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A B S T R A C T

A micro-discourse-based approach is employed to examine the usage of
nonparticle questions (e.g., ii? ‘{Is that} okay?’) in Japanese university or-
chestra meetings. Women appear to ask such questions more often than men
do there. It is shown that a detailed discourse analysis, including partici-
pants’ talk, nonvocal behaviors, and the use of documents, can uncover how
superficially sex-linked usage arises from differences in speakers’ activi-
ties at the moment. By means of both sequential and quantitative analyses
of 140 nonparticle questions, it is demonstrated that their use with different
frequencies by women and men is not a direct consequence of the sex of the
speaker per se. Rather, the speakers’ engagement in activities specific to
particular discourses (e.g., note-taking) affects their opportunities to ask
nonparticle questions. (Gender, questions, micro-discourse analysis, dis-
course activities.)*

I N T R O D U C T I O N

In reaction to the notion that the concept of gender is both abstract (Eckert &
McConnell-Ginet 1992:89) and polarizing (Bing & Bergvall 1996:16), recent
sociolinguistic literature points out that “both language and gender are funda-
mentally embedded in social practice, deriving their meaning from the human
activities in which they figure” (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2003:5; cf. M. Good-
win 1990, Ochs 1992, Bing & Bergvall 1996, Cameron 1996, Freed 1996, Freed
& Greenwood 1996, Ehrlich 1997). In considering particular social practices,
many studies also claim that the relationship between language and gender is
“mediated” (Cameron 1996:45) by various other factors, such as a speaker’s “so-
cial status” (O’Barr & Atkins 1980:102) or activities of the moment (M. Good-
win 1990, Ochs 1992, Bing & Bergvall 1996, Freed 1996, Freed & Greenwood
1996); as a result, “few features of language directly and exclusively
index gender” (Ochs 1992:340; emphasis in original).
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For instance, Freed & Greenwood 1996 suggest the possibility of intersec-
tion among language, gender, and activities specific to the individual conver-
sation. In their experiments including several same-sex pairs of friends, they
found that women and men used questions with equal frequency in response to
“types of talk” (Freed & Greenwood 1996:1) linked to activities, such as fill-
ing out a questionnaire. They speculate that the similarities between the two
sexes may be “more apparent under these controlled conditions” (1996:21).
They note that “in our gender-differentiated society . . . some differences in the
everyday speech of women and men may result . . . from various gender-
assigned activities” (1996:21–22).

In the present article, I propose a micro-discourse-based approach which con-
siders on a moment-by-moment basis how coparticipants’ activities may be rel-
evant to the occurrence of one type of question that is frequent in Japanese
spontaneous conversations. I call these nonparticle questions; an example is
Owari? ‘{Is that} the end {of the meeting}?’ In my recordings of ten hours of
meetings involving 18 female and 12 male members of a Japanese university
orchestra, nonparticle questions seem to be used more frequently by women than
by men.

However, based on Schegloff ’s (1993) and Charles Goodwin’s (2003) discus-
sions, I will show that a detailed discourse analysis – including participants’
talk, nonvocal behaviors, and use of artifacts such as documents – can uncover
how superficially sex-linked usage can arise from differences in speakers’ activ-
ities at the moment of the utterance. By carrying out a micro and a sequential
analysis, as well as quantificational analyses of 140 nonparticle questions, I will
demonstrate that the use of nonparticle questions with differing frequency by
women and men is not a direct consequence of the sex or gender of the speaker
per se. Rather, the individual speakers’ engagement in activities specific to par-
ticular discourses affects their opportunities to ask nonparticle questions. For
instance, a speaker who takes notes after asking a question is more likely to use
nonparticle questions. In contrast, a speaker who is the sole announcer of prac-
tice schedules immediately before the questions is less likely to be in an environ-
ment where the use of a nonparticle question is possibly relevant. Thus, what
often is important for frequency of usage is the discourse activity before, during,
or after the use of the question.

This article concludes that some discourse activities are unequally assigned
to women and men in the orchestra, and the unequal distribution of activities
affects the superficially gendered usage of nonparticle questions. The linking of
gender1 with discourse activity results from the custom that only men occupy
orchestra leadership positions. Thus, in this orchestra, it is difficult to think of
the two genders as abstract and “unproblematic” categories (Bing & Bergvall
1996:19) separate from these discourse activities and customs.

Discourse activities are closely linked with language use (M. Goodwin 1990,
Ochs 1992, Freed 1996), including the use of nonparticle questions in Japanese.
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To understand and articulate the complex links between discourse activities and
language use, detailed, moment-by-moment analyses of single occurrences of the
form are required. In the following sections, I will elaborate on three methodolog-
ical issues related to my analyses of nonparticle questions: (i) the importance of
micro-discourse analysis, (ii) the relation between qualitative and quantitative
approaches, and (iii) the “mutual interdependence” (C. Goodwin 2003:20) of lan-
guage use, nonvocal behaviors, and the use of tools.

I M P O R T A N C E O F M I C R O - D I S C O U R S E A N A L Y S I S

Claiming that discourse context is important in sociolinguistic investigation is
neither new nor surprising in itself (e.g., Holmes 1984, Eckert & McConnell-
Ginet 2003). However, the present study is more precise in its analysis than are
most previous language and gender studies that include analysis in their exam-
inations of questions. The present micro-discourse analysis is designed to exam-
ine closely how surrounding discourse activities, such as referring to part of an
information sheet or note-taking, affect the use of nonparticle questions on a
moment-by-moment basis. I use the micro-discourse approach because, as Sche-
gloff (1993:104) points out, the occurrence of a linguistic form is “potentially
an interactionally produced result.” This claim is, in particular, applicable
to quantitative sociolinguistic analyses of (non)linguistic devices used by indi-
viduals. For instance, if some participants laugh less than others do, this might
result in part from the fact that those participants who laugh less inhabit envi-
ronments where there “may have been fewer of those sorts of talk and other
action to which laughter is an appropriate response” (Schegloff 1993:104).

Having shown that linguistic choice may be an interactionally produced re-
sult, Schegloff (1993:104–5) notes that, before carrying out quantitative analy-
ses of a particular linguistic form, researchers must (i) establish “environments
of possible relevant occurrence” (1993:105) for a linguistic form (i.e., environ-
ments where the linguistic form is appropriate), and (ii) analyze “what someone
is doing” (1993:105; emphasis in original) by using the form there. He empha-
sizes that “relevance” here refers to “relevance to the participants,” and that this
needs to be evidenced “by the displayed orientation of a co-participant to some
feature of what a speaker has done” (1993:101).

Micro, sequential analyses, which have been extensively practiced in Conver-
sation Analysis (CA) (Heritage & Atkinson 1984, Goodwin & Duranti 1992),
provide a powerful means of understanding the environments in which a partic-
ular linguistic form can occur and how it functions there. One “key to the CA
enterprise” is “action sequencing in the production and interpretation of inter-
actional meanings” (Ford, Fox, & Thompson 2002:7). In other words, “by pro-
ducing their next actions, participants show an understanding of a prior action,”
and, in the third turn, that display of understanding is “(tacitly) confirmed” (Her-
itage 2005:105) or disconfirmed by the prior speaker. Levinson (1983:329–32),
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based on Schegloff (1976), gives a precise description of the process by which
two participants deal with the problem of determining the function of an utterance.

