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ABSTRACT

COMMUNICATION IN THE BACK~-CHANNEL: SOCIAL STRUCTURAL
ANALYSES OF NONSPEECH/SPEECH CONVERSATIONS
by
Andrea F. Blau
Adviser: Profeasor John Dore

Six nonapeaking individuala, who augmented their
raesidual vocal skills with alphabet.word boards, were
videorecorded during conversations with asix familiar
speaking partners. It was hypothesized that the
interactional dynamics which shaped these encounters were
heavily influenced by explicit feedback activity. A
descriptive methodology was developed to identify
back-channel communications across these dyads. Five
listener feedback signals (Reastatement Back-Channels,
Expansion Back-Channaels, Query Back-Channels, Correction
Back~Channels and Acknowledgment Back-Channels) and one
apeaker feedback signal (Back-Back-Channels) were
identified aa diacrete back-channel types.

Back-channel communication was found to play a primary
rola within theas convarsations. All of ths nonapsaksrs”’
complex conversational contributions were co-produced with
their apesaking partneras. Main-channel/back-channel
contingency was the principal mechanism for conversational
act co-conatruction. The nonspeakers’ "ownership* of the

conversational floor during message co-conatruction was

iv
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never challenged. All of the speaking partnexas’
contributiona,‘during co-constructed act contexts, were
feedback forms which they produced in their roles as active
listeners. Retaining the conversational floor, however,
was much more difficult for the nonspeakers following
complex message tranasmission. Structural features of the
conversational mechanism appeared fo influence early turn
transfer at context transitional junctures.

Speaker main-channel contribution, auditor
back-channel respcnase, axplicit or implicit spsaker
back-back-channel signal and apeaker main-channel
continuation was confirmed as the basic interactional unit
organizing the participants’ contributione. These highly
cohesive sequences were part of the basic organizational
structure of these conversationa. Their explicit use
within these nonaspe=ch/speech interactions, shaped the
participants’ aocial encounter. The quality of the
interactional sequence, when initiated by the nonspeakers,
appeared to be much sturdier during co-constructed contexts
than across whole act exchanges.

Interactional style influenced dyadic performance
within this organizational structure, Style was manifested
as active negotiation by the participants. Social roles
provided participantes with a framework for acceptable
interaction styles. A continuum of interaction atyles
ranging from casual to constrained wasas identified across

these asix dyad pairs.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1 Speaker A: Myself, I prefer a comaunicaticn board
as to a aachinms.
2 Speaker B: Uh huh.

3 Speaker B: Why?

4 Speaker A: I fael it takes away ay peraonality,
if you know what I mean.

S Speaker B: ((Nods head))

The above excerpt was taken from a face to face
conversational exchange. In reading it, cne would be hard
preased to find anything atypical about it. There is
smooth interplay between Speaker A and Speaker B.
Statemants are acknnauvladged and questions are answvered.
Tha participanta take turns, respond to each other’s
nessagea, and signal intereat and attentivenesa to one
another.

These five message unita can be described as two sets
of adjacency sequences. Message units 1 and 2 are pair
parts of a statement/acknowledgment sequence. Message
units 3, 4, and S reflect a guestion/answer/acknowledgment
seguence. The production and chaining of these sequences
illustrates a succeassful and, indeed, highly coherent
exchange.

The conversation from which this excerpt was taken,

however, was actually highly distinguishable from typical
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vocal face to face exchange. One of the participants

(Speaker B) communicated through natural vocal aspeech. The
other (Speaker A), augmnented his vocal speech by pointing
to letters on a communication board. The actual

conversation (message units #1-5) went like this:

SPEAK A /9--maxé/ ((POINTS TO SELF))

SPEAKER B youraelf

SPEAKER A /ax/

SPEAKER B ((HEAD-NOD))

SPEAKER A (P-R-E-F-E-R)

SPEAKER B preferA

SPEAKER A ( (HEAD-NOD))

SPEAKER A /£1/

SPEAKER B ((HEAD-NOD))s

SPEAKER_A /AMUT EBI b? /

SPEAKER B C(HEAD-SHAKE))

SP R (C-0-M-M-U-)

SPEAKER B communication board

SPEAKER A /am/

SPEAKER A (A-S)

SPEAKER B as

SPEAKER A (T-0)

SPEAKER B to

SPEAKER A (A /ET/

SPEAKER B ¢ (HEAD~-NOD))

SPEAKER B Mhp

SPEAKER A (M-A-C-H-)

SPEAKER B machine

SPEAKER A /&/ (C(HEAD-NOD))

SPEAKER A= (MYSELF, I PREFER A COMMUNICATION BOARD
AS TO A MACHINE) message unit

SPEAKER B Uh huh ((HEAD-NOD))> message unit

SPEAKER B Why? massage unit

SPEAKER A I /N7

SPEAKER B ((HEAD~-NOD))

SPEAKER A (F-E-E-)

SPEAKER B foel

SPEAKER A (I-T)

SPEAKER B ( (HEAD~-NOD))

SPEAKER A (T-A-K~-E-S)

SPEAKER B takeaesa

SPEAKER A /Aw €L/

SPEAKER B avay
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SPEAKER A (M-Y)

SPEAKER B your

SPEAKER A (P~-E-R-S-0-N-)
SPEAKER B peracnality?

SPEAKER A /£/ ((HEAD-NOD))
SPEAKER B Mhm ((HEAD~NOD))>
SPEAKER A ¢I-F-Y-0-U>) /I ju/
SPEAKER B C((HEAD-NOD>)

SPEAKER A (K-N-O-W)

SPEAKER B know o

SPE A JWAA I/

SPEAKER B What you mean
SPEAKER A /3e/ (CHEAD-NOD))

4 SPEAKER A+ (I FEEL IT TAKES AWAY MY PERSONALITY

If YOU XNOW WHAT I MEAN) ampsoge unit

S SPEAKER B ((HEAD-NOD)>> message unit

It took fifty individual acts to complete the five
regsage unita. The transmission of Speaker A’s initial
statement and subsaquent reaponse involved intenaive

co-conatruction by both participants.

of information produced by Speaker A were fedback in the

Main-channel pieces
back-channel by Spesker B. The high level of cooperation
required by these interactants was occaasioned by the
nonvocal modality in which the majority of Speaker A’s
messages were produced.

Individuals whose vocal productions do not meet their
communication needa (and for whom hearing impairment is not
the primary cauase), coften augment their residual apeech
with nonspeech conmunication asvstems. These asystems
provide the "nonspeaker' with a reliable meana of aalf
expression.

Augmentative communication aids range from .

simple alphabet boards (as used by Speaker A) to highly
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sophisticated technology with aynthetic apssch cutput. The
particuler aid used by an individual reflects a range of
cognitive, linguistic, motor, perceptual, social and
aeconomnic variables. These aselactions ara highly
individualized in nature and vary both across and within
individuals over tiae. Whether & simple or sophisticated
aid ia selected, the individual’s verbal expression will
not match the speed and flexibility of natural vocal
speech.

Speaker A, in the above example, is the nonspeaking
partner (NSP) and Speaker B, the speaking partner (SP>,
within a five-message exchange. On the surface, the
principlea which serve to organize conversation acrosa
vocal interactants appear to operate acrosaas thé
nonspeech/spaech domain. The participants exchange £urns.
produce adjacent messages, and provide ongoing feedback. A
look at the deeper texture of the conversation, however,
reveale a diatinctly different organizational structure.

In vocal converaation, multiple meassage unites can be shared
within & single turn at talk. For the nonspeaking/speaiiing
partners, mutltiple turnas are exchanged before the
nonspeaker’s single message unit is shared. The wRassive
use of explicit feedbeck signaling (i.e., back-channel
comnunication) organizes the participants’ contributions.

A basic interactional unit, depicting the relationship of
main-channel and back-channel information, was therefore

developed as the unit for examining these conversations.
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Conversational organization shapes social encounter. The
interaction of nonapeakers and speakars is therefore shaped
by the interplay of main-channel and back-channel

information which organizes their conversational

contributions.
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CHAPTER I1I
LITERATURE REVIEW
-Cha ' ch

The phenomenon described as ‘back-channel
comnunication” is not new to researcheras of conversation.
Fries in 1952 referred to communication in the back-channel
as "conventional aignala of attention to continuous
diacourse which are elicited by statements” (p.50).

Friesa audiorecorded fifty hours of "natural, practical
conversations®” across participants unaware of the recording
procesa. Stateasenits followed by attentional aignala
comprised 60X of the corpus he analyzed. The forﬁé of
these "attentional signals" were yes, unh _hunh, yeah, I
see, good, oh, that’s right, yes I know, fine, and oh dear,
and their function seemed to include both attentional and
acknowledgement/agreement types of convarsational acts.
These two functione of whsat Duncan was to later call short
or "mhmr*" back-channels have been discussed over the past
thirty years in terms of their verbal and non-verbal forms
of expreassion and their powerful regulatory role in
nuintaininé the back and forth flow of conversational
interaction (see Table BL1).

The term ‘back-channel’ communication was invented by
Yngve (1970) in his deascription of the dietinction'between

having the apeaking turn and speaking out of turn. “One
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TABLE BL1

Raeasearch Interest In Back-Channel Communication

AUTHOR(S) DATE TERMINOLOGY USED

Fries 1951 “attentional signals®

Goffman + 1955 “face saving moves*

Trager 1958 “vocal segregates*

Kendon 1967 “accorpaniment signals"

Schegloff 1968 “aasent terms"

Ekman &

Friesen 19638 "regulators”

Yngve 1970 “back-channel®”, “back-back-channel®
Dittmann 1972 “listener responses’

Duncan 1975 “auditor/aspeaker back-channela"

Wienann &
Knapp 1875 “reinforcers"

Baker 1976 “back-channels as variationsa in Signer’s.
facial musculature"

Weiner &

Goodenough 1977 “pasaing moves*

Labov &

Fanshel 1977 “rainforcers re: rules of confirmation®

Berko-

Gleaaon 1977 *feedback aignals'

Knapp 1978 *‘aignale of pseudoagreement”

Krauss 197S “back-channel as evidence of meaning
apprehension"

Erickson 1979 “*listener responses & hyperexplanation®

Blau 1982 ‘*vocal emblems', back-channel as
evidence of "active listening”

Blau 1983 “back-channels as signals of solidarity"
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should hasten to point out'" he writea "that the distinction
between having the turn or not is not the same as the
traditional cietinction between speaker and listener, for
it is poasible to apeak out of turn and it ias even
reasasonably frequent that a conversationalist speaks out of
turn. This is becauase of the existence of what I call the
back-channel, over which the person who has the turn
receives short messages such as '"yes" and uh huh® without
relinquishing the turn. The partner, of course, is not
only listening, but speaking occasionally as he sends the
short messages in the back-channel. The back-channel
appears to be very importeant in providing for monitoring of
the quality of communication® (p.5S68). Whether Yngve’s
turn/out of turn distinction may be better described in
termas of participants holding/not holding the
conversational floor (Rees, personal communication) is a
complex 1aaug which ia as yet unresolved. The fact that
communication in the back-channel can frequently occur
simultaneocusly with measages in the main-channel without
conversationally interrupting the main meassage, however,
gives support to the notion that information exchanged in
the bacli-channel serves a qualitatively different function
than main-chanrel communication.

One unique feature, of certain frequently used
back-channel utterances, is their ambiguous classification
ag a linguistic phenomenon. Utterances such as uh _huh, rhm

etc. cannot be called worda. Trager (1958) in his
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deacription of paralanguage included these utterances aa
part of his vocal segregate clasasification and described
them in terms of place and orgen of articulation, manner
and voicing. Blau (1982) has defined them as vocal emblens
i.e., vocal utterances which poasess verbal translations
recognized as such by members of a social community. Blau
describes vocal emblema as a meshing of paralinguistic and
linguistic phenomena similar to that found on the
non-verbal/verbal domain in Elman and Friesen’s (1969
definition of emblenms.

In their classification syatem of nonverbal behavior,
Eknan and Frieasen (1969) describe a distinct class of
behaviors as regulators i.e., ‘acts which aaintain and
regulate the back-and-forth nature of aspeaking and
listening between two or more interactants” (p.82). These
nonverbal actas tell the aspeaker to continue, repeat,
elaborate, hurry up, become more interesting, give the
liatener a chance to talk, etc. They are related to the
conversational flow in the pacing of the exchange. "The
most common regulator,* they write "is the head nod, the
equivalent of the verbsl mm-hmm; other regulators include
eye contactsa, slight movements forward, small postural
shifts, eyebrow raises, and a whole host of other nonverbal
acts (p.82). We suspect that the frequency and type of
regulators vary conaiderably with role, setting, and
demographic characteristica of the person. Their misuse or

nisinterpretation is one of the more perplexing sources of
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nigunderstanding between membears of different groups"
(p.83). |

Kandon (1967) describes this same phenomencn as
‘accorpaniment signala'™. “The auditor can exert a fairly
detailed control over the speaker’s behavior by the kind of
head nods he produces and how he places them in relation to
certain aapecta of the atructure of hia interlocuter’s
speech. The aame is no doubt equally true of verbalized
accompaniment signals” (p.43). He further subdivided these

nonverbal signals into two main classes.

1) Attentional signal proper, in which the listener
is merely signaling his attention to the apeaker

(similar to the vocal ahm, yes, etc.), and

2) Point granting/assenting signal, in which the
liatener ia agreeing with the content of the

speaker’s mesaage (similar to the vocal yes quite,
surely, etc.)

Goffman (1955) in his discuseion concerning "“face
saving" moves, describes this phenomenon in light of the
ritual order of conversation. ' The recipients convey to
the speaker, by appropriate gesturea, that they are
according him their attention...when one person volunteaers
a measage, thereby contributing what might easily be a
threat to the ritual equilibrium, someone elae present isa
obliged to show that the message has been received and its
content is accepteble to all or can be acceptably
countered" (pp.226-228).

In his diacussion of asequencing in conversational

openings, Schegloff (1968) describes "asaent terms" of the

10
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society, such as "mmhmm", “yea", *“yeah" and "uh huh" when
serving as the initial respcnse to a aummons, as
establishing the anawerer’s availability and committing him
to liaten. This cemmitzsent is renewable. Each subsequent
*uh huh” or "yes" then indicates *the continuing.
availability of itse speakar'and recommits him to hear the
utterance that may follow. It is by way of the status of
iteme such as ‘'uh huh"vand “mamhmn* ags demonatrations of
continued cocordinated hearership that we may appreciate the
fact that they are among the few items that can be spoken
while another ias speaking without being heard aa an
interruption® (p.1093).

Dittmann (1972) considers "listener responses" as a
borderline group of behaviora between the verbal and
nonverbal i.e., asome consisting of linguistic forms while
others not. "While they are all discrete events, they are
not all symbolic in the sense of having reference. Thus,
they do not qualify as a *“language” but are perhaps best
deacribed as specific signals that the listener is paying
attention to the speaker, is keeping up with him, or that
he has understood what was just said” (p.405).

Perhaps the most carefully leid cut deascription of
auditor back-channel communication is found in Puncan’s
work (1975). Basing his own analyses on the earlier work
of Yngve he writes "Speaker-auditor interaction may also be
encountered during the course of a speaking turn. In

dyadic face to face conversations as the speaker continues

11
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hia turn, the auditor does not typically remain mute and
motionless. Rather, he may frequently nod or shake his
head and utter a variety of vocalizations, such as *“mhr*
and “yeah" (p.162). Duncan found that relationahipa
exiated between auditor back-channel behaviors and certain
apeaker behaviors in language and body motion, variously
occurring before or after the back-channela. While he felt
that suditor back-channels were not listener claims for the
speaking turn they were, however, a powerful ne£hod for
listeners to provide spsakers with useful information as
the turn progressed. He distinguished between five

classificationa of back-channel behavior:

1. Mhm (yeash, right, true) Signals (used singly or
repeatedly)

2. Sentence Completions (brief completions of the
apeaker’s mesaage by the auditor with no
continuation on the part of the auditor)

3. Reguests for Clarification (a few words or phrase)

4. Brief Restatements (restates in a few words an
immediately preceding thought expressed by the
speaker)

S. Head Node and Shakeg (alone or accompanying verbal
signals)

Classifications 1 and S were considered "short
pack-channels'” as described in the discussion abova.
Claggificationa 2, 3 and 4 were labelled "long
back-channels'”. This latter clmssification while still
referring to back-channel activity is comprised of
conversationally (as well as propositionally) morc complex

utterances in that they frequently require a reasponse

12
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(either o clurificetion or acknowledgement) on the part of
the speaker, prior to the continustion of his
conversational turn.

While Duncan’s description of back-channel activity
did not include a complete analysis of its non-verbal
components nor did he analyze the various conversational
functions of short back-channels (whether signals of
attention, comprehension or agreement) his analyais did
suggest the existence of an interactional unit in
conversation. Auditor back-channels did not appear at
random points within conversation. They occurred
predominantly following a speaker “within turn signal®
i.e., the completion of a grammatical clause and the
turning of the speaker’s head toward the auditor. He
concluded that both the dieplay of an auditor back-channel
and its location may play a part in apeaker auditor
interaction.

Weiner and Goodenough (1977) have desacribed
back-channel responses as a type of '"housekeeping move" in
that they appear to add nothing new to the subject nmatter
of conversasation but serve semantic content connecting
functiona. They define the "paassing move' (a term
originally used by Schégloff and Sacks) as a turn or part
of a turn in which the utterer relinquishes the option to
make a substantive contribution to the momentary topic of
talk. Ite back-channel function is in informinu the

speaker to continue hia apeaking turn. Thease authorsa
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additionally diatinguished between short and long
back-channels by their diatinctions between 0K passea® and
“raepetition passes', reapectivaly.

Wiemann and Knapp (19275) referred to both short and
long back-channels as ''reinforcers" i.e., words that
provide a feedback to the aspeaker but do not necessarily
attempt to gain the speaking role for the interactant
enitting them. While the view offered by Rogerian and
behavioral therapistas of the reinforcement value of
responases such aa "aha"™ and "good" in therapeutic
intsractions was not expanded upon by Weimann and Knapp,
the notion of back-channel cues functioning as turn denying
or turn avoidance signals was addressed. They felt that in
relation to apeakera’ turn vielding cues back-channels
aerve toc signal the speaker that the auditor does not wish
to take the speaking role. Additionally they found that
while “reinforcers" have usually been considered a form of
encouragement for the aspeaker to continue talking, in their
data, the subjects appeared to use ‘reinforcers" in order
to request the floor aa often as to encourage apeaker
talking. While this finding appears contradictory, the
asuthora suggest that the behavior of the suditor
accompanying the utterance of a reinforcer or the behavior
of the aspeaker to which the reinforcer is a response
probably determinea how the speaker interprets the
reinforcer. If the utterance of a reinforcer is

accompanied by a postural shift (from reclining to
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upright), prolonged eye contact or rapidly repeated head
noda, the reinforcer is rore likely interpreted as a
requeat for the floor. Additionally, if these reinforcers
are uttered while the spesker is talking, or when the
speaker is looking away from the auditor the reinforcer is
roat likely a request. On the other hand, if the speaker
has requeasted feedback from the auditor and the
reinforcement is delivered in a slow thoughtful manner the
speaker interprets it as encouragement toc continue. It
should be noted, that Wiemann and Knapp’s analysis focused
on listener responses at turn-yielding opportunity spaces
rather than responses following aspeaker within-turn signals
(as examined by Duncan, 1975). While their work can not be
direactly compared with that of Duncan, it clearly
illustrates the range of regulatory functions which have
been attributed to back-channel communication.

While Labov and Fanshel (1977) refer to items such as
“mhm*, "uh huh”, etc., as reinforcers produced to encourage

the speaker to continue espeaking, their analysis of rules

of confirmation can be described in light of the
attentional/agreement variation of these typically short

back-channels. "Responaes to sasssertions" they write, “ere
heavily determined by the relation of the position being
asaserted to knowledge shared by the participanta®
(pp.100-102). If the apeaker (A) asserts an A-event (an

event known only by A) he normally requires only an

acknowledgment of a minimal kind from B (the listener). B
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must simply show that he is prepared to pay attention
during the extended turn at talk. In the case that A nakeg
an assertion about a B-event (an event known only by B) his
utterance is heard as a request for confirmation.
Assertions about AB or O-events (events known by'both A and
P or by everyone) come closeat to the‘concept of remarks -
utterances making minimal demands for responses. The
cleareat interactional consequences follow when A makes an
assertion about D-events (events known to be disputable).

This is heard as a request for B to give an evaluation of

that assertion. It appears then, that in attempting to
distinguish between attentional and asasenting
back-channela, in addition to examining the nonverbal
behaviors which accompany the signal’s expression, it is
important to look at the preceding utterancea and the
relation of that utterance to the back-channel emitted, as
well as which propositiona are shared, not shared, or in
dispute among the participantas.

The amount of propositional information shared between
partners in dialog ias not the only determinant of the form
and function of the back-channel emitted. The immediate
context, including the reletionship between the
participants and what they are doing together with their
talk, will additionally influence the back-channeling
exchanged. Frake (1977) focused on the sh=pe of contextual
frames within which people organize their conceptions of

what is happening at any given time. For example, an

1le
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informal talk between two studenta in which one student
describes an argument he had with his mother, provides a
very different "occasion" for incsrpreting the event than
when the student deacribes the argument to his
peychotherapist. Both the friend and the therapist may
have shared a similar amount of prior knowledge regarding
the propositional content of the talk. The franmes,
however, which define how one behaves when talking with a
friend and when one is talking with one’s therapist provide
very different interpretive contexts for these
participants. Blau (1983a) suggests that these contextual
frames might influence the frequency of back-channel
signaling produced. The friend may provide a large number
of back-channels to signal lier attention and solidarity
with her peer. The therapist, however, might withhold her
back~channels to encourage her client to "hyperexplain®
(see Erickson, 1979 for definition) or further elaborate on
the details of the argument, in the hope of having him
reveal through his talk a deeper understanding of himeelf.
Blau further suggestas that the degree of familiarity or
in‘imacy between participants will further affect both the
function and form of communication in the back-channel.
Blau defines the term "solidarity' as used within the
conversational domain, as a coemamunion of sorts between
partners in dialog. *“Frequently, the use of explicit
signals of agreement function jinteractionally to convey

solidarity or comradery between participanta in
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dialog...Conversational partnera who are intimately
acquainted, often complete each others messages through
back-channel expansiona" (p.7).

The usza of verbal and nonverbal back-channels to
convey pseudoagreement with the speaker as described by
Knapp (1978) or to convey pseudoattention as discussed by
Schegloff (1968) further demonstrates the regulatory
converasational function of back-channels. Schegloff
describes an anaecdote in which a tired husband returns from
his office, sinks into his chair and opens the evening
paper to the sports page. His wife, wishing to unburden
herself of the accumulated troubles of the day begins an
extended monolosgue. Routinely, she leaves a slot of
silence in which the husband dutifully inserts “yese, dear"
until suddenly aware that all is not as it seems the wife
says, "are you ignoring me?' to which he replies *"yes,
dear.” While this anecdote is amusing it underlines an
important component of back-channel communication i.e., it
functions more as a means of regulating the conversational
flow than conveying linguiastic information. While
back-channels can be performed by a liastener quite
purposely, they are usually performed on the periphery of
awareness, almost like an involuntary overlearned habit
(Ekman and Friesen, 1969). “While a person cen perform a
regulative act without knowing it, if asked can easily
recall or repeat it. Similarly, the other interactant

seems quite senaitive to regulators if they are removed,

18

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



but barely awsre of them when they are present®” (p.82).
There is evidence, however, that speakers can perceive
audience feedback and that it does affect their behavior
i.e, while they might not be cognizant of esach and eavery
back-channel response which they are given, they usually
are aware of the positive or negative feedback they are
receiving and may adjust their own behavior accordingly
(Knapp, 1978). Certainly individual predispositions, such
as 8 high need for approval, may heighten the sensitivity
of a apeaker to perceived feedback and the amount of
behavioral change adopted as a result. Knapp has reported
that speaker fluency, utterance rate, length of speaking,
vocal loudness, heart rate, eve gaze and movement may all
be affected by perceived positive or negative audience
feedback.

Kraues (1979) suggests that back-channel responses
play an important role in the process by which a speaker’s
intended meaning is apprehended. He describes
conversational meaning (what we understand another person
to mean by what he says) as a hypotheesis we form to make
discourse coherent. Data used to form these hypotheses
“include the verbal content of speech, the paralinguistic
variations. to which we attribute significance, and such
viaible behaviors as geature, facial expression, posture,
etc. ... It includes knowledge about the world and the
peraon who is speaking, what he knows we know, and whal we

know about cenversation as a form of social interaction.”
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Krauss further suggestas that "there is an important way in
which a meaning hypothesis differs from a ascientific or
perceptual hypothesis: in the case of the latter the data
flow is unidirectional. The data pointe are there to be
obasrved and, if possible, to be understood. But they do
not tell us whether our hypothesis is right or wrong. When
the signal source is a person and the goal is to understand
and be understood, each party has a veasted interest in
ensuring that the hypothesses formulated by the other with
respect to his utterances are consistent with the meaning
he intended to convey. One device used by interactants to
accompliash thias is “back-channel responding". It is
through the medium of the back-channel reaponse that the
liatener diasplaya evidence of the nature of hia
understanding, and it is this evidence, in large part, that
the apeaker enploys to determine whether he hae been

correctly undersatood" (pp.68-69).

In aummary, back-channel signals have been of interest
to researchers of face to face conversational interaction
for yeara. In their simplest formas, their status as
discrete linguistic phenomenon has been questioned, yet
there has been no question as to their important regulatory
function within conversational interaction. Despite their
borderline linguistic status, back-channel signals clearly
poasesas conversational statua. The definition of a

conversational act (Dore, 1978) as a unit which has a form
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(i.e., word, phrase, saentence) and a function in a
conversational sequence, can in some aense encompasa
back-channel aignals. Yet back-channela do not serve
typical C-act functions. They do not add new information
to the topic of the talk but serve an important fgedback

function reflecting the listener’s d ositl to the
propositional content of the speaker’s talk. This
“co-illocutionary" feedback function is a complex
phenomenon gnd can be examined from a variety of
perspectives (as the above literature review suggests).
What appeara clear, however, is that there are atrong
relationshipa between these feedback signals and verbal,
nonverbal and paralinguistic cues signaled by the speaker
at particular points within his conversational turn.
Duncan’s discription of auditor back-channels following
speaker within-turn signals provides ue with the initial
evidence for an interactionesl unit within conversation - a
unit which ia across persons in dialog.

A variety of iassues serve to distinguish the
viewpoints of the acholars whose research has been
aunmarized above. The first involves the linguistic status
of back-channel signals (including their verbal and
nonverbal components). The second pertainas to the
conversational status of these signals and whether they do
or do not have turn status. A third issue reflects the
distinctions between long and short back-channels, their

functions and their frequency of use within face to fece
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converasationa. A fourth issue reflects the location of
auditor back-channels and how their location in respect to
the speaker’s utterance, influences their production as
well as the function attributed to them. Given the
information gleaned from the collaborated efforts of the
above acholars, the distinctions between auditor
back~channela at turn tranaitional spaces and auditor
back~channels at within-turn junctures merits
disentangling, as the apecific regulatory functionsa

attributed to these signals appear to vary greatly.

Prior to looking at these issuea within the present
study, a brief literature review describing less typical
formatas for examining communication in the back-channel
will be presented. The above acholars discusased these
diacrete aignalas within homogeneous communities.
“Conventional® back-channel responses i.e., signals used
and reasponded to by members of a social community, may vary
from one community to another. The form of back-channel
activity for users of American Sign Language has been
deacribed by Baker (1976 and 1977). “There are some
lexical items in ASL which are made asoley by variationsa in
the signeres facial musculature" writes Baker. 'These tend
to be of two types: thoae which refer to more private
activities and those which normally occur as addresgaee
back-channel reaponses, such as the affirmative uh_huh

(nose twitching), oh why not? (head to side, puff cheek and
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releasae), oh dafinitelv veg (head to side, cloase eyes,

mouth in *C*), and that’s really jinteresting (open mouth,
then tight closed lipsa, half closed eyelids, slowly nodding

head)" (1976, p.25). Baker atresses that for native
signers the eyes, face and hands serve strong ragulatory
functions in conversation. She uses Weiner and Devoe’s
(1974) clasasification of back-channels as continuation
regulatore. “After speaker initiation, the addressee
continues to signal ettentiveness and decoding by
maintaining gaze and by making intermittent back-channel
reaponses such as head nodding and facial variations
indicating the addreaasee’s reaction to each apeaker’s

proposition. Such back-channel responses seem to occur

nore frequently in signed diacourse than in oral
conversation” (1977, p.227). Addressees occasionally mark
their understanding of the speaker’s utterance by indexing
the speaker after each signed proposition has been
tranamitted. Concommitant with facial activity, indexing
serves the function of the verbal “mhm" back-channel
regponase., Similar to its function in oral conversation, an
increase in the aize and frequency of head nodding (as
degeribed by Wiemann and Knapp, 1975) can signal the
addressee’as deaire to claim the speaking turn. Baker
reports that moat signers will relinquish their turn when
confronted with this intense turn-claiming signal.
Additionally, Baker found that short repetitions by an

addressee, of the speaker’s signs, was a predominant fornm
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of back-channel activity. These acknowledgment repetitionsa
accounted for nearly half of the siyn overlap found in her
data. Similar to oral conversation, the overlap produced
by back-channel activity did not interfere with the ongoing

interaction.

Within a social community, however, back-channel
signaling varies from a developmental perspective.

Acknowledging repetitions, as described above, are not
functionally equivalent to adult repetitions which occur
following a child’s nonresponsiveness. Berko-Gleason
(1977) hss remarked that "non-responsiveness whether
linguistic or physical leads to repetition. It is probable
that adult repetitions are triggered by some immediate
behavior by thq child. One obviocus factcr may be that the
child has not yet learned to give the adult the appropriate
feedback, the little nods, grunta, and other signals that
indicate that the meassage has been received and that it is
all right to continue" (p.201). Berko-Gleason suggests
that mothers’ abilities to *"tune-in" to their children’s
amalleast changes in cognitive and linguistic development
may be cued by the children’s back-channeling. Her
examination of eighteen month olde revealed that at this
early age, children did not nod their heads or produce any
of the “standard" feedback signalas. By contrast she found
that children in day care facilitiea and grade school

provided "eye-contact” at important points in the
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conversation. UWhile the form of their feedback was not as
rich as adult feedback these children provided enough
signala to allow teachers to ccntinue their diacourase.
Dittmann (1972) in his observations of children in
kindergarten, first and second grades found that whilea
*listening' facial expressions changed during the course of
conversation, conventional listener responses were absent.
Dittmann hypothesized that this absence may have given the
adults the impression that the children were not listening
to their conversational partneras. His observations of
grades one, three and five further revealed the absence of
li~tener responses except in situations with the highest
amount of social "puli'. Knapp (1978) has reported that by
eighth grade a dramatic increase in these liastener
responses is found. “Now the early adolescent’s peers are
beginning to lengthen their response duration (providing
nore opportunity for such listener reasponses); the
“response pull®” from adulte is increasing; and there is a
mnovement away-from purely self-orientation toward imegining
what others are going through” (p.65). It appears then,
that within the first twelve yeare of a child’s life, both
the form and frequency of their back-channel responses
differs from those used by the adults of their community

(i.e., "adult communication.*')

As pointed out by Ekman and Friesen (1969), signal

mnisinterpretation between members of different groups
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rovidea a perplexin urceg of m rar.) « ‘“People
are likely to attribute regulator differences to rudeness
or unmannerlinessa, rather than to a recular ayatem
different than their own® (p.83). Erickson (1979)
describes the effects of misinterpreted “liastener
reasponsesa' on the aubsequeni behavior of speakers. He
definea “hyperexplanation’ as peraisting twice or more
within the aame apeaking turn at the sare explanation
point. There are two intersubatitutable forma of

hyperexpianation:

1. Talking Down (lowering the level of absastraction
from one repetition of the explanation to the
next)

2. Giving Reasona (each successive reason given,
jJustifying the proposition asaserted by implication
in the diacourse topic.

When a listener doea not give the speaker feedback at
"listener response-relevant moments®” (similar to Duncan’s
“"speaker within-turn signals") a frequent aesumption‘made
by the apeaker is that the listener is inattentive or does
not understand the stretch of talk. Subsequently the
speaker esimplifies, repeats or explains his contribution.
Erickson deacribes this phenomencn in terwma of
converaational interactiona between black and white
individuals. His anlayaias of white job interviewers and-
black job applicants provided an excellent example of
misunderstandings resulting from mismatched response

aignala. The white interviewers had reported that

“something'" was wrong in the interviews. That black
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applicanta "don’t seem to be listening®”. Conversely, the
young black people reported that it often seemed like the
white adulta thought the blacks were stupid because the
intervieweras "“would kesp saying the same thing over and
over aa if they thought the young people did not know what
the whites were talking about" (Page i06). The black
applicanta found these encounters both tediouas and
demeaning. While social role differences between an
interviewer and applicant were not accounted for in
Erickson’s analysis, he did reveal important differences in
both the form and frequency of listener response-relevant
moments (LRRM) and the subsequent listener responses (LR)
in the talk of the white and black individuals he studied.
For white individuals, Erickson found that apeakers
signaled LRRMs more frequently than their black

counterparts and in a more subtle manner, while the white

listeners signaled their attention to speakers in a more
elaborate manner than the blacks. The black speakers
marked their LRRMs mcre grossly with sharp intonational
shiftas and conasiderable kineaic activity although the
frequency of LRRMa waa leasa than thoae produced by the
whiteas. Their LRs, however, were much more subtley
produced e.g., head nodas with minimal excursionas. An
additional feature, noted by Erickson, which provided for
further mismatch between the white and black conversational
partners was the different gaze rules used by speakers and

listeners across white and black cultures. While the white
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speakera averted gaze while apeaking, the black sapeakers
looked at their listeners continuocusly. Additionally,
while the white listeners looked continuously at the
speaker, the black listeners look away from tha speaker,
gazing at the speakers only at turn relevant momenta. From
the white interviewers perspective the black applicants
were inattentive based on white cultural norms regarding
the back-channeling asystem used by speakers and listeners.
Extended sequences of hyperexplanation (both talking down
and giving reasons) resulted. Erickson suggests that a
retrospective analysis, as a more observant participant in
interaction, might be the best method for greater cultural
congruence with people one interacts with day by day.

Blau (1983b and 1983c) describes a frequent source of
communication mismatch between speaking and nonspeaking
individuale (i.e., speakers who muet augment their oral
speech with augmentative communication aids) as the lack of
conventional back-channel signals given by the nonspeakers
when they asasume the role of listeners. Nonfamiliar
listeners (i.e., speaking individuala who are not fully
acquainted with the nonapeaking individuals or with
nonspeech asystems) often undersstimate the cognitive status
of the nonspeaker. 'As the speaker conveys his ideas or
feelinga to the nonspeaker, his gaze will intermittently
focus upon the nonspeaker for feedback as to the successful
transmission of his message. A typical occurence in dyvadic

interaction between speaking and nonspeaking individuals is
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the lack or absence of conventional back-channeling
signaled by the nonaspeaker. The apeaker, then, assumes
that his message has not been transmitted and that the
nonaspeaker either does not understand or is uninterested.
Subsequeéntly, he simplifies his speech or terminates the
converaation' (1983c, p.230).

In preliminary pilot research (Blau, 1982), the
back-channel communication across two speakers and their
nonspeaking partners was examined. Both of the nonspeaking
subjects had been nonaspeakers since birth and augmented
their residual vocal speech by directly selecting letters
and words on communication boards. While results were only
preliminary, some interesting features regarding both the
apeakers’ and nonaspeakers’ use of back-channel
communication were identified. In addition to the speakers
use of short back-channela, apeakers seemed to use a
greater proportion of repetitions, completions and
restatements (long back-channels) than typically used in
conversational interaction. This extensive use of long

back-channeling appeared to reflect the active role taken

by the speaking individuals in assisting their nonspeaking

partners during messaqe transmiseion. These long

back-channela functioned as acknowledgments of the
nonspeakers’ contributions and were not claims for the
speaking floor. The production limitations of the
nonspeakers (i.e., their inability t~ ~ommunicate via vocal

speech) set the occasion for a more active listener role
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than ias typical of cral conversationalists.

The pilot reasults further revealed that the
nonspeakers produced back-channel acknowledgments for the
primary purpose of evaluasting their listeners’

interpretationa of their own (i.e., nonapeakers’)

nessaqes. They appeared to produce few attentional or
acknowledgment signals when the speaking partners conveyed
their own self-initiated messages (i.e., not related to the
tranaemission of the nonaspeakers’ mesasagea). This
infrequent use of conventionally placed short back-channels
might in some way account for the frequent
"hyperexplanation" or extraneous aspecification found in the

talk of aome apeaking partners.

To further examine the role feedback plays within
conversational organization, with specific attention to the
form, function and frequency of back-channel communication
exchanged by the nonspeaking/speaking dyad, the current
research was designed. Prior to the description of the
current research, an historical perapective on the
evolution of interactional research in nonspeech/speech

communication will follow.
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Nonapeech/Speech Interaction Reae&rch

The interactional dynamica of nonapeech/aspeech
conversation have captured thelreeearch interests of
acholars in the field of augmentative communication.

Within the past ten years a range of studies have emerged
(Harris, 1978; Beukelman and Yorkston, 1980; Morningstar,
1981; Calculator and Dollaghan, 1982; Culp, 1982;
Colquhoun, 1982; Wexler, Blau, Leslie and Dore, 1983;
Calculator and D’Atilio Luchko, 1983; Green, Newhoff and
Raney, 1984:; Farrier, Yorkston, Marriner and Beukelman,
1984; Buzolich and Wiemann, 1985; Light, Collier and
Parnes, 1985). Teble NL1 lists the subject variables
identified across this body of research. Studies differed
in the number and age range of the subjects, the cognitive,
linguiastic and educational sophiatication of the
participants and the familiarity and social relationship of
each subject pair. The cause of the nonspeaking condition
(whether acquired or congenital), the amount of residual
vocal speech available to the nonspeaking subjects, and the
specific techniques and asymbols aystem used in the
nonapeech mode, differed both acrosa and occasionally,
within each study. Additionally, the aspecific units of
analysis and the conversational contexts in which the data
was collected differed greatly. Conciusive statements can
not be made based on the accumulated findings of such

varied research. Yet, each study does contribute to our
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Table NL1

Subject Variables In Nonspeech/Speech Interaction Research

Sof ISP Population Prinary Symbol  Convarsatnalfige farge Cog/Recept  Spelling Corversatnl
Authers . Subgects  Descriptiom  Technique Systew  Partrer(s) of NSPs  language  Erade Level ‘Context®  Location
Harris
1978 3 Nonambulatory  Direct Select Specifics Teacher  6.5-7.5 approx. N.R Conversation School
Congenital MS?  Auto-cos MR Peers Normal accompanying
Cerebral Palsy Classwork &
Free Tinse
Calculator
§ Dollaghan
1582 7 Nomambulatory  Direct Select Blisst Teacher 16-25 Koderate N.R. Conversation School
Congenital ISP  Coum. Boards to Severe . ing (Resdt)
Mental Retarda, Mental Retarda. Classwork
Culp
1982 S Congenital 6P Direct Select Bliss Pother S.5-13 within N.R Conversation Home
Cerebral Palsy Cows. Boards  Sounds Normal range accompanying
Coms. Books  Letters Retivity
Handi-Voice Hords
Phrases
Colgquhoun
1982 7 MR Direct Select Zliss Teacher 107 MR MR Dyadic Center
Comm, Boards Pother Conversation
Frierd as focus
Wexler,Blaw
Leslie,Dore
1983 10 Norambulatory  UnaidedNocal letters  Teachers 1541 approx 3-11 Dyadie Center
Congenital #SP  Dirzct Select Words Rids Norsal Conversation
Cerebral Palsy Comm. Boards Phrases  Therapists as focus
Counselors
Beukelman &
Yorkston .
1980 2 Norambulatory  Direct Select Letters  Rids 21-3 Sub.#1, same MN.R. Conversation Home
Acquired 67  Coms, Board Yords Spouse as pre-injury accoapanying N Howe
ALS/Prain Stem  Elect, Typertr - Ruthor Sub. 82, N.R. Aetivity ¢
Lesion Scanning Therapy Visit
Iygo 10x10
Morninpstir
1981 4 Norasbulatory  Direct Select Bliss Experienced 1521 *sufficient  N.R. Dyadic Center
Corgenital NSP NR) Inexpernced processing ' Conversation
Cerebral Palsy receivers abilities® as focus
N.R. = Not Reported Blisss = Blissysbolics Resdt = Residential Facility N Home = Nursing Home
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Table NL1 (continued)

# of ISP Population Prisary Sysbol Conversatral fAge Range Cog/Recept Spelling Conversatn]
Authors  Subjects  Description  Technique Systes  Partrer(s) of NPs Language  Brade Level ‘“"Context® Locati{on
Calculater
& D'Atilio
Luchko
1983 1 Nemasbulatory  Direct Select Letters N. Hove 24 Norwal NR Spontaneous  N. Home
Aequired NSP Coms. Board Yords Staff Receptive Conversation
Brain Stew Lsn Phrases Language in “heavily
trafficked
Ereen, Nehoff area®
§ Rarey
1984 4 Nonagbulatory  Direct Select Letters Ruthor 431 Moderate MR N.Re Dyadic School
Congenital NSP  Comm. Boards  bords Low Average Conversation
Cerebral Palsy Borderline 10 . as focus
Farrier,Yorkston
Marrirer &
Beukelzan
1934 9 Nonimpaired Unaided/Vocal Letters Familiar  15-26 within N.R Conversation N.R
Adults Trained Direct Select Rble Bodied Hormal Range accoepanying
as MsPs KesoRriter Matched Structured
Print Output Peers Problea Sivng
Tasks
Buzolich
& Wiemamn
1585 2 Nonasbulatory  Direct Select Letters Nonfamiliar 23-44 within N.R. Dyadic Univer,
Congenital NSP  Cosm. Boards  Words Able Bodied Norzal Range Conversation Speech
Cerebral Palsy Handi-Voice 120 Sounds Matrhed as focus Center
Nuwerical Code Syllables Peers
Phrases
Light, Collier
i Parres
1988 8 Congenital NSP  Direct Select Blisst Primary (5] within N.R. Conversation Clinic
Cerebral Palsy Indirect Sict Caregiver Normal Range accoapanying
Lesch-Nyhan Sy. Come. Boards Unstructured
Play
N.R. = Not Reported Blisse = Blissymbolics Resdt = Residential Facility N Howe = Nursing Home
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increasing underatanding of conversational exchange between
nonspeakera and apeakers.

The evolution of thias body of research reflects the
movement in the field of augmentative communication from

analysea focused on the communicative performances of

individuals towarda a more interactional study of
connunicative competency across partners in dialog. This
movement appeara to be atrongly influenced by the
concurrent evolution in the area of pragmatics. The early
studies which examined the communicative function (or
illocutionary force) of individual utterances (Dore, 1974;
Bruner, 1975; Halliday, 1975) were soon supplemented by a
range of atudieas which identified multiple pragmatic
influences at work within conversation (Chapman, 1981).
The function of an utterance in dialog, was found to be
strongly influenced by the conversational context within
which it was embedded (Garvey, 1975 & 1977; Dore, Gearhart
& Newman 1978;) as well as by a renge of implicit
conventions (Hymes, 1964; Garfinkel, 1964; Grice, 1967;
Gordon and Lakoff, 1975) which restricted the
conversational options available to cooperative
conversationalists of any given society. As the study of
pragmatics moved from a focus on isolated utterances to the
sequential nature of conversation and fineally to the
interactional nature of discourse, the definition of
communicative competency began to change. The belief that

competency was reflected by the performance of individuals,
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was enhanced to include a cross-person measure. The
development of research in nonspeech/speesch communication
supports this strong interactional shift.

The earliest published studies, Harris (1978) and
Calculator and Dollaghan (1982) focused primarily on the
conversational interaction between teachers and their
nonapeaking astudents. Classroom interaction was
videorecorded and examined as representative of typical
interaction styles between the nonspeakera and their
teachers in their daily classroom setting. The focus of
these interactionas was on achool work and the conversations
which accompanied the work. While a variety of suggestions
were proposed by these authors regarding the use of
augmentative communication aids within these contexts, a
fundamental finding by both authors was that teachers
initate much more frequently than their nonapeaking
students and that students provide more succeasful (in
terms of outcome) and more varied conversational
contributions when they are responding to their teacher’s
initiationa than when they initiate conversational
information.

Theae two atudies differed in many significant
respecta. Harrie examined three young (6-8) nonspeakers
whogse cognitive levels were commensurate with their age and
who augmented their residual vocal and nonverbal skille
with the Autocom, an electronic communication aid.

Calculator and Dollaghan examined seven moderately to
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aeverely mentally retarded nonaepeakers in a residential
school setting between the ages of 16 and 25 who augmented |
their reaidual speech with nonelectronic direct select
Bliss boards with restricted vocabulary. Clearly one would
not compare the results of these studies but can hote that
in both respondent behavior bredominated.

In terms of specific findings, Harris suggested that
teachers dominate the communication exchanges via adoption
of the roles of both message sender and message receiver
(i.e., "formulating, expressing and interpreting messages
for both participants'). Teachera participated in
subsﬁantially greater extents than their nonspeaking
students in these exchanges, they expreased a variety of
comnunicative functionas and nearly all of their
interactiona were intiationa. Nonapeaking students,

unctions

Hy

hovever, expe:ienced only three communicative
(responses, instructions and statements) and nearly all of
their interactiona were responses to their teacher’a
initiations. Finally, although a relatively "unambiguous*®
mode (the electronic Autocom) was available to each subject
for interaction, the more "ambiguous"” modes of gestures and
head shakes were primearily used by the subjacts. While
Calculator and Dollaghan examined communicative behaviors
with respect to the roles of the interactants (i.e., as
intiators or responders) they additionally examined the
relative success and efficiency with which each dyad member

directed conversatjional exchangea. Again, these variabless
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were examined in relation tc the astudenta’ choicea of
connunicative modes.

Calculator and Dollaghan reported that studentas
assumed respondent roles within these interactiona. They
experienced greater success in eliciting teacher
acknowledgment, received fewer requests for clarification,
and were generally successful in sustaining topics when
reaponding rather than initiating. Additionally, while the
nonspeakers used their boards twice as often in responding
than when initiating topics, nonboard modes constituted
nearly 80X of atudent responses.

Culp’s 1982 study, represents one of the earliest
attemptes at analyzing mother/child converaational
interaction in nonspeech communication. Culp examined the
conversationa of five young (5-13 years) nonspeakers and
their mothers during *“communication activities"™, i.e., a
party or helping in the kitchen. Culp focused on four
communicative aspects:; the symbolic mode used to produce
each utterance, the grammatical complexity (as measured by
M.L.U.) of each participants utterance, the communicative
function of each utterance, and the communication effect of
each interaction sequence (i.e., the success with which
participanta underastood the topic and domain of the
interaction). Culp adapted Halliday’s (1975) taxonomy of
young children’s interactional speech, thus providing a
aimiplified schema of the communicative functions conveyed

by her spesking/nonspeaking subjects. Culp reported that
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the nonspeaking children communicated most frequently
through the use of gesture and residual speech.
Comnunication aid use (which consisted of directly
selecting a phoneme. letter, word, Blissymbol or phrase
from a communication board, book or electronic deQice with
speech output) reflected only 20X of the total number of
utterances produced by each child. The percentage of
successful interactions during aid use, however, waa
significantly higher than during the use of all other
symbol modes combined. Culp observed thet mothers
dominated these interactiona in terme of initiations
produced and number of utterances produced. They produced
utterances of sophisticated grammatical complexity (in
contrast to their children’s low M.L.U.) and rarely modeled
uge of the child’s communication board during diascourse.
Communicative function analyses revealed findings similar
to thoae of Harris and Calculator and Dollaghan. The
adults primarily asked questions and the children produced
responses.

A more sophisticated pragmatic analysis of
nonspeech/aspeaech conversationa haa been describea by
Colquhoun (1982). Colguhoun examined the conversations of
seven nonspeakers who augmented their residual speech with
direct select Bliss boards and seven adult apeakers who
were familiar with both the nonspeakera and the
Blisasymbolicas communicai®:: system. Colquhoun coded these

conversations along six parameters; participant producing

38

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



utterance, relationship of utteranceas to the content of the
discourae (meta-talk or information exchange), type of
utterance produced (the sequence function of the
utterance), the function of each utterance (at the
utterance level), the form of each utterance (proposition
or fragment), and the mode used to produce the utterance.
The focus of the interaction was on conversation - i.e.,
conversation was not produced in conjunction with aome
ongoing activity (as in the Culp study) rather, the
activity itself was conversation. Colguhoun’s results
showed that the majority of utterances were made by the
speaking partners and that the majority of utterances were
related to the content or information exchange within the
conversation and while both partners produced "meta-talk"
these exchanges were comparatively infrequent. In regards
to type of utterance used by each participant, Colgquhoun
found support for the typical pattern of information
exchange sequence she proposed: the speaker initiates a
topic then n&rrows the field of responses by producing a
sub-question to which the nonspeaker responds and the
apeaker confirma that response. The functiona of the
utterances used to produce these sequence types were
predominantly statements, 'wh' questions, yes/no and
rhetorical queastions for the speaker, and astatements for
the nonspeakers. An additional function classified as
"other" (including the back-channeling symbol labels

produced by the speakers) was also substantially used by
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speakers during their confirmationa of the nonspeakers
productiona. Additionelly, aspeakers’prcduced an
approximately equal number of propositions and fragments in
their utterancee while nonspeakers’ used more fragments
than propositionally constituted speech acts. The fact
that five of the seven dyads were teacher/student pairs may
have contributed, according to Colquhoun, to the
interaction pattern described. While similar patterns were
found in the mother/child dyad and a bit more variation in
the peer dyad, Culquhoun suggests that more research is
needed before conclusive atatementa can be made concerning
social role constraints on interaction.

Wexler, Blau, Leslie and Dore (1982 and 1983) have
developed a rather elaborate coding scheme to capture the
conversational functions used by speakera and nonspeakers
in discourse. Their nonspeaking subjects were ten
individuals (15-41 years of age) with cerebral palesy, who
augnmented their reasidual aspeech with direct aselect
alphabet/word boards. Similar to Colguhoun’s study the
focus of the interaction was conversation. Ten adult
speakers familiar to the nonapeakeirs and with their
communication ayatems, were video recorded during
conversational interaction with ten nonspeakere in two
'conditione; during half of the interaction the nonspeaker
had his communication board available to him and for half
of the interaction the board was unavailable to him. This

enabled Wexler et al. to analyze the interaction patterns
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uased by both partners in both conditiona. Pararmeters coded
included participant producing the conversational act, the |
number of initiatory sequences produced, number of turns
produced, number of conversational acts produced, and the
number of conversational acts produced which reflécted one
of the five general C-act clgsaea produced (requests,
responses, statements, acknowledgments and organizational
devices). Yet, the most interesting parameters coded
reflected the specific conversational act types used (there
were 27 different types plus uninterpretable) and the
proportion of utterances which were compcsite
conversational acts (i.e., complex conversational acts
which required multiple turna by both conversational
partners in formulating and transmitting the particular act
by the nonspeaker).

