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Abstract

In Yoneoka (2003), a 10-minute multiparty game discourse (the “Snafooey” discourse) was analyzed with respect to the characteristics and roles of its participants. The present study reinvestigates the same game discourse in terms of the discourse structure, which was found to vary at four different levels of exchange: Playing (P), Moderating (M), Operationalizing (O) and Extraneous (E), with respect to the degree of relation with the game itself. These were further divided into outer levels, (E and O), and inner levels (M and P). The outer levels were found to pattern like everyday discourse, but the inner levels showed novel game-specific patterns such as a predominance of directing exchanges (including self-directives) at M and narrating-like moves at P. Additionally, we discuss a completely different game (dubbed the “Yunoken” game) being played out within the extraneous level discourse in the mind of the youngest participant (4 years), and the structures of the two games are compared and contrasted.

概要

米岡（２００３）では、『スナフーイ』と言うゲームをしている場面設定での談話を、複数の参加者の役割の観点から議論した。今回、同じ談話を、ゲームへの関連性から見た構造を分析ことにする。四つの談話レベル（遊び(Playing)、緩和し(Moderating)、操作(Operationalizing)、そして無関連(Extraneous)）を提案した。これらはさらに、外部のレベル(EとO) と内部のレベル(MとP)に分割した。外部のレベルは日常会話に似た構造を持っているが、内部のレベルでは命令的な発言（Ｍレベル）や語るような発言（Ｐレベル）、ゲームに特有のパターンが示めされた。

また、Ｅレベルの談話で、4歳の子供の頭の中で行われている完全に異なるゲーム(『ユノケン』ゲームと名づけた)も発見し、本ゲーム『スナフーイ』の構造と比較し議論する。

1.  Introduction

 One type of discourse that has received much attention in ELT literature is classroom discourse. A general classroom discourse structure, referred to as “triadic dialog” by Lemke (1990) is based on the pattern Initiation - Response - (optional) Feedback (cf. Coulthard 1985; Mahan 1979), e.g.

      Teacher: What's this?

      Student:  It's a saw.

      Teacher:  A saw, yes.

Although elements of the classroom discourse patterns are present in everyday discourse as well, there are also sequences that do not fit the typical classroom discourse pattern of I/R/(F). Parts of the sequence may be missing, or there may be reelicitations for clarification or other purposes. In addition, responses may sometimes serve as initiations as well. These differences are mainly due to the fact that everyday conversation is not usually structured by one person: "where talk is more casual, and among equals, everyone will have a part to play in controlling and monitoring the discourse, and the picture will look considerably more complicated." (McCarthy 1991:23)

To compensate for these problems, Francis and Hunston (1992, hereafter referred to as F&H) refine and build on the Coulthard framework to introduce a detailed system of analysis for everyday discourse. This system rejects some of the Coulthard categories (e.g. bid, nominate and cue, which occur often in classroom discourse but not in everyday discourse) and adds others (e.g. direct and behave). The implication of these refinements is that different discourse genres may call for different systems of analysis. One such type of discourse, which has received relatively little amount of attention in the literature, is game discourse.
  

 Playing games is an integral part of everyday life in many homes with children (and some without), as well as an activity often used in the L2 classroom. The present study looks at the levels of structure of a discourse that centers around the learning and playing of a card game called “Snafooey”
, and how these levels affect and dictate the usage of certain types of acts. Specifically, four levels of exchange were defined for this game discourse: playing (P), moderating (M), operationalizing (O), and extraneous (E). The former two levels were seen to contain moves and exchanges that are specific to game discourse, whereas the operationalizing level discourse was found to pattern more like everyday discourse.  

