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ABSTRACT 

This study explores the interactional achievement of intersubjectivity between 

native speakers (NS) and nonnative speakers (NNS) of English engaged in high stakes 

teamwork. I term the interactional achievement of intersubjectivity Interactional 

Accommodation. In particular, this study examines how strategies that NSs and NNSs 

employ to interactionally accommodate are related to language proficicncy, successful 

team outcomes, and to the construction of team hierarchy. The context of the study is the 

team meeting associated with a design course in the department of electrical and 

computer engineering (ECE) at an American university, a setting in which NSs and NNSs 

work together on teams throughout the year to design operable electronic devices. Data 

was collected during one year from seven teams and a total of 27 participants through 

participant observation, video and audio taping of team meetings, and participant 

playback sessions. Data analysis incorporated an integrated approach informed by a 

variety of discourse analytic approaches. Findings demonstrate that the ability of 

teammates to interactionally accommodate to each other is correlated with the team's 

success. However, NSs and NNSs tend to employ strategies with different frequencies 

and in qualitatively distinct ways. These differences become important to the 

development of team hierarchy because strategies that NSs and NNSs employ tend to 

allow NSs control over the interpretive frame, which contributes to the construction of 

NSs as higher status team members than NNSs. The ability to control the interpretive 

frame is related to language proficiency, but in some cases NNSs develop strategies that 

allow them to control the interpretive frame and gain high status. 
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Statement of Problem 

I developed the idea for this study in large part by reading the work of Briggs, 

Gilmore, Guniperz, Johnstone, Liu, Moerman, Morrow, Philips, Rushforth, Saville-

Troike, Scollon & Scollon, Tannen, Watanabe, Waugh, and Yamada, among others. The 

common bond among the work of these scholars is that they have written about 

intercultural communication, cultural differences in communicative norms, or different 

communicative norms within a speech community. I became fascinated with the fact that 

there are so many areas in which language and communicative norms differ across 

cultures and within cultures and the fact that such differences make communication 

breakdown seem almost inevitable when people from different cultural backgrounds 

engage in communication with each other. However, perhaps most intriguing is the fact 

that we live in an increasingly global and intercultural world, which means that people 

from different cultural backgrounds engage in communication with each other quite 

frequently, and many of these encounters must be relatively trouble free because tasks are 

accomplished, deals are made, treaties are brokered, technical problems are solved. In 

short, people from different cultural backgrounds engage in and succeed in negotiating. 

Though it seems that trouble free negotiations between people of different cultural 

backgrounds must be a reality, work in intercultural communication has not typically 

examined the interactional processes involved in trouble free negotiations. By contrast, 

research on intercultural communication has typically focused on communicative 
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breakdown that happens because people work within differing interpretive frames in 

particular speech events (e.g, Gumperz, Scollon & Scollon, Tannen). Therefore, when I 

first conceptualized this study, the idea was to investigate ways that interactants from 

different cultural backgrounds accommodate to each other in the process of face-to-face 

interaction. 

To examine accommodation, I chose to observe interaction in a high stakes 

situation to focus on strategies that people from different cultural backgrounds employ in 

the process of interaction to accommodate to each other so that trouble free negotiation 

within a shared interpretive frame is possible. These strategies for accommodation that 

people from different cultural backgrounds employ constitute what I have termed 

Interactional Accommodation. I conceptualize the process of interactional 

accommodation as one way of establishing intersubjectivity in face-to-face interaction. 

The ability of human beings to establish intersubjectivity, "the sharing of 

knowledge or experience" (Schiffrin, 1994), in the process of interaction is a universal 

process that has been studied in various contexts and through various theoretical 

approaches to communication (see Schiffrin, 1994, pp. 386-405). In a discussion of an 

interactional model of communication, Schiffrin states, "the principle of intersubjectivity 

in this (interactional) view has a role less pervasive than for other models (e.g., code and 

inferential).. .rather, the goal of communication is recipient achievement of an 

interpretation of displayed information.. .what a recipient knows may lead to an 

interpretation that diverges from what was intended by its producer" (p. 401). Under an 

interactional view of communication, intersubjectivity between speaker and recipient is 
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not assumed. Rather, intersubjectivity is established in the process of face-to-face 

interaction, or conversely, not established in the process of face-to-face interaction (e.g., 

Gumperz, 1982 on communication breakdown). 

To examine the process of interactional accommodation, I decided to concentrate 

on one speech event, the team meeting associated with the senior capstone design course 

in the department of electrical and computer engineering (ECE) at an American 

university, a course in which people from various cultural backgrounds must work 

together on teams throughout the academic year to successfully negotiate and design 

operable electronic devices in order to meet the requirements for graduation. I chose the 

ECE context because the field of ECE is truly global, representing a professional context 

in which intercultural communication is increasingly part of everyday life. I chose the 

ECE team meeting because it is high stakes and allows for the examination of multiple 

instances of the same speech event, both within and across teams, constituting a 

productive context in which to examine the process of interactional accommodation. 

As I will demonstrate in this dissertation, people from different cultural 

backgrounds do typically interactionally accommodate to each other in the process of 

face-to-face interaction in the ECE team meeting speech event in order to establish a 

shared interpretive frame. Strategies for interactional accommodation allow people from 

different cultural backgrounds to establish intersubjectivity in the course of face-to-face 

interaction, and those teams whose members are adept at establishing intersubjectivity 

tend to be evaluated as successful teams, while those teams whose members are not adept 
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at establishing intersubjectivity tend to be evaluated poorly by the institutional 

representatives in the ECE community. 

There are shared strategies for interactional accommodation that allow 

participants to construct a shared interpretive frame. However, people from different 

cultural backgrounds tend to employ strategies associated with interactional 

accommodation with different frequencies and in qualitatively distinct ways. These 

differences become important to the development of social hierarchy on the ECE team 

because in the process of accommodation much of the construction of team members as 

possessing technical expertise in particular areas and as being able to make technical 

expertise relevant to the team's project is accomplished. This process of developing social 

hierarchy in the process of interactional accommodation is a crucial aspect of the 

dominant paradigm. As such, it is important to consider who tends to be constructed as 

higher status in the team hierarchy and who tends to be constructed as lower status in the 

team hierarchy. To do this, there are two theoretical considerations that need to be 

discussed: 1) the need to (re)conceptualize the relationship between people of different 

cultural backgrounds and 2) a conceptualization of the interpretive frame as ideological in 

the Marxist sense of the word. 

First, within the senior capstone design course, there are various subgroups. There 

is a numerically dominant subgroup composed of people who have been natively 

socialized into the dominant US speech community. There are also various subgroups of 

people who have been natively socialized into other US speech communities. Finally, 

there are various subgroups of people who have been natively socialized into 
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international speech communities. The pool of participants involved with this particular 

study are those from the numerically dominant subgroup and those from the various 

international subgroups. This distinction between people natively socialized into the 

dominant US speech community and those natively socialized into international speech 

communities is often conceptualized in second language studies as a native speaker (NS) 

and nonnative speaker (NNS) dichotomy when those from the international subgroups 

have native languages other than the native language of the dominant subgroup, as is the 

case with the participants in this study. The purpose of this study, however, is not to 

examine acquisition per se (though acquisition comes into play), but to examine the 

establishment of intersubjectivity, problematizing the use of the N S-NNS distinction. 

To understand how I conceptualize the participants, it is important to discuss the 

second theoretical consideration, the need to conceptualize the interpretive frame as 

ideological in the Marxist sense of the word. As Philips (1998) states, "the Marxist 

tradition offers a theory of how ideological diversity is socially ordered in terms of 

relations of domination and subordination involving struggles for ideological control" (p. 

8). Considering the interpretive frame as ideological in this Marxist sense, differing 

interpretive frames are not benign; to the contrary, there is an ideological struggle, 

whether tacit or overt, to control the interpretive frame on the part of the dominant and 

the subordinate. In conceptualizing the interpretive frame as ideological, it is helpful to 

discuss the work of Gramsci. Gramsci (1971) contrasts hegemony with coercion, 

conceptualizing them as opposites; therefore, hegemony entails a process that overcomes 

resistance. Moreover, for Gramsci, hegemony is a two way dynamic, meaning that the 
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subordinated must consent to be dominated by the dominator. Such a concept of 

hegemony requires collaborative consent, and it is a dynamic process of negotiation 

between the dominator and the subordinated. Consent, in this case, means that the 

subordinated works within the ideology of the dominant, thus progressing the dominant's 

ideology. Consent is contrasted with coercion, in which the dominant by threats or offers 

of rewards essentially forces the subordinate to work within the dominant ideology. 

Gramsci conceptualizes hegemony as a process that is reproduced at all levels of society 

and in all sorts of societies: 

In any given society nobody is disorganised and without a party, provided that 

one takes organisation and party in broad and not a formal sense. In this 

multiplicity of private associations (which are of two kinds; natural, and 

contractual or voluntary) one or more predominates relatively or absolutely -

constituting the hegemonic apparatus of one social group over the rest of the 

population (or civil society) (Gramsci, 1971, p. 264). 

Among the participants of this study, who are part of the ECE senior capstone 

community, these "parties" can be conceptualized as a subgroup consisting of people 

natively socialized into the dominant US speech community and a subgroup of people 

natively socialized into international speech communities. I will demonstrate that the 

members of the subgroup of people natively socialized into the dominant US speech 

community tend to grab ideological control over the interpretive frame through recurring 

interactions with members of the subgroups of people natively socialized in international 

speech communities within the ECE team meeting speech event. As who dominates the 
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interpretive frame is largely related to understanding how to grab ideological control 

within the native US speech community, I will term members of the subgroup of people 

natively socialized into the dominant US speech community as native speakers (NS) of 

English and members of the subgroup of people natively socialized into international, 

non-English speaking speech communities, nonnative speakers (NNS) of English. I argue 

that NSs of English tend to grab ideological control over the interpretive frame in the 

ECE team meeting because they understand the linguistic strategies that operate in the 

dominant speech community for gaining ideological control. However, NNSs can find 

ways of gaining ideological control in the ECE team meeting either by acquiring the 

dominant strategies for grabbing ideological control or by avoiding situations in which 

they must operate within a frame in which the dominant strategies would be invoked. 

Strategies for interactional accommodation that NSs employ often allow them to 

construct themselves as highly knowledgeable and valuable members of the team, while 

the strategies that NNSs employ tend be the cause of and to reinforce the construction of 

NNSs by other team members as not very knowledgeable and as dispensable members of 

the team within the dominant paradigm, though such is not always the case. As such, 

NSs' ideas are more often contributed to the team negotiations. Therefore, though 

interactional accommodation is an important process in the establishment of 

intersubjectivity between team members and in obtaining positive evaluations in the 

course, one effect is the establishment of a social hierarchy on the team that often gives 

NSs control over the interpretive frame, ultimately allowing NSs to make more 

contributions to the team negotiations and to the project design. NNSs can manipulate the 
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situation so that NSs do not have the opportunity to gain ideological control within their 

own native dominant paradigm. As I will demonstrate, the study of interactional 

accommodation provides strong evidence that the interpretive frame is a site of 

ideological struggle. 

Interactional Accommodation 

To begin to define interactional accommodation, it is important to address the 

relationship of interactional accommodation to Speech Accommodation Theory (SAT), a 

productive theory in the study of language variation. Giles and his colleagues as 

discussed in Beebe (1980) and Beebe & Giles (1984), devised SAT. SAT comes out of 

the field of social psychology, and it essentially posits that people converge with or 

diverge from the speech of the interlocutor depending on their attitudes toward the 

interlocutor. Convergence takes place when "individuals adapt to the other's speech by 

means of a wide range of linguistic features" (Beebe & Giles, 1984, p. 7). Divergence 

takes place when "speakers accentuate vocal differences between themselves and others" 

(Beebe & Giles, 1984, p. 8). Thus, style shifting according to interlocutor can influence 

language use. 

The idea that people unconsciously adopt style features of the their interlocutors 

has also been addressed by Bell (1984) in what he terms audience design. Recently, 

variationists have continued to investigate the appearance of style and dialectal features 

based on the influence of the interlocutor, the topic, and the situation (e.g., Mendoza-

Denton, 1993; Rickford & McNair-Knox, 1994; Preston, 2001; Coupland, 2002). The 

concept of interactional accommodation is somewhat related to the concept of audience 



design in that the focus is on the speaker-addressee relationship. However, the focus of 

interactional accommodation is not linguistic features of style and register. Additionally, 

interactional accommodation takes into account the influence of the speaker on the 

addressee as well as the influence of the addressee on the speaker. Interactional 

accommodation is the co-construction by the speaker and the addressee of a shared 

interpretive frame in the process of negotiation. I conceptualize interactional 

accommodation along the lines of the work of Shutz and Garfmkel. 

Shutz claims that we cannot understand ourselves without understanding the 

other. He calls the other the alter ego, making it seem as though the other is a mirror of 

the self "We catch the other's thought in its vivid presence and not modo preterito; that 

is, we catch it as a 'Now' and not as a 'Just now'." The other's speech and our listening 

are experienced as vivid simultaneity" (Shutz 1970, p. 166). Meaning is socially 

constructed in our interaction with the other. There is also an assumed intersubjectivity 

between the self and the other. "The stream of thought which is not mine shows the same 

fundamental structure as my own consciousness. This means the other is like me" (Shutz 

1970, p. 167). However, there is also room for subjectivity and interpretation of the other 

through "our own lived experiences of them" (Shutz 1970, p. 170); moreover, "a person 

must become intentionally conscious of the person confronting him" (Shutz 1970, p. 

185). Therefore, we have to come to know what we share with the other in face-to-face 

interaction according to Shutz. 

According to the work of Garfmkel, like Shutz, in interaction, people must come 

to understand what the other knows, and incorporate that with their own practical 
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knowledge. Referring to his mock therapy research, Garfinkel states, "over the course of 

the exchange, subjects sometimes started with the reply as an answer and altered the 

previous sense of their question to accommodate this to the reply as the answer to the 

retrospecively revised question" (Garfinkel 1967, p. 90). There is an assumed 

intersubjectivity, so when others do not make sense, people ad hoc to fit what the others 

say into their schema of the way the world works. The self interacts with an other in 

which the self and the other must attempt to discover what is shared and when common 

sense knowledge is not shared, that brings trouble. 

Throughout the work of Shutz and Garfinkel, the concept of intersubjectivity, that 

we must share some practical knowledge in order to communicate effectively in face-to-

face interaction, is essential. Although there is room for difference in these works in 

temis of the degree of intersubjectivity that we do share, lack of intersubjectivity seems 

to impede communication in face-to-face interaction. Following the work of Shutz and 

Garfinkel, Interactional Accommodation can be defined as a process in face-to-face 

interaction in which people discover what it is that the other knows and what is shared so 

that they can communicate effectively; it is the process of assessing each other's 

knowledge of the world in the process of interaction, making meaning and creating 

interactants' roles through the interaction. In the ECE team meeting, interactional 

accommodation occurs in the process of negotiating technical designs. 

Interactional A ccommodation in the Process of Negotiation 

As the present study focuses on interactional accommodation in the process of 

negotiation in the ECE team meeting, it is important to define negotiation as the term is 
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employed in this study and to understand interactional accommodation as essential to the 

process of negotiation. It seems that negotiation can be conceptualized in various ways in 

accordance with its study in a variety of disciplines. As Firth (1995) states: 

Negotiation is ubiquitous. As a formal, problem-solving event, the paradigmatic, 

legal, and diplomatic negotiation figures prominently in the news media, while as 

an activity of social decision making on substantive matters, it often goes 

unnoticed, sometimes even to participants, yet regularly and routinely occurs in 

myriad interpersonal encounters and innumerable social settings (p.3). 

Firth conceptualizes two domains of negotiation. The first domain of negotiation is 

synonymous with bargaining. The second domain of negotiation, by contrast, is a process 

that occurs unnoticed in the process of face-to-face-interaction. Negotiation in the second 

sense is dynamic and constructed. Firth cites several studies that have examined this 

second domain of negotiation as a way of looking at various socially constructed 

phenomena including the social construction of context (Goodwin & Duranti, 1992), 

interpretation of utterances (Dore & McDermott, 1982), utterance meaning (Bilmes, 

1992), interactional frames (Streek, 1983), topics (Gumperz, 1982), turn-taking 

(Fairclough, 1992), and code (Heller, 1982). I would add to this list of socially 

constructed phenomena communication breakdown (Gumperz, 1982) and social identity 

(Goffinan, 1959 and Garfinkel, 1967). I find Firth's definition of negotiation to be 

somewhat vague. It seems that the first and second domains of negotiation are two very 

different processes. Therefore, the two domains need to be more clearly separated 

theoretically. I conceptualize negotiation as encompassing bargaining as well as acts of 
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problem solving. However, the various socially constructed phenomena described above 

are not forms of negotiation under my definition. Rather these are acts of construction or 

co-construction. 

The participants in the present study are electrical and computer engineering 

seniors working in teams composed of NSs and NNSs to design electronic devices. In 

that sense, they are involved in a particular type of negotiation, technical problem solving 

(e.g., Wagner, 1995). However, in the process of technical problem solving, these 

students must avoid communication breakdown so that they can accomplish the task. The 

task, in this case, represents a high stakes situation since these students' graduation is 

contingent on their ability to work together to design a successful device. In short, they 

must find a way to work together. Therefore, in the interactional process of technical 

problem solving, these students engage in a process that is a form of co-construction 

which allows them to proceed unimpeded with technical problem solving because team 

members co-construct an interpretive frame. This process of co-construction of an 

interpretive frame that allows the process of technical problem solving to proceed in a 

trouble free manner is what makes interactional accommodation essential to the process 

of negotiating the project design, especially when team members come from different 

cultural backgrounds and do not share the same native language. Interactional 

accommodation is a taken for granted process that in an ideal world allows the process of 

technical problem solving to proceed smoothly in the ECE team meeting speech event. 
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The ECE Team Meeting Speech Event 

The process of technical problem solving investigated in this study is somewhat 

unique. The teams under investigation are embedded in an institutional setting, a senior 

capstone design course in the ECE department at an American university. However, these 

team meetings occur outside of the classroom and outside of the presence of an 

institutional representative. The team meetings are somewhat different from study 

groups, however, as they are supposed to simulate the team meetings of professional 

engineers. In that sense, the team meetings are part of a more general effort in the 

capstone design course to initiate these students into the professional engineering 

discourse community. Even so, the team meetings take on many of the characteristics of 

natural conversation. To define the team meeting event, it is helpful to think of a 

continuum between institutional discourse in which talk is constrained by the parameters 

of the institution, and natural conversation in which talk is constrained only by the 

structure of conversation. The team meeting speech event examined here is located on the 

natural conversation end of the continuum. However, the hierarchical nature of the 

professional engineering speech community is also evident in the team meeting event. 

For instance, when team members reach a point in which they cannot come to a 

consensus, they often agree to ask the professor. Such deference to the absentee 

institutional representative indexes the institution and constrains the free flow of ideas in 

the meeting as the team must work to accomplish goals imposed by the institution. 

Therefore the team meeting event is located on a continuum between natural conversation 



and institutional discourse, but closer to the natural conversation end of the continuum as 

demonstrated in the following: 

FIGURE 1. The Nature of the ECE Team Meeting 

Nat. Conversation ECE Team Meeting Inst. Discourse 

The ECE team meeting speech event is unique, and the process of interactional 

accommodation as it occurs in the ECE team meeting is probably unique. Even so, it is 

important consider how accommodation in studies of intercultural communication from a 

discourse perspective have identified instances of accommodation. 

Accommodation in Studies of Communication Breakdown 

Though the literature on intercultural communication often concentrates on 

communication breakdown in institutional settings, it is also possible to locate 

accommodation strategies within the communication breakdown literature. It is important 

to consider how the literature on intercultural communication has identified both 

accommodation and communication breakdown and how strategies for accommodation 

have been seen as unique to specific speech events in specific institutional settings. 

Studies of intercultural communication have typically concentrated on communication 

between people from different cultural groups within institutional settings because of 

detrimental effects that communication breakdown can have within such settings. Agar 

(1985) attempts to define the institution, but admits that the definition is open to debate. 

According to Agar, an institution is "a socially legitimated expertise together with those 
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persons authorized to implement it" (p. 164). This definition implies that many client-

institutional representative encounters would constitute an institutional setting. 

Importantly, as Guniperz and Roberts (1991) assert, much of modem life consists of 

institutional encounters as both the public and private sectors become increasingly 

beaurocratized. Therefore, interactions with institutions constitute a large part of modem 

human life and of modern human communication. In multi-ethnic societies, many of 

these institutional encounters involve instances of intercultural communication. 

In studies of intercultural communication in institutional settings, scholars have 

concentrated particularly on certain speech events, such as the social service interview 

and the job interview. The speech event is an important unit of analysis within the 

Ethnography of Communication. Hymes (1972) clarifies the difference between the 

speech act, the speech event, and the speech situation by stating examples as follows: "a 

party (speech situation), a conversation during a party (speech event), a joke within a 

conversation (speech act)" (p. 56). In his discussion he also notes that speech events and 

speech acts are units of analysis as "one writes formal rules for their occurrence and 

characteristics" (p. 56). To further clarify, Hymes asserts that "the same type of speech 

act may recur in different types of speech event, and the same type of speech event in 

different contexts of situation" (p. 56). It seems that for the purposes of studying 

institutional discourse, oftentimes the speech event is the speech situation. For instance, a 

job interview is the event, but it is also the situation. The job applicant arrives at a certain 

location for the sole purpose of taking part in the job interview. Therefore, Jakobson's 



(1960) definition of the speech event maybe more helpful in discussing institutional 

discourse. 

Jakobson does not separate the speech event from the speech situation. Rather, 

Jakobson's speech event encompasses both Hymes' speech situation and speech event. In 

particular, Jakobson's speech event contains the speaker and addressee, the code 

(language), the message (text), the contact (medium), and the context. The speech event 

is an important unit of analysis for studies of intercultural communication in particular 

because as Gumperz & Roberts (1991) state, participation in speech events activate 

"interpretive frames which serve to transform generalized, abstract or context dependent 

cultural knowledge, to generate situated practices in much the same way that syntax 

frames and transforms dictionary meanings" (p. 53). In other words, by using the speech 

event as a unit of analysis, we can understand the micro-interactions that make up an 

intercultural encounter. 

Working within the speech event, a Gumperzian analysis of intercultural 

communication relies heavily on the concept offrame as conceived by Goffinan (1974). 

Goffman's concept of frame assumes "that definitions of a situation are built up in 

accordance with principles of organization which govern events" (p. 10). Importantly, 

people from different cultures may have different interpretive frames within the same 

speech event. Gumperz (1992) specifies the background assumptions as "the inferences 

made within the context of an interactive exchange" (p. 230) that must be realized in the 

process of face-to-face interaction and that may not be realized when participants act 
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under different interpretive frames. The interpretive frame surrounds the speech event in 

a Gumperzian analysis. 

Further, contextualization cues, such as prosody and paralinguistic signs, operate 

within the interpretive frame. Gumperz (1982) discusses the contextualization cues that 

speakers rely on in communication. He describes these contextualization cues as 

"constellations of surface features by which speakers signal and listeners interpret what 

the activity is, how semantic content is to be understood, and how each sentence relates 

to what proceeds or follows" (p. 131). Importantly also, listeners and speakers 

unconsciously rely on contextualization cues in the process of communication. Gumperz 

(1992) notes that contextualization cues are at work in the production of speech. In 

particular, they operate at the level of prosody, paralinguistic signs, code choice, and 

choice of lexical form or formulaic expressions to help constitute the interpretive frame. 

An area of institutional discourse that has been well-investigated by Gumperz and 

colleagues involves the analysis of speech events within which an institutional 

representative is in communication with a client. As the client is dependent upon the 

institutional representative to fulfill a need, most often that institutional representative is 

in a more powerful position than the client. As Agar (1985) asserts, "with few exceptions, 

the institutional representative does the asking, and the client answers" (p. 150). The 

institutional representative essentially controls the discourse by having the authority to be 

the questioner. This means that clients cannot choose the topic and must represent 

themselves through the institutional representative's choice of topic. Such power-laden 

encounters are also referred to as "gatekeeping encounters" (Erickson & Shultz, 1982). In 



the gatekeeping encounter, as Agar (1985) clarifies, institutional representatives must fit 

client frames into institutional frames as efficiently as possible. Gatekeeping encounters 

do not allow much room for negotiation or consideration of the client's needs outside of 

the institutional frame, and the need to match institutional frames and client frames 

efficiently seems to be fertile ground for communication problems as the client and the 

institutional representative may be working from different assumptions about the purpose 

of the encounter. As such, clients who come from di fferent cultures than the institutional 

representative may encounter communication problems even more severely. For the 

client from a different culture than the institutional representative, the institutional frame 

and the client frame may not match; further, the basic frames for interpersonal 

communication may not match. 

One speech event in which a client meets with the institutional representative is 

the social service interview. As Gumperz & Roberts (1991) state, in social service 

interviews, "there is a hierarchical role relationship.. .the differential distribution of 

power between counselors.. .who by virtue of their knowledge of the institutional 

discursive practices, have access to institutional resources and exert control over the 

encounter" (p. 54). Thus, the institutional representative is in a position of higher power 

than the client. However, the client in the social service interview uses the governmental 

organization to have a service provided. In that sense, the client is entitled to the service 

provided by the institution, making it important for the institutional representative to fit 

the client frame into the institutional frame. Gumperz & Roberts demonstrate that 

communication breakdown is likely when the institutional representative and the client 
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are from different cultural backgrounds. They describe differences in the interpretive 

frames that Asian and British clients bring to the social service encounter. "British clients 

personalize their situation.. .the Asians present themselves as victims of circumstance" (p. 

67). Gumperz & Roberts also describe differences in interpretive frames of Asian and 

British institutional representatives in such encounters. Specifically, the British 

institutional representative sees the institutional role as a mediator between client needs 

and the institution, while the Asian institutional representative sees the institutional role 

as establishing the facts. 

Logically, the clients and the institutional representatives from the same cultural 

background understand each other well for the most part, while clients and institutional 

representatives from different cultural backgrounds find the encounter more problematic. 

For example, Gumperz & Roberts describe an encounter between a British social service 

counselor and an Asian client. The British counselor expects to play the role of mediator 

and expects a personal problem statement on the part of the client. However, the Asian 

client expects to demonstrate that she is a victim of circumstance. The Asian client states 

"my children in the street they beat them they throw things at them, and the British 

counselor responds, "what's the problem?" The Asian client continues, "when they're in 

the hallway they shout at them" to which the British counselor replies "do you have a 

housing problem?" (p. 67) The counselor attempts to accommodate to the client by 

negotiating with the client "to reformulate the client's problems in institutional terms" (p. 

67). The counselor uses the accommodation strategy, negotiation of meaning (Gass & 

Varonis, 1991) with the client. However, the counselor misses the point that the client is 



trying to communicate that she has a housing problem by describing her circumstances 

and giving factual information. The counselor tries to fit what the client relays into the 

institutional frame by asking for a problem, but does not realize the client perceives 

herself to be stating a problem. Thus, the counselor's attempt to accommodate to the 

client; in other words, to fit the client's need into tlie institutional frame, is not realized. 

Another power-laden intercultural speech event that has been well-researched is 

the job interview. Gumperz & Roberts (1991) assert that in comparison to the social 

service interview, the job interview is "more directly dependent on shared goals and 

expectations... the interviewee has little, if any, control over the proceedings and the 

gatekeeper's evaluation of the interview can be critical for the interviewee's life chances" 

(p. 76). An important difference between the job interview and the social service 

interview is that the social service counselor's responsibility is to find institutional 

solutions for the client. In the job interview, on the other hand, the interviewer determines 

whether the interviewee can become a member of the institution. The job interviewer is 

in the more powerful role in many respects than the social service interviewer as unlike 

the client in the social service interview, the job interviewee has no entitlement. Roberts 

& Sayers (1998) provide an example of how a cross-cultural difference in the 

assumptions behind the meaning of contextualization cues can lead to miscommunication 

in job interviews. Roberts & Sayers describe a job interview between a British 

interviewer and a South Asian interviewee. The interviewer asks, "how's your maths?", 

with the frame "eliciting the quality of the applicant's maths" (p. 34). The interviewee 

pauses after the question because he does not understand the content of the question, but 
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the interviewer takes the pause to mean that his "maths" are "not so good, eh?" (p. 34). 

The interviewee, confused, repHes in the affinnative. In reahty, the interviewee had a 

high level of expertise in math. In this situation, the interviewee is deemed to be a poor 

candidate for the job, mainly because the interviewer felt that he lacked mathematics 

skills. The interviewer's question leaves room for the interviewee to negotiate meaning, 

but accommodation might have negative consequences for the interviewee. 

The power relations in a job interview make the use of accommodation strategies 

risky for the interviewee. Importantly, in a job interview, "if the interviewee requires a 

high level of reformulation of the interviewer's questions in order to establish intent, the 

interviewer may evaluate the candidate as awkward or obtuse" (p. 27). The job interview-

makes the possibility for accommodation on the part of the interviewee difficult, 

increasing the chances that when an interviewee is culturally different than the 

interviewer, the interview will not be successful. The job interviewer is likely to simply 

give the culturally different speaker a bad evaluation if the interview process is 

burdensome. 

Training in intercultural awareness has been recommended in gatekeeping 

situations. Roberts & Sayers (1998) recommend that job interviewers and social service 

interviewers receive training in cross-cultural interviewing. In particular, they have 

compiled role plays of job interviews on video as well as naturally occurring cross-

cultural encounters. They recommend using the job interview videos to talk to potential 

interviewers about cultural sensitivity in conducting interviews. They assert that "the 

video material can be used to establish global differences between Asian/Asian and 
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white/white interviews. Or it can be used to analyze discrete moments in the interaction 

in which uncomfortable moments occur" (p. 41). They stress the importance of 

promoting sensitivity among gatekeepers so that they can move beyond making 

judgements of others based on their own cultural assumptions. Though the training seems 

beneficial, there is little data on the actual benefits of such training. It would be 

interesting to know if such training does make a difference in encouraging gatekeepers to 

use accommodation strategies to better communicate with their culturally different 

interlocutors. However, the first step seems to be to systematically locate through data 

what it means to accommodate. As studies of intercultural communication tend to look at 

breakdown, it is uncertain how they can make recommendations to gatekeepers in terms 

of how to accommodate to culturally different interlocutors other than defining 

breakdown and strategizing to avoid it. It seems that a better solution is to examine 

instances in which gatekeepers are able to engage in trouble free interactions with 

culturally different interlocutors to examine strategies that allow for such trouble free 

interactions. 

Another gatekeeping encounter in which attempts at accommodation can be 

identified in the literature is the academic advising session. Erickson & Shultz's (1982) 

data includes academic advising sessions between white community college counselors 

and black community college students. As the counselor works to conduct the interview 

with the student as per the institutional role, subtle differences in verbal and non-verbal 

listening response (LR) as well as verbal and non-verbal listening response relevance 

moments (LRRM)s between the black student and white counselor cause the counselor to 
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think that the student does not understand the counselor's previous utterance. Thus, the 

counselor proceeds with "hyperexplanation" in attempting to be comprehensible to the 

student. As a result, both counselor and student leave the institutional encounter with 

negative impressions of each other. For instance, after one such interview in which the 

counselor hyperexplained after missing the student's listening cues, the student 

commented, "This guy seems like he was trying to knock me down, in a way you know. 

Trying to say no.. .1 don't think you can handle anything besides P.E." (p. 137). The 

counselor, on the other hand, did not realize that he had insulted the student. Small 

differences the verbal and non-verbal ways of turning the interactional responsibility over 

to the other participant in the interaction caused a negative reaction in terms of the 

counselor's good will toward the student even though the counselor attempted an 

accommodation strategy to address what he perceived as the students' lack of 

understanding. 

In some instances, the culturally different student might make an attempt to 

accommodate to perceived cultural norms. In a study of graduate academic advising 

sessions, Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1996) describe interactions between lower status 

NNS graduate students and their higher status academic advisors. In the interactions, 

many graduate students seem to use fewer politeness markers than they would in their 

native language in the American academic advising session. They use fewer politeness 

markers under the assumption that English speakers are not as polite, and they try to 

accommodate to the less polite style. However, their advisors "are often surprised when 

students from groups they expect to be polite seem to be rude, stubborn, or aggressive" 



(p. 186). Therefore, the students' accommodation strategy in the advising interview with 

the higher status interlocutor backfires. 