These latter two parameters revealed the qualitative
differences which are typical of nonapeech/apeech
interaction when alphabet/word boards are used and when the
two participantas must rely on their vocal and nonverbal
comnunication ekille in discourse. A finding which
auperficially appeared gimilar to all the above studies,
was that the speakers produced most of the initiations and
predominantly produced requests while their nonspeaking
partnera predomiantly produced responses whether a
communication board was available to the nonspeaker or
not. This finding, however, reflects the quantitative

analyses of the interaction patterns. Looking at the
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relationa between the apeakers’ and nonaspeakers’
productions in the two conditions revealed aubtle yet
qualitatively important findinge. For example, while the
speakers produced 90x of the initiations in the unaided
condition and 80X in the aided condition, the nonspeakers
profuced 48X more initiations when augmenting their speech
while the speakers produced 38x fewer 1nit1a£ions. While
in the aided condition the apeakers still produced far more
initiation sequences than their nonspeaking partners, the
overall effect of the aid on the interaction was to shift a
much larger share of conversational control to the
nonspeakers.

The request/response patterns produced within these
interactions were also described by Wexler et al in terms
of the qualitatively different patterns used in the two
conditiona. While proportion of conversational acts which
conprieced requests and responses remained unchanged for
each partner in each condition (i.e., in the unaided
condition 37% of the speaking partners total conversational
acts were requests and in the aided condition 36% of the
total were requeats, while 51X of the nonspeakers’
conversational acts were responses in both the unaided and
aided conditions) the types of questions which were asked
and the typea of responses which were given were very
different. For example; less than 1/2 of the speakers
requeats in the unaided condition were for complex

responses (l.e., for responses which require more than
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sinple yea/no) yet only 22X of these complex requeats
received complex responses from the nonspeakers. In the
aided condition while more than 1/2 of the requests made

by the speakers were of the complex type, 53% of these
requests received complex responses from the nonspeakers.
Clearly, reporting results of general conversational uact
classes (e.g., requests, responses, acknowledgments)
without looking at the specific types used by the partners,
interactionally, in producing these classes, reveals little
of the actual quality of the interaction.

Wexler et al. additionally reported, that while
nonspeakers do not have as dominating a conversational role
as their speaking partners (in terms of number of
initiations and particular C-act typeas produced) there
exists a much more equitable balance between nonspeakers
and speakers when the nonspeakers augment their residual
vocal skills with direct select alphabet/word boards. Nine
times as many of the nonspeakers’ attempts at producing
conversational acts were uninterpretable in the unaided
condition and concomitantly nine times aa many
clarification requesats were produced by saspeakers in the
unaided condition.

They additionally found that while only 1/4 of the
nonspeakers’ conversational acts in the unaided condition
were complex, approximately i/2 of their C-acts were
complex when the augmentative aids were available. Four

timeas as many composite C-acts were produced when the
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nonapeakera augmented their sapeech with aids. Similar to
Colguhoun, they noted the potential effect social role
exerted on the interaction style of each dyad.

The effects of communication partners on the
conversational contributions of nonspeakers has been
conaidered by both Beukelman and Yorkaton (1980) and
Morningestar (1981). 1In their description of an older (S8
year old) "acquired”™ nonspeaker who augmented her residual
speech with a 2ygo 10x10 square scanning system (arranged
with letters and words), Beukelman and Yorkston illustrated
the different conversational functions produced by the
nonspeaker when interacting with four different
conversational partners; the author, two attendants, and
the woman’s spouse. While the nonapesker did initiate
nearly 50X of all communication exchanges, the particular
“message type' used differed with conversational partner.
Few requests for assistance or information were produced
when interacting with the senior author, while requests for
assistance were produced with all the other conversational
partnera. Thia, Buekelman and Yorkaton suggeat, wae
influenced by the context within which the researcher and
the nonspeaker interacted; i.e., the researcher was not a
primary caregiver but was a professional requesting and
providing information about the use of the communication
device. The three other conversational partners were
primary caregiveras and were asked many requests for

assistance by the nonspeaker,
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In addition to capturing the different conversational
functions used by the nonspeaker with different partners,
Beukelman and Yorkaton examined how communication
breakdowns were resolved with each partner. If there was a
communication failure the resolution strategies attempted
by the conversational partner were coded as; yea/no
request, “wh* request, restatement, choice request,
repetition request, different modality requeat. The
authors were particularly concerned about the percentage of
communication events which were unsuccessful because of
unreaolved communication breakdowns with each
conversational partner. Their analyses revealed different
resolution strategies used by the various conversational
partners. While the author predominantly used
restatements, repetition requests, and choice questions,
and attendant two predominantly used yes/no guestions,
repetition reguests and “wh' questions, both attendant one
and the nonspeaker’s spouse used yea/no questions and
"wh”questions as their primary resolution strategies. The
interesting finding, according to Beukelman and Yorkston,
is that although both attendant one and the spouse used
similar interaction patterns to resolve breakdowns, the
spouse used these strategiea in a highly successful manner
while 20% of the communication events exchanged by the
nonspeaker and attendant one were unsuccessfully resolved.
The authors suggest that the husband’s intimate familiarity

with the nonspeaker enhanced his ability to anticipate her
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connunication needas and ask appropriate questions.
Attendant one, however, tended to rush the nonspeaker by
aakiﬁg a flurry of yes/no questions before the nonspeaker
could complete hsr communication attempt. Beukelman and
Yorkaton’s analyses of repair did not include the careful
exanination of these interactional sequences acroas
converasational partners (i.e., they only examined the
conversational partners’ responses to communication
breakdown. They did not look at the relationship of
trouble source element, repair initiation, repair attempt
and outcome of the repair sequence.) Their analyses,
however, did support the notion that different
conversational partners do influence the conversational
functions of, and the success with which those functions
are tranasmitted by, the nonspeaking individual in
discourae.

Morningstar (1981) examined the potential influence of
partner familiarity, with the nonspeaker’s communication
syatem, on the interaction. Morningastar’s subjects were
four Blissymbol users and their conversational partners.
Each of four nonspeakers with cerebral palsy, between the
ages of 15 and 21, were video recorded interacting with
four different conversational partners; two apeakers
inexperienced with Blisasymbolic communication and two
speakers experienced with Blisasymbolics. Morningstar’s
purpose was to evaluate possible differences in

conversational strategies used by both the nonspeakers and
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their speaking partners related to receiver" experience.
Familiarity between conversational partnera, i.e., how well
the nonspeaking/speaking dyad knew each other, was not
evaluated. Rather, the experience level of sach speaking
conversational partner, with Blissymbolic communication,
was the independent variable.

No statiastical analyses were performed. However,

Morningstar did propose a number of trends distinguishing
dyads composed of experienced and inexperienced
“receiveras’. Inexpeiienced converasational partners
interrupted the symbol user’s message prior to complete
propeaition tranamisaion more frequently than did
experienced partners who tended to refrain from questioning
or comnénting on the eymbol user’s message until at least
one “phrase" waas completed. Also, whil® inexperienced
receivers tended to repeat their own questions or the
synbol user’s messages , experienced receivers rephrased
questions and comments relatively more often. Morningstar
suggested that rephrased queations resulted in greater
amountas of output from the nonspeakers than questions
repeated thereby facilitating the interaction.
Nonspeaskers’ tended to produce more telegraphic utterances
when communicating with experienced receivers by producing
more content words and eliminating many function words from
their utterances. Relatively more function words were used
with inexperienced receivers and when the nonspeaker

realized that his conversational partner (either partner)

47

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



did not underastand his mesaage. This, suggested
Morningatar, points to the nonspeaker’s linguistic
modificationas of his own utterances dependent upon his
conversational partner and the feedback he receives.
Finally, it appeared that experienced conversational

partners were sensitive to the nonverbal modes (eye gaze,

gesture, etc.) used by the nonapeakers to convey
information. This sensitivity, concluded Morningstar, was

particularly refined following communication breakdown.

Inexperienced partners failed to realize the communicative

purpose of nonverbal signals except for the nonspeakers’

head nods.

Much of the research cited above focuaed on the
identification of communicational and conversational
atrategies employed by nonapeakers and their speaking
partners. Calculator and D’Altilio Luchko (1983), focused
on evaluating the effectiveness of a communication board
training program. An interesting aspect of this single
subject study waas ite focuas on training interaction
atraetegies to both the nonapeaking subject and her
partners. The subject was a nonambulatory adult (in a
residential setting) who had an acquired nonspeaking
condition and who augmented her residual vocal speech with
a nonelectronic (“fundamental®) alphabet board. Basé-line
(and additional) data were collected through observations
of one-hour gsegments in which the subject interacted with

other residents and staff of the nursing home. An observer
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recorded data during these routine interactiona and a tape
recorder was concealed next to the subject to asasist in
later confirmation of the observer’s on-line recordings of
events. No video equipment was used. The subject was
awvare of the reaason for the observer’s presence, while
other residenta and ataff did not have this knowledge
during these base-line recordings. Changee in six
dependent varisbles were recorded during data collection:
comnunicator (who originated the message being exchanged),
proximity (whether the communication partner was within
three feet of the asubject during exchanges), communicator’s
role (claasification aas initiator or reaspondent diiring
nessage exchange), mode of communication (whether board was
used or message conveyed through methods independent cf
board use), communication function (C-act function
classified as requeat object, request action, request
information, request clarification, answer, description,
statement, conversational device, repetition and no
response), and form (the subject’s partners’ requests for
information were coded as WH (open-ended) or Yea/No
questions. This final variable was examined relative to
modality used by the subject and proximity between
comnunicators.

The training program consisted of five phases. The
first was for base-line data collection. The aecond
involved the construction of & new communication board

which included the alphabet, grammatical tense markers and
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frequently uasable phrases and was attached to the subject’as
wheelchair (prior board was not). Phase three was spent
acquainting the subject with her new board (no clinical
training was added). Phase four included clinical training
and strategy development for effective and efficient board
use. The final phase involved staff training (a 1/2 hour
inservice) which focused on issues such as proximity of
partner, using open-ended questiona, responding to the
subject’s attempts at board communication,and evaluating
those situations where the subject did not respond. Not
all staff attended the inservice and data was then
evaluated separately for "listeneré" who had or had not
attended the inservice. The six dependent variables were
examined for each of the five phases of the training.
While each training phaag appeared to contribute
cunulatively to the aubject’s overall communicative
effectiveness, phase five (inservice training of staff)
appeared to greatly enhance the communicational
effectiveneas of the subject on all variables measured.
The authors’ state that '"since communication is a two way
process, speakers, particularly those using augmentative
communication systems, require the cooperation of their
listeners in order to successfully tranamit messages.”
While giving the subject a more efficient communication
system and training her in its use both produced gains in
the subjecta conversational abilities, adding

conversational partner involvement in training strategies
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resulted in a higher level of effectivenesa achieved.
Green, Newhoff and Raney (1984) examined the repair
strategies used by four severely physically impaired adult
nonspeakers (with cerebral palsy) during conversational
interaction with a speaking partner (the senior author).
The authors were Interested in gaining insight into the
pragmatic or discourse competence of theae nonspeaking
individuals as well as gain inaight into what they termed
*the uniqueness of this communicatively consastrained
population...” The subjects were nonambulatory adults who
demonstrated operational competency in using their
communication boarde. These boards contained minimally SO
lexical items and for three of the subjects the alphabet
wag also listed. Subjects had uged their communication
boarda for at leaet two yearas and had demonstrated the
ability to chain minimally two constituents in response to
open ended requests for information (criterion, 80% of the
time). Four 60 minute interactions (with the senior
investigator as the speaking partner within each dyad) vere
videorecorded for each subject. Open ended requests for
information were used by the author to introduce topics.
At approximately three minute intervals, the investigator
interjected one of three nonspecific repetition requests to
indicate the subject’s communicative failure. The thre:
requests used were "What?", "What did you say?" or *Hm. ",
This procedure (based on Gallagher 1977/78) continued until

20 interruptions occured for each 60 minute session. The
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subjecta’ responaes immediately following the interruptive
probes were coded into ten predetermined categories
descriptive of repetitionas, revisions, inepproriate
responges, and no response. These ten categories were
listed as complete or partial repetition, linguistic
reviaion (semantic or asyntactic without meaning
alteration), information deletion or addition (with meaning
change), self correction, unrelated responses,
uncategorizable utterances and failure to respond. The
authors reported that as a group the overwhelming majority
of the subject’s responaes were coded into either
repetition or revision categories. (Only three responses
ocout of 320 were coded as 'no response".)

The authors concluded that the nonspeakers were well
aware that following a contingent query & response was
required (one measure of discourse competence). They also
suggested, however, that many of the specific revision
strategies used by the subjects were different from those
strategies isolated as typical of other populations in
similar contexts (earlier studies of young language-normal
and language-impaired children and normal as well as'brain
injured adults). Three of the four subjects used
significantly more repetition responases than revision
responses. Only one subject used repetition and revision
responses with equal frequency. (Studies of other
populationa, in similar contexta, revealed revieion

responses were uged more frequently than sesimple
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repetitions). The authors suggested that linguistic
conatraints may serve to limit responese alternatives for
the nonspeakers studied, as well as restricted vocabulary
conatraints (approximately fifty lexical items appeared on
each subject’s board). Although three aubjecta had access
to the alphabet, when lexical items appearing on their
communication boards were queried during the conversation,
the subjects’ tendencies were to repeat (through
indication) the same lexical itemes rather than speli-out
revised forms. The one subject who did revise many of his
messageas demonatrated the highest cognitive-linguiatic
status of the four and had subastantially greater experience
interacting with a varizty of communication partners within
a range of contexts. These factors, suggest the authors,
may contribute to the greater complexity of subject four’s
repair atrategies.

The apecific repetition and reviaion asubcategory
analyses revealed that for three subjects (not the sare
grouping of three as reported above) complete repetitions
were used much more frequently than partial repetitions.
Given the experimental paradigm, ir which Nonspecific
Repetition Requests (e.g. *“What?" "Hmm?") were interjsected
into the conversations by the investigators, these complete
repetitions were appropriate responses. One subject,
however, tended to produce partial repetitiona. The
authora suggested that this diacrepancy by one subject

night be directly related to the severity of that subject’s

53

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



physical impairmert (severe athetotic movementa) which
might neceassitate the development of atrategies which
conserve physical effort. Additionally, all subjects used
information ndditions as their principle revieion strategy,
senantic revision came next in frequency and syntactic
reviasionas and information deletions were used
infrequently. While the resulte of this study are of
interest, & serioua question regarding the quality of
information revealed when timed probes (the three
nonspecific repetition requests listed above) are used for
examining the competence of communication partners in
natural contexts remains unanawered.

Farrier, Yorkston, Marriner and Beukelman (1984)
attempted to gain some inasight into the conversational
dynamica of nonapeech/speech interaction by examining
conversational control. They felt that many of the studies
cited above reported that their nonapeaking subjects
demonstrated minimal conversational control in their
interactions with speaking partners. Because a number of
explanationa for the reportedly poor conversational control
were based on the assumption that individuals who use
augnentative communicetion systems may, due to experiential
or educational limitationa, lack the skills necessary to
assume equitable conversational roles, Farrier et al
selected nonimpaired subjecte for their study. Five pairs
of non-impaired adult;/edolescents participated. One

partner from each dyad was randomnly selected aas the
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“*subject'”. Dyads participated in two structured
interaction tasks; a direction giving task (in which the
“subjects” gave the instructiona) and a joint deciaion
raking task. Each pair performed each task in two
conditions. 1In the firast, the apeaking condition, the
aubjects and communication partners were allowed tc
communicate normally, using speech and gestures. In the
"nonspeaking®’ condition, subjecte were reatricted to use of
an Expanded Keyboard Memo-Writer EL 7001 (requiring
subjects to spell out entire messages by pressing letters
arranged similarly to a typewriter or computer keyboard)
and '"‘yea/no" gestures throughout communicative
interactions. Since the study’s design prevented
participants from viewing eceh others materials, the LCD
(liquid crystal display) which appears on the top portion
of the Memo-Writer and providea an ongoing diaplay of
alphabet characters as they are selected during message
preparation, was not visible to the communication partners
(only to the subjects using the Memo-Writer). As such, the
subjects were limited to the print-out function of the
Memo~Writer for communicating their messages.
“Conversational control' waa defined by these authors "as
the manner and exent to which an individual directe and
restrains communicative interaction.' Quantity of output
(proportion of total words produced) and patterna of
initiation were used as its principle measure. (And, as

such, all concluaions formed by these authoras need be
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evaluated in terma of theae aspecific measures). For the
speaking condition, the subjects exerted a high degree of
conversational control in the direction giving task but a
rore variable degree of control in the decision making
task. For the nonspeaking condition (where subjects were
restricted to the written output of the Memo-Writer and
thus both rate and timing of message delivery was severely
restricted), a markedly different pattern emerged. The
overall tendency for subjects waa less conversational
control (although there was some individual variability
reported). While the direction giving task reflected a
higher degree of controi for the subjects than reflected by
the decision making task, the overall lack of contrecl
exhibited by the aubjecta was the moat aalient fact
reported. The authors suggest that there appeare to be a
trade off between communication efficiency and
conversational control - i.e., when partners allowed
subjects greater amounts of uninterupted message
preparation time, greater conversational control was
exhibited by the subjects. This, however, was done at the
expense of efficiency in that extensive message preparation
required longer message preparation time. The authors also
suggest that although the study examined the performance of
non-impaired subjects and their communicational partners,
insight into the performance of nonapeaking individuals and
their speaking converaational partners is provided.

By 1985, conversational analyses which encompassed a
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blend of theoretical conatructa, deascriptive detail and
clinical applicability began to emerge. These studies
marked the evolution of a growing body of sophisticated
research methods for-éxamining the transactional nature of
nonspeech/apeech conversationas. Analyses of communicative
functions were supplemented by detailed microanalyses of
face to face interactiona for more adequately describing
the organizational structure of these conversationa. Two
research projects of particular note, were those of
Buzolich (1984, and Buzolich and Wiemann, 1985) and those
of Light (1985, and Light, Collier and Parnes, 1985).
Buzolich and Wiemann (1985) used microanalyses to
deascribe the turn taking mechanism used by adult
nonspeakers and adult speakers within face to face
converasations. Their subjects were two nonspeakers, with
cerebral palsy, who had operational mastery of both
alphabet apellers and the Handi-Voice 120 (a synthesized
voice output device in which sounds, syllables, words and
phrases are accessed through encoded numerical codes) and
two ‘‘normal® speakers who were both unfamiliar with the
nonspeakeras and with augmentative communication systems.
The subjects were matched for both age and educationsl
level. Each nonspeaking aubject was videorecorded
interacting with each of the two speaking subjects for
forty minutes. During half of each interaction, the
nonapeakera augmented their reasidual vocal skillas with

alphabet spelleras and for half of each asession their
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Handi-Voices were used.

Three specific issues weré of primary interest to the
authors; how turn taking was accomplished between
augmenited and ‘'normal’” communicatorse, how these patterns
would compare with those typical of *“normal®” communicators
in face to face interaction, and if the patterns used were
affected by the particular communication device used by the
nonspeakers for the purpose of communication augmentation.
The interactional model used to reflect the turn taking
system used by vocal conversationalists was that developed
by Duncan (1972, Duncan and Fiske, 1977). Within Duncan’s
rodel, six regulatory signals were identified for the
exchange of speaking turns within face to face interaction;
speaker turn yielding signal, speaker gesticulation signal,
apeaker state signal, speaker within turn signal,
back-channel signal and speaker continuation signal. Each
signal is represented by discrete verbal and nonverbal cues
which are displayed at precise locations within the
conversation.

Analyses indicated that for both the nonspeaking and
speaking subjects, these same six signals were used for the
same regulatory functione as is typical between vocal
conversationaliste. The apecific behavioral constituentsa
which comprise each of these six signal classifications
however, (i.e., the verbal and nonverbsl cues which made up
each signal category), were frequently different from those

ugsed within vocal interactions. Both members of each dyad
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seemed to adept to the physical conatreinta within the
interaction and compensated for them by uasing available
behaviore to accomplish turn exchangea. For example, aince
the nonspeakers could not use ﬁaralinguistic behavioral
cueg within their speaker turn yielding aignala (i.e.,
those behavioral cues which inform the auditor that he/she
might claim the role of speaker), they relied upon head
directional cues and hand relaxation cuea (the nonspeakers
used their hands for encoding messages on their
augnentative aids, a relaxed hand posture signaled a turn
yielding cue). The nonspeaker’s physical limitations,
however, also appeared to restrain the use of particular
behavioral cues on the part of their vocal partners. Head
direction away from the suditor which is used by vocal
conversationalists as a speaker state signal (i.e., a cue
used during a claim for the speaking turn), was replaced by
direct eye contact with the nonspeaking auditor by the
vocal speaker as a speaker state signal cue. The
concomitant head position toward the auditor, however,was
not functionally distinct from the typical vocal
conversationaliast’s cue in that direct eye contact with the

nonspeaker indicated eye gaze away from the communication

device.

Results were computed for both within dyad and between
dyad variables. Of particular note were the results of
their sequential/interaction analysis (focused on Duncan

and Fiske’s turn interaction units as distinct from their
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within-turn interaction unite). These results revealed
that the augmented communicators experienced difficulty in
claiming speaking turns while their vocal partners were
conaistently successful in claiming epeaking turne. The
lack of nonspeaker success was attributed to the alow rate
of measage delivery initiation and the concomitant
“"responsibility"” assumed by the vocal asubjects to fill-in
conversational gaps (even during the nonspeaker’s message
preparation). The nonapeaking subjects were more
succegsful, however, in turn regulation when using their
alphabet spellers as compared with the Handi-Voice. Turn
taking for the vocal speakers was not affected by the
particular communication aid used by the nonspeaker but
rather by the individual system user him/herself.
Additionally, the authors found that simultaneous turns
were typically resolved in favor of the vocal subjects and
that vocal speakers typically preceded their turn attempts
with vocal restatements (in the back-channel) of the
nonspeaker‘’s prior message. The authors suggested that a
potential baerrier to effective interaction within these
"atypical®”™ dyads, is the active role the vocal listeners
assume during nonapeaker message formulation. They
concluded that the notion of reciprocal influence is
altered and instead of joint participation, the vocal
partner tends to dominate the interaction. They alaso
proposed the development of specific strategies to assist

nonspeakers in providing explicit speaker state signals to
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increase the succesa with which nonspeaker’s claima for the
speaking turn are met.

Light, Collier and Parnes (1985) focused their
research on communicative interaction patterns used by
young nonspeaking children and their primary caregivers.
Eight physically disabled children (4-6 years of age) who
had been nonspeakers since birth and who augmented their
residual speech with nonelectronic communication boards
were videorecored in 20 minute free play situtations with
their primary caregivers in which a predetermined set of
toys was providee them. The authors describe the
conventions used to facilitate conversational flow between
these participants. (Additionally they were interested in
describing the communicative functions expressed by these
partners as well as the modalities used by them throughout
the communicational exchangee.) Transcribed interactions
included the verbal (vocal and nonvocal), nonverbal and
nonlinguistic contexts which made up the twenty minute
exchanges.

In terma of the diascourse features analyzed, the
authors found that primary caregivers produced nearly twice
as many communicative turns as their nonspsaking children.
In fact, these children fulfilled only half of the
communicative turn opportunitiees given to them, responding
primarily when the interactionel context obligated them to
do so. When their turn opportunities involved "response

comments®” (as opposed to “response obliges" those being
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obligatory responses), the children were leas inclined to
reaspond. Concommitantly, the primary caregivere noted the
children’a misasing responses and frequently “replayed"
their own prior messages (in a hyperexplanation type of
paradigm ) by both heightening the obligatory nature of the
proposed response (i.e., the use of "obliges' as opposed to
“comments’) while reducing the communicative demands of the
situation (i.e., the use of yes/no questions in lieu of
open-ended requests). Clearly the caregivers seemed to
consider the smooth exchange of turns of prime importance
to these interactions, oftentimes holding their children
accountable for ﬁaking their turns even if minimal
comnunicational content was involved. Additionally, the
computed mean probability of caregiver topic initiation was
.85, while for the nonspeaking children mean probability
was only .15.

The authors felt, however, that these children had
much more substantive information available for
communication than actually conveyed by them. They
reported that although the children were capable of
fulfilling their communicative turns within the 1 second
speaker switching pause (especially when producing a child
reaponae), when initiating more complex information
(apecifically following their partner’as commenta) they
typically required s pause time of 1.64 seconds prior to
the initiation. Pauses of these lengths were infrequent,

yet caregivers frequently began replaying their prior
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ressages when pauses length exceded 1 second. While a
simple cause effect relationship between the pacing of turn
transfer and the frequency of child initiationa was not
proposed, the authors did rsport that the children were
rarely afforded adequate time to initiate their own topics.
Also feported was the greater success with which the
nonspeakers messages were interpreted by their caregivers
when these messages were produced as responses as opposed
to initiations. It appeared that not only did the
caregivers assume the principal reaponsibility for
introducing topics and for keeping the conversation flowing
but in general, caregivers were successful in controling
the communication process while their children displayed
maximal success when following their partner’s lead. The
authore suggested the development of interaction strategies
which might facilitate the abilitieas of nonaspeaking
children in succesafully initiating topics as well ag in
developing skills for encouraging their communicational
partners to respond to their initiatione. Implementation
of theae staregiesa, suggest the authora, would involve
training both the nonspeakers and the individuals with whom

they interact.

The present atudy also reflects the integration of
descriptive, theoretical and clinical domaina in
nonspeech/speech interaction research. In contrast to the

early studies cited above, the principal focus is not on
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the specific conversational acts exchanged by the
participanta. Nor is the success with which nonspeakers
initiate information and exchange aspeaking turns the
primary focus (although C-act and turn taking organization
are of continual interest). Rather, conversational
interaction is examined through the subtle yet powerful
feedback system which operates across participants in
dialog. The form, function and frequency of communication
in the back-channel givesa evidence of a basic
ocrganizational structure which ahapees conversational
exchange. The reduced rate with which these vocal and
nonvocal partners interact provides a magnified picture of
the dyvnamic role back-channel communication plays in

organizing participants in dialog.
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CHAPTER III

DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT STUDY: RATIONALE AND PURPOSE

Nonspeech communication is a term generally used to

describe communication which is not in the vocal mode. It

includes both nonverbal and verbal components. The
nonverbal components are identical to those used within
natural vocal communicative exchanges (Higginbotham and
Yoder, 1982)>. Various combinations of body signals and
movements subtly convey information across interactants
(Birdwhistell,1970; Scheflen, 1972). In terms of their
relationship to verbal behaviors, "the nonverbal act can
repeat, augment, illustrate, accent or contradict the
words; it can anticipate, coincide with, substitute for or
follow the verbal behavior; and it can be unrelated to the
verbal behavior" (Ekman and Friesen, 1969 p.53). An
individual may or may not be aware of the production of
some nonverbal act although nonverbal signals may
intentionally be used for communicative purposes. These
signals additionally vary in the type of information which
they convey. A nonverbal emblem, such as a head nod, may
have & direct wvarbkzl translaticn and iz most typically
produced for a communicative function. A self adaptor,
such as the frequent atroking of one’s beard, most often
occure with limited or no awareness on the part of its
producer and for no intended communicative purpose. Yet

its production may reveal personal or affective information
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about the individual. Nonverbal signals do not directly
convey linguiastic information, yet observeras do infer
meaning to many of these signals even in the absence of any
co-occuring verbalization. For example, if a listener
turna away from a speaker or stares out the window while
the speaker is talking, the speaker may infer a low level
of liestener interest in the speaker’s contribution. When a
speaker shifts his/her gaze to the listener at particular
points within the conversation, the listener typically
recognizes thease signals as opportunities to claim the
speaking turn for him/herself. A listener’s emblematic ear
cupping or wrinkling of his/her brow when an airplane flies
overhead is interpreted by the speaker as a clarification
request. A student’s fixed downward glance follcwing a
teacher’s request for volunteers is interpreted by the
teacher as an avoidance response on the part of the
student. While linguistic forms were not used to convey
any of these messages they were, none-the-less, conveyed.
These examples represent only a fraction of the information
available to participants through nonverbal forms.
Nonapeech communication, as verbally expressed,
reflects ifhe linquistic status of lexicel items which are

communicated by other than nastural vocal means. A hearing

impaired individual who is a native user of American Sign
Language is verbally communicating in a nonvocal mode.
American Sign Language (ASL), is a recognized manual

language with a different linguistic structure from that of
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American English (Klima and Bellugi, 1980)>. Blisasymbolicsa,
a logographic communication system, is another example of a
linguistic system which is expressed in a nonvocal mode.
ita linguistic forma are encoded in visual-graphic

symbols. The '"Bliss Model™ for syntax is not equivalent to
the grammatical structure of spoken languages (McNaughton,
1985 p.86). In addition to nonspeech language systems,
there are a variety of sign and symbol asets which are not
independent linguistic systems but reflect nonvocal
language categories abstracted from spoken languages. They
conform to the syntaectic rules which govern spoken
languages. The nonspeaking subjects participating in the
current research, are adulta with severe apeech
impairments. These individuals transmit their propositions
by pointing to letters and words on communication boards.
Their messages can be described as verbal expressions in
the nonvocal mode which follow the grammatical ccaventions
of the English language.

Typically in adult conversations partners take turns
in vocally conveying messages. Within a speaker’s turn at
talk he/she may state a fact, acknowledge his/her partner’s
previous message, pose a question, seek clarification, and
80 on. These are just a few of the communicative acts
which may be accomplished during an individual’s
conversational turn. A fundamentel requirement for the
natural exchange of "talk", is that participants produce

utterances to convey these functions. An utterance may
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contain a single item (e.g., "mrhmn") or a complex sentence,
but is most typically vocally produced. While nonverbal
signals can possess conversational force, routine
converaation typically involves verbal expression. The
organization of conversation is composed of many implicit
rules or conventiona to provide for the coherent and
orderly exchange of talk (Goffman, 1955; Garfinkel, 1964;
Hymes, 1964; Grice, 1967; Lakoff, 1973; Sachs, Schegloff
and Jefferson, 1974; Garvey, 1875, 1977)>. The besic
prerequisite for its implementation, however, is the
fundamental ability of both participants in the
conversation to vocally speak. This does not imply that
individuals who communicate through nonspeech communication
systems (whether independent nonvocal language systems or
nonvocal representations of spoken language systems) do not
participate in conversations. This does suggest, however,
that nonvocal techniques used to supplement or substitute
for vocal apeech in discourse may impose distinctive
constraints on convefsational organization.

Using a direct select alphabet/word board for verbal
exXpression requires a nonspeaker to indicate with a finger,
headstick,; light beam or some othey means cf pointing
precigsely which word or letter he/she wishes to transmit.
All twenty six letters of the alphabet and occasionally
gsome frequently used words and phrases are displayed on the
nonspeaker’s communication board. The nonspeaker

formulates his/her message through letter indication and
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the listener syntheaizes the measage elements to receive
the complete measage. Beukelman and Yorketon (1982)
describe this exchange between nonspeaking and speaking
‘adulta in terma of message preparation (its generation) and
nessage tranamission (its reception). According to
Beukelman and Yorkston, communication via direct select
alphabet/word boards reflects a system for which message
preparation and message transmission rates are equivalent.
“In some systems these rates are the ;ame“. they write. “An
example of such a system is the word/alphabet board, in
which the partner reformulates the message as the
nonspeaking adult points to the words or letters" (p.42).
Whether message preparation and message transmission rates
are precisely equal for these conversational partners is
questionable. However, communicative exchanges in which
minimally one conversational partner spells out entire
neasages before propositions are tranemitted, undeniably
involeas a slower communication process than ias typical
within natural vocal exchange. (In natural conversations a
vocal adult can produce between 126-172 words per minute,
Perkins, 1971).

In describing the conversational orgenization of
nonspeaking/speaking dyads, one must consider how "talk" is
exchanged between partners who communicate through very
different output modalitiea. Much more than a decrease in
converasational rate is apparent within these interactions.

Most notably, the relation of converational act to speaking
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turn is often reversed. Whereas in natural vocal
interaction speakers produce several conversational acts
within one speaking turn, nonspeakera using alphabet/word
boards typically require several turns to complete a single
conversational act; i.e., they aspell ocut a word or mesassage
across several turns, with vocal reformulations signaled
alternately by the vocal partner, prior to complete
propoaitional exchange. Concomitantly, the organizational
structure within which information is typically exchanged

between partners in dialog is fundamentally altered.
Conversational Act Co-Construction

Wexler, Blau, Leslie and Dore (1983) describe some of
the conversational constrainta exhibited in the
converasationa of nonspeaking/aspeaking dyada. Their
analyses of conversational interaction between ten adult
nonspeakers and ten vocal apeakers suggest the use of
converaational strategies not typical of adult vocal
discourse. While the taking of turns, which provides the
framework for the exchange of information between
participants, was strictly adhered to, both the form and
function of many of the utterances produced within each
participant’s turn at telk were not typical of utterances

produced by vocal interactants. For example:

SP = apeaking partner NSP = nonsaspeaking partner
( ) = pointed response
RQPC SP What do you do when the weather’s that hot?
70
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RQPC sp How do you get youraelf comfortable?

NSP A
SpP A

NSP I
sp I

NSP (R
Sp air

NSP «C)
Sp C

NSP da))
Ssp 0

NSP (N>
SP N

SP air conditioner
NSP (YES)

RSPC NSP (AIR CONDITIONER)

(Wexler, Blau, Leslie & Dore 1983)
This sequence begins with a question and a subguestion by
the speaking partner (SP). The nonspeaker (NSP) begins to
respond by pointing to a letter oﬁ his board. As soon as
his finger touches the letter the SP vocally reproduces
it. NSP then pointa to the second letter of the word he is
spelling which is then vocally repeated by SP. Thie turn
taking continues until a major portion of the nonspeaker’s
message has been spelled out. At that point, SP completes
the word the nonspeaker is in the process of apelling while
simultaneously synthesizing NSP’s entire message into a
complete utterance. NSP then explicitly acknowledges SP’s
summarization as correct. Wexler et al., classify SP’s
initial two utterances as process requests (RQPC) and NSP’s
aummarized utterance aa a proceas response (RSPC, see
Appendix B). In order for that response to be conveved,

however, fourteen distinct messages are shared between SP
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and NSP. They refer to the speaker’s initial two
utterances ae "whole" conversational acts (Whole C-actsad,
the syntheaized or aummarized utterance as the "composite™
converaational act (Compoaite C-act), and the diatinct
messages which function to tranamit that C-act as
“component® sequences of the composite utterance (Component
C-acts). These component sequences appear to operate on a
different domain than the main request and its response.
They function on a type of metalevel in which the
participants are negotiating the form through which NSP’s
mesaage can be encoded and transmitted to SP. The *talk”
that is generated throughout these sequences reflect the
work that is being done by SP and NSP in co-constructing
NSP’s utterance. While meta-talk is produced by vocal
speakere in discourse, its prevalent use in tranamitting

the forms of a participant’se conversational acts, is not

typical of vocal dialog.
Main-Channel and Back-Channels Acts.

The entire sequences in the example abova can also be
discuassed in terms of the amount of ‘main-channel® and
“back-channel® communicaetion that ia conveyed. The
speaking partner initistes a question suggesting new
topical information - clearly a main-channel contribution.
NSP’s letter identifications are also main-channel
phenomena in that they provide the framework for NSP’s
“co-conatructed' response (also new information). SP’a

vocal reproductions of NSP’as letter identifications are
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acknowledgment back-channel repetitiona of the nonaspeaker’s
mneasage elements. SP’a completion and reformnulation of
NSP’s complete utterance is also an auditor back-channel in
that its function is to acknowledge, by vocally
reformulating NSP’s message, that the message has been
conveyed, without claiming the speaking floor for the
aspeaking partner. Finally, the nonapesker’s verbal
acknowledgment ("YES') acts as a back-back-channel in
acknowledging to the listener that the intepretation of the
nessage is correct.

The rather extensive uase of explicit back-channel
communication, primarily by the speaking partners in
nonspeech/speech conversations, reflects the active role
the listener (the speaking partner) plays in assisting the
speaker (the nonspeaking partner) convey his/her message.
The various forms of back-channeis used by speaking
partners include the “amhm' signals and nonverbal signals
which comprise the short back-channel classification used
by Duncan (1975) and the extenesive use of long
back~-channels auch aas acknowledging repetitiona, word
conpletionsg, message expansions, summaries and paraphrases,
recalls, and guesses (Blau, 1982). It appears that this
rather extensive use of °'"long" back-channels is much more
typical of nonspeech/speech conversations (in which
alphabet/word boards are used) than of vocal
conversations. In fact Duncan and Fiske (1977) claim that

in vocal face to face interactions "...long back-channels
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were rather rare eventa...(and do) not appear to be a
fruitful variable for use in studying short interactions"
(p.74>. 1In face to face encounters involving alphabet/word
board users and their vocal paftners, long back-channels
appear to play a dominant role in composite C-ect.
co-construction.

Nonspeaker’s back-channel signals are primarily “mhm®
signals and nonverbal signala (head nods, smiles, eye
tontacte, idiosyncratic signals) which for many nonspeakers
are used almost exclusively as back-back-channels (Blau,
1982, pilot astudy). ("Back-back-channels" is a term
borrowed from Yngve, 1970. Duncan refers to these as
"apeaker" back-channels in contrast to "auditor"
back-channels.) As revealed in the pilot atudy,
nongpeakers frequently signal feedback information
concerning the atatus of SP’s back-channel reformulation.
Yet, they leass frequently provide back-channels for aimply
acknowledging the apeaking partner’s independent
conversational contributiona. This low incidence of
conventional back-channels may be related to the decreased
rate with which nonspeakers communicate, in combination
with their limited experience with this conversationsl
convention. These factora (apecifically the temporal
regtrictionas) may additionally contribute to the frequent
use of "hyperexplanation' or extraneous specification by
their speaking partners, aas evidenced by the

queation/subquestion routine with which the apeaking
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partner initiated the conversational sequence above.
Dominance Within Nonspeech/Speech Conversational Exchange.

C-act co-construction, with its interplay of
main-channel and back-channel exchange, appears to play a
donrinant role within nonspeech/spesch interaction. Recent
research, examining conversations between nontechnical aid
users and their partners (Colquhoun, 1982; Wexler, Blau,
Leslie and Dore, 1983; Buzolich, 1984; Light, 1985) and
technical aid users and their partners (Buzolich, 1984)
report a high incidence of message reformulation by the
speaking partners in their roles as listeners. While
message co-construction processes are acknowledged by these
authors, for the most part, only the perceived composite
acts were actually used in the conversational analyses.
The massive feedback system was not viewed as central to
the interactional dynamicas between nonspeakers and
apeakers.

It is at this very point that the current research

differs from ml]l of the above studies. The pilot results

suggest that all the complex propositions conveyed by the
nonspeakers were co-constructed. The organization of this
co~-construction process reflza2cts, in & sense, the basic
interactional unit which operate across these dyads. The
facility with which nonspeakers’ claim speaking turns and
initiate varied propositional content are unquestionably
important variables within the interactional processes.

However, the mechansim through which information is encoded
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and acknowledged acrosa participants in dialog provides the
actual framework of the interactional proceas. What is
being proposed here, is a re-examination of the basic
interactional unit w L to_examine dyedic exchange
across nonspeskers and speakers. The speaker main-channel
contributions, the auditor back-channel information which
follows, and the speaker back-back-channel signals are the
foci of the present research. It is also being suggested
that this unit is identifiasble acrosa all dyadic

exchangea. For adult vocal interactanta, much of the
back-~channel and back-back-channel signaling can be
expreased through minimal vocal, paralinguistic and
nonverbal forms. For the nonapeaking/speaking dyad,
however, the behavioral expreassion of this unit is
magnified due to the nonvocal modality through which the
nonspeaker communicates and the concomitant explicit mutual
monitoring which exits across participeants. Descriptively
unpacking the composite sequences and more importantly,
examining the main-channel/back-channel relationship,

provide further insight into this interactional process.

Model for Adjacency Pair Exchange

A model might be proposed which reflects the minimal
amount of interaction required for speakers and their
nonspeaking partners (uaing alphabet/word boards) to
exchenge a simple adjacent pair of propoasitions. SP

initiates as followa:
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SP main-channel information

NSP main-channel information
SpP back~-channel signal
NSP back-back channel aignal
((NSP tranemitted main-channel act))

The apeaking partner performs a whole C-act (e.g., a
request). NSP then pointe to his/her response which is
back~channeled by SP in the form of a vocal reformulation.
NSP signals (back-back-channel) to SP that the back-channel
reformulation is consistent with the message NSP intended
to convey. The adjacent set of propositions (i.e., the

request/response) has now been conveyed.

Had the sequence been initiated by NSP the following

would apply:

NSP main-channel information
SP back-channel signal
NSP back-back-channel signal
( (NSP tranamitted main-channel act))
Sp main-channel information

NSP initiates the firast pair part of the adjacency
pair (e.g., request). SP reformulates the message in the
back-channel. NSP confirms SP’s interpretation in the
back-back-channel. SP produces the second pair part of the
adjacency sequence (i.e., the response). In essence, there
exists a four unit sequence, with the inner subsequence
performed in the back-channel and the outer propositions

(i.e., the adjacency pair) performed as main-channel

77

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



converasational actas. Whether the asequence is initiated by

SP or NSP, this process remains fundamentally the same.

Since nonspeakers predominantly apell out entire
messages with their alphabet/word boards, the amount of
work actually done by both the NSPs and their SP partners
involves multiple embedded exchanges of main-channel and
back-channel information.

(r-c) = main-channel (b-c) = back-channel

(bbe) back~back-channel
single apaced forma part of co-construction process

SP What do you do when the weather’s that hot? (m-e)

SP How do you get yourself comfortable? (m-cd
NSP Ca) (m-c)
Sp A (b-c)
NSP I (m-c)
Sp I (b-¢c)
NSP (R) (m-¢)
Sp air ’ (b-c>
NSP «C) ) (m-¢)
SP o (b->
NSP (qa)] (m-c?
SP () (b-c)
NSP (ND (m-¢)
SpP N (b-c)
SP air conditioner (b-c)
NSP (YES) (bbco)
NSP (Air conditionex) (compogite C-act)

Uaing the model proposed above, the exchange would be

illustrated thusly:

SP

SP
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NSP

sp
NSP

sp
NSP

SP
NSP

Sp
NSP

Ssp
NSP

sp

Sp

NSP
NSP (tranamitted C-act)

The column on the left reflects main pieces of information
exchanged. The column on the right rspresents information
communicated through back-channel forme. In contrast to
Fillmore’s (1976) model of conversational exchange in which
he likens the exchange of talk to & tennis match where the
ball (the proposition or topic) is addressed by one partner
followed by a return by the other partner and so on, the
above exchange involves fourteen conversational turns
before each partner has conveyed one complete message unit
apiczce. While this elaborate co-construction of the NSP’s
message is hardly efficient in terms of rate of information
exchange, it alaso reflects the explicit negotiation of
meaning (as defined by Krauss, 1979) which is accomplished
during C-act co-construction by these conversational

partners.
Issues Addressed
Several iasuea can be addreased by an analyeias of the
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conversations of nonspeakers (who augment their residual
apeech with alphabet/word boarda) and their natural
aspeaking conversational partners.

Descriptive.

From a descriptive perspective, the methecdology for
capturing the extensive feedback signaling which dominates
the conversations of much of nonspeech/speech exchange has
been illuaive. Classifying back~channel signals as "other"
signals (Colquhoun, 1982) has not provided researchers with
sufficient detail regarding these signals to analyze their
crucial role within these exchanges. As discussed above,
several studies have recognized the meta-communicative
function of such signals (Colquhoun, 1982; Wexler et al,
1983; Light, 1985) yet have none-the-less treated these
aequences as peripheral to the lerger foci of these
interactions. The identification of these back-channsl
signals has only recently been attempted (Blau, 1982;
Buzolich, 1984) and the various functiona of these
back-channel forme (e.g., simple acknowledgments,
restatements, expansions, etc.) have not yet been
adequately distinguished. To facilitate such an
examination, the development of a descriptive framework and
methodology was & principle nmotivation for this study. To
further examine communication in the back-channel from a
theoretical or clinical perspective, a reliable method for
identifying these signals and formally classifying them was

a prereaquisite.
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Theoretical.

From a theoretical perspective, the analyasis of the
back-channel éignaling between speakers and nonspeakers
provides an ideal corpus for examining and refining the
cross-person interactional unit proposed by Duncan (1975).
Auditor back-channels, as deacribed by Duncan, do not occur
at random points within a conversation. These signals are
related tc both verbal and nonverbal features of speaker
behavior during the course of a speaking turn. Auditor
back~channela primarily follow these speaker signals.
Duncan’e proposed interactional unit included the speaker’s
nain-channel information, the auditor back-channel which
then followed and the speaker’s continuation signal. 1In
the model proposed in the current research, this basic
interactional unit is viewed from an increasingly finer
peraspective. The unit includes the speaker’s main-channel
information, the auditor’s back-channel form and the
speaker’s back-back-channel signal which precedes speaker
continuation.

The notion of active listening, as proposed in the
pilot project (Blau, 1982), merits further attention.
Certainly the term "active listener'" can be usged to
describe any listener who gives appropriate feedback to
his/her partner throughout that partner’s turn at talk.

Yet in nonapeech/speech interaction, the vocal listener
mrust play an even more active role than is typical in vocal

exchange. The listener must explicitly signal information
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(through vocal reformulation) which he/she might implicitly
signal or internally note across vocal interactions. This
notion of active liastening might prove useful as an initial
step toward the development of a framework for
understanding how information is processed across persons
in dialog.

The notion of C-act co-construction is also of value
on a theoretical level. Krauss (1979) has suggested that
back-channel responses play an important role in the
process by which a speaker’s intended meaning is
apprehended in dialog. ("It is through the medium of the
back-channel response that the listener displays evidence
of the nature of his underastanding, and it is this
evidence, ...that the speaker employs to determine whether
he has been understood" p.69). The co-construction of the
nonspeakers’ messages provides unusually explicit examples
of how this meaning negotiation is accomplished. Across
the nonspeaking/speaking dyqd, both speaker and listener
actively participate in transmitting the nonspeaker’s
messages. The role of mutual monitoring comes clearly into
view. There have been numerous models developead for
examining conversationeal interaction in face-to-face
encounters. In clinical studies of face to face
interaction (in the domain of speech and language
pathology), propoesitions produced by participants are
typically identified aa conversational acts which are

examined along with the nonverbal behaviors which have
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conversational force acrosa participantaes. Suggested here
is the existence of a mutual monitoring framework which
operatea on a different domain than typical C-act

exchange. While there exists a dependency relationship
between contingent conversational acts (e.g., the
broduction of a yea/no request clearly shapes the
conversational options available to the individual
regponasible for producing the response) there exite an even
finer contingengy relationship between the production of a
conversational act and its apprehension by the addressce.
Back-channels, as exhibited by the nonspeaking/speaking
dyad, are the primary, critical converssctional mechaniam of
co-conatruction.

Meaning, as defined by Krauea, remains an ambiguous
term (which will not be defined here). As described by
Goffman (1974/81) "A respondent cannot make evident that he
has understood THE meaning of statement, because in a sense
there isn’t one. All he can do is respond to what he can
display as A meaning that will carry - although, of course,
he may effectively sustain the impression (and himself
believe) that his A is the THE" (p.45). The massive
feedback system in which a listener reformulates the
speaker’s message and the speaker provides feedback as to
the accuracy of that reformulation, might be viewed as an
externalization of cross-personal information apprehension
(which occurs implicilty within vocal interaction). As

such, meaning, in a sense, is more visible between the
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participants, than is typically the case. From Bahktin’s
dialectical viewpoint (Voloshinov, 1973; Holqgquist, 1982,
meaning is shared when the listener, after hearing the
words uttered by the speaker, reformulates them in his own
words. Meaning is therefore shared between the pﬁrtners in
dialog rather than resting within each individual partner.
The explicit reformulation required during nonspeech/speech
communication might provide further insight into a
dialogical permspective of communicative competency. Since
nonspeech/speech conversation is slower than natural vocai
exchange, uptake and ratification procedures are more
explicit, revealing the inner "core"” contingency of the
interactional processa.

Interactant ''co-accountability*, an iassue of interest
within vocal conversational research, can be further
examined through an analysis of communication in the
back-channel. For the nonspeaking/spéaking dyads, mutual
monitoring is explicitly signaled. The unit through which
this monitoring is expressed is the back-channel. A
listener may hold the speaker accountable for producing
his/her main-channel contribution in an acceptable fornm
(re: interpretability or social requirements) while the
speaker may hold the liastener accountaeble for both
attending to and accurately interpreting prior main-channel
contribution. This inner core co-accountability is
reflected in the auditor/speaker back-channel subseguences

which serve to link successive main-channel propositional
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exchanges. A careful examination of these unitsa can
provide additional insight into this theoretical domain.

The notion of “interaction style" has recently been
stressed within nonspeech communication research as the
frame within which to interpret communicative exchanges.
Variations in style, however, have not yet been isolated
descriptively or theoretically. In pileot findings (Blau,
1982), preliminary back-channeling "styles" were revealed.
The form, frequency and function of back-channeling across
interactants appeared to distinguish a didactic (i.e.,
instructive or accountability) style from a more balanced
(or casual) conversational style across participants.
While only preliminary findings were available from the
pilot research, repliceting these results (and further
refining them) waa strongy warranted.

Clinical.

In addition to providing a framework for examining
conversational style, examining the role of back-channel
aignaling has additional clinical significeance. The
dynamics involved in conversational act co-construction
(across the nonspeaking/speaking dyad), point to a measure
of converseational efficiency and effectiveness which
includes the contributions of both conversational
partnera. Typically, measures of efficiency and
effectiveness have been performed independently.
Communication efficiency has focused on the rate of

information exchange, as evidenced by the apeed and
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accuracy with which nonspeakers reach target lexical items
with their communication aids. Converaationa;
effectiveness has been measured by the auccess with which
nonspeakers exchange speaking turns, regulate the
interaction, initiate a range of informational content and
repair conversational breakdowns across a variety of
conversational partneras. If message reformulation and
message co-construction play a dominant role in
nonspeech/speech exchanges, perhaps an additional measure
of efficiency and effectiveness might be used which
includee the contributions of both partners during
composite act co-construction. The efficiency (rate) with
which a nonapeaker formulates his/her measage can be
affected by the shape of the listener’s feedback activity.
Particular back-channel forms may be used effectively while
others may result in conversational repair. Identifying
these specific back-channel distinctions would provide a
basis for developing more effective interaction strategies.

Finally, the identification and examination of
specific back-channel forms has clinical applicability for
a much broader clinical population than communication aid
uaera and their converaational partnera. Mesaage
reformulation and message expansion strategies are
prototypical units for examination conversations between
clinicians and clients. Facilitation is often conducted as
a back-channel activity. Linguistic expansion, whether

produced by a speech language pathologist or by a primary
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caregiver, is a principle unit for language teaching. The
deascriptive methodology developed for this research, will
provide cliniciana with an additional interactive framework
for examining clinical intervention as achieved through
conversation. Interactants do not organize converssascions.
Rather, conversation, with its back-channeling system is
the structure which organizes participants. Recognition of
this distinction, will help clinicians to maximize

therapeutic efforts.

The research questions posed were as follows:

Research Queastions

1. Does the use of explicit back-channel aignals play a
primary role in the converaationa of nonapeaking
individuals (who augment their residual speech with direct
select alphabet/word boardas) and their speaking partners?

How does this differ from vocal face to face exchange?.