These levels may be thought of as similar to the inner vs. outer levels postulated by Willis (1987) for classroom discourse. The inner level, on which much of the actual classroom activity (in the lesson plan sense) takes place, is a level of play-acting. The outer level, on the other hand, accounts for much of the actual real-world interaction between the people in the classroom. Similarly, the Playing level (in game discourse) is where the actual playing of the game takes place, and consists of behavioral moves classified as informs, but which may or may not be accompanied by narrative-style informing discourse. At the Moderating level, the participants regulate the playing of the game, and the moves are mainly either directs or informs. These two levels together may be conceptualized as paralleling the inner level of classroom discourse. In both, the interaction is activity–oriented, not participant-oriented.

On the other hand, the Operationalizing level governs the learning and clarification of the rules and strategy of the game. At this level, the most common moves (elicits and clarifies) involve discussion ABOUT the activity rather than performance of it. The interaction is participant-oriented rather than game-oriented. The Extraneous level, which has not been defined for the classroom but certainly could be as well, consists of all dialog which is completely irrelevant to the activity at hand. Taken together, the O and E levels parallel the outer level defined by Willis for classroom discourse.

2. The discourse

The discourse is an approximately 12-minute long segment of a "Snafooey" game, taped on Sept. 16, 1995
, in a home setting. Yoneoka (2003) provides a more detailed explanation of the characteristics of the setting and participants, as well as a detailed transcription and analysis of the discourse in the Appendix. Thus, this information will only be briefly summarized here.

  The Snafooey game took place in a living room, and was played on the floor, adding a casual "party" atmosphere to the setting. Including all extraneous discourse
, there was a total of 411 utterances and 163 exchanges made by five of the six people present at the time of the taping. The adults were all graduate level students majoring in ESL. The children had been raised in a predominantly monolingual Japanese environment with limited exposure to English, and had been in the United States for approximately three months at the time of the taping. Child2 and Child3 use both English and Japanese, code-switching. Table 1 shows the breakdown of utterances per participant and language, mean length of unit (MLU) and type/token ratio per participant. 


NAME
TOTAL UTTERANCES   % OF CONVERSATION
MLU
T/TRATIO
	Child1 (E)
	1
	0%
	3
	1

	Child2 (E)
	125
	26%
	2.3
	0.223

	Child2 (J)
	18
	4%
	4.1
	0.548

	Child3 (E)
	15
	3%
	2.4
	0.611

	Child3 (J)
	80
	17%
	2.5
	0.128

	Res1
	96
	20%
	2.8
	0.384

	Res2
	60
	13%
	2.5
	0.583

	Res3
	83
	17%
	2.8
	0.343


* The MLU and T/T ratio calculations in this table were performed using Clan software (MacWhinney, ongoing, available http://childes.psy.cmu.edu/clan/　)

Table 1.  Breakdown and characteristics of utterances by participant.

 Of the six people, three (Res1, Res2 and Child2) were major participants in the game. Child3 and Res3 (as a team) were secondary participants, but were involved in the game only when it was their turn and relied heavily on others' explanations. Indeed, they were much more interested in playing with each other than in the game, creating much extraneous discourse that will be seen to form the playing level of a completely different game. Both communicated only in their respective L1s to the native speakers thereof (i.e. Child3 to Child2, Res3 to Res1 and Res2). The final person in the room, Child1, did not participate in the game, but his presence affected the discourse in that he was referred to several times: first, when he was invited to play the game; second, when he asked why he did not want to participate; and third, when Child2 attempted to elicit English vocabulary from him.  

3. Method of analysis.  

 For data transcription analysis, portions of the system developed by Francis and Hunston (1992, hereafter referred to as F&H) for everyday conversation based on the IR(F) model were used and modified to fit some of the aspects of the present dialog. This system includes analysis at several ranks of discourse, as follows:

Rank 1  interaction 

Rank 2  transaction (preliminary, medial, terminal)

Rank 3  exchange (organizational—frame, structure, greet, summon;


    conversational—elicit, inform, direct, clarify, repeat, reinitiate)

Rank 4  move (framing, opening, answering, eliciting, informing, 

acknowledging, directing, behaving)

Rank 5  act (level of single utterance)

These five ranks are simultaneously present in any conversation—a move is made up of one or more acts, an exchange of one or more moves, and a transaction of several exchanges.

