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Abstract


The Snafooey game discourse presented in this paper features an NNS child in a power position within a multiparty game context, and offers possibilities for unique insights into the complexity of relationships between participant characteristics and their roles within the dialog. The present paper discusses the characteristics of the discourse setting and the roles of its participants with respect to the game and to each other, especially in terms of their power positions. It also discusses specific examples of discourse characteristics that are influenced by the participant characteristics: 1) topic-comment structure, 2) utterance types, and 3) code-switching.

概要


本論は、『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取り扱う。複数の参加者の中で、一番重要な役割を持っている話者は英語を外国語とする子供である。そのため、普段の複数話者の間で交わす会話の中で、話者の特徴と役割の複雑な相関関係を見分けるための、良いヒントが得られる談話であると思える。

ここでは、談話自体の特徴（目的、時間、空間など）を始め、その空間にいる6人のそれぞれの特徴とゲームでの役割、またはその場面自体での役割を分析する。特にゲームのルールを説明する「主役」の話者の、英語の力のなさや子供である弱い立場がどのように談話に現われるかを議論する．また、談話自体は、親子の談話または教師・生徒の談話ぞれぞれに近いところを述べる。具体的に、（１）分内のTopic(主題)–Comment（題述）構造、（２）発話の種類、（３）言語の使い分けという三つの点を考慮する。

1. Introduction

    Within ESL, much spoken discourse analysis has been concentrated on two-party adult dialog, especially in the classroom. More rarely do we see instances of analysis of monologues or multiparty discourse, and outside of language acquisition studies there are few analyses of child discourse. 

    Coulthard (1985) defines several characteristics which are present in any speech event: setting, participants, purpose, key, channels, message content, message form and rule breaking. The Snafooey discourse that forms the subject of this study provides a number of "unusual" aspects in terms of the first three characteristics. With regard to setting and purpose, the discourse itself takes place in a game situation, in which the game is not only being played, but being taught as well. Thus while the atmosphere is casual, the purpose of the discourse has elements that are quite similar to classroom discourse. 

   However, the most unusual characteristic of this discourse is the roles and characteristics of its participants. First of all, it is a multi-party discourse, with a total of six participants. Three of the participants are native speaker adults; the other three are non-native speaking children of varying ages. This combination provides possibilities for a range of interaction between speakers with a variety of different characteristics that allows unique opportunities for analysis usually not present in traditional classroom discourse. Finally, the power roles of the various participants are unusual in that the only participant who knows the rules of the game is also an NNS child, and because of this natural limits are imposed upon his power. 

  On the surface, this discourse has many aspects in common with classroom discourse: (1) both are multi-party (although the latter is often analyzed as two-party), (2) both involve native and non-native speakers, and (3) both involve unequal power positions among the participants, one of whom is trying to impart vital knowledge to the others. However, in the present discourse, these aspects are jumbled up enough so that the typical classroom discourse setting may no longer apply. The discourse itself, then, provides interesting opportunities for contrastive analysis with conventional classroom data. However, it is first necessary to sort out the various factors which are at play in the discourse and its participants, and this is the purpose of the present study.

    Classroom discourse, although multi-party, has traditionally concerned itself with the teacher in a leading (or power) position, with students as a "generic" type of respondent in an inferior position. At any time within the discourse, one student may act as a representative of this generic respondent, and therefore the discourse itself is essentially reduced to one between two individuals. McCarthy (1991:23) notes that "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."

   The present paper, then, discusses the Snafooey discourse in terms of the roles and characteristics of its participants, with specific reference as to how these characteristics differ from classroom discourse. The second half of the paper will provide examples of facets of the Snafooey discourse that demonstrate the differences in participant characteristics: 1) topic-comment structure, 2) utterance types, and 3) code-switching.

2.
Setting: space and time. 

The discourse under study is an approximately 12-minute long segment of a game of Snafooey, a children's card game similar to Uno, taped in a home setting in 1996. The game took place in the living room, and was played on the floor, adding to the casual "party-type" atmosphere of the setting. 

The use that was made of this setting by the inhabitants is noteworthy. Of the six members in the room, the non-participatory one (Child1) was sitting on the sofa, distanced from the game in relative height as well as space. The two "semi-participants" (Child3 and Res3, cf. 3.1) were spaced near the open end of the room, thus spatially free to move in and out of the game as they pleased. The other three participants were crowded at the end of the room next to the dining table, giving them somewhat less freedom of movement. 