2. Which typesa of back-channels are used with the
greateast frequency by these conversational partnera?

For which conversational functionsa?

3. How frequently do long suditor back-channels result in
conversational repair? (i.e., become Trouble Source

Elements.)

4., What ias the diatribution of back-channela, by both the

speaking and nonspeaking partners,; in relation to the whole
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ve. co-~conastructed act distinctiona which dominate the

conversational acts produced by these partners?

In answering these queastionas, the dynamic feedback
asyatem which organizes these participantas in dislog is
described. This information will help refine the notion of
a cross-person interactional unit. More specifically, the
explicit negotiatory processea used for propositional
exchange across nonspeakers and their speaking partners
will be examined. Communication in the back-channel nay
play a dominant role in shaping these interactions. The
deacriptive methcdology will provide a framework for
identifying a wider range of back-channel forms, available
to auditors and speakers in face to face encounters, than
previously examined. It thus extends the literature on the
conversational analysias of vocal partners both

theoretically and methodologically in several waya.
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CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

Subiject Selection

The aubjecta selected for this investigation were

initially selected to participate in an earlier atudy

* involving the analysis of conversational functionas of
nonspeaking/speaking dyads (Wexler, Blau, Leslie and Dore,
1983). In this earlier study ten dyads consisting of ten
nonspeaking individuals and their apeaking conversational
partners were videorecorded in two predetermined
aituations. 1In one, the nonapeaking subject augmented
hia/her residual vocal skills with an alphabet/word board,
the primary augmentative aid used by the nonspeaker for
conversational interaction. In the other, the nonspeaker
interacted with hia/her conversational partner without the
use of the augmentative wid. In _the present study, four
dyads from the original subiject pool were eliminated from

the analyses to facilitate a more homogeneous grouping of

subjecta. The rationale for the reclassgification of

subiject eligibility criteria will be digcussed below. A
second major methodological difference between the Wexler

et al., 1983 study and the current analysis, involved the

tvo situational contextas, the aided and unaided

conditions. In the preasent study only the augmented

conversations were analyzed for back-channel communication.
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Criteria for selecting nonspeaking subijecta:

£ asynopais of the aubject aelection criteria used by
Wexler et al., 1983 waa as followa:

Vocal apeech inadequate to meet the nonapeaker‘’a
cormunication needs due to a lack of neuromuscular control
of the apeech mechanism. Hearing within normeal limits. A
recaeptive language score of at least 10 years as measured
by the Peabody picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). A diagnosis
of cerebral palsy (thereby clasaifying the subject as
congenitally nonspeaking). Aded twelve years or older.
English as the native language. A minimal spelling level
of second grade as measured by the Peabody Individual
Achievement Test (PIAT). Use of direct selection technique
as means of indication. Use of current alphabet/word board
for minimum of six montha. Approval of the phyasician
responaible for medical care.

Several of these eligibility criteria remained
unchanged for the present reaearch. Those include the
following:

1) Vocal speech inadegquate to meet the nonspeaker’s
communication needas due to neuromuscular dysfunction

2) A diagnoeis of Cerebral Palsy (thus classifiying the
subject as congenitally nonspeaking).

3) Subject directly selecting alphabet/words on his/her
communication board.

4) English is native language.
S) Hearing tests reveal normal function.

6) Medical approval for participation in the project.

S0
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The following eligibility criterias were made more
atringent for the current resesrch:

7) A receptive language score of at least 12 years of
age was obtained on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test (PPVT).

8) Possessing minimally a third gqrade spelling level as

measured by the Peabody Individual Achievement Tesat
(PIAT).

9) Age not to differ from the nean age of the group by

+/- 10 years.

10) Spelling grade not to differ from mean spelling
grade level of group by +/- three qrade levels.

11> Current alphabet/word board in use for minimally
three years.

As stated above, the use of the more stringent asubject
- selection criteria provided for a more homogeneous grouping
of aubjects. A minimum chronological and receptive
language age of 12 years was selected. Back-channel
development is not yet fully evolved for able-bodied vocal
children prior to the age of 12. Including subjecte whose
receptive language akills fall below the age of 12 years,
might have greatly reduced the homogeneity of the subject
group. Matching nonspeaking subjects has typically been a
difficult if not imposaible task. Eliminating extraneous
variables which might further invalidate group analyses was
of primary concern. With the incluaion of these added
eligibility criteria, four nonspeaking subjects were
eliminated from the current analysias. One subject scored
below the minimum receptive vocabulary criteria (scoring

10.2 on the PPVT). The second subject did not meet the
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third grade minimum espelling requirement. A third was 41
years of aga, over 18 years older than the group mean (¥ =
22.9 years of uge). And the fourth received a spelling
grade equivalent of 11.4 which was nearly esix grades higher
than the group mean (X = 5.6). Six subjects met all eleven
criteria and were selected as the nonapeaking subject

group.

Criteria for selecting speaking subjects:

The subject selection criterie for apeeking partners,
aa used in the Wexler et al., 1983 atudy, remained
unchanged for the preasent reaearch. Thesae include:

1> Norrmal speech and language functioning.

2) Professional employment within the center, school or
hoaspital which the nonspeaking asubject attended.

3) Familiarity with the nonapeaking converasational
partner

4) Familierity with the nonspeaker’s communication
system, other than a aspeech and language pathologist
currently treating the nonspeaker.

All eix speaking subjects met the above criteria. The
rationale for eliminating speech/language pathologists
currently working with the nonspeakers from the eligibility
pool was based on an attempt to obtain the most homogeneous
grouping of apeaking subjecta. Clinicians who were
currently working with the nonaspeaking subjecta on
facilitating their communication skilla might be expected

to use different interaction strategies than the other

speaking subjects.
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Table M1l describea the subjects selected for the
current research. Six nonspeaking individuala between the
age; of 16 and 28 who augmented their vocal apeech with
diraect select alphabet/word boards were selected as target
subjects. Their receptive language acores, as measured by
the PPVT, were between 12 years 8 months and the ceiling
ascore of 18+ years. The aspelling grade levels ranged from
3.4 through 7.4. All subjecte had been communicating with
direct select alphabet/word boards for a minimum of three
years. Three subjects used headsticks as their primary
method of indication and three directly selected items
through finger pointing. The apeaking converasational
partners functioned within the nonspeaker’s school, center
or hospital setting, as teachers, occupational therapists,
guidance counselors, speech therapists, and educational
aide. Thesa six nonspeaking/speaking dyads represented six
different school, center, and hospital settings from the

Metropolitan New York area.
Data Collection

Data were collected through videorecordingas of each
nonapesaking/speaking dyad during conversational
interaction. The focus of these interactions was on
conversation i.e., conversations accompanying some activity
were not collected, rather, conversation itself was the
activity. The recordings were done within each dyad’e

center, school or hospital setting. Nonaspeakers were
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TABLE M1

Subject Description

MA on Splng Grade Drct. Slctn. Conversational

Subject Age PPVT PIAT Technique Partner Location
NSP1 16 18+ 6.5 Headpointer S.T. (SP1) School
NSP2 19 12.8 3.4 Fingerpoint Tchr (SP2) Center
NSP3 19 18+ 7.4 Headpointer Aid (SP3) Center
NSP4 20 12.10 3.5 Fingergoint Tchr (SP4) Hospital
NSPS 26 14.1 S.6 Headpointer Cslr (SPS) Center
NSP6 28 17.3 6.2 Fingerpoint 0.T. (SP&) Center
Age Range: 16 - 28 PPVT Range: 12.8 - 18+ PIAT Range: 3.4 - 7.4

Note: Each subject was nonambulatory with a congenital nonspeaking
condition. The residual vocal skilla of each individual were augmented by an
alphabet/word board. These aids wera used for minimally three yeﬁra prior to
each subjecta participation in the research project.

’ Abbreviations Used:
M.A. = Mental Age PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
Splg Grade = Spelling Grade PIAT = Peabody Individual Achievment Test

Drct Slctn Technique = Direct Selection Technique

S.T. = Speech/Language Therapist 0.T. = Occupational Therapist
Tchxr = Teacher Aid = Educational Aid Calr = Guidance Counselor
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inatructed prior to the recorded sessiona to be prepared to
discuss topics of their own choosing with their speaking
conversational partners. The speaking éartners were not
asked to prepare topics only to converse with the
nonapeakers. A warm-up period of approximately 15 minutes
was provided before the actual taping occured to accuston
the subjectes to the presence of the video equipment and the
observers. Two ten minute segmenta of conversational
interaction were recordad for each dyad. (Wexler et al.,
1983 examined these dyads in two conditions, with and
without augmentative aids, so that each dyad was recorded
for a total of twenty minutea). For the present research
only one ten minute segment for each dyad, in which the
augmentative communication aids were available to the
nonspeakers, was used for further analyses. In addition to
the technician, a speech and language pathologiast observed
theae interactions and recorded notea. During
videorecording sesssions, every effort was made to capture
as much face to face interaction as possible within the
limitations of single screen camera recording. When it was
not possible to capture both the nonapeaker’s and speaker’s
full faces within a conversational segment, the technician
focused on the nonspeaking subject’s face.
Materials Required.

A portable color video cassette recorder (SONY Model
V0-4800), a color video camera (SONY DXC 1610) and a

ricrophone and mixer were used for the videotaping.
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ata Reductio

All of the data were transcribed verbatii following
the videorecording. Tranacription forma developed
specifically for the Wexler et al., 1983 astudy were used to
capture each utterance (vocally or nonvocally produced) by
each conversational partner in context. That is, each page
of tranacript reflected both the nonspeaker’s and speaker’sa
utterances in the séquence within which they were
produced. The transecriptional format additiénally captured
gestural, vocal and gaze behaviors as well as the mode of
conmunication used (e.g., vocal, communication board,
gesture). Actions which accompanied utterances (e.g., the
speaking partner walking to a wall map or the nonspeaking
partner reaching for a book) were written in parentheses
next to the individual’s utterance using a transcription
procedure similar to that described in Bloom and Lahey
(1978).

Reliability of Transcription and Coding Procedures.

Transcriptional reliability and coding reliability

neasures were computed using the Sander Agreement Index
formula (a/(a+d) in which a = agreementa and d =
disagreementas). All six videotapes were tranacribed and
coded for conversational act functions by two speech and
language pathologists (the current inveastigator and the
third author of the Wexler et al., 1583 astudy). An

overall agreement index of .94 was achieved. Intrajudge
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and interjudge reliability measures for coding the
transcribed videotapes with the back-channel coding scheme
were .96 and .93, respectively. Once again, all six

transcripts were used in acoring reliability measures.

Coding Methodology

The coding acheme deasigned by the investigator is
listed in Table M2 . The units were developed to classify
back~-channel signals (both verbal and nonverbal). This
taxonomy was designed apecifically for this research
project due to the absence of any existing coding schemes
which might be used to analyze theae phenomena in
nonspeech/speech conversational exchanges. The taxonomy
was developed by the inveatigator through careful
exanination of pilot tranascripts of nonapeech/speech
conversationa (Blau, 1982) and from the writinge of a
veriety of ascholara intereated in back-channel
communication from a sociolinguistic perspective. (Most
specifically, the writings of Yngve, 1970 and Duncan, 1975
influenced the current coding achemes.)

Back-Channel Classgification.

The criteria for identifying back-channel forms as
types are described in Chapter V. 1In summary, there
evolved six discrete back-channel classifications (as
distinct from the five classifications developed by Duncan,
1975). These s8ix classificationes were further divided into

two classes: auditor back-channelas and apeaker
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Table M2

Coding Scheme For Back-Channel Communicaetion Analyses

Unit

Definition

Restatement Back-Channel
C(RBC)

Expansion Back-Channel
(EBC)

Query Back-Channel
(QBO)

Correction Back-Channel
(CBC)Y

Acknowledgment
Back~-Channel
C(ABC)

Back~Back~Channel
(BBC)

Repeata, restates, paraphrases,
or recalls prior speaker’s
utterance; prior utterance
may be a complete proposition,
a single word, letter or asound.

Conpletes or extends prior
apeaker’s utterance. May be
at the word (completion) or
neasage (extension) level.

Briefly requests clarification
(implicitly or explicitly); may
take the form of Resatatement or
Expansion Back-Channela with the
addition of & rising intonation
(e.g., confirmation check).

Corrects prior speaker’s message
in an unmodulated form; may be
form critique or procedural
conmand for reapair; prior message
may be a propoaition, word, sound
or letter; no attempt is made

to claim the speaking floor.

Signalas attention/agreement; used
singly or repeatedly: may be
lexical item (e.g., "yea™), vocal
enblem (e.g., "mhm"), expressive
(e.g., "oh"), evaluative (e.g.,
“alright", *0.K.*') or asignals
nonverbally produced. Includes
head nods, amilea/directed gaze,
and idioayncratic signals (e.g.
vocalizations with no standard
linguistic or emblematic form).

Signals acknowledgment, agreement
or disagreement of listener’s
restatement, expansion or
acknowledgment back-channel; may
reflect informational addition
following partner‘’s Query or
Correction Back-Channel: mnay
signal word or measage boundaries;
encoded verbally and nonverbally.

Example
NSP L)
» SP L
NSP C(A)
= SP A
NSP (S-T)
» SP Last
NSP (W-0-U-)
=« SP Would
NSP (Y-0-U)>
#» SP Would you
[=[- TP
NSP (YES)
= SP Huh?
NSP (YES)
NSP (9
« SP ninth/
NSP (YES)
SP A girl/
NSP /b / (boy)
» SP The boardl
NSP (B-0-Y)
SP I told him.
«NSP (Head-Nod)
SP But he said
go anyway.
NSP I
sp 1
NSP (W-A-N-T)
« SP Mhm
NSP (T-0)
NSP (M-A-C-H-)
SP Machine
«NSP (YES)
NSP (W-I-L-)
SP With
«NSP (NOD

a8
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back-channela (Table M3). While Duncan identified speaker
back-channels in his description of dyadic interaction, he
. chose not to include them in his logical model of the turn
system. "While back-channel b@haviors by both speaker and
auditor were observed in the corpus,™ he writes "£he
results to be described are sased on analyeis of auditor
back-channela exclusively" (p.169). Since the
conversational dynamice of nonspeech/speech interaction are
so strongly encompassed within the massive feedback system
(i,e., the unusually explicit mutual monitoring) between
both partnera in dialog, speaker back-channels could not be
ignored. The first five classifications listed in Table M3
(i.e., Reatatement Back-Channelas (RBC), Expansion
Back-Channels (EBC), Query Back-Channels (@BC), Correction
Back-Channels (CBC), and Acknowledgment Back-Channels (ABC)

are auditor back-channels. The asixth claassification

listed, Back-Back-Channel (BBC), is reflective of speaker
back-chaﬁnal forma. Within the auditor back-channel
classification, each form is defined by its relationship to
the main-channel bit which precedea it. A Restatement
reflects a reformulation of a preceding informational bit,
an Expansion reflects the completion or extension of some
main-channel bit, a Query ia a brief clarification or
confirmation request in relation to some preceding
main-channel bit (and can be identified verbally,
nonverbally or paralinguistically), a Correction reflects

unmodulated critiques or procedural commands in relation to
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TABLE N3

Back~-Channel Clasaes

Auditor Back-Channels

RBC = Restatement Back-Channel
EBC = Expansion Back-Channel
QBC = Query Back-Channel

CBC = Correction Back-Channel

ABC = Auditor Back-Channel

Speaker Back-Channels

BBC = Back-Back-Channel

SP = speaking partner NSP = nonspeaking partner
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prior main-channel bita, and an Acknowledgment refera to
the traditional attentional/agreement signal produced
verbally, emblematically or nonverbally in relation to a
speaker’s utterance. Within the speaker back-channel
clesasification there is liasted only one form - the
Back-Back-Channel. This form ias exceedingly rich in
function as it includes & variety of signals, simple
acknowledgments, information additions, and corrections
which are produced by the speaker in response to an auditor
back-channel. It should be smphasized, however, that it is
the feedback function which identifies these speaker
signals as communications in the back-channel. They do not
provide additional substantive information to the topic of
talk, but rather provide acknowledging or corrective
information which subsequently allows the speaker to
continue with hia/her turn at talk. Since speaker
back-channels alwaye follow auditor back-channel signals
they are beat identified through their sequential
relationship with the auditor back-channel which precedes
them.

In Duncan’s 1975 clasaification asystem, he
distinguished between vocal short back-channel signals
("Mhm* signals) and viasual short back-channel aignalsa
(e.g., head nods). 1In his analyses, however, he found no
appfeciable difference between these signals in termas of
location within the interaction or function for the

participanta. In the pilot research (Blau, 1982) which
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preceded the current analysis, short back-channels were
subdivided into vocal (whether produced as verbal formas or
vocal emblema) and nonverbal acknowledgment aignals.
However, since these forms were used interchangeably and
cften simultaneocusly by the aubjects (both within speakers’
and nonspeakers’ signals), collapsing this claseification
into a single acknowledgment/agreement code was pursued for
the present study. Using Duncan’s work as a guide, the
cleasification of short and long auditor back-channels
remained fundamentally intact. Classification was still
determined by the linguistic content of the back-channel
signal in addition to its relationship to the preceding
mrain-channel bit. Restatements, Expansions, Queries and
Corrections were classified as long back-channels.
Acknowledgment/Agreement signales were classified as short
back-chennels. No long or short subclassifications were
made for apeaker back-channela (BBCs).

Statua aa Conversational Turna

A primary methodological consideration was the complex
decision regarding turn status assignment to back-channel
signals. As discussed in the literatu;é‘review in Chapter
II, both Yngve (1970) znd Duncan (1975) did not assign turn
atatus to back-channel signals. Turn status waa ascribed
only to main-channel information exchange. Feedback
information, whether propositionally constituted or not,

wag typlcally tranamitted through "auditor"™ signals. Only

“aspeakers” were assigned turns. Auditor back-channels were
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conaidered "out of turn" communications by liateners and
were an accepted ingredient for meaning exchange across
participants in dialog. These feedback signals (most
typically the short or “mhm"” signals, as described by
Puncan), did not add subatantive information tc the topic
of talk and, in fact, often overlapped with the speaker’s
rain-channel message without interruption. These overlaps
were quite subtle as these sheort vocal and nonverbal *“Mhnm*
signale consisted cf minimal linguistic content. These
facts appeared to support the qualitatively distinctive
role back-channel feedback plays within conversational
exchange. Duncan suggested that auditor back-channel
signaling while not considered listener *"turns"”, did not
occur at random pointes within the speaker’s message and, in
fact, followed within-turn speaker-signala. He defined
these speaker-signals as: completion of a grammatical
clauae and turning of the aspeaker’s head toward the
auditor. The diasplay of either cue was sufficient to
constitute this signal. Back-channels were therefore not
conaidered as independently liatener produced. Moat
typically, the speeker set the stage for the back-channel
signal. Conversational pull for auditor feedback at these

“within~turn opportunity spaces" was considered extremely
high.

The nonintrusive nature of back-channels, however,
does not preclude their consideration as "turns®" at talk.

It should be noted that in Duncan’s work, very few "long"
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auditor signals were identified. The'overwhelning majority
of back-channels fell within the vocal and nonverbal short
or “Mhm* signal classification. Given the nonpropoaitional
content of most short back-chaﬁnel signals, Duncan’s turn
taking achema did not heavily account for back-ch;nnels
with varying linguistic confent. While he guite alegantly
classified these long auditor signals by their specific
types, he did not find many exampleas of their occurrence in
the natural conversations he analyzed. In the present
corpus, however, long back-channel signals were produced
with high frquency by the speaking subjects. Additionally,
apeaker back-channel aignalas, although identified by
Duncan, were omitted from his model of the turn system. In
the current corpus, speaker feedback signals could not be
ignored as they were produced with high frequency by the
nonspeaking subijectas. It became evident that perhaps
Duncan’s leass comprehenasive consideration of these
"nonprototyﬁicel" back-channel forms, might have supported
hia aaaignment of non-turn atatus to back-channel signals.
The present methodology required an accounting of the very
back~-channel units Duncan had limited experience with.
Pilot results (Blau, 1982) suggested that these units (long
back-channels and speaker back-channels) nanifested a
foundation for the mutual monitoring across the
nonapeaking/speaking dyad.

This lead to a central issue: whether back-channels

might be assigned turn statua. Thia reflected the
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assignment of turn boundariea to utterances. There exiat
nunerous waya in which conversational turna have been
segnented. In Light’s 1985 research, the formula for turn
segmentation was borrowed from Kaye and Charney, 1980.
These authoras defined turn boundaries by the pause
structure which followed a spsahkar’s contribution. During
these pause boundaries a partner might or might not claim
the speaking floor. Light used this definition to
designate speaking turns and computed the appropriate pause
length feor turn tranafer as demonstrated across her
nonspeaking/speaking subjects. Conversely, Wexler et al.,
(1983) defined speaking turns as a unit "bounded initially
and finally by another speaker’s conversational acts
(C-acts) which may consist of one or many C-acts by the
same speaker” (p.68). Their definition of turn, while not
temporally determined, was C-act determined. (Pause
structure was considered by thease authors as C-act boundary
parameters rather than turn boundaries.) A conversational
turn, according to their above definition, contained
ninimally & single C-act. Therefore to assign turn status
to a back-channel form, it needed to be simultanecusly
classifiable as a conversational act. Their definition of
a C-act, "A unit that has a grammatical form and an
intended function in a conversational sequence' (p.67),
left back-channel designation, once again, ambiguous.
Could back-channels be asaigned C-act atatua?

In reviewing the above criteria, it appeared that the
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designation of speaking turn astatus to communicational
exchanges remained to a large extent, subject to the
perspective and definitions perscribed by the researchers
inveatigating them. Schegloff’a (1968) notion of
conversational turn, strongly appealed to the nature of the
current research. "Notice®, he writes "that I do not
identify "turn® necessarily with any ayntactic or
grammatical unit or combination of unita, nor with any
activity. In the formef case, it should be clear that a
turn may contain anything from a single "mm"” (or less) to a

string of complex sentences. se.A "turn,’” as I am using
the term, is thus not the same as what Goffman (1953)
refers to as a "natural message,”™ which he describes as
“the sign behavior of a sender during the whole period of
time through which a focus of attention is continuously
directed at hin* (p.165S). There are of course other views
of the matter, such as uasing a period of ailence or
“"appreciable pause" to mark a boundary. But unanalyzed
pauses and silences are ambiguous as to whether they mark
the boundary of a unit, or are included in it (as the very
term “pause" suggests)*® (p.1076).

Scheglofi’s definition of "turn" captures the spirit
of the distinction between conversational turn and
conversational floor. While these issues are complex, they
may be simply differentiated by exaﬁining Schegloff’s above

narrative. Goffman’s (1953) notion of "natural message"

seems closest to the notion of a participant’s "owning" (or
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momentarily controlling) the converaational floor.
Certainly, when one participant is initiating information,
telling a story or producing a narrative, thereby providing
the conversational focue of the interaction, his/her
partner often produces conversational contributions in
reaction to the ongoing topic. Thease reasponses (often
communicationa in the back-channel) may be considered
conversational “turns® but th;y are not claims for the
speaking floor. Turns, as defined by Schegloff, can be
comprised of minimal content (“"from a single "mm"'or less™)
or complex content ("to a string of complex sentences").
Both short and long back-channel signals (as well as

speaker feedback signals) satisfy Scheqloff’s requirements

for turn_ status.
Status as Conversational Acts

A second decision about back-channels, regarding C-act
status, had to be made. As described above, a significant
portion of auditor back-channeling was produced within the
long back-channel clasaification. As such, for thia
corpus, back-channels most typically contained linguistic
content. While these feedback turns were not viewed as
conversational floor demands, they did possess grammatical
forma with specific functions within conversational
sequences. For the most part, they appeared to reflect the
definitional parameters of C-acts as described by Wexler et
al., 1983. These parameters were not identical to

prototypical C-acta. The forms used to encode
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back-channels were occaasionally vocal or nonverbal emblema
(see Chapter II for definition of terms), their functione
were always feedback in nature, and while their contingency
relationship with the main-channel acts which preceded them
was strong, they were bounded by a less precise pause
structure than typically identified across main-channel
C-acta. None-the-lesa, these three parameteras (form,
function and contingency) wire all identifiable within the
back-channels produced. As such, all back-channels were

asasiqgned C-act status in addition tc turn status.

Re-examination of Within-Turn Signal.

With both turn and C-act act status aassigned to
back-channels, Duncan’as (1975) notion of within-turn
signals had to be reevaluated. If back-channels were to be
conaidered turnas, then the notion of within-turn
opportunity apaces (which set the occasion for auditor
back-channel responding) was no longer valid. Within-turn
signals, as described above, were composed of a set of two
cues, completion of & grammatical clause and turning of the
speaker’s head toward the auditor. The display of either
one of these cues was sufficient to constitute this
signal. Uhile auditor back-channels were not considered
ocbligatory responses following speaker within-turn signals,
the conversational pull for their occurrence was extremely
strong. .

Assigning turn astatus to back-channels did not negate
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the occurrence of these back-channel opportunity aignals.
In deasigning or redeasigning units of analysia in
descriptive research, inveastigators do not alter what has
occurred between partners in dfalog. What is asltered,
however, is the focus or perspactive within which.these
exchanges are viewed. withih-turn signals, as described by
Duncan, provided an important perspective for examining the
interactional focus across speakers and listeners committed
to converaational exchange. Theae smignala remain inmportant
in defining a cross-person interactional unit. It is not
the existence or exchange of these behavioral cues
across-persons in dialog that has been challenged. Rather,
these behavioral and linguistic cues have been reanalyzed
as conversational turn boundariea inatead of within a
apeaker’s turn at talk.

Back-~-Channel Opportunity Signal.

In the current analyaes, given the aize of the
informational bits transmitted in the main-channel by the
nonspeakers (often single alphabet letters produced while
speliing out entire messages), an additional behavioral cue
was included as a potential back-channel opportunity
signal; the reating of the nonspeaker’s finger or
headastick on a word or letter without relaxing the posture
of the hand (as would accompany a turn yielding signal as
described by Buzolich, 1984) and without movement toward an
adjacent word or letter (which would denote a apeaker

continuation signal). The display of any one of these
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three cues; completion of a grammatical clause, turning of
the speaker’s head toward the auditor and the reasting of a
finger or headstick (indicator) on a letter or word without
relaxation of hand posture and without movement toward the
next targeted letter or word, was sufficient to constitute
a speaker signal for an auditor back-channel. All auditor
back-channels identified within this corpus were preceded
by at least one of these behavioral cuea. It was not
possible, within the present analyses, to identify early
back~channel productiona. With the co-construction
processes encompassing 72X of all conversational acts
produced by these interactants, speaker cueing and auditor
back-channel responding were highly frequent. (In fact
back-channel signals were produced, on the average, nearly
every other second of the exchange). Main-channel
component bits, as produced by the nonspeakers within a
single speaking turn, were virtually always followed by an
auditor back-channel during message co-construction. Since
the nonaspeaker’s main-channel bits were most typically
conveyed in & nonvocal mode while the speaking partner’s
auditor back-channelas were vocally produced, temporal
boundaries between main-channel and ksclii-channel forms were
often blurred (i.e., they overlapped, were latched, or were
simultanecus). Occasionally an Expansion Back-Channel
(e.g., listener completion and vocal reformulation of a
word being spelled by the speaking partner prior to its

conplete formulation) was produced by the auditor in lieu
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of measage element repetition. EBCs at times, might be
conasidered early back-channel.signale. At other times, it
appeared that the nonspeaker visually monitored the auditor
in the back-back-channel (BBCs) to facilitate word
conpletions as an efficiency strategy. It is difficult to
assign early or late back-channel status to these units.
Future research, utlizing more refined temporal
neasurements of vocal and nonverbal behaviors, might reveal
nore aspecific findinga regarding éarly and late

back-channeling within nonspsech/spsach conversations.

Statistical Analyses

The study is descriptive in nature. A primary focus
of this research was the development of deacriptive units
with which to view the mutual monitcring asyatem which
appeared to shape nonspeech/speech exchanges. The four
research questions posed were anaswered through both
qualitatively descriptive and quantitatively statistical
methods. Frequency counts and proportional distributions
(e.g., percentages) were calculated for speakers and
nonspeakera for each coding variable identified:;

- Clasa of Back-Channel Used
(auditor or speaker signal)

Type of Back-Channel Used
(among the six back-channel types)

- Number of Back-Channels Produced
in Relation to Total Conversational Acts

Number of Back-Channels Produced
in Relation to Partner’s Conversational Acts

111

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- Back-Channel Distribution
(acroass whole or co-constructed contextas)

- Back-Channel Rate Compariaon
(with that of vocal interactants).

- Frequency of Back-Channel Repair
(in relation to apecific back-cheannel types)

The chi square test of the independence of categorical
variables was used to test for group differencea for each
of the variables as well as for comparisona of overall
back-channel rate with that of vocal interactants. The
Pearson Chi Square Test was also used to test for
individual variability across the six dyads with respect to
back~-channel type distribution. Testing for individual
varisbility, however, frequently required the partitioning
of chi squares into asubsetsa (Upton, 1978). An example
follows:

Partitioning of Chi_ Squarea.

The average distribution of back-channel use, across
the six dyada, revealed that 79X were produced across
co-constructed conversational acts while 21% were produced
across whole act exchanges. (For definitions of terms, see
Chapter III>. A chi square comparison of the back-channel
distribution found across sach of the six dyads, revealed a
sigificant difference between the dyads, x> (5> = 42.97,
p>.001. A look at the individual cells showed that most of
the variance was found within the performance of two dyads
(Dyad #2 and Dyad #4). The actual frequencies and the

expected frequencies are listed aas followa:
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CHI SQUARE #1

Actual and Expected Back-Channel Frequencies:

DYAD CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS . WHOLE ACTS
Actual Expected Actual Expected

#1 191 (187.52) 46 (49.48)
#2n 197 (224.71) 87= (59.30)
#3 292 (276.93) 58 (73.07)
#4n 85 (102.07) 44n (26.93)
#5 208 (195.43) 39 (51.57)
#6 198 (184.35) 35 (48.65)

The chi aquare analysis revealed the following:

2

X* (5) = .06 + .24 +
3.42 + 12.94» +
.82 + 3.11 +
2.85 + 10.82» +
.81 + 3,06 +
1.01 + 3.83

x* (5) = 42.97, p<.001

For both dyad 2 and dyad 4, higher proportions of
back-channels were found across whole act exchanges than
would be expected. To further examine whether the
performance of these two dyads did indeed account for the
difference found, the following chi square subsets were

partitioned and calculated:

A chi aquare comparison waa performed on the
proportional distributions of Dyade #1,3,5, and 6 to see if

any sigificant difference was found among these four dyads.
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. CHI SQUARE SUBSET A

Actual and Expected Back-Channel Freguencies:

DYAD CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS WHOLE ACTS

Actual Expected Actual Expected
#1 191 (197.46)> 46 (39.54)
#3 292 (291.61) S8 (58.39)
#5 208 (205.79) 39 (41.21)
#6 198 (194.13> 35 (38.87)
X* (3 = .21 + 1.05 «+

001 + .003 +
02 + 12 +
.08 + .39 +

X* (3

1.87, n.s.

No significant difference was found for the

back-channel distribution across these four dyads.

A second chi aguare asubset was then performed on Dyade
#2 and 4, to test for significant differences across their

back-channel diastributions.

CHI SQUARE SUBSET B

Actual and Expected Back-Channel Frequenciea:

DYAD CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS WHOLE ACTS
Actual Expected Actual Expected
#2 197 (193.92) 87 (90.08)
#4 85 (88.08) . 44 (40.92)
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The chi aquare analysis revealed the following:

x¥ (1) = .05 + .11 +
211 +« 23 +

2 -

x* ¢1) = .498, n.s.

There app=ared to be no significant difference between

the back-channel distribution found across Dyads #2 and 4.

A third and final chi asquare subtest was then
performed comparing the former group (Dyads 1,3,5, and 6)

with the latter group (Dyads 2 and 4).

CHI SQUARE SUBSET C

Actual and Expected Back-Chennel Frequenciesa:

DYAD CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS WHOLE ACTS
Actual Expected Actual Expected
Group I 889 (844.23) 178 (222.77)
Group II1 282 (326.77) 131~ (86.23)

The chi asquare analysis revealed the following:

X* (1) = 2.37 + 9.0 +
6.13 + 23.24% »
X* (1> = 40.74, p<.001.

A aignificant difference was found between the
back-channel distribution of Group I and Group II. The

greateat variance between the actual and expected
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frequencies (note asterisks above) was found within Group
II. For the dyads comprising Group II, back-channel use
acroas whole acts was much higher than expected. The
partitioning of chi squares into these subaets appeared to
validate the hypotheais that the significant interdyad
variability as noted in chi square #1 above, was indeed due
to the performance of two dyads, #2 and #4. Furthermore,
the subtests also revealed a homogeneity in back-channel
use across Dyads 1,3,5, and 6 as well as a second
homogeneity across Dyads #2 and #4. Further descriptive
and quantitative analyses suggested that two distinctive
back-channeling styles were identifiable across these two
groups. The partitioning of the chi square into subsets
provided a valuable statistical measure of etyle variations

acroas dyad paira.
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CHAPTER V

CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFYING BACK-CHANNEL FORMS AS TYPES

There are aix (6) distinct back-channel types in this

coding acheme. They are:

Reatatement Back-Channel (RBC)
Expanasion Back-Channel (EBC)
Query Back-Channel (QBC)
Correction Back-Channel (CBC)
Acknowledgment Back-Channel (ABC)
Back-Back-Channel (BBC)

Tables M2 and M3 provide definitions of terms, examples of
each back-channel type, and the classification of
back-channels into auditor and speaker classes. Table C1
lists the back-channel subtypes. The following narrative
provideas further guidelinea for assigning back-channel type

status to select moves within conversational exchange.

RBC (Restatement Back~-Channel)

This back-cheannel type encompasses restatements or
repetitions produced by the listener following the
speaker’s message. "Repetitions", in the current corpus,
typically involve an immediate vocal reformulation by SP of
a letter or word pointed to by NSP on the alphabet/word
board. For example, if the NSP pointas to the letter (L)
and the speaker repeats it vocally as L', the latter would

be aaaigned an RBC code:

NSP = Nonapeaking Partner SP = Speaking Partner

Items inside parentheses ( ) are pointed responses
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TABLE C1

Definitiona Of Back~Channel Subtypesa

Within Restatement Back-Channel (RBC) Clasasification:

REPTN = Listener Repeats Speaker’s prior message

SUMMARY = Listener summarizeas or synthesizes Speaker’s
nessage or message elementsa

RECALL = Listener recalls element’as of Speaker’s message
already reproduced in the back-channel

PARPHS = Listener paraphrases or reastates Speaker’s prior

nessage or message elements

Within Expansion Back-Channel (EBC) Clasaification:

CMPLTN
EXTNSN

Listener completes word Speaker is formulating
Listener extenda Speaker’a mesaage beyond those
elements initiated by the Speaker.

Within Query Back-Channel (QBC) Clamsaification:

CLA
REF

Listener requeats clarification from Speaker.

Listener requeata additional referential information
from Speaker.

CNFRM/RQ = Listener requests confirmation of back-channel

reaponse.

Within Correction Back-Channel (CBC) Classification:

SPL/EVAL = Listener evaluates Speaker’s spelling.
MOD/EVAL = Listener evaluates Speaker’s output mode.
REF/EVAL = Listener evaluatea Speaker’s referential

output.
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TABLE C1l (continued)

Definitionas of Back-Channel Subtypes

Within Acknowledgment Back-Channel (ABC) Classification:

ACKNOW = Listener acknowledgment of Speaker’s message
EXCLM = Emotive feedback response from Listener.

ATTNL = Liatener produces attentional feedback aignal.
AGRMT = Listener asignals agreement with content of

Speaker’s message.

Within Back-Back-Channel (BBC) Clasasification:

CNFRM = Speaker signals confirmation in response to
Liatener’s back-channel signal

CNFRM/RS = Speaker signals confirmation in response to
Listener’s confirmation request

CNFRM/WB = Speaker simultaneously signals word boundary
while confirming Listener’s back-channel

INT/RPR = Speaker initiates repair in response to
Listener back-channel signal.

COR/RPR# = Speaker corrects repairable in response to

Listener’s back-channel signal.

snote: COR/RPR can be further subdivided into five
repair claases. (For Further information see Blau, 1986b)

SPL/RPR = Spelling Repair
REF/RPR = Referential Repair
MOD/RPR = Modality Use Repair
TRN/RPR = Turn Taking Repair
CLA/RPR = Clarificational Repair
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NSP L
REPTN RBC SP L

The code is written next to the reformulated reasponae.
Another example followa:
2)
NSP (the)

REPTN RBC SP the

Inmediate repetitions (meassage elements transposed
into the vocal mode by the listener) are not the only type
of RBCs produced. “Summaries" produced by the listener in
which the individual message elements communicated in the
main-channel by the apeaker (here, typically NSP) are
syntheasized into a complete word or measage, also receive

the RBC code:

3

NSP (L
REPTN RBC SP L

NSP (g5 )}
REPTN RBC SP O

NSP W
REPTN RBC SP \)

NSP (E>
SUMMARY RBC Sp Love

In example #3, not only are each of SP‘’s letter
repetitions assigned an RBC code, but the word which is
summarized or synthesized by SP and reformulated vocally,
also receives an RBC classification. The summary above is
at the single word level, but it can also be produced at

the multi-word, phrase or propositional level. There is a
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great deal of individual variability both within and acroas
dyads in terms of when and how summaries are produced by
the listener. The nonspeaker often sets the stage for an
SP aummarization through eye gaze behaviora or through
Back-Back-Channel signals. The latter will be described
later on in this chapter.

Another subtype of RBC involves "recalls". Exact
repetitions (or more precisely, vocal reformulaetions) are
produced immediately following the speaker’s main-channel
contribution. 1In this corpus, SP’s vocal reforamulation of
an NSP message element typically immediately follows its
formulation. There are times, however, when the listener
(here the SP) recalle some piece of an NSP message, that
has already been verified, as a sort of place holder during

neasage co-consiruction:

4)

NSP I
REPTN RBC Sp I

NSP (""SPACE")
REPTN RBC Ssp space

NSP L)
REPTN RBC SP L

NSP (0)
REPTN RBC SP 0

NSP (4'5)
REPTN RBC SpP Y

NSP (E)
SUMMARY RBC SP Love
SUMMARY RBC Sp I love

NSP (YES)
RECALL RBC Sp I love

NSP (the)
REPTN RBC Sp the

NSP Ss)

sp Steelera?

NSP (YES)

SP  Alright!
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In the above four examples, each conversational move
that was assigned an RBC code was alaso clasaified by its
specific act function: repetition (REPTN), summarization
(SUMMARY)>, or recall (RECALL). These subclassifications
all fall under the RBC code. Subtypes are not typically
used for coding purpcses. A single RBC would typically be
assigned to all of these back-channel moves. However, when
apecific information is being asought, for example, the
number of summarizations produced by the listener during
C-act co-construction, aspscific functions may be assigned.
A complete list of these back-channel subtype functions is
aveilable on Table C1,.

An additional type of RBC is assigned to a restatement
or "paraphrase"™ of some prior main-channel exchange which
is not exactly reproduced but is slightly altered in form.

For example:

S)

NSP (YOU)
PARPHS RBC SpP I

NSP (KNOW)
SUMMARY RBC SF i know
And,
6)

NSP G
REPTN RBC SP G

NSP ("MISTAKE™)
PARPHS RBC SP You made a mistake.

In summary, the classification of Restatement

Back-Channel (RBC) is asssigned to all feedback exchanges in
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which the listener repeats, summarizes, recallsa or
paraphrasea some prior main-channel message (or message

element) produced by the speaker.

EBC (Expansion Back-Channel)

Expansicns refer to the liatener’a completions or
elaborationa of the speaker’a prior main-channel
contribution. 1In thias corpus, aince the nonepeakera
typically spell out their messages, it is not unusual for
their conversational partners (the SPs) to completé or
guesa a word before the nonapeaker haas completed its
spelling. There are predominantly two (2) forms of EBCs.
The first'(and more frequently used) form, reflects the
listener’s completion of a word in the process of it’s
formulation by the apeaker:

7

NSP (W-0-U->
CMPLTN EBC SP Would

And, in the following example:

8)

NSP T
REPTN RBC SP T

NSP (H>
REPTN RBC sp H

NSP (R)
CMPLTN EBC Sp Throw

A second form of EBC refers to extensions of the

gpeaker’as message.

Examples follow:
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9)

NSP M)
REPTN RBC sp M
" NSP (E)>
REPTN RBC sp E
NSP (A
EXTNSN EBC Sp Mean Joe Green!
NSP (YES)

Or in the following example:

100

NSP (M-A-N-Y)
SUMMARY RBC SP Many

NSP (P-E-)
CMPLTN EBC Sp people

NSP (L-0-0-K)
SUMMARY RBC SP look

NSP (A-T)
SUMMARY RBC SP at

NSP (T-H-E>
SUMMARY RBC SP the

NSP (M-A-C-)
CMPLTN EBC SP machine
EXTNSN EBC SP instead of you.

NSP (YES)

The primary distinction between completions and
extensions is whether the speaker (here the NSP) actually
began formulating the word which was expanded upon by the
listener. Completions always imply a *start' by the
speaker. Extensions go beyond that information actually
begun by the speaker. In essence, the listener anticipates
(typically from the linguistic context and presuppositional
information shared with the speaker) the spesker’s message
and producesa it for him/her. In the present corpus,
measage completions were more frequently produced than
nessage extensions. (See Results and Discussion chapters

for details).
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QBC _(Query Back-Channels)

Querieas, as viewed within the back-channel coding
scheme, reflect two distinct functions. In the first, the
listener seeksa clarification or elaboration of the
speaker’a prior message. These queries are frequently
involved in clarificational or referuntial renair work.

The second query function, which in the current corpus is
used extensively, is the confirmational query. During
message co-construction, the SP frequently produces his/her
reatatement or expansion back-channel, in response to NSP’s
main-channel contribution, with a rising tone. In essence,
the ligtener (SP), vocally reformulates the aspeaker’s (NSP)
message while simultaneously requesting confirmation from
NSP regarding the accuracy of the back-channel. In many
reapects, these confirmatiocnal back-channels ars seen as
repair preventora rather than clarification requests.

Since NSP is the "author®" of the messages co-constructed by
both partnerse, mutual monitoring re: the auccesaful
tranamission of NSP’s message elements is fundamental to
the co-construction procesa. Examplea of both QBC

functions will follow:

Clarificational or referential queries:

1n

NSP (L)
REPTN RBC sP L

NSP (I)> ((FINGER SLIDING))
CLA QBC SP What was that?
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12)

NSP I
REPTN RBC SP I
NSP (am)
REPTN RBC SP am
NSP (G-0-I-N-G)
SUMNMARY RBC SP Going
KEE QBC Sp Going where?

In example #11, a typical clarificational query was
produced by the liastener following the speaker’s
main-channel exchange. Prior message element was not clear
to the listener, and was followed, in the back-channel,
with a brief request for clarification.

In example #12, the listener requests, in the
back-channel, additional referential information from the
speaker. These brief referential requests for message

elaboration are classified as Query Back-Channels.

Confirmationsl queries:

13

NSP (I
REPTN RBC Sp I

NSP (love)
REPTN RBC Sp love

NSP (the)
REPTN RBC SP the

NSP (s
CNFRM/RQ QBC SP Steeler?

NSP (YES)
14)

NSP D)
REPTN RBC SP D

NSP 0
SUMMARY RBC SP Do

NSP (you)
REPTN RBC Sp you

NSP (like)
REPTN RBC Sp like
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REPTN

REPTN

REPTN

CNFRM/RQ

15)

REPTN

SUMMARY

REPTN

CNFRM/RQ

RBC

RBC

RBC

QBC

RBC

RBC

RBC

QBC

NSP
SP
NSP
sp
NSP
sp
NSP
SP
NSP

NSP
SP
NSP
SP
NSP
SP
NSP
Sp
NSP

(F

0
(0]
({s )]
0
T
Football?
(YES)

(I
I

(W-0-N)
won

L
one

0
ten?

(YES)

In examplea #13 and #14, the liatener (SP) completes a

word which NSP is in the processs of transmitting. These

completions are produced, however,
confirmation checks.
completions are Expansion Back-Channels.

of the confirmational component, they are

Without these tonal

with a

rising tone as
rises, the
With the addition

clessified as

QBCs. Example #15 reflects a summary or restatement

back-channel which is produced with a rising tone. The

confirmational quality of the back-channel results in a @BC

claaggification.

Thege latter three examples are not

reflective of repair initiators &and are in essence, part of

the traditional co-construction model used by these

partners.

It is typical for SP to confirm NSP’s message

before responding to it as a completely tranmitted

conversational act.
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It should be noted, that clarificational queries need

not necessarily be encoded in a question form. Example #11

above, is a traditional clarificational query. Queries,

however,

are produced as statements and are also frequently

"implicitly" produced through less traditional forms.

Examples follow:

16

CLA

17)
SUMMARY

COMPLTN

REPTN
SUMMARY

COMPLTN

CLA

SUMMARY

18
REPTN

CNFRM/RQ

CLA

EXTNSN

QBC

RBC

EBC

RBC
RBC

EBC

QBC

EBC

RBC

QBC

QBC

EBC

NSP
SP
NSP

NSP
SsP
NSP
SP
NSP

SP
NSP
SP
NSp
SP
NSP

SP
NSP
SP
NSP

NSP
SP
NSP
SP
NSP
NSP
SP
NSP

SP
NSP
SP
NSP

CA)
I didn’t get that.
A

(T-H-I-S)
Thisa
(G-I-V-E)
gives
/mi/ (Phonetic Transcription
Vocally Produced)
me
(T-H-E)
the
(H-U-M-A-)
human
/WwI?I/ (Phonetic Tranacription
Vocally Produced)
the human....((MOVES IN CLOSER))
(F-E-E-L-)
feeling
(YES)

I
I
(P-R-E-F-E-R)
prefer?
(YES)
A
Mhm - -
/AmUIEIBI b2/ (Phonetic Trans.
Vocally Produced)
((SP SHAKES HEAD NO))
(C-0-M-M-U-)
communication board
(YES)
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In example #16, SP produced a clarificational query
through a statement form. The proposition "I didn’t get
that” functioned as a Nonapecific Repetition Requeat
(Garvey, 1977; Blau, 1986a) and was responded to as such by
NSP. In example #17, in which the SP was unable to decode
NSP’s vocal formulation of the word “"human®, SP produced a
Specific Request for Repetition (Garvey, 1977; Blau, 1986a)
by both reformulating the lexical itens'immediately
preceding the trouble source item, paired with a nonverbal
clarification request signel, that of moving closer to
NSP. While these less explicit forme of query signaling
were used, NSP did accurately perceive them as QBCs and
provided the specific information (impliciity) requested,
in a revised and more reliable mode (i.e., utilizing the
communication board). Finally, in example #18, SP signaled
the clarificational QBC, simply by shaking her head "no"
following NSP’s vocal communication. This nonverbal emblem
("NO"), functioned as a Nonspecific Repetition Request. It
was immediately followed by a repetition of the preceding
message by NSP, which he produced more intelligibly by
altering the output modality from vocal to nonvocal (i.e.,
using the alphabet board).

Query Back-Channels, as classified within thia coding
acheme, can take both verbal and nonverbal forme. Both
forme are used to encode queriee which function as
clarification requeata. Queriea functioning for

referential information expanaion, are encoded in
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vocal/verbal formas. Finally, the majority of QBCs found
within this corpus are not traditionally repair related.
Theae confirmation requeats, reflect reatatement and
expansion back-channels which afe produced in a modulated
fashion (with a rising tone) by the listener. Théy appear

within routine C-act co-conatruction sequences.

CBC (Correction Back-Channels)

This back-channel claassification refiects the
liatener’a correction of the speaker’s message.
Corrections, as found in the present corpus, do not reflect
differences of opinion on the content of the talk exchanged
across interactants. Rather, specific listener feedback
formas, were used to by the certain speaking partners to
alter the form within which NSP’s mesesage element was
trangmitted. Three primary functions were identified for
Correction Back-Channels in thias corpus. The firat,

involves sgspelling correctiona. An example followa:

19)
sSp Who else is coming?
NSP (My)>
REPTN _ RBC Sp My
NSP g o))
REPTN RBC SP C
NSP U
CNFRM/RQ QBC Sp c-us
NSP (SO
REPTN RBC Sp S
: NSP (I
REPTN RBC sp I
NSP (N>
REPTN RBC SP N
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CNFRM/RQ QBC SP Your cousin?

NSP (YES)
SPL/EVAL CBC sSp Cousin is C-0-U
NSP C)
REPTN RBC sp C
sp Go ahead
. NSP (qu )]
REPTN RBC SP 0
NSP Q1))
REPTN RBC 5P U

In example #19, although the propoasition was
intelligibly conveyed by NSP, the listener (the SP)
corrects NSP’s spelling error and facilitates a spelling
side sequence (in eassence a spelling repair) in the
back~channel.

The asecond type of CBC is used for modality

corrections:

20)
NSP (We)
REPTN RBC SP We
, NSP (are)
REPTN RBC Sp are
NSP (go)
REPTN RBC SP go
NSP (ing>
SUMMARY RBC SP going
NSP (to)
REPTN RBC sp to
NSP (S)
REPTN RBC SP S
NSP (T)>
REPTN RBC SP T
NSP (§:9)
REPTN RBC sP A
NSP )
SUMMARY RBC SP stay
PARPHS RBC SP You’re going to stay...
NSP /houm/ (Phonetic Transcription
Vocally Produced)
MOD/EVAL CBC sp Use your board.
NSP (H)
REPTN RBC SP H
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NSP qo))

REPTN RBC SP 0
NSP (M)

REPTN RBC SP M
NSP (E)

SUMMARY RBC SP home

CNFRM/RQ QBC Sp You’re going to atay home?
NSP (YES)

In exanple #20, it appears that the listening partner
(SP), while perhaps finding NSP’a vocally tranamitted
nessage element intelligible (due to the linguigtic context
in which it was embedded and the presuppositional knowledge
already shared), none-the-less held the speaker accountable
to producing the lexical item in the nonvocal mode (i.e.,
through the aided medality). While spelling corrections
were occasionally found among several dyada, both the
spelling and modality requirement functions of CBCs when
heavily used in unmodulated forms by a listener, reflect a
didactic or teaching atyle of interaction.

A third CBC function involves linguistic form
requirements which the listener places on the espeaker’s

prior mesaage. For example:

21
SP Did any team member impress you?
NSP (Yes)
NSP (9>
REPTN RBC sP 9
NSP 4=))
REPTN RBC SP =
( (PAUSE 3 SECS»))
REF/EVAL CBC SP Ninety-nine doeasn’t tell me much.
REF QBC Sp Ninety-nine percent of the team?
REF QBC SP Or number ninety-nine®?
NSP (YES)
REPTN RBC SP Yes
REF QBC sp Yes to which question?
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NSP (N>

REPTN RBC SP N
NSP Qi)
REPTN RBC SP 1 H
NSP (M)
REPTN RBC Sp M
NSP (B)
REPTN RBC sp B
SUMMARY RBC SP Number
SP OK
REF/EVAL CBC SP But you haven’t made a complete

sentence yet!