It may also be the case that the institutional representative is the one from a 

cultural group other than the dominant, and the student is from the dominant cultural 

group. Tyler (1995) examines a tutoring session between a Korean tutor and an American 

student. Her study demonstrates that it is not only the form of language used but also the 

differing ways of managing discourse and the differing cultural assumptions that cause 

breakdown. Interestingly, however, the Korean tutor attempts to accommodate to the 

American student by using Korean politeness strategies. For instance, in one 

conversation, the two discuss computer programming problem that involves some 

knowledge of bowling. The American student asks the Korean tutor if he knows anything 

about bowling, in an attempt to be polite, the Korean tutor, who bowled quite frequently, 

responded that he knew a little bit about bowling. The American student, considering 

herself to have more expertise in the sport ofbowling, then became quite offended when 

the Korean tutor continually corrected her when she stated information about bowling 

that pertained to the problem at hand. The Korean tutor did not understand why the 

American student refused to accept his advice and became petulant in the course of the 

conversation 

Institutional speech events also involve situations in which the institutional 

representative is dependent upon the client for economic well-being. Such situations 

provide interesting examples of the institutional representative's accommodation 

strategies to meet the needs of the client. One such speech event is the service encounter 
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in the privately run business. Pan (2000) describes the different face-work strategies 

involved in state run versus privately run businesses in China. In the state run business, 

"interaction between the clerk and her unacquainted customers is characterized by 

minimal verbal exchange, lack of face strategies and being task-oriented" (p. 32). In the 

privately run business, in which the clerk is dependent upon the sale, "the saleswoman is 

using a large amount of politeness strategies to attend to the positive face of the 

customer" (p. 49). 

In privately run businesses, there is economic incentive to accommodate to the 

customer. Bailey (1997) discusses the interactions in privately run convenience stores in 

Los Angeles between Korean immigrant clerks and African-American customers. Bailey 

describes the African-American politeness strategy in such encounters as "involvement" 

and the Korean immigrant politeness strategy as "restraint". In Korean-Korean service 

encounters, restraint is practiced between both customer and clerk. As Bailey suggests, 

the Korean-Korean service encounters consist of the socially minimal service encounter, 

"(a) greetings or openings, (b) negotiation of the business exchange, and (c) closing of 

the encounter" (p. 332). On the other hand, the African-American customers assert 

solidarity with the clerk in the service encounter. Bailey describes how the Korean clerk 

in the privately run business accommodates to the style of the African-American 

customer. In one such service encounter, the African-American customer states "I haven't 

seen you for a while" (p. 333), and the Korean clerk responds "hehe Where have you 

been" (p. 333). The African-American customer "asserts solidarity with the cashier" (p. 
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333), and the cashier accommodates to the African-American customer's assertion of 

solidarity by asking a personal question to allow the customer to tell his story. 

Bailey claims that though the Korean clerk attempts to use the involvement 

strategy to accommodate to the African-American involvement style in the service 

encounter, there is still tension between Korean clerks and Afncan-American customers. 

Specifically, the African-American customers perceive the Korean clerks as distant and 

racist, and the Korean clerks do not understand why the African-American customers 

"suddenly accuse them of being racist" (p. 352). Though the accommodation strategy on 

the part of the Korean clerks often allows smooth relations with the Afncan-American 

customers, other times, the different politeness strategies lead to complementary 

schizmogenesis (Bateson, 1972), meaning that the more the Korean clerk engages in a 

distancing politeness strategy, the more the African American customer engages in an 

involvement politeness strategy and vice versa. However, ultimately, the Korean clerk, 

being dependent on the sale, usually makes attempts to accommodate to the involvement 

strategy of the African-American customer. 

Mutual dependency in intercultural institutional discourse makes the process of 

accommodation by both participants likely. However, the accommodation strategies used 

by the interactants are not necessarily successful. Scollon & Scollon (1995) demonstrate 

the attempts of an American interactant and a Chinese interactant to accommodate to 

each other upon finding out that they are in the same business and may be mutually 

beneficial to each other. Though the Chinese interactant prefers "an initial business 

relationship of symmetrical deference" (p. 123) based on his Chinese cultural 
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background, he attempts to accommodate to the American preference for symmetrical 

solidarity in his interaction with the American. In doing so, the Chinese interactant 

introduces himself as "David Chu" because he perceives his Chinese given name as too 

intimate, but introducing himself as "Mr. Chu" would not be in line with the American 

ideal of symmetrical solidarity, though it would be appropriate according to Chinese 

symmetrical deference in business relations. However, upon reading Mr. Chu's business 

card, the American interactant notices that Mr. Chu's Chinese name is Hon-fai. 

Therefore, in an attempt to respect Mr. Chu's Chinese heritage, the American addresses 

him as Hon-fai, not realizing that the Chinese given name is only used by intimates. Mr. 

Chu then smiles and laughs, a typical Asian reaction, according to Scollon & Scollon, in 

uncomfortable situations. The American, on the other hand, understood the smile and 

laughter to be a sign of mutual satisfaction with the interaction. Thus, both the 

interactant's accommodation strategies backfired as they left the interaction with very 

different impressions about the interaction and each other. 

hi order to develop sufficient accommodation strategies to have successful 

interactions with members of a different cultural group, it helps to gain an understanding 

of that culture's ways of interacting. In a discussion of research interviews among 

Mexicanos of Cordova, New Mexico, Briggs (1986) states that "if the category of 

'interview' is not shared by the respondent or if the latter does not use this frame in 

defining such interactions, then he or she may apply norms of interaction and canons of 

interpretation that differ from those of the interviewer" (p. 48). M the research interview, 

the researcher is dependent upon the respondent to gain information from the respondent. 
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The respondent is under no obligation. Nonetheless, once the researcher engages in an 

interview, a higher status role than the respondent has been assumed as the researcher 

controls the discourse. In Mexicano society, Briggs was considered a junior member in 

the community. Thus, interacting with more senior members of the community in the 

interview format was inappropriate. As Briggs asserts, "the interviewer's initial lack of 

familiarity with the relevant referential frames and accepted means of conveying 

information frequently renders his or her questions disruptive to the cohesion of discourse 

and/or inappropriate for the social situation" (p. 88). Thus, Briggs learned that to gain 

infonnation from the senior members of the community, he had to let them lead the 

discourse and teach him in their own way. Only within the context of learning from them 

could Briggs ask pertinent questions for his research. Thus, Briggs accommodated to the 

ways of the speech community that he was studying. 

The accommodation strategies attempted in the majority of speech events noted in 

the literature have been largely unsuccessful. However, the accommodation strategies 

employed are largely different depending on the speech event. When the institutional 

representative is in the more powerful position, such as the social service counselor and 

the academic advisor, attempts are made to negotiate witli the less powerful "client" by 

asking clarification questions or by "hyperexplaining". After all, these institutional 

representatives need to fit the "client" into the institutional frame. The job interviewer is 

in an even more powerful situation. If the job interviewee does not fit easily into the job 

interviewer's "ideal applicant" frame, the interview is deemed unsuccessful. Therefore, if 

the job interviewer must accommodate to the job interviewee and if the job interviewee 
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needs too much accommodation on the part of the interviewer, the interviewee may 

receive a negative evaluation. In the social service interview, the advising session, and in 

the job interview, the more powerful institutional representative does not need to have 

cultural knowledge regarding the client. On the other hand, it is the client who benefits 

most from familiarity with the institutional discourse. 

In relationships of mutual dependency, as in the intercultural relationship between 

business associates, both interactants make conscious attempts to accommodate to the 

other's cultural preferences. However, tliese attempts at mutual accommodation can 

backfire as demonstrated by Scollon & Scollon (1995). Additionally, when the 

institutional representative is in the less powerful position, such as in a service encounter 

in a privately run business or in a research interview, it is the institutional representative 

who accommodates to the client, though not always successfully. 

Who accommodates to whom depends on the power status of the participants 

involved in the speech event. The accommodation strategies for the more powerful 

institutional representative are utilized for the purpose of clarifying how the client's needs 

fit within the institution except for the job interview in which accommodation may be 

detrimental to the interviewee. In a speech event in which the power relations are 

symmetrical and the participants' cooperation is mutually beneficial, both may adopt 

accommodation strategies to make the other more comfortable in the interpersonal 

relationship. Finally, when the client is in a more powerful position than the institutional 

representative, the institutional representative may try to accommodate to the 

interactional style of the client. Thus, the instantiation of the accommodation strategy is 
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dependent upon the speech event, and the power relations between the participants in the 

speech event. In other words, how people accommodate depends on who is dominant and 

who is subordinate. 

Members of the ECE teams are presumably of equal status as all members are 

undergraduate seniors and they are in a relationship of mutual dependency much like the 

businesspeople described by Scollon & Scollon. If people in situations of mutual 

dependency are most likely to engage in acts of interactional accommodation, then it 

would seem that the ECE team meeting would be a fruitful place to investigate 

interactional accommodation, though as I will demonstrate, the act of interactional 

accommodation itself can construct relationships of domination and subordination. 

In the present chapter, I have discussed the fact that interactional accommodation 

will ultimately be related to issues of status and ideological control. I have defined the 

concept of interactional accommodation, especially relating this concept to the process of 

negotiation. Moreover, I have reviewed the literature on intercultural communication as 

studied from a discourse perspective with an eye to locating instances of interactional 

accommodation in studies that focus primarily on communication breakdown, and how 

accommodation is related to power relations. 

To investigate interactional accommodation in the ECE team meeting speech 

event, I employ an integrated approach to the study of talk in interaction as discussed in 

Chapter 2.1 rely on the most relevant aspects of particular theoretical frameworks 

including Conversation Analysis, Ethnography of Communication, Interactional 

Sociolinguistics, Corpus Linguistics, and Language and Ideology. Chapter 2 provides an 
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overview of the unique theoretical framework employed in this study. Chapter 3 includes 

the data collection and analysis methodologies, which are related to the theoretical 

framework discussed in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 4 details the research setting, including the Department of Electrical and 

Computer Engineering (ECE), the ECE senior capstone design course, and the ECE team 

meetings. In Chapter 4,1 also describe the seven teams that I investigated, team 

dynamics, and the various tasks that these team worked to complete. 

Chapters 5 and 6 discuss the findings of the study. Chapter 5 is devoted to nature 

of the Accommodation Sequences. In Chapter 5, six accommodation sequences are 

identified, including the clarification of assumption sequence, the clarification of opinion 

sequence, the clarification of technical content sequence, the unsolicited explanation of 

assumption sequence, the unsolicited explanation of opinion sequence, and unsolicited 

explanation of technical content sequence. The tendency for NSs and NNSs to engage in 

such sequences differently is also discussed in Chapter 5. 

Chapter 6 provides small case studies of five teams, with a particular focus on 

how NSs and NNSs are constructed in the process of interactional accommodation as 

lower or higher status members of the team. It is demonstrated that NSs more often 

engage in accommodation sequences that construct them as more knowledgeable 

members of the team, while NNSs tend to engage in accommodation sequences that 

construct them as less knowledgeable members of the team. I provide excerpts of team 

interactions and demonstrate how the accommodation sequences lead to constructions as 

more or less knowledgeable. Ultimately, I demonstrate that these constructions are 
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directly related to the fact NSs tend to grab ideological control of the team meetings in 

the process of interactional accommodation. 

Chapter 7 concludes the study. I focus on the implications of the study for both 

the fields of intercultural communication and second language studies. I also consider 

implications for second language pedagogy, including the structuring of group work 

among NSs and NNSs in the American academic setting. I encourage future research on 

gender differences in interactional accommodation. Another area of consideration for 

future research I identify is the study of other contexts to understand which aspects of 

interactional accommodation are specific to the ECE speech community and which 

aspects are generalizable across contexts. 
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CHAPTER 2 - THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK; AN INTEGRATED APPROACH TO 
TALK IN INTERACTION 

Integrated Approach 

To study the process of interactional accommodation, I am employing an 

integrated approach to talk in interaction. I am proposing such an integrated approach to 

study interactional accommodation because interactional accommodation is a complex 

process that one theoretical approach cannot fully describe. As asserted by Waugh, 

Fonseca-Greber, & Vickers (2004), only a complex, multi-layered analysis of discourse 

can do justice to all of the complexities of conversation. As such, I have approached the 

study of interactional accommodation from various theoretical perspectives, including 1) 

Conversation Analysis, 2) Interactional Sociolinguistics, 3) the Ethnography of 

Communication, 4) Corpus Linguistics, and 5) Language and Ideology to achieve a full 

analysis of this complex interactional process. The relevance of these frameworks to the 

study of interactional accommodation is discussed in this chapter. Also included is a 

discussion of how these frameworks together allow access to interactional 

accommodation as a complex process that is especially important in interactions between 

NSs and NNSs. 

Micro level Interaction 

Conversation Analysis (CA) and the ideas of role construction and making 

meaning in the process of interaction have a tremendous influence on the theoretical 

framework proposed here. As such, it is important to discuss CA and its historical 

development. CA provides a framework to look at the intricacies of naturally occurring 
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conversation. The development of Conversation Analysis was influenced by the work of 

Goffman ( 1959, 1967,1971, 1981) and by Garfmkel's (1967) Ethnomethodology. 

Meaning is seen as created through face-to-face interaction in the work of Goffman and 

Garfinkel. However, Goffman places primary importance on the gesture/symbol in 

meaning making while Garfinkel concentrates on the internal mind and how we make 

meaning in our interactions as we go along. 

In Goffinan's work, society creates our roles, and we carry out these roles in face-

to-face interaction. Following in the tradition of symbolic interaction, Goffman expands 

Mead's (1934) work to develop a concept of role construction. Goffman claims that 

members of society step in to pre-existing roles, and symbols are manipulated in an effort 

to achieve impression management. This falls within Mead's concept of the society 

creating the individual and within Mead's idea that gesture assignment creates new 

objects. "The framework bears upon dynamic issues created by the motivation to sustain 

a definition of the situation that has been projected before others" (Goffman 1959, 239). 

For Goffman, communication and the manipulation of symbols creates a certain 

impression which either succeeds or fails in achieving the construction of some pre

existing role. 

In the work of Garfmkel and Ethnomethodology, conversely, meaning is created 

in the process of interaction. "Situations.. .in their actual and intended logical structures 

are essentially vague; and are modified, elaborated, extended, if not created, by the fact 

and manner of being addressed" (Garfinkel 1967, 96). Garfmkel also assumes the natural 

attitude as proposed by Shutz (1970). "Basing our usage upon the work of Alfred Shutz, 
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we call such knowledge of socially organized environments of concerted actions common 

sense knowledge of social structures'" (Garfinkel 1967). In other words, in the process of 

face-to-face interaction, interactants rely on their background knowledge to make sense 

of the interaction. However, interactants also make sense of the interaction in an ad hoc 

manner as they go along. As Goodwin & Heritage (1990) explain, "intersubjective 

understandings are actively achieved as the outcome of concrete interactive processes" 

(286). Moreover, the social context influences the interaction, but also, according to an 

Ethnomethodological perspective, social context can be defined or redefined by the 

interaction. Ultimately, the study of language in face-to-face interaction is central to the 

work of Garfinkel and for CA. 

CA was developed by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson, beginning with a series of 

lectures given by Sacks (1964-1972, 1972) and further developed thereafter. The 

Conversation Analysts have demonstrated the sequential structure of conversation in 

face-to-face interaction, informing us of the need to go beyond the sentence level to 

understand how meaning is achieved through language in discussing the organization of 

conversation. The Conversation Analysts purport that conversation is a local 

management system as well as an interactionally managed system within which there is a 

definite structure followed by conversants. Central to CA is the concept of the Adjacency 

Pair (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974). The concept of the Adjacency Pair is a basic 

pair sequence to CA in which one utterance achieves meaning only in relation to what 

comes before or after it. Furthermore, as Goodwin & Heritage (1990) state, the adjacency 

pair "describes a procedure through which participants constrain one another, and hold 
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Because CA takes the perspective that participants in an interaction work together to 

construct meaning in a way that all ratified participants (c.f, Goffman, 1974) understand 

the nature of the interaction, it is an obvious framework for the study of interactional 

accommodation. 

CA has been employed to identify and study various types of conversational 

discourse, including but not limited to talk about troubles (Jefferson, 1981, 1984), service 

encounters (Bailey, 1997), and arguments among children (Goodwin, 1987) as well as 

talk unique to various institutional settings including the medical setting (Heath, 1990), 

the courtroom (Atkinson, 1990), the classroom (McHoul, 1978), the media (Heritage, 

1985), and the government agency (Gumperz, 1982). CA is a rich framework for the 

description of conversational interaction in that it allows the examination of the 

organization of conversation, the construction of meaning in conversation, as well as 

differentiation among types of talk in various social settings. 

In describing conversation, it is necessary to examine the participation 

framework. Basic to the analysis of conversation is the speaker-hearer dyad. Speakers 

and hearers co-construct turns at talk. A hearer or hearers may be ratified or unratified. 

Ratified hearers are those addressed by the speaker, in CA, termed the recipient. In some 

sense too, a speaker or speakers may be ratified or unratified. It is possible for a speaker 

to take a turn when nobody is listening. The way that speakers and hearers go about 

maintaining or obtaining ratification is part of the dynamic construction of conversation 

and also helps to define the discourse identities of the speakers and hearers in the process 
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of conversation. In the process of conversation, what the speaker says is detennined by 

the recipients' response, whether verbal or non-verbal. This co-dependency would seem 

to be the basis of interactional accommodation. 

A form of interactional accommodation has been described in the second 

language acquisition (SLA) literature. The interactionist line of research has its roots in 

CA, especially in the concept of repair. Specifically, the concept of repair has been 

researched in SLA as a way of accommodating at the linguistic level in conversations 

between NSs and NNSs. Repair happens because of the need to make meaning clear in 

communication, or to establish intersubjectivity between the self and the other. Clearly, 

meaning often becomes unclear in conversations between NSs and NNSs, and as such 

repair becomes important in allowing the conversation to continue in a meaningful way. 

The concept of repair became relevant to SLA in the 1970s to develop the concept 

of pre-modified input (Hatch, 1978). As Hatch (1992) states, "repairs often lead to special 

registers such as 'foreigner talk' (and) 'teacher talk'" (p. 23). In these registers, input 

intended for NNSs can be modified to make it comprehensible. For example, in order to 

modify the input intended for NNSs, NSs may ask questions which require yes-no 

answers or questions which give the learner a choice of answers instead of asking 

information questions as in the following example from Hatch (1992): 

->Did you want to buy a computer? 

->I mean did you want to buy a computer or just rent one? 

The NNS's interlocutor is actually providing a form of input that will be interpretable. In 

other words, the interlocutor provides a preniodified other-repair to avoid 
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misunderstanding. Hatch (1978) discusses the fact that entire registers can be attributed to 

the anticipation of a repairable, especially when the interlocutor is regarded as lacking 

linguistic competence. For instance. Hatch uses the term repair to explain the 

phenomenon of simplified registers, which require a form of pre-modified input to meet 

the language learner's level of ability. 

Pre-modified input, such as that described by Hatch, requires the NNS to be 

dependent upon the NS to make sure that communication proceeds. In other words, the 

NS is the one initiating the repair in the case of pre-modified input. However, later 

appUcations of the concept of repair have given a more active role to the NNS. 

Interactionally modified input as discussed by Long (1983) allows the learner to be an 

active participant in the process of repair. In fact. Long (1983) claims that pre-modified 

input as described by Hatch (1978) is not sufficient for SLA, but that interactional 

modification is necessary and may even be sufficient for SLA to proceed. Thus, the NNS 

must have some control over the conversation for successful SLA, according to Long . 

Interestingly, according to Long, the NNS must have the opportunity to make 

interactional modifications in order to clarify meaning in the process of interaction with 

the NS to promote comprehension. Actually, Long (1983) conducted an empirical study 

showing that interactional modifications lead to higher levels of comprehension in the 

second language than does pre-modified input. The NNS becomes involved in the 

interaction in the interactionally modified input condition, while pre-modified input only 

involves modifications based on the NS's intuition about the NNS's level of ability in the 

language. Moreover, in the interactionally modified input condition. Long discusses the 
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need for NNSs to be able to initiate repair in conversation with NSs. It seems that there is 

a need in interaction involving NS-NNS dyads for interactional modification in which 

NNSs have somewhat of an equal opportunity for repair. In other words, there is a need 

for NNSs to have the chance to cycle back through the conversation (Schegloff, 1972) 

when communication breakdown occurs and such cycling back through can lead to 

higher levels of comprehension for the NNS according to Long. Comprehension is of 

extreme importance to Long because he claims, based on Krashen's (1985) Input 

Hypothesis, that comprehension leads to acquisition. 

Furthermore, it is interesting to analyze the structure of interactional 

modifications in NS-NNS dyads when communication breakdown occurs. Gass and 

Varonis (1985) have developed a model to describe the nature of communication 

breakdown and the subsequent cycling back through in the conversation. In the Gass and 

Varonis model, communication breakdown begins with a trigger, which causes a 

problem in understanding. Secondly, there is an indicator, that which indicates that there 

was a misunderstood element in the previous utterance, and this indicator is followed by 

a response, which is then followed by a reaction. Gass and Varonis label the interaction 

that follows when communication breaks down as the negotiation of meaning. The 

following example from Gass and Selinker (1994, p. 290) demonstrates a NNS 

attempting to find out about the price and size of a Sylvania color TV: 
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Trigger: Hello could you tell me about the price and size of a color TV?. 

-> Indicator; pardon? 

Response; Could you tell me about the price and size of a color TV? 

Reaction; What did you want? A service call? 

In this case, the repair is other-initiated and self-corrected, but the self-correction (or 

response), which is then followed by a reaction, in this case, demonstrates that the 

conversation has not yet been repaired. It is interesting to look at the continuance of the 

conversation above between the NS and NNS to understand how the conversation 

deteriorated as it went on. 

-> NS; What did you want a service call? Or how much to repair a TV? 

NNS; yeah TV color 

NS; 17 inch 

NNS; ok 

NS; What is the brand name of the TV? 

NNS; ah Sony please 

NS; We don't work on Sony's 

NNS; or Sylvania 

Obviously, the key word service call was not comprehensible for the learner, and caused 

the communication to break down. It seems that all could have been remedied if the 

learner had asked for the meaning of service call, an other-initiation. However, the 

learner's failure to initiate the repair caused the complete breakdown. In the following 
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example from Pica and Doughty (1985), it is easy to see that the initiation of repair by the 

learner helps to avoid communication breakdown in the interaction: 

NS: with a small pat of butter on it and above the plate 

NNS: what is buvdaplate 

NS: above 

NNS: above the plate 

NS: yeah 

Tlierefore, it seems that the lack of interactional modification can result in complete 

communication breakdown as noted by the NNS encounter with the TV repairperson 

above. 

Further studies have investigated the role of interactional modi fications in making 

input comprehensible for NNSs. For instance, Pica et al. (1987) shows, in support of 

Long, that interactional modification leads to higher levels of comprehension than both 

baseline input and pre-modified input based on an empirical study. However, Pica et al. 

claim that interactional modification facilitates second language comprehension more 

effectively than does pre-modified input, not that interactional modification leads to 

acquisition necessarily. On the other hand, in an empirical study of the effects of 

interactional modification on comprehension and acquisition of relative clauses, Doughty 

(1991) shows that interactional modification can lead to better comprehension and 

acquisition of form. Those subjects who were able to use interactional modifications to 

clarify meaning showed benefits in the comprehension and acquisition of English relative 

clauses. Doughty provides evidence that repair work in clarifying meaning can actually 
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result in the learning of language forms. Therefore, Doughty demonstrates that repair is 

important not only in making language comprehensible in interactions between NSs and 

NNSs but also that NNSs involved in interactional modifications, a type of repair work, 

can actually acquire the forms that were repaired. 

The ability for NNSs to learn forms while repairing communication breakdown 

that involves trouble understanding the linguistic message in the interaction has produced 

a wide variety of studies investigating the role of interactional modification in acquisition 

of fonn. One important area of inquiry that has developed out of the interactionist model 

is Focus on Form (FonF), which is different from a focus on forms because a focus on 

forms necessitates the need to learn the forms of the language in isolation. FonF, on the 

other hand, calls for a focus on forms of the language while learners are in the process of 

interaction. It seems that there are two ways to achieve FonF; 1) by alternating between 

focusing attention on form and focusing on meaning or 2) by corrective feedback during 

communicative activities (Ellis, 1994, p.639). FonF, it is claimed, can help learners notice 

the gap (Schmidt & Frota, 1986) in their interlanguage, which is the first step in acquiring 

the language. 

Repair has, therefore, been conceptualized as operating as some form of 

interactional accommodation in NS-NNS dyadic interactions and ultimately as important 

in the process of second language acquisition. My conceptualization of interactional 

accommodation can be distinguished from the concept of interactional modification as 

discussed in the interactionist SLA literature because interactional accommodation 

operates not necessarily at the level of the linguistic message, though that is one possible 
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level. As NSs and NNSs are able to clarify the linguistic message in the process of 

interaction, they are able to make comprehensible each other's background assumptions, 

background knowledge, and opinions. In other words, they are able to accommodate so 

that they are working within the same interpretive frame (e.g., Gumperz, 1982). In a 

discussion of conversational inference, an important concept in the establishment of the 

interpretive frame, Gumperz (1982) asserts: 

Recent studies of conversation from a variety of linguistic, psychological, 

anthropological, and sociological perspectives, have shed light upon a number of 

issues important to the study of conversational inference. It is generally agreed 

that grammatical and lexical knowledge are only two of several factors in the 

interpretation process. Aside from physical setting, participants' personal 

background knowledge and their attitudes toward each other, socio-cultural 

assumptions concerning role and status relationships as well as social values 

associated with various message components also play an important role (p. 184). 

It is interesting that such concentration on the interpretive frame has itself been framed as 

concerned with intercultural communication and studies of communication breakdown in 

particular. I argue the interpretive frame is an important concept not only for breakdown 

but for interactional accommodation. As interactional accommodation is concerned with 

how people come to work within the same interpretive frame, it can be seen as one way 

of making conversational contributions comprehensible and could also very well be 

important in the process of second language acquisition. 



The interpretive frame as employed in this study differs somewhat from previous 

definitions of the frame (e.g., Goffman, 1974), the interactive frame (e.g., Tannen, 1993), 

and the interpretive frame (e.g, Gumperz, 1982). I am employing a broader definition of 

the interpretive frame because the ECE team meeting speech event is not homogeneous. 

Actually speech events, like lectures, for instance, are not homogeneous either. From an 

anthropological and from a sociological perspective, lectures are often discussed as 

containing a certain frame, and to properly interpret the content of the lecture, it is 

important to know what frame is operating. Surely there is more to interpreting utterances 

in a lecture than knowing that one is involved in some culturally specific type of lecture. 

Rather it is important to be familiar with the technical content of the lecture, with the 

stance of the lecturer, and with the background assumptions the lecturer makes in the 

process of lecturing. It is also obviously important to be able to interpret the linguistic 

message. Importantly, there must be culturally predetermined ways of deciphering 

technical content, stances, background assumptions, and the linguistic message on the 

part of audience members listening to a lecture and on the part of the lecturer. 

Understanding technical content, stance, and background assumption associated with the 

lecture is how audience members stay involved with the lecture. Thus, deciphering 

technical content, stance, background assumptions, and the linguistic message may be 

part of "the social organization of involvement.. .the way different social occasions can 

create a wide array of expectations for the display of involvement" (Schiffrin, 1994, p. 

101). 
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The same can be said of the ECE team meeting speech event. Surely it is 

important to understand the event's frame. However, the frame for each team's meeting, 

like the frame for different lectures, is unique. As the teams work in different 

subspecialties of Electrical and Computer Engineering, the technical content, background 

assumptions, and linguistic content necessary to understand the conversation within the 

team meeting is different. The possible stances are also different. However, what is of 

interest is the culturally specific ways of deciphering technical content, stances, 

background assumptions, and the linguistic message. The interpretive frame then 

involves the technical content, the stances, the background assumptions, and the 

linguistic message as well as the ways of staying involved in the course of the meeting 

my making these issues clear. Interactional accommodation is, in that sense, related to the 

"social organization of involvement." To understand the process of involvement, it is 

important to know how participants perceive involvement. 

Gumperz (2001) states, "the analytical problem becomes not just to determine 

what is meant, but to discover how interpretive assessments relate to the linguistic 

signaling processes through which they are negotiated" (p. 218). I agree that the analytic 

problem is not the researcher discovering what is meant but to discover how people 

decipher what people mean in conversation. In the process of interaction, some ways that 

people find out what other people mean include deciphering background assumptions, 

opinions/stances, technical content, and the linguistic message. Ways of doing this 

deciphering work are unique to the event and essential to trouble free negotiations. 
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Though I am interested in particular in interactional accommodation between NSs and 

NNSs, it seems that people in general have ways of gaining access to each other's 

interpretive frames in the process of conversational interaction. However, when NSs and 

NNSs engage in this type of interactional accommodation, there may be consequences in 

terms of SLA. 

The interpretative frame is an important unit of analysis employed in this study. 

Gumperz discusses the role of the interpretive frame and the inferences that must be 

made in the process of face-to-face interaction in order for communication to proceed 

smoothly. Communication breakdown occurs because "the inferences made within the 

context of an interactive exchange" are not realized. I am interested in how they do 

become realized in NS-NNS interactions. Essentially, I am interested in how people, 

especially NSs and NNSs, co-construct the interpretive frame within which all 

participants in the speech event interact. In the ECE team meeting, it is certainly possible 

to imagine instances of communication breakdown in the Gumperzian sense based on the 

different interpretive frames at work among NS and NNS team members. Different 

interpretive frames may be employed in ways of making arguments or refuting arguments 

and even in ways of building rapport with team members. It is precisely when team 

members employ different interpretive frames, that interactional accommodation plays an 

important role. 

Interactional accommodation is the process of co-constructing an interpretive 

frame. One crucial difference between the study of interactional accommodation and the 

study of communication breakdown (e.g., Gumperz) is that studies of communication 
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breakdown typically rely on participant perspectives to locate instances of breakdown 

(e.g., Gumperz, 1982; Erickson & Shultz, 1982; Scollon & Scollon, 1995; Tannen, 1984, 

1990, 1993). As Garfinkel (1967) has demonstrated, it is in instances of trouble that the 

taken-for-granted is brought to awareness. Therefore, it is possible, for instance, to 

conduct playback sessions in which participants recognize and comment on instances of 

breakdown. 

When conversants accommodate, interaction is trouble free, making it difficult for 

participants to describe for the researcher their perspective on instances of 

accommodation as they can in instances of communication breakdown. Those 

conversations that run smoothly without breakdown are not so readily available to 

introspection as are instances of breakdown because when conversations proceed 

smoothly, they are taken-for-granted. As Bourdieu (1977) argues, participants do not 

have access to the taken-for-grantcd. Therefore, the study of interactional accommodation 

requires a heavy reliance on the conversational data between participants as the 

participants themselves do not recognize these smooth conversational processes. 

Therefore, the study of interactional accommodation is inlierently different from 

studies of communication breakdovm though both rely on the concept of the interpretive 

frame. To investigate how people manage to work within the same interpretive frame, a 

trouble free, taken for granted process, it is necessary to rely on the conversational 

interactions without the advantage of access to participant perspectives on those micro 

level interactions. Specifically, in this study, 1 locate accommodation sequences in the 

process of conversation in which participants gain access to each other's interpretive 
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frame. Alternatively, what participants can comment on is the level of competence of 

team members on the team and within the ECE speech community. Therefore, though it 

is not possible to have participants locate particular accommodation sequences, it is 

possible to understand how ways of interactionally accommodating have a bearing in 

terms of status in the ECE speech community. To accomplish such an analysis, it is first 

important to gain an understanding of the speech community, especially since the forms 

of talk that electrical and computer engineers engage in are somewhat cryptic to an 

outsider. 

Macro Level 

The Ethnography of Communication provides a systematic way of examining the 

intersection of language and social life. In the development of the Ethnography of 

Communication, Hymes (1972) stated that "the fundamental problem - to discover and 

explicate the competence that enables members of a community to conduct and interpret 

speech - cuts deeper than any schema any of us have so far developed" (p. 52). Hymes is 

not only interested in the linguistic competence (Chomsky, 1965) of individuals, but in 

the communicative competence of members of a speech community. The concept of 

communicative competence entails that members of the speech community understand 

more than just the linguistic code; they understand speech events, genres, interactional 

strategies, among other issues related to language use in social life. 

Moreover, the Ethnography of Communication is concerned with examining what 

it means to be communicatively competent in a certain speech community by gaining a 

thick description (Geertz, 1973) through ethnographic field work of that speech 
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community as well as the speech genres, speech events and speech situations that take 

placc within that community. As Hymes (1972) states, "language is not everywhere 

equivalent in role and value; speech may have a different scope and functional load in the 

communicative economies of different societies" (p. 39). The Ethnography of 

Communication can benefit the study of interactional accommodation by providing a 

framework to study interactional accommodation as embedded in a certain speech 

community and to discuss it as part of a particular speech event, such as the ECE team 

meeting. 

Working within the ECE speech community, the unit of analysis in the present 

study is the ECE team meeting speech event. Importantly, all interactions under analysis 

in this study take place within this speech event. As Saville-Troike (1996) states, "the 

event as a unit of analysis is important in part so that observations made at different times 

will be comparable, and so that generalizations can be made about patterns of 

communication within a constant context" (p. 370). Therefore, this study employs the 

speech event as one level of analysis so that all observations in the various team meetings 

can be compared and generalized. The ECE speech community as well as the ECE team 

meeting speech event will be described in detail in Chapter 4. In the study of interactional 

accommodation, understanding the nature of the speech community and what it means to 

be communicatively competent in that speech community can provide insights into the 

current instantiation of interactional accommodation. 