However, the present analysis uses almost exclusively only Rank 3—that of exchange, i.e. an IR(F)-like structured set of utterances. The reason for concentrating on this rank only is that it will best give us an overall view of the general stream of the game. However, we will be referring to the move rank from time to time as well, especially when a certain utterance is either ambiguous or varies in function slightly from a F&H-defined move.

As seen above, two classes of Rank 3 exchanges are defined by F&H: organizational (boundary marking, structuring, greeting and summoning) and conversational. The former type serves to frame the conversational exchanges rather than to further the discourse itself. In the Snafooey discourse, which occurs in the middle of the overall interaction (i.e. the visit of the three researchers to the home of the children), there is no boundary marking, structuring or greeting. This is because once the context of the game was established, there was no need for participants to further organize the discourse. There are a few instances of summoning, which call for the referent(s) to direct their attention to the game. (c.f. lines 1, 78, 80). However, they were minimal and unimportant for out treatment; thus, no formal distinction was made between them and the ensuing conversational exchanges. For our purposes, it is the second type of exchange (conversational) that provides insights into the discourse structure.  

F&H divide conversational exchanges into 6 categories: elicits, informs, directs, clarifys, repeats and reinitiations. The latter three are all further labeled bound-elicits; i.e., they are bound to the previous exchange. To simplify the analysis here, all repeats and reinitiations were treated as variants of clarifys. Thus, the following exchange types were encoded: Elicits, Informs, Directs, and Clarifys (see Appendix). As a general rule, elicits begin with a new question, informs with a new statement, directs with a command, and clarifies with a form of reiteration of the previous exchange.

To accommodate the special needs of this multiparty discourse (see Yoneoka 2003 for details), the F&H system was modified to be able to encode two phenomena occurring in the dialogue (1) addressee shifts and (2) overlapping of turns. For the former phenomenon, in which a move addressed to one participant recieves a response from a different participant, a column was added to denote the addressee using “to (addressee)” or ”open” if there was no particular addressee, more than one addressee, or if it was impossible to determine whether a specific addressee was intended.
 Overlapping, or the juxtaposition of two different turns in the same frame, was indicated by using bold face for the second turn. Extraneous discourse pertaining to the second “Yunoken” game, which generally overlapped the entire Snafooey game, is also presented in bold face (see Appendix).

Two further modifications were made to accommodate the present data. First, a column was added (count) to indicate the progress of the game by writing the results of each turn taken in the game. Second, the structure of the discourse with the respect to the game was indicated in the column labeled DL or discourse level. As discussed above, there were four levels of discourse noted: playing (p), moderating (m), operationalizing (o), and extraneous (e).

4. Structure of the Snafooey game-related discourse
In classroom discourse, Willis (1992) makes a distinction between inner language, or speech directly related to the study at hand, and outer language, which serves to organize the structure of the study. This distinction is useful in the game situation as well: the “inner” discourse refers directly to the playing of the game, whereas “outer” discourse is the “metatalk” concerning how to play the game. 

However, in the Snafooey discourse, some finer distinctions are needed within each level. Within the inner level, (i.e. the actual playing of the game) there are two types of dialog present, characterized by two highly different patterns of exchanges. The moderating level (m) consists mainly of Inform and Direct exchanges, such as “Your turn”, “OK”, but also includes a fairly high percentage of Elicit and Clarify exchanges as well. On the other hand, P-level exchanges occurring concurrently with the game itself are of necessity accompanied by actions (i.e. the playing of a card), and are almost invariably a special type of Inform which occurs independently of any other utterance and involves an announcement of the result of the action.
 Indeed, these Inform exchanges are not even exchanges in the strict sense of the word, as they are rarely if ever acknowledged.