Example #21, illustrates the same underlying principle
found in all Correction Back-Channele. The correction does
not actually reflect the listener’s inability to uﬁderetand
the speaker’s prior message. Rather, the CBC is used to
correct the form of that prior message. These correction
sequences are called *didactic®” or teaching sequences in
the current research and in the repair organizationa study
completed by Blau, 1986b. The liasteners appear to be
holding their sapeaking partners accountable to aome
particular "acceptable” forms of communication. This type
of accountability work appears more reflective of
caregiver/child interaction or classroom teaching sequences
than typical conversational exchange between partners 15
dialog. The notations used, SPELLG, MOD, REF/EVAL reflect
spelling accountability sequences, modality accountability

sequences, and referential form accountability sequences.

ABC (Acknowledgment Back-Channels)

Thia type reflectae the asimplest back-channel formn.

Short attentional/agreement signals (the "Mhm"™ signals
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described by Duncan, 1975) which the listener produces
while the speaker "owns" the aspeaking floor (in terms of
propositional content contributions) are classified as
ABCse. Narrative discourse is typically rich with these
short signals. The listener conveys to the speaker through
short verbal and nonverbal forms that he/ashe ia ﬁaying
attention, is interested in the speaker’s contribution or
agrees with ite content through Acknowledgment Back-Channel
forms. These signale can be encoded through nonverbal
emblems (e.g., head nods), facial smiles, vocal emblenms
(e.g., "Mhn' or "Uh huh*"), brief vocally produced
linguistic forms (e.g., "Yes'" or "I see"), exclamations

(e.g., "Oh" or "Ah") or other evaluatives (e.g., "Good",

“Sure*, "True'). Some examples follow:
22>
NSP (W-I-T-H)>
ACKNOW ABC 1 Mhm ((NODDING))>
NSP (P-E-0-)
CMPLTN EBC SP people
23>
NSP T
REPTN RBC sp T
NSP (E)
REPTN RBC SP E '
NSP (L)
REPTN RBC Sp L
NSP (L)
EXCLM ABC SP Oh
SUNMARY RBC SP Tell
24)

SP My tests are coming up next week.
ATTNL ABC NSP ((FACE-SMILE))

SP I have at least one I know of.

SP The others haven’t told ua yet.
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sp I guess they’ll tell us aooner or
later.
AGRMNT ABC NSP (YES) ((HEAD-NOD)>)>
SP But I have no time to study.

In examples #22 and 23, the Aknowledgment
Back-Channels were produced by SPa in their roles as
listeners. In example #24, NSP produced the ABCs while
liatening to SP’as self initiated conversational
contributions. All of these ABCs were produced by the

listener following the speaker’s main-channel information

exchange.
BBC (Back-Back~Channel)

Back-Back-Channel signals are part of a separate clasas
of signals from the five codes which are describes above.
Reatatement, Expansaion, Query, Corréction, and
Acknowledgment Back-Channels are auditor signals produced
by listeners in response to speakers’ main-channel
exchanges. The first four types are Long Back-Channels and
the fifth type of signal is conasidered the Short
Back-Channel form (es initially deacribed by Duncan,

1975). Back-Back-Channels, however, are not auditor
signals. Auditor feedback asignals, on occasion, also
receive feedback responases from the main-channel act
producer. The apeaker also provides feedback signals to
the listener when additional feedback is warranted. As
'with all back-channel responses, these speaker signals are

not main-channel exchanges, and do not add substantively to
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the topic of talk. Both auditor and speaker back-channels
are part of the mutual monitoring ayastem acroasa
interactante in dialog. For the nonapeaking/apeaking
partners in the present corpua, mutual monitoring is done
quite explicitly.

Back-Back-Channel signale are identifiable both by the
speaker who emits them and by their relationship to some

preceding auditor asignal. An example followa:

25)

NSP (C-0-M-M-U-)
EXTNSN EBC SpP comnunication board.
CNFRM BBC NSP /mhm/

In example #25, NSP began formulating his measage by
epelling out the target meassage. SP vocally reformulated
the message prior to its completion, extending the message
beyond the word actually initiated by SP. SP’as vocal
reformulation (EBC) was then confirmed in the back-channel
(BBC> by the NSP.

Speaker feedback signals have a range of functions.
In the above example, the BBC was used as a confirmation
signal. In the current corpus, BBCs are also used aa

repair initiators and repair completors:

26)

NSP (P-E-0-P-L-)
CMPLTN EBC 5] o people

NSP (W-I-L-LD
SUMMARY RBC SP with
INT/RPR BBC NSP (NO)
COR/RPR BBC NSP (W-I-L-L)
SUMMARY RBC Sp will
CONFIRM BBC NSP (YES)
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In example #26, the apeaker (NSP) formulates a word in
the main-channel with his/her alpahbet board.  The listener
(SP) completes the word being spelled and reformulates the
synthesized word vocally. The speaker (NSP) then spells a
second word in the main-channel. The listener summarizes
the letters and reproduced what he/she believes to be the
correct word, vocally in the back-channel. The speaker
(NSP)> then, indicates in the back-channel, that the
listener’s reformulation is incorrect (the BBC signal
“NO™). He/she then repeats his/her original message,in the
back-back-~channel, which the listener (SP) now summarizes
and reproduces vocally. The final back-channel bit is then
produced by the speaker (NSP) in which he/she confirms the
listener’s reformulation as correct. (It is interesting to
note the increase in back-channeling necessary when repair
negotiation is done. For additional information on the
negotiation of repair, see Blau, 1986b).

Example #26 also illustrates that BBCs are not aimply
yes/no signals. NSP’s repair completion, the respelling of
his prior mein-channel informetional bit in response to
SP’s inaccurate RBC, is a speaker back-channel signal. NSP
is not adding new information to the topic but rather
reproducing information he/she has already attempted to
convey. There are other BBC functions which reflect both
vyes/no and more complex linguistic content. Some BBCs are
produced within highly obligatory contexta.

For example:
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27)
SP Who is coming over?

NSP (My)
REPTN RBC Sp My
NSP (A)
REPTN RBC Sp A
NSP Qi
REPTN RBC Sp u
NSP «“m
SPL/EVAL CBC SP N
SPL/EVAL CBC sp N .
COR/RPR BBC NSP N>
REPTN RBC SP N
NSP o
REPTN RBC SP T
PARPHS RBC SP Your aunt is coming over.
CNFRHM BBC NSP (YES)

And the following:

28)

NSP (What)
REPTN RBC SpP What

NSP (ia)
REPTN RBC SP is

NSP (you)
CMPLTN EBC SP your

NSP (F)
CMPLTN EBC SP favorite

NSP T
CNFRM/RQ QBC Sp team?
CNFRM/RS BBC NSP (YES)

And finally:

29)

NSP (D)
REPTN RBC =) L

. NSP (I> ((FINGER SLIDING)>

CLA QBC Sp What was that?
COR/RPR BBC NSP I
EXCLM ABC Sp Oh

The three examples above are illustrative of BBCs
which are produced as obligatory reaponses. CBCs and QBCs

(whether confirmation requests or clarification requests)
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typically demand a back-back-channel reasponae from the
speaker who produced the original main-channel act which
set the occasion for the back-channela. In example #27,
the speaker’s main-channel bit is followed, in the
back-channel, by a correction by the listener (here the
SP>. The speaker’s (NSP) back-back-channel response which
follows is an obligatory feedback exchange. Similarly in
examples #28 and 29, the apeaker’s'confirmation and
correction both follow the listeners’ Query Back-Channels.
As such, both BBC rosponsss are cobligatory in nature. It
should be noted, that not all BBCs which function as
confirmations are obligatory. The final BBC produced in
example #27 is a confirmation response which does not
follow a QBC but followe the listener’s Restatement
Back-Channel.

The speaker, therefore can monitor and refine the
listener’s interpretatién of the speaker’s main-channel
message through Back-Back-Channel forms. In the present
corpus, several nonspeaker’s use nonobligatory BBC
confirmation signals to additionally signal word boundaries

to the liasteners:

30

NSP I
REPTN RBC SP I

NSP T
REPTN RBC SP T
CNFRM/WB BBC NSP (YES)
SUMMARY RBC SP it

In example #30, the listener (SP) vocally restates
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each letter following the aspeaker’s (NSP) letter indication
on the alphabet board. After the last letter of the word
being spelled is repeated, NSP confirmas the accuracy of
SP°a RBC while simultaneously aignaling the “completion® of
the spelling process for that word. SP, then, auﬁmarizes
the mecsage elements and repfoduced the synthesized word in
vocal form. Verbal and nonverbal "Yes"™ responses (most
typically combined with *eye gaze'" indicators) when acting
as BBCs in specific nonobligatory contexts, can serve as
strong “reminders®™ to SP that an additional back-channel

response ia needed.
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CHAPTER VI

RESULTS

1. Does the uae of explicit back-channel signals play a

primary role in the conversations of nonspeaking
individuals (who augment their reaidual apeech with direct
select alphabet/word boarda) and their apeaking partners?

How does_this differ from vocal face to face exchange?

The Primary Role of Back-Channel Siqnaling

In examining the asix dyada which provide the corpus

for this study, an average of 57X of all C-acts produced by

both NSF and SP were produced in the back-channel. More

than half of all the C-acta exchanged by these partners are
feedback exchangee. Clearly, these back-channels play a
prevalent role within these interactions.

Approximately 23X of these back-channels were groduced‘
by NSP and 77X were produced by SP (see Table R1). Since
back-channel production is typically influenced by factors
such as "asituational or converaational pull® one can
concludé'that contextual constraints seemed to influence
the production of a significantly larger percentage of
back-channels on the part of the SPs than that required of
the NSPa.

Another way at looking at these percentages is to
examine the proportion of each partner’s total C-acts which
were produced as back-channels. (It should be noted that

component C-actes which were assigned individual C-act codes
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TABLE R1

Propertion Of Total Back-Channels Produced Across Subject

Groups
sp NSP
1146/1480 334/1480
«7743 2257
77% 23%
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in the Wexler et al., 1983 study but were not included in
the data analysis, are included in the present analysis
receiving equal atatua with C-acta classified as whole
conversational acts). 30X of the total numbsr of C-acts

produced by NSP were back-channels. 77X of the total

C-acts produced by SP were back-channels (Table R2). This

information will prove valuable when we look at the total
number of C-acts produced by each partner. Typically,
nonspeech/speech interaction research reports large gaps
between the number of C-acts produced by speakers and those
produced by nonspeakers, a gap which invariably points to
the gregariousness of SPs. While this fact may be true, it
also appears that a large proportion of these additional SP
C-acte are actually produced as back-channels in which
NSP’s prior message element is rephrased; acknowledged or
queried.

It may be useful to additionally examine the number of
back-channels produced by each partner in relation to prior
speaker’s C-acts (a cross-person back-channel measure).
That is, a back-channel by definition reflects a dependency
relationagip to some informational bit produced by prior
speaker. An alternative method for looking at the
relationship of main-channel and back-channel communication
was proposed by Duncan and Fiske, 1977. They computed
back-channel rate measures in which the number of auditor
back-channels were divided by the partner’s speaking time.

For the current analysis, however, back-channel rate
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TABLE R2

Proportion Of Total C-Acts Produced In The Back-Channel

Sp NSP
1146/1490 334/1123
«7691 2974
77% 30%
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Reasures, which involve main-channel and back-channel
compariasions, are difficult to obtain due to the
significantly large numbers of long back-channel signaling
which oucured and the turn-statﬁs assigned to these
signela. (Duncan and Fiaske identified very few long
back-~channels in their research and temporal comparisons
focuaing on ahort back-channel aignale in relation to
speaker turns are less problematic). A C-act comparison,
therefore, was used to assess the number of conversational
acts which resceived back-channel communication signals. By
collapaing the multiple successive aequences of
back~-channels which were dependent upor. the aame prior
C-act (in a sense by the same "situational pull") into a
single count, we have an accurate accounting of the precise
nunber of converaational acts, produced by either partner
(SP or NSP), which received back-channel feedback. (5Ps
frequently produced succesasive back-channelas to NSP’a
main-channel bits. As illustrated in an earlier example,
NSP might point to a letter (N) and SP might vocally
produce & restatement back-channel *“N*" and immediately
follow up with an expanasion back-channel in a completion
attempt of the word being spelled (e.g., "air
conditioner™). 1In fact, there were occaaiona in which
several back-channels were produced in succession by an SP
(during repair negotiation) in relation to a single NSP
conversational bit. Computing a back-channel cross-person

neagsure which does not collapse successive feedback signals
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results in an inflated measure of feedback activity.)
Following this data reduction it appears that 22X of SP’s

C-acts received an NSP back-channel response and 86X of

MSP’a C~artas received SP feedback (Table R3). Although a

sizable number of back-channel signals were elimninated from
this analysis due to multiple/successivé signaling (data
reduction resulted in the elimination of 6 NSP and 177 SP
back-channels from the analysis) the percentages reported
here give atrong evidence to the predominant role
back-channel asignaling playa within nonapeech/speech
converaational exchanges.

Comparisons With Vocal Face to Face Exchange.

A final way of looking at the prevalent vse of
back~-channel communication across these conversational
partners is to compare the number of back-channels produced
per minute by these interactants, with the numbers reported
for vocal interactants. While there is little information
available in the literature concerning theae frequencies,
Duncan in 1972 published the actual number of short and
long back-channels which he identified across the vocal
interactante he studied. His corpuas was comprised of two
19 minute dyadic face to face interactions and the
frequencies reported reflected the total back-channels used
across all conversational partners. 326 back-channel
aignals (both auditor and speaker back-channela) were
counted during the 38 minutes of conversation. If the

number of back-channels produced are divided by the number
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TABLE R3
Proportion Of Speaker’s C-Acts Followed By Partner’s

Back-Channel Following Data Reduction

SP NSP
32871490 S69/1123
.2201 .8628
22x% 86x%
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of minutes the partners were engaged in face to face
interaction, a mean back-channel rate of 8.6 per minute is
obtained. 1In the current study 1480 back~-channel signals
were produced (including both auditor and speaker asignalse)
across s8ix 10 minute interactiona (actual time was 61
ninutes, 12 seconda). The back-channel rate per minute for
the nonspeaking/speaking dyads was 24.2 (Table R4). While
only limited comparisons of these very different studies
can be made, the fact that the back-channel rate per minute
across the nonspeaking/speaking dyads was nearly ﬁhree
times as great as tﬁat found by Duncan for vocal
interactante (& significant difference, X$ (1) = 25.01,
p<.001), attesta to the predominant role back-channel

aignaling playa in nonspeech/apeech conversations.

2. Which types of back-channels are used with the greatest

frequency by thege conversational partners?
For which converasational functiona?

The Diatribution of Back-Channel Types

Tablea RS through R12 liat the back-channel
distribution found acrosa conversational partners and
within individual dyads. 0Of the total number of

back-channels produced by the NSPs, 12% were auditor

back-channels and 88% were produced as speaker
back-channels (the back-back-channel clasgsification
described earlier). 100% of NSP’s auditor back-channels

were produced as short back-channels (ABCs). Virtually no
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TABLE R4
Back-Channel Rate Per Minute

0f Face To Face Conversaation

Across Vocal Interactanta: (Duncan 1972):

326 back-channels for 38 minutes of dialog

8.6 back-channels per minute

Across Nonapeaking/Speaking Dyada:

1480 back-channela for 61 minutea 12 aseconda
of dialog

24.2 back-channels per minute
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(0) long auditor back-channel signals were produced by

NSP. Of_ the total number of back-channels produced by the
SPs, 100% were produced as auditor back-channels. No
speaker back-channels were prodﬁced by SP. Of SP’s auditor
back-channels, 11X were produced as short back-channels
(ABCs) and 89X produced as long back-channels. These long
back-channels (the remaining 89% of the total back-channels
produced) were distributed between restatements (59% KBCs),
queries (18X QBCs) expansions (8% EBCs), and corrections
(4% CBCs). (See Table RS).

In interpreting these results, it appears that 12% of
the nonspeaking partners’ back-channels were produced as
simple acknowledgments of their partners’ main-channel
conversational contributions and 88X were produced as
back-channel responses to their partner’a back-channel
contributione (asince BBC’s by definition follow prior
5peakef'5 back-channel). This distinction between the
back-channel formes used by the nonapeakers is an
interesting finding. Consistent with the pilot findings
(Blau, 1982), nonapeakeras produced aignificantly more
back-channels when providing their speaking partners with
feedback concerning SP’s interpretation of NSP’s message
elements than when the SPas were producing their own
independent conversational contributions. This result will
be diacussed in more detail when back-channels are
deacribed in terma of the co-constructed composite

sequences, later on in this section.
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TABLE RS

Back-Channel Type Distribution Across Subject Groupsa

RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC BBC

SPs 681 94 202 42 127 0
NSPa o] 0 o) o 39 295
Total SP = 1146 Total NSP = 334

Totala Reflected As Percentages Acroas Back-Channel
Types Per Subject Group

RBC EBC @BC CBC ABC BBC
SPs S59% 8% 18% 1% 11x% (o)
NSPs 0 o) 0 0 12% 88%

Totals Partitioned Into Auditor And Speaker Signals

AUDITOR SIGNALS SPEAKER SIGNALS
long long long long short

RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC BBC

SPa 681 94 202 42 127 o]

NSPa o] O 0 o 39 295

SP. NSP

89% long auditor signals 0% long auditor signals
11X ahort auditor =signals 12% short auditor signals

0% speaker signals 88X speaker signals

151

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Simple acknowledgment back-channels also play a leas
preominant role in the back~channel distribution used by the
speaking partners of these dyads (accounting for 11% of
total back-channels used. A percentage very similar to
that used by the NSPs.) 89X of all SP back-channels were
produced as long back-channels. As discussed above (and in
the earlier portions of this paper) long back-channels are
a more explicit form of back-channeling. While they
typically take up more conversational space within an
interaction (both by the forms used to encode them and the
obligatory back-back-channel responses which follow certain
of these forma) they alao provide much more specific
information regarding the listener’s interpretation of the
speaker’s message. (E.g., a simple acknowledgment, such as
*Mhn* or ‘'yes" signals to prior speaker that the listener
has received or accepted hia/her measage, however, a
restatement, expansion or query provides the speaker with
both apecific and explicit information regarding the
interpretation of prior mesaage). The atypical manner with
which the form of NSP’s message elements are conveyed (that
is, spelling out messages by pointing to letters which must
then be synthesized into worde and phrases before complete
messages can be tranamitted) clearly providea the
situational pull or contextual conatraints which influence
the predominant use of long back-channels by the SPs. The
high percentage of long back-channels used by these SPs

supporta the notion of an explicitly active listener.
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This predominant use sharply contraet§ with the amount
of long back-channels which typify the conversational
interactions of the vocal partners described by Duncan. 1In
both of his studies (Duncan, 1975 and Duncan and Fiske,
1977> the percentage of long back-channel use across the
conversationral exchanges was exceedingly small. In fact
Duncan s;ggests that measures of long back-channel rate are
not particularly useful because of the low incidence of
long back-channela found within brief face to face
encountera. | |

A very different picture of back-channel distribution
is found within the nonapeech/speech conversations analyzed
here. Once again, a look at the back-channel frequency
count found by Duncan (1973) illustrates this point. When
total back-channel signaling (including short and long
auditor back-channels as well as speaker back-channels) are
combined across partners and dyade, 71X of all
back-channela used by the vocal interactante within
Duncan’s analyses were short auditor signals, 7% were long
auditor back-channels and 22X speaker back-channels. 1In
contrast, in the present atudy, 11% of the total
back-channels identified were classified as short auditor
signals, 69X as long auditor signals and the remaining 20%
as espeaker back-channels. What appears immediately evident
is despite the similar distributions between auditor and
speaker back-channels found across these two studies, there

appears to be inverse relationships between the frequencies
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of short and long auditor back-channels.

Apparently, within vocal face to face encounters, a
high proportion of auditor signaling waa done through

- simple acknowledgment signalas. Across nonapeech/speech

face to face encounters, a low proportion of auditor
signaling was done through asimple acknowledgments while a
relatively high proportion was accompliashed through
explicit long back-~channel forms. These latter partners
appear to rely quite heavily on long back-channel signaling
(in combination with speaker back-back-channel responding)
in their attempts at decoding as well as co-constructing
the nonspeakers’ messages. Examining these back-channel
forma in detail, therefore, seems advisable.

The most frequently used long back-channel forms (by
the speaking partners) were Restatement Back-~Channels (59%
of total back-channels used). Speaker’s repeated,
summarized, paraphrased and recalled elementa of NSP’as
nessages with a high frequency. Query Back-Channels were
ussd with the next highest frequency (18%). Requésts for
clarification and simple confirmation checks, were produced
by SP throughout these conversational exchanges. Expansion
Back~Channels received the next higheat frequency count
(that ia of the long back-channels used, as short
back-channels accounted for 11% of the total). Message
completions at the word or sentence ievel accounted for 8%
of all the back-channels produced by SP. And finally,

Correction Back-Channels were used with the least frequency
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by SPa, with CBCa accounting for only 4% of all

back~-channels produced.

These resulta reflect the average frequencies found
acroés all six dyada. The distributions within each dyad,
however, reflect the individual variability and particular
styles of the partners. 1In the following pages the results
will be reported as averages across aubject groups (i.e.,
distributions of the specific back-channel types used by
the speaking subjects as compared with their nonspeaking
counterparts will be described). Additionally, when
aignificant, individual and dyadic differences will be
reported to facilitate the identification of atyle
variationa across dyads.

The following format will be used to assist the reader
in interpreting the results. The frequencies of sgpecific
auditor and speaker back-channels will be described for the
speaking subjects followed by the description of auditor
and speaker back-channel use for the nonspeaking subjects.
Within each group’s diacusaion, individual variability

factors will be addressed.

SPEAKING PARTNERS‘’ BACK-CHANNEL USE

Auditor Back-Channels Produced by the Speaking Partners:

Longqg Back-Channela

Reatatement back-channels (RBCs) accounted for 59% of

the total back-channels produced by the gpeaking partners
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(Table R6). In fact, RBCs were produced significantly more
frequently by SP than all other back-channel types

cenbined, x* 1y = 40.71, p<.001. Exact repetitions

accounted for 77% of all RBCs produced and summarizations

and paraphrases accounted for 21% of the RBCs (Table R7).

The remaining 2% of RBCs were produced as recalls, guesses
and statements. (A complete listing of these C-sct terms
can be found in Appendix B). In terms of individual
differences, there appears to be a range in terms of the
proportion of the total back-channela produced as
Restatements. All the SPs used more RBCs than any other
back-channel type (see Table R6). Five of the six SPs
(SP1-5) produced RBCs more frequently than all other
back-channel types combined (with individual percentages
ranging between 53X to 68%). One SP, however, did not rely
on RBCa guite as heavily, with a proportional distribution
’eignificantly distinct from that of the other five SPs, X*
(1) = 33.20, p<.001. SP&’a RBCs accounted for only 40% of
all the auditor back-channels produced. In fact, as we
examine the frequencies of RBCs produced as repetitions and
sunmarizations we see another diatinctive pattern as
reflected by SP6’s performance (Table R7>. SP1 through S
all used significantly more repetitions than summarizations
as their RBCs (the frequency of repetition use ranged from
70% to 93%, X* (1) = 274.72, p<.001). SP6, however,
produced 65% of her RBCa az summarizations (with 34%

produced aa repetitiona). There was a asignificant
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TABLE R6

Back~-Channel Type Frequency Distribution Across Six SPs

Partner RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC
SP1 103 8 47 (o] 17
SP2 113 S 47 35 12
SP3 188 21 42 1 26
SP4 70 4 17 3 8
SPS 139 9 34 1 24
SPA 68 47 15 2 40

Back-Channel Type Proportional Distribution Across Six SPs

Partner RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC
SP1 .588 . 046 . 269 o] .097
SP2 . 533 .024 .221 .165 057
SP3 .676 .076 .151 . 003 .094
SpP4 .686 .039 <167 .029 .078
SPS 671 .043 .164 .005 .116
SP6 «395 «273 .087 .012 - 233

Back-Channel Type Percentage Distribution Across Six SPs

Partner RBC EBC QaBC CBC ABC
SP1 S9% Sx 27% o] 10%
SP2 S53% 3% 22% 17% 6%
SP3 68% 8% 15% « 3% 9%
SP4 69% 4% 17% 3% 8%
SPS 67% 4% lex 5% 12%
SP6 40% 28% 9% 1% 23%

Average Acroass Six Dyada

Partner RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC

#1-6 59% 8% 18% ax 11%
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TABLE RZ

Restatement Back-Channel (RBC) Breakdown (C-Act Types)

Partner Exact Repetitions Summaries/Paraphrases Other
SP1 88 14 1
SpP2 97 14 2
SP3 132 49 7
Sp4 57 11 2
SP5 129 9 1
SP6 23 44 1

Totalas and Proportions

Partner Exact Repetitions Summaries/Paraphrases Other

SP1-6 526 141 14
S526/681 141/681 14/681
« 7724 » 2070 .0206
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difference between the proportional relationship of
repetitions to summarizations for speakers 1-S with that
found for saspeaker 6, X* (1) = 88.63, p<.001. The
preference of the conversational partners within Dyad 6 to
co-construct NSP’s messages at the word rather than at the
individual letter level, is reflective of a distinctive
interaction style used by these partners, which will be

further elaborated upon in the pages to follow.

Expansion back-channels (EBCs) accounted for 8% of the

total SP back-channels produced (Table R6). Expansion
back-channele encompassud both word completions and message
extensions. (Both completions and extensions, however, as
described here were produced in unmodulated forms. When
produced withva rising intonation, as a modulated
confirmation check, these expansions were classified within
the Query Back-Channel category. See Chapter V, Criteria
for Identifying Back-Channel Formas as Types.) In examining
the performance of SPe as averaged across all aix dyads,
only 8% of the back-channeling was produced as word or
message expansions. In looking at the performances of
individual dyads a fundamental distinction between Dyad 6
and Dyads 1-5 again was evident, X¢ (1> = 98.26, p<.001.
While the percentages of EBCs produced by the SPs in Dyads

1-5 ranged from 2% to 8%, 27% of SP6’s back-channels were

produced as expansions (47 EBCs, see Table R6). Consistent
with the pattern which emerged in Dyad 6 for the SP to

produce more whole word restatements than single letter
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repetitiona, a significantly larger proportion of this
dyads back-channeles were produced as expansiong than those
produced by the other dyads. What is beginning to emerge
is a picture of NSP/SP interaction which involves
back-channeling larger bits of NSP information throughout
the co-construction process. (It should be noted that the
frequency and location of the speaking partners’ auditor
back-channelas were not soley SP determined. The
conversational pull as defined earlier in this paper,
preoduced by the NSPs’, set the occasion for SP back-channel
use. Back-channeling larger informational chunks instead
of single letter repetition waas mutually determined as the
product of both NSP6’s "back-channel opportunity signals"™
and SP6’s responses to these signals. Further information
on this topic will be covered in the discussion chapter to
follow.) '

When we look at the distribution of EBCs between word
completions and message extenaionas (Table R8) we find that
a significantly greater percentage of expansions were

produced as completions than as extensions (72% and 28%,

regpectively, X% (1) = 18.77, p<.001). WUhile the number of
expansion back-channels produced within each dyad is

relatively emall (except for Dyad 6) on the average, across

the six dyade, there existed a definite preference for

completing an NSP word which was in the midst of
transmission over extending NSP’s message beyond the word

or words explicitly bequn by NSP. It should also be noted,
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TABLE R8

Expansion Back-Channel (EBC) Breakdown (C-Act Types)

Partner Word Completions Message Extensions
SP1 7 1
SP2 2 3
SP3 16 S
SP4 2 2
SPS 6 3
SPe 35 12
Totales and Proportions

Partner Word Completions Measage Extenaions
SP1-6 68 26

68/94 26/94

.7234 2766
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that fewer expansion back-channelas (whether produced as
EBCa or produced as expansion confirmation checks and
thualy classified as QBCa) were produced by SP2 in
proportion to that aspeaker’s total back-channel
distribution. This finding appeara consistent with the
didactic interaction style which predominated the
conversational exchanges produced by the speaking and
nonspeaking partners of this dyad. In addition to the
large number of corrections and didactic repairs (which
will be deascribed later), SP’s infrequent use of word
conpletions was consistent with her style of holding NSP
heavily accountable to the production of messages within
particularly acceptable forms (e.g., spelling ocut complete
messages, using the alphabet/word board in lieu of vocal
attempts at communication and spelling all messages
accurately). This interaction style frequently appeared to
focua more on accountability work than on information
exchange.

It should be noted once again, that expansions,
summaries and repetitions which were produced with a rising
intonation (as a confirmation check) were classified as

Query Back-Channels (QBCas). Queries accounted for 18X of

the total back-channels produced by SP (Table R6). An

average of 75X (with individual percentages ranging from 70
to 87%) of all the queries produced by the SPs were
confirmation checks (Teble RS). While queries have been

traditionally viewed as repair initiations, confirmation
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TABLE RS

Query Back-Channel (QBC) Breakdown (C-Act Types)

Partner Confirmation Checksa Other
SP1 34 13
SP2 33 14
SP3 30 12
SP4 13 4
SPS 29 S
SPé i3 2

Totala and Proportions

Partner Confirmation Checks Other
SP1-6 152 SO
1527202 50/202
« 7525 « 2475

Confirmation Checks Breakdown

Totals and Proportions

Partner Expansion and Summaries Checks Other Checks
SP1-6 119 33
1197152 337152
.7829 .2171
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nodulated expanaiona of NSP’a meassagea. However, as
deacribed in the EBC diacussion above, SP6 produced
significantly more unmodulated expanasions (EBCsg) than her
speaking peers. A bi-product of the feedback mechanism
used by the partners within dyad 6, in which larger chunks
of information were back-channeled by SP, was the use of
fever tentative expansions and more expanded reformulations
produced assertively by SP. (It should be noted when
examining Appendix R3, that frequency counts are always
examined in relation to the total C-acts or total
back-channels produced by each dyad. Dyad 4, whose
frequency of back-channel use is consistently less acrosas
each back-channel class, produced significantly fewer
C~-acts within the ten minute exchange than did the other
five dyads (Appendix R2). Dyad 4’s use of back-channels in
relation to main channel information, however, is not
significantly different from the mean proportional use of
the other five dyada, X% (1) = 1.74, n.a.)

Corrections (CBCg) comprised only 4X of the total

back-channeis produced by SP across the six dyads (Table

R6). Some interesting variations within each of the six
dyade can be noted. SPl1l produced no CBCs (0%), .4% of
SP3’s back-channels were corrections (1 CBC), .5% of SP5’s
were corrections (1 CBC), 1% of SP6’s back-channels were

corrections (2 CBCs), 3% of SP4’s were corrections (3 CBCs’

and 17% of SP2’s back-channels were produced as corrections

(35 CBCs). What becomes immediately evident when looking
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at the individual variation among these dyads is the
different "atylea" that emerge. While the average
percentage across all asix dyads reflected the rather
infrequent use of correction baék-channels within the
corpus analyzed, an unusaually high proportion of
corrections were produced by.one particular dyad. A
significantly larger proportion of SP2’a back-channel
activity was spent in these didactic exchanges, X% 1) =
121.55; p<.001. Identifying these individual distinctions
in back-channel type distribution will become quite ussful,
as we procede with our analyses, as several distinctive
interaction styles will emerge. (The notion of style will
be addressed in detail in Chapter VII).

Short Back-Channels

Acknowledgment Back-Channels (short back-channel
forma) produced by SP represented 11X of the total

back-channels used by these partners (Table R6)>. In

examining the distribution of ABCs within each dyad, dyad
variability again emerged. The proportion of ABCs used by
SPs 1-S was not significantly different (10%, 6%, 9%, 8%,
and 12% for SP1;5, respectively, xz (4) = 6.31, n.s.>).

SP6, however, used a significantly greater percentage (23%)
of ABCs than her speaking counterparts, X% (1 = 30.45,
p<.001. One explanation for this might be found in looking
at the back-channel distribution found within the composite

C-acts in comparison to that found within the whole acts
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produced by these partnera (See Wexler et al., 1983 or
Chapter III for the definitions of composite, component and
whole conversational acta). Typically, ABCs were produced
by SPe fgllcwing & whole or compecsite act produced by NSP.
SP6, however, frequently (60% of her ABCs) prodﬁced ABCs
during co-~construction of NSP’s message. Often, in lieu of
producing an RBC or EBC in response to NSP’se main channel
bit, SP6 aimply acknowledged the tranamisaion of the
nessage element with a short back-channel signal (such as
“"Mha* or a head nod.) Oftentimes, in response to the first
word apelled or transmitted by NSP within his turn at talk,
SP vocally acknowledged that element with a short
back-channel. This short or "Mhm' signal appeared to
function both as an attentional and acknowledgment signél.
As NSP began a new subastantive contribution to the
converaation, SP appeared to signal her continued
commitment to hearing out the message ("“assent terms"™ as
defined by Schegloff, 1968) through the use of simple vocal
acknoweldgment back-channela. Additionally, this

particuler speaking partner frequently used simple vocal

acknowledgmenta ("Mhn' aignals) when NSP vocally
tranamitted a word within his message and she explicitly
reformulated his words (with long back-channels) after
spelled items or uninterpretable vocal or nonvocal items.
Using ABCs in thias fashion (which more closely typified ABC
use in vocal interactions) escalated the number of ABCs

used by this partner while simultanecualy limited the
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percentage of long back-channels used for the same
function. (Fewer letter repetitiona, then, were used). A
more complete diascussion of the back-channel distribution
within the composite sequences, as distinct from the whole
acts, will be addressed later in this section.

Speaker Back-Channels Produced by the Speaking Partners

No speaker back-channel signals were identified for SP

(Table RS).

NONSPEAKING PARTNERS’ BACK~CHANNEL USE

Auditor Back-Channels Produced by the Nonspeaking Partners

Long Back-Channels

No long auditor back-channels were produced by the NSPs

(Table RS).

Short Back-Channels

Since ell.of the nonspeakers’ auditor back-channels
were short back-channels (Table RS), on the surface it
appears that nonspeakers produced only simple
confirmation/agreement signals in responae to their
partner’s contributions. However, when we look at the
diastribution of back-channels across both the auditor
back~channel and speaker back-channel classifications we
find a more complex picture of back-channel use by NSP (as

will be described in the narrative to follow). These

ABC’a, which compriged 12% of all the back-channels
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produced by NSPs (Table R10), were all produced in response
to main-channel bits produced by SP; i.e., following SP’s

aelf initiated conversational contributiona. The

hggothesis then, that NSP’s do not produce feedback signals
when their speaking partners contribute their own

information to the conversation was not supported. In

fact, there was no significant difference between the
proportional use of short auditor signals for the speaking
and nonspeaking participants across all six dyads, X% (1 =
.08S, n.s (Table RS). When looking at individual
variability, however, a somewhat different picture
emerged. While three of the NSPas produced acknowledgment
back-channel percentages fundamentally similar to the
average percentage reported above, (NSP3, 5 and 6 scored
10%, 10X and 11%, reepectively, in terms of ABC use) the
three remaining nonspeakera (NSP1l, 2, and 4) had more
variability in the percentage of ABCs found. Of the total
back-channels produced, 21% of NSP1l’s back-channels were
ABCs and 30% of NSP4’s were ABCs (see Table R10)>. These
ascores are substantially higher than the remaining dyads

received. In looking at the contexts which influenced the

production of these ABCs some interesting style variations
might be mentioned. The principal topice discuased by
dyads 1 and 4 were sports related. Although the NSPas chose
the topics both SP and NSP contributed their opinions
regarding team and player performances. SP, then, appeared

to provide more self initiated information (not asa
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TABLE R10

Back-Channel Type Frequency Digtribution Across Six NSPs

Partner ABC BBC
NSP1 13 49
NSP2 o] 72
NSP3 7 65
NSP4 8 19
NSPS 4 36
NSP& 7 54

Back-Channel Type Proportional Distribution Across Six NSPs

Partner ABC BBC
NSP1 .210 « 790
NSP2 o] 1.0

NSP3 .097 . 903
NSP4 « 296 . 704
NSPS .100 . 900
NSP6 .115 .88S5

Back-Channel Type Percentage Distribution Across Six NSPs

Partner ABC BRC
NSP1 21% 79%
NSP2 o 100%
NSP3 10% 90%
NSP4 30% 70%
NSP5 10% 0%
NSPe& 11.5% 88 .5%

Average Across Six Dyads

Partner ABC BBC
#1-6 12% 88%
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expansiona of NSP’s utterances but as topic extensions) and
NSPa appeared to acknowledge or evaluate SP’s opinions
through ABCas. In point of fact, it was predominantly
within these self initiated SP éontributions that
within-turn signals were produced by SP which provided the
asaituational pull or occeeion.for NSP’s acknowledgment
back-channels. The three dyads (3, 5 and 6) whose NSP ABC
use averaged between 10X and 11% appeared to contain fewer
SP self-initiated contributions, with the content within
the topics of talk fairly controlled by the NSPs. With
thie reduced number of SP self initiated information came
fewer SP within-turn signals and hence less opportunity for
NSP back-channel acknowledgmenta. Within Dyad 2, however,
no NSP ABC’s were identified. Producing no acknowledgment
back-channels is not at all typical of cooperative
conversationalists. However, as mentioned above, Dyad 2
seemed to have a rather didactic interaction style filled
with accountability sequences. SP seemed to contriﬁute
little to the topic of talk except in her attempts at
drawing out information from NSP and holding NSP
accountable to responding in a particular manner. 1In fact,
the few SP messages which were noninterrogative in nature
appeared at the end of the interaction. NSP, at that point
did not respond to the few speaker within-turn signals
which SP produced as N3P was no longer looking at SP but
rather was covering her eyes and avoiding eye contact with

her aspeaking partner. Additionally, NSP did not
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apontaneously initiate topica (aas did the other
nonapeakers) and a more interrogation style of

“conversation® predominated.

Speaker Back-Channels Produced by the Nonapeaking Partners

Since 88% of NSP’s back-channels were within the
speaker back-channel domain (Table RS), these units need
careful examination. (Significantly more NSP back-channels
were produced as speaker as opposed to auditor signals, x?
(1) = 196,22, p<.001). As described above, BBCs by
definigion follow prior partner’s back-channel. Since BBCs
in this corpus invariebly involved NSP’s provision of an
acknowledgment, negation, correction or supplemental
information to a preceding SP back-channel, they are rich
in content and more complex than the traditional ABCa
identified aas auditor back-channela. In fact, although
BBCs in form are short back-channels (as prcduced by NSP
because of NSP’s production constraints) they frequently

function in a manner similar to long back-channela.

Conversational pull for BBCs was extremely high., In

fact S9% of all BBCs were obligatory responseg (Table

R11). 1In this corpus an obligatory BBC was defined as a
BBC which followed a Quexry Back Channel or Correction
Back-Channel. While virtually all CBCs required a BBC
reaponse, BBCs were not always obligatory following @BCs.
While it ie difficult to imagine a query which does not

obligate prior speaker to respond to it (assuming both
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TABLE R11

Functiona Of NSPs’ Speaker Back-Channela (BBCs)

Total Produced

295

Within Obligatory Context Within Nonobligatory Context

S59% . €174/295) 41% (121/285)

70% produced as poaitive acknow/agreementa
15.5% produced as negative acknow & other corrections
13.5% produced as information responses

1% produced as self initiated correctiona
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speaker and listener are cooperative converasationalists)
the use of mulitple succesasive queries was not unusual for
SP. These successively produced QBCs (examplea of
“hyperexplanation’”) reduced the number of queries to which
a responee was obligatory precisely because conversational
space for a response was provided only following the final
query in the sequence. (For additional information
regarding the appropriateness of NSP’s responses in
relation to these contingent queries, see Blau, 1986sa.)
BBCs, however, served a variety of functions k41% of

the BBCa produced followed nonobligatory contexts, see

Table R1l and Appendix R4). During the co-construction of
a compoaite sequence, the summarization or message
expanasion produced by SP at the end of NSP message
tranamission, even when produced without a rising
intonation (that is, not as a QBC) invariably received an
acknowledging BBC from NSP. Additionally, BBCs were
occasionally used by NSP to signal word boundaries. (For
example, following NSP’s spelling and SP’s repetition of
the letters in a word. NSP often acknowledged the final
letter repetition explicitly which served to signal word
completion to SP., This was used predominmantly by NSP3).
NSP also used BBCs following expansions when they were not
produced as confirmation checks. This was particularly
true for NSP6 whose apeaking paertner produced numerous
expanaiona back-channels in an unmodulated form. The

atatus of expansions were nearly always acknowledged by
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thia NSP. BBCs also followed restatement back-channels,
most frequently SP summarizations of message elements
produced by NSP. (RBCa which served as simple letter or
word repetitions during message co-construction were
typically implicitly confirmed by NSP. This implicit
acknowledgment was conveyed simply by NSP’s continuation
with the next letter in the message.) When the RBC was not
an accurate restatement of NSP’s message element, however,
an explicit negation/correction BBC was typically produced.
70% of all NSP BBC=s were produced as positive

acknowledgment/agreement signals in relation to SP’a
back-channel (Tables R11 and R12). BBCs produced for the

purpose of positively acknowledging some SP back-channel
bit were siginificantly more frequent than other BBC
functions, X% (1) = 44.98, p<.001. This high proportion of
positively confirmed SP back-channels reflects the
relatively accurate interpretation of NSP’s message
elements fed back to NSP by SP through back-channel
signala. (Note should be made, that while only 70X of
NSP’s speaker back-channels were positive confirmations of
SP’s auditor back-channels, the percentage of SP’s accurate
back-channel reformulations of NSP’s main-channel messages
wags far greater than 70%. As mentioned above, RBCa
produced as letter restatements were frequently not
followed by NSP back-back-channelas. NSP’s message
continuation served to implicitly asignal prior

back~channel’a acceptability.) While these positive
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TABLE R12

Back-Back-Channel (BBC) Breakdown By Function=:

Partner Positive Negative Obligatory Self Correction

NSP1 36 12 1 o
NSP2 35 S 31 1
NSP3 SS S 1 0
NSpa 1S 0 3 1
NSPS 24 11 0 1
NSP6 41 9 4 0

Totals and Proportionsa

Partner Positive Negative Obligatory Self Correction

NSP1-6 206 46 40 3
206/295 46/2995 40/295 3/295
.6983 .1559 «1355 .0101

snote: Functione are:

Positive Acknowledgmenta/Agreementa

Negative Acknowledgments and Other Initiated Corrections
Obligatory Information Addition

Self Initiated Self Correctiona
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acknowledgment/agreement asignals are identical in form to
the ABC classification described within the short auditor
back-channels, their feedback function is not the same.
Using Labov and Fanahel’s (1977) claasification of rules
for confirmation (as described earlier in this study), all
of the acknowledgment back-back-channel signals produced by
NSP can be described as confirmations. Labov and Fanshel
clasafied the function of these signals by examining the
relationship of the preceding message being asserted to the
knowledge shared by the participants. Acknowledgment
speaker back-channels follow back-channel signales produced
by the liastener. These latter signals can be classified as
“B-evente” (using Labov and Fanshel’s scheme), i.e.,
comments by individual A (here being the SPs) regarding
events known only to individual B (the NSPs). NSP’s
back-back-channel acknowledgments which follow SP’s
back-channel assertion or query. functionally confirm

information known conclusively only to NSP. ABCs produced

as simple auditor back-channels by NSP, following SP’s
main~channel contributions at speaker within-turn signals,
principally function as attentional signals, minimal
raegponses or evaluationa as described by Labov and Fanshel.
Once again, back-channel function reflects the relationship
of the preceding C-act to the knowledge shared by the
interactants. If the C-act reflects knowledge known only
to the apeaker, the acknowledgment which follows ia

perceived as an intereast or attentional signal. If the ABC
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followa information which is known by both apeaker and
listener (and considered a ‘“remark®) a subsequent short
back~-channel (when produced) reflecta the minimal
conversational demands for feedback. If, however, the
speaker’s main-channel information reflects his assertion
about some digputable event, the back-channel which follows
can be classified as an evaluation of that assertion. (All
of NSPs’ short auditor signals (ABCs) can ks claésifieﬁ
within these three functiona. NSPa’ acknowledgments,
however, when produced as speaker signals (BBCs), served
confirmational functions predominantly.)

Approximately 13.5% of NSP’s back-back-channels were

information responses which followed SP’s Q@GBCs and CBCs
(Tables R11 and R12). These involved letter repetition,
letter substitutiona and message expansiona which were
obligatory responses in relation to SP’s prior query or
correction beck-channel and which provided more complex
linguiatic information than did asimple acknowledgment

responses. An additional 1% involved NSP self-corrections

which followed an SP back-channel (see Blau, 1986b repair
study which describes the predominant use of third turn to
trouble source element placement of NSP gelf corrections in
augmented contexts).

The 13.5% breakdown of the BBC classification which

was used by NSP gspecifically in providing information to SP

when obligatory reflects the average across all six dyads.

Interdyad vearisbility here provides additional support to
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the didactic style used by two of the speaking partners

(Table R12). The provision of obligatory information by
NSP (in response to SP’s query or correction back-channel)
was relatively infrequent for NSP1l, 3, S5, and 6 (2x, 2%, 0%
and 7%, respectively) while for NSP2 and NSP4 a
significantly higher proportion (43% and 16%, respectively)
of their BBCs were in the form of obligatory information
addition or repetition than that of their peers, X? (1) =
63.60, p<.001l. Consistent with earlier findinga, NSP2
reflects the most didactic conversational style among the
six dyads. SP’s frequent aspelling correctiona, and
mnodality use requirement demands, (in which NSP’s message
or message elements were not fully accepted by SP until
they were produced in the form with which SP held NSP
accountable) resulted in a relatively high percentage of
NSP’s BBCs focused on complying with SP’s modality and
epelling accuracy demands. NSP4, while representing a less
intensive didactic interaction style, was also laced with
accountability work as reflected in the relatively high
proportion of NSP BBCs produced as obligatory information
in response to SP correctionas and queriea. SP typically
held NSP accountable to the production of responses encoded
in “complete'" sentenceas. That is, holophrasatic or
teiegraphic responses although potentially interpretable to
SP were rejected and more extended surface forma were
required by NSP, on several occasions. In addition to

correction back-channels, SP’a query back-channela
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occasionally reflected thease referential requirementa which
NSP was held accountable for producing.

As discuassed above, although speaker back-channels as
produced by NSP were frequently similar to short auditor
back-channels in form, certain BBCs functioned in a manner
similar to long back-channelas. The clearest examples are
the BBCs which serve as negation or correction signals
which indicate to prior speaker that his/her interpretation
of an NSP main-channel bit was incorrect (i.e., functioning
in a similar fashion to Correction or Query Back-Channels>
15.5% of all NSP BBCs reflected negation/correction bits
(Tables R11 and R12). If these particular asubtypes of BBCs
are lookad at in proportion to the total back-channels

produced by NSP, 13% of all NSP BBCs were actually a form

of SP correction. This fact is an important one. While

NSP virtually never queried SP when_ SP produced his/her own

conversational contributions, NSP did hold SP accountable

for correctly interpreting NSP’s contributions. Consistent
with discussions above, interdyad variability was found
(Table R12). While NSP3 and NSP6 produced
negation/correction BBCs close to the average score across
all six dyads (14% and 17%, respectively), NSP1l and NSPS
produced a greater proportion of negation/correction BBCs
(25% and 31%). It is interesting to note that the speaking
partners’ within these dyads produced many more modulated

expansions (expansion checks) than the other dyads. With

this increased use of expansion checks came a larger number
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(than produced by their speaking peers) of @BCe which
became Trouble Source Elements (i.e., the source of repair
sequences). Identifying these trouble sources and then
correcting them might contribuﬁe to the increase@ number of
BBC’s used as negation/correction markers by the NSPs .

NSP2 and NSP4 produced fewer negation/correction sequences

(4% and O%, respectively) than the average. The infrequent
use of negation/correction sequences among these last two
dyads ia an intereasting finding. Rarely (if ever) did
these two NSPs challenge SP, even during the
co-construction of NSP’s messages. These two dyads also
reflect interactions which were laced with accountability
work (more so with Dyad 2 but also found within Dyad 4).
One might conclude that the didactic tendency on the part
of these two SPs (and the more controlling role, then,
asserted by them) might have affectively influenced the
absence of challenging accountability work on the part of
the NSPs.

3. How frequently do long auditor back-channels result in

conversational repair (i.e., become Trouble Source
Elements) ?

Long Back-Channels and Conversational Repair

In the discussion above, 15.5% of all NSP‘’s aspeaker
back-channela (BBCs) were reportedly produced a=s
negation/correction bits in relation to SP’s auditor

back-channel interpretstiocn sf NEP’s nesszages (Tables Rl1l
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and R12>. This percentage includes both negation and
correction BBC signals which were often produced by NSP in
reference to the same SP back-channel elements. That is,
NSP frequently informed SP that his/her interpretation was
incorrect with a negation Qignal (e.g., "no") followed by a
correction attempt {(e.g., repetition of intended message).
Since each of these back-channel signals was produced as a
discrete turn (each with its own C-act function, given the
turn and C-act definitions used within this study), both
the repair initiation and correction attempt were included
in the BBC count described above. In computing an accurate
accounting of the precise number of SP long back-channels
which resulted in a repair initiation by NSP, we need to
identify the precise number of SP back-channels which were
followed by an NSP repair initistinn (whether a correction
was also produced by NSP or not). Despite the relatively
large proportion of NSP’a apeaker back-channela involved in
SP correction attempts, the actual percentage of SP’s
auditor back-channels which set the occasion for an NSP

repair was relatively small. Approximately 3% of all SP

long back-channeles resulted in a repair segquence. In other

words 97% of SP’s long back-channels were accepted by NSP

and only a small proportion of the auditor feedback signals
produced by SP were challenged by NSP as inappropriate
(Table R13). (The proportion of long back-channels which
became TSEs were aignificantly less than the expected

frequency, X2 (1) = 900,32, p<.001.> While this percentage
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TABLE R13

Accepted And Repaired Long Back-Channels

Partner Accepted Long B-Cls Repaired Long B-Cls
SP1 150 8
SP2 195 1
SP3 246 S
SP4 94 0
SPS 174 8
SP6 125 7

Totalas, Proportiona' and Percentages

Partner Accepted Long B-Cls Repaired Long B-Cls
SP1-6 S84 29
984/1013 29/1013
.9714 .0286
97% 3%
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is quite small, interdyad variability existed here as well
(Table R13 and Appendix R5). For Dyads 1, 3, S5 and 6
frequencies of 5%, 2%, 4% and 5%, reaspectively, were
obtained. For Dyads 2 and 4, however, .l1% and 0% of SP
auditor back-channels were challenged by NSP. (A
aignificant difference wag found between the performance of
the former and latter groups, X% (1) = 9.26, p<.01.) While
one might aasume that these latter speaking partners
produced consistently accurate interpretations of their
nonspeaking partners’ message elements, what might also be
congidered is the "intimidating' impact these didactic SP
interaction styles had on their nonspeaking partners.

Dyads 2 and 4, as described in the preceding section,
reflected conversational exchanges rich in accountability
sequences. With such amall percentages of repairs
initiated by the NSPs and such frequent didactic sequences
initiated by the SPs in relation to NSP’s productions, the
one sidedness of these accountability sequences is clearly

revealed.

Repairable Back-Channel Typeg.