Ultimately, gaining an understanding of forms of talk in the ECE speech 

community at the macro level informs a study of interactional accommodation at the 
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micro level. As explained by Moerman (1988), "it is the native's knowledge recognition 

of an exaggeratedly Yiddish accent, and of what that means for the participants of this 

kind, that the analyst locates an attempted, possibly offensive, joke" (pp. 4-5). Moerman 

makes the argument that a micro analysis such as CA analysis would not recognize such 

a joke because of a lack of knowledge about the speech community, bringing into 

question the validity of the analysis. It would also be difficult to recognize that a 

culturally different interactant missed the joke altogether. 

On the other hand, in the field of linguistic anthropology, practice is typically 

studied as a way to examine culture. As Philips (1998) states, "linguistic anthropologists 

and some cultural anthropologists equate practice with actual spoken discourse or 

language use" (p. 11). To understand how meaning is made in the speech community, it 

is necessary to study actual language use. Moerman (1988) recommends combining the 

frameworks, CA and Ethnography, to form a framework that he terms "Culturally 

Contexted Conversation Analysis." An example from Moerman's book (1988), Talking 

Culture: Ethnography and Conversation Analysis, illuminates the insights made possible 

through this framework. Moerman makes the point clearly by examining the CA concept 

of repair in its cultural context. 

According to CA, when trouble occurs in conversation, it necessitates repair, 

which is also interactionally managed and requires a sort of cycling back through the 

conversation to make meaning clear (Schegloff, 1972). In fact, repair seems to be an 

essential component in fully describing the nature of conversation. Repair is seen by 

Sacks et al. (1974) as a necessary part of the turn taking system, showing that the turn 



taking system contains a mechanism for handling trouble in the interaction. Repair can 

take place within the same turn or it can come in the turn immediately after the error or 

violation. In this case, it is possible to have repair sequences in conversation, which 

implies that there can be a sequential structure to repair, and that sequential structure 

must follow the rules of conversation (i.e., repair must come after a turn constructional 

unit). 

Moerman's analysis of repair in the Thai courtroom demonstrates that repair is not 

only a part of the organization of conversation in general but that it can be invoked to 

achieve a particular meaning within a particular cultural context. Moerman discusses 

repair in the context of a Thai courtroom in which a lawyer is directly examining a 

defendant: 

Repair is always directed toward calling attention to and obtaining some 

modification of the item it targets. Repair in ordinary conversation is vulnerable 

to accidents of occasion and to the moves of third (and 4'^, 5^, and nth) 

parties).. .But testimony is restricted to its official purposes, limited to just two 

parties, and deliberate in pace.. .The lawyer's actions of initiating repair are 

directed towards obtaining a modified item dictated for the judge's record (pp. 55-

56). 

The use of repair in this case is unique to the Thai courtroom as there is not trial by jury, 

but the judge alone hears and decides the case. Thus repair is used strategically by the 

Thai lawyer to influence what is salient to the judge in the defendant's testimony. 

Moerman's framework demonstrates that Ethnography and Conversation Analysis inform 
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each other as the micro level can illuminate macro level patterns, and the macro level can 

illuminate the operation of interaction at the micro level. This study also relies on the 

relationship between the macro level and the micro level. The ECE team meetings are 

culturally specific events that reflect the forms of talk in the ECE speech community, but 

within these culturally specific events, it is possible to locate how interactional 

accommodation operates in face-to-face interaction and how interactional 

accommodation affects the construction of power relations on the team and in the speech 

community. 

Language and Ideology 

By examining interactional accommodation within the ECE team meeting, I 

intend to demonstrate that the process of interactional accommodation, though important 

as a way of establishing intersubjectivity, is also important in that it is a site of 

ideological struggle, in the process of interactional accommodation, there is a struggle to 

establish the team's interpretive frame. The struggle to establish the team's interpretive 

frame is a struggle to gain ideological control over the interpretive frame. In Gramscian 

terms, when the dominant attempts to gain ideological control, the subordinate consents 

or resists. When the subordinate group consents, interactional accommodation has been 

achieved. When the subordinate group resists, communication breakdown may result. As 

such, communication breakdown can be conceptualized as the subordinate resisting the 

dominant ideology, while interactional accommodation can be conceptualized as the 

subordinate consenting to the dominant ideology on some level. 
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Importantly, this ideological struggle is located in micro-level interactional 

processes. Discourse is a window to ideology because language mediates the thought of 

the speaker, and allows the thought of the speaker to become public, and discourse is the 

ecological environment in which ideas are embedded. As stated by Philips (2000a): 

There is an ecology of ideas. Ideas live in discourse. They have homes, locations, 

they are grounded in practice. Ideas don't float in the air and they are not just in 

heads of individuals. They are configured by the social organization of face-to-

face interaction, (p. 29). 

As such, ideological struggle can be studied by examining face-to-face interaction in 

particular contexts. The struggle for ideological control is a universal process that is 

reproduced in various contexts. As Philips (2000b) argues, from a Gramscian perspective, 

"state hegemony is achieved through ideological processes in a range of social contexts" 

(p. 231). The reproduction of state hegemony would include the reproduction of ethnic, 

gender, socioeconomic, linguistic, etc. dominance. This study is concerned with the 

achievement of a dominant role by NSs of English in the ECE context through the 

process of interactional accommodation. 

NS and NNS Tendencies 

I argue that to locate differences in ways of interactionally accommodating 

between NSs and NNSs, it is necessary to conduct frequency counts. It is at that 

quantitative level that a corpus hnguistics approach informs this study. By thinking of my 

data set as a corpus and by conceptualizing accommodation sequences as quantifiable 

linguistic elements, it is possible to make claims about NS and NNS tendencies. 
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Understanding these tendencies can then contribute to an understanding of the 

construction of NS and NNS competence in the speech community. 

Corpus linguistics is concerned with frequency of occurrence of linguistic features 

in large, systematically collected data sets, or corpora. Corpus Linguistics largely 

employs quantitative analysis, though qualitative analytic techniques are also important 

to the framework (Biber, Conrad & Reppen, 1998 and Hunston, 2002). Qualitative 

analyses are important in corpus linguistics to understand the use of particular 

grammatical features, lexical items, or lexical bundles (Biber, 2004) in context, but it is 

the quantitative analysis, usually accomplished through both automatic and interactive 

computer techniques (Biber, Conrad & Reppen, 1998) that identifies linguistic features 

and the frequency of use of particular features in a corpus. These features are identified 

by tagging certain linguistic features and programming the computer to search for those 

linguistic features, for instance, or four word combinations. The qualitative analysis is 

then employed to examine some such features in their context of use. 

Though the focus of corpus linguistics is often particular grammatical features or 

lexical items, or three or four word lexical bundles (Biber, 2004), I argue that it is also 

possible to conduct frequency counts in line with a corpus approach to examine the 

distribution of particular conversational sequences. Such an analysis is different from a 

traditional corpus approach because it is not feasible for a computer program to search for 

particular conversational sequences, such as repair, in the same way that linguistic 

features can be searched for as conversational sequences do not always share the same 

linguistic features at the level of the lexical item or the syntactic class. However, by 
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coded, it is possible to conduct a computer analysis in which conversational sequences 

are counted by programming the computer to search for particular codes. 

Integrated Approach to the Study of Interactional Accommodation 

I argue that any one of the approaches discussed so far. Interactional 

Sociolinguistics, the Ethnography of Communication, Conversational Analysis, 

Language and Ideology, and Corpus Linguistics, alone would not be adequate for a 

complex analysis of interactional accommodation in the ECE speech community. 

However, it is possible to borrow particular analytic techniques from these frameworks to 

construct a framework appropriate to an analysis of interactional accommodation. 

CA is relevant to an analysis of interactional accommodation as interactional 

accommodation is located in sequential structure of conversation. However, CA typically 

limits its analysis to the current interaction under consideration, so that only those 

participant roles relevant to the current interaction are considered, and aspects of context 

not defined by the current interaction are not considered. In this sense, CA is quite 

limited. It constrains the analyst to the current interaction, rendering the larger context 

irrelevant to the analysis. To identify interactional accommodation among culturally 

different interlocutors, the larger context becomes important because the ability to 

accommodate in conversation is a reflection on the social competence of the speaker. To 

understand what it means to be socially competent, it is necessary to gain an 

understanding of the speech community within which the analysis of conversation is 

being conducted. 
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Furthermore, interactional accommodation is the process of co-constructing an 

interpretive frame, or gaining access to another person's interpretive frame. Essentially, 

interactional accommodation is about avoiding communication breakdown at the level of 

the interpretive frame. Instances of interactional accommodation can be located through a 

conversation analytic approach, but the ultimate goal of interactional accommodation 

requires an understanding of Gumperz's concept of the interpretive frame. 

Also an important part of the purpose of this study is locating differences in NS 

and NNS ways of interactionally accommodating. One way to locate such differences is 

to locate tendencies for NSs and NNSs to engage in different types of accommodation 

sequences. To investigate the difference, it is possible to incorporate a corpus linguistics 

approach, conducting computer frequency counts of NS and NNS uses of particular 

accommodation sequences. Then issues of status within the group and within the ECE 

speech community are accessible as constructions of team members as competent or 

incompetent can be discussed based on ways of interactionally accommodating. In that 

sense, I argue that NSs gain ideological control over the interpretive frame through the 

process of interactional accommodation. 

As discussed in this chapter, the theoretical framework for this study is a 

discourse analytic framework influenced by Interactional Sociolinguistics, the 

Ethnography of Communication, Conversation Analysis, Language and Ideology, and 

Corpus Linguistics. The data collection and analysis techniques discussed in Chapter 3 

follow from the integrated approach to talk in interaction outlined in this chapter. 



Specifically, data collection and analysis techniques are derived from theoretical 

framework unique to an investigation of interactional accommodation. 
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CHAPTER 3 - METHODOLOGY 

Research Setting 

Data was collected in the senior capstone design course in the Department of 

Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE), which is part of the College of Engineering 

and Mines at the University of Arizona. I chose to collect my data in the senior capstone 

design course in the ECE Department for 4 main reasons. 1) The senior capstone design 

course typically contains about 30% NNSs. 2) The course requires students to work in 

teams, and these teams often contain combinations ofNSs and NNSs. The students are 

grouped on teams by the professors of the course according to technical interests rather 

than grouping students according to some studied approach to multicultural grouping. 

Therefore, the teams were essentially randomly assigned according to research interests, 

which meant that the data was naturally occurring and not constrained by pre-arranged 

methods for grouping multicultural students. 3) The course constitutes a high stakes 

situation as students must work together to design a device that works electronically by 

the end of the academic year or they do not graduate. Such a situation is ideal for 

studying interactional accommodation because the high stakes situation is incentive for 

students to adapt to each other's communicative styles in order to form a mutually 

beneficial working relationship. 4) The lecturers, who co-taught this course, were 

supportive of my research. Gaining the support of the professors was important in 

ensuring access to students. Also helpful as I undertook this research was the fact that 

these professors constantly reminded students of my project and encouraged them to 

participate in the project. The professors were interested in my research findings because 
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of the large numbers of NNSs typically enrolled in the senior capstone design course and 

because of problems that they had encountered in teaming NS and NNS students. 

In addition, fields such as ECE are truly global, so the issue of accommodation 

between culturally diverse conversants is particularly relevant to this field as well as to 

other fields that find their professional communities contain people from a variety of 

cultural and native language backgrounds. The research context will be described in 

detail in Chapter 4. 

Participant Selection 

To recruit participants, the lecturers of the senior capstone design course allowed 

me 10 minutes of class time to present my research at the beginning of the fall 2002 

semester. After presenting my project to the class, I remained a fixture in the course 

lecture. It was important to engage in observation and participant observation in course to 

gain ethnographic information about the community. 

When 1 presented my project for the class at the end of September 2002,1 gave 

the students a recruitment handout. This handout detailed the requirements of project 

participation. Additionally, I offered assistance in writing, oral presentations, and GRE 

preparation in return for their participation. I felt it was important for me to reciprocate in 

some way since these students were generously giving their time to my research project. I 

depended on individual teams to approach me with interest in participation in my 

research. 

At first, I was interested in recruiting students from East Asian cultures. However, 

from the beginning I made participation in the project open to other international students 



72 

as I was concerned about the relatively small number of East Asian students in the senior 

capstone design course at the time that I began recruiting. However, I expected to recruit 

multiple students from particular cultural backgrounds so that I could look for cultural 

patterns among both American and international students. I limited participation to teams 

containing a combination of American and international students since I was interested in 

the way that American students and international students interactionally accommodated 

to each other. 

Immediately after presenting the project, I was approached by Team 1, containing 

an American male and a Mainland Chinese male. In early October, one more team, Team 

2, containing 5 American males and 1 Indonesian male contacted me to join the project. 

Also in early October, Team 3, containing an American male and a Japanese male 

contacted me. Therefore, by early October, 3 teams were enlisted in the project. 

1 began to collect data from these 3 teams after they had met at least 2 times on 

their own. I wanted to avoid a situation in which the team members relied on me to help 

them communicate with each other. I enlisted 2 more teams in mid October. Team 4, 

containing 2 American males and 1 Hong Kong Chinese female and Team 5, containing 

1 American male, 1 Cyprus Greek male, 1 Peruvian male, and 1 Vietnamese female. 

Around February 1, Team 6, containing 2 American males, I Cyprus Greek male, 1 Hong 

Kong Chinese male, and 1 Mexican female joined the project. Therefore, I had two 

students in the project from Hong Kong and two from Cyprus. 

As the spring semester progressed, I was approached by one more team. They 

were interested in participating in the project in exchange for help with their writing. This 
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team, Team 7, contained all International students, 1 male from Cameroon, 1 female from 

India, 1 male from Saudi Arabia, 1 female from Sri Lanka, and 1 male from Tibet. 

Though the focus of my study is NS-NNS interaction, I decided to add this all 

International team to the project because 1) there were two females on the team, and 2) it 

would be interesting to note if there were any differences in the form that Interactional 

Accommodation took between teams with American students and international students 

versus this team with all international students. I actually ended up with two teams 

containing all international students because the American student from Team 5 dropped 

the course. I was approached by two other teams of all international students during the 

spring 2003 semester, but I did not add them to the project as my focus was not NNS-

NNS interactional accommodation. On the other hand, the two teams containing all 

international students allowed an interesting point of contrast in the data. 

The teams varied quite a bit in size because the students in the course were 

grouped into teams based on the types of projects they would be interested in working on. 

There was even one team that contained one member, though that team did not 

participate in my project for obvious reasons. There was not a strategy on the part of the 

instructors of the course for grouping students into teams in terms of taking into 

consideration grouping by cultural background, language proficiency or even engineering 

proficiency. As such, the teams came together solely on basis of the team members being 

interested in similar types of technical problems. 
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TABLE 1. The Teams 

Team NS NNS 
Team 1 David - Pennsylvania Jun - Mainland China 
Team 2 Dean - Michigan 

Tim - Arizona 
Peter - Arizona 
George - Arizona 
Miller - Arizona 

Ramelan - Indonesia 

Team 3 Jacob - Michigan Taku - Japan 
Team 4 Jim - Massachusetts 

Mark - Arizona 
Gabrielle - Hong Kong 

Team 5 Evan - Arizona Kyriakos - Greek Cyprus 
Jose - Peru 
Mai - Vietnam 

Team 6 Bob - Arizona 
Adam - Arizona 

Virginia - Mexico 
Scott - Hong Kong 
Panayotis - Greek Cyprus 

Team 7 Bhavna - Sri Lanka 
Amadou - Cameroon 
Prakash - Nepal 
Mohammed - Saudi Arabia 
Lata - India 

Data Collection 

Throughout this study, to examine face-to-face interaction, microethnographic 

methods were employed. Such methods included classroom observation in which I took 

field notes as well as video and audio taping the interaction in the team meetings. My 

objective was to gain an understanding of the speech community into which the ECE 

students were being initiated and the ECE students' participation within that speech 

community. Additionally, the forms of talk in the ECE speech community were quite 

foreign to me. Therefore, to understand the course of the team meetings, I needed to gain 

an understanding of the forms of talk in the speech community. Observing the course 
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lectures allowed me a certain amount of insight into the forms of talk, including the 

extensive jargon in the ECE speech community. Observing the course lectures also 

informed me of the course objectives and the various tasks that each team needed to 

complete. Detailed information about the course and about the series of tasks that the 

teams worked on will be discussed further in Chapter 4. 

At the end of September 2003,1 began by observing the lectures in the senior 

capstone design course. 1 continued to observe course lectures periodically throughout the 

data collection period. I observed and took field notes on 15 hours of course lectures. I 

was focused on gaining an understanding of the purpose of the senior capstone design 

course. I was also interested in taking note of the instruction that the students received 

about team communication and professional communication in engineering in general. 

Additionally, I collected course documents. These course documents included syllabi, 

assignment sheets, evaluation rubrics, and handouts from guest lecturers. The course 

documents contributed to a description of the course and in particular of the type of 

instruction that these students were receiving in terms of professional communication and 

professional conduct in the ECE community. 

I also audio taped and videotaped formal team presentations that were delivered to 

the whole class so that I could gain an understanding of participants' interactions in such 

formal speech situations as opposed to the more informal team meetings. For each of the 

seven teams, I videotaped at least one formal presentation, lasting at least 8 minutes, 

though for the majority of the teams, I audio taped and videotaped one 8 minute formal 

presentation, one 15 minute formal presentation, and one 25 minute presentation. My 
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observations of the course and the formal presentations allowed me to understand what 

was expected of students in terms of communication and professionalism in the ECE 

community. 

In addition to my observations of the lectures and formal presentations, 1 

participated as a member of the ECE Department's portfolio evaluation committee at the 

end of the fall semester 2002 and at the end of the spring semester 2003. Other 

participants on this committee were faculty from various departments, mostly the ECE 

Department and representatives from ECE industry. These portfolio evaluation sessions, 

which lasted in their entirety from 8:00 AM to 2:00 PM on the day before final exams 

began in both the fall and spring semesters, included a long norming session to begin as 

well as lengthy discussion about the quality of written communication among the 

graduating ECE seniors. Participating on these committees allowed me further insight 

into the communicative norms of the ECE speech community. 

The observations of the course and participation on the portfolio evaluation 

committee allowed me to gain an understanding of communicative norms and 

professionalism in the ECE speech community. These observations were critical to my 

ability to understand the purpose of the team meeting in which my focal participants 

designed their projects in terms of the nature of the tasks that the teams were working on 

and the expectations for those tasks. Additionally, attending the course lectures allowed 

me to gain an understanding of some of the jargon common to the ECE speech 

community as well as typical formalisms for communications in the ECE speech 

community, such as Gantt Charts, Status Reports, and Problem Statements. 
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The professors of the course did not meet with or interact with the teams in any 

formalized way. The teams were encouraged to meet with the professors during their 

office hours. Other than that, the teams' contact with the professors was limited to the 

course lectures and feedback that the teams received on the various tasks. Therefore, I 

had access to much of the instruction that the participants received in the senior capstone 

design course about expectations for teamwork and task completion. 

Team Meetings 

The first team meeting I recorded was October 1, 2003. Before recording each 

team, I reviewed the consent form with the team members and asked them to fill out a 15-

minute questionnaire eliciting the language and educational background of the 

participants. This questionnaire allowed me to determine how proficient the participants 

considered themselves to be in English, how long they had lived in the United States, 

and why they chose the ECE major. See the questionnaire in the Appendix A. 

The team meetings occurred out of class, in various locations, including the ECE student 

lounge, the library, my office, and students' homes. The team meetings were scheduled 

and often agendas were laid out by the teams' elected team leader. The team leader played 

an important role in making sure that team members knew the meeting schedule and the 

meeting agendas, but the team leaders did not act as facilitators or in other ways guide the 

conversation that occurred in the face-to-face team meetings. Importantly, each team 

meeting represented one speech event, the ECE team meeting. Therefore, I was able to 

collect multiple samples of various teams engaged in the same speech event in line with 

Saville-Troike's (1996) assertion that data should be collected within one constant speech 
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collected multiple instances of team meetings from each of the seven teams. I was not 

looking at one particular predetermined speech act. Rather, I was interested in allowing 

different conversational sequences in line with the concept of interactional 

accommodation within the team meetings to emerge from the data. 

When I first met with each team, I audio taped the meeting because I wanted them 

to become accustomed to my presence before I introduced the video recorder. To audio 

tape, I placed the audio recorder in the middle of the table around which the participants 

were working. I placed a microphone in the middle of the table in order to catch the 

speech of all members of the group. I did not use lapels because I felt that they would be 

too intrusive. Placing the microphone in the middle of the table, the participants seemed 

to quickly forget that it was there, though they were aware of its presence as I gained all 

participants' permission to audio tape the meeting. 

In the second or third meetings with the teams, I introduced the video camera. 

Some teams were quite relaxed about the presence of the video camera in the team 

meeting. When I first began taping, there were some references to the presence of the 

video camera. However, after a few minutes, the participants settled in and went about 

their own agenda, seeming to forget about the presence of the video recorder. However, 

other participants expressed nervousness about being video recorded. It took them longer 

to settle into their team meetings when the camera was present. Interestingly, the teams 

that seemed to be nervous about the presence of the video camera were those teams with 

only two participants. Though these teams took longer to get used to the presence of the 
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video camera, they did eventually seem to forget about its presence. When I video 

recorded, I placed the video camera in full view of the group. I tried to find a place for 

the camera which would enable me to record all members of the group at the same time, 

wherever that might be in the particular space that I was recording. 1 did not want to ask 

the group to change their positions as I wanted to record the ways in which they naturally 

positioned themselves. Therefore, the recordings are not posed but capture the natural 

positions of the participants. 

I tried to meet with the teams as frequently as possible so that they would get used 

to my presence. It was possible to meet teams 1, 2, and 5 quite frequently. However, 

teams 3, 4, 6, and 7 either did not meet very frequently, or for logistical reasons, I could 

not attend many meetings. For all teams, I was able to attend at least 2 team meetings. It 

was important to collect multiple instances of team meetings from each team so that I 

could with some certainty make claims about typical interactions on these teams. 

Team 1 typically met on Tuesday evenings from 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 

immediately afler the class lecture. They met in available study rooms in the science 

library. I met with team 1 four times for one hour each time, video taping only the fourth 

meeting and audio taping the first three meetings. These meetings took place on October 

1, October 8, October 22, and November 5. Team 1 was concerned about privacy and 

working in a quiet environment. Because there were no available study rooms in the 

library, the team met in my office two times. Meetings 1 and 3 took place in the science 

library and meetings 2 and 4 took place in my office. The two members of team 1 worked 

by sitting next to each other at a table. The study rooms in the library contained a 
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rectangular table with chairs and a white board. My office contained a series of cubicles 

which held four desks each and a round table with four chairs surrounding it in the 

middle of each cubicle. When team 1 met in my office, they sat at this round table. Both 

the science library study rooms and my office were quiet, private places to meet. Team 

I's meetings were not preplanned, but the content of the meetings typically followed from 

information that they received in the lecture, content covered in the previous tam 

meeting, and discussions of individual work that the team members achieved between the 

previous and the current team meetings. 

In the first team meeting that I attended, the members of team 1 seemed distracted 

by my presence and by the presence of the audio recorder. This was evident because they 

continually referred to me asking if I had any advice in terms of how they could 

communicate better with each other. I continually responded that I was not able to help 

them in that capacity. By the second team meeting, the members of team 1 did not seem 

as concerned with my presence as evidenced by less reference to me during the team 

meeting and greater attention to the work at hand. However, the introduction of the video 

camera in meeting four was somewhat problematic. They were quite tentative about the 

presence of the video camera at first. They did seem to forget about the presence of the 

video camera after the first 15 minutes of the meeting, but the first 15 minutes was not 

representative of their interactions with each other as the video camera was consistently 

mentioned in the course of their interactions. Even after the first 15 minutes, the members 

of team 1 were easily distracted the few times that the video camera made noise, such as 

when I turned the camera or zoomed in. 1 stopped turning the camera and zooming in 



after the first 25 minutes to keep distractions to a minimum. Because of the teams 

distractions, I did not include the first meeting that I observed and audio recorded in the 

analysis. In addition, I did not include the first 25 minutes of the meeting I videotaped in 

the analysis because of the many distractions. 

1 met with team 1 only during the first semester of the academic year, hi the 

second semester, they became even more concemed about privacy than they had been in 

the first semester. Therefore, in the second semester, they began meeting at one of the 

team member's home on Sunday evenings. Though they said they would invite me at 

some point, they never did. The NNS on the team was quite insecure about his English 

proficiency, and the presence of the recording equipment made him quite uncomfortable 

as I found out during the playback session with him. He forgot about the presence of the 

equipment during the course of the meeting, but he became quite nervous before the 

meetings that he knew would be recorded. 

Team 2 formally scheduled each of their teams meetings in the fall semester 2002. 

Most of the time, the team leader E-mailed each of the team members and me an agenda 

for the meeting. Team 2 was the only team that seemed to have a formal plan for the 

meeting in advance. Below is a sample E-mail containing an agenda for the October 22 

team meeting that I would be audio taping and videotaping. 
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FIGURE 2. Sample Team Meeting Agenda 

Meeting Agenda Today, ECE Student Lounge: 

1. Discuss Phone Impedance Findings. 
a. Graptis 
b. Prepare a Status Report. 

2. Antenna Progress 
a. Oscillator testing 
b. Project Design. 

3. Turned-ln Problem Statement. 

4. Proposal 
a. Discuss writing duties. 
b. Discuss initial specifications. 

Remember, this meeting is available live and tape delayed by Caroline. 

Team 2's meetings always occurred on Tuesday afternoons in the ECE student lounge 

during the fall semester 2002. The meeting dates that I attended were October 1, October 

12, October 29, March 6 and March 13. However, the meetings became more irregular 

and informal during the spring semester 2003. During the spring semester, the team often 

met on an impromptu basis in the lab. They continued to schedule meetings on Tuesday 

afternoons, but the team leader no longer provided E-mail agendas, and the meetings no 

longer took place every Tuesday. 

1 met with team 2 five times for an hour each time. I audio recorded each of the 

five meetings but video taped only the October 29 team meeting and the March 6 and 13 

team meetings. The student lounge was a large enough room that it was possible to 

videotape all of the participants. Team 2 normally sat around a rectangular table, one of 

four such rectangular tables in the student lounge. The lounge also contained a sofa and 

two easy chairs. Often members of the team would sit on the sofa or in an easy chair if 

the team was sitting at a table in close proximity to that furniture. There was one 
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computer station in the lounge and two white boards. There were usually other ECE 

students working on homework in the lounge during the team meetings. ECE students 

also came in and out of the lounge during team meetings. Furthermore, there was a large 

window in the lounge facing the ECE building lobby. Therefore, team 2's meetings were 

somewhat public in nature. The team did not seem to be easily distracted by the activity 

in the student lounge. Additionally, they were not easily distracted by my presence or by 

the recording equipment. The less private nature of team 2's meetings along with the fact 

that there were six members of team 2 meant my presence and the presence of the 

recording equipment was not a topic of discussion in the team meetings, or if it was, it 

was only briefly at the beginning of the team meetings. In contrast to team 1, team 2 did 

not refer to me consistently in any of their team meetings. Therefore, all team 2 meetings 

that I observed and recorded were included in the analysis. 

Team 3 often worked together late at night and would not often formally schedule 

meetings. It seemed that one of the two team members, Taku, was constantly working on 

the project in the Planetary and Lunar Sciences lab. When they met, it was because they 

both happened to be in the lab at the same time, which happened quite frequently because 

of the enormous amount of time that they both spent on the project. It was a bit artificial, 

therefore, for them to formally schedule a meeting, but they did formally schedule 

meetings twice for my sake, one on November 9 and one on February 11. These meetings 

lasted one hour each. I audio recorded the first meeting on November 9 during the first 

semester and audio and video recorded the second meeting on February 11 during the 

second semester. Each meeting was observed and recorded for one hour. 
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The lab they worked in contained three computer workstations. There was also a 

storage room for various pieces of technological equipment. There were a couple of 

offices with doors that opened onto the lab. Team 3's project was one piece of a larger 

project, which was devoted to tracking the location of stars in the galaxy. I will describe 

the nature of this project more thoroughly in Chapter 4, but it is important to understand 

this lab was used by several people working on various aspects of the larger project. 

These people, both graduate students and faculty, occupied the offices attached to the lab 

and consulted with team 3 about their project. Therefore, team 3's meetings were private 

in the sense that only those people involved in the larger project had access to these 

meetings. However, they were not entirely private as people working on the larger project 

came and went from the lab regularly during team 3's meetings. 

My presence in the meetings was quite marked as was the planned nature of the 

meetings which 1 attended. In approximately the first 10 minutes, Jacob, the NS on the 

team, often referred to me and attempted to explain aspects of the project to me. After 

about the first ten minutes, however, in both meetings, he focused on the project and 

interactions with Taku, the NNS on the team. Therefore, the first 15 minutes of each of 

the team meetings I observed and recorded for team 3 were not included in the analysis. 

Team 4's situation was also interesting. For the first couple of months of the 

semester, the three team members met regularly. They did not show any interest in being 

a part of my project until the NNS on the team asked me for help with her writing. She 

solicited my help and asked me to ask the other team members if they would be interested 

in joining my project. They agreed. The first time I met with them was their first meeting 
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with a graduate student who would be advising them on the project, and who they would 

be reporting to for the remainder of the project. I was invited by the team to this meeting, 

which was on a Wednesday morning during the first semester, unaware that the meeting 

was not only with the three team members, but also with the graduate student. The 

meeting took place in the ECE lab that the graduate student was in charge of. When I 

arrived, I was surprised to see the graduate student, and she was surprised to see me. She 

then expressed disapproval toward the NNS on the team for not having told her about my 

presence. I offered to leave. She told me I could stay but that I could not audio or video 

record. She did give me permission to take field notes during this meeting and was quite 

apologetic that the team had "misled" me. This meeting lasted for one hour and a half, 

and was not recorded, but field notes were taken for an hour as I observed the team 

interactions. 

The second meeting with team 4 was only with the three teain members. The 

graduate student was not there. This meeting was on Saturday morning, November 9 

during the first semester. The team had planned to meet in the ECE student lounge. 

However, the lounge was locked that morning, so I offered my office, and the meeting 

took place in my office and lasted for two and a half hours. I audio and video recorded 

this meeting. I audio recorded the full two and half hours and video recorded for an hour. 

The team did not show signs of being distracted by my presence or by the recording 

equipment during the meeting. Their interactions were focused on the project and 

occurred within the group. 1 was not referred to during the team meeting except for when 

the group proposed taking a break and asked if I would mind them taking a break. 
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As it turned out, that was the only meeting I was able to record. In the second 

semester of the course, another American male student joined team 4. He had been 

"fired" from another team in the class and needed a team to work with. He had worked on 

the project that team 4 was working on when he was in another ECE course. According 

to members of team 4 as discussed in their playback sessions (to be discussed later in this 

chapter), he was familiar with the project and had good rapport with the graduate student 

in charge of the project. Therefore, he was allowed to join this team in the second 

semester. Unfortunately, he would not grant permission for me to be present in any of the 

team meetings in which he was also present. Therefore, 1 could not record any team 

meetings for team 4 during the second semester. 

The meetings with team 5 occurred only in the second semester because this team 

did not begin to schedule team meetings until the second semester. The first meeting that 

I attended took place in the ECE student lounge on a Tuesday afternoon, January 28.1 

audio recorded this meeting, which lasted for one hour. However, one of the team 

members, the American male, complained that the Tuesday aflemoon time would not 

work for him because of liis work schedule. From that time forward, the team began 

meeting on Saturday mornings at Kyriakos', one of the team members, apartment. I audio 

and video recorded two of these meetings, for one hour each on April 5 and April 19. 

The team met in Kyriakos' bedroom where he had a computer, reference books, 

and the project itself. The team members sat either on the bed or on the floor as they met. 

The American male was there for the first 30 minutes of the first meeting. However, after 

that meeting, he did not show up at school and did not return his team's calls. He 
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disappeared essentially. In the second meeting that I audio and video recorded in 

Kyriakos' bedroom, only the three NNSs were in attendance. Therefore, the majority of 

my data with this team consists of interaction between the three NNSs. The team did not 

show signs of distraction because of my presence or the presence of the recording 

equipment. They did not refer to me in the course of the meetings. The interactions were 

focused on the project. 

Team 6 joined my project in the second semester. This team usually met in the 

ECE student lounge. Therefore, their meetings were somewhat public in nature as was 

the case with team 2. This team sat around one of the long rectangular tables in the 

student lounge. I met with Team 6 three times, March 6, March 13, and April 8, audio-

recording the first meeting and video recording the last two meetings. I also audio 

recorded one team meeting, which took place at office of the industrial mentor for the 

team. This meeting lasted an hour and a half. The two meetings that took place in the 

ECE student lounge were audio and video recorded for one hour, but they continued after 

I left. Team 6 did not show evidence of being distracted by my presence or by the 

presence of the recording equipment. Their conversations were focused on the project 

and on each other. 

Team 7 joined my project very late in the second semester because they were 

seeking help with their final technical report. Their meetings took place in study rooms in 

the main library. I audio and video recorded two of these meetings, one on April 1 and 

one on April 29. These meetings lasted 45 minutes each. I decided to video record the 

first meeting with this team because they asked me to do it. They were interested in 
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obtaining a copy of the tape for their own files. I was not certain that I would get a chance 

to meet with them a second time, but since I did get the opportunity to observe a second 

team meeting, I audio and video recorded that meeting as well. The library study rooms 

contained circular tables and white boards. There were large windows looking into the 

main library in these rooms. Therefore, team 7's meetings were private in that people 

could not hear them but public in that anybody in the library could see them working. 