The detailed analysis practiced in CA thus has great potential as a tool for ana-
lyzing action – that is, the function of an utterance in sequential discourse – and
this in turn can benefit language and gender studies. First, it enables us to see the
functions of a linguistic form “in particular situated uses” (Eckert & McConnell-
Ginet 2003:4). This view of function as embedded in a particular situation is essen-
tial in the discourse turn, which, as Eckert & McConnell-Ginet (2003:4) note, has
recently attracted great interest in the language and gender field.

Second, as Stokoe (2005:123) argues, “(the) value of CA is that it provides a
set of analytic criteria for establishing what is relevant.” In other words, the micro-
analysis of actions in CA allows us to see “other potential relevancies” (Stokoe
2005:123) – possible contextual factors other than a speaker’s gender, such as
activities at the moment, which the coparticipants themselves may indicate are
important to a particular discourse. These issues are discussed in detail in this
article.

Q U A L I T A T I V E V S . Q U A N T I T A T I V E A N A L Y S E S

The detailed, micro-discourse analyses that this article has proposed “precede”
quantification, but they do not totally “preclude” quantification (Sheldon
1992:104). In my analyses in later sections, I use both (i) detailed discourse
analyses which closely consider some functions of nonparticle questions, and
(ii) quantitative analyses of the functions that several individuals’uses of nonpar-
ticle questions indicate.

For instance, one female participant frequently uses nonparticle questions to
ask a coparticipant to check an information sheet. The function of this linguistic
form is often made clear when the coparticipant responds to the question in a
manner that displays the respondent’s association of the nonparticle question
with the act of reading the sheet, for example by pointing to the sheet when
answering a nonparticle question.

This type of pattern exhibited by the coparticipants has led me to conclude
that these speakers do not have equal opportunities to use nonparticle questions.
Thus, as Sheldon puts it:

The more that is known about the patterns, the more productive interpreta-
tions will be, and the more meaningful the answers to the quantitative ques-
tions subsequently posed will be. Quantitative language research itself also
requires interpretive work to create the categories of analysis and to decide
which aspects of the complex discourse data are to be coded into categories.
(Sheldon 1992:104)

In other words, micro-discourse analyses should form the foundation of any quan-
titative analysis. In addition, the results of micro analysis need to be reinforced
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by extended analysis of further data. In terms of quantification, the numbers that
I am showing in my analyses are relatively small. Expanding the research de-
scribed here would require data from more participants.

M U T U A L I N T E R D E P E N D E N C E O F T A L K , N O N V O C A L B E H AV I O R S

A N D U S E O F T O O L S

Finally, recent studies of social interactions (e.g. M. Goodwin 1995, C. Good-
win & M. Goodwin 1998, C. Goodwin 2000, 2003) have also shown that talk,
nonvocal behaviors, and use of surrounding objects are mutually interdependent
and produce meanings reciprocally (C. Goodwin 2003). Sociolinguistic analy-
ses that attempt to account for the functions and circumstances of linguistic
choices should also adopt the practice of looking at an “action complex” (C. Good-
win 2003:20) by examining relationships among these resources in detail on a
moment-by-moment basis.

For example, my analysis notes that some nonparticle questions function as
a means of retrieving relevant information from an information sheet. This func-
tion can be identified both by the respondent’s body movements (e.g., pointing
with her index finger after the nonparticle questions) and by the object pointed
at, such as a particular spot on the document. These resources indicate her
understanding of the prior action (the nonparticle question) as a request for her
to check pertinent information on the sheet. The meaning of the gesture and
the document can also be understood by looking at them in relation to this
particular sequence of talk. Thus, as Charles Goodwin notes, “many forms of
human action are built through the juxtaposition of quite diverse materials,
including the actor’s body, the bodies of others, language, structure in the envi-
ronment, and so on” (2003:23). The meaning of nonparticle questions cannot
be understood without looking at these “particulars of the local environment”
(M. Goodwin 1980:308).

In summary, sociolinguistic inquiry requires a much closer look at a number
of resources that may give situational meaning to talk. What speakers do by
using certain linguistic forms constitutes a component of such vocal, kinetic,
and “material” (C. Goodwin 2000:1489) environments.

D A T A

Data for the present article were obtained from 18 female and 12 male Japanese
university students during 605 minutes of transcribed conversations from nine
orchestra club meetings. The orchestra belongs to a private university located in
a large city in the Chubu region of Japan. The participants in each meeting were
in the same university year: sophomores, juniors, or seniors. They spoke mainly
standard Japanese, with occasional Chubu regional dialect. They had played to-
gether in the orchestra for 1.8 to three years and were in relatively close social
contact with one another.
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The present study complements a previous study of activity constraints on
questions (Freed & Greenwood 1996) by examining conversation in a natural
setting. Freed & Greenwood used an experimental setting in which researchers
allocated similar tasks to each research participant. In contrast, in natural set-
tings, individual speakers may be engaging in different activities or actions, and
such differences may well affect question usage.

This article uses the term “sex” to refer to the biological categories male and
female, and “gender” to mean social categories. However, I am aware that the
binary categories of sex can also be “seen as socially developed statuses” (Wodak
& Benke 1997:129) and that there is increasing evidence (e.g., Asahi Shimbun,
September 2, 3, 5, 1998)2 that the categories do not fit some people.

N O N P A R T I C L E Q U E S T I O N S I N J A P A N E S E

I consider nonparticle questions to be those involving noun phrases by them-
selves, the plain forms of verbs (e.g., -u nonpast, –ta past, and their negative
counterparts), or the plain forms of i-adjectives (a type of adjective of which the
nonpast prenominal form ends with i ). With some exceptions, which I will de-
scribe in a moment, nonparticle questions are not followed in the utterance by
any other linguistic form.

The noun phrases that occur by themselves and the plain forms are both
characterized by the absence of the distal morphemes -des- or -mas-, which
Japanese canonical grammar describes as “being less direct and more formal as
a sign of deference to the person addressed . . . , rather than talking directly,
intimately, familiarly, abruptly, or carelessly” (Jorden & Noda 1987:32). Since
participants in each of the nine orchestra meetings belonged to the same school
year, it is reasonable that their utterances would tend to end with these “direct”
(Jorden & Noda 1987:32) forms. Nonparticle questions are further defined by
the absence of various modal devices that commonly occur utterance-finally –
for example, final particles which encourage “rapport between the conversa-
tion partners” (Maynard 1989:28). These modal devices also include the aux-
iliary -daro(o) or -desho(o), which indicates “the speaker’s conjecture” (Makino
& Tsutsui 1986:100). For instance, in (1), the sentence ends with a plain form
of the verb shusseki-suru ‘attend’ alone, but the final particle ne ‘you know’ or
‘isn’t it’, for example, could have been added in this position.

(1) (Masuoka and Takubo 1989:202, translation mine)
Anata, ashita no paatii shusseki-suru (rising intonation)
‘(You), are you going to attend tomorrow’s party?’

Excluded from this definition are (i) noun phrases followed by a case parti-
cle, such as kokonoka ni? ‘on the ninth?’ (the case particle ni indicates ‘time’),
and (ii) noun phrases accompanied by a focus particle, such as itsuka wa? ‘as for
the fifth?’ I include these linguistic forms among nonparticle questions because,
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as a native speaker of Japanese, I had an impression that noun phrases followed
by these two types of particles sound abrupt, much as do noun phrases that ap-
pear by themselves. Also, when the so-called right dislocation of a phrase or a
clause occurs in utterances, I consider the plain forms of verbs and the plain
forms of i-adjectives to be nonparticle questions if they constitute the sentence
ending in the original word order. I exclude from my count postposed noun
phrases after the sentence ending.