In examining the long auditor back-channels which

became Trouble Source Elements (TSEs) it’s interesting to
note the particular back-channel forms which most typically

accounted for these repairables (Table R14>. 52% (15> of

these TSEs were produced as @GBCs. That is, 15 queries in

themselves became the focus of repair negotiation. While

this seems & contradiction in terms, it is not. 0Of these
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TABLE Ri14

Back-Channel Type Breakdown For Trouble Source Elements

Number Back-Channel Type Percentage
15 = Query Bawck-Channels 52%
9 = Restatement Back-Channels 31x%
S = Expansion Back-Channels 17%
29 = Total Trouble Source Elements

Breakdown By C-Act Type

Number Back-Channel/C-Act Type Percentage

15 = GQuery Back-Channels S52%
10 ACEX~-CK
2 ACRP~-CK

1 ACGS~CK
1 opca
1 RQYN

9 = Restatement Back-Channels 31%
6 ACSM
3 ACRP

S = Expanaion Back-Channels 17%
5 ACEX

Note: For C-Act Definitions see Appendix B
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1S guerieas, 10 (or 67%) were actually expansion

back~channels produced as confirmation checks (see Table

Rl14)>. While the majority of expansiona produced as
confirmation checks across all.six dyads, were confirmed as
accurate (87%), 13% of these expansion checks were infirmed
as_inaccurate expansions by.the nonspeakers. These
inaccurate expansions provided the greatest number of SP
long back-channels which became Trouble Source Elements.

Of the remaining S QBCs which became TSEs, 1 was encoded as
an ODCQ, 1 as an RQYN, 1 as an ACGS5-CK (a guess check) and
2 as ACRP-CKs (repetition checks). (See Appendix B for
C-act terms). In total 13 of the 15 query back-channeis
which became trouble source elements were confirmation
cuecks which were infirmed as incorrect. Restatements

which became TSEs, accounted for 31X of the total TSEs

produced as_long back-channels and Expansion Back-Channels

(i.e., produced in an unmodulated form) accounted for 17%

of the total (Table R14>. Since expansions, whether
produced as confirmation checks (and classified as @QBCs) or
produced assertively (as EBCs), both refiect the speaking
partners completion of the nonspeaker’s message beyond that
which was explicitly produced, it is not surprising that
expansion forms would account for the majority of SP
auditor back-~channels which were infirmed as inaccurate
interpretations of NSP’s messages. Of the total auditor
back-channels produced by SP which became TSEs, 69% were

occaaioned by SP expanding NSP’a measage during C-act
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co-conatruction. In summary, while the total proportion of

ong back-ch ela which becam urce of r
sequences was gquite small (3%) m of these T
wer used by Expansions (whether duced in a modulated

or_unmodulated form) of NSP’s prior message or message
element. It should be noted, however, when the total
expansion and query expansion forms of back-channels are
combined across all six dyads, only 9% of the expansion
forms produced resulted in errors. 91X, however, were
accurate interpretations of RSP’s intended message.
Significantly more expanaions were accurately than

inaccurately tranmitted by the SPs, X% (1) = 111.81,

p<.001.>
4. What was the distribution of r and apeaker
ack-channels, by both apeaking and nonspeakin artners

in relation to the whole va. corposite act distinctions
which dominated the conversations produced by these
partners?

Back~-Channel Use Across Whole and Co-Conastructed Acts

Converaation Act (C-Act) Distribution.

Before examining the distribution of back-channels
which were produced within *“whole" C- a&ta in comparison to
the distribution found within "composite®” C-acts we must
look at the number of C-acts which were actually produced
as whole acts and the number which required co-construction
on the part of both SP and NSP.

According to Wexler et al., 1983, there are three
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distinctive types of C-acta within nonapeech/apeech
interactions. The first, whole conversational acts, refers
to a C-act produced in its entirety within one turn at
"speaking”. Typically, all C-acta produced by vocal
conversationaliste are *“whole"” acts of this nature. The
second, composite conversational act, is a synthetic

C-act. Typically within nonspeech/speech interactions, the
nonspeaker’as C-acts are co-constructed by both NSP and
hia/her SP partner. Conversational fragmenta (auch aa
letters or words) are produced within separate speaking
turna which, with the partner’s aid, accrue to a
“perceived” whole C-act. Thie perceived whole act is the
conposite C-act. The conversational fragmente which make
up the composite act are called C-act components. These
“"componenta’ make up the third C-act type.

In the Wexler et al. study while each and every C-act
(whether whole, composite or component) received a C-act
code, only the whole and composite C-acts were analyzed and
reported as results. When the totesl amount of C-acts which

were explicitly produced by NSP_and SP (that is, the whole

and components acts produced by Dyads 1-6&) are counted. 72%

of these C-acts are produced as components of perceived

conpoaite acta. (If the synthesized composite acts
themselves are added to this total, then 69% of the total
C-acts produced were component acts.) Since such a large
percentage of the information exchanged by these

conversational partners are within these perceived
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composite acta, excluding them from the analyses, results
in an incomplete picture of the interactional dynamics
within these exchangea. Additionally, since approximately
8% of all the com x_conversational acts conv db
these asix NSPas are produced as composite acts, unpacking

these acts would prove useful.

Back-Channel Distribution.

One might hypoﬁhesize that a significantly greater
proportion of back-channela (eapecially long auditor
back~channels) would be used by thess partnsrs wiﬁhin the
co-constructed composite C-acts than used within the whole

acts exchanged. Results support thias hypothesias. 79% of

the total number of back-channels identified are produced
ag _components within composite acts while 21% are produced
as whole acts or in relation to completed composite C-acts
(Table R1S). (For the current anslyeis, both whole acts
and completed composite acts were incorporated within the
“whole act" classification. All components aequences,
which reflected a dependency relationship with perceived
composaite acts, were included within the “composite
sequence’” classificetion). A significantly larger
proportion of back-channels, therefore, are used during the
co-construction of NSP’s complex messages than used across
whole or synthesized act exchange, x* (1) = 78.92, p<.001.
Before looking at the distribution of back-channel types
within co-constructed and non co-constructed acta, several
e .

other comparisions may prove interesting. It should be

'
Y
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TABLE R1S

Back-Channel Diatribution And Proportiona
Across Whole And Co-Conatructed Conversational Acts

Dyad B-Cla/ Whole Acts B-Cls/Co-Conastructed Acts
#1 46/237 (.1940) 191/237 (.8059)
#2 87/284 (.3063) 197/284 (.6936)
#3 S58/350 (.1657) 2927350 (.8342)
#4 44/129 (.3410) 85/129 (.6589)
#5 39/247 (.1578) 208/247 (.8421)
#6 357233 (.1502) 1987233 (.8497)

Total Frequencies, Proportiona And Percentagesa:

Dyad B-Cls/ Whole Acts B-Clas/Co~Constructed Acts
#1-6 30971480 (.2087) 117171480 (.7912)
21% 79%
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emphasized that component acta are not aynonymous with
back-channel aignaling. During C-act co-conatruction,
NSPs’ letter or word components are main-channel
phenomenon. While the forna of'thia main-channel
information is different from that communicated across
vocal interactanta, due to ita aegmented nature, these
segments still convey subatantive =@ain-channel
information. The speaking partners’ feedback signals and
the nonepeakers’ evaluations of those feedback signals are
back-channel phencmenon. In the corpus ansliyzed, of the

total C-acts produced as components of composite acts, 62X

are produced as back-channels (see Table R16>. The average
number of component C-acts (as measured across all six
dyads) required for a composite act to be conveyed, was
approximately 21 C-acts. (See Appendix R6 for composite
act breakdown across all six dyads). The average number of
back~-channels used within these compcsite sequences was

13. Nearly 2/3s of the work done by these partners during
collaborated attempts at conveying NSP’s complex messages,
wags focused on back-channel activity. When whole acts (and
completed composite acts) were exchanged by these partners,

38X _of these actas ware produced in the back-channel. (It

should be noted that composite C~acts, as used by the
subjectes in this corpus, were not back-channel signals in
that they always added substantive information to the topic
of talk). While a relatively fair proportion of C-acts

were used, even during whole act exchanges, for feedback
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TABLE R16

Percentage 0f C-Acts Used For Back-Channeling

WHOLE ACTS CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS
309/813 117171889
» 3800 .6199
38x , 62%

Distribution 0f Back-Channels Acroass SPs And NSPs

WHOLE ACTS CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS
Total = 309 Total = 1171
sp NSP =) 54 NSP
202/309 107/309 944/1171 22771171
.6537 . 3463 .8061 .193%9
65% 35% 81x% 19%

Back~Channel Diatribution Acrose Groups And Contexta

WHOLE ACTS CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS
sp NSP SP NSP
35% ABC 64% BBC 67% RBC 100% BBC
28% QBC 36% ABC 15% QBC 0% ABC

22% RBC 9% EBC
12% CBC 6% ABC
3% EBC 2% CBC
0x BBC 0% BBC
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activity, sigificantly higher proportiona were used within
co-conatructed composite acts, X* (1) = 23.18, p<.001.
(See Appendix R7 for back-channel type breakdown acroas
individual dyads).

The interdyad variability found was consistent with
prior findings. As reported above, the average

distribution (across all six dyads) of back-chanpels within
component segquences acgounted for 79% of total back-channel

activity with 21% produced as whole C-acts (Table R15).

The participants within dyads 1,3,5 and 6 shared similar

distributiona (81%/19%, 83%/17%, 84%/16% and 85%/15%,
respectively, X* (3) = 1.87, n.s.), aas did the partners
within dyades 2 and 4 (69%/31X and 66%/34X, respectively, x*
(1> = .497, n.s.). Yet there was a significant difference
between the proportional distribution of back-channela
shared among the former group as compared to the latter
group, X* (1) = 40.74, p<.001. Once again, this
distinctive performance by Dyad 2 and Dyad 4 reflected the
particular styles of these dyads. Because both SP2 and SP4
held the NSPas accountable for producing C-acts within
“acceptable’” forms (for NSP2 that involved using her
communication aid in lieu of vocal attemptas at
comnunicating as well as spelling all her communication
exchanges accurately, while for NSP4 accountability
involved reaponding in complete sentences so that the
referents and referential relations were explicitly

produced within the C-act) for these dyads there was
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proportionally more back-channeling produced within whole
acts and following the completion of composite acts than
produced by their peers.. Wherein completed composasite
rassaces were actually intelligibly conveyed, these SPs
frequently held the NSPas accountable to the production of
prior responses in what they felt were "appropriate' forms.
This accountability work then, influenced the production of
more CBCs and QBCs by SP and concommitantly more BBCs by
NSP within theae whole actsa.

The above distribution of back-channel activity within
whole and composite C-acta reflected the amount of
situational pull and conversational force withir these

distinctive acts which set the occasion for back-channel

signaling. Clearly, the pull for feedback activity during
C-act co-construction was much stronger than during whole
act or following aynthesized C-act exchange. Further
analyses of the back-channel activity within these two
contexts revealed more specific information regarding the
form and function of the diatinctive feedback sysastem
identified within this corpus.

The informaéion to follow has been divided into two
sections. The first section describes the distribution of
back~-channeling found acrosa each subject group (i.e.,
speakers va. nonspeakers) within each of the two contexts
(i. e., whole va. co-constructed act sequences). The
second section deacribes the especific back-channel types

used by each subject group within each context.
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Differences across contexts will then ba identified. (For
conplete information regarding the back-channel type
diatribution for each partner within each dyad, across
whole or co-constructed C-act exchanges, see Appendices R7

and R8.)

Back-Channel Distribution Across Subject Groupsa:

Acroass all the whole or synthesized C-acta
exchanged, SP produced 65% of the total back-channels
across both conversational partners with NSP contributing
35X (Table R16)>. While not equal in distribution, these
frequencies reflect a more balanced picture of back-channel
activity than deacribed earlier, when both whole and
composite contexts were combined (Table R1). All of the
back~-channels produced by SP in relation to the
nonspeakers’ whole or completed composite acts were auditor
back-channels (Table R17). 35% were simple Acknowiedgment
(short) Back-Channels and the remaining 65X reflected long
back-channel forms. No speaker back-channels were used by

the SPse. For the NSPs’ 36X of the total back-channels

produced as whole actas were short auditor back-channels
(ABCs) and 64X were speaker back-channel aign;la (BBCs).
No long auditor back-channels were used by the NSPs.
Similar to earlier discussionsa concerning Acknowledgrent
Back-Channel use by both the apeaking and nonspeaking

partners, ABC use by both NSP and SP within whole acts

reflected relatively equal proportional use (36X and 35% of
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total back-channels used by each partner, reaspectively, Xz
(1> = .093, n.s.). When results are averaged across all
six dyads, it appeared that both speaking and nonaspeaking
conversational partners used similar proportions of their
feedback signaling to simply acknowledge their partner’s
converasational contributions. The remaining 64X and 65% of
the back-channeling produced by each partner within these
whole acts, was used in sharing more complex feedback
information. While there was a aignificant difference
across speaking and nonspeaking groups in terms of the
proportional distribution ox back-channels across auditor
and speaker signals, X? (1) = 164.57, p<.001, there was no
significant difference in the proportional distribution of
complex and noncomplex back-channel feedback produced, X*
(1) = .07, p<.001.

81X of the total back-channels used across both
speaking and nonspeaking partners, within the composgite
sequencesa, were produced by SP. 19% were produced by NSP
(Table R16). Since only NSPa provide main-channel
information within a composite C-act (since co-constructing
their messages is the focus) and all of SPs’ contributions
are produced as feedback exchanges in relation to NSPs’
main-channel bits, the dominance of SP back-channeling is
not surprising. 6X of SP’a back-channels were short
auditor signalas and 94X were long auditor signals (Table
R17>. No speaker back-channel signals were used by the

SPs. 100X of NSPs’ back-channels were spesaker back-channel
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signals. (The proportional distribution of auditor and
epeaker signaling across speaking and nonspeaking partners
was highly significant, X% ¢1> = 1171.02, p<.001.) The 19%
back-channel distribution attributed to NSP reflected NSPs’
speaker back channel refinement of SPs’ interpretation of
the complex measagesa being co-conatructed. While the
relationahip between complex and noncomnplex feadback
signaling across speaking and nonaspeaking partners wasa

. significantly different, X2 (1) = 14.40, p<.00l1, the actual
percentages reveal that the proportion of back-channels
produced as complex signals by each group (94% and 100% for
speaking and nonapeaking groups, respectively) are not as

distinct as statistical measures suggest.

Back-Channel Type Distribution Acrosa Each Subiject Group

The back-channel type distribution found across_ whole

acts was indeed different from the distribution found

within composite acts. (See Table R16). Across whole acts
exchanged, 35% of the speaking partners back-channels were
short acknowledgment signals (ABCs). The remaining 65%
were used aa long back-channels. These long auditor
aignals were distributed across the four back-channel
types. 22X were Restatement Back-Channels (RBCs), 28% were
Query Back-Channels (@BCs), 3% as Expansion Back-Channels
(EBCa) and 12% as Correction Back-Channels (CBCs). As
described above, 36X of NSP’s back-channels were produced

as short acknowledgment signals (ABCs) and 64% were
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produced as apeaker back-channel aignale (BBCs).

In terms of back-channel use, both SP and NSP appeared
to use proportionaliy equal amounta of their total
back-channel activ;ty, simply écknowledging each qther'a
contributions to the topic of talk and equal proportions
signaling more complex information (Table R17). For SP,
this complex back-channeling involved all four long
back-channel types, although SP’s simple acknowledgments
raeflected the largest proportion of SP back-channel signals
communicated acrose this context (35%). Queries and
Restatements accounted for the next highest frequencies
(28X and 22%, respectively), Corrections accounted for 12%
of back-channel use (a relatively high proportion) and
Expansions were used 3% of the time. What is immediately
evident, is that unlike the distributions deacribed earlier
(acrosa combined whole and component sasequences),
Reatatement Back-Channela play a lesa predominant role
within SP’s back-channel distribution across whole acts and
aimple acknowledgments play a greater role than previously
described.

Earlier results (question #1) in which back-channel
activity was not segmented into co-constructed and whole
act contextas, revealed that Reastatements were the largest
single form of back-channels used by the SPs (accounting
for T8% of total back-chaiinel use) and, in fact, were used
more often than all other back-channel types combined, X%

(1) = 40.71, p<.001. In examining back-channel
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TABLE R17

Totals Pertitioned Into Auditor And Speaker Signals

Acroas Whole Acts

AUDITOR SIGNALS

SPEAKER SIGNALS

long long long long short
RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC BBC
SPs 44 7 57 24 70 0
22% 3% 28% 12% 35% 0%
NSPa o) 0 o 0 39 68
Oox ox Ox% (0} 4 36% 64%
SpP NSP

65X long auditor signals
35% ashort auditor signals
O0X apeaker aignals

OxX long auditor signals
36% short auditor signals
64X speaker signals

Totala Partitioned Into Auditor And Speaker Signals
Acroass Co-Conatructed Acts

AUDITOR SIGNALS

SPEAKER SIGNALS

long long long long short
RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC BBC
SPs 634 87 145 18 S7 o)
67% 9% 15% 2% 6% 0x
NSPs o) o] (o) o) o 227
0% 0% (o} 4 ox 0% 100%
SP. NSP

94X long &uditor asignals
o 6% short auditor signals

0% apeaker =zignals

OX long auditor sasignals
0% short auditor aignals
100% apeaker aignals
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distribution across the whole act context, however, there
was no significant difference in the proportion of
back-channels used in the Reatatement, Acknowledgment or
Query cldssificationa, x* (1> = 5.92, n.s. although ABCs
were the type most frequently used.

Equally true for the NSP’s, when whole act contexts
are isolated, a relatively large proportion of their
feedback activity was used for signaling attention and
acknowledgment of their partner’as conversational
contributions. While the greatest frequency of
back-channel use waas within speaker feedback signals (i.e.,
when NSP was confirming, infirming or correcting SP’a
back-channel contributions) the balance between these two
back-channel formats (i.e., auditor and speaker signals)
across whole acta waa much more equitable.

Short auditor back-channels (ABCs) were used only 6%
of the time by SPs’ within composite sequencss (as
component back-~channela) with long auditor back-channels
accounting for the remaining 94% of SP back-channel
activity (Table R17). RBCs were used 67% of the time,
QBCs 15X of the time, EBCa were used 9% of the time and
CBCs only 2% of the time. No speaker back-channels were
produced by the SPa. All of NSP’a back-channels were
produced as speaker back-channels (BBCs). When produced as
components of composite acts these NSP signals were always
produced in response to SPa’ back-channel. (Hence by

definition all écknowlading typea of NSP back-channels
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produced within co-conatructed acts are claassified as
BBCs. No NSP auditor back-channels are identifiable within
co-conatructed sequences.)

In discussing the back-channel type distribution
within composite co-constructed sequences, an even less
equitable picture of back-channel activity is evident than
that described earlier, when both whole act and composite
gaquences were combined. 81% of all back-channel signals
produced by these partners were attributed to SP, with only
i9x NSP.produced {Table R16>. The feedback exchanéed
within these composite sequences was predominantly produced
by SP. In fact, all of SP’s contributions within these
co-constructed acts are in the form of feedback activity.
Only 6% of SP’s back-channel signaling was used for simply
acknowledging NSP’s contributions while 94X was used for
conveying more complex feedback information (Table R17>. A
significantly larger proportion of Restatement
Back-channels were used than all other back-channel forms
combined, X% (1) = 115.36, p<.001. In other words, SP
explicitly reatated NSP’a mesaage elementa, worda and
messages as a form of feedback exchange, more frequently
than any other type of feedback signaling. Concomitantly,
all of NSP’a back-channel communications within these
co-constructed unitas reflected apeaker back-back-channel
signaling. NSP’s feedback signals were exclusively used to
confirm or guide SP’s interpretation of NSP’e prior

main-channel bitas during message co-construction.
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Comparisons of Contexts

Speaking Partners’ Back-Channel use:

In looking at these distributions (see Tables R13S, R20
and Appendices R7 and R8), it becomes immediately evident
that the fora and frequency of back-channel activity across
these two contexts (i.e., when used across whole act turns
and within co-constructed sequences) was quite different,
x? (4> = 251.77, p<.001. A conparison of theae
distributions reveals distinctive interactional activity
within each of these contexts. Many more Reatatement
Back~Channels were produced by SP within compoaite
co-construction than across whole acts (Table R19>. The
proportional distribution of Restatement Back-Channels to
other back-channel types across whole or co-constructed
contexts was significantly different, X% )y = 144.13,
p<¢.001. This is consistent with the situational pull or
conversational demands of co-constructing NSP’s message
with him/her at the message element level. When feedback
was conveved following a completely formed NSP message,
produced either within a single turn at talk (these
“messages” were typically simple yes/no or single word

ressages) or following a completed composite act, SP

restated the message as a form of acknowledgment (RBCs) 22%

of the time. 1In fact, across whole acts, RBCe were less

frequently used than simple ABCs. Within co-constructed

composites, however, RBCa accounted for 67% of all the
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TABLE R18

Back~Channel Typse DPistribution across Groups and

Contexts

SPEAKING PARTNERS

NONSPEAKING PARTNERS

WHOLE CO-CONSTRUCTED WHOLE CO~CONSTRUCTED
22% RBC 67% RBC 36% ABC 0x ABC

35% ABC 6% ABC 64% BBC 100%x BBC
28% QBC 15x QBC

3x EBC 9% EBC

12x CBC 2% CBC

0x BBC 0x BBC
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TABLE R19

Back-Channael Type Frequency Distribution Across Six SPs

Acrosa Whole Acts (W)
Vl. "
Co-Conatructed Acts (C)

Partner RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC

SP1 W 1  (4%) 0O (O%) 14 (58%) O (0%) 10 (42%)
SP1 C 102 (68%) 8 (5%) 33 (22%) O (0% 7 (5%)
SpP2 W e (16ex) 2 4%) 15 (27%) 21 (38%) 9 (1%
SpP2 C 104 (67%) 3 (2x) 32 (21%) 14 (%) 3 (2%)
SP3 W 1e (38%) 2 (5%) 12 (29%) O 0%) 12 (29%)
SP3 C 172 (73%) 19 (8%) 30 (13%) 1 (.4%) 14 (6%)
SP4 W 9 (31%) 1 (3x) 10 (34%) 3 (10%x) 6 (21%)
SP4 C 61 (84x%) 3 (4ax%) 7 (¢10%) O (0%) 2 (3%)
SPS W 6 (21%) 0 (0O%) S (18%) O (0%) 17 (61%)
SPS € 133 (74%) 9 (5% 289 (18%) 1 (.8%> 7 (4%
SP6 W 3 (14%) 2 (9%) 1 (5%) O (0%) 16 (73%)
sSp6 C 65 (43%) 45 (30%) 14 (9%) 2 (1%) 24 (16%)

Totala Acrosa Six SPa

Partner RBC EBC QBC CBC ABC

sp

1-6 W 44 (22%) 7 4x) 57 (28%) 24 (12%) 70 (35%)
SP

1-6 C 637 (68%) 87 (9%) 145 (15%) 18 (2%) 57 (6%)
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back-channel formsa used by SP (Table R18). ABCa were used
ruch less frequently by SP within these composite sequences
(6%X of the back-channels used as compared with 35X in the
whole act distribution, X* (1) = 138.23, p<.001). SP more
frequently repeated and summarized NSP message elements in
lieu of simply acknowledging them with a head nod or other
short back-channel signal (e.g., the vocal emblem “Mhmn™)
during co-constructed messages. The ceo-construction
process itself necessitated a more active listener role for
ég. (It should be noted that while significantly fewer
restatements were produced across whole acts than within
conposite actas, RBCa were atill relatively frequent in the
former context. This fact will be discussed in the section
to follow).

Queries were, proportionally, less frequently used
during composite co-conatruction (15% as compared with 28%,
X 1) = 18.94, p<.001) and Expansions more frequently used
(9X aa compared with 3%, X* (1) = 7.31, p<.01) than
throughout whole act exchanges (Tables Ri8 and R19). Both
of these findings are coneistent with inherent distinctions
between back-channeling complete messageas from
back-channeling component message elements. Completed
messages were more typically followed by a variety of
queries in addition to confirmation checks (e.g., reguests
for additional referential information, in relation to
NSP’a messagea, were productive only after completed

composite acts were tranamitted). The majority of queries
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used within compoaites, however, were confirmation checks
in which the form of the message being tranasmitted was most
typically checked at measage boundaries. Additionally, the
high use of RBCs which involved message verification at the
element level resulted in proportionally fewer confirmation
requests.

Expansions, however, were more frequently used within
composite sequences. Since word completions were used
significantly more frequently than measage extenaions,
components within which words were being spelled provided
nore opportunities for SP to complete a word in the
back-channel. EBCs, when produced acroas whole acts,
generally reflected message extenasions and were
infrequently used.

An unusually high proportion of Correction
Back-Channelas (12%) were identified across whole act
exchanges, with a much smaller percentage (2%) used within
composite co-construction (Tebles R18 and R19). It appears
that SP corrected NSP’s conversational contributions
significantly more often across whole act exchanges, X% (1
= 46.92, p<.001. Dyad variability sheda light on this

frequent CBC use. SP_1, 3, S and 6 produced no (0) CBCs

within these whole acts exchanged. SP2 and SP4, however,

did produce whole act CBCs and performed significantly

differently than their four peers, X* (1) = 37.48, p<.001.
Consistent with the discussion above, the SP within Dyad 2

produced a large number of CBCas. In fact, within this

20S

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



dyad’s back-channel distribution for whole acta, the
greatest number of back-channels produced by the speaking
partner were actually produced as corrections (38%X). This
high frequency, once again, was related to the didactic
style used by thia SP in which heavy accountability work
was done. Correction Back-Channels, while related to prior
speaker’s main-channel contributions, were not focused on
traditional clarification work. They reflected unmodulated
listener judgements that prior main-channel contribution
was not "acceptable”™ in form. SP4, while producing fewer
whole act CBCs than SP2 (only 10% of total back-channels
produced), also reflected a didactic inteéaction atyle
laced with accountability work. It should be noted, once
again, that no (0%) CBCs were used as whole act
back~channela by the other four dyada.

Corrections were infrequently done within composite
C-actz (Tablea R18 and R19). (In fact, one might predict a
larger production of corrections to be used by NSP since
the co-conastructed messageas were initiated by NSP.
Negation/Correction asequences were indeed found within
NSP’s speaker back-channel BBCs.) While 12% of whole act
back-channels (used by SP) were CBCs, only 2X were used by
SP within composite acts. Interdyad variability, however,
once again reinforcea the picture of CBC use heavily
resting within one dyad, xz (1> = 50.01, p<.001. 9% of
SP2’s back-channels within the composi;e acts were CBCs (14

correctione were produced) while for the remaining five
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dyads few (if any) CBCas were produced within a
co-constructed message (0%, .4%, 0X, .5X and 1% for Dyads
1, 3, 4, S5 and 6, respectively.) With the 1n£ensive nutual
focus, shared by SPa and NSPa ﬁhroughout fhe
co-construction process on transmitting NSP’s message, one
would hypothesize that the use of SP CBCs would be
limited. In a general senase one would additionally
hypothesize that throughout all of these exchanges, since
the context was designed to promote conversational
interaction between cooperative conversationalists (c.f.,
Grice, 1967), didactic exchanges (which typify CBC use)
would be infrequent. Within the majority of these
interactions, in fact, few didactic exchanges were found.
For Dyad 2, however, (and in a lesser degree Dyad 4) a
didactic focus waa prevalent. For these partners, the
interactional focus ;as fraquently one of accountability
instead of an equitable sharing of information, thoughtsa

and feelings which typifies casual conversational exchange.
Nonspeaking Partners’ Back-Channel usge:®

While only 64X of NSP back-channela produced within
whole acts were produced aa apeaker Back-Back-Channel
signals (with 36X used as simple auditor acknowledgments),
all of the back-chennels produced by NSP within the
composite sequences were BBCs (Tables R18 and R20). (There
existed a highly significent difference between

proportional BBC use across whole and co-constructed

207

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE R20
Back-Channel Type Frequency Distribution Across Six NSPs
Across Whole Acts (W)

va.
Co-Constructed Actas (O

Partner ABC BBC

NSP1 W 13 (62x) - 8 (38%)
NSP1 C (o} (O%) 41 (100%)
NSP2 W 0 (0%) 31 (100%)
NSP2 C (o} (0%) 41 (100%)
NSP3 W 7 (44%) a9 (56%)
NSP3 C (o} (0%) 56 (100%)
NSP4 W 8 (53%) 7 (47%)
NSP4 C o] (0%) 12 (100%)
NSPS W 4 (36%) 7 (e4x%)
NSPS C 0 (0%) 29 (100%)
NSPé W 7 (54%) 6 (46%)
NSPé C 0 (0%) 48 (100%)

Totala Acrosas Six NSPs

Partner ABC BBC

NSP

1-6 W 39 (36%) 68 (64%)
NSP

1-6 C 0 (0%) 227 (100%)
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contexts, X% ¢1) = 93.73, p<.001.) These short signals
were used to confirm, accept, reject and correct SP’se
interpretations‘of NSP’a message elements as well as signal
word boundaries throughout the co-construction process.

The BBCs produced by the nonspeakers acrosas the whole acts
exchanged and within composite sequences can be compared in
several ways (see Table R21).

In terms of the obligatory nature of these acts, 72%
of BBC whole acts were obligatory. That is 72X of all KSP
speaker back-channels were produced following an SP Query
or Correction Back-Channel. 28% were nonobligatory
regponses. 6% of these self-initiated speaker feedback
signals were produced (across whole acts) as negative
acknowledgmenta, merving as repair initiators. The
remaining 22% were simple positive acknowledgmente of a
nonobligatory nature (confirmations which followed
Expansion, Restatement or Acknowledgment Back-Channels
produced by SP. NSP speaker back-channel confirmations
following a query or correction were included within the
obligatory BBC percentage listed above.)

Within composite act co-construction, S5S%X of all BBCs
were obligatory responses, with 45% nonobligtory. 11% of
these latter signals were negative acknowledgments and
functioned as repair initiators, with the remaining 34%
available for a range of other nonobligatory functions.
Theae included aimple confirmationa, other and self

correctiona, and word boundary signaling. Thia higher
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TABLE R21

BBC Distribution Across Whole And Within Co-Constructed
Acta (Average Frequenciea Acroas All Six NSPa)

ACROSS WHOLE ACTS ACROSS CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS
72% Obligatory Response S55% Obligatory Response
48/67 126/228
28%x Nonobligatory Responses 45% Nonobligatory Responses
18/67 1027228

The Nonobligatory Responsea Can Be Further Subdivided

ACROSS WHOLE ACTS ACROSS CO-CONSTRUCTED ACTS
6% Negative Acknowledgments 11%
(4/67) (25/7228)
22% Other Nonobligatory Responses 34%
(15/67) (77/228)
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frequency of nonobligatory feedback supports a notion of
nutual monitoring by the partners for the purpose of
co-accomplishing the nonspeaker’s propositions.

In comparing these two contexts, proportionally fewer
back-back-channel signals were obligatory in nature within
the co-constructed sequences, while proportionally more
were used to initiate an SP repair or signal other complex
nonobligatory information than across whole act exchanges,
X2 (1) = 5.74, p<.0S. Nearly twice the proportional use of
BBCa as negative acknowledgmenta was found within
co-constructed acts as compared with whole act exchanges,
but no significant difference in these distributions was
found statistically, X% (1) = 1.46, n.s.

Overall, nonspeaker’s BBCs were used for similar
functiona whether produced across whole acts or within
co-conetructed contexts. Back-back-channel signals were
more frequently produced as highly obligatory responses,
across both contexts, although more so across whole act
exchanges. When not produced as “required" feedback, BBCs
were used to refine or confirm SP’s back-channel
interﬁretations of some NSP prior main-channel bit. NSP
used these nonobligatory BBCa more frequently and for more
complex functions within co-constructed sequences (e.g.,
for acknowledging SP’s interpretations of NSP’as message
elementa, for correcting trouble source elements, and for
signaling word boundaries.)

In_summary, for these nonspeaking/speaking dyads,
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communication in the back-channel played a leaa dominant
role across whole actas exchange than within C-act
co-construction sequencea. This seems consistent with the
contextual influencs co-constrﬁcting NSP’s messages placed
on feedback activity.

Acroaas whole acts SP simply acknowledged NSP’s
messages in the form of simple auditor signals much more
frequently, restated NSP’s main-channel contributions far
less frequently, queried the content of NSP’s messages more
often, expanded them less and corrected them more.often
than within co-constructed sequencea. Concurrent with
this, NSP acknowledged SP’s main-channel messages (in the
form of short auditor feedback signals) exclusively across
whole act exchanges, and produced back-back-channel signals
(speaker asignals) less frequently than within
co-conatructed exchanges. O0f the BBCs produced, however, a
high percentage were obligatory responses to SP’s
back~channel queries and corrections, few functioned as SP
correctiona and proportionally fewer (than within
co-conatructed contexts) were nonobligatory asignalsa.
Back-Chsnnel activity was distributed proportionally more
equitably across conversational partners within this
context (65% attributed to SP and 35% to NSP) than within
co-conatructed contexts (with 81% attributed to SP and 19%
to NSP) .

Within composite co-constructed sequences, few simple

auditor back-channel acknowledgments were produced by SP.

212

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Restatements were much more frequently used than across
whole acts accounting for more than 2/3a of SP back-channel
activity. Queries were used leas frequently, as were
corrections, while expansions were more frequently used
than across whole act exchanges. (Word completion
back~channels were more functional within the
co-construction processes). Concomitantly, all of NSPs’
feedback activity was produced as speaker signals. (Since
no SP main-channel bits were produced within co-constructed
units, no NSP muditor signals were ussd). Significantly
fewer back-back-channel signals were produced as obligatory
signals within these co-constructed sequences (than across
whole acta). This is conaiatent with the amaller
proportion of SP signals used for querying or correcting
NSP’s main-channel bits (which occasioned obligatory BBCs
from NSP). A greater proportion of NSP’s
back-back-channels were used in correcting SP’s inaccurate
mnessage interpretations. Proportionally more (than acroses
whole acts) were produced in other nonobligatory contexts
in which NSP organized and refined SP’s message
interpretationae. The overall BBC distribution, however, in
which NSP provided obligatory feedback responses to SP,
initiated éP repair asequencea (for SP’a back-channel
repairables) and fedback other nonobligatory information to
SP, was proportionally not distinct across both whole act

and co-constructed act asequences, XZ (2) = 5.99, n.s.
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CHAPTER VII
DISCUSSION

The notion of back-channel communication is
particularly relevant to analyses of nonapeech/speech
interaction because of the explicit role it plays in the
organization of meaningful exchange across these partners.
The current research, supports Duncan’s (1975) cross-person
interactional unit, in which a speaking partner’s
contribution sets the occasion for a listener back-channel
response. Back-channel signals, in the present corpus, do
not occur at random points within the conversation.

Rather, they occur at discrete cross-person boundaries,
revealing how the participants organize themselves socially

via conversational interaction.
A Four Move Interactional Unit

Duncan described the aspeaker’s main-channel
contribution, the listener back-channel which followed, and
the speaker continuation signal, as the smallest observable
interactional unit across participants in dialog. In the
current analyses, this interactional unit was refined and
described as "moves" (Goffman, 1976/81) partners make vis a
vis one another throughout face to face verbal exchange. A
speaker main-channel move (containing linguistic content)
sets the occasion for a listener back-channel move (méssage

apprehenaion) which, in turn,; asets the occasion for a
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speaker back-back-channel move (recognition/evaluation) in
relation to the listener’s feedback response. Duncan used
the speaker continuation signal as the third move of his
interactional unit, as its very production implied prior
apeaker’s acceptance of the liatener’s back-channel
reaponse. Duncan did not, however, include explicit
back-back-channel moves in his logical model of the turn
taking mechaniem (although he did attest to their
appearance within the dialogs he analyzed). In the current
corpus, speaker back-back channel signals were fréquently
embedded within a speaker’s subsequent main-channel move
(supporting Duncan’s model). However, explicit
back-back-channel signals were often produced as distinct
moves in their own right. (In fact, 88% of all the
nonspeaker’s back-channela were produced as explicit
back-back-channel signalas). As auch, the amallest
interactional unit of converastion is viewed as the
main-channel move, the back-channel move, the explicit or
implicit back-back-channel move, and the speaker’s

subsequent mein-channel move (Figure D1).

A Notion of Simultanecus Syatems Operating within Dialog

Typically, in constructing a model for examining
dyadic exchange, emphasis is placed on the turn-taking
mechanism through which propositional content is shared by
cooperative conversationalistse. The turn taking system, in

essaence, provides the basic organizational structure for
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FIGURE D1

A Four Move Interactional Unit

MAIN-CHANNEL TURNS BACK-CHANNEL TURNS

nove #1:

SPEAKER MAIN-CHANNEL ACT
nove #2:

AUDITOR BACK-CHANNEL ACT

nove #3:

SPEAKER BACK-BACK-CHANNEL ACT

move #4: ééf//////

SPEAKER MAIN-CHANNEL ACT
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the exchange of talk (Sacka, Schegloff and Jefferson,
1974/78). A turn, however, as described in Chapter 1V,
does not necessarily contain propositional content.
Researchers concerned with linéuietic aspects of
conversation, typically focus on the verbal conteﬁt of a
turn at talk. Nonverbal begaviors have been identified and
examined as highly relevant to interpreting a turn’s talk,
yet rarely are isolated nonverbal signals assigned turn
statua unless they are emblematic in form (such as a head
nod). This is not to say that a turn taking mechanism can
not provide the structure for nonlinguistic systems which
operate and interact across dialoga. Nonverbal moves and
their synchrony across participants in face to face
exchange, while requiring fine grained frame by frame
analyses for capturing their discrete temporal dimensions,
have been described within a turn taking framework (e.g.,
Stern, Beebe, Jaffe & Bennett, 1977; Trevarthen, 1977).

In the current analysis, however, a different type of
syatem has been defined in terms of the turn taking
mechaniam. A feedback aystem is proposed in which the
linguiastic content of a turn is put forward by a speaker,
apprehended and acknowledged by a listener and recognized
as such by the speaker prior to his/her next linguistic
contribution. This feedback sysﬁem is viewed as a distinct
vet simultanecus system which operates in parallel to
successive propositional content exchange (Figures D2 and

D3). Feedback facilitateas and linka auccesaive
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FIGURE D2

Parallel Systems Operating In Dialog: Sequence Development

Proposition Exchange Systen Feedback Exchsnge System
Main-Channel Turns Back~Channel Turns

MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #1
(statement)

MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #2

(statement) :
BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #A
(acknowledgment)
BACK-BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #B
(evaluation)
MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #3
(atatement)
’ BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #A
(acknowledgment)
MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #4 =« BACK-BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #B
(requeat) (evaluation)

MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #5
(response)

MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #6

(atatement)
BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #A
(acknowledgment)
MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #7 ==« BACK-BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #B

(atatament) (evaluation)

MAIN~CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #8

(atatement)
BACK-CHANNEL SIGNAL #A
(ecknowledgment)
MAIN-CHANNEL CONTRIBUTION #9 «= BACK-BACK~CHANNEL SIGNAL #B
(atatement) (evaluation)

#snote: Asteriska denote Back-Back-Channel aignalsa
embedded within aubsequent Main-Channel moves. Auditor

Back-Channela are lebeled #A. Speaker Back-Back-Channels

are labeled #B.
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FIGURE D3

Parallel Systems Operating In Dialog:

Proposition Exchange Systenm

Main~-Channel Turns

Feedback Exchange Systen

Back-Channel Turns

SPEAKER (A) MAIN-CHANNEL
(atzatement)

SPEAKER (A) HAIN-CHARNEL
(atatement)

SPEAKER (A) MAIN-CHANNEL
(atatement)

SPEAKER (A) MAIN-CHANNEL
(requeat)

SPEAKER (B) MAIN-CHANNEL
(reaponae)

SPEAKER (B) MAIN-CHANNEL
(atatement)
SPEAKER (B)Y MAIN-CHANNEL

(atatement)

SPEAKER (A) MAIN-CHANNEL

AUDITOR (B) BACK-CHANNEL
(acknowledgment)
SPEAKER (A) BACK-BACK-CHANNEL
{evaluation)

AUDITOR (B> BACK-CHANNEL
(acknowledgnent)
SPEAKER (A) BACK-BACK-CHANNEL
{(evaluation)

AUDITOR (A) BACK-CHANNEL
(acknowledgnent)
SPEAKER (B) BACK-BACK-CHANNEL
(evaluation)

(atatement)
AUDITOR (B> BACK-CHANNEL
(acknowledgnent)
SPEAKER (A) MAIN-CHANNEL w»» SPEAKER (A) BACK-BACK-CHANNEL
\/ (atatenent) (evaluation)
eenota: Astarisks denote Speaker Back-Back-Channsla

enbedded within subsequent Main-Channel moves.

Participants are labeled (A) and (B).

Each serves as both

Interactant Specific

vapackor and auditor as the propositional turn is exchanged.
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propositions aas produced by aspeakers in dialog.

The works of Duncan (1972, 1975) and Yngve (1970),
which have strongly influenced the view that back-channel
signaling plays an important role in face to face vocal
interaction, have strongly stressed the non-turn status of
back-channels. These aignals were viewed as qualitatively
distinct from typical turns at talk because of the lack of

propositional information initiated by these signals, the

feedback astatuas attributed to them and the ability of
certain back-cheannel forms to co-occur with main*éhannel
information without being viewed as interruptions. 1In the
present corpus, the notion of turn as being main-channel
determined was held in dispute. Back-channels were
assigned turn statua. Yet, these back-channel turns were
not in function distinct from Duncan and Yngve’s
back-channel forme. Back-channels did not serve as
conversational topic grabbers nor did they seize the
“conversational floor" from prior speaker. They served
feedback functions exclusively, although they varied in the
precise feedback function assigned (e.g., whether signaling
agreenmnent, confiirmation, diagreement, evaluation,
solidarity, query, correction, etc.). The propoged notion
of parallel systems operating simultaneously across dialog,
supports this turn statue assignment to back-channels.
Back-channel signals (whether auditor or speaker produced)
are the aubtle feedback linka produced across partners

which operate alongside the content exchange of traditional
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turn types (e.g., questions and anaswers; statements and
reaponses). These feedback turnas operate as acts on a

different channel than traditional propositional exchange.

Co-Conatructed Asymmetry

Acroas the nonspeech/apeech converaations analyzed
here, nonspeakers transmitted linguistic information
through the use of alphabet/word boards. The cross-person
participation, encompassing the tranamission of nonspeaker

messages at the letter or word level (rather than at the

explicit back-channel reformulation produced by the
listeners, provided a magnified slow motion transcript of
the interactional unit initially proposed by Duncan and
refined here. The smallest observeble interactional unit
remainéd fundamentally unchanged. A main-channel bit was
offered, a back-channel signal typically followed, and an
explicit or implicit back-back-channel verification was
nade on the part of the initial speaker. While this basic
unit remained intact, there were fundamental distinctions
which arose across the apeaking and nonapeaking
participants, setting these dialogs apart from typical face
to face exchanges. These distinctione were reflective of
basic organizational differences which occur when
conversational partners commnunicate through different
output modalities. An asymmetry, in terms of back-channel

frequency and type, reflected this modality mismatch. It
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should be noted, however, that both partneras contributed to
this_asymmetry. The dependency relationship between
back-channel signal and prior main-channel information,
shaped this interactional procéas. Back~-channel frequency
was not solely determined by the back-channel producer.

The preceding main-channel bit aet the “occasion" or
provided the conversational pull for the ensuing
back-channel. In deascribing what appeared to be an
asynmetrical relationship, we must acknowledge the framing
influance provided by both partners in creating this

asymmetry.

Predominance of Back-Channel Activity

The predominant role of back-channel signaling within
theae nonapeech/speech conversations cannot be questioned.
Over 57% of all C-acts exchanged by these dyads were
produced within the back-chaﬁnel. In comparing the
nonspeaking/speaking dyad back-channel rate with the rate
exchanged across vocal interactants (Duncan, 1972), we find
three times as many back-channels were exchanged per minute
of dialog for the former dyada. In termas of actual
frequency, a back-channel form was exchanged by these
partners nearly every other second of dialog!

Examrining this heavy feedback activity across
nonspeaking/speaking dyads revealed that speaking partners

produced three-quarters of the total back-channels emitted,

while the nonspeakers’ back-channels accounted for only
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one-quarter of thia total. These percentages support the
asymmetrical back-channel distribution discuassed above.
Furthermore, over three-quarters of all Conversational acts
produced by the aspeaking partners were produced in the
back-channel while less than one-third of the nonspeakers’
total C-acts were back-channel signals. Nonspeech/speech
interaction research frequently pointe to the
gregariousness of the speaking partners who often feel
conpelled to fill gaps of silence (in respect to the slow
rate of information exchange by their nonspeaking partners)
with extraneocus talk - often interfering with the
nonspeakers’ turn taking and topic initiation attempts.

The results of the present research highlights the fact
that a significant portion of the speakers’ conversational
contributione are actually used in producing feedback
signals in reiation to the nonspeakers’ messages. Once
again, it should be noted that the conversational pull for
these feedback signals come from behavioral cues embedded
within the nonspeakers’ preceding main-channel messages.

Back-Channel Form and Function across
Modelity Matched and Miamatched Paire

Not only were basck-channels more frequently
identifiable across nonapeaking/speaking partners (in
comparison to Duncan’s vocal dyads), the predominant forms
in which these feedback aignals were encoded were alao

distinct from those reported for vocal exchanges. 71X of
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all back-channel forms used by vocal interactants (Duncan,
1975) were short auditor signals, with 7% produced as long
auditor signals and 22% as speaker signals. For the
nonspeaking/speaking dvads, 11X of total back-channels were
short auditor esignals, with 69% as long auditor
back-channels and 20% as speaker signals. Interestingly,
both groups (vocal dyads and nonepeaking/speaking dyads)
used almost identical proportions of their back-channel
forms for auditor signaling (78X and 80% for the former and
latter groups, respectively) and nearly identical
proportiona for speaker signaling (22X and 20%,
respectively). The fundamental distinction between'theee
groups, was in the production of auditor back-channels as
primarily ashort or long back-channel forma. The vocal
dyads used short auditor signaling far more frequently,
while the nonspeaking/speaking pairs uased long auditor
signaling predominantly.

These distinctions reflected the different functions
of auditor feedback as used by the vocal dyads and the
nonspeuaking/speaking pairs. Short auditor back-channels
are leas complex feedback forma than long suditor
back-channels. Both function as signals of mezcsage
aprehension or reception, yet long auditor back-channels
provide the speaker with more specific feedback regarding
prior main-channel message. Interactants who conversed
through the same vocal mode predominantly used auditor

feedback to signal attention, interest, acknowledgement and
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agreement with the speaker’s main-channel contribution.
Interactanta who conversed across different output
nrodalities (vocal and nonvocel), used auditor signaling
predorminantly for reformulating the nonvocal speaker’s
ressage into the vocal mode. MNessage reformulation was
produced in ihe back-channel through mesaage restatement,

expanaioh, query and correction forms.

Feedback Contingency: Evidence of Mutual Monitoring

What is immediately striking, in examining tﬁe
back-channel distribution across speaking and nonspeaking
partneras, is the proportional symmetry across the two
groups, in terms of back-channels produced for noncomplex
and complex feedback functiona. 1i% of the speaking
partners’ and 12% of the nonapeakers’ back-channels were
produced as eimple listener acknowledgments (ABCa). These
short auditor back-channels functioned as aignals of
nessage apprehension, listener interest and listener
attention to the ap=zaker’s contribution. The above
proportiona, however, are directly related to the
proportion of back-channeling used by each group for more
complex purposes. 89% of SP’s feedback forms were produced
as long back-channels. Theae long auditor signals
functionally restated, expanded, corrected and queried
prior main-channel contributions and were more complex in
both form and function than short auditor signals. 88% of

NSP’s back-channels were produced aa speaker back-channel
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signala. These speaker signals functioned as
confirmationa, corrections, information additions and
repair initiationa. They reflected NSP’s evaluation of
prior long back-channel signel produced by SP and as such
were more complex in function than simple auditor
feedback. NSPs’ complex back-channels were produced as
speaker feedback signals in relation to SPs’ complex
auditor back-channels. The proportional relationship
between complex and noncomplex signaling across partners
was nearly identical.

This feedback contingency is quite revealing. The
communicative context engulfing partnera who converae
through different output modalitiea (i.e., vocal vs.
nonvocal nmodes) appeared to shape an assymetry in terms of
frequency and type of back-channel forms produced. The
conversational pull for explicit feedback by the vocalizing
partnera was strong. Yet,'mutual monitoring during message
tranamiassion remained the principle focus for these
partners, not simply the reformulation of nonvocal messages
into the vocal mode. On the average, apeakers and
nonapeakers used proportionally equal amounts of feedback
in acknowledging each other’s independent contributions,
and equal proportions of feedback in conveying more complex
information during message co-conatruction proceases.
Infancy research has pointed to the aynchronicity of
behavioral cues across caregivera and children. This

appears to be evident across adult interactants as well

.

226

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



(kinesic analyses). Despite the modality miasmatches
between the nonspeaking/speaking dyads, and the concomitant
conversational asymmetry which haas been reported as typical
of nonapeech/apeech conversatiéns (Harris, 1978; Calculator
and Dollaghan, 1981; Colquhoun, 1982; Culp, 1982; Wexler et
al., 1983; Farrier et. al.,.1984; Light et. al., 1985,
synchronicity in cues used for mutual monitoring is
evident. Support for this notion is not based on frequency
countsa but rather on proportional distributions.

It is interesting to note that consistent with pilot
results (Blau, 1982), nonaspeakers prodﬁced significantly
more back-channels for providing their listeners with
information regarding the status of their own measage
during co-construction processes than for acknowledging
their partner’s independent contributions. What was not
discussed in the 1982 study, and which is clearly evident
here, is that the apeaking partners also produced
significantly more back-channels as complex feedback
signals during message co-construction than for simply
acknowledging the nonapeakers completed messagea. The
relatively low incidence of NSP’s ashort auditor signals was
matched by the low incidenze of SP’s short auditor
signalas. Both partners, speakers and nonspeakers alike,
produced few simple attentional/acknowlegment asignals
throughout these exchanges. Clearly, the presence of an

? ,’ggémentative system framed the focus and performance of

both participants.
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Explicit Back-Channeling as Evidence of "Active Listening®

In light of the interactional unit identifiable acroas
vocal exchanges (Duncan, 1972, 1975) and acrosas
nonapeech/speech exchanges (the present corpus), a primary
-distinction can be described as the degree of active
liatening required of the liateners within the current
corpus. Back-channel signaling is predominantly exchanged
in subtle forms across vocal conversationalists. Message
co-conatruction, in which main-channel messages are
introduced by speakers, apprehended and acknowledged by
listeners and recognized as such by speakers prior to
nain-channel message continuation, is typically a subtle
phenomenon for vocal interactants. Long auditor signals
are comparatively rare (especially during brief face to
face encountera). Auditor feedback is most typically
expressed through nonverbal or minimal vocal forms (e.g.,
head nods and "mhm" signals). Speaker feedback is produced
even more implicitly, as embedded within speaker
continuation signals. The atypical manner with which the
form of NSP’as messages are conveyed (i.e., with
main-channel eleménts transmitted at the letter and word
level through alphabet/word board selections) and the
enauing conversational pull for listener message
reformulation, results in an organizational framework which
demands predominant use of explicit back channel signals.