Team 7 did not seem distracted by my presence or by the recording equipment. Their 

focus during the team meetings was the project and the conversations they had with each 

other. Table 2 provides the dates and locations of the team meetings that I observed and 

recorded. 
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TABLE 2. Team Meeting Dates and Locations. 
Team Data Collected Meeting Place(s) Image of Meeting 
Team 1 Audio 

10/1, 10/8, 10/22, 
11/5 
Video 
11/5 

Science Library Study Room 

My Office 

Team 2 Audio 
10/1, 10/15, 10/29, 
2/6, 3/13 
Video 
2/6, 3/13 

ECE Student Lounge 

Team 3 Audio 
11/1,2/21 
Video 
2/21 

Planetary and Lunar 
Sciences Lab 

Team 4 Field notes 
10/23 
Audio and Video 
11/9 

ECE Lab 

My Office 

Team 5 Audio 
1/28, 2//23, 4/5 
Video 
2/23, 4/5 

Kyriakos' Apartment 

Team 6 Audio 
2/6, 3/6, 3/13 
Video 
3/6, 3/13 

Industrial Mentor's Office 

ECE Student Lounge M 
Team 7 Audio 

4/1,4/28 
Video 
4/1, 4/28 

Main Library 
Study Room 

Audio 
4/1,4/28 
Video 
4/1, 4/28 i 

In addition to the primary data discussed above, I collected secondary data to 

elicit the participants' perspectives on the team meetings. Therefore, following Erickson 
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& Shultz (1982) and Selinker & Douglas (1989), there were two types of data; primary 

data and secondary data. As Selinker & Douglas state, "by the former we mean the IL 

(interlanguage) talk or IL writing we wish to study. By the latter.. .audio tapes of 

retrospective commentaries on the primary data by the coparticipants themselves" (p. 97). 

The secondary data includes what Tyler (1995) calls "playback sessions." These playback 

sessions were conducted individually with participants and allowed participants on all 

sides of the interaction to stop the videotape when they encountered instances in which 

communication became difficult or in which they felt communication to be particularly 

successful. At the beginning of each playback session, I told the participants that they 

could stop the tape anytime they saw a successful instance of communication or an 

unsuccessful instance of communication so that they could explain the interaction. When 

they did stop the tape, they were asked to explain their interpretations of the primary data. 

They were not asked specific questions about the interaction as not to lead them in a 

certain direction in terms of their perspective on the primary data, and I did not want to 

influence their responses. These playback sessions were important in terms of gaining 

access to the participants' perspectives on their teams, their teammates, and especially in 

terms of team members' status as valuable and knowledgeable members of the team. 

One hour long playback session was conducted with nineteen out of the 25 

participants. I chose two 15 minute team meeting segments of each of teams' team 

meeting tapes. I chose the particular segments because they contained various instances 

of interactional accommodation initiated by all or most members of the team. I had hoped 

that the participants in the playback session could comment on the ways of interactional ly 
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accommodaling of as many of team members as possible. I showed the same segments to 

all members of the same team that participated in playback sessions. 

In order to gain the perspective of both NSs and NNSs on the team, I tried to conduct 

playback sessions with at least one NNS and one NS on the teams. I conducted playback 

sessions with both Jun, the NNS and David, the NS, from team 1. From team 2,1 

conducted a playback session with the Ramelan, the Indonesian NNS, with Dean, a NS, 

and with Peter, a NS. I was unable to conduct a playback session with the NNS, Taku, in 

team 3. He did not answer my E-mails. However, I did conduct a playback session with 

Jacob, the NS on team 3. It was unfortunate that I was not able to conduct a playback 

session with Taku, but I was able to gain important information from Jacob about the 

relationship between the two members of team 3.1 conducted playback sessions with 

Jeff, the NS and with Gabrielle, the NNS, from team 4.1 was able to conduct playback 

sessions with all three NNSs, Mai, Kyriakos, and Jose, from team 5. The NS, Evan, 

dropped the course, and I was not able to contact him to ask him to conduct a play back 

session with me. From team 6,1 conducted playback sessions with Virginia, the NNS 

from Mexico, Scott, the NNS from Hong Kong, Panayotis, the NNS from Cyprus, and 

Bob, the NS. I was not able to conduct a playback session with Adam, which was 

unfort unate because the other members of team 6 indicated in their playback sessions that 

Adam was the source of many of the team's communication problems. Regardless, since I 

did conduct playback sessions with all other members of team 6,1 feel that I gained a 

good understanding of the participant perspectives. Team 7 playback sessions were 

conducted with Amadou, the NNS from Cameroon and with Bhavna, the NNS from Sri 



Lanka. Most of these playback sessions took place in the Center for Instructional 

Technology. There was a 19 inch television set there and a sofa. The space in the Center 

for Instructional Technology was ideal because it offered a comfortable setting with good 

sound quality. Because the center was closed, two of the playback sessions took place in 

a student lab containing several small 13 inch television sets located 2 feet apart. In this 

case the participant and I sat in chairs next to each other in front of the television. 

I transcribed every audio tape that I had recorded for every team and every 

playback session. The majority of transcription was completed from May 2003 to August 

2003. During analysis of the audio tape transcription, I added video transcription to the 

audio transcription when the video data could help to inform the analysis. Additionally, 

my transcriptions were fairly minimal to begin. I included pauses, overlaps, stretching of 

sound, and unintelligible speech in all transcriptions. I then added detail to the 

transcription that was important to the analysis at hand. These details might include 

number of seconds of pauses as well as accent and intonation. If a certain transcription 

feature did not have bearing on the analysis, I did not incorporate it into the transcription. 

The transcription conventions for the audio tapes were adapted from Schegloff (1972). 

The transcription conventions can be found in the Appendix B. 

Describing the Context 

To describe the ECE senior capstone design course, I relied on the field notes, 

course documents, and tapes of students' formal presentations obtained in the course 

lectures. My experience participating as a member the ECE portfolio evaluation 

committee and collecting portfolio evaluation documents was also important in 
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describing the ECE senior capstone design course. These data sources were triangulated 

to locate categories within the data and larger themes that occurred across data sources. 

Ultimately, I was able to describe the course as well as the instruction that the students 

received in terms of the ways of communicating and the norms for professional behavior 

in the ECE community through the analysis of data collected as a participant observer in 

the ECE senior capstone design course and the portfolio evaluation committee. These 

observations were crucial to my ability to understand the forms of talk in the ECE speech 

community and in the team meetings. The ECE context will be fully described in Chapter 

4. 

Identifying Accommodation Sequences in Conversation 

The process of analysis began as I observed the team meetings. I began to fonnulate basic 

categories of analysis in the process of collecting data. I wrote field notes to record the 

various categories that emerged from the data in the process of data collection. Data 

analysis relied on transcripts of out of class team interactions, field notes, and the 

playback sessions. Though I engaged in some analytic work in terms of identifying basic 

categories in the process of data collection, the majority of analytic work occurred after 

all of the data had been collected and transcribed. However, data analysis was a recursive 

process. This recursivity was important in the identification of accommodation 

sequences. I coded transcripts from individual teams at one point in time, but I recoded 

the transcripts for each time at least twice. The coding and recoding of the transcripts for 

each of the teams occurred at least one month apart. Because there were few di fferences 
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in coding choices between coding sessions, I feel that the coding of the data was quite 

reliable. 

The majority of the analysis was centered around conversation within the team 

meeting speech event. Though I consider the talk in the team meetings conversation, it is 

not conversation in the strict sense. Jones (1990) provides a helpful argument for using a 

broader definition of conversation in order to incorporate a larger range of speech events 

in a wider range of cultural settings. In the strict sense, conversation is narrowly defined 

as occurring "outside specific institutional settings like religious services, law courts, 

classrooms, and the like" (Levinson, 1983, p. 284). The idea is that conversation is an 

activity in which interactants take turns at talk freely, without the constraints typically 

imposed in institutional talk. Goffinan provides an account of the prototypical casual 

conversation; 

Conversation, restrictively defined, might be identified as the talk occurring when 

a small number of participants come together and settle into what they perceive to 

be a few moments cut off fi-om (or carried on to the side of) instrumental tasks; a 

period of idling felt to be an end in itself, during which everyone is accorded the 

right to talk as well as to listen and without reference to a fixed schedule (1981, p. 

14). 

In Goffinan's sense, the conversation in team meetings would not constitute conversation 

in the strict sense of the word. However, a broader definition of conversation incorporates 

various types of institutional talk. Conversation analysts have been instrumental in 

describing the type of talk that takes place in various institutional settings, including the 
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conversation analysis is an appropriate framework to describe the type of talk that occurs 

in ECE team meetings as well. The team meeting event represents a type of institutional 

discourse as the teams are working within the ECE discourse community. However, the 

"study gro up" nature of the team meetings aligns these meetings more with casual 

conversation than the prototypical institutional discourse in which there are 

institutionalized asymmetrical power relations (e.g., doctor-patient, teacher-student) 

between the interlocutors. On the other hand, asymmetrical power relations are 

constructed on these teams (to be discussed more thoroughly in chapter 6), and the team 

meetings are embedded in an institutional context. Therefore, the team meeting event can 

be considered on the somewhere in the middle of a continuum with institutional talk on 

one end and casual conversation on the other. The ways of interactionally 

accommodating in the team meeting speech event, therefore, may not be found in 

institutional talk or in casual conversation. As such, the team meeting speech event 

represents a unique context. 

One important aspect of the team meetings is that the students participating in the 

meeting must reach a consensus. The team meetings represent high stakes situations in 

which students have to agree on a design for their project. According to Goffman's 

definition of conversation, characteristic of conversation is the fact that "no final 

agreement or synthesis is demanded" (1981, p. 14). Accordingly, the team meetings, in 

which the goal is consensus, would not fit the definition of conversation. However, a 



broader definition of conversation makes it possible to consider the ECE team meetings a 

form of conversation. 

Examining the data as a form of conversation, I began the process of analysis 

after the data had been transcribed by looking for interdependency between turns at talk 

in multiple data samples from multiple teams. Once I located instances of 

interdependency between turns at talk, I looked for instances of accommodation. I then 

began to categorize different types of accommodation sequences that emerged from the 

data. Within the interaction were various accommodation sequences that allowed team 

members to reach a point in which they could engage in negotiation by clarifying 

assumptions, opinions, technical content, and linguistic content, and by providing 

unsolicited explanations. Some of these accommodation sequences worked in 

conjunction with each other to allow negotiations to continue. However, it was possible 

to isolate particular types of accommodation sequences. It is important to note that 

accommodation sequences of the same type can continue across two turns at talk, or they 

might continue across more turns at talk. I considered a particular accommodation 

sequence to end when the team members expressed that the interpretive frame was 

mutually understood and negotiation continued. 

The final categories of accommodation sequences that I developed were 

clarification of assumption (CA), clarification of opinion (CO), clarification of technical 

content (CTC), clarification of linguistic content (CL), unsolicited explanation of 

assumption (UEA), unsolicited explanation of opinion (UEO), unsolicited explanation of 

technical content (UETC). I then determined if a NS or a NNS initiated the 
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accommodation sequence. The final code indicated the type of accommodation sequence 

as well as whether it was initiated by aNS or a NNS. For instance, a clarification of 

assumption sequence initiated by a NNS was coded CANNS. Table 3 displays examples 

of each accommodation sequence. 
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TABLE 3. Accommodation Sequences 
Clarification of Assumption Sequence (CA) 
1. G: I don't know if it's worth it maybe he'll give me some of the old parts and maybe 

that'll cut it for what we need and it'll at least give us something to test in the 
lab 

2. P: well what does that mean for like part one b does that mean if you can't 
get the parts until January that we're putting it off until January 

3 . G: yeah that's what that means 
Clarification of Opinion Sequence (CO) 
1. D; did you think we should change it to vital or is that 
2• P: I just did that I just put vital infomiation because emergency [situation] 
Clarification of Technical Content Sequence (CTC) 
1. P: can we do that with the microcontroller? like say say it gets a trigger can it 

say like ok sample this line every second is that possible? 
2. G: oh yeah 
Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence (CL) 
1. J: oh 1 mean will we need access about this before that.. .practice this 
2 .  D ;  [ u h : I I I  I ' m  n o t  s u r e ]  w h a t  y o u ' r e  s a y i n g  w e  n e e d  t o  w h a t ?  
3. J: prac[tice] 
4 . D: [prac]tice 
Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption Sequence (UEA) 
1. B: I'm talking about the design you're talking about the design so it's like we are 

[repeating ourselves] 
2. A: [yeah therefore] we understand ourselves but when you said we should do 

this I thought with this like I'm specializing hardware 1 will just this mostly 
[about the hardware I don't] 

3. B: [no no right so you'll do all] 
Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion Sequence (UEO) 
1. J: I think there has to be somethin like right after the increment.. .shouldn't it? like 

right after.. .oh where it's at you know come back through increment write 
increment or read 

2 . T: mm 
Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content Sequence (UETC) 
1. P: I thought that big one looked like it did but 
2. G: no 
3. P: no it's [surface mount] 
4. G: [surface mount] so what you do is be able to board with a surface mount lay it 

[on to the pad] 
_6; R [oh yeah right] 

I will demonstrate how I coded the data by closely examining the coding process in one 

data sample. The following data sample is from team 4's November 9 team meeting in 

which two teammates, Jim (J), a NS, and Gabrielle (G), a NNS, negotiate the materials to 
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use on their cart. Looking through the data sample, it is possible to see how I coded the 

accommodation sequences. Each accommodation sequence is indicated in gray. Those 

sequences not in gray represent negotiation sequences. 

FIGURE 3. Data Sample 

(J: ifyou iryou pick out uh ihc seeds and the food you know it will leave just the 
wheels and llio board you know- on the can? iharll ho just the motor sitting on top 
ofyou know u board and cojitroliing wiili that in lliai'.' 1 mean don't know niiscli 
about cars but would that be another way oflooking at it? CiCNNS 
.1; yos urn oiTthc shell"designs 1 iliink somewheri: along ilio lino wc were asked to look ot 

siuiTunt you know radio shack sells 
Ci; mnihmm 
J: rote remote control trucks and cars [little] 

J:toys right? 
(j; mnihmm 
J: and uh if you've looked at the wheels on those they use a small like eighth or 
smaller shaft 
fj-. nmihmm 
j: that's pressed into a three inch plastic wheel 
(J: mmhmm 
J: and...it it it's um ilimsy [and it] 

G:iwhat does] that mean flimsy CLNNS 
.1: destroyablc (laughs) 

.1: if you really put some serious torque on ii yon would sĵ in the shall in the 
[plastic] CTCNINS cont'd from lines 1-17 

Ci: land you] make ii like is it possible t(i nnd oiic IVom the shelf you know in a 
coninicrciai you know prx^duci ihai's not that easy lo hrcak and has a bigger si/e 
thai would he able to sustain llie force of lorqiic C'AiSNS 
i: i liavcn't ibund one or it would have solvvd our probieni W'itb Ibo ^vhe£:i 
G: ninilnnin 

J: um I also looked at ideas on carts how do they you know how do you put a 
shaft into a wheel to hold it 
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G: mmhmm 
J: and keep it from moving left and right in bearing or uh sleeves and you wanna 
couple it to the motor I guess if its coupled to the motor it can't really move left 
and right 

ciiusc ihc coujjiinii's gol a holt; o f t i  cut il Deods its own wcighi 
up and down which kinda goes back to ihu oi iguial wheel it docs Iwo holes 
for the pin il'ihe pin was stuck lo the wheel and couplcd lo motor then the sleeve 
on ilie wheel exisling wheel with thiil uh exisiing pin supjwrls the weigh! would 
keep the weight of tlie wlieel off you know th tlie existing sleeve the motor wheel 
bracket tm the carl would hold the weight and the molor wouldn't have to bear the 
weight of the wheel aiid cart L'F.TCiNS 
G: [mmhninij 

J: but we still don't have you know right now the wheel spins freely on the shaft 
we need the wheel to be [fixed on the shaft] 

The clarification of technical content sequence initiated by the NNS, Gabrielle, in lines 1 

through 4 continues across several turns as Gabrielle tends to backchannel throughout 

Jim's response to her technical content question. I coded this particular sequence as a 

clarification of technical content sequence because Gabrielle's question pertains to the 

mechanical conceptualization of the design as she states, "don't know much about cars 

but would that be another way of looking at it?" Jim then provides a technical explanation 

of the mechanics behind the design by employing a toy analogy, which is quite effective 

in explaining how the wheel is attached to the shaft as well as the fact that they need a 

construction that is sturdy enough to endure a fair amount of torque. Therefore, 

Gabrielle's initiation and Jim's response together constitute the clarification of technical 

content sequence. 

As Jim provides the technical explanation to Gabrielle's technical content 

question, he uses the word "flimsy" in line 17. Gabrielle initiates a clarification of 
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linguistic content sequence in line 18 indicating that she does not know the meaning of 

flimsy. Jim responds in line 19, defining "flimsy" as "destroyable". The sequence ends as 

Gabrielle says "oh ok" in line 20, indicating that she understands. Gabriclle's initiation of 

the clarification of linguistic content sequence, Jim's response, defining the lexical item, 

and Gabriclle's contribution, "oh ok", together constitute the clarification of linguistic 

content sequence. Then in lines 21 through 22, Jim continues with his response to the 

clarification of technical content question that Gabrielle had asked in lines 1 through 4. 

In lines 23 through 25, Gabrielle asks a clarification of assumption question, 

trying to decipher whether Jim assumes that the material they can use for the cart can be 

found in a commercial product. Jim responds in line 26 "I haven't found one or it would 

have solved our problem with the wheel." Then in line 27, Gabrielle complies with Jim's 

assumption saying "mnihmm". I coded the sequence in lines 23 through 27 as a 

clarification of assumption sequence because the question seems related to Jim's 

background assumption concerning the nature of the parts they would use for the project. 

Gabrielle's question is also uptaken by Jim as a clarification of assumption question in 

line 26 as he indicates that he has not found the configuration they need in a commercial 

product, implying that the assumption is that they will not be able to find what they need 

in a commercial product. 

Jim and Gabrielle continue to negotiate in lines 28 through 33. In the process of 

contributing to the negotiation, Jim provides an unsolicited explanation of technical 

content in lines 34 though 40, and Gabrielle complies in line 41, saying "mmhmm". 1 

coded lines 34 through 40 as an unsolicited explanation of technical content sequence 
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because without being asked to, Jim explains the mechanics behind the design he 

proposed in lines 28 through 33, namely "coupling" the shaft to the motor. After 

providing the unsolicited explanation of technical content, and after Gabrielle indicates 

that his contribution has been uptaken by saying "mmhmm", Jim continues to contribute 

to the negotiations in lines 42 through 43, proposing that they need to find a way to "fix" 

the wheel to the shaft. 

It is important to note that the identification of accommodation sequences was not 

always perfectly clear. For instance, there were instances in which it seemed that an 

initiator's intentions could have actually been to initiate one accommodation sequence, 

but the initiation was uptaken as another. In such instances, it was the way the 

accommodation sequence was uptaken that confirmed the category as the way it was 

uptaken was the basis of the contribution that the accommodation sequence made to the 

process of interactional accommodation. The following excerpt from Team 2's October 1 

team meeting involving two NSs, George (G) and Peter (P) and one NNS, Ramelan (R), 

is one example of an initiation that is somewhat vague. In line 2, Ramelan initiated a 

clarification sequence. Deciding whether this is an initiation of a clarification of 

assumption sequence or a clarification of technical content sequence requires examining 

the responses that George and Peter engage in. 
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FIGURE 4. Ambiguous Data Sample 

G: I mean it wouldn't be that bad if we could run this off five volts I don't know 

'A: s\]uri vvh-in's ihc matter vviih five volis (TCN.Mi 
(i: I it's] 

[it's] not a good iiaiiuy \oltajie 
Ci: yeah you got a 1.5 voi! b:ilier_v so you sjccd four of cm 
R: ycaij that's true 
(.1; three vohs you only need two double A 
R: get it at Radio Shack or something (laughs) 

By looking at George and Peter's responses to Ramelan's question, they have clearly 

uptaken Ramelan's question as a clarification of technical content question. Peter 

provides the technical explanation, "it's not a good battery voltage" in line 2, and George 

says "yeah you got a 1.5 volt battery so you need four of em" in line 5. Ramelan says 

"yeah that's true" in line 6 indicating that his question has been answered through the 

technical content explanation that Peter and George provide and that he agrees with this 

technical explanation. 

I looked for recurrence of accommodation sequences within multiple team 

meeting speech events. It was important to look within only the ECE team meeting 

speech events as opposed to other types of speech events, such as team meetings in other 

departments or meetings that the teams had in office hours with professors so that I could 

validly compare accommodation sequences across teams and so that I could associate the 

different interaction types employed by NSs and NNSs with the nativeness or 

nonnativeness and not other interactional differences based on the examination of 

different speech events. In a study of rejection in the academic advising interview, 

Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1996) consistently examined one speech act, rejection. 
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within one speech event, the American academic advising interview. The speech act of 

rejection occurs within a variety of speech events (i.e., sales calls, asking someone on a 

date, asking a favor of a friend, etc.), but the form that the rejection takes may differ 

according to the speech event in question. Because Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford 

concentrated on one speech event, they could collect multiple instances of the same 

speech act (i.e., the subordinate student rejecting the suggestion of the dominant 

professor), which contributed to the reliability of their findings. Further, examining the 

speech act within a particular speech event allowed Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford to draw 

precise generalizations. In particular, they were able to conclude that NNSs receive very 

little input about how to make rejections in the advising interview and that the advisor 

tends to accept awkward rejections on the part of NNS students so that the NNS students 

receive little information about the form of their rejections, affecting their ability to 

acquire the proper use of rejections within the advising session. Therefore, they located a 

culturally specific pattern in one speech event and demonstrated the consequence of the 

pattern for interaction in that particular speech event. 

Similar to Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford's study, this study examines multiple 

instances of accommodation sequences within one speech event, the ECE team meeting, 

with an eye to how these accommodation sequences contribute to the team's ability to 

negotiate and to the construction of status on the team. Chapter 6 will provide a detailed 

discussion of accommodation sequences within the ECE team meeting speech event with 

particular attention to how certain accommodation sequences construct team members as 

more or less knowledgeable and therefore as having higher or lower status on the team. 
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Finally, I conducted frequency counts of NS and NNS use of particular 

accommodation sequences. I included these frequency counts because I am interested in 

making claims about tendencies for NSs and NNSs to engage in certain types of 

accommodation sequences. As such, it is important to demonstrate how I went about 

obtaining frequency of use of the various accommodation sequences. 

First, as is typical when working with naturally occurring data, I had different amounts of 

data from different teams (e.g., 25,000 words from team 2 and 15,000 words from team 

4). Because I had such varying amounts of data from each of the teams, I chose to 

conduct the frequency counts on 7,000 word excerpts from transcripts from each of the 

teams. Out of the seven teams that I recorded, I conducted frequency counts on 7,000 

word excerpts from teams 1, 2, 3, and 4.1 chose these four teams because 1) they 

contained both NSs and NNSs of English. Since the main interest of this dissertation is 

interactional accommodation among NSs and NNSs, I did not conduct frequency counts 

on transcripts from teams containing only NNSs of English, namely teams 5 and 7.1 did 

not conduct frequency counts on transcripts from team 6 because the qualitative analysis 

indicated that this team did not tend to engage in accommodation sequences. In other 

words, the members of team 6 were not able to interactionally accommodate to each 

other. Therefore, it did not make sense to conduct frequency counts for team 6 since the 

target of the frequency counts, accommodation sequences, was not relevant to the team 6 

transcripts. 

I conducted the frequency counts within Microsoft Word. 1 coded the 

accommodation sequences as to type of accommodation sequence and to linguistic 
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history (NS or NNS) of the initiator. For instance, the code representing clarification of 

assumption sequence initiated by a NNS is CANNS, while the code representing 

clarification of assumption sequence initiated by NS is CANS. I asked Word to count the 

instances of CANNS in the transcript. Then I asked Word to count the instances of CANS 

in the transcript. I received raw numbers for NS use of each accommodation sequence as 

well as total NS accommodation sequences, and I received the same raw numbers for 

NNSs. I then obtained percentages of use of the various accommodation sequences 

initiated by NSs on the one hand and initiated by NNSs on the other. 1 obtained the 

percentages from these types of ratios because there were more NSs represented in the 

transcripts (nine NSs to four NNSs) and there were, therefore, more NS tokens than there 

were NNS tokens. By obtaining the percentages, I could then make claims about 

tendencies for NSs and NNSs to initiate particular accommodation sequences. See Table 

4. 

TABLE 4. Quantification Method 
NS/NNS Accommodation 

sequence 
Accommodation sequence/ 
Total accommodation sequences 

Percentage 

NS Raw Number Raw Number/Total NS % 
NNS Raw Number Raw Number/Total NNS % 

Locating Participant Perspectives 

In the process of transcribing the playback sessions, I began to identify initial categories 

of analysis. After all 19 of the playback sessions were transcribed, the categories 

solidified. Some such categories included positive and negative assessments of 

teammates, and status ranking of teammates. Larger themes also emerged across 

participants. It became especially obvious, for instance that NNS teammates tended to 
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receive negative evaluations and that NNS teammates tended to be ranked as low status 

members of the team. 

I had initially hoped to gain the participants perspectives on the micro-interactions 

in the team meetings, but it seems that accommodation is taken for granted and not 

readily identifiable by participants. The playback sessions were helpful, however, in 

describing the NS and NNS experiences on the teams, in the team meetings, in the senior 

capstone design course, and as students in the American ECE Department. Data gained 

from the playback sessions will be used in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 to provide the 

participants' perspectives as evidence of status roles in the group. 

Summing Up 

Before entering into this study, I was not famihar with the ECE culture or the 

ECE team meeting speech event As a result, upon analyzing the data, 1 revisited the 

research questions often. Categories and ultimately larger themes emerged from the data, 

forcing me to reexamine the study's purpose as 1 gained more insight into the ECE 

community and the team meeting speech event in particular. As much as possible, I tried 

to remain open to what the data was showing me, to describing what was occurring in the 

data without overlaying my biases. Data analysis, therefore, was truly a recursive process 

that happened in conjunction with my own process of learning about the ECE community 

and the sometimes cryptic jargon and general ways of talking in the ECE speech 

community. Chapter 4 provides a description of the ECE speech community, the senior 

capstone design course, and the teams that I observed and recorded to conduct this study. 
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CHAPTER 4 - PROFESSIONALISM AND COMMUNICATION IN THE ECE 
SPEECH COMMUNITY 

The ECE Department 

I chose to conduct research on interactional accommodation in the senior capstone 

design course in the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE) at the 

University of Arizona. In Chapter 3,1 discussed reasons for choosing the ECE 

Department as the context for my research. In this chapter, I intend to describe the ECE 

community as well as professionalism and communication in the ECE community in 

particular. 

The ECE Department is the largest of several departments in the College of 

Engineering and Mines. Other departments in the College of Engineering and Mines 

include Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering, Agricultural and Biosystems 

Engineering, Biomedical Engineering, Chemical and Environmental Engineering, Civil 

Engineering and Engineering Mechanics, Engineering Mathematics, Engineering 

Physics, Hydrology & Water Resources, Materials Sciences and Engineering, Mining and 

Geological Engineering, and Systems and Industrial Engineering. The ECE Department 

is housed within the College of Engineering and Mines. However, there is an ECE 

building on campus, which is quite large and state of the art. The building houses a 

number of research, teaching, and computer laboratories as well as faculty offices. 

The ECE Department includes three undergraduate majors. Computer Engineering, 

Electrical Engineering, and Optical Sciences and Engineering. Computer Engineering 

includes the study of areas such as computer hardware, computer architectures, computer 
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aided VSLI design, computer networks and the internet, and software. The study of 

Electrical Engineering is concerned with telecommunications, antermas, digital signal 

processing, VSLI chips, robotics, and electronics. Optical Sciences and Engineering 

includes the study of areas such as opto-electronics, guidance systems, advanced camera 

technology, infrared imaging, and precision manufacturing. 

In industry, electrical and computer engineers often work together on different 

components of projects. Generally, electrical and computer engineers have overlapping 

yet different areas of expertise. Computer engineers are expected to master areas such as 

computer hardware, computer architecture, computer-aided digital system design, 

computer networks, software engineering, circuits, and basic electronics that incorporate 

open-ended design and theoretical experiences and the use of hardware and software 

systems and tools. Electrical Engineers, on the other hand, have expertise in areas such as 

analog and digital circuits, microelectronic devices and technologies, signals and 

systems, basic computer engineering (including programming), and electromagnetics and 

optics. 

The ECE department is quite dedicated to the communication skills of its 

students, hi fact, the ECE department in this study is one of the few ECE departments in 

the United States that has a communications expert in the department and that evaluates 

students communication skills in the form of a portfolio prior to graduation. It is 

interesting that one of the goals of the department, as stated in the department's mission 

statement is to develop in students "skills for clear verbal and written commxmication and 

responsible teamwork, and to foster professional attitudes and awareness of the benefits 
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of life-long learning." Clearly, teamwork, professionalism, and the ability to 

communicate are important skills in the ECE department where 1 collected my data. 

The ECE Department traditionally attracts a large number of international students. 

During the 2002-2003 academic year, the College of Engineering and Mines enrolled 

2,708 students, 2,201 of which were men and 507 of which were women. A total of 293 

international students were enrolled in the College. The ECE Department enrolled 908 

undergraduate students during the 2002-2003 academic year. During the 2002-2003 

academic year, ECE 498AB, the ECE Senior Capstone Design course, which began in 

fall 2002, enrolled 57 students, 21 of which were international students. This was the 

class that my participants came from. There were a total of 57 students in 498AB, about 

30% of which were international students. 

The Senior Capstone Design Course 

All senior ECE students must enroll in ECE 498AB, Senior Capstone Design, 

which lasts a full academic year. The first semester of ECE 498 is titled 498a. This course 

awards one credit hour toward the B.S. in ECE. The second semester is titled 498b. 

Students receive three credit hours toward the degree in the second semester of the 

course. The 498AB syllabus describes the course as follows: 

ECE 498AB is a four unit course which consists of 50% engineering design and 

50% technical communication skills. Since it is a capstone experience, and 

because the communication component is completely integrated with the design 

component, students should not register for the course until they have completed 

at least half of their technical electives. The 2nd Semester is for the design and 
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construction of the prototype.. The course is a 2 Semester Sequence, where the 

first semester is an introduction to design and ends with the proposal. This course 

is designed to satisfy the requirements of a communication skills emphasis course 

as well as the needs for a course in professionalism. It is intended to give you 

opportunities to practice solving open-ended design problems and communicating 

in situations typical in engineering. 

During the 2002-2003 academic year, ECE 498AB was co-taught by two lecturers, Elvin 

Gregory, an electrical engineer, and Mary Olsen, who held an MFA in creative writing. 

Dr. Gregory managed the technical aspects of the course, and Ms. Olsen managed the 

communications aspect of the course. 

hi 498AB, students worked in teams throughout the course of the academic year. 

With their teams, the students were assigned projects or devised on their own technical 

projects in which they had to design devices that incorporated electrical and computer 

engineering components. All teams were advised by faculty mentors as well as by Dr. 

Gregory and Ms. Olsen. Teams that worked with industrial partners were also advised 

and evaluated by industrial mentors. One team included in my study devised their own 

project. Though the team came up with the concept for the project, they had to find an 

ECE faculty mentor to advise them and evaluate them throughout 498AB. Regardless, the 

team had a fair amount of autonomy in terms of the project design. Three of the teams 

involved in this study worked on projects assigned by faculty members. These teams 

tended to be more restricted in tenns of developing a design for the project. In the case of 

teams working with an industrial mentor, projects were assigned by the industrial mentor 
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to meet a specific need for a particular company. Therefore, the teams working with 

industrial mentors were also fairly restricted in terms of possibilities for designing the 

project. Teams worked on the same project throughout 498 A and B. 

Generally, ECE 498a was designed to provide instruction in communication skills 

and professionalism for senior status students. As stated in the official course description, 

"it is intended to give students opportunities to practice communicating in situations 

typical of the engineering world." It was during their time in ECE 498b, however, that 

students were able to spend the most time on their projects as it was their last semester 

before graduation, and they had a reduced course load. As described in the official course 

description: 

498b is intended to stimulate students' creativity in their design projects via a 

variety of readings, exercises and writing assignments. Teamwork and 

interpersonal and managerial skills are also important to professional engineers, 

and ECE 498b attempts to give students opportunities to learn how to work 

successfully with others, especially toward meeting mutual goals or goals 

established by employers. 

Clearly, one of the goals of the course is to provide students with experience and 

instruction in successful communication and teamwork as well as generally initiating 

students into the professional context of Electrical and Computer Engineering. 