These observations raise an interesting question of the nature of interaction between the space relationships and the degree of participation--whether the space relations are chosen by the participants in order to relay their degree of participation, or whether conversely the original space relations to some degree affect their participation levels. It is assumed here that there is at least some mutual influence. 

The "game" setting in this discourse provides a natural time structure which is similar to that of the classroom; i.e. the beginning and ending of the session is clearly marked by the beginning and ending of the game. However, there is a crucial difference: the classroom is marked by a certain number of minutes, and it is a requirement that the beginning and ending of the session "fit" within this number of minutes. (For teachers, this is often a cause of frustration when an activity takes longer than expected or a conversation session fizzles out early). On the other hand, the time constraints in the Snafooey game (as with most games) differ in that although the activity is bound, the session is not; thus the players are committed to a time period of either the entire length of the game or whenever a mutual agreement to stop the game is reached. The number of actual minutes to be used is rarely if ever negotiated.

     In the Snafooey game, the total time spent playing the game was approximately 1 hour, after which the game “fizzled out” in favor of other activities. The tape segment includes the negotiation of the beginning of the game and its participants as well as the initial approx. 10 minutes of actual play. This segment is particularly interesting as it is in this part of the game that the rules are being “taught” by the NNS child.

3. Participants.
   Six participants were present at the time of the taping: three children (Child1, Child2, and Child3), all brothers; and three adult researchers (Res1, Res2, and Res3), all 1st year MA students in ESL. The children (11;3, 8;10 and 4;8 respectively) 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. Table 1 shows the relative percentages of the total discourse by these six speakers:
SPEAKER 
 UTTERANCES     % of conversation    
	chi1
	0
	0%

	chi2 (English)
	88
	31%

	(Japanese)
	13
	5%

	chi3
	6
	2%

	res1
	87
	31%

	res2
	47
	17%

	res3
	39
	14%

	TOTAL
	279
	100%


Table 1: Total utterances by participant in the Snafooey discourse

3.1 Roles of the participants with respect to the game. 
Of the six people in the room, three (Res1, Res2 and Child2) were major participants in the game. Of these three, only Child2 knew how to play the game, and thus had charge of explaining it to the others. His role as teacher, however, was complicated both by his lack of English ability and by the fact that he simultaneously used two languages: English with the researchers and Japanese with his brothers. 

    Child3 and Res3 were secondary participants, but were involved in the game only when it was their turn and relied heavily on others' explanations. Perhaps because of their relative lack of interest in the game compared with their involvement in playing with each other, both communicated only in their L1s to the native speakers thereof (i.e. Child3 to Child2, Res3 to Res1 and Res2).  Their mutual role with respect to the game itself may be best represented as "space-holders".

    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: (1) when he was invited to play the game; (2) when asked why he did not want to participate; and (3) when Child2 attempted to elicit English vocabulary from him.

3.2. Roles of the participants with respect to each other.
The participants differ not only in their respective roles towards the game, but in their roles with respect to each other as well. Child2 clearly had differing interactions with his two brothers, treating Child1 mainly as a reference for English vocabulary, cf.

	214
	*CHI2  this is ... abunai te nan to iu to ni chan? abunai te nan to iu no?

	215
	*RES1  a dangerous card?

	216
	*CHI2  time ... abunai te nan to iu no?  (What's "abunai"?)

	217
	*CHI2  this is ... 

	218
	*CHI2  ni-chan yabai wa, yabai. (=What's "yabai"? (=dangerous, local dialect)

	
	


 and guiding and advising Child3 on how to play the game, as in

	84
	*CHI2  Child3 yon dase yo.   (=Child3, play a four!)

	85
	*CHI2  yon aru?        (=You have a four?)

	86
	*CHI3  yon.      (=Four.)


As can be seen, these conversations occur completely in Japanese; a fact that will be discussed further in section 4.3.
    The adults, too, have assigned themselves different roles with respect to the children. Res1, the instigator of the game, may be seen as the interrogator: it is she who directly asks most of the questions to Child2 concerning the game. Res2, on the other hand, is more of an interpreter; his role is to decipher the rules of the game both from Child2's comments and the development of the play. As noted above, Res3 is actively involved in playing with Child3, but basically has no communication with the other children. 