Nearly 90% of all SP’s auditor signaling are long
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back-channel forma. This explicit feedback aignaling '
supports the notion of an *"active" listener. ' This notion
sharply contrasta, however, with the activity required of
listeners across vocal exchanges. Duncan reported a high
incidence of short back-channel signaling across vocal
partners and a low incidence of long auditor signaling.
While listener activity (as measured by back-channel rate)
was consistently produced and appears to be a requirement
for cooperative conversationalists, the predominant use of
short auditor signals suggests less active participation on
the part of the listener. Clearly, back-channel signals
are not only more frequent within nonapeech/apeech
conversations, but they are encoded in more explicit forms
and are used for different functions. Across vocal
interactants, message co-construction is & much more subtly
achieved phenomenon.

The absence of long auditor aignaling by the
nonspeeking listensrs suggssts that this higher level of
active listening was not a requirement for them. Their
auditor feedback was alwayvs produced aa short
attentional/acknowledgment signals. However, long back
channel forma (apecifically message restatements and
expanaions) were not available to NSPs because of the
reatrictiona placed upon them in communicating via a
nonvocal mode (alphabet/word board). Queries were not
attempted by them in relation to SPs independent

conversational contributions (perhaps due to the temporal
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reatrictiona of comnunicating through a nonvocal mode or
perhaps due to their lack of experience with this
converasational convention). Concomitantly, no speaker
back-channels were produced by SP - as these are
sequentially dependent upon some prior auditor long
back-channel signal. However, NSPs were unusually active
in their monitoring of their listeners’ back-channel
signals. 88X of their back-channels were produced as
explicit speaker signals. These signals reflect the third
element of the co-constructed interactional unit in which
the speaker recognizes and evaluates the listener’s
back~-channel interpretation of the apeaker’a prior
rain-channel contribution. Across vocal exchanges, these
speaker signals are typically implicitly produced and are
enbedded within speaker continuation signals. Implicit
speaker signals were also produced by NSPs, most typically
during the spelling of a word prior to its completion.
However, explicit speaker signals were also frequent. All
co-conatructed meassages were finalized through an NSP
explicit speaker signal. Additionally, NSP held SP heavily
accountable for correctly interpreting each main-channel
elements he/she was tranamitting. An inaccurate SP
back-channel reformulation was typically followed by an NSP
repair initiation or correction through the speaker
signal. Within these explicit co-construction processes,
active feedback signaling was exchanged by both speakers

and listenersa.
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Significance of Examining Back-Channel Type

Examination of back-charinel type revealed apecific
information on how back-channeling functioned for these
dyada. There ies no question that back-channeling played an
important role within these exchanges. Active listening
and mutual monitoring were strong components found across
all six dyade. Information regarding back-channel type,
however, revealed how the specific forms and functions of
the back-channel signals were used by the dyads.

Descriptively, the importance of back-channel type
analyses rested in the clarity it provided regarding these
feedback signala. Since back-channele were typicelly
viewed as non C-act and non-turn phenomenon, a thorough
examination of their form and function had not been done
within nonspee;?/igeggh interaction reasarch. The

. ~a s -

4
breakdown affqrded here, specifically the identification of
t
five auditor back-channel forms and one speaker
back-channel form, provided a method for characterizing how

these conversations are organized.

On_a theoretical level, the careful analyses of

back-channel and main-channel forms provided insight into
the organization of conversational exchanges in which two
speakers, with very different output modalities, negotiate
a shared ground (or format) for communicative interaction.
Certain commonalities appeuared acroess all gix dyads which

supporta a nodel of conversational exchange in which
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explicit and implicit back-channeling play a central role.
While the modality mismatch across these partners set the
occamsion for more detailed feadback work across partners,
the basic interactional unit, és proposed by Duncan
remained intact. 1In fact, Duncan’s model was extended, by
the inclusion of explicit o¥ implicit speaker back-channel
signals. This widened the basic interactional unit to a
four part conversational sequence compriaed of a
main-channel contribution, an auditor back-channel signal,
a spesker back-channel signal and the next mein-channel
contribution.

From a clinical perspective, the identification of
apecific back-channel types provided a framework for
examinring particular feedback forms or interaction of forms
which were effectively or ineffectively used by the
participants and those which were essential to maintaining
the conversational flow acrosas the nonspeaking/speaking
dyadas. In fact, within this corpus the notion of *style"
was explicated specifically through the examination of the
back-channel typeas uased by the participanta.
Converaational control, an issue of prime interest to
current conversational research in the field (Farrier et
al., 1984), has been examined in terms of interactants’
abilities to initiate topice (Light et al., 1985), produce
a range of conversational act types (Wexler et al., 1983)
and auccessfully claim and exchange apeaking turna

(Buzolich and Wiemann, 1985). These variables have been

232

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



viewed as important components for examining equity in
conversation. Back-channel signaling, however.’is another
important focus for looking at control issueas. The
didactic/accountability styles which so clearly emerged
from the present back-channel examination, revealed how the
delicate balance of equity can be dramatically disturbed by
an atypical balance of specific forms used for feedback
signaling. Identification of these distinct interactionail
styles can provide clinical baselines for both identifying
inequitable interactions as well as providing a method for

focusing on the gpecific units which merit change.

Message Reformulation Through the Back-Channel

Back-channel type analysis was particularly valuable

in describing the role message reformulation played within

“~ these exchanges. Long auditor signals were the vehicles
through which meassage reformulation was accomplished.
Since all long back-channel signals were produced by SP in
his/her role as listener, all reference to SP as message
reformulator will imply SP’s listener status.

Reatatement Back-Channels (RBCs), a long auditor
back-channel form, was the most frequently used format for
nessage reformulation (accounting for 59% of SP’s total
back~-channel count). Restatements reflected back-channel
repetitions, summarizations and paraphrases. Repetitions

were the most commonly used form, as NSP’s nonvocal message

elements were typically immediately followed by a vocal
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reproduction by SP, Summaries and paraphrases, also
reformulations, reflected more complex forms. They
typically were productive when extensive negotiations at
the element level (i.e., NSP’s letter selections and SP’s
immediate vocal repetitions) revealed a recognizable word
or phrase.

Summaries involved the collection cf NSP’s transmitted
message elements and their restatement es a synthesized
whole. Summariea were produced at word levela (i.e.,
individually tranemritted letters were synthesized into a
complete word) and at phrase levels (i.e., transmitted
letters and worda were asynthesized and reproduced as
phrases by SP). Paraphrases involved SP’s reproduction in
his/her own words, of a message transmitted by NSP.
Paraphrasing waa most typically produced at the end of
message co-conatruction. Both of theae forms required more
integration by SP. Repetitions, however, involved simple
transpositions of NSP’s message elements (letter or word)
into the vocal modality. Communication which is dependent
upon alphabet/word board aselectiona for message
formulation, demande a great deal of extra work both for
the speaker and listener. NSP was required to spell out
whatever message he/she attempted to convey, while SP was
required te follow the spelling process, retain the message
elements in memory and synthesize the completed message
prior to responding to it. The SP in this corpus used

restatement back-channels as the method with which to
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leasen the memory load while actively reformulating NSP’s
nmeassage during meassage co-conatruction.

Retatement Back-Channels, although far less frequent,
have also been identified within vocal face to face
exchanges (Duncan and Fiske, 1977). Studies have not yet
exanined the distinctive rolea listener repetition,
summarization and message paraphrasing play across vocal
partners. Pilot research (Blau, 1282) suggests that
paraphrases are used more often than exact repetitions
within these exchanges. Paraphrases, as signals éf
solidarity have been identified within that corpus.
Typically, vocal interactants, during face to face
conversationa, do not need to signal message reception
through explicit message reformulation . Restatement
Back-Channela are not only used significantly more
frequently within nonspeech/speech conversations but their
function involving explicit message repetition is not
typically the function of RBCa when they appear within
vocal exchanges.

SP’s back-channel reformulations of the nonspeaker’s
nessage elements are central to the co-conatruction
procegases which organize theae conversationa. Message
reformulation, however, is not reatricted to the
conversations of interactants who communicate through two
distinctive output modalities (i.e., vocal and nonvocal).
Native users of American Sign Language (Baker, 1976) also

use Restatement Back~-Channela as their primary auditor
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back-channel form. Message reformulation is also common
acroass vocal interactants when message intelligibility or
interpretability is in question and is not restricted to
conversations in which augmentative systems are used (Blau,
1986) .

“"Reformulationa" for the nonapeaking/apeaking dyad
transcend the boundary of the dyad. The aspeaking partner
often Lscomes a close "re-envoicer"™ of the nonspeaker’s
messages through communication in the back-channel.
Retaining the nonspeaker’s role within the interaction,
instead of imitating or speaking for him or her, is of
prime interactional concern. Measage reformulation then,
and more apecifically, how the listener uses these
reformulations to help the nonepeaker actively participate
in the interaction is quite important. Vocal reformulation
is an integral part of the interactive relationship which
speakers and nonspeakers negotiate. The process of message
co-construction, which is organized by the interplay of
main-channel and back-channel information, supports the

nonapeaker’s self initiated contributions.

Other Productive Forme of Re~Envoicing

The notion of "megsage reformulation', as used within
this corpus, also pertasins to the other long back-channels
forma used. These other long back-channels were more
diverse in function than the restatement classifications.

Expansion Back-Channels, while accounting for only 6% of
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the mean back-channel diastribution across the six speaking
partners, is an important back~-channel form. EBCs reflect
the listener’s completion of a speaker’as contribution.
Expansions, as defined within éhis corpus, were viewed as
either word completions or message extensions. Completions
at the word level, reflected SP’as summarization and
reformulation of NSP’s meassage elements into a synthesized
word, prior to NSP’s completed element transmission. (SP’s
vocal reproduction of a word which NSP had not yet spelled
completely). The letters which NSP has already conveyed,
conmbined with the preceding linguistic context and
presuppositional knowledge shared by the interactants,
occaasionally primed SP’s access to a word in his/her mental
lexicon which he/she offers to NSP, through back-channel
reformulation, as the targeted word being spelled. Message
extensions involved the inclusion, on the part of SP, of
one or more words within the message reformulation which
wené not explicitly initiated by NSP. This form of
expanasion is more typical of expansion forms used by vocal
interactants (Blau, 1982), although both forms are
occaaionally used.

Completing a speaker’s word in the midst of message
transmission is more intrusive than simply repeating or
sunmarizing elements already explicitly communicated by the
partner. In nonspeech/speech interaction, the reduced rate
of message transmission is a prime contributer to the

organizational distinctions which define these exchanges.
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(The primary contributer being the modality differences
across these-partnera. NSP’s messages are encoded in a
visual/graphic form and then again encoded by SP vocally).
Conpleting NSP’s messages at the word level, is typically
done as a means for increasing the rate of message
tranamiassion. For well focused interactanta, in
particular, familiar partners like those examined across
this corpus, word completions can be used relatively
succesefull}. This is dependent, however, upon the
familiarity level of the partners and both partner’s
"agreement” to the message completion strategy. As will be
described in the astyle discussion below, specific partners
negotiated particular patterns of main-channel/back-channel
use. Completing a word and reformulating it vocally,
instead of producing Restatement Back-Channels following
each letter spelled, was & very effective interaction
strategy for the partneras of dyad #6. Their mutual
monitoring remained intensive but was encoded in more
afficient forma.

The notion of message completion is a controversial
one - with perapectives on their function ranging from
“message intrusion" to "message communion®. Perhapas it ie
not the Expansion Back-Channel itself which is at issue,
but rather the perapectives of the participante who use and
receive that particular form of auditor signal. A listener
expanasion is intrusive if the speaker receives it as such.

It haa been asuggested (Blau, 1982), that within vocal
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exchahgea expanaions may serve & solidarity function. A
listener may illustrate through Expansion Back-Channels
that hes/she is "with”" the speaker and supports the point
he/she is making. Additionally, expansions are used within
vocal exchanges in response to hesitation phenomenon. A
speaker hesitation (i.e., the exhibition of a word finding
problem) may, at times, set the occasion for the listener
to "fill~-in"” the word or words he/she assumes prior speaker
is searching for. The speaker may accept or even encourage
these feedback exchanges. At other times, a listener’s
completions of a speaker’s contributions can be perceived
as extremely intrusive. The frequency with which these

' completions are made, the contextual pull for their
production, the relationship between the participants, the
knowledge shared by them, as well as the accuracy of these
expanaiona, contribute to their acceptablility to a

speaker. (A diascussion of the relationship of Expansion
Back-Channels to conversational repair appears in a later
section of this chapter). Within the nonspeech/speech
corpus analyzed, expansions were primerily used for
increasing the rate of message tranamiassion for these
familiar partners. There existed a definite preference for
the use of word completiona over measage extenaionsa.
(Nearly three-qguarters of all EBCs were produced as word
completions). This finding is consistent with the mutual
focus of the dyads which was fundamentally supportive of

NSP’s independent contributions. Back-channel forme, as
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occasioned by the main-channel forms which preceded themn,
functioned to facilitate (through message re-envoicement)

rather than take over during message co-consatruction.

Modulated Forma of Message Reformulation

Query Back-Channela accounted for nearly one-fifth
(18%) of all SP back-channel forms. Two-thirds of these
‘queries, were produced as simple back-channel coniirmation
checks. Contingent queries have frequently been viewed as
repair initiations. (This view has been challengéd by
Blau, 1986a). For the nonspeaking/speaking dyad, queries
typically reflected SP’s modulated vocal reformulations of
NSP’s prior main-channel contributions. Word completions
and message summarizations were often produced in a
nodulated form. SP’s synthesized message reformulations at
end points within the co-construction processes (i.e.,
neassage boundaries) were nearly always produced with a
rising tone. Since the "author® of the word or message
being co-constructed was NSP, SP frequently checked on the
accuracy of his/her message reformulation by producing the
back-channel within a “confirmational tone*" (in essence a
re-animation of the "authors"” words for co-verification).
In terms of satisfying the ritual or social constraints of
the interaction (Goffman, 1976/81), this confirmational
tone clearly reaffirmed SP’s status as message re-envoicer
(especially during mesage expansions and summarizations)

without challenging the authorship of NSP. These queries
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provided strong conversational pull for a subsequent
back-back-channel confirmation/evaluation on the part of
the main~channel reasage producer. NSP clearly retained
authority over his/her own message tranamisaion.

These modulated back-channel forms were additionally
not identical to the modulated other corrections as defined
by Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks (1977). Vocal
conversation is organized to facilitate both self
initiation and self correction of repairs. The asmall
number of other initiated other corrections identified by
these authors, were similar in form to the confirmational
query. The organization of repair across the
nonspeaking/speaking dyad, however, is not identical to its
organization across vocal interactanta (Blau, 1986b).
Modulated back-channel forms more frequently functioned as
repair preventors than as repair initiators or modulated
repéin completora. 1In fact, 63% of all confirmational
queries as produced by the SPs within this corpus, (i.e.,
Specific Requests for Confirmation and Potential Requests
for Confirmation as defined by Garvey, 1977) were neither

related to repair initiation nor repair completion.
Didactic Forms of Auditor Feedback

Schegloff et. al. (1977), noted that other-initiated
other corrections, while seldomly identified across vocal
conversationalists, were acceptable only when produced in

polite forma. Unmodulated other corrections were not used
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by adult vocal conversationalists. These forms were
frequently used, however, within the domain of parent/child
interaction or in interactions with individuals whon,

irrespective of age, were not yet considered "competent® in

some domain. Correction Back-Channels, a form of message
reformulation, appeared to Se quite aimilar to these
unmodulated other corrections as described by Schegloff,
et al. (1977). Their feedback function was more complex
than the simple reproduction and synthésis of NSP’s message
elements. In fact, CBCa reflected an SP *judgment"
reformulation or potential redirectibn of some prior
main-channel contribution by NSP. These signals did not
contribute substantive information to the conversation and
were clearly feedback in function. Yet, they provided the
listener (SP) with a forum for holding the speaker (NSP)
accountable for producing some prior main-channel
contribution in what the listener deemed to be an
"acceptable" form.

Correction Back-Channels were not identified by Duncan
as a form of back-chennel activity. In fact, the
clagsification was developed as a result of examining pilot
transcripts of nonapeech/speech conversationa (Blau,

1982). The equitable sharing of ideas, thoughts and
feelings which characterize the more casual conversations
of friends and peers, hardly occasiona formal
accountability sequences. Interactants may (and often do)

hold differing viewpoints on topica and express these
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oppoaing views. These are accomplished as main-channel
contributions to the toéic of talk or through modulated
query forms. Correction Back-Channelas, as expressed by the
SPa in thia corpua, did not challenge the content or
opinion expressed by the main-channel act contributer
(NSP). Rather, they were produced by the SPa as didactic
feedback signals in which the modality, the apelling
accuracy, or the number of words used by NSP in expressing
some prior main-channel contribution was judged as
inappropriate. The interpretability or intelligibility of
prior act was not in dispute. CBCs simply reflected the
liatener’as feedback *demand” to the speaker for the
reproduction of prior message in a more acceptable form.
These CBCa reflected 4X of SP’a totel back-channel
production. 4% use is hardly significant. Yet, the very
appearance of a socially unacceptable adult feedback form,
within the present corpus, warranﬁs further diascussion.
Frequent CBC use reflects the social organization of
the participants engaged in the exchange of talk. Goffman
(1976/81) described how the social setting of talk can
nenetrate into and determine the atructure of that
interaction. He described classroom talk, between teacher
and student, as being educationally, aa opposed to
conversationally, based. The educational imperatives which
operate include the teacher’s testing-out, evaluation and
extension of the pupil’s knowledge. Student reversal of

these roles iz not considered proper. Asymmetrical
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didactic aequences, then, appear to be quite appropriate
within classsroon interactions for which social roles are
clearly defined.

Further examination of the current corpus revealed
that corrective feedback was proportionally more frequently
produced by two of the speaking partners (SP #2 and #4)
than by the other four SPs. In fact, SP#2 produced
significantly more Correction Back-Channels than all of her
speaking peers combined. Also noted, was that SP #2 and #4
were the teachers of their nonspeaking partners. Although
the interactional context, within which the data was
collected, was so constructed as to encourage equitable
conversational interaction, the social relationships of
these teacher/student pairs appeared to facilitate the
frequent shifting of style from a conversational to an
educational focus. A;.will be discussed below (under the
heading of "style®), these highly didactic exchanges were
accompanied by affective shifte and noninitiatory behavior

on the part of the nonapeaking partners.

Back-Channels as Attention/Reception Signals

Short auditor asignals were the only form of
back-channeling which wags productive for both the speaking
and nonspeaking partnera. Long auditor signals were
produced exclusively by the SPa and speaker feedback
signals were produced exclusively by the NSPs. Yet both

partners used asimple auditor feedback during their
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respective turns as conversational listeners.

In contrast to long auditor signals, short auditor
back-channela served aa brief signals of attention,
interest, acknowledgment and/or agreement in relation to
the speaker’s main-channel contribution. These short "mhm*
eignalas, typically the dominant form of back-channel
signaling across vocal conversationalists, were relatively
infrequent across the nonspeaking/aspeaking dyads.
Acknowledgment Back-Channels (ABCs) reflected 11% and 12%
of the total back-channels signaled by the nonspeéking and
speaking partners, respectively.

Auditor signals, as deacribed above, are occasioned by
the speaker main-channel contribution which precede then.
In the pilot study (Blau 1982), the nonspeaking partners
produced numerocus speaker feedback aignals but rarely
produced short auditor feedback. A conclusion was nmade
that nonspeakers carefully monitor their liateners’
interpretationa (as expressed via auditor message
reformulationa) of their own contributions yet do not
provide listener feedback when their partners take on the
role of speaker. This conclusion was not supported in the
current analysias. NSP did produce far more speaker
feedback than auditor feedback, yet, ahort

attentional/agreement signals were produced when SP’s

preceding main-channel contribution occasioned them. (The
differences between the pilot results in Blau 1982 and the

current analyses was fourld to be related to individual
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variebility across dyad pairs as will be described below.)
Short auditor signaling however, was far leas
productive for the nonspeaking/speaking dyads than for
vocal interactants. The relative infrequent use of short
auditor signals, reflected the lack of conversational pull
for them. Fries (1952) noted that statements followed by
"attentional signals" encompassed 60% of his corpus.
Attentional aignala, however, were alwaya preceded by
atatementae. That is, within Friea’ corpus, there was
sufficient propositiohal information initiated by the
aspeaker to occasion short auditor signaling by the
liatener. Short auditor signals, according to Duncan, were
preceded and succeeded by prior speaker’s main-channel
contributions. With the proposed refinement of Duncan’s
model (in which speaker main-channel, auditor back-channel,
aspeaker back-back-channel and subsequent main-channel
contribution, reflected the smallest interactional unit)
the conversational pull for auditor feedback remained
strongly speaker determined. Narratives, or conversational
turns for which successive main-channel C-acts are produced
by a single speaker, are ideal contexts for short auditor
signaling. The speaker, during the course of narrative
production, looks for listener feedback as he/she proceeds
with the next main channel contribution. Throughout the
nonspeech/speech conversations, however, little narrative
production was noted. (Only one NSP successfully produced

back to back composite acts without interim main-channel
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contributiona by SP. See the style section below). For
the nonaspeakers, the production of even a single
proposition demanded extensive co-construction by both
partners. The relationship oflturns to conversational acts
wag reversed. In lieu of NSP’a production of several
C~acts within a single turn at talk, multiple turns were
exchanged by NSP and SP before a single complex NSP
proposition was transmitted. At this co-constructed level,
the pull for message reformulation (through long auditor
feedback) was atrong. The pull for minimal auditor
feedback, however, was limited.

Narrative production was also rare during the speaking
partners contributions. 72X of all conversational exchange
was focused upon co-conatructing NSP’s messagea. SP’s
contributions throughout these co-constructed sequences
were back-channel responses. Main-channel contributions
(which set the occasion for auditor feedback), were only
productive for SP across whole act exchanges. Whole acts,
(accounting for the remaining 28X of conversational space),
were produced by both SP and NSP. One-third of all whole
acts were produced in the back-channel. Clearly the amount
of conversational space available for narrative production
on the part of SP waeg axtremely limited. When successive
nain-channel contributions were produced (i. e., when not
produced as hyperexplanation or extraneous specification
sequences) the occasion was set for listener feedback.

Auditor back-channel signals were produced by the NSPa
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within these contexts.

Again, it should be stressed that the proportion of
NSP or SP back-channels produced as short auditor signals,
was tied to the amount of meain-channel information
initiated by the main-channel speaker. This appeared to be
additionally influenced by the particular topica being
addressed and whether each partner offered hia/her own
opinions or views regarding that topic. (For example
topics such as “sports"™ appeared to be supported by self
initiaeted contributions by both partners, while more
personal accounts, in which, for example, NSP recounted a
personal event, were less symmetrical in self initiated
contributions). Unless a speaker holds the conversational
floor for more than a short contribution, there is neither
the need nor the opportunity for brief auditor feedback.
This point further supports the argument that back-channels
are strongly influenced by the conversational pull of the
mnain-channel context within which they are embedded. As
such they cannot and should not be examined in isolation of
the context which frames their occurence.

Recent studies in language development and disorders
(Watson, 1977; Fey, Leonard and Wilcox, 1981) have focused
on auditor back-channel use among children with language
impairmenta. Watson (1977) reported that young language
impaired children used more short back-channels than their
language normal peers, during story time interactions with

their primary caregivers. Fey et al., (1981) observed that
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language impaired children used twice as many back-channel
responses with same aged peers than during interactions
with younger children. These authors interpreted their
regpective findings as evidence that the language inmpaired
children attempted to avoid the speaking floor through
ahort back-channel use.

These back-channels, however, were not examined in
relation to the conversational pull of the preceding
context. Looking at the frequency of back-channel use
without examining the caregivers’ or peers’ main-channel
contributions which set the stage for these back-channels,
provides limited information regarding the skills of these
language impaired children. In describing the frequency of
short auditor asignals, as produced by the SP and NSP
subjects within the present corpus, an examination of the
conversational pull for the auditor feedback signals was a
prerequiesite for identifying the interactive processes

which were operative for thease partners.

Back-Channeis as Spealer Evaluation of lLiatener Reception

Speaker back-channel asignals provide apeakers with a
vehicle for monitoring and fine tuning listener

back-channel interpretations. These Back-Back-Channels

(BBCs) follow auditor feedback, most typically long auditor
signals. Within Duncan’s (1975) model, speaker feedback
was embedded within speaker continuation aignals. The

speaker’s production of a subasequent main-channel
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contribution was seen as evidence of the speaker’s
acceptance of the listener’s prior back-channel signal.
Explicit apeaker signals were not included within Duncan’s
logical model of the turn taking mechansim. In the current
corpus, however, explicit speaker signals accounted for 88%
of NSP’a total back-channel production. 98% of all
explicit speaker feedback followed complex auditor signals
(i.e., long back-channels). Virtually all speaker signals
were produced by the NSPs. Given the relationship between
speaker signals and preceding long back-channel aignals, an
asymmetrical BBC distribution is not at all surprising.
Conplex auditor feedback was produced exclusively by the
speaking partners. Subsequently all speaker back-channel
signals which served to evaluate these signals were NSP
produced. (The balance of complex feedback forms across
the speaking and nonspeaking subjects was discussed above).
Nonspeaker BBCs were rich in content. Most of them
were used as acknowledgment signals (70%) and in form were
gimilar to short auditor signals. Yet their function was
confirmational, i.e., evaluating and acknowledging SP’s
back-channels as accurate interpretationa of NSP’s
main-channel contributionas. This confirmational status was
assigned whether or not SP’s prior back-channel signal was
produced with a rising tone (i.e., as a confirmational
query). Using Labov and Fanahel’s framework (19772, all 5P
long back-channelg were seen as comments concerning "B*

events; that is eventas (or mein-channel contributions?
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wh&se identity was known for certain only to NSP. As such,
NSP’s Back-Back Channel signals were seen as confirmations
of SP’s interpretations. 1In fact 80% of NSP’as BBCa were
explicitly of this confirmational variety. As mentioned
above 70% were positive confirmations. The additional 10%
were negative confirmations, simultaneously assigning
trouble source status to SP’s prior back-channel signal.

0f the 20X remaining, 5.5% were produced aas other
corrections (in which SP’e inaccurate back-channel form was
corrested by NSP) and 14.5% were produced as information
additions (13.5% in relation to SP QBCs and CBCs, and 1% as
self corrections).

It appeared then, that 20% of NSP’s speaker
back-channel signala contained varied linguistic
information and the remaining 80X were explicit
confirmationas (either positive or negative) of SP’s
preceding back-channel. Nonaspeakera, therefore, were
linguistically active in their apesaker back—channél
contributions, providing additional information to their
partners when necessary. Most apecific linguistic
information waa provided for the production of repair
responses (i. e., whether repairing their own or their
partners trouble aources).

Conversational pull for BBCs was high. 59% were
obligatory responwses following Query or Correction
Back-Channelas. Back-Back-Channels served a variety of

functionse, often of a nonobligatory nature yet always

251

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



con§ersationally regulating. At the end of message
co-conastruction, NSP confirmed (or infirmed) the status of
SP’s aytheasized message reformulation, whether or not it
was produced as a confirmetion‘requeat . It was also quite
common for Expanasion Back-Channels to be expliciity
confirmed by NSP. A relati#ely high proportion (41%) of
NSP BBCs were produced in these nonobligatory contexts
(without intoned requests from SP). Their priniciple
function was the explicit monitoring of SP’s
interpretations of NSP’s main-channel contributions.

The fact that NSP heavily monitored SP’s back-channel
reformulations, as well as both initiated and corrected
SP’s misinterpretations of NSP’s messages, conflicts with
the view suggested by recent research that nonspeakers are
passive during conversational exchange (Farrier et al.,
1984). Support for this latter view has been the lack of
initiatory behaviors identified on the part of nonspeakers
(Harrias, 1978; Calculator and Dollaghan, 1982), the
restricted range of questions forms used by nonspeakers
(Colquhoun, 1982; Culp, 1982; Wexler et al. 1983.) and the
absence of repair initiation attempted by nonapeakers
(Calculator & D’Atillio Luchko, 1983).

With 41% of all NSP’s BBCs produced in nonobligatory
contexte, the notion of NSP passivity did not adequately
describe the nonspeaking subjects in this corpus. NSP held
SP heavily accountable for accurately reformulating his/her

messages., Additional analyses (Blau, 1986b) further
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suggests that nonspeakers both initiate and correct SP’s
back~chsnnel misinterpretations throughout the
co-conatruction processes. What was apparent, however, was
the appearance of a distinctive dyadic style which was
consistent with this *“passivity” notion. For the two dyads
whoge interactions were laced with didactic accountaebility
sequences, the NSPs rarely produced negation/correction
back-channels although these forms were used by the other
four dyada. Thia leadas to the hypothesis, that NSP
passivity may be a dyad specific phenorcnen and not simply
a singularly NSP personality trait. As discussed above,
dyads #2 and #4 frequently shifted from conversational to
educational interaction style. Within the educational
framework, student corrections of teacher errors would have
been conaidered a critical breach of the social order
(Goffman, 1976/8&). The conversational organization across
teacher/student pairs, may facilitate the perception of

student passivity.
Back-Channels as Trouble Source Elements

The fact that 15.5%X of all apeaker back-channels as
produced by the NSPs functioned as repair initiations and
corrections, gives further evidence of the non-paasive
nature of the nonapeaking subjects as a group. Since these
repair initiations and corrections were all in reference to
SP back-channel reformulations, it was important to

determine how often SP back-channels reflected accurate
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reproductiona of NSP’s message elementa. Meaasage
refornulation played a dominant role within these
interactions. However, if these reformulations were
frequently ineccuraté, their prevalent use would merit
careful re-examination. Perhaps specific back-channel
types resulted more frequently in message misinterpretation
than cther types. This certainly would have elinicel
significance regarding the least effective (and most
effective) use of back-channels.

Yhen the repairable back-ghannels were examined in

proportion to_the total SP back-channels forms, only 3%

resulted in repair sequencea. 97% were accepted as

accurate, either implicitly (by NSP’as continuation of
message tranasmission) or explicitly (NSP signaiing “yes” or
some other form of acceptance). This finding was quite
significant. For the most part, SP auditor back-channels,
as averaged acrosa all six dyads, were overwhelming
received by NSP as evidence that their main-channel
messages were accurately apprehended by the listener. A
very small percentage of back-channel signals resulted in
side sequencea focused on their repair.

These side sequences, however, took up additional
conversational aspace within an already slowed down

interactional exchange. For example:

Example D1

(Note: An asterisk (#) identifies the Composite C-acts)
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STIN SP I think he does a decent job.

NSP (F)
SP F

NSP (R)
SP R

NSP A)
SP A

NSP (N)
Sp Fran
NSP (NO)
SP Noz

SP oK

SP Go ahead
NSP D
sp N

NSP C)
SP C

NSP Q)
Sp Franco.
NSP (YES)

STID NSP» (FRANCO) perceived composite act

In the above example, SP produced a statement of internal
report (STIN) regarding some preceding topic already on the
floor (specifically, the interactants were expressing their
opinions regarding sporte figures). NSP attempted to
introduce the next topic (i.e., the next sports figure,
Franco) by producing an identification statement (STID).
NSP’s letter selections were followed by SP’a vocal
reformulationa in the back-channel. After NSP had spelled
the first four letters of his message, SP summarized the
lettera and reproduced them as the name "Fran'. NSP’s
back~-back-channel response “NO" served as a repair
initiation, assigning trouble source status to SP’s prior
Restatement Back-Channel. SP acknowledged NSP’s repair

intiation and asked him to continue. NSP then resumed
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spelling the name ""Franco” from the point immediately
preceding SP’s misintaerpretation. The interactants then
continued to co-conatruct the message without furthe;
repair.

The underlined componentas reflect the repair aide
sequence. While the majority of NSP’s main-channel message
elements were accurately reformulated, the repair sequence
clearly increased the amount of conversational space
required for composite act tranemission. Looking at the
specific back-channels types which resulted in these
extended repair sequences revealed several trends.

Only three back-channel types became Trouble Source
Elements; Query, Expansion and Restatement Back-Channels.
Correction and Acknowledgment Back-Channels never resulted
in repair sequenceas. Over half of these repairables,
however, were actually Query Back-Charnela. This finding
waa particularly intereasting. Generally, queries in
themselves have been viewed as clarification requests.
While repair initiations can take repair (Schegloff, Sacks
and Jefferson, 1977), only two repair initiations became
trouble source elemente in this corpus. Queries, however,
possess & range of conversational functions in addition to
signaling repair. As discussed above, cver two-thirds of

all Qusry Back-Channels were produced as back-channel

confirmation requests (RBCs and EBCs with rising tone).

These confirmation requests were frequently produced as a

routine part of message co-construction. In these contexts
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they did not signal repair but rather were used as
modulated forms of SP back-channeling, especially at phrase
and word boundariea. In fact, they were more closely
associated with repair prevention than repair initiation.
The remaining Query Back-Channels which becanme
repairables were actually confirmaticn checks, which were
infirmed as inaccurate by NSP. The largest proportion of
these infirmed queriee, were encoded as expansion
confirmation checks (i.e., Expansion Back-Channels produced
with a rising tons). This appeared consistent with the
“world view', that word or message completions possess the
greatest potential for inaccuracy in message
reformulation. Restatement Back-Channels, which by
definition are reformulations of message elements already
produced (albeit in the nonvocal mode) even when produced
as queries, may have a greater potential for accuracy as a
feedback asignal. However, when the remaining half of the
SP back-channels which resulted in repair were examined
(the remaining 48%), 31% were indeed Restatement
Back-Channels with 17% produced as Expansion Back-Channels.
In total, Expansions, whether produced assertively or
in a modulated form accounted for the largest proportion of
back-channel repairables. Restatements, assertively or
confirmationally produced, accounted for the next highest
frequency. Since more repairables were related to some
form of SP expansion of an NSP message, one would question

whether the use of expansions was actually intrusive to the
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co-construction proceas. It should be stressed, however,
that when examining all expansion forms (both modulated and
assertive), only 9X resulted in repair. 91X of all
cxpansion forma were received as accurate interpretations
of NSP’s messages, evidence of high attunement across the
interactants. Expansions generally assisted the partners
by increesing the rate of message tranamission (by
decreasing the amount of conversational space required for
message co-construction) and, in fact, were used quite
succesaiully by the dyada in this corpua. It should also
be noted, however, that the SPs were familiar listeners
(both with their nonapeaking partneras and with the
nonspeech systems) which may have influenced the success
with which they anticipated information being shared.
Beukelman and Yorkston (1980) have suggeated that within
nonspeech/speech interactions intimate partners more
accurately anticipate each other’s messages than do less
intimate partners. In the current corpus, word completions
(when not resulting in repair), were used both ag an
acknowledgment feedback form as well aa an efficiency
atrategy. Had the repairable expanaions been more
frequent, as might be the case with less familiar partners,
this efficiency astrategy might not have been effective.

Back-Channel as the Principsl Unit of Meassaqge
Co-Congtruction

The baasic organization of communicative interaction,
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acrossa the nonspeaking/speaking dyad, is heavily influenced
by the intensive mutual monitoring in the back-channel.
There are differences, however, in both the frequency and
function of thease back-channels when exchanged across whole
conversational acts and when functioning as the basic unit
of C-act co-~consatruction.

Dore (1978) categorized utterances with grammatical
form and illocutionary function within conversaticnal
sequences as conversational acts (C-acts). Wexler, Blau,
Leslie and Dore (1983) further described these C-écts as
"whole'" conversational actas, produced by a aingle
interactant within one turn at talk. Co-constructed
conversational acts, as defined by Wexler et al., reflected
propositional information which, due to the nonvocal
modality through which at least one conversational partner
formulated messages, was conveyed through conversational

components produced by both partners. These "component®

C-acts ultimately accrued to a perceived "composasite"
C-act. The composite act was equivalent to the whole act
in function yet reflected the active participation of both
interactants for its ultimate tranamission.

A principal characteristic of this co-construction
process, is the dbminant role of the *speaker’ (i.e., the
individual who "owns" the message being transmitted) in the
conveyence of main-channel informaltion, and the dominant
role of the "listener"™ in actively tranaslating these

main-channel contributione into the typicel (as well as
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most effective) expresaive modality used by society. (Each
word being viewed as territory shared by both the speaker
and his interlocuter, as described by Voloshinov/Bakhtin,
1973>. The "speaker' assumes the role of message author
and tranmission evaluator while the '"listener’s'" role is
that of message reformulator. (In terma of Goffman’s 1974
work, the speaker would be called the “originator” of these
messages while the listener functions as the "animator"
within these conversational exchanges.)

Thesgse "roles" (i.e., mesasage author and message
reformulator) exist within vocal dialog, yet they are
typically exchangeable acroass partners and are not a
requirement for conversational act transmission. Within
vocal discourse, much of conversational feadback is
expressed in nonverbal and implicit forma. Explicit
message reformulation is not a fundamental part of
conversational organization. In the corpus analyzed here,
the main-channel contribution and the explicit back-channel
moves which follow, provide the basic organizational
structure within which message co-conatruction is
accomplished. For the nonspeaking/apeaking dyad,
co~construction is focused on the expressive needs of only
one of the interactants - the nonspeakinq or nonvocalizing
individual, and the receptive needs of the other, the
speaking or vocalizing interactant. The
author/reformulator/evaluator roles are consistently and

sequentially assigned to the nonspeaker/speaker/nonspeaker,
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raspectively, throughout theae co-conatructed exchanges.

An example of a co-constructed composite C-act will

help clarify the above:

Exanple D2 (Dyad #1)

NSP (D) main-channel

RBC SP D back-chconnel

NSP <0 main-channel

RBC Sp Do back-channel

NSP (you) main-channel

RBC SpP you back-channel

NSP (like) main-channel

RBC Sp like back-channel

NSP P main-channel

RBC SpP F back-channel

NSP (qa)) main-channel

RBC SP 8] back-channel

. NSP o main~channel

RBC SpP 0 back-channel

NSP T main-channel

QBC SP Football? back-channel
BBC NSP ( (HEAD-N/EEC) (YES) back-back-channel

(NSP* DO YOU LIKE FOOTBALL?) compogite C-act

SP You bet! whole C-act

In example D2, the nonvocalizing participant initiated
a yes/no request to his vocalizing conversational partner.
This request was the first part of an ensuing adjacency
pair. Prior to a contingent response, the transmission of
the raquest itaself required co-construction by both
participanta. NSP, the author of the message, initiated
main-channel bits of information which were reformulated in
the back-channel by SP. NSP finalized the co-construction
process by evaluating SP’s reformulation, through a

feedback or back-channel signal. Once NSP’s evaluation had
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been expreassed, the perceived requeast was tranamitted.
Seventeen turns were exchanged prior to the transmission of
this complex conversational act. Nine of these turns were
produced within the back-channel. In essence the
co-conatfuction process, while focusing on form exchange,
in effect reflected the negotiation requirement for the
illocutionary force of NSP’s complex C-act to be conveyed.
The perlocutionary effect of the composite act could then
be aeen by examining SP’as contingent response.

This intensive co-construction, which organized the
nonspeaking/gspeaking partners’ contributions, accounted for
72% of all C-act produced by these partnera. Explicit
mutual monitoring (i.e., back-channel forms) represented

nearly two-thirds (62%) of all component acts exchanged.

Back-Channel use Across Whole Conversational Acts

The explicit use of back-channel signaling (i.e.,
message reformulation and subsequent evaluation) is quite
different from the typical "Mhm" aignaling which is
frequently used across vocal interactents. Even for the
nonapeaking/apeaking dyads, the exchange of whole
conversational acts (by both partners) required a less
explicit form of mutual monitoring. (Only 38% of all whole
acts were produced in the back-channel). In fact, the NSPs
produced “Mhm" signals, during SP’s self initiated
contributions, which closely resembled the typical short

auditor feedback signaling produced across vocal
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interactants (c.f., Duncan, 1975>. These short auditor
signals, when produced by NSP, were exclusively produced
acroass whole act exchanges.

Examples of these short auditor asignals, as used by

NSP across whole act exchanges, follow:

Example D3 (Dyad #1)

Sp My husband played football.
ABC NSP ( (HEAD-N/EEC/FACE-S)) back-channel

Sp And a couple of friends of his play for
Dallas.

SP Then he’s got a couple that play for Kansas
City and a few other teame here and there.

SP Sc he’s a real Dallas fan and I’m a real
Pittsburg fan so we have real fun.

ABC NSP ( (HEAD~-N/FACE-S)) back-channel
Sp Last time the superbowl was on his birthday
ABC NSP ( (HEAD-N/FACE-S5)>) back-channel

Sp We barely talked.

In the former exemple (D2), all of the main-channel
and back-channel moveas which were necessary for NSP’s
request to be conveyed, were produced as component acts
within a larger composite C-act. 1In the latter example
(D3>, each main-channel and back-channel move was produced
as a whole act. These latter back-channels, while subtly
providing feedback to the speesker regarding the listener’s
attention, interest or perhaps agreement with the content

of the speaker’s contribution, were not reformulations of
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the speaker’s contribution. (And, as discussed above, NSP

never reformulated SP’s main-channel contributions through

the production of long auditor feedback signala.)

The SPs also produced feedback signala in relation to
the whole acts and completed composite acts conveyed by
NSP. These back-channels, while frequently produced as
short auditor "Mhm' asignals, were also frequently produced
as long back-channel forms (similar to the SP back-channels

produced in example D2 above). 1iIn fact the back-channels

produced by SP in_ response to these whole or transmitted

corpoaite act exchangea, appeared to possess

characteristics of both active reformulations and subtle

attentional/agreement forma. Their use more closely
approximated back-channel use across vocal participants yet
they retained a relatively high proportion of reformulatory
feedback forms (which is not typical of vocal exchanges).
The amount of message reformulation produced across whole
acts appeared to vary from dyad to dyad.

An example of SP message reformulation (i.e., long

auditor signal) across whole act exchange follows!

Example D4 (Dyad #3)

Sp Did you take a midterm in that too?
NSP (NO)
RBC SP No back-channel

SP Is that still to come?
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In example D4 above, although NSP’s response was
conveyed within one turn at talk (a "whole* C-act) SP
none~-the-less reformulated NSP’as mesaage in the
back~-channel. NSP messages, which were conveyed within one
turn at talk, were not considered composite acts despite
their frequent reformulation by SP. A minimum of two
main-channel elements communicated through two different
turns by NSP (with interceding back-channel turn by SP) was
necessary for composite act status t§ be assigned. (For
specific methodology for determining composite act
initiation and termination for co-constructed acts, see
Wexler et al., 1983).

This reformulation of non-complex messages by the SP
can be attributed boﬁh to the interactional style of the
partners as well as the modality in which NSP’s message was
conveyed. Yes/No messages were most often conveyed by the
nonspeaking partners through nonverbal (e.g., head-nod) and
vocal forms. This particular nonspeaker more frequently
used his communication aid to signal yeas and no (by
pointing to these lexical itema on hias board), when
contributing main-channel information. (When producing
auditor back-channel asignals he used the nonverbal and
vocal modalities, exclusively). His aided responses were
typically vocally reformulated by his speaking partner.
This was not affected by the length or complexity of his
response, but rather by the mode of his response. Once

again, it should be noted that this was strongly related to
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the astyle established by the individual dyad. (See atyle
diacuegion to follow).

An example of back-~channel signaling, across whole act
and completed composite act exéhanges, in which explicit

mnessage restatement by SP was not productive, now follows:

Example DS (Dyad #6)

(Note: An asterisk (=) identifies the Composite C-acts)
NSP» (WITH PEOPLE WHO DON’T KNOW ME I USE THE
BOARD MORE)
ABC SpP ((HEAD-N)) back-channel

NSP« (ON THE OUTSIDE THE BOARD GIVES ME THE LITTLE
HELP I NEED WITHOUT HAVING TO USE A MACHINE)

NSP= (PEOPLE WILL THINK IT’S A GAME)

QBC Sp the board? back~channel
BBC NSP ((HEAD-SH)) (NO) back-back-channel
EBC SP the machine back-channel
BBC NSP /m/ (YESD back~-back-channel

Example DS reflects back-channel use conesisting of
both short and long SP auditor signala as well aa NSP
speaker back-channel forma. The interaction of
main-channel and back-channel forms, closely approximates
typical vocal exchanges despite the nonspeaking status of
one of the conversational partners. The nonspeaker’s first
composite act (marked with the first asterisk) is followed
by a short attentional or agreement signal by SP. This is

immediately followed by a second NSP composite act (also

266

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



marked with an aaterisk). This particular formula, speaker
main-channel C-Act/listener "Mhm'" feedback signal/speaker
subsequent main-channel C-Act (continuation), reflects the
prototypical main-channel/back-~channel relationship used by
vocal interactants as described by Duncan. Examples such
as this across nonspeaking/aspeaking dyads, however, are
rare (i.e., where the '"speaker®” in the above formula is the
NSP)>. 1In fact, thia dyad represents the only pair of
interactants within this corpus whose interaction patterns
across whole and completed composite acts frequently shared
this "vocal" feedback organization. Both partnere had
formativa roles in establishing this interaction satyle.

The nonspeaker initiated complex propositional information
without major prompting from the gpeaking partner. Queries
which functioned (across whole acts) to draw out the topics
the nonspeaker was addressing, were ndt used by the SP nor
were they needed. This NSP in essence dominated the
interaction in terms of self initiated information which he
was eager to share (albeit in the form of co-constructed
composite acts). The SP, concomitantly produced feedback
signals in following NSP’s message but did not immediately
produce a contingent query or extraneous tslk following
these messagea. NSP typically continued with his next
compoasite C-act, thua holding onto the conversational
floor. 1In examining the second and third Composite acts
transmitted by NSP in example DS ("ON THE OUTSIDE THE BOARD

GIVES ME THE LITTLE HELP I NEED WITHOUT HAVING TO USE A
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MACHINE®” and *PEOPLE WILL THINK IT’S A GAME"), we find that
NSP produced two successive back to back complex C-acts - a
very rare occurcence. (Never produced by the other NSPs).
Again, this was influenced both by the assertiveness of the
nonspeaker and the lack of compensatory behavior exhibited
by the speaking partner (i.e., to fill in silence gaps or
draw out her partner through extraneous talk).

In the above example, the third composite act (“PEOPLE
WITH THINK IT’S A GAME") waa followed by a Query
Back-Channel by SP. The guery, however, was not produced
in the typical reformulatory confirmation form which
predominated QBCs across the six dyads, but rather was a
referential repair initiation. An anaphoric reference
(i.e., "it’a") in the Composite C-act was unclear and
required unpacking. The remainder of this aside sequence,
the Back-Back-Channel response, the Expansion Back-Channel
and the subsequent confirmation (also a BBC) which ended
the sequence, (in total consiating of two long SP
back-channels and two NSP speaker signals) is quite typical
of vocal exchanges in which partnere negotiate meaning
clarificétion.

The Basic Interactional Unit: Examples From Whole and
Co-Constructed Conversational Acts

The baaic interactional unit, apeaker main-channel
contribution, listener back-channel response, explicit or

implicit back-back-channel evaluation, (either embedded
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within or followed by) subsequent main-channel act, has
been described as the smallest observable interactional
unit across participants in dialog. It should be noted,
however, that conversational pull for back-channel forms is
not produced by each and every main-channel contribution
within dialog. In describing the amallest obaervable
interactional unit, it is not suggested that this unit is
explicitly identifiable throughout all of conversational
exchange. Message apprehension is certainly necessary for
dialog, yet the explicit communication of that apérehension
is typically not required for each tranesmitted

proposition. Short auditor back-channels inform the
speaker that the listener is following, attending to, or is
sympathetic with the information exchanged. Long auditor
signals supply the speaker with more explicit information
regarding the statua of message tranamission. Message
apprehension, however, can also be implicitly signaled
through the listener’a production of an appropriate

contingent response as he/she assumes the role of speaker.

Example D6 (Dyad #1)

(Note: An asterisk (») identifies the Composite C-acts)

NSP+ (WHAT IS YOUR FAVORITE
TEAM?) main-channel

SP I have a few. main-channel

SP I tend to go up and down
with whoever’s winning. main-channel
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SP I waa born in
Pennaylvania. main-channel

ABC NSP ((HEAD-NOD)>) back-channel
SpP So I like the Pittsburg
Steelers. main-channel

Following the tranamission of NSP’a composite act, no
auditor back-channel was produced. SP, however, conveyed
message apprehenesion by responding to NSP’s information
request. Short auditor back-channels are not appropriate
responses to requests. In terms of conversational act
classes, short auditor signals most typically follow
propositions categorized as statements. For the
nonapeaking/speaking dyad, the back-channel opportunity
signals, which provided the conversaticnal pull for the
back-channel responses, were not ideptified following
requests. Rather, turn yielding signals (Duncan, 197S;
Buzolich and Wiemann, 1985) were produced. (Auditor
back-~channels following requests are only appropriate when
produced as repair initiations (e.g., specific QBC forms).
As noted by Sacks et al., (1874/78) clarification work,
directed to problems of understanding, supercedes all other
conventiona in the organization of conversation).

The notion of simultaneous systems operating in dialog
has been described earlier in this chapter. Figure D1
schematizeas the feedback mechaniem which connects
successive main-channel contributions. In Duncan’s model

{1975), the auditor feedback response is followed by a
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speasker continuation signal. Since back-channels are not
viewed as claime for the speaking floor (Duncan, 1975;
Yngve, 1970), prior speaker retains the "ownership" of the
floor and continues with his/hér next contributiop. (See
example D6 above).

During message co-conatruction, this interactional
unit is highly visible. Example D7 provides examples of
the main-channel/back-channel contingency within message
co-construction. Examples of the four move sequence fi.e.,
the smallest cobsarvable interactional unit), reflecting

speaker main-channel/listener back-channel/apeaker

back-back—channel/aﬁd speaker main-channel contributions,

are bracketed below).

Example D7 (Dyad #3)

NSP T main-channel
RBC sSp T back~-channel
NSP (H> mein-channel
RBC Sp H back-channel
NSP CA) main-channel
RBC sSp A back-channel
NSP T main~channel
RBC SP That back-channel
BBC NSP (YES) back-back-channel
NSP < main-channel
RBC Sp I back-channel
NSP (s main-channel
RBC SpP S back-channel
RBC Sp That isas back-channel
NSP A main-channel
RBC SP A back-channel
BBC NSP (YES> back~-back-channel
NSP (F) main-channel
RBC Sp fact back-channel
BBC NSP (YES) back-~-back~channel
QBC sp ia a fact? back-channel
BBC NSP (YES)
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NSP= (THAT IS A FACT) (composite act)

During C-act co-construction, the '"owner' of the
conversational floor is clearly the nonspeaking partner,
the author of the measage being co-constructed. The
main-channel/back~-channel/main-channel sequence further
asupports Duncan’s notion that the listener is not claiming
the speaking floor through back-channel production.

Rather, the speaker retains “floor ownship” as signaled
through the subsequent main-channel contribution.

Maintaining control of the conversational floor was
relatively easy for the speaking partners within this
corpus. Examples D3 and D6 above, illustrate the ease with
which SP held onto the conversaticnal floor following NSP’s

auditor back-channels. An additional example followsa:

Example D8 (Dyad #3)

Sp My teats are coming up

week after next I think. main-channel
ABC NSP ((FACE-SMILE)>) back-channel
SP I have at least one. main-channel

SP The others haven’t made
up their minda. main-channel

sp I guess they’ll tell

sooner or later. main-channel
ABC NSP ( (HEAD-NOD)») back-channel
SP But I heve to £find the
time to study. main-channel
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The ease with which SP held onto the floor was
fecilitated both by SP’s ability to rapidly produce
successive C-acts through the vocal mode as well as NSP’s
appropriate production of auditor signals without further
attempting to claim the speaking floor. The interactional
unit of speaker main-channel, listener back-channel, and
speaker main-channel contributions was co-congtructed
thiough the cooperation of both participants. This smooth
synchrony is reminiscent of natural vocal conversations.