Similarly, two different discourse patterns can be distinguished within the outer level as well. The first is that of explanation or elicitation of the rules/playing of the game, which we will refer to as the O-level (operationalizing). In fact, as the game is unknown to all three adults (and not well understood by the youngest child either) it is the second child who must explain the rules (see Yoneoka 2003 for a detailed analysis of the role and discourse of this second child), and the majority of our discourse takes place at this level. Naturally, the adults spend much time trying to understand and interpret the rules, and for this reason most of the O-level discourse are clarifys or elicits (i.e. questions and reiterations).

The second outer level type is "extraneous" discourse, as exemplified by the following:

	221  *RES1  G   E  she's getting a massage ...

222  *RES2  R3  E  yeah you're getting a massage.


Extraneous discourse has nothing to do with the game itself, but arises (at least in the present discourse) mostly in conjunction with events external to the game. In fact, we will see that much of the extraneous discourse produced was actually the product of involvement in another, completely different role playing game in which the 4-year-old child was the main participant.
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Fig. 1.  Concentric levels of discourse relative to the game.

The four discourse exchange levels are schematized in Fig. 1 as concentric rings around the central focal point of the game itself. The outermost levels of discourse, E and O, will be seen to contain exchanges which are quite similar to everyday discourse. However, the closer we get to the core of the diagram (i.e. the deeper the relation between the discourse and the game itself), the more varied the exchanges become. At the innermost P level, we will find that the utterance itself may be a direct, elicit, inform, or even an acknowledge; however the function remains the same--the announcement of completion of a certain behavior, namely the playing of a card.


Table 2 shows the percentages of utterances and exchanges that took place at each level in the present discourse. Excepting the extraneous discourse, it can be seen that the bulk of the utterances (=over 50%) took place at the operationalizing level, an unusual phenomenon in a game with relatively simple rules. However, as the only master of the rules was an NNS child, the task of learning the rules was considerably complicated by the language barrier. 

	LEVEL
	P
	M
	O
	E
	TOTAL

	All utterances
	27
	116
	148
	120
	411

	　
	7%
	28%
	36%
	29%
	100%

	Excepting E-level
	9%
	40%
	51%
	n/a
	　

	Exchanges at each level
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Clarify
	1
	7
	20
	2
	30

	Direct
	　
	16
	4
	3
	23

	Elicit
	　
	14
	26
	7
	47

	Inform
	18
	19
	18
	8
	63

	Total
	19
	56
	68
	20
	163

	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Clarify
	1%
	4%
	12%
	1%
	18%

	Direct
	0%
	10%
	2%
	2%
	14%

	Elicit
	0%
	9%
	16%
	4%
	29%

	Inform
	11%
	12%
	11%
	5%
	39%

	Total
	12%
	34%
	42%
	12%
	100%


Table 2. Percentages of utterances and exchange types occurring at the four different discourse levels.
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Chart 1. Relative numbers of exchange types at each discourse level 

Table 2 and Chart 3 also show the percentages of exchange types occurring at the four different levels. It can be seen that different levels “prefer” different types of exchanges: informs at the P-level, informs and directs at the M-level, and elicits and clarifys at the O-level. At the E-level, most of the discourse was not classified with respect to exchange level, as it did not form part of an “exchange” in the strict sense of the word. In the following, the structure and function of discourse at each level will be explored in detail.

4.1 P-level discourse

Within the context of game playing, P-level discourse may be best described as a type of narration that goes along with the playing of the game. This narration serves to mark either the process or the consequences of a player’s action, and may differ in both quality and quantity depending on the game itself. In the Snafooey game, P-level  discourse is marked by a predominance of single–word utterances such as "twenty", which are accompanied by the non-verbal action of playing a card.  