Class time for 498a was relatively short, 50 minutes per week. For 498b, the class 

only met for 1 hour and 15 minutes per week. Students spent the majority of their time in 

team meetings, working with their peers to design their projects. Some time was also 
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allotted to meetings with faculty mentors and industrial mentors as well as individual 

meetings with Dr. Gregory and Ms. Olsen. The lectures were usually given by Ms. 01 sen 

on some aspect of communication. Some of the lectures discussed the format, purpose, 

and audience of the different technical papers that the students were to tum in. Other 

lectures focused on oral presentations, especially presentation style. In addition, there 

were guest lecturers from industry who talked about issues of "real world" engineering as 

related to the buyer-seller market, such as the design process and design reviews. Also, 

ECE faculty were invited to give guest lectures on more academic topics, such as grant 

writing and project scheduling. 

Teamwork 

In 498a, which began in the fall of the 2002-2003 academic year, students were 

divided into a total of 19 teams. Students requested research areas that they preferred and 

were divided into teams according to their research interests. Some of the projects were 

related to ongoing research projects within the research program of an ECE professor. 

Other projects were assigned by industrial partners to assist with some problem in 

industry. Less often, students devised their own project ideas. Teams typically met for at 

least 2 hours per week to discuss their projects. Though teams were encouraged to meet 

steadily throughout the academic year, many of them met rarely during the first semester 

of 498 but met often during the second semester. On the day that the students were 

assigned to teams. Dr. Gregory provided instruction on the expectations of teamwork. He 

made reference to the fact that many people would be on teams with students from 

diverse cultural backgrounds. Dr. Gregory distributed a handout providing instruction 
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about working in teams. At the beginning of that handout, teamwork in the ECE 

community was briefly described: 

Group dynamics are very different than what you might expect. We spend most of 

our time in school working alone, in competition with others. We are not used to 

working together. Industry is such that everyone works in teams; therefore it is 

important that we leam how to effectively work together. 

This statement acknowledges a perceived bias on the part of students toward working 

alone and competing with others. As such, there is an attempt to introduce students to the 

idea that their years of individual competition in the education system must begin to give 

way to cooperation with those people that they are working with. This theme was 

repeated consistently throughout the course by the lecturers as well as by representatives 

from industry and the academy who gave guest lectures in the course. The ability to work 

effectively on a team is one important aspect ofbeing a professional in the ECE 

community. 

Efficiency and engagement are highly valued in the ECE community, which is 

evident in the instructions students in 49SAB received regarding the design process and 

team communication. The ability to work efficiently is the critical factor in effective 

teamwork during the design process. This theme was repeated throughout the course. For 

instance, one guest speaker from industry, a leader in industry, visited the course several 

times during the semester. He emphasized the need to ask questions and to understand the 

requirements of the project. In particular, he discussed the need to be involved with the 

flow, which meant constant engagement with every step of the design process in order to 
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most efficiently meet the needs of the customer. Often in the course, it was emphasized 

that teams needed to understand the specific requirements of the customer. In other 

words, they had to be intimately familiar with the specifications requested by the 

customer and how to meet those specifications, including, for instance, which parts 

would be most appropriate, how to find parts, and how long it might take to receive those 

parts. It was important not to include anything more or less in the design of a product 

than those specifications requested by the customer. A large part of the engineering 

team's purpose is to devise a design specific to the needs of the customer. There is 

creative freedom, but there are restrictions imposed by the customer. Therefore, the 

ability to ask questions and to answer questions effectively is critical in terms of being an 

effective team player and ultimately, an effective engineer. Technical knowledge is, of 

course, valued in the world of engineering, but without the ability to communicate 

effectively with other engineers, with suppliers, and with the customer, that technical 

knowledge is not enough to be considered a proficient engineer. 

The ability to communicate efficiently was emphasized repeatedly in 498AB. 

Often, the following "catch line" was repeated in the course: "Tell them what they need to 

know and then don't say anything else. Tell them what you're going to tell them. Tell 

them. Tell them what you told them. Shut up and sit down." Like the design process, the 

way of communicating in engineering stresses efficiency. 

Communications in 498AB 

There were particular written assignments and oral assignments in addition to the 

final design that the teams had to complete throughout the course to satisfy the 
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requirements for the course. These assignments were evaluated througliout the course as 

well as at the end of the course. ECE seniors were also required to submit a writing 

portfolio at the end of 498b. This portfolio was evaluated by a portfoho evaluation 

committee, which consisted of about 25 people including faculty and graduate students 

from various departments around campus including the ECE Department, the English 

Department, and the Department of Mathematics. Representatives from industry also 

served on this committee. My analysis of standards of professionalism was derived from 

my observations of the course as well as from my participation on the portfolio 

evaluation committee. 

Throughout the academic year, the teams were required to engage in particular 

tasks related to their projects during the academic year. These tasks included written 

assignments, formal oral presentations, and a prototype demonstration.. Table 5 displays 

the sequence of tasks required of students in 498AB. 

TABLE 5. Schedule of Assignments in ECE ^98 
Month Oral Presentations Written Reports Prototype Demonstration 
October Problem Statement 
November Proposal Proposal 
February/March Status Report Status Report 
April/May Final Tech. Report Final Tech. Report Final Prototype Demo 

Portfolio 

The teams were evaluated in ECE 498AB according to their work in terms of both 

engineering and communications on their oral and written work as well as on the 

demonstration of the final prototype. These assignments were all submitted by the team, 

and the team rather than individual members of the team received a score for each task. 
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The first assignment required of students in 498a was the written problem 

statement, a brief summation of the technical problem that the team intended to solve. As 

a participant on the ECE portfolio evaluation committee, we were provided with 

following problem statement as an example of a problem statement that would receive a 

high rating; 

There currently exists the technology called solid free-form fabrication which is a 

system and associated method for forming three-dimensional objects under 

computer control and from a material which may be rendered flowable and then 

dispensed on a layer-by-layer basis then solidified. This technology has the 

potential for use in important biomedical applications such as the fabrication of 

human organs for transplant. However, due to a lack of humidity, temperature, 

carbon dioxide controls, and contamination filtration, this technology cannot 

currently be used for medical research. 

The purpose of the problem statement is to define the problem and to demonstrate that 

that problem is current and of interest to the ECE community. Importantly, solutions are 

not to be included in the problem statement. 

The problem statement assignment was considered to be the most difficult in the 

498AB because it required students to be concise yet specific and to define the problem 

without addressing the solution. Mary Olsen provided instructions on the problem 

statement in ECE 498a on October 1, 2002. She indicated that the problem statement 

should be one paragraph and that it should demonstrate that the current technical situation 

is unacceptable. She also advised students that they would be able to continue revising 
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the problem statement until the end of 498b, that it typically took students the entire 

academic year to "get it right." The problem statement was the first tangible task that the 

teams had to accomplish for the course. It required the teams to come to an agreement 

from the beginning of the course about the definition of the problem that made their 

project relevant to the ECE community. The deadline for the problem statement was mid-

October. 

As most of the projects were assigned by faculty or industrial mentors, teams had 

to negotiate with these "bosses" among others to devise the problem statement. Teams 

then had to negotiate with their own members to produce a problem statement acceptable 

to the entire team. Finally, they had to negotiate with Ms. Olsen to produce a piece of 

writing that was acceptable in terms of her standards for good writing. Additionally, 

students were required to participate in peer review of the problem statements with 

another team. Therefore, the teams had to take into account criticisms of their problem 

statements from their peers as well as from Ms. Olsen. Both the peers and Ms. Olsen 

evaluated written work according to the criteria set by Ms. Olsen. According to the 

criteria, peers and Ms. Olsen were to evaluate teams on a scale that ranged from "highly 

skillful" to "less than competent" or "not met" on issues such as the reasonableness of the 

project design, the ability to communicate to both a technical and a non-technical 

audience, logic, coherence and organization, verbal expression, visual impression, and 

mechanics. 

In 498a, students were instructed that peer review would take place in jobs in 

industry and that it should not be taken personally. Nonetheless, students had to leam 
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how difficult it could be to take criticism from their peers. The first peer review session, 

which was peer review of the problem statement, resulted in one member of one team 

throwing a punch at a member of the peer reviewing team because, ignoring the protest 

from the peer reviewed team, the peer reviewer insisted that the problem statement was 

"less than competent." This demonstrates the difficulty of accepting criticism from peers 

but also the difficulty of the problem statement. The problem statement assignment was a 

challenge for the teams and required them to negotiate on several levels to produce a 

document that concisely defined the basis of their project. 

The problem statement was one aspect of a larger written design proposal, which 

was due at the end of 498a, in November. Teams were also required to conduct oral 

presentations in which they presented their design proposals in front of their peers, Dr. 

Gregory and Ms. Olsen, and their faculty advisors or industrial mentors. The written 

design proposal included various sections and was to be structured as a memorandum. 

The outline of the design proposal is as follows; 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Summary: 

Problem Statement: 

Background: 

Design Criteria: 
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Proposed Solution: 

Alternative Solutions: 

Recommendation: 

References: 

As part of the design proposal assignment, the teams had to negotiate the design of the 

project during 498a, making it critical that the team come to a consensus as to the proper 

project design by the end of 498a. Additionally, the team had to support their project 

design with a "united front" to persuade their peers, mentors, and instructors that their 

design was viable. This united front was especially important when the teams presented 

their proposals orally. 

The oral presentations of the design proposals took place during the last three 

weeks of the first semester in November and early December. The design proposal 

presentation lasted eight minutes, and each member of the team was expected to present 

some aspect of the proposal during that eight minutes. Students were instructed by Ms. 

01 sen as to the appropriate presentation style, including a suggestion that students use 

Power Point. Additionally, students were given instructions concerning their non-verbal 

behavior, including how they positioned their bodies, hands, and eyes, and how they 

should dress. Specific criteria for the evaluation of oral presentations included the ability 

to state and fulfill the purpose of the oral presentation, to consider the audience, and to 

maintain focus and present clear evidence in a logical, unified manner. The oral 

presentations were also evaluated on vocal and nonverbal expression as well as the visual 

impression of the presentation. These evaluation criteria also applied to oral presentations 
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in 498b and were used to evaluate the quality of the presentation style as well as the 

content of the report, though the faculty and industrial mentors evaluated the technical 

merit of the report more thoroughly 

The 498 students typically dressed formally to give their presentations, which was 

in accordance with Ms. Olsen's instructions. The presentations were similar in style for 

each team, following the instructions of Ms. Olsen. Below is an image of a team 

presentation, demonstrating the way that these students tended to deliver their 

presentations in terms of their manner of dress, the way that they positioned themselves 

with regard to the screen containing the Power Point presentation, and the way that they 

positioned their hands. The teams typically dressed in "uniform" for the oral 

presentations, wearing the same color scheme, and if available, shirts containing the 

logos of their industrial mentor. Figure 4 demonstrates the typical appearance of a 

presentation in ECE 498AB, which is supposed to simulate the appearance of a 

professional presentation in the ECE community. 

FIGURE 5: ECE Presentation 
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In the image above, the presenter's gaze is toward the screen because he was directing the 

audience's attention toward a value on the screen. His gaze shifted to the audience 

immediately after he pointed at the value on the screen. 

There were three such oral presentations during 498AB, the design proposal 

presentation, the status report presentation, and the final technical report presentation. 

The teams typically rehearsed these presentations thoroughly before presenting them 

formally. Team members offered criticisms of other team members during these practice 

sessions. The following dialogue from Team 2 took place in one of these rehearsals. 
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George: Ramelan you started to look at the screen a lot so I don't know if 

you were just nervous or it's just getting started but 

Ramelan: It's just that I referred to circuits more the first time 

George: Right but you're not really pointing at anything in particular you're 

just pointing at the circuit again and again and again and again like 

maybe you point at it the first time saying here's the circuit and 

then you point at it again and say here's points b and c and then 

from then on out tell the audience what you're saying about the 

circuit 

Ramelan: oh 

George: I mean your turning around and pointing at it doesn't make what 

you're saying more meaningful 

Team members reinforced for each other in the presentation rehearsals Ms. Olsen's 

instructions concerning oral presentations. During these rehearsals the team had to come 

to a consensus about the format of the presentation as a whole, the presentation content as 

well as the presentation style that each of the team members would convey so that the 

presentation was unified in the end. 

After the design proposal had been presented and evaluated in 498a, teams could 

begin work on the actual design process in 498b. The first assignment in 498b was the 

status report in which teams had to write a report and orally present the current status of 

the design process. These reports were due in March. They included progress the team 
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had made on the project as well as any setbacks the team had encountered in terms of 

time and budget. The outline of the status report is as follows; 

Project Summary 

Project Status Summary 

Project Status Details 

Proposed Schedule 

Setbacks 

Current Projected Schedule 

Project Budget 

Along with the written status reports, the students also presented their status reports 

orally in February and March in 15 minute oral presentations for their peers, faculty 

mentors, industrial mentors, as well as Dr. Gregory and Ms. Olsen. 

The final assignment in 498AB, besides the portfolio, was the final technical 

report, which was due in November. The final technical report is a lengthy document 

detailing the design process and the final product. The lecturers in 498b provided a 

template that all students were to follow in writing their final technical reports. The 

outline is as follows. 
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Table of Contents 
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Appendix 

The students were quite restricted in terms of following a specific genre and outline in the 

writing their final technical report. The teams also gave 20 minute oral presentations of 

final technical reports in April and May. At the end of the final technical report 

presentations, the teams gave demonstrations of their final prototypes. These 

demonstrations lasted for 5 minutes. During the prototype demonstration, the students 

brought their prototypes into class if they were transportable to do the demonstration. If 

the prototypes were not transportable, the students typically presented a video 

demonstration of the prototype. 

The final assignment that the students were required to turn in at the end of 498b 

was the written portfolio. Students were required to submit the portfolio individually. In 

the portfolio, students were required to include a procedural document, a problem 

statement, a proposal, an abstract/summary, a persuasive letter/memo, a professional 
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design report, and a technical explanation for a non-technical audience. Students' 

portfolios were scored by the portfolio evaluation committee on a scale from 1 to 6. Each 

portfolio was scored by 2 committee members unless there was a conflict. Then a third 

committee member scored the portfolio. 

Generally, the instruction that the students in the senior capstone design course 

received emphasized professional communication norms in the ECE speech community. 

The importance of teamwork, efficiency, and satisfying the customer were emphasized. 

The assignments that the senior capstone students worked on also simulated "real world" 

reports that professional electrical and computer engineers would be expected to produce. 

To complete the assignments, the teams simulated professional engineering teams in that 

the students had to negotiate design features and communication decisions in their team 

meetings. Much of the work that took place in the team meetings was associated with 

completing either the problems statement, the proposal, the status report, or the final 

technical report. Therefore, the teams made decisions about design and communication of 

the design during the team meetings. 

The Teams and Their Projects 

Team I's project was one assigned by an industrial partner, a major American 

electronics company. The project, " Bench Test Fixture/Solution for the Dual 

Monolithic," was to devise a test system that was less expensive than that which was 

currently being used. As stated in team I's Design Proposal: 

Today's manufacturing environment requires fast cycle times and reliable means 

of testing the final products. One of today's test systems to accomplish this task 
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has an initial cost of over one million dollars. This becomes a problem when a 

product tested on one of these systems has a high yield loss. Test failures will then 

need to be verified with possible characterization type analysis to identify the 

cause of the failures. This type of work can be lengthy at times and would in turn 

take up too much time on a test system. The test time on one of these systems has 

an associated cost of over $1000 dollars per hour. 

Because of the lengthy test times and the high cost of testing products, team I's project 

was to was to devise a device that could run tests independently to free up time and space 

on the main system. The team consisted of a computer engineering major and an 

electrical engineering major. The NS, David was the electrical engineering major. He had 

also worked for ten years at the company which assigned the project. He was, therefore, 

very familiar with the problem and with the resources available to come up with a 

solution. The NNS, Jun, on the other hand, was not familiar with the company, with the 

problem, or with the resources needed to solve the problem, though he developed this 

expertise as he worked on the project. 

David often controlled the conversation in the team meetings even though half the 

project did involve computer engineering, Jun's area of expertise. Jun often said to David, 

"Just tell what you need and I do it." David then directed Jun as to what was needed in 

terms of the programming side of the project. Team 1 was evaluated well, but David felt 

that he had to do the majority of the work, both in terms of design and communication for 

the team as discussed in his playback session. Jun, on the other hand, felt he did his share 

of the work and appreciated working with David. 
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Team 2's project, "Telephone Triggered Control," was to design a small device 

that would mute electronic devices, such as the television or stereo, when the phone rang. 

The idea for the project was devised by Dean. He then recruited other students in 498a to 

work on the project. Dean, aNS on the team, describes the recruitment of team members 

in his playback session: 
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um.. .how the group canie together alright that was just me it was strictly me I had 
an idea that I wanted to I read all read all the reports of the other stuff being done 
and I was just like no I wanna do this and I talked Miller into it first it's just 
Miller and 1 are real close he and I work at the same place we talk quite a bit 
um.. .Ramelan and Tim I saw them in the hallway and I knew Ramclan and I 
knew he was a real bright guy and uh I mentioned what 1 was doing and he 
thought it was really cool and he was j ust like yeah you know can I get in it on it 
and Tim was there too and they just both kinda jumped in now I real they were 
kind of on the edge the entire time cause they were like oh you know they 
basically didn't wanna do all the work they thought they didn't I don't know why 
they thought that but they thought they didn't want to do all the work I knew I 
could get I knew I could get Peter and I could get George and I said that you 
know that that would be a possibility George was George and Peter were both 
looking for something at National that didn't come through as a result of that I 
talked to them and theyjoined in and as soon as they joined in Peter and I mean 
Ramelan and Tim gave absolute commitments to it I mean we uh Peter and 1 met 
years ago it seems like years ago I guess three um in uh in one of my first classes 
here and then I'd just gotten to know all the guys over the years I knew I knew 
they were just really really on the ball they knew what they were doing and I 
knew they could make they could make my idea fly 

The project consisted mostly of work involved with electrical engineering, though there 

was some computer engineering work as well. Five members of the team were electrical 

engineering majors, Dean, Ramelan, Peter, George, and Tim while one member of the 

team was a computer engineering major. Miller. This team was highly successful in terms 

of the evaluation of their work. Furthermore, the their team meetings were informal and 

congenial, making the team seem to be quite egalitarian at face value. 

Though the team seemed egalitarian, there were some biases projected by the 

team in terms of who had the most technical knowledge. Two team members, Peter and 

George, were perceived by the team from the beginning as having the most technical 

knowledge. Team members often mentioned that they both had high GPAs. Upon 

graduation, George went to graduate school at a prestigious Ivy League university, and 
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Peter was hired three months before he graduated by a prestigious engineering firm in a 

tight job market for ECE graduates. Therefore, these two were obviously quite 

successful. Dean was the team leader and the oldest member of the team at 32. Being the 

team leader did not have a bearing on face-to-facc interaction in the team meetings. 

Rather being the team leader meant that Dean was in charge of scheduling meetings for 

the team. He wrote the agendas for the meetings. Ramelan, the NNS of the team, was 

considered to be knowledgeable, but the team did not trust his communication skills, 

which became clear in the presentation rehearsals as well as in the team meetings. In his 

playback session, Ramelan mentioned that Dean did not trust him to communicate well 

and suggested that he memorize his presentation, a notion that Ramelan did not agree 

with. Regardless, Ramelan expressed satisfaction working with this team. Two other 

members of the team. Miller, the computer engineering major, and Tim almost never 

spoke in the team meetings. They were considered knowledgeable by the team but were 

not considered to be proficient communicators. In general, as Ramelan stated in his 

playback session, "everybody on the team was willing to work overtime to complete their 

part of the project. Nobody cared if they worked more than other members of the team." 

The collective work ethic, the effective communication, and the collective technical 

expertise of the team contributed to this team's success in 498AB. 

Team 3 worked on a project that was part of a larger project in the Department of 

Planetary and Lunar Sciences. The purpose of this project, "Star Tracker Attitude 

Determination," was to design a device to detennine attitude, pointing direction of a 

satellite with respect to known objects. In the case of the star tracker method used by 
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team 3, stars were used as the known objects. Their device was to be inserted into a 

cubesat, a satellite designed and implemented by a faculty member and his team in Lunar 

and Planetary Sciences, to determine the attitude of the cubesat in space. 

There were 2 electrical engineering majors on the team, but the project was 

computer engineering oriented. One of the members of the team, Taku, the NNS, was 

considered to be a highly proficient programmer, especially for an electrical engineer. 

The NS, Jacob, was not a proficient programmer. Furthermore, Taku had been working 

with the larger project in Planetary and Lunar Sciences for four years, while Jacob had 

been introduced to the larger project and his team's part in the project at the beginning of 

498a. Therefore, since the project contained a heavy computer programming load and 

since he had been previously involved in the project, the NNS, Taku, was considered to 

have more technical knowledge than Jacob. On the other hand, Jacob took care of 

communications with Ms. Olsen and Dr. Gregory in terms of meeting with them 

personally to gain insight into their criteria for the course assignments. 

Jacob often remarked on Taku's programming ability. In one team meeting he said 

" he's the best programmer I've ever seen." Both Taku and Jacob worked long hours in 

the lab. In particular, Taku often stayed in lab 24 hours a day, forgoing sleep to work on 

the project. Taku was reserved and seemed somewhat uncomfortable communicating in 

English, but Jacob was a skillful communicator. My feeling is that Taku actually 

completed most of the design aspects of the project, whereas Jacob worked mostly on 

communications, making the relationship beneficial, but also meaning that the two 

worked somewhat independently. 
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Team 4's project, "Automated Positioning System for Indoor Awareness 

Propagation," was to build a cart that would move an antenna with precision across a 

floor, even if that floor was uneven. The project also involved writing a computer 

program to track the movement of the cart. There were two electrical engineering majors, 

Gabrielle and Mark, and one computer engineering major, Jim, on team 4. The project 

was divided so that the electrical engineers were responsible for building the cart, and the 

computer engineer was responsible for writing a computer program that would track the 

movement of the cart with the purpose of collecting data on the precision of the cart's 

movement for a larger project involving antennas of which an ECE faculty member was 

the principal investigator. The team, however, worked under the supervision of a 

graduate student of the faculty mentor whose dissertation was dependent on precise cart 

movement and a way to collect reliable data to demonstrate the precision of the cart 

movement. The situation was high stakes for the graduate student as her dissertation data 

depended on the successful construction of the cart. She met with team 4 weekly and 

closely tracked their progress on the project. Team 4 felt pressure to perform because 

they felt that the graduate student was not satisfied with their work. The team's evaluation 

by the faculty mentor was largely dependent upon input from the graduate student, 

according team 4. As one team member, Jim, stated "our previous meeting with (the 

graduate student) saying more more we you know we need to do more work we need to 

better more more more and we don't have more more we don't have a motor." .Tim's 

comments sum up the pressure that team 4 felt throughout 498a. 
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At the beginning of the second semester, in 498b, another student from the 

Capstone Design course joined the team. He had been fired from another team, but the 

graduate student allowed him to join team 4's project because he had worked on the cart 

previously for another class and was familiar with the project. Once the new team 

member joined, the team no longer met regularly. Tasks were assigned to each student on 

the team. Jim worked on the computer program, Matt worked on tracking the cart 

physically, the new team member worked on building the cart, and Gabrielle was left 

with the less prestigious job of writing a user manual for the project. In 498b, the team 

members worked individually and did not communicate often. The project was 

successful, but the lack of communication between the team members resulted in an oral 

presentation of the team's final technical report that was not effective. One team member 

did not know the time of the presentation and did not show up for the presentation. The 

others only understood their own parts of the project and were thus unable to convey the 

design of a coherent project in the final oral presentation. 

Team 5 worked on a "Cheetah System Tester," a project assigned by an industrial 

partner, a biomedical engineering firm concerned with mapping brain function. The 

Cheetah System is a Data Acquisition and Experiment Control, which tracks brain 

function. Team 5's project was to develop a small, hand held device that would simulate 

brain function and "output these signals to the Cheetah System." As Team 5 explained it 

in their final technical report, 

[Company N] assigned us to build a portable, computer controlled, hand held 

device which would simulate the signals produced by the brain and would output 
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these signals to the Cheetah system. The objective was to be able to perform an 

automated test on the system with reliable results. 

Team 5 contained three NNS electrical engineering majors, Mai, Kyriakos, and Jose and 

one NS computer engineering major, Evan. However, the computer engineer dropped the 

project during the second semester, in the middle of 498b. Therefore, the team was left 

with three electrical engineers, though there was a relatively heavy computer engineering 

component to the project. 

Though team 5 did not meet often in the first semester, they held regular meetings 

every Saturday morning in the second semester. The team was pleased with their ability 

to communicate, with the exception of Evan, the NS on the team, who dropped the 

project in the middle of the second semester. Evan effectively disappeared. He did not 

respond to messages left by his teammates and did not show up for his classes at the 

university. Though Evan's disappearance was source of some extra learning and extra 

work on the part of the other team members, the three remaining NNSs were able to 

design a successful project. Even so, in one team meeting, Kyriakos offered criticism of 

the NS's disappearance, making comments about Evan's lack of loyalty. 

The group's ability to communicate effectively was made clear in their oral 

presentations, which received excellent evaluations by Ms. Olsen. However, Mai, the 

female NNS was the team leader when the project began. By the middle of the second 

semester, Kyriakos, one of the male NNSs, had for all practical purposes become the 

team leader. He attributed his new leadership role to Mai's lack of technical expertise and 

his well-developed technical expertise in electrical engineering. Jose, however, attributed 
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the change in leadership to Mai's decreased work ethic. He said "she discovered that it is 

only a class." In Kyriakos' playback session, he pointed to Mai and indicated that she was 

on the "sidelines" of the project. He pointed to Jose and said that he was actively 

engaged. There was some tension among the members of team 5. Kyriakos in particular 

expressed his dissatisfaction with the team. Mai and Jose seemed satisfied with the team 

other than the disappearance of Evan, the NS. 

Team 6 worked on "A Microcontroller Based String Gauge Signal Conditioner 

with USB," a project that entailed designing a data acquisition module that was 

inexpensive and capable of compatibility with a variety of applications. Such data 

acquisition modules would typically be used in industry to measure performance of 

various mechanical devices. Existing data acquisition modules were quite expensive and 

not compatible with many applications, which was why the project was assigned by the 

industrial partner, a data acquisition firm. This project involved both an electrical 

engineering and a computer engineering component. There was one electrical 

engineering major, Virginia, and there were four computer engineering majors, Scott, 

Bob, Panayotis, and Adam. This team had conflicts from the first week of the first 

semester. One team member, Adam, a NS in his mid 50s, was displeased with the fact 

that the initial meeting with the industrial mentor was scheduled over E-mail. He did not 

check his E-mail and missed the first meeting. He wrote threatening notes to his team 

members, stating that he would report their behavior. He also wrote a note threatening 

Dr. Gregory and Ms. Olsen, stating that they were ultimately responsible for his missing 

the initial meeting with his industrial mentor. Other threatening notes about other issues 
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ensued. In the playback sessions, team members expressed their discomfort working with 

Adam. They took his threats seriously and felt they were at constant risk of being turned 

in for behavior that they did not know was inappropriate. 

The team's inability to communicate effectively was clear in the team meetings. 

There were often multiple conversations, which made it difficult for the team to make 

progress. The team's first oral presentation, the Design Proposal, was evaluated poorly. 

The team did not have time to complete the presentation. In fact, the final presenter did 

not even speak. Lack of proficiency in communication lead team 6 to a poor evaluation in 

terms of both written and oral communication. 

Team 7's project, " Vehicle Internet Appliance (VIA); Design," was to design and 

development a module to integrate current existing network systems having to do with 

the acquisition of data on the performance of automobiles, Controller Area Network 

(CAN) and Media Oriented Systems Transfer (MOST), with the Internet for data 

acquisition on the perfonnance of vehicle components. This project was assigned by an 

ECE faculty member, and the students working on this project worked closely with an 

ECE graduate student. There were four electrical engineering majors. Amadou, Prakash, 

Mohammed, and Lata involved in this project and one computer engineering major, 

Bhavna. All team members were NNSs. Unfortunately, the project involved mostly 

computer engineering, which meant that the majority of the intellectual work fell on one 

team member, Bhavna, the computer engineer on the team. 

In general, there were multiple conflicts on the team. As Bhavna said in her 

playback session, "we are not a happy team." In the first semester, the team attempted to 
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fire Lata because she did not show up for team meetings and often did not complete 

work. Additionally, another team member, Prakash, was considered to be incompetent by 

the rest of the team. The team assigned Prakash "easy" tasks but became disappointed 

when he did not complete such tasks in a way that they saw as sufficient. Prakash also 

failed to attend many of the team meetings. Two team members, Mohammed and 

Amadou, were actively engaged in the project, but their lack of expertise in computer 

engineering limited their ability to participate in the project. That left Bhavna, who 

completed the vast majority of the work for the project. For that reason, she maintained a 

powerful role on the team. As she put it, the team could not risk alienating her because 

they depended on her for the completion of the project. Team 7 was not particularly 

successful in terms of the evaluation of their writing and oral presentations, but the 

technical content of their work was considered sufficient. 

Generally, the teams' success was ultimately determined by the evaluation in 

498AB of the teams' ability to complete the assignments for the course. Much of this 

success was determined by the communicative competence of the teams, both in terms of 

their writing in particular genres and their speaking in particular genres. I argue that 

interactional accommodation plays a central role in the collective communicative 

competence and technical competence of the team. In the next chapters, I will investigate 

the structure of interactional accommodation in the process of interaction in the team 

meetings. Within these micro-interactions, it is possible to understand how the ability to 

interactionally accommodate allows some teams to make progress and to be perceived as 
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both communicatively and technically competent within the context of the ECE 

community. 

As demonstrated in this chapter, a proficient engineer is not only technically 

proficient but also proficient in terms of ability to communicate technical knowledge. On 

both the level of communication and on the level of technical design, efficiency is 

emphasized as one of the most important attributes of a good engineer. The ways that 

ECE students engage in interactional accommodation is related to the need to 

communicate efficiently. As such, as I will demonstrate in the analysis that follows, ways 

of interactionally accommodating in the ECE team meeting speech event are probably 

unique to that particular communicative situation in the ECE speech community. 

Additionally, the ECE team meetings revolve around the need to finish various 

assignments for the course. These assignments took the form of either written or oral 

reports. As such, the work in the ECE team meetings was task oriented and also directly 

related to particular assignments. Therefore, it was important for the team members to fit 

their ideas for the project into a form that would be directly beneficial for the next 

assignment. As such, there was not much time for abstract conceptualizing about the 

technical problem. Rather much of the work was goal oriented and aimed at the 

completion of a specific communicative task. Importantly, these communicative tasks 

were supposed to address a non-technical audience, which meant that the team had to 

devise project problems and solutions, communicate about these problems and solutions, 

and address a non-technical audience. Therefore, successful teams were not those that 

only designed a brilliant device, but those who designed a brilliant device and could, as a 



team, communicate to a non-technical audience about the design and the function of the 

device. The content of the team meetings reflect these multiphcitous goals of the teams as 

will be seen in Excerpts from the team meetings in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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CHAPTER 5 - ACCOMMODATION SEQUENCES 

The Nature of Accommodation Sequences in Interactional Accommodation 

To locate instances of interactional accommodation, it is first necessary to define 

the accommodation sequences that form the basic "building blocks" of interactional 

accommodation. It is in the two-pair part, the initiation by one team member of a 

conversational sequence and the next positioning move (Jefferson, 1984; Schegloff, 

1982) of another team member that the accommodation sequences that make up 

interactional accommodation are located, though the accommodation sequences usually 

continue across longer stretches of discourse. The purpose of this chapter is to define 

these accommodation sequences. Chapter 6 will examine the accommodation sequences 

in the larger dialog to demonstrate how the accommodation sequences combine, and at 

times overlap, to allow interlocutors to reach a point at which they can continue with 

negotiations. Chapter 6 will also investigate how status within the team is constructed as 

team members engage in certain combinations of and types of accommodation sequences. 

The accommodation sequences involved in interactional accommodation are in 

some sense similar to insertion sequences (Schegloff, 1972) because they are turns that 

intervene in the process of conversation. However, as Schegloff describes insertion 

sequences, they intervene between the first and second part of an adjacency pair. 

Accommodation sequences may occur between the first and second part of an adjacency 

pair, but they may also occur after the second part of an adjacency pair, or they might 

interrupt a monologue. Therefore, some accommodation sequences are insertion 

sequences, but they are not necessarily insertion sequences. 
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Additionally, the accommodation sequences are in many respects similar to side 

sequences (Jefferson, 1972) as they happen in the course of negotiations and are 

generally tangential to the negotiation, though they are essential to the ability of the team 

to participate in smooth, trouble free negotiations. It is the essential nature of the 

accommodation sequences that makes them different from side sequences as described by 

Jefferson. Side sequences are characterized by Jefferson as an occurrence that 

"constitutes a break in the activity - specifically a "break" in contrast to a "termination"; 

that is the ongoing activity will resume" (p. 294). Such is the case with the 

accommodation sequences, but Jefferson also describes side sequences as the correcting 

of error, a challenge to the interlocutor, the "bother" in the sense of those 

"challengeables" in the course of conversation that are worth bothering about in some 

respect. The accommodation sequences can be repair moves, and they are tangential to 

the ongoing negotiations as are side sequences, but they are not the correcting of error. 