3.3 The participants and the power factor. 
 In both NS-NNS and adult-child interactions, especially within the classroom, it is often the case that the former is in a position of power by virtue of his or her superior command of the language. Brazil (1995:103) introduces the term "controlling role" to describe the power role played by the teacher in the ESL (or any) classroom. The question of power, or the "controlling role" factor, is of special interest in the present discourse, as it is the NNS child (Child2) who is clearly in the controlling role position. With respect to the game, he is the only one playing who knows the roles, thus his role in the discourse is similar to that of a teacher. His extreme lack of language ability, however, places him at a severe disadvantage, and detracts from the power of his position. 


Perhaps because of his lack of linguistic power, there are three other participants in the dialog who hold varying degrees of power in differing roles. The first of these power holders is Res1, whose role can be described as that of ‘elicitator’. It is she who continually questions Child2, trying to gain access to the storehouse of information (with respect to the topic at hand; i.e. the game) that is locked behind Child2’s linguistic wall. This role is reflected in the fact that Res1’s utterances account for a total of 31 % of the dialog, and that conversation between Res1 and Child2 account for approximately 45% of the entire discourse. 


However, elicitation alone is not enough for successful communication of the rules of the game. While Res1 is busy questioning, it is actually Res2 (the “interpreter”) who watches and analyzes the utterances and the actions of Child2, and who comes up with the correct interpretation of the rule that a coin has to be paid if a player breaks the barrier of a multiple of thirty (cf. section 4.1 for further discussion of the miscommunication of this rule by Child2):
141
*RES2　I think ... 
142
*RES2　I think if you get to thirty, or he said sixty, right?
143
*RES1　uh huh.
144
*RES2　I think a multiple of thirty, you ...
145
*RES1　uh huh.
146
*RES2　if you go over, then you have to pay.

Finally, we must consider the role that is somewhat thrust upon Child1 (who fully ignores it) of “referencer”. As Child1 is more advanced in English, Child2 desperately looks to him for vocabulary in this passage:
 
214
*CHI2
this is ... abunai te nan to iu to ni chan? abunai te nan to iu no?

215
*RES1
a dangerous card?

216
*CHI2
time ... abunai te nan to iu no? 

217
*CHI2
this is ... 
218
*CHI2  ni-chan yabai wa, yabai. 

219
*RES2
 (laugh)

220
*CHI2
this is ... this ... six. ok 
Ironically, Child2 ignores Res1 (who unbeknownst to the child understands Japanese) even though she is offering him a correct response for his question. This is probably because he does not expect her to play the “referencer” role, most likely because he does not expect her to understand the question in Japanese. Res2’s laughter at the end of this passage reflects his realization of the irony of the situation, and in an odd way reaffirms his role as “interpreter”.

3.4. Notes on the dynamics of multi-party interaction and its treatment.

The Snafooey discourse, with its 6 participants in varying roles, has two features that are not present in two-party discourse: 1) addressee shifts where one person responds to an utterance originally intended for another, and 2) simultaneous overlapping discourses.

The analytical framework used in this study, based on Francis and Hunston (1992), underwent some minor modifications for multiparty interaction.  First of all, not only the speaker but also the addressee was noted in the transcription (or marked as OPEN if the addressee was undetermined). With this modification, addressee shifts such as the following were easily traceable:
51
*RES3
(to Child1)
Mich are you playing?




52
*RES1
(to RES3)
he's not ...

Secondly, to note overlapping or juxtaposition of two different discourses in the same time frame, the second discourse was shown in boldface type. For example:
101
*RES3
what do I put?

102
*CHI2
one one

103
*RES2
one? 

104
*RES3
I forgot to take a card.

105
*CHI2
ok.

106
*RES3
I need to take a card? 

107
*RES3
I need to take a card before?

108
*RES1
no first you have to put a ...

is actually made up of two separate sets of turns, as follows:
(1)
102
*CHI2
one one      

directive (=put one token in)

103
*RES2
one? 


elicit clarification 

105
*CHI2
ok.


acknowledgement

(2)
101
*RES3
what do I put?


elicit

104
*RES3
I forgot to take a card.  

aside
106
*RES3
I need to take a card? 

elicit

107
*RES3
I need to take a card before?
elicit

108
*RES1
no first you have to put a ...
inform
If this overlapping, which actually devolves temporarily into two separate discourses, is not noted, Child2's utterance of "one, one" should be--and indeed could be--taken as a response to Res3's elicitation "what do I put?” 

