thatbifilI℃ationisdiHiculttomaintainaswemovetowardmore

comprehensiveunderstandingsofhumancommunicationintennsofdiscourse

processesandprocessing.
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APPENDIXA

ExamplesofaRequestandanAssessmentinEnglish

1． (Tblephonerings)
A：Hello？

B：Rachel？

A:Yeah,

B:HWit'sme.

A:HW::How'sitgoin.
B:Good.I:justcalledthecopyshop,
A:uhhuh

B：A､:dmeHyersareready・Canyougivemearideoverthere？
A: Sure.

Question:HowwillingisRacheltogivehermendaride？

Scale: 1 2 3 4 5 6
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A：Hello？

B：Rachel？

A:Yeah,

B:HWit'sme.

A:HW.::How'sitgoin.

B:Good.Ijustsawtheflyers.T11eylookprettygood
A:Yeah.

AgreeorDisagree？
CognitiveProcessesinAnswering
ContrastiveSurveyQuestions

Question:HowmuchdoesRachelagreewithher髄endabouttheHyers？

Scale: 1 2 3 4 5 6

NaomiKamoen,BregjeHolleman,PimMak,
andTbdSanders
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APPENDIXB

ExamplesofEnglish, ltalian,andJapaneseGIossesofTargeted
RequestandAssessmentFormulations

・
蝿
秘

軸
》
《
》
》

》
岬
岬
》
》

皿
確
・
唖
呼
彪

Ｖ
″
肥
ｊ
祁

皿
”
”
”
猟

Ｈ
唖
恥
部
町

眺
咋
》
・
僻
Ｇ
即

l.Request

"IjustcalledthecopyshopandtheHyersaI℃eady...
，，

English:Canyougivemearideoverthere？

Italian:TYvadidarmlunpassaggioinmacchina？
●

Japanese:Kurumaninosetettekurenai？
2.Assessment

"Ijustsawtheflyers...
ツ，

English:Th可lookprettygood.
Italian:Misembranobelli.

Japanese:YOkudekiteruyone.

SurveydesignershavelongassumedthatIBspondentswhodisa厚Eewithanegative
question(."rhispolicyisbad?': ltsor｣Ⅳり;2-pointscale)wnlagreewithan
equivalentpositivequestion("Thispolicyisgoodj，：姥sorⅣb;2-pointscale).
Howeveriexperimentalevidencehasprovenotherwise:Respondentsaremore
likelytodisagIEewithnegativequestionsthantoagIeewithpositiveones.To
explaintheseresponseeHEctsfbrcontrastivequestions, thecognitiveprocesses
underlyingquestionansweringweIeexamined,Usingeyetracking, theauthors
showthatthe6rstreadingofthequestionandtheanswerstakesthesameamount
oftimefbrcontrastivequestions･ThissuggeststhatthewordingeHectdoesnot
ariseinthecognitivestagesofquestioncomprehensionandattimdenetrieval.
Rereadingaquestionanditsansweringoptionsalsotakesthesameamountof
time,buthappensmoreoftenfbrnegativequestions・ThiseHEctislikelytoindica｡
amappingdifr℃nce:FittinganopiniontotheI℃sponseoptionsismoredimcult
fbrnegativequestions.

Inallthreelanguages,thelistenercouldlikelyguessthatarequestiscomng
priortotheendofthetum. InEnglish, c･Canyougiveme…''prqjectsa
yes/norequestofsomesortearlyinthetum,asdothefOrmulations@.tivadi''

(glossableas, @GIsitokay/convenientfbryou")inltalianandafter"nosete'' in
Japanese(glossableasget/givearide).Likewise,fbrtheassessments, inltalian

aher.｡misembrano…'' (glossableas..Seemstomep'), itcouldbeclearthat

anassessmentisbeingfbnnulated;andinJapanese,perhapsrightafter･.YOku''
("Well"),butcertainlyafter"dekiteru''(@@beingdone").

Fromthis,weconcludethatprQjectability,fiPombothgrammaticalandprag-
maticstandpoints,isequivalentinthethreelanguages.

Corr巴spondenceconcemingthisarticleshouldbeaddressedtoNaomiKamoen,U江BchtInstimte
ofLinguisticsOrS,Uh℃ChtUniveISity,Tmns lO,3512JKUnEcht,TTneNetherlands・EFmail：
n.kamoen@uu.､I