Most nonparticle questions are pronounced with rising intonation. However,
in defining nonparticle questions, I exclude from my count those utterances that
did not receive a response from the coparticipants, even when the forms ap-
peared to indicate a question in terms of rising intonation. I made this decision
based on Heritage & Atkinson’s (1984:8–9) discussion of CA methodology, in
which they determine that the interpretation of an utterance “will be dis-
played in the recipient’s next turn at talk” (Heritage & Atkinson 1984:8;
emphasis in original).

P R E V I O U S S T U D I E S O F U N M O D U L A T E D U T T E R A N C E S

I focus on nonparticle questions as one type of unmodulated utterance. Unmod-
ulated utterances include those that end with a noun phrase (with or without a
case particle or a focus particle), with the plain forms of verbs or i-adjectives,
and with the demonstrative adverbs koo ‘like this’, soo ‘like that’, and aa ‘like
that’. All lack final particles, the auxiliary -daro(o) or desho(o), the extended
predicate n da or no, the copula da ‘be’, and the distal morphemes -des- or -mas-.
In the 605 minutes of data in the present study, the number of unmodulated ut-
terances (3,126) is close to the number of modulated utterances that contain these
modal devices (3,672).3

This result contrasts to some degree with Maynard’s (1993a:156, 1993b) claim
that plain verb forms “without final particle or the like attached” rarely appeared
in “casual conversation” (1993a:155) between several same-sex, similar-age pairs
of university students.4 A possible reason for this discrepancy may lie in the
presence or absence of information-based tasks.

Cook (1999:104) claims that the plain form5 without any “affect keys” (“e.g.,
final particles or animated tone of voice, among others”; 1999:98), “foregrounds
the informational content of an utterance,” whereas the plain form with affect
keys “foregrounds the speaker’s affective stance toward the addressee or the ref-
erent of talk.” In light of this, my data often include information-based tasks
such as scheduling or orchestra chore assignments, during which coparticipants
read from or take notes on an information sheet or calendar. Their extensive use
of these artifacts, which obviously involves various items of factual information
such as time and date, may relate to the coparticipants’ frequent use of the plain
forms in my data. In contrast, Maynard’s data include “casual conversation among
friends” (1993a:155), with no similar tasks at hand.
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To narrow the breadth of this study, I highlight nonparticle questions within
unmodulated utterances and focus on examining what exactly may influence in-
dividual speakers’ use of these questions. Because of the wider scope of previ-
ous studies of unmodulated utterances, including declaratives as well (Maynard
1993a, 1993b; Cook 1999), little has been said about what functions these forms
serve when they appear as questions. For instance, Maynard (1993a:158–59)
claims that in her data some verbal plain forms appear as “echo responses and
questions,” as in the following conversation: A: [Tsuisuto no Tame-chan tte shitte-
ru?0] (abrupt) ‘Do you know Tame of the group “Twist”?’; B: [Shitte-ru.0]
(abrupt) ‘Yes, I do’ (data from Maynard 1993a:158, shortened). She notes that
these plain-form utterances may be motivated partly by “the rhythmicity of the
language,” and that they are “made without going through the designing process
that interactionally accommodates the addressee” (1993a:159), but she makes
no further claims specifically for these forms as questions.

Cook (1999:96–104) also analyzes the use of plain forms of verbs and
i-adjectives without any “affect keys,” such as final particles, and finds that
they “never occur” as “a question turn” in her data. Cook claims that they
mainly appear in such circumstances as a television interview program (as
opposed to a neighborhood quarrel), and that they often occur as the interviewer’s
echo responses summarizing or evaluating the previous turn of the interviewee
(Cook 1999:96). It is noteworthy that both Cook 1999 and Maynard 1993a
claim that these forms are used when echoing or repeating the prior utterance.
However, these findings also involve the use of these forms as declaratives.
Thus, there is still a gap in our knowledge of how they function as questions.

Nakajima 1997, 2002 focuses on the use of unmodulated utterances as ques-
tions, and she does so from a gender perspective as one part of her analysis of
sentakuyooin “variables that determine the choice of these forms” (1997:59; trans-
lation mine). However, her approach is problematic because she directly inter-
prets the frequency of the form in terms of the sex or gender of the speaker; that
is, if the numbers of forms used by women and men differ, that difference is said
to be driven by the sex or gender of the speakers. However, Freed & Greenwood’s
(1996) study implies that even if the numbers of questions used by the two sexes
differ, we should not overlook the possibility that this may be influenced by the
individual speakers’ different activities during the discourse.

In summary, we need more studies that examine in detail what kinds of ac-
tions coparticipants indicate by using these questions, in what linguistic and non-
linguistic environments they do so, and what factors may affect these usages.

N O N P A R T I C L E Q U E S T I O N S A S N E X T T U R N R E P A I R I N I T I A T O R S

I found 807 nonparticle questions in my initial quantitative analysis. Among the
807 nonparticle questions, I focus on 140 that function as “next turn repair ini-
tiations” (Schegloff 1997b:503) after a prior speaker’s instruction or suggestion.
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Repairs are “practices for dealing with problems or troubles in speaking, hear-
ing, and understanding the talk in conversation” (Schegloff 1997b:503). A next
turn repair initiator is produced “by someone other than the speaker of the
trouble-source . . . in the next turn after the trouble-source turn” (Schegloff
1997b:503; emphasis in original). I have defined “instruction” as “conveying
information as if it is already finalized” (Okada 2001:19) and explicitly indicat-
ing one’s “will, desire, or need to cause a certain state or action to take place”
(2001:82), and “suggestion” as “presenting information as open to discussion”
(2001:19). I distinguish between these two utterance types by looking at linguis-
tic forms with reference to previous studies of Japanese linguistics (e.g., Mc-
Gloin 1980, Teramura 1984, Kamio 1990, Smith 1992, Maynard 1993a) and a
Japanese grammar dictionary (Makino & Tsutsui 1986).6

An example of a nonparticle question that serves as a repair initiation after
instruction appears in example (2), which shows a female manager, Emi, discuss-
ing the task of hanging orchestra recruitment posters, an activity done at the start
of the school year. In line 5, Emi instructs Hana, another female member, to
assign the task to a specific orchestra member named Megu-chan. In line 6, Hana
directs to Emi a nonparticle question (henceforth NPQ) that functions as a re-
pair initiation. Hana says, Ii? tsukatchatte ‘Is it okay {for us} to use {her in the
task}?’

Heritage (1984:318–19) considers this type of “understanding check” to be
“a simple variation in the design of other-initiated repairs.” He states that “the
understanding check identifies a trouble with a previous turn’s talk by proposing
a solution to that trouble,” and it “invites that speaker to confirm (or disconfirm)
the adequacy of that proposal” (1984:319). Similarly, in this example, Hana re-
quests Emi to confirm that, by naming a particular orchestra member, Emi means
that they can assign her to the task.

(2) (4-12-01)
1 Hana: Onna no ko geshukusee sukunai no ka na:.

‘I am wondering if it’s that there are a few girls who live in board-
ing houses {near the university}.’

2 (3.0)
3 Tomomi: De yoku nai ka?