How should such expressions be classified? Of the exchanges defined in the F&H system of analysis, they differ from directs in that they come after, not before the behavior. They are obviously not elicits or clarifications. Thus they may only be classified as informs. However, in contrast to informs at other levels, they almost always co-occur with a behavior (in the present game), they are rarely responded to, they may be questions rather than statements (i.e. they may be uttered with a rising tone), they may or may not state something known to other players and they are always, without exception, uttered with specific reference to the game itself. To complicate the analysis, they do not always occur with one's own behavior, but may also accompany another's game turn (e.g. ln. 287, Child2's "Fifty-seven" is the count after Res3 and Child3 have--silently--played their turn).

If analyzed as F&H moves, this type of utterance could be construed as a special kind of comment or observation--the distinction between the two depending on how closely the other participants are following the game. In their terms, observations are defined as statements whose “function is to offer ‘information’ which is already part of the shared knowledge of the participants in the conversation” (F&H 199 :131), and comments are statements which “exemplify, expand, explain, justify, provide additional information, or evaluate one’s own utterance.” (ibid 133)

 However, they are essentially functionally ambiguous—they may be interpreted as comments, observations, informs, directives or even receives (=responses to a directive). For example, our simple utterance "twenty" could be taken to mean any or all of the following,   

a.  (comment) 
I finished putting down a card, making twenty.

b.  (inform)   
The count is twenty now.

c.  (observation)  
As you can see, it's twenty.

d. (directive)  
Twenty--you're next. 

e. (receive)   　
(following “your turn”) Ok, I played—and now it’s 




twenty.

However, within the context of the game, these utterances function to narrate the actions and/or the consequences of one's own (or another's) behavior. Thus, if we were to classify such utterances as moves, a new category of “narrate” would be most appropriate. 


On the exchange level, however, rather than risking circularity by creating a new type here as well, these narrative-like exchanges are classified as informs.  Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that the inform exchanges at the P-level differ from inform exchanges at other levels. Exchanges at the playing level are “game-specific”: their quality and quantity is a result of the nature of the game itself. Indeed, the very presence or absence of discourse and the length thereof may vary greatly with the game being played. A game like “go fish”, for example, would generate longer segments of P-level discourse, e.g.:

Player 1:  Do you have a four?

Player 2:  Of course I have a four. You just saw me receive two fours from Mary!

than a game such as chess which does not usually generate much P-level discourse at all, with the exception of an occasional "check". Some games such as bridge and poker may include bidding sessions, for example, in which there is no non-verbal action involved, but the discourse utterances at the playing level still follow a set pattern prescribed by the game itself. In most game situations, however, P-level discourse is accompanied by appropriate non-verbal behavior that is crucial to the satisfactory continuation of the game.


In the present discourse, a P-level exchange may be quite short (e.g. “twenty”) or relatively long and monologue-like as in the following: 

173  *CHILD2

*RES1     
And this is uh, this seven

174  *CHILD2


*RES1 

Seven is one two three four five six seven, ok?


175  *CHILD2
*RES1  
Uh…e to ne, forty-eight forty-nine fivety fivety-one fivety-two,　fivety-three eh? ....eh?

176  *CHILD2 

*RES1      Eh?

177  *RES1     
*CHILD2  
Fifty…
178  *CHILD2   
*RES1     
Fifty-three.

179  *RES1     
*CHILD2   
Ok.

180  *CHILD2   
*RES1     
Ah no no no no no.

181  *CHILD2   
*RES1    
This is uh...fifty-five.

182  *RES2     
*CHILD2  

Ah, fifty-five.ah...

Exchanges at this level include not only narrates, but also elicitations such as “Was that right?” (Res3, Ln. 74) and (self) directives “So I put that” (Res2, Ln. 104). However, functionally they share the same purpose—that of showing the completion of the act of playing a card and taking one’s turn--and all are accompanied by the non-verbal behavior of playing a card. Note, for example, that the above elicit “Was that right?” does not receive a verbal informing response: the continuation of the game itself constitutes the response.