This cooperation was alsoc clearly exhibited within
compogite act co-construction (aa described above 1in
Examples D2 and D7). However, fcocllowing the transmission
of the composite C-act, maintaining floor ownership was

much more difficult for NSP. An example follows:

Example D9 (Dyad #3)

(Note: An asterisk (#) identifies the Composite C-acts)

Underlined seqment denotes interruption of the basic
interactional unit.

NSP+ (I ARRANGED TO GIVE MY

PARENTS A VACATION) main-channel
QBC =3 A two day vacation? back-channel
BBC NSP ((VOC/FACE-SMILE))> back-back-channel

SpP Are _they going anywhere
special? main-channel

NSP» (AND I WILL HAVE A
VACATION FROM THEM) main-channel

NSP tranasmitted a statement to SP via a composite
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conversational act. SP then produced an auditor
back-channel response which was then followed by NSP’s
speaker signal. At that point, SP claimed the speaking
floor and initiated a request. This request, however, was
not preceded by NSP’s turn yielding signals and in fact
interrupted the main-channel/back-channel/main-channel
interactional unit, as described above. NSP cheose to
reclaim the aspeaking floor and continued with he;
nain-channel contribution. In essence, NSP overrode SP’s
claim for the floor. SP yielded the floor to NSP and
subsequentiy worked with NSP in co-constructing the second
compoaite conversational act.

The above example provides evidence that despite
difficulties often found within nonspeech/speech
conversations concerning the frequency or success with
which NSP obtains the speaking floor (Buzolich and Wiemann,
1985; Light, Collier & Parnes, 1985), once the floor is
obtained it is quite difficult for NSP to hold onto it. As
discussed earlier, the production of successive ccmposite
acta, by NSP, was very rare. However, individual
conpetencies and dyadic astyle served to alter that
picture. Example DS (discussed earlier) illustrated that a
nonspeaker could not only obtain the floor but also aould
producs cucessive complex co-constructed C-acts prior to
his partner’s independent propositional contribution. This
was largely a factor of the aassertiveness of the nonspeaker

as well as his gpeaking partner’s cooperation in letting
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the nonspeaker take the lead. In Example D9 (representing
a different dyad), the nonspeaker’s assertiveness is also
evidenced by her persistence in reciaiming the floor
degpite her partner’a propositional contribution. The
speaking partner, in giving up the floor following the
nonspeaker’s reclaiming, facilitated the success with which
the nonspeaker regained the floor without being seen as a
breach in the ritual system.

What diastinguished these two dyad pairs was the
speaking partner’s production, within example DS, of brief
auditor back-channels in acknowledging NSP’s contributions
without additionally interfering with the flow of NSP’s
ongoing '"talk" through propositional exchange.
Back-channel signals were immediately followed by
propositional contributionas, by the SP within example D9,
thereby preventing the nonspeaker’s conveyence of multiple
or succegsive C-acts. The determination of the NSP (as
described in example D9) to reclaim the speaking floor,
served to overide SP’s turn claim. Yet, for this dyad
pair, successive complex C-acts were never produced by NSP

without renegotiation of turn ownership.

For_ the remaining four dyads multiple or successive

complex conversational acts were not produced. The success
with which NSP retained the speaking floor depended, to a

large extent, upon both partners adharence to the
main-channel/back-channel/main-channel sequence. Following

the tranamission of NSPa’ composite acta, SPa rarely
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produced back-channel signale without immediately adding
propoesitional contributions of their own. (A similar
finding was reported by Buzolich, 1984>. 1In fact, the
majority of théir back-channelé had propositional content
(i.e., subject/predicate information), whether produced as
Queries, Restatementa or Co;rections. The aspeaking
partners appeared "compelled" to match NSPa’ composite
contribution with their own substantive contribution. Even
their sho;t auditor signale (ABCs) were typically of the
vocal/linguistic type (i.e., "alright", 'goed", "I
understand", “Yeah") in lieu of the more aubtle vocal and
no;verbal emblems (such as "mhm” signals and head nods)
which encourage narrative production.

This particular finding has clinical implications as
well as theoretical significeance. 1In terms of clinical
intervention, NSP needs to learn a range of methods not
only to gain the speaking floor (as suggested by Buzolich &
Wiemann, 1985 and Light et al. 1985) but also a range of
methods to hold onto the speaking floor. SPs should be
encouraged not only to give the NSP’s sufficient time to
initiste and extend topice (again, aas suggested by the
above authors) but also to provide simple short auditor
aignala following whole act or completed composite act
conveyance (to signal their attention and continued
comnitment to "hearing out' the2 nonapeaker), without
immediately claiming the speaking floor for themselves.

Simple auditor feedback with minimal linguistic content
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(nost typically “"mnhm* signals) facilitates narrative

production.

Convergsaticnal Organization as Expressed Through
Back-Channel Use

When each conversational act produced by NSP and SP
wag examined, 72% were produced during composite act

co-conatruction. Nearly two-thirds of these component

C-acts were produced within the back-channel.

Acrose whole or completed composite acts (the

remaining 28% of the C-acts), & _little over one-third were

produced in the back-channel. The participants’
interaction pattern was qualitatively different during
conposite act co-construction from that exhibited across
whole act information exchange. The feedback and mutual
monitoring asystem, which organized their contributions, was
much more intensive during co-constructed complex message
expression. The conversational pull for back-channels was
not as strong acroas the whole act context.

There was increased conversational pull for feedback
activity within the co-construction process. This "pull®
was behaviorally identified by the increased number of NSP
back-channel opportunity cues identified within
co-constructed acts (as compared to whole act exchanges).
The resting of the nonspeaker’s finger or headstick on a

letter or word without relaxation of hand or head posture,

[

provided 2 powerful "pull®™ for an SP back-channe
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reformulation. Additionally, the turning of the
nocnspeaker’s head away from the communication aid toward
the SP during message formulation, was another powerful
behavioral cue for a subsequent auditor back-channel
signal. That is, such moments of resting and turning
occurred at junctures that made them readily open to
interpretation from their partnera. (See methodology
chapter for a description of these ‘cues").

The immediate context (i.e., meassage co-construction)
provided the situational pull for intenasive mutual
monitoring. The very fact that one of the interactants
conveyed comrplex propositions in a nonvocal mode, pointing
to individual letters and words, while the listener
retained this information in active memory and synthesized
the message as a whole prior to producing a contingent
responge, demanded a conversational organization in which
explicit mutual monitoring played a crucial role. Explicit
feedback by both interactants served to lessen the memory
load for the listener while providing the speaker with an
ongoing formét for checking the accuracy of message elemen%t

tranamnissioc

4

A fundamental distinction in the conversational
organization across whole and co-constructed contexts, was
that mesaage reformulation played a leas dominant role
across whole act exchanges. Active listening (on the part
of SP) was operative, yet far less explicitly marked than

within co-constructed sequences. Reformulating and
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confirming NSP’a information was a central focua of the

conversational organization of message co-construction.

A Comparison of Conversational Contexts

The term “context" has been uased to reflect the
environment which encompasses ongoing talk. Scholars have
attributed importance to the nonlinguistic or egophoric
context which co-occurs with telk (Halliday and Hasan,
1976; Bloom and Lahey, 1978), the preceding or succeeding
linguistic context surrounding a&a given utterance (Dore,
1978), the phonemic context within which a aound ia
embedded (Borden and Harris, 1980), the situational context
which sets the occasion for the exchange of talk (e.g.,
naturaliastic or experimental contexts; or normel and
abnormal contexts as described by Crystal 1969), the social
context of language (Labov, 1970/72), and the contextual
frame within which participants interpret what they are
doing together with their talk (Frake, 1977).

Conversation itself can also be viewed as context.

Its organization provides participants with a format for
interacting with one another. 6onvereational context, as
used here, is defined as the structure and focus of ongoing
linguistic activity which organizes the participants’ in
dialog. Two specific conversational contexts have been
identified for the nonspeaking/speaking dyads within this
corpus. The first, the whole act context, reflects single

turn propositional exchange produced for the purpose of
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dialog (as might typify vocal exchanges). The second, the
co-conatructed act context, reflectas propositional
co-conatruction for the purpose of co-producing one
partner’s ccmplex convaeraational acts (which is atypical of
vocal exchange).

Conparing the feedback activity across these two
contexts revealed several organizational distinctions. A
nore equitable balance of back-channel production was
identified within the whole act context. SPs produced less
than twice as many back-channels as NSPz. Within
co-constructed act contexts, SPs produced over four times
as many back-channels as NSPas. The more equitable
distribution was associated with the increased number of
independent (or completely transmitted) contributions by
both conversational partners. The function of whole act
contexts was information exchange. Both the speaking and
nonspeaking partners contributed self-initiated
information. (Co-construction processes never involved SP
initigted messages.) These C-acts, in turn, provided the
conversational pull for auditor feedback signals. In fact,
one-third of each group’s feedback signaling, within the
whole act context, were simple Acknowledgment
Back-Channels. Similar to earlier discussions in this
chapter, the symmetry acroass the partners was quite
striking.

Also apparent, however, was the high proportion

(two-thirds) of each partner’s back-channels production
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used for complex feedback functionas. Since C-act
co-construction waa not the focus during whole act
exchange, the relatively large number of long back-channels
and back-back-channels produce&. was very differept from
the “"whole act” feedback activity of vocal interactants.
Vocal liastener’s typically produce numerous short auditor
signals when their partner’s have the speaking floor
(egpeciaelly during narrative production). When NSP’a
messagea were tranamitted within one turn at talk (or
following a composite act’s corpletion) a asizable
proportion of SP’s back-channels were still produced for
explicitly reformulating, querying or correcting NSP’s
contributions. These in turn, influenced the production of
NSP’e contingent speaker back-channel aignals (BBCe).

The function and overall focus of the co-constructed
context, was on NSP C-act transmission. As described
above, SPs produced four times as many back-channels as
their nonspeaking partners within this context. Because
NSP was the exclusive "author'" of co-constructed messages,
and therefore, the only main-channel act producer, all of
the auditor signals were produced by SP. Due to the
nunmeroua main-channel message elements within this context
(i,e., the individual letters and wcrds a&s selected by
NSP), the pull for auditor signaling was strong.
Back-channel signals when produced by NSP, were speaker
signal evaluations of SP’s back-channels. Much of this

evaluation, however, was not explicitly signaled but weas
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embedded within NSP‘’s subsequent main-channel
contributions. What appeared as an unequitable balance of
back-channel use (resting heavily with the speaking
partners), was, in fact, dictated by the organization of
the co-constructed conversational context. This
back-channel distribution was not the result of individual
style variations across nonspeakers and speakers. Rather,
it reflected the overall requirement for NSP’s complex
message transmission, i.e., it was the local structure of
this particular type of conversational activity.

Within co-constructed contexts, the distribution of
back-channel forms across speaking and nonspeaking groups
while quite different, reflected mutual monitoring across
partners. Nearly all of SP’s auditor signals were "long"
(i.e., in terms of back-channel type clasasification)
back-channel types. NSP message elements were typically
refornulated vocally by the SP. Concomitantly all of NSP’s
back-channel.forms were produced as back-back-channel
signals. These BBCs served as evaluations of SP’s long
back-channel responses.

The relative absence of short auditor signaling iﬁ the
co-constructed context, was related to the work that was
being done by the partners - i.e., co-constructing the form
of NSP’s complex message. Short auditor back-channels
convey listener intereast and attention but they do not meet
the active listening requirements of the co-constructed act

context. Rather than signel attention, SP most often
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re-envoiced NSP’a prior mesasage elements through
Restatement Back-Channels. This preferred back-channeling
nethod appeared to be related to the memory demands placed
cn the SPs in following and synthesizing NSP’s messages
during co-constructed contexts. Explicit reformulation
supported on-line retention of message elements in active
menrory. Message reformulation additionally served as a
repair prevention procedure. Reception errors were
immediately identifiable and corrected thua avoiding
excessive work in locating trouble source elements for
negotiating repair. (See Blau, 1986b). The organization
of the co-constructed context, aa reflected by the
back~-channel forms which were productive, facilitated the

participant’s interaction.

Back-Channel Type Diatribution: Context Specificity

The organizational distinctions across whole and
co-conatructed act contexts were reflected in the sgpecific
back-channel types produced by the participante. There
were differences in the proportional use of each of the
five auditor back-channel types. Differences were also
identified acroas aspeaker back-channel sasignals. These
proportional distributions, are listed on Table D1 and
Figure D4.

Across the whole act context, simple acknowledgments
(ABCs) were used more frequently by SP than any other

back-channel type, more closely approximating (although not
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TABLE D1

Back-Channel Type Diatribution: Context Specificity

SPEAKING PARTNERS NONSPEAKING PARTNERS
WHOLE CO-CONSTRUCTED WHOLE CO-CONSTRUCTED
ACT ACT ACT ACT
AUDITOR SIGNALS AUDITOR SIGNALS
22% RBC 67% RBC 36% ABC 0% ABC
35% ABC 6% ABC
28x @BC 152 QBC
% EBC 9% EBC
12% CBC 2% CBC
SPEAKER SIGNALS SPEAKER SIGNALS
0% BBC 0% BBC 64% BBC 100% BBC

RBC = Restatement Back-Channel
ABC = Acknowledgment Back-Channel
QBC = Query Back-Channel

EBC = Exapansion Back-Channel
CBC = Correction Back-Channel

BBC = Back-Back-Channel
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FIGURE D4

Back-Channel Type Distribution: Context Specificity
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identical to) feedback activity acroas vocal interactants.
As dezcribed above, ABCa were rarely produced by the
speaking partnera during message co-consatruction.
Restatements which eccounﬁed for two-thirds of SP’s
back-channels within the co-constructed contexts, accounted
for only one-fourth of SP b;ck-chennel activity eacross
whole act contexts. Speakers appeared to spend less time
diraectly reproducing NSP’a messages across whole act
contexts, and more time simply ascknowledging these ;cta.
Query Back-Channsls ware producad proportionally Rore
frequently across whole act exchanges. Dua to the
consistent use of message elemaent reformulation by the SPs
within co-conatructed contexts, fewer confirmational
requests were produced. Those producad did not initiate
repair or query the content of NSP’s message elementa.
Rathexr, they were confirmational forms of Restatement and
Expansion Back-Channels typically used at word and message
boundaries. Measages produced within a single turn at talk
(or completed composite acts) were available for content
queries in addition to confirmations of messszz form. This
added to their usefulness within the whole act context.
Expanasions Back-Channels were proportionally more
frequently used within co-conastructed contexta. As
diacussed sarlier, there exiasted an organizational
preference for word completion over message extension.
Opportunities for word completiona were virtually

impossible across whole or asynthesized composite acts.
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NSP’as whole acts were aimple acts (specifically, yes/no
responses), vhile aynthesized composite acts were complex
acts of varying propositional content and illocutionary
function. Few opportunitea for word completions were
available following simple yes/no responses or completed
complex messages. Meaasage extensions could be producsed,
but not message completionsa.

Correction Back~-Channels were more frequently produced
(proportionally speaking) agross whole act contextg. This
high proportion (12%) of CBC production, reflected SP’s
evaluation of several of NSP’s whole and composite act
contributions as unacceptable. This corrective style is
not typical of adult interaction in which casusal
information exchange is the focus. Corrections are more
frequently found within mother-child interaction or
teacher-student exchanges. Virtually all of thease
corrections, however, were produced by the two apeakers who
actually were their partners’ teachers. Asa described
earlier in thia chapter, the converasational mode across
thease two dyada frequently shifted to an inatructional
one. This shifting, in esaence, waa focused on evaluating
and correcting NSP’s main-channel performance. The high
proportion of CBCa across whole act exchanges, reflected
these contextual shifta.

NSP’s back-~channel distributions varied quite
significantly across whole act and co-constructed act

contexta. The greatest difference wss in the production of
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short auditor signals (ABCs). One-third of all NSP
feedback, across whole act contexts, was produced for
aignaling attention to and interest in SPs’ contributions.
Within co-constructed contexts, no short auditor signals
were produced by NSP. The organization of the
co-constructed act context demanded that all NSP
back-channels function as speaker back-channel signals
(BBCs) .

In summary, a more varied distribution of back-channel
type use, for both spsaking and nonapeaking subjects, was
noted across whole act contexts. SP’s feadback (in
decending order of proportional use) focused upon signaling
attenticn/agreement to NSP’s messages (ABC), querying the
content and confirming the form of NSP’s messages (QBC),
vocally reformulating NSP’s mesaages (RBC), and correcting
some aspect of NSP’s prior message (CBC). Expanding NSP’s
ressages (EBC) was rarely done. For the nonspeaking
partners, back-channel activity consiasted of both
acknowlaedging SP’s independent conversational contributions
(ABC), as well as Back-Back-Channeling information (BBC),
oiten within highly obligatory contexta.

Within the co-conastructed act contexts, SP’s feedback
activity focused on meassage reformulation. Restatement
Back-Channels (RBC) were used more often than all other
back-channel types combined. Confirmation queries (Q@BC)
were used at word and message boundaries and Expanaion

Beck-Channelas (EBC) were productive at the word completion
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level. Simple acknowledgment signals (ABCs) were rarely
used and message corractions (CBCs) were not typically
done. For the nonspeaking partners all back-channel
activity was focusad on refining SP’sa back-channel
reformulations.

It should be noted that while a more equitable balance
of back-channeling was identified within the whole act
context, the term “balance' should not be equated with
“"better”. The explicit back-channeling that waa produced
across wholas act contexts often interfered with NSP’s
production of succeassive conversational acts. The
intaegrity of the interactional unit, aas reflected in the
main-channel/back-channel relationship, was frequentiy
breached following composite act exchange. The
ralationship was much sturdier within the co-constructed

act context.

i Organizational Contexts: Structural Diatinctions

In the basic interactional unit, the speaker (i.e.,
the main-channel act producer) retaines “ownership” of the
spaaking floor following the back-channel activity. Within
the co-conatructed act context, with its interplay of
main-channel and back-channel forma, NSP aucceaafully
retained control of the speaking floor until the composite
act was transritted. However, at the composjite act’s
juncture (when the perceived composite act wesz

transmitted), it was nearly impossible for the nonspeakers
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in this corpus to raetain the speaking floor (although thay
could reclaim it). These junctures signaled the contextual
shift from co-constructed act to whole act exchange. That
is, at the end of the co-construction process, the
composite act was perceived by the auditor as a whole
converasational act. Requesata could receive reaponaes,
statemnents could be acknowledged or the nonspeaker could
(in theory) transmit another complex conversational act.
The speaking partners, however, frequently identified
compoaite act junctures as opportunities to claimr the
speaking floor. The interactional structure itself
facilitated thia interpretation.

The completion of the co-conatructed act was signaled
through an NSP Back-Back-Channel signalz‘ i
at message boundaries, were produced through both vocal and
nonverbal forms (i.e., vocalizations, head noda and
prolonged eye contact). When produced within message
co-construction (i.e., at word boundaries), NSP’a turn
c;;tinuation signals (i.e., retaining hand or head posture
in transmission position, movement toward next lexical
target, and eye gaze ahift to communication board),
imnediately followed or co-occured with the BBC. Following
the extensive negotiation of the composite act sequence,
the final BBC wes delivered in a alower manner, eye gaze
was prolonged and head position waa away from the
cormunication board. This final BBC both confirmed the

accuracy of SP’a prior back-channel reasage while
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simultanecusly signaled the end of the co-constructed

ressage unit. v a L )
¥ i k t
signals. Since these occurred at the turn’s transitional

space, the SP’s interpreted these signals as turn transfer
opportunities. MHost SPs elécted to seize the speaking turn
at these junctures. NSPs were therefore unable to continue
with a second co-conatructed message without firat
reclaiming the apsaking floor (Example DS),

Ona nonspaaker, however, successfully getsingd floor
ownership across these "whole” act contoxtﬁ and produced

successive complex composite conversational acta (aee

Exzample DS gbcvs). Hs producsd lsss proncuncsd BECs st
compogsite act junctures and jimmediately signaled speaker

continuation by shifting gaze downward to the board, moving
toward the next letter selection, or by vocally producing
the next word (i.e., the firat word in his ensuing
mnessage). By producing theae aspeaker continuation signals,
NSP shifted tha conversasational coﬁtext back to C-act
co-construction. The succeass with which the nonspaakers
produced successive complex propositions depended upon
their ability to smoothly shift conversational contexts.
These shifts were a collaborative effort by both partners.
SP’s production of short auditor signals, following
composite act tranasmisaion, facilitated this contextual

ahift by not redirecting NSP’a contribution towards

responding to an SP initiation.
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Style: Individuel Differences in Back-Channel Use

The subtle interactional dynamics negotiated acroas
partners in dialog are reflected in back-channel use.
Main-channel/back-channel contingency are part of the basic
organizational structure of conversation. Conversational
structure, in turn, organizes its participants.
Interactional style influences dyadic performance within
this organizational atructure. Style, as such, is
mnanifested as active negotiation by partners. Social roles
provide the interactanta with a frame for accaptable
interaction styles. Most typically, however, styles shift
throughout a conversations exchange.

<. Conaistent patterns of feedback signaling were
identified across the six dyad pesira. The back-channeling
systemr functioned as the basic interactive framawork of the
conversational organization. Individual differences in
back~channel use, reflected gtyle distinctions within this
interactive framework.
Dyadic Variability in Measage Reformulation.

All of the speaking partners uesed vocal reformulation
(RBCs) as their basic back-channeling form. Their typical
RBC subtype was message repetition. That ies, they most
typically rspeated NSP’s mess==ges through vocal
reformulation. Paraphrases and summaries were far less
frequently uased. There was one exception. The speaking

partner in Dyad #6 used restatements proportionally less
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frequently than her peers (although RBCs remained the most
frequently used back~channel signal). Additionally, her

RBCs were most typically produced as ressage summaries and

paraphrases arnid not as message repestitions. The
organization of message co-constructjion (i.e., the internal

structure of the main-channel/back-channel relationship)
was the same across all six dyads. However, the particular
nt £ ajin- /back- (] o w

de’srmined by the jnteractants themselveg (i.e., individual

choices of content filled the structural junctures).

As described in detail throughout this study, SP’s
back-channel forms were occasioned by NSP’as preceding
main-channel messages. The conversational pull for an
auditor back-channel came from the back-ehannel opportunity
"cue' which preceded it. The situational pull for the
back-channel arose from the modality in which the
main-channel message waas encoded {vocal or nonvocal), the
aize of the main-channel message exchanged (i.e., message
element(s) or complete message unit) and the sequential
location of the main-channel element in relation to message
unit completion (i.e., location within the co-conatruction
process). The conversational pull set the stage for the
auditor signal. The situational pull influenced the form

in which the back-channel wag encoded (i.& the specific

back-channel type used by the auditor).
NSP #6 typically tranamitted more complete forms of

main-channel informaticn pricr to SP’a back-channel
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reformulation. That is, instead of typically transnittipg
single letters followed by single letter reformulations by
SP, NSP #6 typically spelled out an entire word within one
turn at talk while his partner back-channeled the
sumparized (synthesized) form at the word boundary.

An example follows?

Example D10 (Dyad #6)

note: Hyphens (-) between capital letters reflect letters
which have been explicitly selected within a single turn at

talk. '
NSP (T-H-I-S)
SUMMARY RBC SpP this
NSP (G-I-V-E-S)
SUMMARY RBC Sp gives
NSP /mi/ (phonetic transascription)
ABC SP ((SP HEAD-NOD))>
NSP (T-H-E)
SUMMARY RBC Sp the
NSP (H-U-M-A-)
EBC SP huran
BBC NSP /E/ ((HEAD-NOD/FACE-SMILE))
NSP /wI ?I/ (phonetic transascription)
QBC Sp the human.....
BBC NSP (F-E-E-L-)
EBC sp feeling ((NODDING)>)
BBC NSP /E/ (C(HEAD-NOD/VOC))>

NSP= (THIS GIVES ME THE HUMAN FEELING)

Three main-channel contributions by NSP, (T-H-I-S),
(G-I-V-E-S) and (T-H-E), were completedly formulated within
single turns. Concomitantly, SP’s RBCe were produced as
sunnaries which reflected the syntheasis and vocal
reproduction of these worda. Thias NSP’s motor ability

(L.e., hia pointing skille) Eertainly facilitated his
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production of successive main-channel forms. Yet this
style appeared to be more atrongly influenced by the
effectiveness and efficiency of main-channeling and
back-channeling larger units of information across speaking
turna. Ita format was co-conatructed by both

interactanta. No other dyad uaed thia particular
interaction style for message co-constructicn. The other
five nonspeakers transmitted single main-channel elenents
within each component contributien. Thie typically
entalled a single letter which was then followed by a vocal
repetition by SP. Summaries and paraphrases were
back-channeled at word, phrase, or sentence boundaries.

For example:

Example D11 (Dyad #3)

NSP I
REPTN RBC Sp b g

NSP M)
REPTN RBC SP N

NSP I
REPTN RBC SP I

NSP (S
REPTN RBC Sp S

NSP (s
REPTN RBC sSpP S

NSP E)
REPTN RBC Sp E

NSP (o))
SUMMARY RBC SP I miassed

NSP (B)
REPTN RBC SP B

NSP (Y)
REPTN RBC SP Y

NSP (& D]
REPTN RBC SpP 1

NSP 1
SUMMARY RBC SP 11

BBC NSP (YES)
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PARPHS RBC sp You missed by eleven.
BBC NSP (YES)

NSP« (I MISSED BY ELEVEN)

Since four of the ncaspsskar’s (NSP #1,2,4 and S5) had
a large number of words as well as the alphabet on their
beoarde, transmitting a complete word within one turn at
talk was posaible. However, this stiil involved cna
nain-channel message per turn as pointing to a single word
required the same motor effort as pointing to a single
letter. Example D2 (discussed in an earlier section of
this chapter) is a prototypical example of the measage
transmission atyle used by the other four dyada.

Message Completion as a Reflect of Dvad Variability
Expansion Back-Channels were produced relatively
infraquently by the speaking pariners. Dyad #6, used this

back~-channel form far more often than the othera. Aa
described above, NSP #6 typically spelled-out complete
worda within one turn at talk prior to SP’a vocal
reformulation. This was mutually co-constructed by the
placement of the back-channel opportunity signal by NSP and
the subaequent back-channel form supplied by SP. This
format was supportive of formulating and back-channeling
larger pieces of information. During the spelling process,
before the turn’s completion, SP frequently reformulated
the word being spelled in the vocal mode. 1In fact, 27X of

SP #6‘’s back-channels were produced in this way (as
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expanaion Back-Channels). A saeacond loock at example D10 is
warrantad.

Exanple D10 (Dyad #6)

note: Hyphens (-) between capital letters reflect letters
which have been explicitly selected within a single turn at

talk.
NSP (T-H-I-S)
RBC SF thias
NSP (G-I-V-E-S)
RBC SP givesa
NSP /mi/ (phonetic transacription)
ABC SP ((SP HEAD-NOD))
NSP (T-H-E)
RBC SpP the
NSP (H-U-M-A-)
COMPLTN EBC SP human
BBC NSP /£/ ((HEAD~NOD/FACE-SMILE))
NSP /wi?l/ (phonetic transcription)
QBC SP the human.....
BBC NSP (F-E-E-L-)
COMPLTN EBC 5P feeling ((NODDING))
BBC NSP /E/ (CHEAD-NOD/VOC))

NSP» (THIS GIVES ME THE HUMAN FEELING)

Thease EBCas might be ccnaidered '"early' back-channel
forma, as back-channel opportunity spaces were more clearly
defined after all the letters were selected by NSP.
(Multiple back-channel opportunity signals were conveyed at
word boundaries aso the converasational pull for an auditor
back-channel was considered extremely high following a
complete word formulation). NSP #6, howesver, did monitor
SP for early word reformulationa. Given the high frequency
with wh;ch these expansions were accurate, their use served
both as an acknowledgment of NSP’s message as well as an

efficiency strategy. NSP #6 frequently produced speaker
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back-channel signsls (BBC), fonllowing SP’s EBC, to confirm
the expanaion (while not an obligatory response, cleaear
evidence of mutual monitoring).

The notion of early back-channel is not synonymous
with word/message completion. For the other five dyads,
Expansion Back-Channels typically were produced following a
back-channsl cpportunity signal when conversational pull
for feedback was high. The situational pull (including the
linguistic context which preceded the main-channel mressage
and the knowledge shared by the interactants) infiuenced
the SP’as decision to offer a complete word/message in the

back-chennel in lieu of message restatement. Examples

follow:
Exanple D12 (Dyad #4)
SP Yes to which queation?
NSP (N>
RBC SP N
NSP Q1))
RBC SP U
NSP M
RBC SpP M
NSP (B)
CMPLTN EBC SP Number

NSP» (NUMBER)

Exarple D13 (Dyad #1)

. NSP M
RBC sp M
NSP (E)
RBC SpP E
NSP (A
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EXTNSN EBC SP Mean Joe Greent
BBC NSP ( CHEAD-NOD/EYE CONTACT))

NSP (MEAN JOE GREEN)

In both of these examplesa, the alot was available for
an SP back-channel. SP, however, elected to fill the slot
with word or message completion instead of message element
reformulation.

Q

All six dyads used QBCs moat typically as a

back-channel confirmation check of some prior main-channel
element. SP #6, howzver,used proportionally fewer QBCs
than her speasking pears. Once again, the partners in dyad
#6 filled their main-channel/back-channel slots
differently. Confirmation queries moast often reflected
expansion and restatement back-channels produced with a
riaing tone., In terme of back-channel subtype, word
completions, message extensions and summary reformulations
were typically produced with confirmational tone by SPs
#1-5. Expansions eand summaries, however, were typically
produced asgertiv=ly by SP #6, i.e., without a modulated
tone. At firat examination, this appears surprising.
Modulated forms of listener completiona conform to the
ritual constraints of conversational organization. (See
"Modulated Formes of Reformulation' above). Since NSP was
message author during message co-construction, the message

completions offered by the listener were most appropriately
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produced as queries. The partners within Dyad #6, however,
did not conform to this social convention. Yet, NSP’s
authorahip statua did not appear challengud. nNor was thera
any observable breach in the ritual equilibrium. Careful
examination of the dyads’ use of these forms provided an
explanation.

For Dyads #1-5, as described above, expansions and
summaries were typically produced in a back-channel slot
which waas available for simple letter repetition (or
immaediatsly following laetter repetition). Their uss was
influenced by the situational pull for message completion
and synthesis. In contraat to Dyad #6, Dyads #1-5 used a
single message per turn format. NSP #6 typically exchanged
multiple main-channel message elements per turn, followed
by SP°’a summarization or completion in the back-channel.

These summaries and completions were rarely produced in &

nrodulated tone but were an acgeptable component of the
interaction styla gset up by both partners (see example D10

above). This format was established as an effective and
efficient method for facilitating NSP’a conversational

contributiona.

Expanaions, aummaries and paraphraases were most
frequently produced et message boundarie= by SPs #1-S.

They were nearly alwaya produced in a modulated tone.

Several examples follow:
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Example D14 (Dyad #5)

SP They’re going somewhere apecials

NSP (N)
RBC Sp N

NSP (E)
RBC SP E

NSP W
RBC sp w

NSP J
RBC SP J

NSP (E)

RBC sp E
CNFRM/RQ QBC Sp New Jersey?
BBC NSP (YES)

RSP= (NEW JERSEY)

Example D1S (Dyad #1)

NSP I
RBC Sp I
NSP (love)
RBC SP love
NSP (thad
RBC SP the
NSP (S)
CNFRM/RQ QBC Sp Steelers?
BBC NSP ( (HEAD-NGD/EYE CONTACT))

NSP= (I LOVE THE STEELERS)

Example D16 (Dyad #3)

NSP (W
RBC SP w

NSP (H)
RBC SP H

NSP Y

RBC sp Y
CNFRM/RQ QBC sSp WhyA
BBC NSP ((FACE-SMILE))

NSP« (WHY?)
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Thease confirmational queries set the stage for an

obligatory back-back-channel response by NSP. Thia QBC/BBC

sequence, when preoduced at message boundaries, was the most

typical format for completing composite act co-construction
for dyads #1-5 . For Dyad #6, composite act boundaries
were more often marked by the EBC/BBC or RBC/BBC pair.
QBC/BBC sequences, when providing closure at composite act
junctures, structural facilitated turn/floor transfer
back to the speaking partner.

CBC Varigbi;;tx; Didactic Style Shift within Dyad Pairs.
Much detail has already been given regarding the
didactic accountability style which was used within two of

the dyad pairs ;Dyads #2 and 4). Despite the "task
inatruction” (as designed methodologically by the data
collection procedure) for participants to exchange in
conversation, the educational mode of teacher/student talk
permeated the conversations of the teacher/student pairs.
Dyad #2 preasented an extreme example of teaching/student

accountability work. Examples follow:
Example D17 (Dyad #2)

SP Are you having company?

NSP /3€/ (CVOC/HEAD-NOD))
MOD /EVAL CBC SP The board!

BBC NSP (My)

QBC SP  Your?

BBC NSP (My)

RBC SP My
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NSP A
RBC Sp A
NSP U
RBC SP U
NSP (T
SPL/EVAL CBC SP N ((CORRECTING))>
PL/EV CBC SP N
BBC NSP (N)
RBC Sp N
NSP T
RBC SP T
- RBC SP Your aunt is coming over.
BBC NSP /€7 <((VOC/FACE-SMILE))
NSP» (MY AUNT)

In example D17, the spelling correction was produced

within the co-conatruction of NSP’s composite C-act. Most

typically, didactic sequences were exchanged after the

composasite act’as completion {i.e., acrose the whole act

context). Shifting the focua of the whole act context from

caaual conversasation to teacher/student talk, served as an

identifying feature of didactic interaction styles.

xanple D18 (Dyad #2)

RBC
RBC

aBcC
QBC

RBC
RBC

RBC

Sp

NSP
Sp
NSP
Sp
NSP
Sp
SP
NSP
Sp
NSP
SP
NSP
SP
SP
Sp

Who elae is coming?

(My>
My
C)
C
Qb
( (HEAD-SHAKE))
C-U»
S
S
I
I
(N)
N
N
Go ahead
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QBC SP Your cousin#
BBC NSP /An/ ((VOC/HEAD-NOD))>

NSP» (MY COUSIN)

SPL/EVAL CBC SP Cousin is C-0-U

BBC NSP C>
RBC SpP c

SP Go ahead
BBC NSP <0)
RBC sp o
BBC NsPp 14 15)
RBC sp U

SPL/EVAL CBC sp S

BBC NSP (S)
SPL/EVAL CBC SP I
BBC NSP (I

SPL/EVAL CBC SP N

BBC NSP (N

The partners within Dyad #4 also shifted from casual
talk to teacher/student talk. The ahift involved
accountability sequences in which the telegraphic form of
NSP’s messages were evaluated as unacceptable, despite the

interpretability of the content. An example followsa:
Example 12 (Dyad #4)

’

Sp Did any team member impreass you?

NSP (YES)
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NSP

(9)

RBC sP 9
NSP (9)
RBC SP 9
((PAUSE 3 SECONDS))
BBC NSP /£/7 ((VOC/EYE CONTACT))
NSP# (NINETY-NINE)

REF/EVAL CBC SP Ninety-Nine dcesn’t tell me nruch.
QBC SP Ninety-nine percent of the rookies?
QBC Sp Or number ninety-nine impressed you#
BBC NSP C(YES)

RBC sP Yes
QBC SP Yes to which queation?
BBC NSP (N>
RBC SP N
NSP U
RBC SP U
NSP M)
RBC sP M
NSP (B)
EBC sP Number
NSP» (NUMBER)
ABC SP OK
REF/EVAL CBC SP But you haven’t made a complete

Corrections were

remaining four dyads.

focua of Dyada #2 and

sentence yet!

rarely identified across the
None reflected the extreme didactic

4'

Individual Varjiability within SP’s Short Auditor Signals

As described in the results, 11X of all back-channels

produced by the apeaking partner were short auditor

signala. SP #6, however, produced twice as many simple
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acknowledgment asignals as her peers (23X of all her
back-channela). In fact, SP #6 wae the only apeaking
partner who produced a sizable number of ABCs throughout
both the co-construction and wﬂole act contexts. (ABC use
within C-act co-construction was extremely rare for Dyads
#1-5S). Two particular contexts facilitated theae short
suditor signala for Dyad #5. During C-act co-construction,
NSP occasionally vocally transmitted personal pronouns
(specifically, *I*" and "me*) and short function words
(s.g., "4"). These vocalizations were produced within a
single main-channel turn and occasioned SP’s back-channel
response. SP acknowledged meassage reception with
traditional ABC signals. (Vocal attempts at transmitting
other relational words, e.g., "feeling"”, were followed by
either message restatement by SP or repair initiation.)
Exsiple D10, as described earlier, clearly illuatrates
these points.

“Mhn" signals were also frequently produced by SP #6
following NSP’s first main-channel message during composite
act co-construction. These signals acknowledged
main-channel message reception as well aa SP’a commitment
to ""heering out"™ her partner ("Acknowledgment/Attentional*®
signalsa).

SP #6 also frequenfly produced short auditor aignals
at the juncture following NSP’s composite act. These
signals served to acknowledge SP’s interest and attention

to NSP’s composite act contribution without interrupting
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NSP’s narrative production (i.e., NSP maintained thea
apeaking floor and continued with his next complex
composite act). As discussed earlier in this chapter (see
example D5), NSP #6 was the only nonspeaker to produce
successive complex C~acta. (Thereby illustrating that
narrative production was an option if the dyadic menmbers
allowed for it, i.e., were organized in terms of this
format). SP’s use of short auditor signals appeared to
facilitate NSP’s narrative exchange. Example D20 below,
illustrates the three locations of SP #6’s short auditor
signals: following NSP’as initial main-channel contribution
to his co-conatructed composite act, following NSP’s vocal
prononinal reference, and following the juncture of the

composite converasational act.

Example D20 (Dyad #8)

NSP (W-I-T-H>
ACKNOW/ATTN ABC SP Mhm (C(HEAD-NOD))>
NSP (P-E-0-)
EBC SpP people
NSP (W-H-0)
RBC SP who
NSP (D-0-)
QBC SpP don’t know you?
BBC NSP ( (HEAD-NOD))>
NSP /ax/ ((POINTS TO SELF))
ACKNOW ABC SP ¢ (HEAD-NQD)> )
NSP (U-S-E)
RBC SpP uase
NSP (T-H-E)
EBC SP the board
BBC NSP /€7 ((HEAD-NOD))
EBC Sp nore
BBC NSP /&/ (C(HEAD-NOD))

NSP* (WITH PEOPLE WHO DON’T KNOW ME
I USE THE BOARD MORE)
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ACKNOW/ATTN ABC sSP (CHEAD-NOD))
NSP (0O-N) etc. etc.
ndividual V 3 w NSP~” uditor nals

The ralatively small proportion of ABCs produced by
the NSP’s reflected the low conversational pull for then.
(See "Back-Channels aas Attentional/Reception Signalea"
earlier in this chapter). Individual variability among the
dyads reflected two distinct patterns. NSP #1,3,4,5 and 6
produced ABCa. NSP #2 produced virtually no ABCa.

Interactional dynamics influenced the conversational
pull for auditor back-channels. ABC variability reflected
the variability in back-channel opportunities presented to
the nonspeakers.

The apeaking partnersas within the former group
contributed self-initiated 1n£ormation across whole act
contexta. That ias, when not focued on message
co-construction, they offered their views about topics
raised by the nonspeakers. This information was, at times,
produced as narrative, in which SP produced successive
rain-channel contributiona. During these *narratives", SP
produced back-channel opportunity cues (i.e., turning their
heads toward the nonspeakers at particular C-ect
boundaries) which set the stage for auditor back-channel
regponases. The nonspeakers produced ABC4 at these
appropriate junctures. ~

SP #2 rarely provided opportunities for acknowledgment

eignaling by NSP. Her main-channel contributions were
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typically interrogatives, through which she attempted to
"draw out" her nonspeaking partner. (Concomitantly NSP #2
produced only one self-initiated conversational act!) As
discussed sarlier, the dialog of Dyad &2 was heavily laced
with didactic accountability sequences. This
teacher/atudent talk (Goffman, 1976/81), in which the
teacher asks questions, the student answera, and the
teacher evaluates, did not provide NSP with opportunities
to back-channel SP’s independent contributions. In fact,
the only time SP produced a sequence of convarsational acts
which were not focused on drawing out NSP, was at the end
of the interaction. During this narrative sequence, a
back~channel opportunity space'was available to NSP. At
this point in the interaction, however, NSP had covered her
face and waa avoiding eye contact with SP, affectively
conveying her uncomfortsbility with the interaction through
nonverbal expresaion (c.f. Scheflen and Scheflen, 1972).
Individual Veariability in Back-Back-Channel Uze.

Nearly 60% of all Back-Back Channel signale were
produced in highly obligatory contexts. (**Obligatory
context” refers to BBC production in response to Query or
Corrections Back-Channels). Individual variability was
very pronounced. For four dyads (#1,2,4 and S) obligatory
feedback signaling was quite a bit higher than the mean
proportion (with percentages of 71%, 76X, 68X and 72X,
reapectively). This extensive use of obligatory responsaes

was tied to the large numbera of Query and Correction
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Back-Channels produced by SPs #1,2,4 and S which aummoned
the BBC response. While didactic sequences were 1dénti£ied
only across two of these dyads (Dyad #2 and 4>, a high
proportion of feedback activity for NSP #1 and S was
produced in response to SP confirmational queries. The two
remaining dyade (#3 and 6) produced far fewer BBCs within
obligatory contextes than the mean (with percentages of 46X
and 27%, reaspectively).

In diacussing these differences, it should be noted
that reporting proportional scores is much more valuable
than simply reporting frequencies. Proportions, reflect
the use of a particular variable in comparison with other
possible choices. For example, the total pumber of BBCs
used in response to OBCs might be the aame for two
different dyada. Yet, the proportion of BBC use within
obligatory contexts may be very different. This, of
course, will depend upon the number of BBCs used by e&ch
dyad for nonobligatory purposes.

NSP #3 and 6 produced a large number of BBCs in
ncnobligatory contexﬁa. These were the only two
nonspeakers whose coamunication aids were primarily
alphabet boards. While the worda, "Yes" and "No*", appeared
on their boards and a select few other itema (for NSP #3
the phrase "I made a mistake/Staring over' and for NSP #6,
punctuation markers) nonspeech message formulation relied
upon spelling out messages. (The other four nonspeakers

(#1,2,4 and S) had a range of words accompanying their
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alphabets on their communication displaya). As such these
two nonspeakers appeared tc use their back-~back-channels
more frequently for confirning words summarized by their
spesking partners. The partnar# within Dyad #6 hgve been
described in much detail throughout this discussion. These
partners utilized a main-channel/back-channel style which
fostered larger chunks of information exchiange per turn.
NSP spellaed entire words within a single main-chznnel act
and SP aynthesized the lettera into a vocal whole., A
relatively high proportion of SP’s back-channeling,
however, was used in completing NSP’s word before the final
letter(s) had been formulated by NSP. Word completions
were typically not produced in modulated tones. None the
less, NSP frequently confirmed the status of these |
conpletiona in the Back-Back-Channel. Thease BBCs, then,
were not obligatory responses.

NSP#3 also produced many nonobligatory BBCa. The
partners within Dyad #3 did not use a similar efficiency
atrategy as did dyad #6. NSP pointed to individual
letters, which 3¢ repsated, asummarized and completed when
the linguiestic context provided enough information to
facilitate word completion. Only one message element was
conveyed by NSP per speaking turn. However, NSP #3 used
BBCs both to acknowledga accurate summaries throughout
message co-consastruction (in addition to its typical use at
measaage boundaries) and, at times, to signal word

boundaries. That ias, after all the letters of a word had

311

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



been aelected and reformulated across multiple turna, NSP
#3 produced a Back-Back-Channel confirmation (without prior
query) to signal to SP that a summarization was now due.
This strategy was alsoc used to prepare SP for the spelling
of the next word. In the example below, the firat three of
NSP’s BBCa were produced in these nonobligatory contexts.
The fourth reflects the typical Query/Back-Back Channel

sequence produced at meassages bounadries.

Example D2) (Dyad #3)
NSP (I
RBC Sp I
NSP (T
RBC sp T
CNFRM/WB BBC NSP (YES)
RBC SP It
NSP I
RBC sp I
NSP (S)
RBC sp ia
NSP (A)
RBC sp A
CNFRM/WB BBC NSP (YES)
NSP (F)
RBC SP fact
CNFRNM BBC NSP (YES)
QBC SP is a fact?2
CNFRM/RS BBC NSP (YES)

NSP# (IT IS A FACT)

It is also interesting to view the individual

variability found across the dyads in relation to the mean
proportion of BBCs used for neqation/correction purposes

(i.e., for initiating and repairing SP’as back-channel

repairables). The mean percentage reported was 15X. Dyads
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#3 and 6 held percentagea quite similar to the mean (14%
and 17X, respectively). The remaining four dyads (#1,2,4
and 5S> had more variability in their performances.

The NSPs within Dyada #2 and 4 rarely produced
negation/correction BBCs (4% and 0X of their respective BBC
uae). Although SP #2 and 4 consistently held their
partners accountable for producing messages in “acceptable”
forms, tha NSPs rarely, if ever, challenged them. One
right suspect that these SPs produced very accurate
roforrulations of their partners’ messages and the NSPs had
no reason to challenge them. SP’a inaiatence that NSP
produce hia/her messagn= in “accenrntable"” forme (i.e..
comnunicating via the nonapeech mode in lieu of
vocalization, accurately spelling messages, and producing
conplete and not telegraphic measagea), while reducing the
rate of information exchange, may have enhanced the
accuracy of SP reformulationa. The absence of NSP
challenges, however, may alao be interpreted in light of
the didactic styles which permeated these conversations.
These teacher/astudent interaction styles influenced the
optiona available to the interactants, marking "student"
challenges as improper. The nonspeakers, thereby, gave up

their rights to challenge their speaking partners - rights
that asre typicaelly available to partners engaged in casual

conversation. These two nonspeakers more closely match the
prototypical 'passive®”™ participant described in the

literature. They rarely initiated information and
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affectively were lesa interactive. One might conclude
then, that not only were there fewer reasons for these NSPs
to challenge their speaking partners reformulations (from
an interpretability domain) but these nonspeakers found it
easier to '"go along” with their partners interpretations
rather than challenge thea (from a social domain).

The nonspeakers within Dyade #1 and S, reflected a
different variation in negation/correction production.
Their proportional use was higher than the mean (24X and
31%, respectively, mean proportion was 15%). 1In examining
their speaking partners’ back-channels which became trouble
sourcea, & high proportion were actually confirmation
back~channels (QBCs). As'such, NSP had to infirm SP’s
confirmation requesat as incorrect (thus signaling repair
initiation) prior to repairing the misinterpretation.
These repairable QBCs were typically produced during word
formulation and aa such a proportionally large number of
BBCs were used in respelling these word (prior to repair
completion). NSP #1 and 5 held their partners heavily
accountable to correctly interpreting their message
elements, despite the high obligatory context within which
most of their BBCe were produced (i.e., following QBCsj.
Thesa NSPs were not passive during these interactions and,
in fact, initiated a great deal of propositional
information throughout these exchanges. For these dyads,
partner "co-accountabilitv" waa atrong, reflecting the

nutual balance of casusl converasation.
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A _Continuum of Intergction Styles Acrosas Six NSP/SP Dyads.

Individual variability in back-channel use constituted
dyad style. It should be noted, that while the partners of
a dyad may have preferred interaction patterns, style
shifts are common within ongoing exehange. Several dyads
in this corpus maintained distinctive styles throughout
their conversations while others shifted styles as the
discourse unfolded. Since the interactions were brief, and
the content of the exchange predetermined by ﬁhe
asthodology, less atyle shifting was observable. Yet in
typical face to face encounters (particularly within casual
conversation) shifte of style are common. For interactants
with well defined social roles (such as teacher/student
pairs), the purpose of the exchange, the familiarity of the
partners, and even the phyasical context in which the
exchange takes place, can alter the styles and flexibility
of the participanta.

| The partnere within Dyada #2 and 6 reflected two
extremely distinctive interaction styles. They are
repregented aa polar oppositea along the interactional
continuum listed on Figure DS. Dyads #1,3,4 and S
reflected varying degrees between these two extremes.

The style used by Dyad #2 was fundamentally didactic.
SP held NSP heavily accountable for producing messages in
“acceptable” forme. NSP complied by producing these
corrections without challenge. A high proportion of

Correction Back-Channels and obligatcry Back-Back-Channels
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FIGURE DS
Continuum of Interaction Styiles

Across Nonepeaking/Speaking Dyads

“Instructional*

NSP6 ;::él NSP1e NSPSe NSP4 NSP2
< \\\‘
\

CASUAL CONSTRAINED

snote: Positions along tha continuum for NSP #1, #3 and #S
were fundamentally interchangeable. MNinor style shifts

were noted acroas all threa dyads.
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quantitatively identified this aspecific interaction
pattern. SP organized the discourae flow through heavy
interrogative use and teaching sequences.

The partners within Dyad #6 were highly attuned. They
negotiated a main-channel/back-channel pattern in which
larger chunkse of information were exchanged and ratified by
the interactants. Turn transfer was smooth and NSP
produced successive complex composite acts without
“re'negotiating floor ownership. In contrast to Dyad #2,
NSP #6 organized the dirsction of discourss flow through
the production of narrative forma. SP supported this
narrative production through the use of short auditor
asignals.

Dyads #1,3,4 and S reflected a 'middle" ground between
these two distinctive interaction patterns. A casual
conversational focus was observable for Dyada‘#l,B and 5.
Both SPs and NSPas contributed to the conversational flow.
Successive complex C-acts, however, were not produced by
the NSPs. The SPs frequently misinterpreted NSPs’ speaker
back~channel signals (BBCs) at composite act boundaries as
turn/floor yielding signale. Dyad #4 ‘s back-channel type
distribution was not statistically different from Dyads
#1,3 and 5. Yet, didactic style shifts laced the
interaction which were not identified acroaa the other
three dyadse. Many of these accountability sequences were
produced through Query Back-Channel fornma.

The distribution of back-channels across whole vs.

317

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



co-conatructed act contexts provided a quantitative measure
for organizing these six dyade into two classifications:
caaual (i.e., "conversational") and instructional styles.
Dyads, 1,3,5 and 6 shared nearly identical proportional
distributions, producing nearly five times as many
back-channels within co-constructed act contexta than
across whole act contexta. Dyads #2 and 4 also shared
identical distributions producing twice as many
back~channels during message co-construction than across
whole act exchanges, revealing a much higher whole act
back~-channel use. These differences reflected the heavy
focus for Dyads #2 and 4 in evaluating and refining NSPs’

messages in ths back-channel after these messages were

already conveyed. The partners in the former group used
less explicit back-channeling across whole acts as their
focuas waa on casual conversation and not cn message
evaluation. It is interzsting that despite the individual
variability across the six dyad paira, the whole
act/co-constructed act back-channel diatributions clearly
distinguished the four "conversational" dyads from the two
“instructional" dyadas. This supports the notion that the
organizational distinctions between instructional talk and
casual talk may be identifiable through back-channel
analysis. While a larger group of dyads are required to
further validate this claim, it appears that didactic style
shifting may be identified by unusually high explicit

back-channel activity ascross whole conversational acts.
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CHAPTER VIII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Back-channel communication waa found to play a primary
role within nonspeech/apeech conversations. Two
conversational contexts were identified which organized the
interactants contributions. The f£first, the whole act
context, reflected single turn (or transmittad composite)
propositional exchange (as is typical of vocal
conversationa). The second, the co-constructed act
context, reflected mesaage unit co-construction in which a
speaker’s complex conversational actas were co-produced with
the listener (which is atypical of vocal exchange). The
transitions between these two contexts were the points of
greatest difficulty for these dyada.