‘Wouldn’t {assigning the task to them} be good?’
4 (4.0)

instruction 5 Emi: Megu-chan.
‘Megu-chan {an orchestra member not present at the meeting}.’

NPQ 6 Hana: Ii? tsukatchatte.
‘Is it okay {for us} to use {her in the task}?’

7 Emi: Un.
‘Yeah.’

8 Hana: ((fills in the task assignment sheet for 6 seconds))
9 Emi: To (.) ato wa:, ((overlapping the final part of Hana’s note-taking))

‘And {I wonder} to whom else {we should assign the task}.’

I will focus on the 140 NPQs that function as repair initiation after a prior
speaker’s instruction (such as the one in ex. 2) or suggestion because, on the
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surface, the differences between the sexes appear much more exaggerated in
these two environments than they do in several others, such as after assessment
or after non-orchestra-related tasks. From the figures in my initial quantitative
analysis, shown in Table 1, it would appear that orchestra women use these NPQs
4.6 times as often as men do, and it is tempting to see this difference as driven by
the speakers’ sex or gender per se. However, more detailed discourse analysis
demonstrates that we need to investigate the ways in which individual participa-
tion in conversation may affect use of NPQs. The first step of this analysis is to
determine which of these 140 NPQs are comparable in terms of the “form and
function problem” (Cameron, McAlinden & O’Leary 1988:76; emphasis in
original; cf. Holmes 1984, Tannen 1993) – that is, whether these questions per-
form the same functions.

T H E F U N C T I O N S O F N O N P A R T I C L E Q U E S T I O N S

I divide the 140 NPQs in this study into the following categories, based on the
sequence shown below8:

(a) NPQs that request confirmation from the prior speaker;
(b) NPQs that disagree with the prior speaker; and
(c) NPQs that neither request confirmation from nor disagree with the prior

speaker.

I consider NPQs to be indicating requests for confirmation when they are first
followed by the prior speaker’s confirmation of the question asked, and, next, by
the questioner’s reconfirmation of the interpretation when she or he accepts the
confirmation.

This is the sequence in which NPQs function as requests for confirmation:

1. A: instruction or suggestion
2. B: NPQ as repair initiation
3. A: confirmation (repair)
4. B: reconfirmation of the interpretation of NPQs as requests for confirma-

tion (i.e., acceptance of confirmation, and compliance with the instruc-
tion and suggestion)

TABLE 1. Use of nonparticle questions.

Women
(N � 18)

Men
(N � 12) Total

Nonparticle questions 115 25 140
Total amount of talk7 57,826 46,031 103,857
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This sequence fits conversation (2) above: In line 5, Emi instructs Hana to
assign the task to Megu-chan. In line 6, Hana asks the NPQ Ii? tsukatchatte. In
line 7, Emi gives the short response Un ‘Yeah’. This response shows that Emi
interprets the question as a request for confirmation. Finally, Hana’s immediate
act of filling in the form (line 8) indicates that she is reconfirming Emi’s inter-
pretation of the NPQ as a request for confirmation.

Of the 140 NPQs that occur after instruction and suggestion in my data, 49
(35%) have this type of sequential organization. For the remaining 91 NPQs, the
sequence shown above is disrupted in various ways. For instance, in the third
position, speaker A may show his or her interpretation of a NPQ as disagreement
with A’s previous instruction or suggestion, as in example (3).

In (3), the participants are talking about the day on which they will invite an
outside conductor for their top players’practice. After Midori proposes the twenty-
sixth of the month (line 1), Rie suggests the eleventh (lines 4 and 7). In response
to these suggestions, Midori (line 9) asks the NPQ Sonna mae? ‘That early?’ Rie
responds (line 10) A mae- mae-sugite ikan? ‘Oh, is that no good because it is
early – too early?’ She could have simply said Un, as Emi does in response to
Hana’s NPQ in (2). However, she reacts here as if Midori’s NPQ is a criticism of
her proposal of the eleventh.

(3) (4-17-48: simplified)
1 Midori: Soo suru to nijuu roku shika nai ne?

‘Then, we have only the twenty-sixth, don’t we?’
2 Masako: Huun.

‘Yeah.’
3 Midori: Ato w[a nijuu-, nijuu kyuu de uchi ga sensee yonde

‘After that, I wonder if we {should} invite the teacher on
the twenty-, twenty-ninth, and,’

suggestion 4 Rie: [Juu ichi wa? ((points out the paper that she holds in front
of her))
‘How about the eleventh?’

5 Midori: sono ato toppuawase mite morau ka.
‘after that, {we} will ask {him} to conduct the practice of
top players.’

6 Aiko: Suzuki-sensee?
‘Suzuki-sensei?’

suggestion 7 Rie: Juu ichi wa dame na no? ((points to the paper that she holds
in front of her))
‘Is the eleventh no good?’

8 Midori: ((looks at the paper))
NPQ 9 Midori: Sonna mae?

‘That early?’
interpretation 10 Rie: A mae- mae-sugite ikan?
of NPQ as ‘Oh, is it no good because it is early –
disagreement too early?’

11 Midori: A: ii yo, ii yo.
‘Oh, that’s fine, that’s fine.’

Disruptions to the typical sequence also occur in connection with questions
that neither request confirmation nor express disagreement. For instance, in the
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fourth position, speaker B may fail to acknowledge the person who answers the
NPQ, even though B does not explicitly disagree with the answer (see Okada
2005 for more detailed discussion of an example that neither requests confirma-
tion nor expresses disagreement).9

In the process of identifying the sequence, and thereby determining the func-
tions of NPQs, it is important to pay attention not only to talk but also to physi-
cal activities, such as filling out a form. Such physical activities constitute a part
of the sequential context for the occurrence of a NPQ. For instance, in (2), Ha-
na’s immediate act of filling out the form (line 8) functions as a response to
Emi’s prior utterance, and it verifies Emi’s interpretation that the NPQ is asking
for her confirmation.

Although my video camera did not capture the exact words of Hana’s notes
when recording the meeting, it is very likely that she noted each name that Emi
assigned to these tasks. Hana is typically the note-taker for this women-only
meeting. I obtained the document from Hana after the meeting and made a name-
by-name comparison between the names Emi recited and those on the document.
I confirmed that Megu-chan, as well as many other names, was assigned the
tasks that Emi designated.

Furthermore, in (2) the form-filling also marks the “boundary” (Sheldon, p. c.)
of one task assignment involving Megu-chan which includes the NPQ. In other
words, the form-filling activity indicates that Emi and Hana can now exit (Her-
itage 1984:318) the current repair sequence initiated by Hana’s NPQs in line 6,
and move on to the next task assignment.

Indeed, Emi appears to understand that the assignment of the job to Megu-
chan has been finalized as the result of Hana’s note-taking. In an utterance
that precisely overlaps the final part of Hana’s note-taking, Emi (line 9) moves
on to the next activity, discussing an additional candidate for the same task.
The final syllable of Emi’s utterance in line 9, wa in To (.) ato wa: ‘And {I
wonder} to whom else {we should assign the task}’, is pronounced simulta-
neously with Hana’s act of pulling her writing hand away from the sheet. Emi,
who is sitting next to and facing Hana, watches her writing throughout the
conversation.

In short, the form-filling activity provides Emi with a context that helps
guide the next response. As Marjorie Harness Goodwin (1995:185) puts it: “As
talk is unfolding, participants make use of their local settings, interrogating the
tools and resources in their environment to build appropriate, improvised
responses.”