4.2 M-level discourse.

One of the most common exchange structures at the M-level of the present discourse is that of "directive", with its moves of directing and behaving (and/or acknowledging) (F&H, 1992:26). Over 45% (=21/46) of the utterances at this level were analyzed as directives (e.g. "so add them all together", and "your turn").9 This is a natural result of the fact that a game is being played, and that the turns in this game (as with most others) are structured in a specific order. These behaviors are required by the rules of the game, and include both regularized patterns such as playing a card at one’s turn and situation-based behaviors such as playing of the marker when the number 30 is crossed. 


M-level discourse differs from P-level discourse in that it serves to focus player’s attention on the game, but does not further the progress of the game itself.  In other words, it is not a required, integral part of the game in the same way that P-level discourse is. Common examples of M-level discourse in other popular games would include utterances such as “Can I review the bidding?” (bridge), “Here are the dice” (monopoly), and “Hurry up –either call or fold!” (poker).

It is interesting to note in passing that a mini English lesson (in typical IRF format) takes place during one of the M-level exchanges: 

279  *RES3   
*CHILD3

What's that?  What's that? 

280  *CHILD3
*RES3
    Four.

281  *RES3

*CHILD3        
Four, good.

282  *RES2
*CHILD3        
Four, good.

Taking place as it does between an NS adult and an NNS child, this exchange is reminiscent of “inner” discourse in classroom, and indicates the depth of the relationship between characteristics of the participants and the functions of the resultant discourse.


The P and M-levels are “game specific” as opposed to “player specific”. Together, they may be considered to parallel the inner level of classroom discourse, which is “ ‘pedagogically processed’ as opposed to natural” (Willis 1987:2). In both cases, the discourse is uttered with respect to a role–playing situation created by (more or less) mutual agreement among the participants. Thus it may be expected to pattern differently from exchanges we would find in the “real life” oriented outer discourse levels, which are explained in the next two sections.

4.3 O-level discourse.


As mentioned earlier, operationalizing exchanges were found to be the most common, comprising 36% of the actual utterances and 46% of the exchanges (cf. Table 1). Not surprisingly (considering the fact that the holder of the key to the rules is an NNS child) the most of these exchanges are elicits (38%), followed by clarifys (29%) and informs (26%).

    It is at this discourse level that the influence of the characteristics and roles of the participants on this particular discourse can best be seen. If the game expert had been an adult native speaker of English, there would probably not only have been much less operationalizing discourse to begin with, but it would most likely also show a different internal structure. At the very least, we would certainly expect to see more direct and inform exchanges under such circumstances. However, as Child2's dominant role as teacher is undermined by his lack of ability both in English and to control the situation, we end up with more of an "interview" or twenty-questions style of O-level discourse. Under other situations, we would not expect exchanges at this level to pattern in such a manner or even to take up the majority of the overall discourse, unless the rules to the game were quite complicated (in the present case they were not). Thus it can be assumed that the necessity of eliciting and interpreting rules from a functionally non-speaking NNS child created an inordinate amount of discourse at this level (see Yoneoka 2003 for further discussion and examples).

4.4 E-level discourse

In a casual situation such as a game setting, it is quite common for extraneous discourse to occur, whereas it may not be quite as usual in highly structured situations such as a classroom or business meeting. Such discourse might include comments about the weather, getting up to get a cup of coffee, etc. The concept would be useful for classroom discourse as well: similar extraneous language (usually in whispers) may be going on simultaneous to the main classroom events. Such discourse is usually too soft and too far away from the teacher to be included in the main stream of activity, unless it is disruptive enough that it is brought into the discourse via a reprimand from the teacher. In our discourse, no one is in the position to do such reprimanding, so participation in such extraneous discourse is left to the discretion of each individual player.