Message reformulation (RBC) was the most frequently
used back-channel type. Speakers predominantly vocally
restated message elements tranasmitted by the nonespeakers.
This use was strongest within message co-construction.
While leasa dominant acrose whole act (and completed
composite act) messages, it was used more frequently across
this latter context than is typically found in vocal
conversations.

Query Back-Channels (QBC) were used with the next
highest frequency by the speaking partners. The majority
of theae query forme, however, were not repair related.

They were principally used as confirmational forma of
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message reformulation. Their proportional use was somewhat
higher across whole act than co-conatructed act contexts.

Expanaions (EBC) were typically encoded as word
completionsa. They were used éa an efficiency strategy to
reduce the conversational space (and time) required for
compoasite act completicn. +here existed a atrong
preference for word completion over message extension. As
auch, thias back-channel type was more frequently used
within the co-conatructed act context.

Correction Back-Channels (CBC) were infreguently used
during message co-construction. A relatively high
proportion was used by the speakers after the shift to the
whole act context was made. Ite use within adult casual
conversation does not meet the ritual or social conventions
of discourse. Didactic interactions are more readily
identified when competencies or social roles across
partners are uneven, such as within mother/child
interaction, employer/employee exchange, or teacher/student
talk. 1Its use within thias corpus was primarily
restricted to two dyads. These speakers appeared to shift
from conversational atyle to didactic or instructional
style. Their dialogs were laced with *“teacher/student”
talk in which the teacher questions, the student answers
and the teacher evaluatea. This particular interaction
style was not used by the other four dyads and the social
rolea of the interactanta appeared to ashape its use.

Simple forms of message acknowledgments (ABC), were
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rarely produced within co-constructea contexts. The
intenaive mutual monitoring which defined this context
required a more explicit form of back-channeling. A third
of each partners’ back-channels, however, were produced as
short auditor signals across the whole act context. These
contextes contained main-channel information contributed by
both participants which in turn occasioned back-channel
acknowledment. When co-construction was not the focus,
leas explcit forme of feedback were required.

Speaker Back-Back-Channel signals (BBCs) were produced
exclusively by the NSPs as these signals typically follow
long back-channel formas (which, in turn, were exclusively
produced by the SPs). BBCs were more frequently obligatory
responses across whole acta. NSP used speaker feedback for
more complex functionas during the mutual monitoring of the
co-conatruction proceas.

Few back-channels resulted in conversational repair.
Those that did were most typically some form of expansion
back-channel {(produced with or without modulated tone).
However, the overwhelming majority of expansions (91%) were
confirmed as accurate. The familiarity of the partners and
their intensive mutual focus seemed to influence this high
rate of accurate word completiona.

Main-channel/back-channel contingency was the
principal mechaniem for conversational act
co-conatruction. All of the nonapeakera’ complex

contributions were co-produced by both partners. The use
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of back-channei signale by the SPs, during the
co-construction processes, facilitated the transmission of
NSP’&s mesaage units. NSP‘’a “ownerahip® of the
convarasational floor during message co-construction was
never challenged. NSP retained control over message
formulation and carefully evaluated SP’s feedback.
Two-thirda of the information exchanged during the
co-conatructed act context was produced in the
back-channel. Mutual monitoring was pervasive. The
interactional sequence of speaker main-channel
contribution, auditor back-channel response, explicit or
implicit apeeker back-channel avaluation and speaker
main-channel continuation, was confirmed as the basasic
interactional unit which organized the participanta
contributions. The organization of the co-constructed act
context was the same for all six dyads, despite extreme
differencea in interactional atyle.

The interactional unit appeared to be leaa hardy
following the composite act’s completion. Although the
main-channel/back~channel/mnain-channel (MCL/BCL/MCL) unit
was identified for SP initiated messages, it was nearly
impossible for NSP to produce a atatement as a composite
act, receive a back-channel response from SP, and continue
with the next main-channel contribution once the ashift to
whole act context was made. Subsequent to composite act
conpletion, SPa’ back-channel acknowledgmenta were

tvpically followed by claims for the speaking floor. (A
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saimilar result was found by Buzolich and Wiemann, 1985).
The SPas appeared *"compelled'™ to match the propositonal
content in the compoaite act with some propoaitional
contribution of their own. There was, however, a
structural determination of this SP gregariousness. The
NSPa signaled composite act boundaries in a very explicit
manner. These BBCs functioned both to confirm SP’s prior
back-channel reformulation (which waa moat typically
produced as a QBC at these message Loundaries) and signal
closure on composite message transmision. The behavioral
cues used, to encode these BBCs, were very similar to turn
yielding signals. Since these occurred at turn
tranaitional apacea, they were responded to, by the SPa, as
opportunities to claim the aspeaking floor. There was ocne
exception. The partners within Dyad #6 conformed to the
interactional sequence of MCL/BCL/MCL both acrossa
co-constructed and whole act contexts. Composite acts were
typically followed by brief auditor aignals following which
NSP continued with his next complex transmission. In fact,
the nonspeaker produced successive complex acts without an
intervening SP back-channel when no back-channel
opportunity signal was presented. There was a difference
in the behavioral rcues used by this NSP at the composite
acts junctures, as they were lesa pronounced.

Additionally, he immediately produced speaker continuation
signals (most typically a downward head orientation to the

board). (All of the SPs always relinquished the floor when
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NSP produced thesa signals. Some of the cthar NSPs
reclaimed the speaking floor in this manner). When
appropriate, SP #5 produced short "mha" back-channels
following treansmitted composite actas {(wh=n produced as
statementa or responses) thereby not offering extra
propogitional information which might serve to redirect
NSP’s communication efforts. It was this dyad that proved
the exception to the “structural rule®” that yielded the
turn to the other five SPs at the end of composite acts.
The clear role that conversational astructure played in
orchestrating these turn tranafers, illustrates how
conversational atructure organizes aocial interaction.

It appeared that the other five dyada while
interacting quite smoothly within co-constructed contexts,
hed more difficulty at context shifte - i.e., shifting from
nessage co-construction into whole act exchange and from
whole act exchange back to mesasage co-construction. Floor
ovnership was leas clearly defined for them at these
junctures.

The "“passive pronfile'" that has been used to describe
nonspeahkers as noninitiatoras who exhibit minimal control
over the conversational dynamics within nonspeech/speech
interaction (e.g., Harris, 1978; Calculator and Dollaghan,
1982; Culp, 1982), did not deacribe the majority of
nonspeakers in this study. Four of the nonspeakers were
extremely active, initisting information and directing the

conversational exchange. One nonspesker (NSP #6), as
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deascribed above, produced successive complex conversational
acte. and, in fact over 70% of his contributiona were
initiationa. Three other nonapeakers (NSP #1,3, and 5),
while not as succesasful in nar?ative production,
successfully reclaimed the speaking floor following their
partnera’ contributions. Approximately 50X of their complex
contributions were initiationsa. For the remaining two
nonspeakers (NSP #2 and 4), a more passive interaction
style was noted. .This passivity, however, appeared to be
related to the interaction style used by the partners.
Didactic exchanges were frequent and *teacher/student talk®
pernmeated these dialogs. Few initiations were produced by
the nonspeakers. The constrained interaction style
appeared to influence NSP activity.

Buzolich and Wiemann (1985) have claimed that a
potential barrier to effective interaction within the
nonspeaking/speaking dyad is the active role iisteners’
assume during message formulation. They argue that the
notion of reciprocal influence is altered and instead of
joint participation, the speaking partner tends to dominate
the interaction. The present findings suggest that the
explicit feedback activity within the co~-conatruction
processes does not reflect SP dominance but rather, quite
elegantly reveals an organizational structure in which the
basic interactional unit is impeccably produced. NSP
retains the floor throughout message co-construction with

main-channel content shaping back-channel feedback which in
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turn influencea back-back-channel exchange.

This reciprocal balance, however, is shaken during the
transition from co-constructed to complete or single unit
nessage exchange, where SP can and does initiate his/her
own independent information. Although the amount of
explicit feedback signaling ia reduced to meet the
different organizatiocnal requirements of whole act
exchange, the SPsa match the propositional complexity of
NSP’sa tranamitted composite acts, with more complex
feedback forms and additional propositional contributions
of their own. A structural explanation was offered, in
which composite act completion signals shared behavioral
cues with turn yielding signala. SPs’ claims for the
speaking floor, at these junctures, are therefore

" influenced by the conversational astructure itaelf.

For one dyad, however, this reciprocal balance was not
altered by the conversationsl context. Composite act
junctures were leas ambiguously encoded for thia dyad
pair. Additional microanalyseas of these contextual
junctures are needed to further deacribe how the
conversational organizetion shapes the participants’
contributionas. 1Identifying these structural features,
which add or detract from this reciprocal balance, may
provide clinical baselines for intervention research.

In conclusion, there appears to be a highly structured
converaational mechaniam which organizes participants’

social encounters. A crosa-person interactional unit
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exists at the main-channel/back-channal level which links
succesaive contributiona by a speaker. Thia basic
interactional unit is explicitly produced during
conversational act co-conatruction. It serves to organize
the participants’ contributione and is impenetrable to
interactional style differences. The unit, however, is
less hardy at points of context shifts. The particular
content of these main-channel/back-channel aslota is
determined by the participants themselves. Interaction
style influences dyadic periormance within thia
organizational structure. Style, as such, is manifested as
active negotiation by partnera. Social roles provide
interactants with a framework for acceptable interaction
atylea. Styles, however, frequently shift throughout

conversational exchange.

Clinical Implications

Several notiona discuased throughout thisa
diasertation, have clinical significance in addition to
theoretical appeal. Consistent with the suggestions made
by Buzolich, 1984 and Light, 1985 nonspeakers need to learn
a range of methoda for obtaining and retaining the
conversational floor during nonapeech/speech
conversations. The current study further selecta the
conposite act juncture, as a principal point for examining
converaentional floor shiftas. Distinguishing between

conversational contexte (i.e., whole act from
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co-constructed act contexta), provides a framework for
pinpointing the precise featursns which make floor transfer
2o compelling to the aspeaking partners. While analyses
with a larger number of subjects are needed to further
validate the findings of the present study, it appears that
floor ownership issuea are tied to the behavioral cues
exchanged at composite act junctures. Experimental studies
should be done to test out a range of turn continuation
signals or messages which the nonspeakers might produce at
these junctures and evaiuate the impact of their use on
their partners claims for the apeaking floor.

Possible methods for facilitating NSP’s narrative
production might include:

1. Encouraging NSP to keep finger, headstick,
or indicator in turn continuation position
at composite act junctures.

2. Encouraging NSP to quickly shift eye gaze
from listener back to communication display
following composite act completion.

3. Placing lexical itemas, in quick access
poaitiona, on NSP’a boards to aignal measage
continuation (e.g., 'AND", "ALSO", or

“CONTINUING") which NSP can point to
immediately following composite act completion.

When_ speaking partners can be trained they should be:
4. Encouraged to pause at composite act junctures.
S. Encouraged to produce brief "mhn'" asignals,
of minimal linguistic content, following
NSP’as statements, to show interest and
attention before seizing the conversational
floor.

0f particular value is the examination of the

interaction patterns of dyada for whom turn transfer and

328

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



floor ownership are not problematic, thereby revealing how
conversational structure and dyadic style facilitate this
balance. For example, the partners within dyad #6 used a
variety of strategies to facilitate effective and efficient
interaction. Within the co-conatruction context, the
nonspeuker used a multiple measesje/per turn format in which
a complete word was apelled prior to SP’a back-channel
reformulation. Concomitantly SP used more summaries and
word completionas than exact repetitions during the
exchange. SP produced fewer confirmational reformulations,
especially at the mesaage boundariea and as such lese
explicitly signaled BBCa were required of NSP. The BBCs
that were produced, were more subtle in form and shared
fewer behavioral cues with turn/floor yielding signalsa.

NSP very actively shaped the interaction through the
particular main-channel format of his contributiona. SP
respondéd to this atructure by matching his main-channel
acts with the moat efficient back-channel forms.

The identification of interaction style, as expressed
through back-channel use, is of high clinical interest.
"Constrained" styles were quantitatively identified by the
increased proportion of explicit back-channels produced by
the dyads across whole act (in comparison to co-constructed
act) contexts. Using back-channel analysis as a method for
distinguishing casual conversation from constrained dialog
can provide clinicians with a framework for viewing the

interaction formats within which their clients spend much
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of their time. 1If most of these interactiona are
constrained (teacher/student, caregiver/child) it is less
likely that free expression will bs observed. Notions,
such as NSP passivity, should Se viewed in light of this
framing influence. Clinical intervention and interaction
training should encompass a.range of interactional styles.

It should be noted that not all *“teacher/student”
pairs have constrained conversations. Much depends upon
the individualas themselves, the purpose of their exchange
and, perhaps, the location of their'axchanga {(i.s., at
school or at the NSP’s home etc.). A teaching context
would promote & high degree of '"teacher/student talk® but
individuel differences do exist and flexibility in style
(and atyle shifta) are common. Equally true, didactic
atylea need not be limited to actual teachers and
students. Individuals may exhibit these styles who do not
possesa different asocial roles but rather exhibit
dramstically different competency levelas. At times a
constrained style may be indicgtive of one of the partner’s
underestimation of the skills of the other (a case not
unfamiliar to nonspeaskers in their interactions with
unfamiliar listeners or even, at times, familiar
listeneras). These astyles may be identifiable by the high
proportion of explicit back-channeling (most specifically
the frequent use of auditor CBCe and @QBCs and obligatory
apeaker BBCs) produced acroass whole act contexts.

Examining nonepssch/speech fewdbuick activity for
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nonspeakers’ who augment their speech with electronic
comnunication aids is important. The different output
modalities available to the nonapeaker (or the nonapeaker’s
ability to select from several modalities or use nultiple
modalities) may have distinctive influenceas upon
conversational organization. Preliminary research (Blau,
l1s8eb) has examined the feedback activity across NSP/SP
dyada when electronic aidas with LCDs (Liquid Cryatal
Displays) were used by the nonspeskers. The production of
explicit feadback forma was less extreme yet, the
interactional unit, as identified in the current research,
appeared intact. Results suggest that more explicit forms
of back-channel opportunity signaling (typically eye gaze
signals) were used by NSP (especially before clearing the
worde from the 20 character display) to check on auditor
reception. This in turn occasioned brief auditor “"Mhm"

v signals from their partners, which were followed by NSP
message continuation. Narrative production appeared to be
foscilitated.

Electronic aids with synthetic speech may have a
distinctive impact on conversational organization. Message
formulation which results in aynthetic apeech output
facilitates more independent message production from NSP.
At times, however, the main-channel back-channel balance
and turn taking structure is interrupted. Clinical reports
have suggeasted that during message preparation, listeners

have been noted to walk away or initiate their own
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independent contributiona. Thia appeara to be inccnsistent
with both the syatem and asocial requirements of
conversation. Examining the main-channel/back-channel
interactional unit may provide information regarding the
organizational structure of thease converaations.

Message reformnulation is of particular clinical
interest, especially the notion of SP’s re-envoicing of the
nonspeaker’s mesage. In triadic or groups interactions,
familiar listenera may be required to take on the
"interpreter” role to facilitate NSP’s contributions to the
conversation. Re-envoicing NSP’s messages in the
back-channel and not imitating or “spesking for* NSP can
influence how the other listeners orient their subsequent
nessages to the nonspeaker (as opposed to orienting their
contributionsa to the interpreter).

Expansions are also of particular clinical interest.
The preference for listeners in this study to use word
completionsa over message extensions also suggests a
preference for producing feedback in & minimally
interruptive fashicn during message co-construction. The
nonapeaker, throughout message co-construction, retained
the role of message author with the right to veto the
acceptability of any SP back-channel form. Word
conpletiona when used for the purpose of enhancing
communication efficiency can be quite an effective strategy
for reducing the amount of conversational (and temporal)

space required for messsage unit transmission. Nearly 90x%
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of these formas were accepted by NSP as accurate. The
question remains, however, whether word completions are an
effective back-channel form when used by unfamiliar
partners. It is suggested that EBC use by a variety of
conversational partners be inveatigated prior to
recommending its use as an effective interaction strategy.
The use of Expansion Back-Channels might be viewed
quite differently when language teaching is the
conversational agenda. Linguistic expanaionsa have
traditionally been viewed as the fundamental unité for
mothers’ refinements of childrens’ language productions.
Linguiatic refinements are typically encoded through
restatement and expanaion back-channel forms. These
expanaions, however, most typically add aome element to the
child’a preceding main-channel meassage as oppoaed to
completing a word during formulation. As such, message
paraphrasing and messags 2xtending &are used more frequently
than message repeating or completing. (This was also the
typical format for RBC and EBC use acrosa the whole act
contexts for the NSP/SP dyads in this corpus. Repetitions
and completions were most dominant during message
co-construction. Paraphrases and message extensions were
operative across whole act exchangesas). Correction
back-channels are also used, during teaching sequences,
egpecially when the child’s back-back-channel responses are

aunroned.

These various feedback units also provide the formsat
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for much of clinical intervention. Formal "teacher/student
talk" (in which CBC/BBC and QBC/BBC back-channel units are
used) hes a subsatantive role in intervention. However, a
leass formal style ié also used in which linguiatic
expansion (through RBC and EBC use) provides models of
target language forma (as refinementas of the clients
preceding main-channel production) without demanding
revisions or immediate reproduction on the part of the
client. A look at the role these various feedback forms
play within language intervention may assist clinicans in
distinguishing interaction styles which are more
constrained from thoes which support freer expression from
their clients. Shifting between the two styles is often

required.
Some Qualificationa and Cautions

A discussion of the asignificance of thie astudy would
not be complete without some qualificationa. The first
qualification involves the methodology used for the data
collection. The data used in the current analyses were
collesrted by Wexler, Blau, Lealie & Dore, 1983. While
descriptive in design, the Wexler et al. study included
certain predetermined contextual constraints. While both
apeaking and nonspeaking subjects contributed to the
conversations, the nonspeaking subjects were asked, prior
to these conversations, to be prepared to discuse several

topics of their own choosing. The rationale for explicitly
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suggesting to the nonspesaking subjects to think about the
topics they might like to diacuss prior to the interaction
wasa basad upon both clinical experience and related
research (e.g., Harris 1978) wﬁich suggested that
nonspeakers rarely initiated topics within nonspeech/speech
conversations. It was felt that informing the nonspeaking
subjects beforehand that introducing topics would be a
component of the interaction might facilitate their skills
in initiating information. The Wexler et al. study
sxanrined the conversational functions expresaed by both
partners, in an attempt to examine how each partner
influenced the conversational options available to the
other (the dynamics of these exchanges). While the study
remained £undanentai1y descriptive in deasign, the
predeternined situational context of the nonapeakers’
initiating topics did influence the interaction. Often
during these exchanges, the spcaking partners asked the
nonaspeakersa queastiona about the topica they were
initiating. There was a strcng commitment on the part of
the participants in facilitating the nonspeakera’
initiationa. The dielogs, therefore, were influenced by
thie larger contextual frame. Similarly, this situational
context, provided the frame within which the results of the
current research were interpreted.

Another methodological limitation in the Wexler et al.
study, which influenced the present analyses, involved the

selection of apeaking subjectas. The speaking
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conversationel partners were all familiar with the
nonspeakers and with their nonspeech communication systems
and were professionally employed within the school, center
or hospital where the nonspeaker was a student, client or
patient.. These professionals were employed as teachers,
guidance counselors, occupational therapiats, speech
therapists and teachers aida. While the list of subject
selection criteria was met by all of the speaking subjects,
an additional restriction was set for the selection of the
speech therapists. Speech therapiste who were currently
treating the nonspeakers were not eligible to participate
in the study (although prior treatment was acceptable). It
was hypothesized that their interaction strategies might be
qualitatively distinct from those used by their speaking
peers. The results of the current analysea pointa tc an
additional variable which might have been included in the
iritial methodological considerationas. Teachers currrently
working with the nonspeakeras might also have been
restricted from the speaking subject pool (i.e., only
teachers who were not responaible for the nonspeakers
education might have been included as subjects). 'The two
teacher/student paira, as analyzed in this study, had very
different interactive styles than the other four dyads
examined. A strong didactic interaction emerged (in which
the speaking partners frequently held the nonspeakers
accountable for acceptable forms of communication). It

appears that despite the instruction to converse in these

336

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



interactions, the teachers could not atop teaching and
correcting their nonapeaking atudents. While similar
eligibility criteria aas placed upon the speech pathologisats
right have eliminated this phenomenon (and perhaps,
provided a more homogeneous grouping of speaking partners),
the clearly defined style distinctions which did emerge
ultimately proved useful in identifying specific
interaction astylea used by the aubjects.

One should be cautioned againat generalizing
information gleaned from the current analysea to other
nonspeaking populations. 1In fact, as discussed in Chapter
II, few of the studies which currently have been éubliahed
in the area of nonapeech/aspeech interaction, can be
directly compared with one another. Too many distinctive
variables separate one astudy from the next. The
nonspeaking population is comprised of a very diverse group
of individualas. People for whom vocel speech is not
adequate to meet their communication needs can lLave very
little in common besides an "insider’s view" of the
difficulty of interacting in a nonspeech mode. For
example, the subjects in the preaent study were nonspeakers
since birth due to cerebral palsy. They shared little in
common with the nonspeakera atudied by Beukelman and
Yorkaton (1980) who had acquiired their nonsapeaking
conditions as adults. Additionally, since the nonspeakers
in the present corpus used alphabet/word boards as their

primary augmentative syastems, the conversational structure
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which organized the participants’ contributiona might not
be identical to the structure of nonspeech/speech
interaction in which the nonaspeaker’s use electronic
communication aids (with graphic or synthetic speech
output). It is hypothesized that the conversational
organization, as expressed by the main-channel/back-channel
interactional unit, while leaas extreme, would operate
across these exchanges as well. Definitive statements,
however, cannot be made prior to additional research with a
variety of dedicated communication aids users.

Another caution in comparing the results of the
present research with other gtudies involves distinctione
in the variables defined. All units of analysis developed
for *his research were based upon the philosophy and
perapective of the inveatigator. As such,., definitions of
terms snd units of analysis may be distinct from
definitions used by other investigators in this and related
fields. This is quite typical of research studieas and care
nust always be taken in examining the definitions employed
by each investigator prior to interpreting the results or
comparing them with other studies. For example, the
convention used by Light (1985) for segmentiqg
conversational turns is not the same as that used by Wexler
et al., 1983 or within the present research (see Chapter
Iv.

The same argument holda true when comparing the

current results with those of Duncan (1975), Duncan and
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Fiske (1977) and Buzolich and Wiemann (1985).

Back-channelas aa defined in the current analyses were
assigned turn astatuas. Back-channel signals in the
aforementioned analysea were not considered turns.
Additionally, Buzolich and Wiemann included laughter and
gaze within their back-channel claasification. These forms
were not considered discrete back-channels by Duncan,
Duncan and Fiske or in the current research (unless used in
combination with another discrete back-channel signal).

The use of different behavioral cues within the
back-channel classification as well as distinctions in the
treatment of component main-channel and back-channel
information appears to dramatically alter the conclusions
derived by Buzolich and ¥iemann in comparison with the

current research.
Final Comments

Thia study can be viewed as a amall contribution to a
growing body of research dedicated to the identification of
a_crosa-person intsrectiocnal estructure which shapesa
converaational éxchange. The turn taking mechanism (as
elegantly described by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson,
1974/1978) ia the basic framework for organizing
participants in dialog. Certain types of utterances (e.g.,
Questiona, Commanda etc.) highly determine turn
allocation. These sequences contain the content of the

conversation. A fundamental requirement for the operation

339

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



of the conversational aystem (Goffman, 1974/1981) is
back-channel feedback capabilities for informing on
reception while it ia occurring. Diascrete behavioral
signals which are embedded witﬁin speaking turne (Duncan,
1975), serve to mark unite of interaction. The current
research identifies back-channel feedback as a system which
operates in parallel to main-channel propositional
exchange. Auditor back-channels serve as links across a
apeaker’s succeasive main-channel contributions.

Consistent with Bateson’s (1972) view of cynbernetic
principles, no one part of an internally interactive system
can have unilateral control over the remaining parts or of
the system as a whole. Feedback links within
converasational structure facilitate ongoing adjustments
across persons. Their explicit role within
nonspeech/aspeech interaction shape these social encounters.

Several ncticne have been raised which merit
additional study. Back-channel signals have been viewed
within a turn taking framework, a perspective which has not
been taken until now. Whether this framework is restricted
to nonapeech/apeech interactions or will be validated
acroas vocal face to face exchange is yet undetermined.

The interdependence between the sequential structure
of conversation and its topical content may be tied to the
crosas—-person feedback mechanism. Examining this
interdependency of systems will require elaborate research

efforts. Frame by frame microanalyses, including measures
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of the precise temporal synchronicity of conversational
moves across participants, will demand sophiasticated
instrumentation and rigorous detail. The current atudy is

a step toward unraveling the intricacies of =monversational

atructure.

This work is not seen as a final atep in examining the
role of cross-person feedback in nonspeech/speech
interaction. Rather, it is seen as a first attempt at
uncovering the deep texture which provides the cohesive
linka acroas nonapeaking/apeaking partners coamitted to

dialog.
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APPENDIX A
Helen Hayes Hospital

Weat Haverstraw, New York 10993

INFORMED CONSENT

. CLIENTS

I agree to take part in a study evaluating the use of augmentative communi-
cation aids for individuals with difficulty in speaking. I understand that I
will be videotaped during a conversation lasting approximately 1/2 hour with an
individuval who is familiar with me, for part of the session with my communication
board and for part of the time without it.

T agree to permit the investigators to use the dara and video%apes from
the study for scientific and educatiocnal purposes without use of my name.

I am aware that I may discontinue participation at any time.

DATE SIGNATURE OF SUBJECT OR LEGAL REPRZSENTATIVE

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS

SIGRATURE OF WITNESS

STATF

I agree to take part im a study evaluating the use of augmentative means of
communication for individuals .th difficulty in speaking. I understand that I
will be videotaped during a conversation with an individual who has an augmenta-
tive communication aid.

I agree to permit the investigators to use the data and videotapes from
the study for scientific and educational purposes without use of my name.

I am aware that I may discontinue participation at any'time.

DATE ) SIGNATURE OF SUBJECT

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS
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APPENDIX A <(continued)
New York State Department of Health
Office 0f Public Health

Participant Consent Form

Project Title

Raze of Principal Investigator

liawe of Participant . : Telcphone

Address of Participant

I do h:rcby consent to participate {n the above f{dentiffed research project and do heredy
acknovledge that I have received:

I. an explanation of the procedures to be followed, and their purposes, including 1denti-
f{cation of any procedures which are experirentals

2, 2 desFrip:Son of any attendant discozforts and risks reasonably to he exp?c:ed;

3. a8 description of eny benefits reasonably to be expected;

4. a.disclosure of any appropriate alternative proccdures that might be advantapeous;
5. an offer to answer any inquiries concerning the précéﬂurcs;

6. =x instructién that I am free to withdrav ny conseat 2nd to discontinue participation
in the project or activity at any time ~ithout prejudice; and

7. an assurance that any information‘provided by me shall remain confidencial and onlv
be used for medical and rescarch purposes, that mv na=me will not be used and repnr:s
utilizing this research will use statisticel information only.

I understand that, in the event of phvsical Injury resultinn from the risearch procedures,
financial compensation is not available but acute emergency modical cate is svailable 22

a facility operated by the New York Stars Departrent of Heslth, namelv, Rosvell Park Merorial
Institute, the Helen Hayes Hospital or the lev York State Home for Veterans and their de-
pendents at Oxford.,

Signature of Parricipant

. or Lesallkepresentative: Date:
Signature o Auditor Witness: Date:
Relatfonship:

This is to ?ffiru that the basic elements of nformed consent as described above have been
presented orally to the suhject or his Jerally avthorized representatives and in accerdance
vith the approved summaty of th: was said as set forth on the rcverse s$de herecvo.

Signoture of Official
Obtaining Consent Date:

OPH211 (2/79) T
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APPENDIX B
Conversational Act Analysis Of Nonspeaking/Speaking Dyads

Coding Scheme! Wexler, Blau, Leslie And Dore 1983

C-Act Claas: Conversational Act Claas Definition:

REQUEST : ~80licit information, action or acknowledgment

RESPONSE ~provide information directly complementing prior requesast

STATEMENT -express facts, rules, attitudeas, feelings or beliefs

ACKNOWLEDGMENT -recognize and evaluate responaea and nonrequestivea

ORGANIZATIONAL DEVICE -regulate contact and conversation

MISCELLANEOQUS

Specific C-Act Types: C-act Code: Specific C~Act Typea: C-act Code:

REQUESTS RESPONSES

Yas/No Requesta RQYN Yes/No Responses RSYN

Choice Requeata RQCH Choice Resaponsea RSCH

Product Requests RAPR Product Reaponses . RSPR

Process Raguests RQPC Procesa Responases RSPC

Action Requestsa RaAacC Compliances RSCO
Contingent Query Reaponses RSCQ

STATEMENTS ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Identifications STID Acceptances/Agreements ACAC

Deacriptions STDC Repetitiona ACRP

Procedurals STPR Sumnaries ACSYH

Evaluations STEV Expanasiona ' ACEX

Internalsa STIN Guesses ACGS

Explanations STEX

ORGANIZATIONAL DEVICES MISCELLANEOUS

Boundary Markers ODBX Uninterpretables UNTP

Contingent Queries opca :

Rhetorical Questionsa ODRQ

Politeneass Markers ODPH

Recalls ODRE

Code Tag: CK = acknowledgment check (enn=ded vocally through rising tone)

VOC = Vocalization GEST = Geature

VOC-L = Laugh POST = Postural shift

HEAD~-N = Head Nod FACE-S = Smile EEC = Establishea Eye Contact

HEAD~-SH = Head Shake FACE-F = Frown REC = Removea Eye Contact
345
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APPENDIX R1

Raw Data: Back-Channel Frequencies

—SP1 —N3P1

Auditor Back~Channels

103 RBC 0 RBC
8 EBC 0 EBC
47 Q@BC 0 QBC
¢ CBC 0 CBC
17 ABC 13 ABC

Speaker Back-Channels

0 BBC 49 BBC

Sb2 NSP2

Auditor Back-Channelsas

113 RBC 0 RBC
S EBC O EBC
47 QBC 0O @BC
35 CBC 0 CBC
12 ABC O ABC
Speaker Back-Channels
O BBC 72 BBC
SP3 NSP3
Auditor Back-Channels
188 RBC 0 RBC
21 EBC 0 EBC
4Z QBC Cc QBC
1 CBC O CBC
26 ABC 7 ABC
Speaker Back-Channels
0 BBC 65 BBC
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APPENDIX R1l continued

SP4 NSP4

Auditor Back-Channels

70 RBC O RBC »note: Dyad 4

4 EBC 0 EBC produced fewer
17 @BC 0 @BC C~acta than the
3 CBC 0 CBC other dyada.

8 ABC 8 ABC

Speaker Back-Channels

0 BBC 19 BBC

SPS NSPS

Auditor Back-Channels

139 RBC 0 RBC
9 EBC 0 EBC
34 QBC 0 @BC
1 CBC 0 CBC
24 ABC 4 ABC

Speaker Back-Channelsa

0 BBC 36 BBC

SPe NSP6&

Auditor Back-Channels
#note: One-half

68 RBC O RBC of SP’s ABCa were
47 EBC O EBC produced within
15 QaBC 0 @BC co-constructed

2 CBC O CBC NSP utterances.
40 ABC» 7 ABC This was related

to transamission
Speaker Back-Channels atyle of NSP.
0 BBC S4 BBC
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APPENDIX R2
Number 0f C-Acts Produced By Each Dyad

In Relation To Auditor And Speaker Back-Channels:

NSP1
total C-actas produced by dyad 455
(whole and component)
total composite C-acts produced 21
total C-acta within composite C-acts 310
total back-channels produced by dyad 237
total back-channelas producad by SP 175
total back~-channels produced by NSP 62
total auditor back-channels SP produced 175
total apeaker back-channels SP produced 0
total auditor back-channelas NSP produced i3
total aspeaker back-channels NSP produced 49
NSP2
total C-acts produced by dyad 475
(whole and component)
total compoasite C-acts produced 15
total C-acts within compoaite C-acts 299
total back-channelas produced by dyad 284
total back-channels produced by SP 212
total back-channels produced by NSP 72
total auditor back-channels SP produced 212
total speaker back-channels SP produced 0
total auditor back-channels NSP produced o
total apeaker back-channels NSP produced 72
NSP3
total C-acta produced by dyad 603
(whole and component)
total composite C-acts produced 15
total C-acts within composite C-actse 451
total back-channels produced by dyad 350
total back-channels produced by SP 278
total back-channels produced by NSP 72
total auditor back-channels SP produced 278
total speaker back-channels SP produced o
total auditor back-channels NSP produced 7
total speaker back-channela NSP produced 65
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APPENDIX R2 continued

NSP4
total C-acts produced by dyad 24S
(whole and component)
total composite C-acta produced 12
total C-acts within composite C-acts 148
total back-channels produced by dyad 129
total back-channels produced by SP 102
total back-channels produced by NSP 27
toctel auditor back-channels SP produced 102
total speaker back-channels SP produced o]
total auditor back-channels NSP produced 8
total speaker back-channels NSP produced 19
NSPS
total C-acts produced by dyad 457
(whole and component)
total composite C-acta produced 11
total C-acts within compoasite C-acts 359
total back-channels produced by dyad 247
total back-channels produced by SP 207
total back-channels produced by NSP 40
total auditor back-channels SP produced 207
total speaker back-channels SP produced o]
total auditor back-channela NSP produced 4
total speaker back-channels NSP produced 36
NSP&
total C-acta produced by dyad 378
(whole and component)
total composite C-acts produced 1S
total C-acta within composite C-acts 322
total back-channels produced by dyad 233
total back-channels produced by SP 172
total back-channels produced by NSP 61
total auditor back-channels SP produced 172
total speaker back-channels SP produced (o)
total auditor back-channels NSP produced 7
total speaker back-chennels NSP produced 54
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C-Act Type Distribution Of RBCs, EBCa And Q@QBC By Dyad.

NSP1

RB

ACRP 88
ACSHM 14
ODRE 1
TOTAL 103
NSP2

RBC

ACRP 97
ACSHM 14
ODRE 1
ACGS 1
TOTAL 113
NSP3

RRC

ACRP 132
ACSH 42
ODRE S
STIN 1
STID 1
TOTAL 188

APPENDIX R3

EBC

EXTN | 1
COMP 7
TOTAL 8
EBC

EXTN 3
COMP 2
TOTAL S
EBC

EXTN S
CORFP le

TOTAL 21

350

QBC

ACEX-~-CK
ACSM-CK
ACRP-CK
RQYN
ACAC (')
obDcCaQ
ODRQ
RQPC
RQCH
ODRE-CK

NPRPRrRENNOMNMNNTL

TOTAL

QBC

ACEX-CK
ACSH-CK
ACRP-CK
RQYN
oDcaQ
R@PR
RQCH
STEX-CK
ACGS-CK

»
N

PRNNONO®OWO

TOTAL

QBC

ACEX-CK
ACSM-CK
ACRP-CK
RQYN
ACAC (')
R@QPC
RQPR
STIN
ACGS-CK

n
N

PROPNNWONN

TOTAL

KN
N
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APPENDIX R2 continued

NSP4
RBC EBC QBC
ACRP 57 EXTN 2 ACEX-CK 8
ACSM 11 COMP 2 ACSM-CK 3
ODRE 1 ACRP-CK 2
STID 1
TOTAL 4 RQYN 1
TOTAL 70 RQPC 1
RQCH 1
ODRQ 1
TOTAL 17
NSP5
RBC EB QBC
ACRP 129 EXT) 3 ACEX-CK 18
ACSM 9 COMP s ACSM-CK 5
ODRE 1 ACRP-CK 6
TOTAL 9 RQYN 3
TOTAL 139 ROPR 2
TOTAL 34
NSP6
RBRC EBC QBC
ACRP 23 EXTN 12 ACEX--CK 8
ACSH 44 COMP as ACSM-CK 2
STEV 1 ACRP-CK 1
TOTAL 47 opca 2
TOTAL 68 ACAC (") 2
TOTAL 15

The four letter C-act codes are from the Wexler, Blau,
Leslie and Dore (1983) Coding Scheme (see Appendix B) with
the addition of two C-act typas (EXTN and COMP) which
further aspecify tha ACEX C-act classification. The
abbreviations listed stand for the following C-act types:

ACRP = repetition ACSM = summary/paraphrase

ODRE = recall/place holder ACAC = acknowledgment

RQYN = yea/no request RQPC = procesas request

RQPR = product request RQCH = choice request

ACGS = guess STEV = evaluation

STID = identification STIN = internal state

0DCQ = contingent query ODRQ = rhetorical question

CK = check EXTN = extension COMP = completion
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APPENDIX R4

Distribution Of Contingent Back-Back-Channel Signals

NSP1

QBC/BBC+ EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC» ABC/BBC
35 3 12 (o] 1l

TOTAL = 49

NSP2

QBC/BBC+ EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC» ABC/BBC
31 4 12 24 1

TOTAL = 72

NSP3

QBC/BBC» EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC» ABC/BBC
29 13 22 1 o)

TOTAL = 65

NSP4

QBC/BBC* EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC» ABC/BBC
12 2 49 1 o]

TOTAL = 19

NSPS

@BC/BBC+ EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC+ ABC/BBC
25 2 6 1 2

TOTAL = 36

NSP6

QBRC/BBC* EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC# ABC/BBC
14 23 14 1 2
TOTAL = 54

Totals Across Six Dyads:

QBC/BBC» EBC/BBC RBC/BBC CBC/BBC* ABC/BBC

————— et com—m—— en———— ———————

146 47 68 28 6

» = Asterisk Denotea Obligatory Response
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APPENDIX RS

Back-Channels Per Dyad Which Became TSE Ror Repair

NSP1
#10S
#126
#l62
#171
#173
#329
#418
#427

Out of 158 Long Back-Channels,

NSP2

ACSM
ACEX-CK
ACEX-CK
ACEX-CK
oDpca
ACEX-CK
ACSM
ACEX-CK

SP
SP
SP
SP
SP
Sp
SP
SP

#2646 ACEX-CK SP

Fran RBC
Penn? GBC
wantA QBC
You won’t#A @BC
You won’t what? QBC
the Greens# QBC
F-I RBC
Mom# QBC

corn#

Out of 196 Long Back-Channele,

NSP3
#987
#1023
#1040
#1283
#1353

Out of 251 Long Back-Channels,

NSP4

ACEX~-CK
ACSM
ACSH
ACGS-~CK
ACEX

SP
SP
sSP
sSP
sp

8 (5%) resulted in repair.

QBC

1 (.1%) resulted in repair.

Juast a teast? QBC
Did it RBC
it RBC
JA QBC
Getting EBC

S (2%) resulted in repair.

No SP TSEs exist in this corpus

Out of 94 Long Back-Channels,
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APPENDIX RS continued

NSPS

#1444 ACRP SP Dot RBC
#1566 ACEX~-CK SP party4 QBC
#1569 RQYN SP Ia it a special party? QBC
#1685 ACEX-CK SP Two-hundred miles? QBC
#1711 ACRP-CK SP Ralphie” QBC
#1764 ACRP SP I RBC
#1808 ACEX SP a friend EBC
#1904 ACRP-CK SP p# QBC

Out of 182 Long Back-Channels, 8 (4%) resulted in repair.

#2053 ACEX-CK SP indirect? QBC
#2102 ACSM SP mRmuat RBC
#2152 ACEX SP other EBRC
#2159 ACEX SP they , EBC
#2196 ACSM SP with RBC
#2249 ACRP SP when RBC
#2270 ACEX SP game ERC

Out of 132 Long Back-Channels, 7 (5%) reasulted in repair.
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APPENDIX RS

Compoasite Act Sequences Per Dyad
Number O0f Back-Channels/Total C-Acte Produced

NSP1

Do you like football? (I)

] 17 C-acta 9 back-channels
What is your favorite team? (I) .
11 C-acts 6 back-channels
I love the asteelers. (E)
9 C-acts S back-channels
Mean Joe Green. (E)
7 C-acts 4 back-channels

Franco. (I»

19 C-~acta 12 back-channels
Pitt. (B>

10 C~acts 7 back-channels
I won ten dollars from Tom. (E)

37 C-actsa 2?28 back-channels

Bad. (R)

6 C-acts 3 back-channels
The Jets. (I)

9 C-acts S back-channels
Steclers and Dallas. (R)

15 C~acts 9 back-channels
Throw. (R)

7 C-acts 4 back-channels
Forty five. (R)

S C-actsa 3 back-channels
Pagsing. (R)

3 C-acta 2 back-channels

The Steelera the greatest
players. (I)

S5 C-acts 36 back-channels
Money. (I/R)

10 C-actsa S back-channels
I like to have a lot. (E)

20 C-acts il back-channels
From my dad. (R)

19 C-acts 12 back-channels

Bet. (R)

8 C-acts S back-channels
On the Yanks. (R)

13 C-acts 7 back-channels
50 dollars. (R)

9 C-acts 6 back-channels

Buy a stereo. (R)

21 C-acts 12 back-channels
TOTALS:
21 composite C-acts with: 310 C-acta 191 back-channels
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APPENDIX R6 (continued)

NSP2

We are going to atay home. (R)

32 C-acts 19 back-channels
My aunt. (R)

17 C-acts 13 back-:hannels

My cousin. (R)

18 C-acts 11 back-channels
Boy. (R)

10 C-acts S back-channels
Older. (R) .
10 C-actsa S back-channels
His name is Craig. (I/E)

32 C-acts 22 back-channels
Charlie. (R)

28 C-~acta 22 back-channels
Oider. (R)

7 C-acts 6 bsck-channels

Take a walk. (R)

20 C-acts 12 back-channels
Turkey. (R)

13 C-acts 7 back-channels
Cranberry. (R)

33 C-acts 24 back-channels
Watch football. (R/E)

17 C-acts 9 back-channelsa
The Lions. (R) .
27 C-acts 18 back-channels
Giants. (R)

1S C-actse S back-channels
Last night. (R/E)

20 C-acts 11 back-channels
TOTALS:
15 composite C-acts with: 299 C-actas 197 back-channels

NSP3

Last night I got back my midterm. (I)

53 C-acts 34 back-channels
I missed by eleven. (R)

26 C-acts 15 back-channels
Computer. (R)

12 C-acts 8 back-channels
But I am passing physics. (E/I)

38 C-acts 24 back-channels
Just test. (E/R)

20 C-acts 16 back-chennels
Did I tell you my major? (I)

67 C-acts 47 back-channels
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APPENDIX R6 (continued)

It is just guesaing. (E)

28 C-acta 17 back-channels
Woret. (R)

11 C-acts 6 back-channels
That ias a fact. (R)

21 C-acts 13 back-channels
Very cold. (R)

9 C-acta S back-channels

Late January. (E)

22 C-acts i4 back-channels
So soon? (I

40 C-acts 26 back-~-channels
But I didn’t know you were

engaged. (E)
81 C-actse 53 back-channels

Why? (ED

S C-acts 6 back-channels
You should. (E)

14 C-actse 8 back-channels
TOTAL:
15 composite C-acts with: 451 C-actz 292 back-channels
NSP4
Football. (I/E)

8 C-acts 4 back-channels
They were good. (R)

7 C-acta 3 back-channels
Ninety nine. (R)

S C~acts 2 back-channels
Number. (R)

9 C-acts 6 back-channels

He was hitting hard. (R)
33 C-acts 19 back-channels
He not-made a mistake starting
over. (E/I)

13 C-acts 8 back-channels
Change activities. (I)
7 C-acts 4 back-channels
Piratea. (I/R)
13 C-acts 9 back-channels

They are second place.(I/R)

20 C-acts 12 back-channela
Montreal. (R)

10 C-acts 4 back-channels
3, 4 games out. (E/R)

13 C-acts 8 back-channels
You know me. (E)

10 C-acts 6 back-channels
TOTAL:
12 compoaite C-acts with: 148 C-acte 85 back-channels
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APPENDIX R& (continued)

NSPS

My friend Chris ims ataying with
me on October 11 to the 12. (I)
S2 C-acts 32 back-channels
Eleven montha. (R)
18 C-acts 12 back-channels
I arranged to give my parents
& vacation. (R)
53 C-acts 33 back-channels
And I will have a vacation
(from them). (E)
. 13 C-acts 7 back-channels
New Jersey. (R)
12 C-act:: 7 back-channels
I wanted to send them to the
gambling area but it is
two hundred dollars. (E/R>
45 C-acts 26 back-channels
Take Nicole and David to the
Long Island Game Farm. (R>
50 C-acts 28 back-channels
It is important to have a closase
friend. (I)
. 32 C-actsa 17 back-channels
I have friends here but they
cannot read my board. (E)
27 C-acts 13 back-channels
Just Jonn and Mike. (E»
11 C-acts - 6 back-channels
Steve keeps pushing the
workshop. (I/R)
46 C-actsas 27 back-chennels
TOTAL:
11 compoaite C-actas with: 359 C-acta 208 back-channela

NSP6

Myself I prefer a communication
board aa to a machine. (I)
26 C-acts 15 back-channels
I feel it takes away my
personality, if you know what
I mean. (R)
24 C-acts 14 back-channels
It’s like talking to a
robot. (E)
15 C-acts 8 back-channels
Thia gives me the human
feeling. (E/R)
16 C-acta 10 back-channels
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APPENDIX R6 continued

I can’t see myself talking with
a wonan with a talking
machine. (E)
30 C-acts 16 back-channels
It’a a hinderance for me. (E)
21 C-acts 15 back-channels
Many people look at the
nachine. (E/I)
14 C-acte 8 back-channels
With the board they moatly
relate to me better. (E)
32 C-acta 24 back-channelsas
With people who don’t know me
I use the board (more). (E)
18 C-acts 11 back-channels
On the outeide the board gives
ne the little help I need
without having tc use a
mnachine. (E/I)

43 C-actsa 26 back-channels
People will think it’s a

game. (E)
16 C-acts 10 back-channels
Sometimes. (R)
S C-acts 3 back-channels
But with the machine that
would be a gamble. (E)
. 27 C-acts 18 back-channela
People get scared of this, '
imagine a machine. (E/I)
19 C-acts 11 back-channels
The Cannon I will use in ‘
certain situationas. (R/E)

16 C-acts 9 back-channels
TOTALS: :
15 composite C-acts with: 322 C-acts 198 back-channels

The Following Notations Were Used Above:

(I

C-act initiated new topical information.

(R)

C-act responded to question within cngoing topic.

(E)

C-act expanded upon information within ongoing topic.
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APPENDIX RZ

Back-Channel Distribution Within Whole Or Composite C-Acts -

By Dyed
NSP1

| DYAD _Sp NSP
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 237 175 62
TOTAL WITHIN WHOLE C-ACTS: 46 25 . 21
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 191 150 41
Distribution Within Whole C-scta: sp NSP
ABC 10 ABC 13
RBC 1 BBC 8

QBC 14
EBC 0 21

CBC 0

25
Distribution Within Composite C-acts: sP NSP
ABC 7 ABC (o]
RBC 102 BBC 41

QBC 33
EBC 8 41

CBC (o]

150

NSP2

DYAD _SpP NSP
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 284 212 72
TOTAL WITHIN WHOLE C-ACTS: 87 56 31
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 197 156 41
Distribution Within Whole C-acts: SP NSP
ABC 9 ABC 0
RBC 9 BBC 31

aBC 15
EBC 2 31

CBC 21

S6
Distribution Within Composite C-acts: SP NSP
ABC 3 ABC o]
RBC 104 BBC 41

QBC 32
EBC 3 41

CBC 14

156
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APPENDIX R7 continued

_SP
278

42
236

SP
12
le
12

42

—SE
14
172
30
is

236

NSP3
DYAD
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 350
TOTAL WITHIN WHOLE C-ACTS: S8
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 292
Distribution Within Whole C-acts:
ABC
RBC
@BC
EBC
CBC
Distribution Within Compogite C-acts:
ABC
RBC
@BC
EBC
CBC
NSP4
DYAD
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 129
TOTAL WITHIN C-ACTS: 44
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 85
Distribution Within Whole C-acts:
ABC
RBC
Q@QBC
EBC
CBC
Digtribution Within Composite C-acts:
ABC
' RBC
QBC
EBC
CBC

361

[
rOlU)
N U

NN
W

9]
s

[
WHrOoOWwOon

()] 0 N
O WNHFN|U 0

N
w

ABC
BBC

ABC
BBC

ABC
BRC

ABC
BBC

=
0
0

4
n gy
ONjT OGN

[
(1))

IZ
14)]
U

n
no

wn
(1

NSP

15
12

4

SP

5l ol
Al N

=
N OJu

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPENDIX R7 continued

NSPS
DYAD
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 247
TOTAL WITHIN WHOLE C-ACTS: 39
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 208
Digtribution Within Whole C-acts:
A3C
RBC
QBC
EBC
CBC
Distribution Within Composite C-acts:
ABC
RBC
QBC
EBC
CBC
NSP6
DYAD
TOTAL BACK-CHANNELS PRODUCED: 233
TOTAL WITHIN WHOLE C-ACTS: 35
TOTAL WITHIN COMPOSITE C-ACTS: 198
Distribution Within Whole C-acts:
ABC
RBC
QBC
EBC
CBC
Distribution Within Composite C-acts:
' ABC
RBC
QBC
EBC
CBC

SP
207
28
179

1]
'0

T
NN
0 ONN

9]

| d

ONPFE WO

22

24
65
14
45

150
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APPENDIX RS

Back-Channel Type Frequency Diatribution Across Six Dyads

Acroas Whole Acts (W)

Co~-Conatructed Acts (C)

vs-

1S5
32

12
30

SP SP
CBC ABC
0 10
0 7
21 9
14 3
o 12
i i4
3 6
0 2
0 17
1 7
o] 16
2 24

Across The Six Dyada

S7

145

249

18

70

57

NSP
ABC

-
O o o N o 0 o w

O

39

Total Back-Channels Produced Per Dyad

Acroass Whole Acts (W)

Co-Constructed Acts (C)

Sp SP
Dyad RBC EBC
#1 W i 0
#1 C 102 8
#2 W =] 2
#2 C 104 3
#3 W 16 2
#3 C 172 19
#4e W S 1
#4 C 61 3
#S W 6 (o]
#5 C 133 S
#6 W 3 2
#6 C 65 45
Totala
#1-6 W 44 7
#1-6 C 634 87
Dyad 1 Dyad 2
W 46 87
c 191 197

v8.

Dyad 3
S8

292

363

Dyad 4
44
8s

Dyad S
39
208

NSP
BBC

31
41

S6

12

29

48

68

227

Dyad 6
35

198
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