4. Discourse Characteristics.
The interaction in the Snafooey discourse is naturally shaped by its various participants in various roles. One interesting question to ask of this discourse is whether the interaction between the NS adults and NNS children more resembles NS-NNS speech or caretaker-child speech. Research has found, for example, that the relative usage of interrogatives and directives differs between adult-child discourse and NS-NNS discourse. Interrogatives and imperatives are typical of caretaker speech, but much less prevalent in foreigner speech, and negative feedback and self-correction are relatively more common in foreigner speech than in caretaker speech. 

As we have seen, three of the six people in the room are adults, and three are children; three are native speakers, and three are not. Only one controls the game, but his lack of linguistic ability leaves him at the mercy of his interrogator (Res1) and interpreter (Res2), and he is mercilessly ignored by his referencer (Child1). How do these unusual circumstances affect the traditional characteristics of NS vs. NNS speech, as well as child vs. caretaker speech?

To the extent that the characteristics of these sets of speakers differ, we tend to see elements of both types present. Sometimes the NS adults act as English teachers, showing typical negative feedback and self-correction turns that are relatively more common in foreigner speech than in caretaker speech:

160
*CHI2
forty ... forty-eight. fivety ... fivety ok.


161
*RES1 
fifty-one?


162
*CHI2
fifty.

 
124
*CHI2
not time.


125
*RES1
not yet?


126
*CHI2
yeah ... not yet.

On the other hand, research has found that interrogatives and imperatives are typical of caretaker speech, but much less prevalent in foreigner speech; yet we find more of the former in the present discourse. 

Which patterns, then, do the participants in this study show, and why? In the following, we will concentrate on the following aspects of the discourse that are influenced by differences in participant characteristics: 1) topic-comment structure, 2) interrogatives and directives, and 3) code-switching.

4.1. Topic-comment structure and expression of subjunctivity. 
 One characteristic shared by NS-NNS (Peck 1978, Hatch 1978) and adult-child speech (Garvey 1975) is the presence of topic/comment structure . "Garvey (1975) has examples which show three-and-a-half to five-and-a-half year old children still dividing what is essentially topic and comment across two utterances.” (Coulthard 1977, 1985 p. 177). We should expect, then, to find a prevalency of topic/comment structure in the speech of Child2, in spite of his power position.

   
Indeed, Child2's lack of communicative ability in English leads him to rely fully on topic-comment structure whenever he can formulate what may be interpreted as a sentence. His dependence on such structure often leads to long-term misunderstandings which do not get cleared up for many utterances. This most commonly occurs when he is trying to express a complex piece of information which would most often be rendered by a native speaker using an "if" or "when" clause. Although Child2 starts with what he wants in the dependent clause, he cannot effectively communicate this, and the subjunctive is then reinterpreted as reality. 

For example, consider Child2's trials as he tries to communicate the hint that picture cards should be played at 30, 60 and 90:
31
*CHI2
this is thirty ... my turn. this ok. (=If the count is 30, you can 







play this card.)

32
*RES1
ok.

33
*CHI2
thirty ... this no.          (=...but not this one.)

34
*RES1
oh, I see because it's one two three four five?

Here, Res1 says "Oh I see", but clearly does not understand Child2's meaning, as can be seen from her following (mistaken) clarification question of "because it's one two three four five?”

   The same miscommunication occurs several lines later:
90
*CHI2 thirty...this is thirty...no. this no....thirty this....this. Uh...this ok.

91
*RES1 ok.

  
It is questionable here whether any adult could have understood Child2’s utterance here to mean "When the count gets to thirty, you shouldn't play this card (=a number card), but play this one (=a picture card) instead." At any rate, Res1 chose to acknowledge the utterance without any further comment.  

  Still later:
120
*CHI2 this sixty ne de ... this ok. (=If this is sixty, then you can use this 






card). 