The reader will by now have realized that most of the E-level discourse was not coded in the Appendix. This is because the great majority of this discourse, produced by Child3, is actually in many senses not discourse at all. It is verbalization of action going on in the child’s mind, based on the video game “Streetfighter”. During the entire 12 minutes of the main Snafooey discourse, this 4-year-old child is fully engrossed in this fantasy role play game of his own. Most of his utterances (yunoken psh psh) are onomatopoeic enactments narrating the actions of a Streetfighter character, and continue quite vociferously throughout. Interestingly, however, it shows the same patterning of utterances as the P-level discourse in Snafooey. We are at a loss to label such utterances any predefined F&H move—be it inform, observation, or comment. Here, again, perhaps creating a novel category (“narrate”) may be the best choice of analysis. 


Thus, the E-level discourse here is not simply unrelated verbage, but has its own game-oriented internal structure. The following section discusses this in detail.

4.4.1 The structure of the second game: Yunoken
Most of the E-level conversation, the product of a completely different game, begins as a monolog produced by Child3, but Res3 becomes involved to a certain extent in the game after being assigned a “part” (x-man, which later becomes xman cyclops). With this involvement of another player, discourse-like exchanges such as the following begin to occur:

	128
	C3
	　
	E
	　
	yunoken psh psh 

	129
	R3
	　
	E
	　
	scratch 

	130
	C3
	　
	E
	　
	yunoken psh psh 

	131
	R3
	　
	E
	　
	scratch 

	132
	C3
	　
	E
	　
	yunoken psh psh  

	133
	R3
	　
	E
	　
	scratch 


Thus, while being extraneous to the main Snafooey discourse, these utterances are simultaneously a central part of the second Yunoken game being played by Child3.  In other words, they are E-level discourse with respect to Snafooey, but P-level discourse with respect to Yunoken.

Indeed, what we have here is not a single unified discourse at all, but a juxtaposition of two completely different discourses belonging to two completely different games. The discourse, then is bicentric—there are utterances central to one of the two games (which are by definition extraneous to the other), as well as utterances which are extraneous to both.  Figure 2 shows a diagrammatical scheme:
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Fig. 2.  Concentric levels of discourse relative to game 1 (Snafooey) and game 2 (Yunoken)

Thus，in the context of the Yunoken game, we can again define the same four levels of discourse. The Snafooey game-related O-, M- and P-level utterances are all E-level when seen from the vantage point of the Yunoken game (and it’s major player). From this new point of reference (the playing of Yunoken), we see O-level discourse several times, for example when Res3 begins to ask about the “rules” of the new game; 

	R3
	　C3
	O
	I'm what?

	C3
	　R3
	O
	xman 

	R3
	　C3
	O
	Oh I'm xman  

	R3
	　C3
	O
	What does xman do? Oh xman scratches


There are very few instances of Yunoken M-level utterances, however. Perhaps Child3’s “cyclops” (ln. 100) may be considered an instance, but it is unclear why it was made. The reasons for the lack of Yunoken-oriented M-level discourse may be varied. We may speculate that the simplicity of the game rules (which seemed to involve no more than fighting), as well as the age and lack of English ability of the child probably kept the M-level discourse to a minimum. One other possible candidate is “and youna do” (line 341) which was not understood by Res3, but could have possibly meant either “and you do this (=something)” or “and you die”. Both of these could be taken either as O-level (explaining of the rules) or M-level (moderating the action).

The great majority of the Yunoken discourse, however, takes place at the P-level. Like the P-level discourse of the Snafooey game, the P-level discourse of the Yunoken consists almost invariably of narration-like informs (“yunoken psh psh”, “Cyclops bii”, etc.), which are generally not acknowledged. Although we cannot generalize from these two examples alone, it is possible that narrative-like moves
 may be specific to the P-level of game situations in general. At any rate, “Yunoken” is definitely narrating a game in the mind of the child--it just does not happen to be the same game as everyone else is playing (except when Res3 chimes in). 