By contrast, they are a method of establishing essential information; of establishing the 

interpretive frame within which team members are participating in the negotiation at 

hand; of establishing how others conceptualize project problems, procedures and 

solutions and in some cases, of establishing the linguistic message. Essentially, the 

accommodation sequences are ways in which interlocutors attempt to "be clear" in the 

sense of Grice's Cooperative Principle (Grice, 1975) so that they can engage in trouble 

free team negotiations. 

Accommodation sequences are also similar to presequences as they are sequences 

that allow the interlocutors to make clarifications, explain, and confirm before continuing 



with negotiations. In fact, they are essential to the ability of the interlocutors to negotiate. 

However, they are di fferent from presequences because they need not occur before a 

negotiation sequence begins. They may interrupt a negotiation sequence, or they may 

occur subsequent to a negotiation sequence. 

Accommodation sequences do "prepare" for the next move in the negotiations to 

enable trouble free negotiations, but there is no structural restriction as far as when in the 

process of conversation they may occur. In that sense, accommodation sequences are not 

structural elements. Rather, it is the content, the attempt at being "cooperative" in the 

process of conversation, and especially in the process of negotiation, that characterize 

accommodation sequences. Accommodation sequences are in some sense similar 

contingent query sequences (Garvey, 1979) as they do clarify information that is 

necessary so that trouble free negotiations are possible, which is similar to contingent 

queries in that accommodation sequences are initiated when trouble free conversation 

cannot continue without making some aspect of the communication certain. However, 

accommodation sequences are not always queries. Furthermore, accommodation 

sequences are intrinsically related to the process of negotiation rather than conversation 

in general. 

Accommodation Sequences involving Clarification 

Many of the accommodation sequences that constitute interactional 

accommodation are located in the question-answer sequence and serve the purpose of 

clarification. These accommodation sequences involve one team member asking a 

clarification question when some aspect of the interlocutor's interpretive frame or 
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linguistic message needs clarification or confirmation so that trouble free negotiations 

can proceed. The interlocutor then responds to the question by clarifying, confirming, 

affirming, or rejecting. 

Clarification of Assumption 

One such accommodation sequence is the clarification of assumption. The 

clarification of assumption sequence occurs when the initiator asks a question to clarify 

background assumption behind the interlocutor's message. What I call clarification of 

assumption sequence is in some ways similar what Myers (1998) describes as a repair 

move used to express disagreement. As Myers states, "the treatment of apparent 

disagreement by repair presents it in a less face-threatening light, attributing the 

difference to some miscomrnunication" (pp. 100-101). I argue that the clarification of 

assumption question is a repair move as is Myers' disagreement move disguised as 

miscomrnunication, but the clarification of assumption question is not a way of 

expressing disagreement. Rather it is a way to clarify the interpretive frame within which 

the conversants are interacting. The clarification of assumption is an important sequence 

in the process of interactional accommodation as it allows participants to "be clear" by 

establishing "the inferences made within the context of an interactive exchange" 

(Gumperz, 1992, p. 230), bringing participants closer to working within the same 

interpretive frame. 

The clarification of assumption is an important sequence in the work of 

accommodating interactionally, whether the ongoing negotiations within which the 

clarification of assumption sequence takes place end in disagreement, indecision, or 
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consensus among the team members. The clarification of assumption sequence is quite 

prevalent in the data, and thus, must be considered an important accommodation 

sequence. In fact, 21% of all accommodation sequences initiated by NSs and NNSs were 

clarification of assumption sequences. 31% of accommodation sequences initiated by 

NNSs were clarification of assumption sequences, and they were 16% of the 

accommodation sequences initiated by NSs. Table 6 provides examples of clarification of 

assumption sequences initiated by NSs and NNSs. The clarification of assumption 

sequences are indicated in bold. Table 7 details the descriptive statistics from which 1 

derived the percentage of use of the clarification of assumption sequences. These 

descriptive statistics are derived from two sets of ratios, 1) NS and 2) NNS use of the 

clarification of assumption sequence. The first ratio is composed of total NS initiated 

clarification of assumption sequences divided by total NS initiated accommodation 

sequences. The second ratio is composed of total NNS initiated clarification of 

assumption sequences divided by total NNS initiated accommodation sequences. Table 6 

includes percentages of use based on these ratios. Also included in table 6 is the 

percentage of total clarification of assumption sequences out of all accommodation 

sequences. 
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TABLE 6. Clarification of Assumption Sequence 
(1) NS initiated (2) NS initiated (3) NNS initiated 
clarification of assumption clarification of assumption clarification of assumption 
sequence sequence sequence 

L J: so these rods can 1. G; I don't know if L D: [I] said ev 
be two three foot it's worth it maybe eventually you 
long I haven't seen he'll give me some know maybe I can 
any longer than tliat of the old parts and schedule 
(laughs) you're maybe that'll cut it 2. J: oh 
talkin nine foot long for what we need 3. D: a meeting with 
rods um they're p and it'll at least give him and you know 
you know very us something to test when we have a lot 
precisely ground in the lab of questions or 
polished rods a few 2. P: well what does 4. J: oh yeah 
feet long and this uh that mean for like 5, D; just wanna talk 
plates can slide part one b does and see if he has 
down there and all that mean if you any ideas for us 
you do is can't get the parts 6. J: he he has to 

2. M: those made of until January that know uh visual 
metal though? we're putting it off basic right 

3. J: actually the until January 7. D: no 
plates are usually 3. G: yeah that's what 
made out of del that means 
ren type of plastic 
uh but 

TABLE 7. Frequency of Use of Clarification of Assumption Sequence 
Type Raw Number Percentage 

NS Initiated Clarification of Assumption Sequence/ 
Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

33/201 16% 

NNS Initiated Clarification of Assumption Sequence/ 
Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

27/88 31% 

Total Clarification of Assumption Sequence/ 
Total Accommodation Sequences 

60/289 21% 

It is interesting that NNSs tend to initiate clarification of assumption sequences more 

frequently than NSs. Perhaps this tendency is related to the fact that the NNSs have been 
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immersed in a non-native speech community at least during the four years that they 

attended university in the United States. As such, they may anticipate differences in 

background assumptions more readily than their NS peers as the NSs are accustomed to 

working with people who share their background and thus many of their background 

assumptions. Regardless, the clarification of assumption sequence by itself seems to be 

neutral in terms of constructing status on the team as it does not implicate anyone as 

lacking technical knowledge or linguistic competence. Rather, the clarification of 

assumption sequence is seemingly a way to ensure that the background assumption 

behind a contribution to the negotiation is known to all team members. However, it is 

how the negotiation proceeds after the clarification of assumption sequence takes place 

that is important in constructing status on the team. Specifically, the clarification of 

assumption sequence can be followed by an agreement move on the part of the team 

member who initiated the clarification of assumption sequence or by a disagreement 

move on the part of the person who initiated the clarification of assumption sequence. 

Examples of clarification of assumption sequences, one followed by an agreement move 

and one followed by a disagreement move are demonstrated in bold in Table 8. 
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TABLE 8. Clarification of Assumption Sequence: Subsequent Agreement/Disagreement 
A. Clarification of assumption B. Clarification of assumption 

sequence followed by disagreement sequence followed by agreement 
move on the part of the team move on the part of the team 
member asking for clarification member asking for clarification 

1. G: I don't know if it's worth it 1. D; just wanna talk and see if he has 
maybe he'll give me some of the any ideas for us 
old parts and maybe that'll cut it for 2. J: he he has to know uh visua 
what we need and it'll at least give basic right 
us something to test in the lab 3. D: no 

2. P: well what does that mean for 4. J: no ok 
like part one b does that mean if 5. D: no he doesn't know visual basic 
you can't get the parts until 6. J: oh he know programming he 
January that we're putting it off know some software 
until January 7. D: he certainly better or we're in 

4. G: yeah that's what that means trouble (laughs) but he does pretty 
5. P: I don't know if that's too good 

smart 8. J: oh ok 

As demonstrated by the examples in Table 8, when the person asking for clarification of 

assumption disagrees with the viability of the background assumption, that disagreement 

move serves to construct the team member who had initiated the clarification of 

assumption sequence as quite knowledgeable and as having some higher understanding 

of the nature of the project. Ultimately, the disagreement move forces a shift in the 

interpretive frame within which the group is working in the current negotiation as I will 

discuss further below. On the other hand, as in B in Table 6, when the team member who 

had initiated the clarification of assumption sequence agrees that the assumption is 

viable, or at least fails to disagree, that team member is ultimately agreeing to work 

within the person providing clarification's interpretive frame. As such, the person 

providing clarification is constructed as holding some background information that the 

team member asking for clarification does not have access to. To understand how the 
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clarification of assumption sequence followed by an agreement or a disagreement move 

on the part of the team member who had asked for clarification works in establishing the 

interpretive frame, it is helpful to examine excerpts from the data containing such 

sequences in more detail. 

As discussed above, the clarification of assumption sequence can be followed by 

a disagreement move. Excerpt 1 contains an example of such a sequence. In Excerpt 1, 

which took place during Team 2's October 1, 2002 meeting, George suggested to Peter 

that the team should attempt to obtain parts from a particular source that he had 

mentioned earlier in the meeting. As mentioned earlier in the meeting, the source could 

not help the team until January. The clarification of assumption question is in bold in 

lines 4-6. 
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EXCERPT 1 

1. G: I don't know if it's worth it maybe he'll give me some of the 
2. old parts and maybe that'll cut it for what we need and it'll 
3. at least give us something to test in the lab 
4. P: well what does that mean for like part one b does that 
5. mean if you can't get the parts until January that we're 
6. putting it off until January 
7. G: yeah that's what that means 
8. P: I don't know if that's too smart 
9. G: I know 
10. D: yeah I don't feel comfortable with that at all 
1. P: right cause what are you guys gonna [do] 
11. G: [exactly] 
12. P: you know work on goal two and not even know if one one 
13. b's [gonna work] 
14. G: [right that's] the problem 

In lines 4-6, Peter asked to clarify that the assumption was that obtaining parts from 

George's source meant not beginning to test the project until January. Clearly, the 

interpretive frame could easily have been different for each team member if Peter had 

made the assumption that the parts would arrive sooner. Instead, Peter invoked the 

information that George had given about his source earlier in the team meeting, that the 

source would not be able to assist Team 2 until January and asked an important 

clarification of assumption question that led to Peter's direct disagreement in line 8 of the 

course of action proposed by George. Peter's disagreement move essentially caused a 

shift in the interpretive frame within which the team was working. Following the 

clarification of assumption sequence and Peter's disagreement move, it was clear that the 

team could not depend on George's source and that they were in a situation in which they 

needed to explore where they could find parts for their project. Therefore, there was a 

shift in the interpretive frame. Before the Clarification of Assumption sequence, the team 
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assumed that George had found a source where they could obtain parts, and after the 

Clarification of Assumption sequence, there was a shift in the interpretive frame in which 

all members assumed that they needed to find a viable source where they could obtain 

parts. 

It is not difficult to imagine a different scenario in which Peter had not asked the 

clarification of assumption question establishing that George's solution would entail 

delaying work until January. Without that important clarification, Peter and the rest of the 

team might have been under the assumption that parts could be obtained from George's 

source and work could commence sooner than would have actually been possible. 

Therefore, the clarification of assumption sequence was critical to the team's coming to a 

consensus not only in terms of the content of the team meeting but also in terms of the 

teams' sharing the same background information before weighing in on the team's 

decision. 

It is also possible for a team member to engage in a less direct disagreement move 

after initiating a clarification of assumption sequence. For example, in team 4's 

November 9 meeting, two team members negotiated material to use for the cart that they 

were constructing. Jim suggested ordering a particular type of rod from a company to use 

in the construction of the team's cart, and Mark asked a clarification of assumption 

question regarding Jim's apparent assumption that the rods they would order would be 

metal as demonstrated in line 5 in Excerpt 2. 
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EXCERPT 2 

1. J: so these rods can be two three foot long I haven't seen any longer than that 
2. (laughs) you're talkin nine foot long rods um they're p you know very 
3. precisely ground polished rods a few long and this uh plates can slide 
4. down there and all you do is 
5. M: those made of metal though? 
6. J: actually the plates are usually made out of del ren t>pe of plastic uh but 
7. M: the rods 
8. J: are metal they're like 
9. M: I think probably they use like a cause this just like a regular tripod I think 
10. that they use to mount it on 
11. J; uhhuh 
12. M: so they this is probably like some kind of light plastic or something that 
13. wouldn't.. .to go over [it] 
14. J: [you] wouldn't want it to be metal if you're movin the antenna on it 
15. M; yeah 
16. J: um so you're just sayin somethin simple like a a a one block of wood sittin 
17. on a on a um sheet of plywood 
18. M: pvc pipe [if that's a little stiffer] 
19. J: [oh there you go].. .wow.. .pc pvc pipe 
20. M: pvc pipe 

Mark indicated that he assumed the rods that they would be using for the cart would be 

made of light plastic rather than metal in lines 12 and 13. His clarification of assumption 

question was important in the realization that the two teammates had different 

assumptions as to the material that the rods would be made of. In fact, after Mark 

indicated that he thought the rods were "some kind of light plastic" in lines 12 and 13, 

Jim admitted in line 14 that the rods could not be metal if "you're movin the antenna on 

it" because metal rods would interfere with the antenna. Essentially, Jim self-corrected in 

line 14, stating that metal would not be an appropriate material. Then Mark and Jim came 

to a consensus that PVC pipe would work best in lines 18 through 20. 

Not only did Mark clarify Jim's assumption as far as the metal was concerned, but 

he avoided direct disagreement with Jim with regard to the metal rods, allowing Jim the 
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opportunity to self-correct based on the new information that Mark contributed to the 

conversation. Mark clearly disagreed with Jim's suggestion that they use metal rods but 

allowed Jim the opportunity to self correct rather than immediately disagreeing with Jim, 

a preferred move in conversation between symmetrical partners (Sacks, 1987). The 

clarification of assumption sequence was crucial in terms of Jim and Mark's ability to 

engage in negotiation about the appropriate material to use in the constniction of the cart, 

as it became clear that the two team members had assumed that different materials would 

be used. 

In addition, the fact that Jim's background assumption, that the rods he proposed 

using were made of metal, was found not to be a viable assumption, which caused the 

team's interpretive frame to shift. In this case, Jim came to work within Mark's 

interpretive frame, that the team needed to use a material for the rods that would not 

interfere with the antenna, which then allowed Mark to contribute to the negotiation the 

suggestion that PVC Pipe be used. 

The clarification of assumption sequence does not always lead to disagreement as 

demonstrated in Excerpts I and 2. By contrast, it is also possible for a team member to 

initiate a clarification of assumption sequence and then to engage in an agreement move 

after receiving clarification from the teammate. In one such instance that occurred in 

team I's October 15, 2002 meeting, David mentioned contacting a computer engineer at 

the firm where he was employed, which was also the firm that assigned team I's project. 

David was interested in exploring whether the computer engineer had any suggestions for 

the computer engineering component of their project. Jun then asked a clarification of 
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assumption question to be sure that his background assumption matched David's 

assumption as shown in bold in hne 2. 

EXCERPT 3 

1. D: just wanna talk and see if he has any ideas for us 
2. J: he he has to know uh visual basic right 
3. D: no 
4. J: no ok 
5. D; no he doesn't know visual basic 
6. J: oh he know programming he know some software 
7. D: he certainly better or we're in trouble (laughs) but he does pretty 
8. good 
9. J: oh ok 

Since Visual Basic was the programming language with which Jun had been working for 

the project, his assumption was that a computer engineer who could help them must 

know Visual Basic. Clearly, Jun's assumption was different than David's assumption in 

terms of how the computer engineer could help the team as demonstrated in line 3 when 

David indicated that the computer engineer did not know Visual Basic. Then in line 6, 

Jun asked another clarification of assumption question (in bold) directed at what David 

knew about the computer engineer's knowledge base. David indicated that there was a 

possibility that the computer engineer could not help the team in line 7. Therefore, the 

two team members clarified that the computer engineer may or may not be able to help 

but that his ability to help was somehow crucial to the team's progress as David said, "he 

certainly better or we're in trouble" in line 7. David indicated that he would ask for the 

computer engineer's assistance but that he could not guarantee that the computer engineer 

would be able to help the team. If Jun had not asked for clarification of David's 
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assumption about the computer engineer, Jun may have assumed that the computer 

engineer could be of more assistance that David actually thought possible. 

It is interesting to note, though, that Jun did not challenge the need to contact the 

engineer even though the computer engineer did not work in Visual Basic. As such, Jun 

agreed with David's assumption, and Jun essentially tacitly agreed to work within David's 

interpretive frame. 

Another example of a clarification of assumption sequence followed by an 

agreement move can be found in an exchange that took place in team 6's March 15 

meeting. In the following exchange, team 6 was working on the problem statement. The 

problem statement required the team to state the problem that they intended to work on 

for their project without discussing the solution. Scott sought to clarify what Panayotis 

assumed should be included in the problem statement by initiating the clarification of 

assumption sequence as indicated in bold in line 4. 

EXCERPT 4 

1. P: ok so the the problem is going to be reduced and we need to to emphasize 
2. it we're going to say that it's slower uh it doesn't require any power 
3. B: ok 
4. S: does it say what is the advance in micro solution though? 
5. P: as long as you talk 
6. S: you say like for the usb 
7. P: no no if you say like the current design is very slower 
8. S; mmhmm 
9. P: that's like to to say that's no 
10. S; oh ok well we don't need to mention the usb do we?.. .because that's going 
11. to be our solution the problem is that the scsi's slower and everything 
12. P: yeah no we don't mention the usb just like the current 

By clarifying Panayotis' assumption about what information should go into the problem 

statement, Panayotis and Scott agreed that it was the slowness of the current that was the 
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problem and that the USB was part of the solution rather than the problem. It is notable 

that Scott accepted Panayotis' assumption without challenge in lines 10 and 11. In this 

case as in the example from David and Jun's team meeting, the two teammates had 

different assumptions, which became clear through the clarification of assumption 

sequence, and the one asking the clarification of assumption question eventually agreed 

with the teammate who provided the clarification of assumption, accepting the 

teammates' assumption as viable. As a result, in the case of team 6, the two teammates 

came to work within Panayotis' interpretive frame, that the USB was part of the solution 

and that the slowness of the current was part of the problem and should thus be 

incorporated into the problem statement. 

As I will discuss in more detail in Chapter 6, the clarification of assumption 

sequence followed by a disagreement move on the part of the person asking for 

clarification is quite a powerful move as it constructs the person asking for clarification 

as the more knowledgeable team member. By contrast, the clarification of assumption 

sequence followed by an agreement move on the part of the person asking for 

clarification serves to construct the person providing clarification as the more 

knowledgeable team member. As such, it is important to note that NNSs initiated 

clarification of assumption sequences, which they followed with agreement moves 67% 

of the time that they initiated clarification of assumption sequences. By contrast, NSs 

engaged in such agreement moves following 24% of the clarification of assumption 

sequences that they initiated. In addition, NNSs expressed disagreement following 4% of 

clarification of assumption sequences they initiated, while NSs disagreed after they 



initiated clarification of assumption sequences in 52% of the clarification of assumption 

sequences that they initiated. Other times, NSs and NNSs followed clarification of 

assumption sequences that they initiated by indecision moves. NSs engaged in such 

indecision moves after 24% of clarification of assumption sequences that they initiated 

and NNSs after 29% of clarification of assumption sequences that they initiated. See 

Table 9. 
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TABLE 9. Frequency of Clarification of Assumption Sequence: 
Agreement/Disagreement 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NNS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed 
by agreement move/ NNS initiated clarification of assumption 
sequences 

18/27 67% 

NNS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed 
by disagreement move/ NNS initiated clarification of 
assumption sequences 

1/27 4% 

NNS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed 
by indecision move/ NNS initiated clarification of assumption 
sequences 

8/27 29% 

NS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed by 
agreement move/ NS initiated clarification of assumption 
sequences 

8/33 24% 

NS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed by 
disagreement move/ NS initiated clarification of assumption 
sequences 

17/33 52% 

NS initiated clarification of assumption sequence followed by 
indecision move/ NS initiated clarification of assumption 
sequences 

8/33 24% 

Based on the clarification of assumption sequence data, it is important to note that the 

way that NSs engaged in clarification of assumption clarification of assumption 

sequences, they were constructed as knowledgeable as often as they were constructed as 

lacking technical knowledge, while the way that NNSs engaged in clarification of 

assumption sequences almost always constructed them as less knowledgeable than the 

interlocutor. 

Repair move as disagreement move as described by Myers is not used very 

frequently in the data, but I will provide one such example as a point of contrast with the 
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clarification of assumption sequence. I argue that the repair move as disagreement move 

is quite different than the clarification of assumption followed by a disagreement move. 

In the following dialogue. Miller discusses a test that he and Peter ran in the lab when 

Peter disagrees with Miller's description of the test. Peter's repair move as a disagreement 

move is in bold in lines 4 through 6. 
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EXCERPT 5 

1. M: output is pretty much minus fifty and minus ten 
2. D: ok 
3. M: it went down to zero 
4. P: no actually didn't it jump up to zero? didn't it want to go down 
5. to like minus twelve? that one went down to like minus 
6. seventeen or something like that? 
7. M: uh 
8. P: point two like it right yeah so it's so it's really strange if you wanna 
9. M: uh 
10. P: you got em yeah so you look at this one like that so there's ground 
11. right in the middle 
12. M: mmhmm 
13. P: ok [here's each of [the lines] 
14. M: [so that's earth ground?] 
15. P: yeah that's earth ground.. .ok each of the lines jumps off of earth 
16. ground and goes down there here's the difference between the lines 
17. you see it's like it's down to one positive eiglit volts or something is 
18. that eight point five volts? something like that but the actual 
19. voltage is one into two minus twenty five and minus seventeen 
20. yeah so they they've jumped down yeah it's kind of weird it it it 
21. makes sense though that you'd want isolation from earth ground 
22. because if you had a carrier modulating on each of these you don't 
2. that to be around ground because there's all kinds of noise on 
23. ground you know from everything else that's going into ground 
24. you want this to be on somewhere on thirty but the difference 
25. between em which is all we really care about is gonna be down 
26. like minus nine something like 
27. that.. .here we got ring 

Peter's repair move in lines 4 through 6 seems very much in line with Myers (1998) 

description of the repair move as disagreement move. It is interesting to note that Peter's 

repair move is qualitatively different than the clarification of assumption sequence 

followed by the disagreement move as described in Excerpts 1 and 2 because in the case 

of the repair move, the initiator seems to know the interlocutor's assumption already and 

disagrees with the assumption. 
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It is interesting to look at the continuation of Excerpt 5 in lines 13 through 26. In 

the case of Peter and Miller, it becomes clear in line 14 that Miller's assumption about the 

location of earth ground makes him think that the current "went down to zero" when 

Peter's assumption about the location of earth ground would mean that the current 

"jumped up to zero". 

Miller asked an important clarification of assumption question in line 14 and was able to 

clarify that he and Peter had different assumptions concerning the location of earth 

ground. Peter then engaged in a detailed unsolicited explanation of technical content (to 

be discussed in more detail later in this chapter) in lines 15 through 28 that provided 

strong evidence in support ofhis position as to the location of earth ground. It was 

Miller's clarification of assumption question, however, that clarified the source of the 

disagreement and allowed the teammates to work within the same interpretive frame. 

The clarification of assumption question is clearly different from the repair move 

as disagreement move as described by Myers (1998). Peter could have asked a 

clarification of assumption question to find out where Miller considered earth ground to 

be and then could have engaged in a disagreement move upon discovering the differences 

in assumption. Instead, Peter engaged in a disagreement move up front, a more face-

threatening move. 

Not only is the clarification of assumption sequence important in allowing 

participants to interactionally accommodate in the process of negotiations, but it seems 

that the clarification of assumption question is a preferred move over the repair as 

disagreement move or any type of disagreement move in the process of negotiation. This 
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preference would appear to be related to the less face-threatening nature of the 

clarification of assumption question. Not only is the move less face-threatening, but it is 

one in which participants can avoid disagreement altogether in the process of negotiating, 

reinforcing the preference for agreement in conversational interaction (Sacks, 1987). In 

that sense, it is not necessarily the less face-threatening nature of the clarification of 

assumption move that explains its preference in conversation but the fact that it is one 

method of avoiding disagreement in conversation because it allows interlocutors to 

clarify the interpretive frame before engaging in a disagreement move. 

Clarification of Opinion 

Another common sequence among team members is the clarification of opinion 

sequence. The clarification of opinion sequence also contributes to participants' ability to 

accommodate in the process of face-to-face interaction. The clarification of opinion 

sequence is different than the clarification of assumption sequence in that the clarification 

of assumption sequence seeks to clarify the interpretive frame within which the 

interlocutor is formulating a certain opinion or suggestion. By contrast, the clarification 

of opinion sequence operates to clarify the opinion of the interlocutor on a certain issue, 

that is the interlocutor's stance on some aspect of the project. Clarification of opinion 

sequences constitute 4% of all accommodation sequences, 1% of all accommodation 

sequences initiated by NNSs and 6% of all accommodation sequences initiated by NSs. 

Though the clarification of opinion sequence is not the most prevalent sequence, 

it is an interesting sequence as it seems to be relatively neutral in terms of establishing 

team members as knowledgeable or not. This neutrality seems to be based on the fact that 
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the clarification of opinion sequence does not establish technical content knowledge, but 

it establishes stance. The clarification of opinion sequence actually seems to be a way 

that one team member can engage another team member in the process of negotiation. 

For instance, if one team member A projects a particular stance, before establishing that 

stance as the team's stance, team member A might initiate a clarification of opinion 

sequence to find out what team member B's stance on the issue is. As such, the 

clarification of opinion sequence operates to engage other team members in the 

negotiation process. 

Additionally, the team's stance tends to be adopted, not in the process of or even 

directly following the clarification of opinion sequence, but in the process of negotiation 

as well as through other accommodation sequences such as the clarification of 

assumption sequence, and through sequences that establish technical content because it is 

through these sequences the technical knowledge that team members possess is assessed 

by other team members, and thus the viability of team members' stances. Table 10 

displays three examples of clarification of opinion sequences excerpted from the data. 

Table 11 demonstrates the percentage of use of the clarification of opinion sequence out 

of all accommodation sequences as well as NS initiated clari fication of opinion sequences 

out of all NS initiated accommodation sequences and NNS initiated clarification of 

opinion sequences out of all NS initiated accommodation sequences. 
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TABLE 10. Clarification of Opinion Sequence 
(1) NS initiated (2) NS initiated (3) NNS initiated clarif of 
clarification of opinion clarification of opinion opinion sequence 
sequence sequence 

1. D: did you think we 1. J; I 1. R: yeah that's true 
should change it to guess::: ,.hmmm... but I don't 
vital or is that you think there's know.. .what do you 

2. P; 1 just did that I any kind of guys what do you 
just put vital documentation stuff [guys think] 
information because that we should add? 2. G: [I think] well I 
emergency 2. T: mm:::: it should think that 
[situation] probably make the 3. R: I think we still 

diagram for this have a lot of time so 
even if we wait for 
January 

4. G: yeah I don't 
know... 

TABLE 11 • Frequency of Clarification of Opinion Sequence 
Type Raw Number Percentage 

NS Initiated Clarification of Opinion Sequence/ Total 
NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

12/201 6% 

NNS Initiated Clarification of Opinion Sequence/ Total 
NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

1/888 1% 

Total Clarification of Opinion Sequence/ 
Total Accommodation Sequences 

13/289 4% 

Looking at the clarification of opinion sequence in more detail, it becomes clear that this 

sequence contributes to solidarity on the team. In the following Excerpt from team 2's 

October 15 meeting, the team was discussing the written proposal assignment, which 

Peter had drafted individually prior to the meeting. In line 1, Dean asked a question to 

clarify Peter's opinion concerning whether or not a certain lexical item in the team's 

proposal should be changed. 
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EXCERPT 6 

1. D: did you think we should change it to vital or is that 
2. P: I just did that I just put vital information because emergency [situation] 
3. G: [yeah] 
4. P: I mean you can miss an emergency situation but like because I use loss of 
5. I had to find some way of saying loss of than like put emergency into it so 
6. that's the best I came up with 
7. D; yeah no that works fine 
8. P: ok 
9. D: vital information is like super instead of emergency 

Dean's clarification of opinion question in line 1 could be considered a direct and 

unmitigated suggestion as argued by Thonus (2001), but I argue that it is a move in which 

Dean asked Peter to clarify his opinion in an attempt to interactionally accommodate to 

his teammate. The team had previously discussed the "vital" option, so the suggestion of 

changing "emergency" to "vital" had already been made earlier in the meeting. We can 

see in line 9 that Dean preferred the use of "vital," as he said "vital is like super instead of 

emergency," but he clarified Peter's opinion on the issue and noted that they shared the 

same opinion in line 7. Dean's clarification of opinion question, therefore, allowed him to 

establish that he and Peter shared the same opinion in terms of the choice of vocabulary 

to use in the proposal, even though it seemed that Dean was ultimately asserting that 

"vital" was the better choice of words. It is possible that a disagreement move would have 

ensued if Peter's opinion about the choice of vocabulary had differed from Dean's 

opinion. In any case, the clarification of opinion sequence established Peter's opinion 

about the choice of words and allowed negotiations to continue with knowledge of Peter's 

opinion. Moreover, the clarification of opinion sequence contributed to a sense of 
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solidarity between Dean and Peter as Dean seemed interested in Peter's opinion and 

ultimately agreed with Peter's opinion. 

Though clarification of opinion sequences are often followed by consensus, it is 

no less common for these sequences to be followed by disagreement moves. The 

clarification of opinion can lead to a rejection of the opinion as in the following exchange 

from team 3's November 1 meeting in which Jacob asked to clarify Taku's opinion in line 

1 and then Jacob proceeded to reject that opinion in the subsequent discussion. 

EXCERPT 7 

1 .  J :  1  g u e s s : y o u  think there's any kind of documentation 
2. stuff that we should add? 
3 .  T :  m m : i t  s h o u l d  p r o b a b l y  m a k e  t h e  d i a g r a m  f o r  t h i s  
4. J: 1 was thinking about that but then what I thought is you know you're 
5. workin on the what is it the uh multi sim [or] 
6. T: [yeah] 
7. J: multi board or multiboard isn't that basically the same problem though 
8. cause you don't have all of this stuff 
9. T: yeah it was for 
10. J: yTcnow 
11. T: this circuit (coughs) 
12. J: and this this is kinda changing a little bit you know it's all it's all just 
13. dependent on what kind of choices you wanna make and that we're 
14. keeping all that in here you know this is kinda like an indirect circuit 
15. diagram 
16. T: yeah 
17. J: in a way.. .you know routing is gonna well routing doesn't matter but and 
18. plus we're gonna be using different memory here before long so is it 
19. worthwhile worrying about a schematic for memory that we're not even 
20. gonna use? 
21. T: um I think we should keep in record 

Jacob took an important step in order to interactionally accommodate to his teammate by 

asking the clarification of opinion question in line 1, giving his teammate a chance to 

contribute his opinion on the amount of documentation needed. Jacob clarified his 
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teammates' opinion on the matter and discovered that he had a different opinion than 

Taku. It was important to clarify the difference so that Jacob knew Taku's intention to 

keep a record of the diagram and that Taku knew that Jacob did not intend to keep such a 

record. Their opinions were on the table, and the course of action was ready to be 

negotiated. 

After establishing that he and Taku had different opinions on the record keeping 

issue, Jacob could engage in negotiations with Taku. It is interesting that in lines 17-20, 

Jacob provided an unsolicited explanation of technical content (to be discussed later in 

this chapter), "we're gonna be using different memory here" that provided support for his 

opinion. Even though he disagreed with Taku, it was not the clarification of opinion 

sequence that established who was more or less knowledgeable, and it was not what 

immediately followed the clarification of opinion sequence. Rather, Jacob inserted his 

technical content knowledge later in the negotiations in lines 17-20, questioning whether 

keeping a record of something that they were not using in the final design was 

worthwhile, and then again asked the same clarification of opinion question that he had 

asked in lines 1 and 2. Interestingly, he got the same response from Taku in line 21 as he 

did in line 3, "I think we should keep it in record." By initiating the clarification of 

opinion sequence, Jacob engaged Taku in negotiation about procedure. Though the two 

disagreed about the procedure, the clarification of opinion sequence ensured that the two 

teammates were involved in the negotiation and that they were aware of each other's 

stances. 
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It is also possible that a teammate expresses indecision after engaging in a 

clarification of opinion sequence. In team I's October 15 meeting, David and Jun 

discussed the steps of the design process. David asked Jun's opinion about further steps in 

their design process in line 1. 

EXCERPT 8 

1. D: ...can you think of what any other steps in between? (0.5) 
2. J: test methodologies (whispers) 
3. D: that's real general but 
4. J: XXX (whispers) 
5. D: we went from point A to Z with one step in between 
6. J: h he he here is uh from the from the faster way to test you know 
7. we develop a test meth meth methodology have a lot of test within 
8. this so we need to find we need choice which one is best which one 
9. is good so we 
10. D; yeah that comes into play but that's kind of like uh just when you're 
11. refining 

Jun responded to David's clarification of opinion question by stating that test 

methodologies should be the next step in the design process. David expressed uncertainty 

about Jun's response in lines 10 and 11. In any case, David was able to decipher how Jun 

envisioned the design process and could structure negotiation with Jun accordingly, even 

if the negotiation led to uncertainty and the need for further negotiation. The clarification 

of opinion sequence made the teammates' position clear, allowing them to engage in 

negotiations. The clarification of opinion sequence also allowed David to engage Jun in 

the negotiation process by illuminating Jun's opinion regarding the design process. 