  
Here, again, the adults have been duped by the topic/comment structure and have failed to catch the subjunctivity that Child2 was trying to express by inserting the Japanese ne de (=so, then). They do not realize that the current count is not sixty, but forty-one, until over 30 lines later. To wit, 14 lines after this utterance, we have:
135
*RES2
how much is it now? 

136
*RES1
uh ... sixty-seven?

137
*CHI2
no no.

and then finally :

146
*CHI2
forty-one. this forty-one.

147
*RES2
forty-one?!

148
*RES2
let's just continue.

 
 In line 214, when Child2 is confronted for the fourth time in the dialogue of having to explain the concept of "You shouldn't use number cards at 30, 60 or 90, but you can use picture cards", he tries a different tactic. Perhaps in frustration at having been misunderstood before, he tries to elicit the vocabulary he needs from his older brother (cf. section 3.4 for further discussion of this portion of the discourse).

    It is evident that the reliance on topic-comment structure is a tactic stemming from incomplete mastery of a language, and it is therefore not surprising to find it prevalent both in NNS and child speech. It is important to note the contrast between Child2's English utterances and his Japanese ones. Many of the latter do not have topic-comment structure, e.g.:
     so ore to onichan de ikkai yaru no? (=Should Child1 and I play once first?)

ima sixty da ken ne, suji dashitara ikan yo. (=Now it’s sixty so you shouldn’t play a number card)

4.2
Interrogatives and directives: do they pattern after adult-child or NS-NNS speech?
The relative usage of interrogatives and directives has been found to differ between adult-child discourse and NS-NNS discourse. In speech towards children, Scollon (1979) "notices that around 50% of all the adult utterances in his corpus were interrogatives." On the other hand, Freed (1980;1981; quoted in Ellis, 1994:251) found that compared to caretaker talk (=speech by adults to children), "declaratives were much more common in foreigner talk (=speech of NS to NNSs) and yes/no questions and imperatives less common." 
4.2.1 Interrogatives

     In the present discourse, the percentage of interrogatives in adult to child speech was found to be approximately 50%. Thus it seems that the NS adults were relating to Child2 more as caretakers rather than as L1 speakers. However, the prevalence of interrogatives by the NS speakers is to be expected in this situation both to find out the rules of the game and to clarify the meaning of the utterance of the NNS child. 

 
Between the adult NSs, however, the percentage of interrogatives was much lower--approximately 24%. In addition, although the sample size was small, the percentage of interrogatives used between the children was 57%, suggesting that higher use of interrogatives is a characteristic not only of adults with children, but between (these) children as well.  It must be admitted, however, that in this case the latter could be construed as a variation of adult-child speech, as it was the 8-year-old child2 who asked most of the questions of 4-year-old child. 

    In addition to the relative percentages, there was a noticable difference in the nature of NS-NNS interrogatives as opposed to NS-NS interrogatives. Of the former, fully 87% were yes/no questions, whereas only 25% (for the Japanese children) to 30% (for the American adults) of the questions addressed to native speakers were of this pattern. The prevalence of yes-no questions is another characteristic of foreigner talk. 
4.2.2.  Directives

    A large percentage of the utterances in this discourse function as directives as defined by Francis and Hunston 1992 (e.g. "So add them all together" or "Your turn”). This is perhaps not an unusual phenomenon in a game situation, where appropriate behavior is crucial to the satisfactory continuation of the game. 

In contrast to interrogatives, a directive is not a sentence form but a function, and thus any of the following sentence forms may be interpreted as directives:
  a.
Your turn.
  b.
I think it's your turn.

  c.
You need to draw a card.

  d.  
Nobody's moving.

e.   Whose turn is it?

Ervin-Tripp (1977:169) predicted that children understand the different forms of directive functions in the following order: imperative, imbedded imperatives, statements of need or desire, and statements of external condition and interrogatives (because of the knowledge needed of implications).  In terms of child production, Garvey (1975) reports that more explicit forms are overwhelmingly preferred--89%-94% of the directives of the children they studied were imperative. 