Although a previous study (Nakajima 1997:73) has also analyzed the func-
tions of NPQs, e.g. as confirmation of a prior utterance, the present study dem-
onstrates in more detailed ways how participants themselves indicate their
interpretations of a NPQ in an unfolding discourse including talk, nonvocal
behavior, and use of artifacts.
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I N D I V I D U A L S P E A K E R S ’ U S E S O F N O N P A R T I C L E Q U E S T I O N S

Based on close sequential analyses, illustrated for conversation (2), I examined
patterns of individual speakers’ uses of nonparticle questions, including their
functions, frequencies, and addressees. I found that, in this orchestra, individual
women and men do not have equal opportunities to use these questions after an
instruction or suggestion by a prior speaker. I analyze their differing likelihood
of choosing NPQs in terms of (i) a coparticipant’s activity of giving instruction
to others regarding practice scheduling immediately before the NPQ; (ii) a
coparticipant’s activity of referring to part of an information sheet; and (iii) a
questioner’s activity of form-filling after a response to a NPQ.

Giving instruction to others regarding practice scheduling immediately before a
nonparticle question

We first examine the chief10 Takashi’s less frequent (as compared to the female
participant Aiko) use of nonparticle questions in two mixed-sex meetings. In
these conversations, Takashi talks most (9,460 words), and Aiko produces the
second highest number of words (4,675). As shown in Table 2, Takashi’s amount
of talk is almost twice as that of Aiko. However, he uses NPQs only seven times
after a prior speaker’s instruction or suggestion. In particular, he uses a NPQ
only once after a prior speaker’s instruction. On the other hand, in the same
meetings, the female participant Aiko, who produces about half the amount of
talk that Takashi does, uses NPQs 2.7 times as often as he does.

One factor contributing to Takashi’s infrequent use of NPQs after instruction
is his frequent, and almost sole, engagement in the activity of announcing prac-
tice schedules during these meetings. In other words, if Takashi is the only par-

TABLE 2. Functions of Aiko’s and Takashi’s nonparticle questions after instruction
and suggestion in two mixed-sex conversations.

Aiko Takashi

Nonparticle question 1. Request for confirmation 10 0
after instruction 2. Disagreement 4 0

3. Neither request for confirmation nor disagreement 3 1
Total 17 1

Nonparticle question 1. Request for confirmation 0 1
after suggestion 2. Disagreement 0 1

3. Neither request for confirmation nor disagreement 2 4
Total 2 6
Grand total 19 7
Total amount of talk 4,675 9,460
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ticipant who gives instructions to others, he will not, as a matter of course, ask
NPQs of himself. Hence, it is not surprising that his use of NPQs after instruc-
tion is very low, as indicated in Table 2.

In contrast, most of Aiko’s NPQs – 17 of 19 – occur after instruction. Aiko
directs 13 of 17 questions of this type to Takashi after instruction. Moreover,
most of these questions request his confirmation in terms of the sequence de-
fined above. These figures indicate that when Aiko uses NPQs after instruction,
she tends to request Takashi’s confirmation. Thus, we can consider Takashi to be
participating less fully than Aiko in environments where this type of NPQ is
relevant.

Participants other than Aiko in these two meetings also frequently address
NPQs to Takashi after he provides scheduling instructions. These participants
use NPQs after instruction a total of 20 times, of which 15 are directed to Takashi.
Of the 15, about half request confirmation.

In these two conversations, several participants other than Takashi provide
instruction before NPQs, but, for the most part, their instruction is directed to
someone other than Takashi. For instance, they provide instruction regarding the
practice schedule for training conductors of the string section, a topic that does
not directly involve Takashi. In other words, their instruction before NPQs is
different from Takashi’s instruction, which often concerns the scheduling of a
whole orchestra practice – a topic of interest to all the participants.

Also, some of the instruction they provide has originated in Takashi’s instruc-
tion. For instance, Aiko provides Keiko with instruction regarding whether the
meeting has ended. However, before Aiko gives this instruction, she asks Takashi
if the meeting is over, and Takashi confirms it.

Referring to the information sheet: Male chief Takashi and female manager Emi

Takashi’s infrequent use of NPQs after someone else’s instruction contrasts with
the female manager Emi’s relatively frequent use of them after she receives in-
struction from another woman in one women-only conversation, as shown in
Table 3. In the conversation, three women are discussing orchestra chore assign-
ments and the procedures for some other tasks.

I will first describe several similarities between Emi and Takashi in terms of
their roles as addressees of NPQs. Then I will explore a difference in their uses
of NPQs. I consider the difference between the two speakers to be affected by
the presence or absence of another information provider, rather than by the sex
or gender of the speaker per se.

Much like Takashi, Emi often provides instruction before NPQs. Another
woman, Hana, frequently asks Emi NPQs. One example appears in (2), exam-
ined earlier. Emi is the manager of the orchestra, whereas Hana is the concert
accountant. Hana is often a note-taker of Emi’s statements, as in (2).

As shown in Table 3, Hana asks ten NPQs after instruction. They are all di-
rected to Emi after Emi’s instruction about chore assignments and the proce-
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dures for some other tasks. This question-asking closely resembles the way that
Aiko directs most of her NPQs to Takashi after his announcement of the practice
schedule. Furthermore, of the 10 questions Hana asks, eight request Emi’s con-
firmation regarding her previous instruction. Thus, the function of the NPQs
which Emi is often asked is also similar to the function of those asked of Takashi.

In spite of these similarities, Emi and Takashi do not resemble each other in
the frequency with which they ask NPQs after a prior speaker’s instruction. Un-
like Takashi, who rarely uses NPQs in such circumstances, Emi asks nine NPQs
after instructions provided mostly by Hana. Of the nine questions, seven are
directed at Hana’s instructions.

Emi is talking in environments where she can request the coparticipant’s con-
firmation by using NPQs. In the case of Takashi, the instruction he receives from
several other participants primarily concerns subjects unrelated to him. In con-
trast, in this women-only conversation, Hana is the only person who has the
information sheet, and the two women discuss chore assignments and the chore
schedule based on that sheet. In this context, Emi often asks NPQs of Hana,
asking her to read or check the information sheet.

For instance, example (4) indicates Hana’s treatment of Emi’s NPQs as a re-
quest that Hana check information on the sheet. In this conversation, Hana dem-
onstrates her interpretation of Emi’s NPQs by pointing to a particular point on
the information sheet. Hana looks at the sheet to determine whether their next
discussion should decide on a candidate for the task of recruitment during new-
student orientation.

In (4), after taking note of the names in line 2, which Emi has just assigned in
line 1, Hana searches for the next chore assignment for discussion by moving

TABLE 3. Functions of Hana’s, Tomomi’s, and Emi’s nonparticle questions after
instruction and suggestion in the women-only conversation.

Hana Tomomi Emi

Nonparticle questions 1. Request for confirmation 8 0 1
after instruction 2. Disagreement 0 0 0

3. Neither request for confirmation
nor disagreement

2 1 8

Total 10 1 9
Nonparticle questions 1. Request for confirmation 4 0 1
after suggestion 2. Disagreement 1 3 1

3. Neither request for confirmation
nor disagreement

1 1 1

Total 6 4 3
Grand total 16 5 12
Total amount of talk 5,607 5,928 5,895
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her index finger back and forth on the sheet (line 3). In line 5, she points to a
spot on the information sheet. She keeps her finger in that position throughout
the instructive conversation sequence that follows: Owatta ‘{That was} done’
(line 6), Emi’s NPQ Owatta? ‘{Was it} done?’ (line 7), and Hana’s answer to the
question, Un ‘yeah’ (line 8). The continuing finger position shows Hana’s orien-
tation: She is aware that she is supposed to answer Emi’s NPQ based on the
information sheet.