5. Discussion and Conclusions  

In the Snafooey game discourse (as well as in the simultaneous Yunoken discourse), four exchange levels were defined. It is especially interesting to contrast the utterances in terms of their functions with respect to the two different games. By definition, all O-, M- and P-level discourse with respect to one game is E-level discourse with respect to the other.  However, some E-level discourse does not “belong” to either game, for example when Res1 asks Child1 if he is tired. This type of discourse is closest to everyday discourse.

It was found that O-level discourse, at the outer edge of the game, also tended to pattern more like everyday discourse. In this specific discourse, however, the predominance of O-level discourse was striking, and most likely due more to the characteristics of the participants (the sole informant for the game rules being an NNS child) than the character of game discourse itself. In contrast, O-level was also present in the Yunoken game, but did not make up the major portion of the game.  This is most likely due to extreme simplicity of the rules, and possibly also to the characteristics of the major player (also an NNS child). It is also possible that the dual involvement of Res3 in both games kept her from pursuing the second game to any great extent.

On the other hand, M-level discourse in the Snafooey game was marked by a predominance of Direct exchanges, thus taking a striking turn away from everyday discourse. The most common of these was “Your turn”. In Yunoken, on the other hand, M-level discourse, if it did exist, was difficult to recognize and label as such, again perhaps because of the characteristics of Child3.

The most unique discourse level with respect to both games was the P-level discourse. In both games, utterances at this level (i.e. “twenty-four” in Snafooey, “yunoken psh psh” in Yunoken) accompanied the actions of the game and had the function of narrating the results of those actions. The similarity between the functions of these utterances from two very different games is striking, and leads us to postulate a novel type of move (the “narrate”) for specific use at the P-level of game discourse. 

The actual discourse at the P-level however can be said to be game-specific and highly controlled by the rules of the game. In our examples, Snafooey rules involve adding up the numbers on each card as the game progresses, and Yunoken rules involve making certain actions accompanied by onomatopoeic sounds. Although beyond the scope of this paper, similar specialization in P-level discourse may be assumed to exist in games which require verbal communication of intent, such as poker, the bidding session of bridge (in contrast to the playing session), and go fish. In contrast, more “silent” games such as gin rummy and scrabble, which do not require verbalization as part of the rules, most likely involve very little or no playing level discourse. Whether this generalization holds over game types and with different participants remains a subject for further study.
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� To my knowledge no previous work in analysis of game discourse has yet been published.  Jefferson (1972) discusses side sequences in general discourse and begins with an extract from a game of Marco Polo, but does not concentrate on analysis of the game itself.


� The game "Snafooey" is played as follows: each player holds 5 cards and must play one at each turn. He may play either a number card or a special card. Number cards go from 0-8, and special cards are either Reverse, Skip or Gotcha (which if played requires the next person to play a number card). The points on the cards are added incrementally at each turn, and players lose a round if they are forced to cross multiples of 30 (30, 60, 90, etc.). The end is reached when every player except one has lost two rounds, and that player is the winner.


� Reported erroneously as 1996 in Yoneoka (2003).


� The 2003 transcript of the same discourse reported 279 utterances. It did not include all of the extraneous speech, as it was geared towards analysis of the participants with respect to the game. The present work, however, aims at analyzing all of the levels of discourse; thus it was necessary to review the tape and include all of the extraneous speech as well. As a result, the number of utterances was found to be 410 altogether, an increase of approx. 47%.  


Most of these utterances will be found to actually consist of a separate role playing game conducted by the third child.  This will be discussed further in section 4.4.1.  


� With respect to determining the addressee, it was unfortunate that the Snafooey session was only recorded on audiotape.  Naturally, a video recording of the same discourse would have made the analysis clearer and easier to interpret.





� As pointed out in 4.1, we might well define the exchange level of narrate moves as narrate rather than inform exchanges. It was chosen not to do so here to avoid the risk of circularity.
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