 In the present discourse, however, imperatives as directives were very rarely present in Child2's English speech (in contrast to his Japanese speech, where his first utterance to Child 3 is the imperative in line 84). His only clear imperative is the formulaic expression “your turn” (or his variant “You turn”).  The simplest explanation for this is the fact that Child2 has not yet mastered the English imperative form “Don’t”—one of the first forms mastered in L1. This indicates a clear difference between L1 and L2 acquisition. On the other hand, Child2 seems to have little difficulty understanding directives in various forms, e.g. “did you pick up a card?” (ln. 55) and “you must pick up a card?” (ln. 207).  This may illustrate another difference between child talk and foreigner talk; i.e. the comprehension of implicit directives (which according to Ervin-Tripp is lacking in the former) is to be expected in the latter, as it is already developed in the L1.

4.3 The Dynamics of Code-Switching
    Incontrovertibly connected with the question of NS-NNS speech is the question of code switching. Most ESL studies have been concerned with the question of how the NNS uses the L2, but in the present discourse the usage of L1 plays a crucial role. 

In all, Seiji makes 100 utterances, of which 13 are in Japanese. There seem to be two crucial factors involved in Child2's choice of L1 or L2. The first is the function of the utterance--if it is only an interjection to himself (e.g. ln 173, e to ne) or affirmation of a previous utterance (three instances of the morpheme n, which he uses in alternation with English "yeah") he uses the Japanese morphemes. In fact, he does not even seem to be aware of the fact that these morphemes are in fact not Japanese, as 1) they apparently successfully conveys the message he wishes to offer and 2) no negative evidence is offered, either directly (e.g. "No, say "yeah" in English") or indirectly (e.g. "huh?"). 

   However, if the function is to communicate something other than simple affirmation, Child2's usage of Japanese vs. English is sharply divided. Of the nine Japanese utterances which fall into this category, the first is remarkable: 
6
*CHI2
so ore to onichan de ikkai yaru no? (=Should Child1 and I play once?)
7
*RES1
yes, you start.

8
*CHI2
my start?

Addressed to Res1, this utterance meets with a resounding piece of indirect negative evidence: complete misunderstanding. This may set the tone for the rest of the discourse: he no longer uses Japanese for functional communication (other than simple affirmation) with any of the NS adults. In fact, he ignores Res3 completely (who is on the same "team" as his younger brother), and advises Child3 solely in Japanese. This accounts for 5 of the remaining Japanese utterances, in three turns. 


The final three Japanese utterances of Child2 are part of the sequence discussed in section 3.4, addressed to Child1. Here we see the extent of the division of language usage in the mind of Child2. Even though Res1 effectively answers his query of how to say abunai in English (“a dangerous card”?), he ignores her input completely (“time!”) and doggedly pursues his Japanese questioning of Child1.

5. Conclusions. 
 Specific issues arising from the number, age, power roles and native languages of the participants have been addressed in this study. In terms of the discourse analysis itself, the number of participants required special analytical methods for temporary breakdown of the discourse into two overlapping conversations as well as for responses given by someone other than the addressee.



Interplay between the power “controlling role” of Child2 stemming from his knowledge of the rules of the game and his inability to communicate them efficiently in the L2 led to the development of helping roles for the other participants of “elicitor”, “interpreter” and ”reference”. This may be compared to other situations where people in power positions cannot handle them alone, but are aided (whether elicited or not) by more capable people around them.

In terms of discourse characteristics, we saw that the topic-comment structure prevalent in Child2’s L2 utterances (in stark contrast to his L1 speech) inhibited him from successful communication especially of subjunctivity. The relatively high use of interrogatives in this discourse parallels adult-child discourse rather than foreigner talk, but is also to be expected from the nature and purpose of the discourse itself. We do see a disproportionately high number of Yes-No interrogatives in NS-NNS portions of the discourse, a feature of foreigner talk.

 As for directives, the game setting of the discourse predicts that a relatively high percentage of directives should occur in Child2’s speech, but they don’t. This is more indicative of foreigner than child speech, and also reflects the high use of topic-comment structure by Child2 as discussed above

Finally, the issue of code-switching was discussed, and we saw that except for simple affirmation, Child2’s code-switching was clearly based on the native language of his addressee.  The single exception to this was his very first utterance in Japanese to Res1, which was ignored completely.  

In conclusion, it can be seen that the introduction of more than two parties in a single discourse can complicate the picture, but may also provide provocative insight into the interplay of various participant characteristics.  It is hoped that this line of questioning will be continued with similar discourses in various settings to provide data from which future patterns may emerge.
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