(4) (4-27-11)
1 Emi: Suzuki Mari-chan to (2.0) Tanaka Yumi-chan.

‘Suzuki Mari-chan and Tanaka Yumi-chan.’
2 Hana: ((fills in the task assignment sheet))
3 Hana: [((moves her index finger back and forth on the information sheet

to look for a subject to discuss next))
4 Emi: [De sono ato setsu[meekai-chuu?

‘Then, after that, {should we decide people for the task of recruit-
ment} during the new-student orientation?’

5 Hana: [((points to a particular spot on the information
sheet and keeps this finger position until the middle of the utter-
ance in line 8))

instruction 6 Hana: Owatta.
‘{That was} done.’

NPQ 7 Emi: Owa[tta? (Sore wa )-
‘{Was it} done?’

8 Hana: [Un. Owatteru no ka na. Iya yoku wakaranai kedo.
‘Yeah. I wonder if it’s that it was done. I don’t know, but.’

Thus, the conversation in (4) shows that the coparticipant Hana treats Emi’s
NPQs as requests to look at the information sheet.

Throughout this women-only conversation, Emi asks seven NPQs of Hana
after Hana’s instruction. Regarding five of the seven NPQs, Hana either pro-
vides instruction before the question or answers the question by checking the
information sheet. Thus, Takashi and Emi may use NPQs differently because of
the presence or absence of another information provider who can refer to the
information sheet, rather than because of a difference in sex or gender. In other
words, no one in the conversations that include Takashi possesses a similar in-
formation sheet. Thus, the occurrence of NPQs appears to be pertinent to the
local activity of looking at the sheet.

In summary, my detailed analyses of (i) the questions asked by Aiko and
Takashi and (ii) the questions asked by Takashi and Emi show that individual
participants may use more or fewer NPQs depending on their discourse environ-
ments. Some environments have a greater potential for the occurrence of NPQs
than do others.

Filling in a form: Within-gender differences between Hana and Tomomi

Furthermore, among women, depending on the activities they are engaged in,
there may be “within-gender variability” (Okamoto & Smith 2004:4) in the fre-
quency with which the speakers use a specific linguistic form. For instance, as
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shown in Table 3, Hana’s amount of talk is similar to that of Tomomi. But after a
previous speaker’s instruction or suggestion, Hana uses NPQs 16 times, whereas
Tomomi uses them only five times. What influences the difference in frequency?

Detailed sequential analysis shows that Hana’s frequent use of NPQs is affected
by the fact that she is the only person who is completing a chore assignment sheet,
and that, in filling out the sheet, she is the sole recorder of her coparticipant’s
instructions and suggestions. In this situation, Hana’s use of NPQs functions as a
“preliminary” (Levinson 1983:306) to the act of recording information.

In other words, in this and the other conversations in my data, one speaker’s
instruction or suggestion plus the coparticipant’s response to it constitute an ad-
jacency pair (Schegloff & Sacks 1973:296), in which the first pair part (instruc-
tion or suggestion) “projects a relevant next action” (Heritage & Atkinson 1984:6),
that is, the second pair part (compliance with or rejection of the instruction or
suggestion).11 Within this sequence, this specific type of NPQ, together with the
prior speaker’s answer to it, forms an insertion sequence, which is “some pre-
liminary to the doing of the second part” (Levinson 1983:304, 306) of the adja-
cency pair.

Given this sequential organization, Emi and Hana often produce the adjacency
pair when discussing orchestra task assignments. In the pairs, Hana is a frequent
respondent to Emi’s instruction or suggestion regarding task assignments. Hana
often responds by making a note of the assignment.12 (This is reasonable because
Hana is the only person who is completing the task assignment sheet and is, there-
fore, the only recorder of those instructions and suggestions.) Thus, at least in this
context, if Hana responds to Emi’s instruction or suggestion more frequently than
Tomomi does by taking notes, then Hana is more likely than Tomomi to be in a
situation where NPQs are relevant. Example (5) shows one typical sequence in
which Hana’s use of NPQs functions as a preparation for note-taking.

In line 1, Hana explicitly expresses her responsibility as a recorder who is
completing the task assignment sheet. In response to Emi’s suggestion (line 2)
that they assign ‘senior Tanaka’ to the job, Hana asks NPQs in lines 3 and 5. In
line 5, in particular, the design of Hana’s NPQ as a preliminary to her note-
taking is apparent. The question includes the word kore ‘this’, which explicitly
indicates a particular spot on the sheet. That word works together with her hand
movement – she is about to make a note and is holding the pen very close to the
sheet. After Emi answers the second NPQ (line 6), Hana makes a note of Emi’s
suggestion (line 7). In line 10, Tomomi explicitly starts the next chore assign-
ment. This shows that Tomomi appears to interpret Hana’s note-taking as final-
izing Emi’s suggestion; Hana complies with the suggestion. Also, at the same
time, Tomomi’s act of moving to the next task shows that there is no longer a
problem with the current task assignment. This is to say that Hana’s NPQ and
Emi’s answer to it work together as an effective preliminary for Hana’s note-
taking. Emi’s answers to the NPQs have resolved the understanding problem
that Hana expressed with her NPQs in lines 3 and 5.

S P E A K E R ’ S S E X O R D I S C O U R S E A C T I V I T I E S ?

Language in Society 35:3 (2006) 357

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404506060167 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404506060167


(5) (4-18-56)
1 Hana: A koko mo mada kaite nai ya. ((while pointing to a particu-

lar spot on the task assignment sheet))
‘Oh I haven’t written {anyone’s name} here yet.’

suggestion 2 Emi: Sore wa ii n ja nai no Tanaka-senpai de.
‘As for that, wouldn’t it be okay if we {assign} Tanaka-
senpai {lit. senior Tanaka} to that {job}.’

NPQ 3 Hana: Tanaka-senpai.
4 Emi: Dame?

‘Is that no good?’
NPQ 5 Hana: Ii? Kore. ((with a hand movement, about to make a note

and holding the pen very close to the sheet))
‘{Is} this ok?’

6 Emi: Un.
‘Yeah.’

7 Hana: ((note-taking))
8 Tomomi: Soo ne un.

‘That’s right, yeah.’
9 (3.0)

10 Tomomi: Ja tsugi no settingu mo ( ) onaji hito de.
‘Then, as for the next {chore} of setting {chairs for the or-
chestra}, too, {we will assign} the same people.’

Thus, only after solving an understanding problem that she has located in the
prior instruction or suggestion can Hana proceed to record the instruction or
suggestion. Hana, who is a frequent respondent to instruction, asks more NPQs
than Tomomi, who is not a note-taker.

When Hana uses NPQs after instruction, in eight out of ten cases she either
fills out a form or makes a note in the fourth position of the typical sequence. In
contrast, in the same three-woman conversation, Tomomi is engaged in a private
task: creating yobi-tooroku-yooshi ‘temporary registration sheets’ (sheets to be
used when new orchestra members register for the club). At the same time, she is
participating in the task of assigning orchestra chores, where Emi mostly gives
instruction and Hana takes notes in response. Making the temporary registration
sheets is a rather personal activity in this context, because the activity is not
directly related to the ongoing public task.

In sum, my analyses in the preceding three subsections show that when women
and men use NPQs with differing frequency, we cannot conclude that the sex or
gender of the speaker is the only relevant determiner of this behavior. Rather,
depending on the ways in which members of the group participate in a particular
discourse, some speakers may be more or less likely than others to use NPQs.
One speaker’s activity, such as filling out a form, may increase his or her oppor-
tunities to use such questions. Another speaker who is the sole announcer of
practice schedules may be less likely to speak in environments where such ques-
tions can be relevant. Furthermore, the presence of a coparticipant who often
refers to an information sheet may also affect a speaker’s likelihood of using
these forms. Thus, detailed sequential analysis allows us to observe the close
link between occurrence of NPQs and discourse activities.
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U N E Q U A L D I S T R I B U T I O N O F A C T I O N S B E T W E E N W O M E N A N D

M E N

Individual participants’ differing opportunities to use NPQs can be considered
in terms of different “access to and control over resources and activities” (Ochs
1992:341) between women and men in this orchestra. In other words, women’s
and men’s superficially sex-linked or gendered usages of NPQs, expressed as
different frequencies of use, cannot be separated from the orchestra’s “sexual
division of labor” (Uchida 1992:559); that is, men engage more frequently in
instructing others than do women. Such differing activities by women and men
may affect their chances of using NPQs.

For instance, as one of the orchestra chiefs, the male participant Takashi alone
gave instruction to others regarding the practice schedule. Consequently, he had
fewer opportunities to use NPQs after his own instructions. In comparison, the
other members of the same meetings, mostly female, found themselves more
often in a discourse situation in which the use of NPQs was relevant. Their NPQs
often requested confirmation from Takashi. Thus, if women and men engage in
different discourse activities, the activities can affect the frequency of linguistic
forms, such as NPQs, produced by the two sexes.

The question arises as to whether the imbalance between women and men in
these conversations would disappear if a female participant were the only mem-
ber giving instructions. In such a situation, would she be less likely to use NPQs
after her own instructions? And would she also be more likely to be the recipient
of NPQs from the men and women to whom she had given instructions?

A positive answer to this question is partly supported by several similarities
between Takashi and the female manager Emi in their roles as addressees of
NPQs. Both Takashi and Emi receive NPQs from coparticipants after they have
given instructions. These questions often request confirmation.

If we think about which gender is more likely to be engaged in the activity of
announcing practice schedules, and to be asked NPQs afterward, we cannot ig-
nore the general exclusion of women from leadership positions in this orchestra.
According to the data I collected in winter 1995 and in spring and winter 1998,
all the orchestra chiefs are male, and only one of the three managers is female. A
similar imbalance governed this orchestra for 20 years (1979–1999). Since 1979,
there have been no female chiefs. During those same years, there have been only
two female managers, both in the late 1990s.

Uchida (1992:559) has argued that we cannot overlook how much the sexual
division of labor affects our everyday interactions. Freed has also noted:

Thus language and gender studies conducted in natural settings may often
find differences not similarities in women’s and men’s speech simply because
women and men are frequently engaged in different activities (see M.Good-
win 1990) and not because of any differences in women and men themselves.
(Freed 1996:67)
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Thus, the frequency and the function of a linguistic form may be directly af-
fected by which gender is more or less likely to engage in an activity where the
form is possibly relevant, rather than by the sex or gender of a speaker per se.

S O C I A L S T A T U S A N D L I N G U I S T I C C H O I C E

Finally, the connection between discourse activity and language use cannot be
reduced to a simple association between higher status in the orchestra (such as
that of chief ) and linguistic choice. Although linguistic choice may indeed vary
according to a speaker’s social status (O’Barr & Atkins 1980:102), this study has
shown that the surrounding discourse activities can also affect the occurrence of
a particular linguistic form. In other words, being a chief (a position of higher
status) does not in itself mean that the chief will use fewer NPQs than the other
participants will.

For instance, in my data, chiefs have different opportunities for using NPQs,
depending on the activities in which participants are engaged immediately be-
fore NPQs occur. Compared to Takashi, who is the sole announcer of schedules
before NPQs, another chief, Ken, has more chances to use NPQs after a prior
speaker’s assessment. During the meeting involving Ken, members use NPQs
primarily after a prior speaker’s assessment of a particular piece of music, rather
than after the announcement of a schedule. (During the meeting, all of the par-
ticipants need to express their opinions about several pieces of music because
they are representatives of their instrument sections and need to choose music
for their next concert.) Because the assessment providers in the meeting include
not only Ken but also several other participants, Ken has more opportunities to
use NPQs than does Takashi, who simply gives instruction before NPQs. During
that conversation, Ken’s use of these questions resembles that of another male
participant, Masao, who asks NPQs five times after a prior speaker’s assess-
ment. The two men’s amounts of talk are similar: Masao, 2,713 words, vs. Ken,
2,905 words.

Thus, arguments that higher status or occupation are responsible for linguis-
tic choice may be misleading if the individual’s discourse activities before, after,
or when the form is used are not taken into consideration. In the orchestra, roles
are important simply because performing these roles allows speakers opportuni-
ties to engage in certain discourse activities. For this reason, we must examine
how the activities of those in certain orchestra positions affect their opportuni-
ties to use a linguistic form at a particular moment. A sequential discourse analy-
sis enables us to do this.

C O N C L U S I O N

The position taken in this article is that careful investigation is needed for claims
that language use varies primarily according to a speaker’s social attributes. Im-
portantly, we need to consider establishing grounds for quantitative analysis based
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on sequential discourse analysis that examines features of the context and their
influence on usage of the linguistic forms made relevant to the discourse. What
often matters are the discourse activities at the moment the form is used (M.
Goodwin 1990, Ochs 1992, Freed 1996). We also need to understand how these
activities are conventionally linked with one gender (Ide 1990, Ochs 1992, Freed
1996).

Close examination of the discourse environments for linguistic choices leads
us to attend to individual women’s and men’s differing ways of participating in a
conversation. It also allows us to look at within-gender differences (Okamoto
1995, 1996, 2002; Okamoto & Smith 2004) in the usage of particular forms
among Japanese women and among Japanese men. I hope that this study will
contribute to a more general recognition of the importance of close discourse
analysis to any sociolinguistic investigation of linguistic choices.

A P P E N D I X

Transcription conventions:
[ point of onset of overlapping utterances
(0.0) length of silence
(.) brief pause
- cutoff
, continuing intonation
. falling intonation
? rising intonation
: sound stretch
(( )) researcher’s note
( ) inaudible sound
{ } supplementary translation
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tion for Applied Linguistics in St. Louis, Missouri. A related but different article concerning func-
tions of nonparticle questions appeared as Okada 2005 in the Bulletin of Fuji Women’s University 42
(Series I).

1 Regarding the notion of “gender,” Stokoe 2005 summarizes that Conversation Analysis (Sche-
gloff 1997a) takes the view that any claims about the relevance of gender to interaction “must be
evidenced by participants’ orientations to such a category” (Stokoe 2005:120; emphasis in orig-
inal). The present article proposes the usefulness of CA methodology as a tool to analyze environ-
ments in which NPQs occur, as well as the actions that users of NPQs produce there. However, when
discussing the notion of gender, the present analysis uses some ethnographic information. In this
respect, CA’s “requirement that, for gender to be relevant to interaction, an overt reference must be
made” (Stokoe 2005:123) is beyond the scope of the present analysis.
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2 For instance, one of the major Japanese newspapers (Asahi Shimbun, September 2, 3, 5, 1998)
reported that some transgender individuals may feel that they are in between or do not belong to
either category.

3 Modulated utterances in the present study include noun phrases, the demonstrative adverbs koo
‘like this’, soo ‘like that’, and aa ‘like that’, the plain forms of verbs (-u nonpast, ta past, and their
negative counterparts), and the plain forms of i-adjectives, all of which are followed by (i) modal
devices, which I counted in Okada 2001; (ii) the final particles ka ‘I see’ (translation by Maynard
1990:78), or wa (for emphasis), both of which are pronounced with falling intonation; or (iii) the
copula -des- or -mas- ‘be’.

4 The scope of Maynard’s studies (1993a, 1993b) of plain verb forms alone partly overlaps with
that of the present study, which also includes noun phrases. One may wonder if the presence of noun
phrases affects the large number of unmodulated utterances in the present study. However, plain verb
or i-adjective forms are not rare in the present study (1,486 occurrences), while the number of mod-
ulated verb or i-adjective forms is 2,008 occurrences.

5 The term “plain forms” in Cook (1999:90) refers to verbal clause (i.e., -(r)u present, -ta past),
nominal � copula (N da present, N datta past), adjectival clause (-i present, -kat-ta past), and gerund
(-(t) te/de).

6 Some of the linguistic forms that I considered “instruction” included (i) nouns that occur by
themselves, which Smith (1992:78) terms “Passive Power Strategy directives” which convey “the
impression of passive but assured waiting” – an example is (announcing the orchestra practice sched-
ule) Mein sabu ryoohoo ‘{We’ll have practice for} the music for both the main program and the sub
program’; (ii) plain non-past verb forms, which Teramura (1984:98) defines as indicating mirai no
kakutei-teki jishoo ‘things which are certain in the future’, such as (announcing the orchestra prac-
tice schedule) Shikiten-setto zenbu yaru ‘{We’ll} have practice for all the music for ceremonies’;
(iii) noun phrases followed by the final particle ne, which Kamio (1990:76) describes as indicating
that the “speaker forces the addressees to accept” her or his assertion, as in (announcing the orches-
tra practice schedule) 16, 17 wa tutti ne ‘{We’ll have} tutti on the sixteenth and seventeenth’ (Okada
2001).

Linguistic forms which I regarded as “suggestions” included (among others) (i) the verb voli-
tional form –oo or the “negative question” . . .nai with rising intonation, both of which indicate “in-
vitation” (Makino & Tsutsui 1986:240– 43), as in (assigning orchestra chores) Yoko to Aiko iretokoo
‘Let’s put Yoko and Aiko {onto the task}’, or (discussing the practice schedule) Hatsuka o sa: ofu ni
shichawanai? ‘Wouldn’t {we} make the twentieth a day off?’; (ii) the topic marker . . .wa with rising
intonation, as in (discussing when they should invite an outside conductor) Juugo wa? ‘How about
the fifteenth?’; (iii) the verb conditional form -tara, as in (discussing whether they will invite orches-
tra members of another university) . . . kite morattara ichido-gurai ‘. . . why don’t you invite them
once?’ (Okada 2001:82–88).

7 To determine the participants’ amount of talk, I counted a string of Japanese sounds transcribed
by letters of the roman alphabet, which are dissected based on so-called wakachigaki ‘ways of sep-
arating a string of sounds into words’. Japanese grammar dictionaries and reference books have
various different systems of wakachigaki. Among them, I followed examples provided in the Japa-
nese language textbooks by Jorden & Noda (1987, 1988, 1990). I chose these textbooks simply
because they included more examples of wakachigaki than did the others, since all the Japanese
examples given by Jordan & Noda are written in roman characters instead of in Japanese and Chi-
nese characters. Regarding romanization itself, I use the modified Hepburn system.

8 Heritage (1984:319) identifies a similar sequence in English conversation when examining uses
of oh after an “understanding check” as “repair initiation,” as shown in the following:

1. A: Repairable
2. B: Understanding check ((repair initiation))
3. A: Confirmation0disconfirmation ((repair))
4. B: “Oh” receipt

The present analysis differs from Heritage’s study in that his analysis focuses on oh in the fourth
position of the sequence, claiming that oh accomplishes “a mutually ratified exit from repair se-
quences” (Heritage 1984:318). In contrast, I examine some cases where the fourth position is
occupied by an alternative “exit” device other than a(a) ‘oh’ in Japanese, such as the activity of
form-filling, as shown in line 8 in conversation (2). Just like oh, the form-filling functions as a
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“means of achieving exit from a repair sequence” (Heritage 1984:344); thus, in line 9, Emi starts
discussing the next chore assignment. This process is discussed in more detail in a later section.

9 Okada 2005 points out that the orchestra manager Emi tends to ask NPQs which “neither re-
quest confirmation nor express disagreement,” as shown in Table 3. That article describes the pro-
cess for determining function, based on Heritage’s (1984) discussion of coparticipants’ states of
knowledge specific to the sequence of other-initiated repair. I observe that the answering party of a
NPQ establishes the status of “the informative, knowledgeable, or authoritative party” (Heritage
1984:315) when the NPQ functions to request confirmation from the answerer. In contrast, when the
manager Emi asks NPQs which neither request confirmation nor express disagreement, the answerer
often denies her status as a knowing party by assigning responsibility for her claim to the informa-
tion sheet.

10 In this study, I use the term “chief” to refer to those in the highest positions within the orches-
tra; “leader” additionally includes orchestra managers. Chiefs are the representatives of the orches-
tra; managers are in charge of management of the orchestra. Among the participants who appear in
the text of the present paper, Takashi and Ken are chiefs, and Emi is a manager. The rest of the
participants do not occupy either position.

11 Failure to respond to instruction or suggestion is “noticeably absent” (Heritage and Atkinson
1984:6) for some participants, as in conversation (3). In line 7 in (3), Rie rephrases her first sugges-
tion, originally expressed in line 4, after she receives no response to it. Thus, Rie shows her expec-
tation that her suggestion should get some answer.

12 Conversation (6) shows one typical sequence in which Hana responds to Emi’s instruction by
making a note.

(6) ((Discussing whom they should assign to the task of recruitment before the new student
orientation. In line 4, Emi assigns the task to Suzuki and Tanaka, who are not in the
present meeting.))
1 Hana: Suzuki Mari-chan to ka (.) kaite nai ne.

‘{We} have not written names such as Suzuki Mari-chan ((i.e. orchestra
members’ name)), have we?’

2 Emi: [A:.
‘Oh’

3 Tomomi: [A: a: soo soo.
‘Oh oh yeah yeah’

4 Emi: Suzuki Mari-chan to (2.0) Tanaka Yumi-chan.
‘Suzuki Mari-chan and Tanaka Yumi-chan.’

5 Hana: ((fills in task assignment sheet))
6 Emi: De sono ato setsumeekai-chuu?

‘Then, after that, {should we decide people for the task of recruitment}
during the new-students’ orientation?’
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