The clarification of opinion sequence allows interlocutors to establish the opinion 

of a participant before engaging in negotiation with that participant on a particular issue. 

Without the clarification of opinion sequence, interlocutors might not be able to engage 
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in a fruitful negotiation as the basis of the negotiation would not be clear. As an example 

of the troublesome negotiations that ensue when teammates fail to clarify interlocutors' 

opinions, in the following exchange from team 6's March 13 meeting, Panayotis and 

Adam argued about the amount of memory needed in the design of their device but 

Adam's opinion on the matter was not ever clarified. Rather, Adam refuted Panayoits 

contributions, but Panayotis did not ask for clarification of Adam's opinion. 
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EXCERPT 9 

1. P; the resolution because you know uh you have one k of memory that's a 
2. thousand twenty-four so what is uh two to the tenth right? 
3. A: ok 
4. P: so the highest you can go is ten bit resolution you s you s you see what I 
5. mean 
6. B; yeah 
7. P: it's actually a thousand to the t to ten to the thousand s 
8. A; I'm not following that I mean either you're gonna have to go eiglit bit or 
9. sixteen bit using the eight bit memory the the data memory is eight bit 
10. memory 
11. P: yeah but well for the resolution.. .if [you use this] 
12. A: [well it's pretty] I mean it'll take long time to hack 1 mean you could you 
13. know start there some and get two bits out and shift em you know what 
14. I'm saying it's very hard it's very hard to do that in the program though 
15. right? 
16. P: yeah I I'm trying to find out how how how how uh the resolution we can 
17. use.. .with this kind of noid cause if you have a ten bit uh adc and it's 
18. outputting like ten bit values ten bit numbers and you only have like uh 
19. one k of memory 
20. A: right 
21. P: it's going to fill up very fast 
22. A: yeah that's what I'm saying [it'll go] 
23. P: [yeah so so] 
24. A: too fast (laughs).. .but there's I mean well it seems to me that really the a 
25. to d has to be at least twelve bits for this system or it's not gonna meet the 
26. specification and therefore it might as well be[sixteen then] 
27. P: [well they] can choose they can find a bunch and choose which one is best 
28. suited for the job ok so 
29. A: but the data and the memory of the computer is gonna have to sixteen bit 

It seems that the Adam's opinion concerning the appropriate solution was not established, 

so the argument was unproductive as Panayotis did not know how Adam conceptualized 

the solution. In lines 1-2, 4-5, and 7, Panayotis made his stance clear, stating that "the 

highest you can go is ten bit resolution." Adam refuted Panayotis' assertion in lines 8-10 

and 12-15, " I'm not following that I mean either you're gonna have to go eight bit or 

sixteen bit..." In lines 16-19 and 21, Panayotis reasserted his stance, and in line 22, 
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Adam seemingly expressed agreement with Panayotis, but the argument between the two 

teammates continued throughout the remainder of the discourse with no real negotiation 

ensuing as the two could not seem to determine whether they actually conceptualized the 

project in a similar way or whether they had completely different conceptualizations of 

the project design. Perhaps a clarification of opinion sequence could have allowed Adam 

and Panayotis to engage in trouble free negotiations rather than engaging in a series of 

exchanges concerning how they conceptualized the design that never quite led to 

negotiation. In other words, if Panayotis had asked a clarification of opinion question, 

Adam may have stated his stance in full, which would then allow the two teammates to 

determine the differences and similarities in their stances and to negotiate. 

The clarification of opinion sequence is important in establishing the way that an 

interlocutor conceptualizes issues in the process of negotiation. The clarification of 

opinion sequence allows team members to proceed with negotiations with a clear 

understanding of their interlocutors' stance. As we can see in the exchange between 

Panayotis and Adam, lack of such a concrete understanding of the interlocutor's stance 

can be detrimental to the team's ability to negotiate. 

Clarification of Technical Content 

In addition to understanding how other teammates conceptualize the project, it is 

crucial for each of the team members to hold the technical knowledge necessary to 

contribute to the team negotiations. Therefore, it is important for team members to ask for 

any information concerning unclear or unknown technical content in order to be able to 

contribute fully to the team negotiations. As I will demonstrate, the clarification of 
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technical content question is clearly linked to status as it tends to construct the one asking 

for clarification as lacking technical knowledge that the person providing clarification has 

access to. However, clarification of technical content sequences can be more or less face 

threatening for the one asking for clarification of technical content depending on the 

situation. Clarification of technical content sequences constitute 27% of all 

accommodation sequences in the data. It is important to note that 41% of accommodation 

sequences initiated by NNSs are clarification of technical content questions. By contrast, 

20% of all accommodation sequences initiated by NSs are clarification of technical 

content questions. Actually about half of all clarification of technical content questions 

initiated by NSs can be attributed to Jacob on team 3. As will be discussed in Chapter 6, 

team 3's situation was unusual because Taku, the NNS on team 3, came to the project 

with a much broader knowledge base than Jacob. Therefore, Jacob was not on an equal 

footing with Taku from the beginning of the project, making it necessary for him engage 

in clarification of technical content questions. In general, NSs engaged in far fewer 

clarification of technical content questions than NNSs did. Table 12 provides examples of 

clarification of technical content sequences. Table 13 displays the descriptive statistics 

regarding the use of the clarification of technical content sequence, including ratios and 

percentages. 
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TABLE 12. Clarification of 1 Pechnical Content Sequence 
(1) NS initiated (2) NS initiated (3) NNS initiated 
clarification of technical clarification of technical clarification of technical 
content sequence content sequence content sequence 

1. B: which theorem is 1. P: can we do that 1. G: [what are the key 
that? with the things] that you 

2. P; Shannon's microcontroller? look for if I want to 
theorem like say say it gets find a driver or a I 

3. B; Shannon's a trigger can it say mean a 
theorem like ok sample this microcontroller to 

line every second is drive that motor 
that possible? 2. J: you need a power 

2. G: oh yeah supply and an 
3. P: yeah? amplifier uh if it's 
4. G: I think that that's just a dc motor it 

possible yeah just needs a power 
supply s it's either 
turned on or off 
unless they're 
getting into pulse 
width w you know 
you're you're gonna 
control torque with 
a pulse width 
modulation 

3. G: mmhmm that's 
not complicated... 

TABLE 13. Frequency of Clarification of Technical Content Sequence 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NS Initiated Clarification of Teclmical Content Sequence/ 
Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

41/201 20% 

NNS Initiated Clarification of Technical Content Sequence/ 
Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

37/88 41% 

Total Clarification of Technical Content Sequence/ 
Total Accommodation Sequences 

78/289 27% 
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Clarification of technical content can be important in a team member's ability to negotiate 

though the team member is positioned as non-expert in the process of gaining the 

technical content information necessary to participate in the negotiations. In Excerpt 10 

from team 6's March 13 meeting, Bob asked Panayotis which theorem he was referring to 

as the two discussed an aspect of the project design involving the transmission of digital 

data in line 12. Panayotis said in line 13 that he was referring to Shannon's Theorem, a 

theorem that reveals how much digital data can be transmitted on a noisy line. 

EXCERPT 10 

1. B: so it's twice as fast so it have to do the the ten k hertz you would have to 
2. be sampling that [uh] 
3. P: [twenty] 
4. V: [twenty] 
5. B: [twenty] k hertz 
6. P: yeah but diat that's if you don't have any noise that's for a noiseless 
7. V: oh yeah if you have the [silence] 
8. P: [if you] have 
9. B: if you have noise 
10. P: if you have noisy channels here you you don't have to go as high as twice 
11. but it's the absolute minute like 
12. B: which theorem is that? 
13. P: Shannon's theorem 
14. B: Shannon's theorem 
15. A: the ten k hertz really the ten k hertz needs to be done in a hardware 
16. filtering uh usually the a to d converter has a filter on board and most of 
17. the ad converters do and uh usually it's not a real high performance one 
18. but just enough to get the you know just enough so that you're not chasing 
19. I mean I mean usually it's like a two dd prog then you know in other 
20. words two or four pole filter something like that 
21. B: another way that they were saying to do do the filtering was to um to have 
22. like two sets of filters one to filter out the let me see 
23. P: wh where are we going 
24. B: one to filter out the the higher frequencies and then after it filtered out the 
25. higher frequencies what was it doing oh that that was just doing the signal 
26. the a to d conversions \ 
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Bob was able to determine that Panayotis was relying on Shannon's Theorem in terms of 

the way he was conceptualizing the project design. Therefore, Bob established for 

himself and the rest of the team that Panayotis was thinking about the problem in terms of 

valid technical content that should be taken into consideration as they proceeded with 

negotiations. Clearly, Bob was positioned as the non-expert and Panayotis as the expert 

as Bob asked Panayotis for a piece of theoretical information. However, Bob's question 

was crucial because as the dialogue continued, Adam and Bob were able to contribute to 

the negotiation by discussing ways of filtering noise to be able to interpret the data, 

taking Shannon's Theorem into account as demonstrated in lines 15-26 in Excerpt 10. 

In lines 15 through 26, Adam and Bob contributed to the negotiation of the 

design. Taking Shannon's Theorem into account, both Adam and Bob recommended 

using an a (analog) to d (digital) converter with some sort of filter to alleviate the noise 

problem. It is clear in lines 24-26 that Bob's establishment of Panayotis' reliance on 

Shannon's Theorem was important in establishing that noise was a factor in the a to d 

conversion, and the establishment of Shannon's Theorem as a factor in the design set the 

debate about when to filter in motion. Therefore, Bob's clarification of technical content 

question was important in clarifying the technical knowledge behind Panayotis' 

contributions, allowing the team members access to Panayotis' expertise so that they 

could engage in negotiations with Panayotis, though Bob was established as lacking 

expertise that Panayotis had access to. 

Clarification of technical content questions can also be important in locating a 

problem with a proposed design. In team 2's October 15 meeting, George discussed how 
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the device, which would mute electronic devices when someone picked up the phone, 

would sense that someone had actually picked up the phone. Peter then asked to clarify 

the technical capabilities of George's proposed design in lines 10 and 11. 

EXCERPT 11 

1. G: yeah just say ok so once the ring signal hits then you just keep sampling 
2. and if you get positives on each one of those and the first time you get a 
3. negative you keep count and be like alright no 1 haven't gotten one for five 
4. so obviously someone picked up the phone or and you can tell which one's 
5. lit is it on the hook I mean you can tell the state is on the hook and off the 
6. hook you know what I mean? and then you would know which case you're 
7. in on hook or off hook 
8. P: mmhmm 
9. G: did the phone just stop ringing or did someone pick up the phone 
10. P: can we do that with the microcontroller? like say say it gets a trigger 
11. can it say like ok sample this line every second is that possible? 
12. G:oh yeah 
13. P: yeah? 
14. G: I think that that's possible yeah 

Peter's technical content question in lines 9 and 10 served the purpose of establishing that 

George's suggestion was technically possible. George asserted that his suggestion was 

technically possible in 12, though he hedged a bit in line 15. In any case, Peter's 

clarification of the technical possibility of George's suggestion was important in 

establishing that George's suggestion was a viable option for the design. Though Peter 

was positioned as non-expert with regard to George's idea, he also positioned himself on 

equal expert footing with George by demonstrating an awareness of what George's design 

idea needed to encompass to be a viable option for their project. George's response to the 

technical content question was important. If George had said that such sampling would 

not have been possible, then Peter's technical content question would have served the 
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purpose of rejecting George's idea. Interestingly as the dialogue continued, Dean 

expressed concern with regard to George's design idea in lines 6 through 9. 

EXCERPT 12 

1. D: the only thing I'm worried about is if you know I mean if you have a pick 
2. up basically in you within your system like immediate ring [pick up] 
3. P: [pick up] 
4. D: at the same time but it it only gets one signal for the pick up.. .ok? 
5. P; alright 
6. D: are we gonna lose that or like if they don't pick up at all maybe it stop 
7. stops ringing really short we're assuming it's off the hook then you 
8. know there's...! mean it's not really...it's only sending we're only 
9. sending the off hook signal once 
10. J: yeah we're having getting one one shot 

Dean asked George to clarify an assumption in lines 6 through 9 to establish whether 

George's design could cause the electronic devices to mute even if nobody answered the 

phone, which would be a problem in the design. George established in line 10 that it was 

a possibility. Therefore, Dean brought up a challenge to George's idea. The challenge lay 

not only within Dean's clarification of assumption question to George but also in 

George's response in which he established that Dean had a valid concern. Therefore, 

Peter's technical content question allowed the team access to George's technical 

knowledge so that they could then engage in negotiations with George and ultimately 

pose a challenge to George's idea. 

When a team member attempts to clarify technical content, and the interlocutor 

indicates that the teammate's understanding of the technical content is in conflict with his 

or her own understanding, the one asking for clarification is positioned as the non-expert, 

and the one providing clarification's move is quite face-threatening. In the following 
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exchange from tem 6's March 13 meeting, Adam suggested a certain design feature that 

would give the team a reference point to measure against when they tested the device. 

EXCERPT 13 

1. A: you put that that reference voltage in and leave it on and that's 
2. exactly what you get when you adjust the little resistor across the 
3. bridge when you're nulling it you're just making itzero 
4. B: ok 
5. A: when you start the test you you the the voltage coming from the 
6. string gauge is a certain voltage you just adjust the a to d converter 
7. to give you zero zero output 
8. B: would that 
9. A: now that becomes your reference and and from there during the 
10. test that's what you're measuring against 
11. B: would that allow you to to change the exit would would that 
12. allow you to change the full scale the scale within on a the 
13. string gauge too 
14. A: well no that would be set to some value when you during the set up 
15. when you calibrate the thing and then that just stays at that same 
16. value then for until until you do another test when we would 
17. recalibrate 
18. B: ok 

Bob's clarification of technical content question in lines 11-13 was intended to clarify the 

technical capability of Adam's suggestion. Adam rejected Bob's understanding of the 

technical content in lines 14-17. It was important for Bob to establish the limitations of 

Adam's technical suggestion so that negotiations could continue with an understanding of 

what Adam's suggested design was not capable of as well as what it was capable of. 

However, Bob was positioned as a non-expert when Adam rejected Bob's understanding 

of the technical capability of the design. Regardless, the clarification of technical content 

sequence was important in allowing Bob access to Adam's technical knowledge so that he 

could engage in negotiations with Adam, even if Bob must negotiate from the non-expert 

perspective. 
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Another instance when a clarification of technical content question was answered 

negatively occurred in team 2's October 15 meeting. In the following exchange, Peter 

asked George to clarify how a demodulator operates. 

EXCERPT 14 

1. G: but then when we mix it back and we'll roll past filter it may be the same 
2. thing not matter what cause it's 
3. P: (yeah well isn't) isn't your demodulator just a very narrow band filter 
4. G: no a demodulator mixes it with a carrier signal again so you two out here 
5. and it mixes it again so you get two way out and one in the middle 
6. P: aaaah 
7. G; and then you just take the [middle one] 
8. P: [aaahhh] oh I get it 
9. G: so you always multiply by the same thing it's just like if you multiply by 
10. cosign squared you get that DC term one plus cosign 

Peter seemed to ask the clarification of technical content question from the position of 

someone with equal expertise as George. However, George's rejection of Peter's 

understanding of the demodulator positioned Peter as the non-expert. In any case, with an 

understanding of how a demodulator operates, Peter was able to participate fully in 

negotiations with George about the use of a demodulator in their design. However, the 

exchange put George in a position of dominating the negotiations concerning the 

demodulator because his expertise in this area had been established, and Peter had been 

positioned as the non-expert. 

The clarification of technical content question is important in allowing 

negotiations to proceed, though it is a move that tends to construct the questioner as non

expert. It is interesting that NNSs more often ask clarification of technical content 

questions. As such, NNSs are more often constructed as lacking expertise. Though NSs 

do engage in clarification of technical content questions, it seems to be dispreferred move 
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on the part of NSs because of its tendency to threaten the face of the questioner by 

constructing the questioner as lacking expertise. 

Linguistic Clarification 

Though it seems that linguistic clarification should be quite prevalent in 

communication between NSs and NNSs, it is not as prevalent as may be expected. In fact, 

linguistic clarification sequences constitute only 9% of all accommodation sequences, 7% 

of NS initiated accommodation sequences and 15% ofNNS initiated accommodation 

sequences. When linguistic clarification sequences occur, they are usually in interactions 

between NSs and NNSs. Linguistic clarification can be critical in team members' ability 

to negotiate because it is obviously crucial for the linguistic message to be understood so 

that negotiations can proceed unimpeded. Table 14 provides examples of linguistic 

clarification sequences. Table 15 presents the statistical information related to use of 

linguistic clarification sequences. 
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TABLE 14. Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence 
(1) NS initiated (2) NS initiated (3) NNS initiated 
clarification of linguistic clarification of linguistic clarification of linguistic 
content sequence content sequence content sequence 

1. J: oh we need 1. P; [more] detailed 1. D: debug test bench 
practice? description of fixture 

2. D: pardon problem conditions 2. J: ed edge b-e 
3. J: oh I mean will we more in depth than 3. D: that's our final 

need access about the problem product 
this before statements proves 4. J: b-e uh how do 
that.. .practice this it's a real problem you spell it 

4. D; uh discusses the prior 5. D; b-e-n-c-h 
5. J: before go there [is art 6. J : ah ben oh 

that what she say?] 2. D: prior art? 7. D; bench that's 
6. D: [uh::::::: III 3. R: [see I guess we [right] 

I'm not sure] what have] 8. J: oh ben ben fixture 
you're saying we P: [yeah prior prior 
need to what? art] being another 

7. J:prac[tice] solution like 
8. D: [pracjtice [already] 
9. J; [yeah practice] 4. D; [oh ok] 

5. P; tried solutions 
6. D: ok 

TABLE 15. Frequency of Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NS Initiated Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence/ 
Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

13/201 7% 

NNS Initiated Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence/ 
Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

13/88 15% 

Total Clarification of Linguistic Content Sequence/ 
Total Accommodation Sequences 

26/289 9% 

The members of team 1 in particular often had to clarify the linguistic message. In 

fact, team I's linguistic clarification sequences made up just under half of all linguistic 

clarification sequences initiated by NSs and more than half of all linguistic clarification 
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sequences initiated by NNSs. At times David, the NS, could not decipher the linguistic 

content of Jun's, the NNS, message. In the following example from team I's October 15 

team meeting, Jun said that the team needed to practice before giving their first oral 

presentation for the class. David indicated that he had not understood the linguistic 

content of the message in line 2. 

EXCERPT 15 

1. J: oh we need practice? 
2. D: pardon 
3. J; oh I mean will we need access about this before that.. .practice this 
4. D: uh 
5. J: before go there [is that what she say?] 
6. D: [uh::::::: 111 I'm not sure] what you're saying we need to 
7. what? 
8. J; prac[tice] 
9. D: [pracjtice 
10. J; [yeah practice] 
11. D: [practice] yes practice we gotta practice that's probably 

Jun attempted to contextualize the message in lines 3 and 5, but David indicated again in 

line 6 that he could not interpret the message. In line 8, Jun repeated the word "practice", 

and David repeated in line 9, demonstrating that he understood the message. It was then 

possible, in line 11, for David to express agreement with Jun. Once David understood the 

linguistic message, he could engage in negotiations with Jun. Therefore, David's 

indication that he could not interpret the linguistic message was critical to the two 

teammates' ability to interactionally accommodate so that negotiations could proceed 

smoothly. 

More common than the NS asking for clarification of the linguistic message are 

instances when the NNS asks for clarification of the linguistic message. Again, 
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clarification of the linguistic message initiated by the NNS is most prevalent on team 1. 

In one instance from team I's October 15 meeting, the NNS, Jun, could not understand 

the linguistic message of the NS, David. In the following exchange, the two were 

negotiating the schedule for their project when Jun ran into a problem deciphering 

David's linguistic message. 

EXCERPT 16 

1. D: debug and test uh::: and sh::: fixture (whispers) ...does thai flow kinda 
2. make [sense to you] 
3. J: [oh...uh] what's this b-e 
4. D; debug test bench fixture 
5. J: ed edge b-e 
6. D: that's our final product 
7. J: b-e uh how do you spell it 
8. D: b-e-n-c-h 
9. J: ah ben oh 
10. D: bench that's [right] 
11. J: oh ben ben fixture 

Jun indicated in line 3 that he had not understood the linguistic message. David repeated 

in line 4, but Jun indicated that he still did not understand in line 5. David defined the 

term in line 6, and Jun asked David to spell the word in 7. Finally, knowing the spelling 

of the word allowed Jun to decipher the linguistic message and then the two could 

continue negotiating the schedule. 

It is not always the string of sounds that causes the problem. At times, it is that 

one team member does not know the lexical item referred to by another team member. 

Most commonly in this case, it is the NNS that initiates the clarification. These instances 

of clarification of a lexical item are found most readily in exchanges involving team 1 
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and team 4. In Excerpt 17 from team 4's November 9 team meeting, Matt and Jim 

discussed using PVC pipe as a material in the construction of the cart. 

EXCERPT 17 

1. M: pvc pipe 
2. G; what is that 
3. J: um you can go to the hardware store and buy plumbing pipe pvc plastic 
4. [uh pipe] 
5. G: [oh oh] 
6. J: you can get it in [schedule] 
7. G: [is it mostly]white? most of the time ok 

Gabrielle indicated in line 2 that she did not know the what PVC pipe was. Jim then 

defined the word by telling Gabrielle where PVC pipe is typically purchased (the 

hardware store) and what it is used for (plumbing). Gabrielle then indicated that she knew 

what PVC pipe was in line 7 by describing its color. Once Gabrielle knew what PVC pipe 

was, she could contribute to the negotiation as to whether PVC pipe would be a suitable 

material to use in the construction of the cart. Therefore, Gabrielle's linguistic 

clarification question was critical to her ability to participate in the team's negotiation. 

It also happens in the data that a NNS does not know the correct lexical item to 

contribute to the negotiation. In that case, the NNS must circunilocute to get the message 

across in the process of negotiating. Though these circumlocutions typically allow the 

NNS to get the message across, there are relatively rare instances in which the NS asks 

for linguistic clarification. One such example can be found in Excerpt 18 from Team 2's 

October 15 meeting. In Excerpt 18, Ramelan suggested to Dean that they use a certain 

type of antenna in the design of their device. 



184 

EXCERPT 18 

1. D: um the send antenna is the is a loop antenna so it's not a problem 
2. P: mmhmm 
3. D: um 
4. R: you can use the sheet 
5. D: what 
6. R: receiver there's kind of like a sheet metal that you plug in and you connect 
7. the wire to a sheet like a sticker and put it there 
8. D: what are you talking about like a patch antenna 
9. R: kind of like yeah yeah 
10. D; you you can use it I mean this one's already hooked up for just stickin a 
11. wire in which is [cool] 
12. R: [well yeah] [that's fine] 
13. D: [it's good] enough 
14. R: once[you] 
15. D: [um] 

In line 5, Dean indicated that he did not understand what Ramelan was referring to. 

Ramelan described his contribution in lines 6 and 7, though he did not come up with the 

lexical item. Dean then asked in line 8 if Ramelan was referring to a patch antenna. In 

line 9, Ramelan said that it is "like" a patch antenna, but he did not completely clarify the 

linguistic content of the message. Therefore Ramelan was unable to contribute to the 

team negotiation about the type of antenna that should be used in the design of the device 

since he was unable to make the content of his linguistic message clear to his teammates. 

It is clear that making the linguistic message clear is crucial to the ability to contribute to 

team negotiations. Linguistic clarification is, therefore, an important accommodation 

sequence in the process of interactional accommodation. 

Though not often, linguistic clarification questions occur in NS-NS interactions as 

well. In the following exchange from team I's October 29 meeting, Peter mentioned the 

term "prior art" in line 2 as he negotiated with the team the content of the proposal. 
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EXCERPT 19 

1. P: [more] detailed description of problem conditions more in depth than the 
2. problem statements proves it's a real problem discusses the prior art 
3. D: prior art? 
4. R: [see I guess we have] 
5. P: [yeah prior prior art] being another solution like [already] 
6. D: [oh ok] 
7. P: tried solutions 
8. D: ok 
9. P: yeah 

In line 3, Dean indicated that he was not familiar with the lexical item "prior art." Peter 

then defined the lexical item in line 5. Once the linguistic clarification was complete, 

Dean was ready to engage in negotiations with Peter and the rest of the team. 

Clearly, it is crucial for the linguistic content of the message to be clear for 

interlocutors to engage in negotiations. When the linguistic content of the message is not 

clear, team members can lose the opportunity to contribute to the design. Therefore, the 

ability to successfully negotiate the linguistic content of the message is important in the 

process of interactional accommodation. It is interesting that the most frequent type of 

linguistic clarification is initiated by NNSs, while NSs rarely initiate such moves. Perhaps 

linguistic clarification moves are dispreferred by NSs because they, in some instances, 

threaten the face of the NS asking for clarification (e.g., Excerpt 19) and in other 

instances threaten the face of the NNS being asked to clarify the content of the linguistic 

message (e.g.. Excerpt 15). By contrast, having NNS status may somehow "entitle" the 

NNS to engage in linguistic clarification questions more often. 

The accommodation sequences discussed so far have been located in question-

answer sequences. In these cases, the accommodation sequence is initiated by one team 
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member, and another team member provides the clarification of the assumption, opinion, 

technical content, or the linguistic message. However, accommodation sequences are not 

always located in question-answer sequences, and they are not always other initiated. 

Rather, accommodation sequences can be initiated by the one providing clarification. 

Unsolicited Explanations 

In the course of negotiation, team members provide unsolicited explanations of 

assumptions, opinions, and technical content. I am calling these unsolicited clarification 

moves "unsolicited explanations" because they allow team members to provide additional 

information during negotiations to explicate their contributions to the negotiation. Such 

unsolicited explanations are not as prevalent in the data as are clarification sequences, but 

if teammates do not ask for clarification of assumption, opinion, or technical content, and 

a team member senses that his or her contribution is not uptaken, it is important for that 

person to provide an unsolicited explanation of assumption, opinion, or technical content 

before trouble free negotiations can continue. Interestingly, there are not cases of 

unsolicited explanations of the linguistic message. Unsolicited explanations tend to occur 

to establish assumptions, opinions, and technical content related to contributions rather 

than the linguistic content. 

Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption 

In the discussion of the clarification of assumption sequence, it was demonstrated 

that the clarification of assumption sequence is an important accommodation sequence in 

allowing team members to clarify background assumptions. In rare cases, a team member 

might provide an unsolicited explanation of assumption when there is a sense that 
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communication is not proceeding in a trouble free manner and when no other team 

member asks a clarification of assumption question. Unsolicited explanations of 

assumption make up only 2% of all accommodation sequences, 2% of all NS initiated 

accommodation sequences and 1% of all NNS initiated accommodation sequences. 

Though unsolicited explanations of assumption are not prevalent in the data, it is 

interesting to examine when these sequences do occur. Generally, the unsolicited 

explanation of assumption sequence allows the person initiating the sequence to make 

clear for the teammates his or her own assumption or the assumption of another teammate 

Table 16 presents examples of unsolicited explanation of assumption sequences. Table 17 

displays the statistical information regarding the use of the unsolicited explanation of 

assumption sequences. 
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TABLE 16. Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption Sequence 
(1) NS initiated unsolicited (2) NS initiated unsolicited (3) NNS initiated 
explanation of assumption explanation of assumption unsolicited explanation of 
sequence. Clarifying the sequence. Clarifying the assumption sequence. 
interlocutor's assumption interlocutor's assumption Clarifying one's own 

assumption 
1. G; I mean that was 1. T; if you want to 1. B: I'm talking about 

just the one where I take this the design you're 
had dir direct link to environment you talking about the 
getting the part need change this design so it's like 

2. P: right one or something we are [repeating 
3. G; and you know it like that ourselves] 

was easy 2. J: oh ok...cause 2. A: [yeah therefore] 
4. P: but assuming you I'll bet it'll go that we understand 

can get samples off far before it loops ourselves but when 
of somebody else lor) you said we should 

5. G; yeah 3. T: [and] we have to do this I thought 
6. P: you know call the input to the what with this like I'm 

call up ADS people is that code the code specializing 
tell em you're from this one this is the hardware I will 
American tell em we change this just this mostly 
you want some output to six or [about the 
samples something for hardware I don't] 

7. G; right they normal 3. B: [no no right so 
should have 4. J: [oh] ok so that you'll do all] 
student relations being either a one or 4. A: [yeah the 
(stated a zero will go off of hardware] 
sarcastically) 5. T: yeah 

8. group laughs 
9. P; it works 

TABLE 17. Frequency of Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption Sequence 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption 
Sequence/ Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

5/201 2% 

NNS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption 
Sequence/ Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

1/88 1% 

Total Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption Sequence 
/Total Accommodation Sequences 

6/289 2% 



In Excerpt 20 from team 7's April 1 meeting, Amadou initiated an unsolicited explanation 

of assumption sequence as he discussed the need for the team to assign an editor to put 

the team's final technical report together. Bhavna mentioned the final technical report 

should not have two separate unedited sections for the software, her part of the project, 

and for the hardware, Amadou's part of the project because of the concern that the final 

technical report would be repetitive. It seems that Bhavna's assumption was that one 

person would write all sections, which would mean that Amadou might not write the 

hardware section of the report even though that was the part of the design that he had 

been responsible for. After Bhavna asserted her position in lines 1-4 and 6 and 7 that the 

report should be written by one team member. Amadou provided an unsolicited 

explanation of his assumption in lines 8-10, that he was writing the hardware section. 
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EXCERPT 20 

1. B: and see I'm just like talking about like I'm talking about the whole uh 
2. project because I cannot make sense out of it without really referring to 
3. proj the whole project right? then you will be doing the same thing for 
4. hardware so we are kind of refer repeating ourselves you know? 
5. A: mmhmm 
6. B: I'm talking about the design you're talking about the design so it's like we 
7. are [repeating ourselves] 
8. A: (yeah therefore] we understand ourselves but when you said we 
9. should do this I thought with this like I'm specializing hardware 1 will 
10. just this mostly [about the hardware I don't] 
11. B; [no no right so you'll do all] 
12. A: [yeah the hardware] 
13. B: the information and he get the information or he and Lata probably and 
14. put it together as a document I know I know 
15. A: that will be difficult 

In line 11, Bhavna demonstrated that she assumed the same as Amadou. From that point, 

knowing that Amadou assumed he was writing the hardware section of the report and that 

Amadou and Bhavna both assumed that Amadou would write the hardware section, 

Bhavna and Amadou were able to continue negotiations about how the final technical 

report should be put together and edited. Therefore, the unsolicited explanation of 

assumption allowed Bhavna and Amadou to establish that they were working with the 

same assumption, that the team member responsible for a certain part of the design would 

write that part of the technical report. Then negotiations continued with the assumption 

that those who designed various aspects of the device would write those sections of the 

report. Amadou disagreed in line 15 with Bhavna's assertion regarding the final 

preparation of the report in lines 13 and 14, but the disagreement occurred knowing 

Bhavna's assumption about who would write each section of the report. 



191 

The unsolicited explanation of assumption is one way of interactionally 

accommodating in the process of negotiation. It allows one team member to put on the 

table a background assumption that could be important to the negotiations. It is 

interesting that this accommodation sequence occurs infrequently. Perhaps it is not easy 

for a team member to judge when his or her teammates are aware not of a background 

assumption. Alternatively, perhaps when people have questions regarding background 

assumptions, they tend to ask clarification of assumption questions, making the 

unsolicited explanation of assumption unnecessary in many cases. 

Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion 

Another type of unsolicited explanation that occurs in the process of negotiation is 

the unsolicited explanation of opinion. The unsolicited explanation of opinion occurs 

when a team member senses that his or her opinion is not understood or is otherwise not 

being taken into consideration by the group, and when in such a case, no other team 

member asks for clarification of that opinion. Unsolicited explanations of opinion 

constitute 6% of all accommodation sequences, 8% of all NS initiated accommodation 

sequences and 2% of all NNS initiated accommodation sequences. See Table 18 for three 

examples of the unsolicited explanation of opinion sequence and Table 19 for statistical 

information regarding the use of the unsolicited explanation of opinion sequence. 
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TABLE 18. Unsolicited Exp anation of Opinion Sequence 
(1) NS initiated unsolicited (2) NS initiated unsolicited (3) NNS initiated 
explanation of opinion explanation of opinion unsolicited explanation of 
sequence sequence opinion sequence 

1. D: but what I was 1. J: I think there has 1. B: [what I was 
thinking was what to be somethin like thinking] is instead 
you had before right after the of like you know 
was pretty close to increment how we always 
that.. .1 think ...shouldn't it? like made our own 
maybe changing right after...oh slides instead of we 
that last sentence where it's at you we put together 
somehow so that know come back some slides like all 
we don't through increment like he is putting 
specifically address write increment or the slides together 
that solution read right so for all of 

2. P: mmhmm 2. T: mm us[and] 
3. D: or something 3. J: increment or 2. A: [yeah] 

like that you know read write 3. B: you don't know 
however no increment read which slides you 
solutions exist that write increment get to present 
provide read write 4. A: mmhmm 

4. P; ok that provide increment 5. B: and then like 
[a:::] 3. T: mm you divide the 

5. D: [versatile] 4. J: in a loop then slides up 
6. P: versatile it'll go two 6. A: mmhmm ok 

whatever [whatever] hundred and 7. B: you know so 
whatever system 5. T: yeah because otherwise 

7. D: [like you] had it 6. J: that's what we you just kind of 
like you had it in want right (0.4) like make your 
your first draft 7. T: mmmm mm own slides and put 

8. J: so that'll almost like a jumble 
have to be it's own 8. A: yeah 
little operation 9. B: you know 
that's inside each 

9. H: yeah 
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TABLE 19. Frequency of Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion Sequence 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion Sequence/ 
Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

16/201 8% 

NNS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion 
Sequence/ Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

2/88 2% 

Total Unsolicited Explanation of Opinion Sequence /Total 
Accommodation Sequences 

18/289 6% 

Unsolicited explanations of opinion often occur in conjunction with a suggestion. For 

instance, in Excerpt 21 from team 7's April 1 meeting, Amadou raised concern about the 

team's oral presentation of the final technical report., Bhavna made a suggestion in lines 9 

through 11 in response to Amadou. Then in lines 13 and 15, and 17 through 18, Bhavna 

explained the opinion behind her suggestion. 
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EXCERPT 21 

1. A: so that would be fine then then the presentation I really have some 
2. problem with the presentation with respect to with respect how we'll be 
3. presenting this 1 don't because these people specialize on this or which 
4. may be good but we don't want to talk or we don't want to cause what the 
5. other people have been doing I think they will start the presentation with 
6. calls for attention or people concentrating what we are presenting and we 
7. will need to reinforce this what we are presenting so we will have to think 
8. very seriously the way we shall [be presenting] 
9. B: [what I was thinking] is instead of like you know how we always made 
10. our own slides instead of we we put together some slides like all like he 
11. is putting the slides together right so for all of us [and] 
12. A: [yeah] 
13. B: you don't know which slides you get to present 
14. A: mmlimm 
15. B: and then like you divide the slides up 
16. A: mmhmm ok 
17. B: you know so because otherwise you just kind of like make your own 
18. slides and put like a jumble 
19. A: yeah 
20. B: you know 

Through the unsolicited explanation of opinion, Bhavna was able to ensure that her 

suggestion was not only stated but that the reasons behind the opinion were clear. Once 

her suggestion had been stated and the opinion behind the suggestion explained, the team 

negotiations could continue, and her opinion could become part of the negotiation. 

In any case, unsolicited explanations of opinion are not common in the data. It 

seems that the unsolicited explanation of opinion is dispreferred i n the process of 

interactional accommodation perhaps because it can threaten the positive face of speaker 

as it puts the speaker in a position in which teammates can disagree not only with the 

opinion but with the explanation the speaker gives to make the opinion understandable. 
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Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content 

Unsolicited explanations of technical content are prevalent moves in the process 

of interactional accommodation. Unsolicited explanations of technical content constitute 

31% of all accommodation sequences, 41% of all NS initiated accommodation sequences 

and 8% of all NNS initiated accommodation sequences. It is important to note that almost 

half of all NNS unsolicited explanations of technical content are attributed to Taku on 

team 3. As mentioned before, team 3 is a special case to be discussed further in Chapter 

6. As such, NNSs do not often engage in unsolicited explanations of technical content, 

while NSs do. Importantly, the unsolicited explanation of technical content is a powerful 

move as it allows a person to display technical knowledge and implies that the hearer 

lacks that technical knowledge. It is interesting that NSs engage in such displays of 

technical knowledge more often than NNSs. 

The unsolicited explanation of technical content occurs when a team member 

senses that the interlocutor does not fully understand his or her contribution because the 

interlocutor does not have knowledge of the technical content in volved in the 

contribution. Table 20 displays three examples of unsolicited explanation of technical 

content sequences, and Table 21 provides statistical information concerning its use. 
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anation of Technical Content Sequence TABLE 20. Unsolicited Exp^ 
(1) NS initiated unsolicited 
explanation of technical 
content sequence. 

1. P: yeah oh you got 
some of those is one 
of those does one of 
those have aids 

2. G: so which 
3. P: I thought that big 

one looked like it 
did but 

4. G: no 
5. P: no it's [surface 

mount] 
6. G: (surface mount] 

so what you do is 
be able to board 
with a surface 
mount lay it [on to 
the pad] 

7. P: [oh yeah right] 

(2) NS initiated unsolicited 
explanation of technical 
content sequence. 

1. J: what's here? 
manufacture? 

2. D: route 
3. J: ah route 
4. D: that means 

when you actually 
cut a board out 

5. J: yeah 
6. D: there's a milling 

machine you call 
that mill board or 
milling mill board 
uh route 1 think 1 
spelled that 
correctly kind of 
interchangeable 
mean the same 
thing [mill or 
route] 

7. J: [yeah uh] how 
can I spell that 

8. D:uh 

(3) NNS initiated 
unsolicited explanation of 
technical content sequence. 

1. J; shu.. .that's gonna 
be a reach I can tell 
already.. .yeah... 
alright.. .um.. .so 
does the memory 
well the memory 
clock is hooked in 
on that clock x 
which is also 
hooked in on the the 
uh group X group x 
group abc then try 
abc they're all on 
the same clock 

4. T: yeah so that's 
this operation 

5. J: mm 
6. T: this is clock x 

and this is clock 
abc (writes it on 
the diagram) mm 

7. J: oh 

TABLE 21. Frequency of Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content Sec 
Type Raw 

Number 
Percentage 

NS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content 
Sequence/ Total NS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

82/201 41% 

NNS Initiated Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content 
Sequence/ Total NNS Initiated Accommodation Sequences 

7/88 8% 

Total Unsolicited Explanation of Technical Content Sequence 
/Total Accommodation Sequences 

89/289 31% 

uence 
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The role of the unsolicited explanation of technical content in allowing one team member 

to display technical knowledge is exemplified in Excerpt 22 in which team 1 negotiated 

their project schedule in the October 15 meeting. Jun asked to clarify David's opinion as 

to what should come next in the schedule in line 1, and David suggested "route" in line 2. 

Then David engaged in an unsolicited explanation of technical content beginning in line 

4. 

EXCERPT 22 

1. J: what's here? manufacture? 
2. D: route 
3. J: ah route 
4. D: that means when you actually cut a board out 
5. J: yeah 
6. D: there's a milling machine you call that mill board or milling 
7. mill board uh route 1 think 1 spelled that correctly kind of 
8. interchangeable mean the same thing [mill or route] 
9. J: [yeah uh] how can I spell that 
10. D: uh 

Though Jun seemed to indicate that "route" was a familiar concept in line 3, David 

offered an unsolicited explanation of what it means to route in lines 4 and 6 through 8. 

David made certain that his contribution was fully understood by his teammate so that 

negotiation of the project schedule could proceed smoothly. The unsolicited explanation 

of technical content, therefore, played an important role in the process of interactional 

accommodation. However, the unsolicited explanation of technical content was also quite 

face-threatening for Jun as there was an implication that Jun was not familiar with the 

technical content being explained. 

It is interesting to consider why unsolicited explanations of assumption and 

opinion occur so infrequently in the data, while unsolicited explanations of technical 
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content are so prevalent among NSs but not among NNSs. One possibility is that 

providing unsolicited explanations in general threatens the positive face of the hearer. 

After all, if an assumption, an opinion, or technical content must be explained, there is an 

implication that the hearer lacks an understanding of the speaker's interpretive frame, 

stance, or technical knowledge. If that is the case, it is quite interesting that NSs tend to 

engage in so many unsolicited explanations of technical content. Perhaps the need to 

demonstrate technical prowess overrides the need to protect the positive face of the 

hearer. 

As all of the NS participants in this study are American males, there could also be 

an American male cultural preference for displaying knowledge. In that sense, the 

unsolicited explanations of technical content could be in line with the western, agonistic 

approach to education as described by Tannen (1998). Tannen describes the traditional 

western and male approach to knowledge as "the adversarial approach to knowledge" (p. 

257) and as "the search for abstract truth" (p. 258). If that is the case, the need to display 

knowledge and especially to demonstrate superior knowledge in the negotiation process 

might override the need to protect the positive face of the hearer. 

The NNSs in the study could also be demonstrating cultural preferences. It is 

important to note that five of the seven NNSs in the transcripts that I conducted 

frequency counts on are from Asian cultures, specifically mainland China, Hong Kong, 

Japan, and Indonesia. Though I am not comfortable grouping all people from Asia 

together, it must be noted that scholars have noted an Asian (general) preference for 

establishing group solidarity and group harmony (Scollon & Scollon, 1995; Tannen, 
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1998). Perhaps the relati vely few unsolicited explanations of technical content on the part 

of NNSs reflect an "Asian" preference for group solidarity. Nonetheless, as will be 

discussed in Chapter 6, in the western academic setting, engaging in unsolicited 

explanations is one way that group members establish themselves as valuable and 

technically knowledgeable members of the team. As such, they are important in the 

construction of status on the team. 

Conclusion 

I have identified seven accommodation sequences that constitute interactional 

accommodation in this chapter. Four of these accommodation sequences serve the 

purpose of clarification: the clarification of assumption, the clarification of opinion, the 

clarification of technical content, and linguistic clarification. Additionally, three of these 

accommodation sequences serve the purpose of providing unsolicited explanations: the 

unsolicited explanation of assumption, the unsolicited explanation of opinion, and the 

unsolicited explanation of technical content. It is interesting that all of the 

accommodation sequences revolve around assumptions, opinions, technical content, and 

the linguistic message. It seems that these are four areas where 1) communication can 

break down and 2) interactional accommodation can avoid breakdown in the process of 

negotiation. 

NNSs and NSs engage in interactional accommodation differently as indicated by 

the differences in their use of the accommodation sequences. Table 22 displays the 

percentage of use of each accommodation sequence initiated by both NSs and NNSs as 

well as percentage of NS initiation of each accommodation sequence out of all NS 



initiated accommodation sequences and percentage ofNNS initiation of each 

accommodation sequence out of all NNS initiated accommodation sequences. The 

accommodation sequences referred to in Table 22 are the Clarification of Assumption 

sequence (CA), the Clarification of Opinion sequence (CO), the Clarification of 

Technical Content sequence (CTC), the Clarification of Linguistic Message sequence 

(CL), the Unsolicited Explanation of Assumption sequence (UEA), the Unsolicited 

Explanation of Opinion sequence (UEO), and the Unsolicited Explanation of Technical 

Content sequence (UETC). 

TABLE 22. Frequency of All Accommodation Sequences 
hiitiator CA CO CTC CL UEA UEO UETC 

All 21% 4% 27% 9% 2% 6% 31% 

NS 16% 6% 20% 7% 2% 8% 41% 

NNS 31% 1% 42% 15% 1% 2% 8% 

Particularly striking is the much higher frequency of initiation of clarification of technical 

content sequences by NNSs as compared to NSs, and the much higlier frequency of 

unsolicited explanations of technical content by NSs as compared to NNSs. Both of these 

accommodation sequences are quite prevalent, together constituting 58% of all 

accommodation sequences. All team members having the same understanding of the 

technical content involved in the negotiation is clearly an important aspect of 

interactional accommodation. However, NSs tend to engage in unsolicited explanations 

of technical content, which provides opportunities for them to display their technical 



201 

knowledge. NNSs, on the other hand, tend to engage in clarification of technical content 

questions, which provides opportunities for the interlocutor(s) rather than the one asking 

for clarification to display their technical knowledge. Furthermore, clarification of 

technical content questions serve to construct the one asking for clarification as lacking 

the technical knowledge that another member of the team has access to. 

NNSs also tend to initiate clarification of assumption sequences more often than 

NSs. It is possible that this tendency reflects the fact that the NNSs operate within a non-

native speech community and as such anticipate differences in background assumption, 

whereas NSs are accustomed to working with people who share their own background 

knowledge. More importantly in terms of the construction of status on the team, the 

manner in which NSs and NNSs engage in these sequences in the process of negotiation 

tends to be different. The most striking difference is the fact that NNSs do not tend to 

engage in disagreement moves subsequent to asking for clarification of assumption. 

Expressing disagreement in response to an interlocutor's clarification of his or her 

assumption is quite a powerful move. It essentially invalidates the interlocutor's 

assumption and forces a change in the interpretive fi-ame within which the interlocutor 

and possibly the team is working. Expressing an agreement move in response to an 

interlocutor's clarification ofhis or her assumption affirms the interlocutor's interpretive 

frame. Therefore, the person who asked the clarification of assumption question and then 

expressed agreement in response to the clarification provided comes to work within the 

interpretive frame of the person who provided clarification. 
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Other accommodation sequences occur relatively infrequently in the ECE team 

meeting data. The clarification of linguistic content sequence is notable as it represents 

close to 9% of all accommodation sequences. Most interesting is that NNSs tend to ask 

for clarification of linguistic content more readily than do NSs. The clarification of 

opinion sequence, the unsolicited explanation of assumption sequence, and the 

unsolicited explanation of opinion sequence are not very prevalent in the data. Perhaps 

opinion, or stance, becomes clear in the process of negotiation so that it is not often 

necessary to clarify opinions. It also seems that team members are likely to assume that 

their background assumptions are clear unless they are specifically asked to clarify an 

assumption. The team members rarely provide unsolicited explanations of their 

assumptions. 

The different ways the NSs and NNSs engage in these important accommodation 

sequences are important in terms of their ability to interactionally accommodate, but 

more importantly, they have ramifications in terms ofNNSs and NSs status on their 

teams. As I will argue in Chapter 6, status on the team is constructed in the process of 

interactional accommodation. In essence, team hierarchy is constructed in the process of 

interactional accommodation as team members make decisions about who is 

knowledgeable and about the interpretive frame within which the group will operate. I 

argue in chapter 6 that the interpretive frame is a site of ideological struggle, and that 

NNSs tend to consent in the sense of Gramsci to work within the interpretive frame of the 

NSs. When such consent does not occur, meaning that the NNSs resist working within 
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the NS interpretive frame or vice versa, interactional accommodation is not accomplished 

and communication breakdown ensues. 
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CHAPTER 6 - THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATUS ON THE TEAM THROUGH 
INTERACTIONAL ACCOMMODATION 

Interactional Accommodation and Status on the Team 

Examining accommodation sequences and how they operate in the process of 

interaction, it clearly emerged from the data that the accommodation sequences play a 

central role in the construction of status on the team. Accommodation sequences establish 

assumptions, opinions, technical content, and the linguistic message. As such, through 

accommodation sequences, team members' "value" on the team in terms of what they 

know about the project and how they can contribute to the project is established. 

Therefore, I argue that accommodation sequences help construct status on the team. I am 

defining status on the team as pertaining to who is more or less knowledgeable but also as 

pertaining to domains of expertise and to who is more or less logical and reasonable. In 

the process of interactional accommodation, team members find out what and how much 

other team members know, and how well they communicate what they know. 

The clearest way to demonstrate how the accommodation sequences contribute to 

the construction of status on the team seems to be to closely examine interactions from 

five teams. In this chapter, I will examine the data from teams 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. Since the 

purpose of this dissertation is to investigate interactional accommodation among NSs and 

NNSs of English, I chose these teams because they contain both NSs and NNSs of 

English. 

It is during the process of interactional accommodation that team members do the 

work of sharing knowledge and of discovering the level of expertise that their teammates 
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have. These attributes of team members are important factors in the "weight" that their 

contributions carry in the team negotiations. It is important to note, however, that in 

many cases team members come to the interaction with certain reputations regarding their 

technical knowledge and their behavior in social situations. As such, it is possible to 

investigate how that reputation is reconstructed in the process of interactional 

accommodation or in some cases, how attempts are made to restructure the team 

hierarchy. It is the tendency to engage in certain accommodation sequences frequently or 

infrequently and to engage in certain accommodation sequences in combination with 

other accommodation sequences as well as the way that the negotiations proceed 

subsequent to the attempts at interactional accommodation that construct participants' 

status on the team in the process of interactional accommodation. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, accommodation sequences allow team members to 

attempt to make their own assumptions, opinions, and technical knowledge clear (e.g., 

unsolicited explanations) or to attempt to clarify their teammates' assumptions, opinions, 

technical knowledge, and linguistic message (e.g., clarification questions). The 

accommodation sequences, therefore, allow the team members to reach a point that they 

can engage in negotiations with an understanding of the teammate's stance, background 

knowledge, background assumptions, and the linguistic content of the teammate's 

message. When one teammate is unable (or unwilling) to clarify stance, background 

knowledge, background assumptions, or linguistic message, that person's ideas tend to be 

left out of the negotiations. On the other hand, when a teammate is able (or willing) to 

clarify stance, background knowledge, background assumption, and linguistic message, 
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that person's ideas are often contributed to the negotiations. It is important to clarify that 

throughout Chapter 6,1 will refer to all of these aspects, stance, background knowledge, 

background assumptions, and the linguistic content of a message as constituting aspects 

of a person's interpretive frame. 

As I will demonstrate in the following discussion, based on the accommodation 

sequences that NNSs and NSs engage in, NNSs often end up working within NS's 

interpretive frame, which has ramifications as far as the NNS's status on the team is 

concerned. The NNS tends to be constructed as lacking expertise, which seems to be a 

result of the tendency to work within another person's interpretive frame. NSs, on the 

other hand, tend to be constructed as expert and high status members of the team because 

the accommodation sequences that they tend to engage in often ensure that others are 

working within their interpretive frame, at least for some part of the interaction. 

Ironically, it is by examining the process of interactional accommodation that it is 

possible to understand the interpretive frame as a site of ideological struggle. Gramsci's 

concept of hegemony is helpful in demonstrating that NNSs often come to work within 

the NS's interpretive frame because they tacitly consent to work within the NS's 

interpretive frame. The teams that I focus on in this chapter that do interactionally 

accommodate (teams 1, 2, 3, and 4) each contain a NNS of English from an East Asian 

country (mainland China, Indonesia, Japan, and Hong Kong). Interestingly, the team 

(team 6) that contains NNSs from Cyprus, Mexico, and Hong Kong, as well as two NSs 

does not tend to interactionally accommodate, and the team's communication therefore 

often breaks down. I will show that such breakdown occurs as team members resist 
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working within each other's interpretive frame. Often in NS-NS interactions, the 

interpretive frame is co-constructed as the NSs resist each other's interpretive frame, but 

consent to work within an interpretive frame that the two co-construct. This process of 

co-construction is particularly evident in interactions on team 2 and team 4. In the 

process of interactional accommodation, once the dominate interpretive frame is 

established, negotiation among team members becomes possible. 

Negotiation without Interactional A ccommodation 

Accommodation sequences are characterized by attempts by team members to 

make clarifications in the course of negotiations so that negotiations can proceed 

unimpeded. As such, before beginning a discussion of accommodation sequences within 

team negotiations, it is important to provide an example of a negotiation sequence that is 

free of any accommodation sequence to use as a point of contrast. In Excerpt 23 from 

team 2's October 29 team meeting, the team negotiated the amount of battery voltage that 

their device would require. 
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EXCERPT 23 

1. J: so what he would do or what I would do is take a nine volt to a five 
2. volt and that thing would never vary no matter what happened it's 
3. gonna be regulated at that even if your dips in your nine volt 
4. supply as your battery goes down? this thing's still gonna put out a 
5. three or a five 
6. R: oh 
7. J: until you get really low 
8. P: or if you use Clayton's switcher 
9. J: yeah 
10. P: like double the battery life 
11. J: the guy there that takes a battery that's like half it's voltage and still 
12. runs a circuit for a while with diodes and you know capacitors 
13. P: really smart guy 
14. J: [yeah] 
15. B: [the] other option would be uh to just find a microprocessor that 
16. works at nine volts 
17. J: yeah let me I'll call maybe I could talk to Steve at Microchip and 
18. see why he used nine volts you know I'm sure there's a reason but 
19. maybe we can get away with puttin some six volts or five volts in 
20. there 

Dean, George, and Peter's negotiations allowed for the possibility of several solutions 

concerning the number of volts, all open to negotiation. What is notable about this 

negotiation sequence is that there are no accommodation sequences interjected into the 

negotiation process. Therefore, it is possible that the team members involved in 

negotiating did not feel the need to clarify someone else's or their own contributions 

regarding background assumptions, technical content, opinions, or linguistic content. 

They all seem to be working within the same interpretive frame, that they need to devise 

a solution concerning the number of volts the device requires, that the current voltage that 

they are working with is nine volts, and that nine volts would drain the battery too 

quickly. 
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It is not an easy task to locate a negotiation sequence such as the one in Excerpt 

23 in which an accommodation sequence or multiple accommodation sequences have not 

been interjected. Accommodation sequences are pervasive in the process of negotiation 

as some aspect of a team member's interpretive frame often must be clarified for 

negotiations to proceed unimpeded. 

Team 1 

Team 1 consists of one NS from western Pennsylvania, David, and one NNS from 

mainland China, Jun. In interactions between the members of team 1, David was 

consistently constructed and reconstructed as the more knowledgeable member of the 

team. It is important to note that team I's project was assigned by an electronics firm 

where David had been employed for over ten years. Therefore, David knew about the 

project from an insider's perspective and came to the team meeting situation with 

abundant technical expertise as well as expertise about the needs of the electronics firm 

that assigned the project. However, David was an electrical engineer and not very 

familiar with computer engineering. Jun, on the other hand, was a computer engineer. As 

the project required a fairly heavy computer engineering component, Jun's knowledge of 

computer engineering and David's lack of technical expertise in computer engineering 

should have positioned Jun as a knowledgeable in discussions related to computer 

programming. David, by contrast, would be positioned as more knowledgeable in 

discussions about the electronics firm and about electrical engineering. However, David 

was consistently constructed as the more technically knowledgeable teammate, even in 

discussions about computer programming, and as the teammate with better 
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communication skills. Importantly, Jun and David were able to interactionally 

accommodate to each other, and they were able to design a project that was evaluated 

well, but their ability to accommodate was dependent on Jun's tacit consent to work 

within David's interpretive frame. 

Jun indicated in his playback session that he was confident about his knowledge 

of the project. He felt that he had expertise in software and that David had expertise in 

hardware, which he indicated made their collaboration fruitful. Jun stated in his play back 

session, ".. .and I also think that David can do soft hardware and I do software." Jun 

indicated that both partners had some knowledge of each other's areas of expertise. 

Generally, Jun considered himself of equal status to David in terms of their technical 

expertise and their ability to contribute to the project. Jun also considered his 

collaboration with David an opportunity to practice speaking English as he did not have 

much opportunity outside of the university to use English. In his playback session he 

said," in this class sometimes you must need the communication to resolve the 

question.. .to solve some problem." He considered the high stakes communicative 

situation beneficial to his ability as a speaker of English as a second language. 

David, on the other hand, had a different impression of working with Jun. As 

David said in his playback session, "I was the one that was more knowledgeable." 

Because David worked for the electronics firm that assigned the project, he felt that he 

"held all of the knowledge." David clearly considered himself to have a higher status than 

Jun on account of his technical expertise and experience working for the electronics firm 
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that assigned their project, but he also indicated that his NS status made him the more 

valuable member of the team. In his playback session, David said: 

EXCERPT 24 

well uh it it it's been a little bit of a struggle at times because of uh you know 
communication but you just have to try a little harder s like I said before he has a 
little trouble pronunci pronunciating some words and can be very misleading so it 
takes kind of a few iterations to get you know the right ss information across and 
ss make sure we're both on the same wavelength I guess. 

David indicated that Jun not only lacked technical expertise but that communication with 

Jun required extra work on David's part. David also stated in his playback session that 

working with a NS would have been easier. Therefore, David considered both Jun's 

technical competence and linguistic competence to be inferior. 

It is interesting to examine interactions between Jun and David to understand how 

David was constructed as the more knowledgeable and communicatively competent team 

member, while Jun was constructed as lacking technical expertise and lacking 

communicative competence. Examining how accommodation sequences contribute to the 

team's ability to negotiate, it becomes clear that David's interpretive frame is often 

clarified through efforts on Jun's part as well as efforts on David's part. Jun's interpretive 

frame, however, remains somewhat elusive in the course of his interactions with David as 

Jun tacitly consents to work within David's interpretive frame, giving David ideological 

control over the interpretive frame. As a result, Jun and David work within David's 

interpretive frame, and David is able to more fully contribute intellectually to the team 

negotiations. 
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In Excerpt 25 from team I's November 5 meeting, as the two negotiated tasks that 

would be assigned to each team member, the task of writing the proposal came up in the 

negotiations. It is interesting to look at the accommodation sequences that accompanied a 

suggestion by Jun that the two teammates work together to complete a draft of the team's 

proposal. Through the accommodation sequences, David's interpretive frame became 

clarified, while Jun came to work within David's interpretive frame. In line I, Jun 

suggested that the two teammates get together to work on the written proposal. 

EXCERPT 25 

1. J: we we really need together do this the it [is umm uh] 
2. D: [ok this is] just a rough draft [ok?] 
3. J: [oh] 
4. D: so when we can get together 
5. J: [oh] 
6. D: [and ] make a 
7. J: yeah 
8. D: a revision b rough draft ands then we'll get together with Martha and 
9. discuss another revision I guess we have to do this several times to get 
10. [the] 
11. J: [yeah] 
12. D; uh a good proposal so this is just a first attempt 
13. J: [alriglit] 
14. D: [it] doesn't have to be you know perfect or anything 
15. J: oh yeah 
16. D; so you might wanna make a note 
17. J: ok 
18. D; that you can work on that.. .solution this way we both get a chance of you 
19. know working on it 

In response to Jun's suggestion, David engaged in a series of unsolicited explanations of 

technical content in lines 2, 8-10, 12, and 14, detailing the concept of a rough draft, 

especially emphasizing the fact that each team member would draft parts of the proposal 

individually, which gave Jun access to David's interpretive frame concerning the writing 
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process. Importantly each of these unsolicited explanation of technical content sequences 

involved David's explanation and Jun's acceptance of David's explanation as Jun said 

"oh" and "yes" and "alright." In line 16, having explained his understanding of the 

concept of a rough draft, David continued to negotiate, suggesting that Jun make note of 

the parts of the proposal he would work on. Jun made moves that seem to demonstrate 

understanding of David's interpretive frame and agreement with David's contributions in 

lines 7, 11, 13,15, and 17 saying "yeah and "ok." However, missing from this exchange 

is clarification of Jun's assumption in terms of why he thinks the two should work 

together to complete a proposal draft. David seems to assume that Jun feels his draft 

would be inadequate as he said in line 14, "it doesn't have to be you know perfect or 

anything." However, there is no indication of Jun's assumption with regard to a 

collaborative writing process. In any case, not explaining his own interpretive frame (why 

it would be beneficial to draft the proposal collaboratively) and not being asked for 

clarification of the assumption behind the benefit of working collaboratively, Jun 

seemingly accepted David's concept of the rough draft and as negotiations continued 

beginning at line 16, Jun agreed to write parts of the proposal individually rather than 

writing the entire proposal collaboratively. David was able to make his interpretive frame 

clear, while Jun was not able to make his own interpretive frame clear. In essence, the 

two teammates accommodated so that they were working within the same interpretive 

frame, but the interpretive frame within which they were working was David's. In other 

words, through Jun's consent, David was able to gain ideological control over the team's 

interpretive frame. 
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As far as Jun's interpretive frame is concerned, one possibility is that Jun felt that 

he needed to work collaboratively with David in order to fully contribute to the proposal. 

Jun indicated in his playback session that David wrote most of the proposal even though 

the two did divide the proposal into sections for each team member to work on. Perhaps 

Jun suggested writing the proposal collaboratively because of a cultural preference for 

collaboration. Scollon & Scollon (1995) discuss the work of Hsu (1985), which examines 

the individualistic nature of the western person, and the collectivist nature of the Asian 

person. In their discussion of Hsu, Scollon & Scollon state: 

Asians tend to be more aware of the connections they have as members of their 

social groups, and therefore, they tend to be more conscious of the consequences 

of their actions on other members of their groups. In contrast to this, westerners, 

and especially Americans, tend to emphasize their independence. This leads them 

to be more concerned about their own freedom of activity than with their 

connections to other members of the group (pp. 133-134). 

Jun's assumption that he and David would write the proposal collaboratively could be an 

effort on Jun's part to demonstrate his connection to the team. However, as David gained 

ideological control in the course of the proposal writing interaction in Excerpt 25, Jun's 

interpretive frame was not clarified in the interaction and in some sense became 

irrelevant to the negotiations at hand and ultimately to the way the team proceeded in 

writing the proposal. 

Jun mentioned in his playback session that working with David gave him a 

chance to use English in a way he had not had the opportunity to use the language in the 
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past. Perhaps Jun's impression was that working collaboratively on the written proposal 

would be a good opportunity for him to learn about writing in English. However, Jun did 

not clarify this in the course of the interaction. As a result, the interaction reconstructed 

David as the more knowledgeable team member as Jun appeared to be asking for David's 

help with the writing. Importantly, David was able to clarify his technical content 

knowledge with regard to the writing process and ultimately, the team followed David's 

assumption about the nature of the writing process. Clarifying Jun's assumption about the 

nature of writing process might have resulted in Jun's ability to contribute more fully to 

the proposal. As it is, Jun was constructed not only as an inferior writer but also as not 

willing to do his share. David stated in his playback session that Jun was " slow to get 

you know off and running." Perhaps interactions such as that in Excerpt 25 contributed to 

the construction of Jun as slow to get off and running, and importantly, Jun was only 

slow to get off and running as perceived by David, who had gained ideological control 

over the way proposal writing process was framed. 

Constructions of David as more technically and linguistically competent and Jun 

as less technically and linguistically competent were recurrent in the data. In Excerpt 26 

from Jun and David's November 5 team meeting, David and Jun discussed advice they 

had received from Mary Olsen concerning how to word a particular item in their written 

proposal. They had received written feedback on the proposal from Mary Olsen before 

this meeting. In addition to the written feedback from Mary Olsen, they had talked to her 

face-to-face to clarify some aspects of the written feedback. In the interaction, they were 

also referring to a sample proposal that Mary Olsen had handed out in class. Based on all 
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of these sources, the two teammates were negotiating whether to refer to a list of design 

criteria by stating "the design criteria are" or "the design criteria follow" when 

accommodation sequences were interjected. 
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EXCERPT 26 

1. J: (laughs) I meant yesterday he he told uh she told us that we sh here we we 
2. need to revise um include uh like uh some as follow you know do you 
3. remember that? 
4. D: do what now? 
5. J : I mean yesterday she told us here... [we] 
6. D: [right] 
7. J: we cannot use like a are what we need to use like a as follow this maybe 
8. like a include what...1111 didn't know that thing 
9. D: oh what she was saying? 
10. J: yeah 
11. D: yeah she said to do 
12. J: we need to use include just a use this word like a include something or like 
13. some following something 
14. D; include following I don't know what that means I have no idea what that 
15. means 
16. J : I mean 
17. D: include following 
18. J: like a design object uh for this project project includes one two three four 
19. you know what I mean? 
20. D: oh ok 
21. J: and no no use are here [here] 
22. D; [why] why 
23. J; there use are 
24. D: my [question is if if we] 
25. J: [are use (laughs)] 
26. D: if we're given this to follow and it's all right here 
27. J: oh yeah yeah yeah yeah 
28. D: I would assume that we should be alright to use it in our paper 
29. J: oh yeah (laughs) 
30. D: yes no (laughs) 
31. J: ok 
32. D: uh we'll [we'll ask] 
33. J; [ok ok] 
34. D: we'll ask g again 
35. J: ok 
36. D: just that uh 
37. J: ok 
38. D; you have to go in one direction I guess 
39. J: ok.. .uh do this oh here have no problem I guess 
40. D: but y yeah this is probably ok 
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Jun engaged in an assertion lines 1-3 based on Mary Olsen's suggestion to use "follow" 

rather than "are" to refer to the list of design criteria. In line 4, David asked for 

clarification of the linguistic content of Jun's assertion. Jun then attempted to clarify in 

subsequent lines that instead of stating "are", they should say "following." In line 8, Jun 

said "I didn't know that thing," indicating that Mary Olsen's suggestion was unfamiliar to 

him and possibly that he needed clarification of Mary Olsen's suggestion. David's 

response to Jun in line 9 was to ask for clarification of the linguistic content, clarifying 

whether Jun was asking for clarification of the technical content of Mary Olsen's 

suggestion. In line 10, Jun indicated that he needed clarification, which seems odd since 

he had previously made an apparent assertion based on Mary Olsen's suggestion. 

As the discussion continued in lines 12-13, Jun made another assertion based on 

what he perceived as Mary Olsen's suggestion to use "follow." David then asked for 

linguistic clarification of Jun's message in line 14. Jun provided clarification of the 

linguistic message in lines 16, 18-19, and 21. Then in line 22, David asked for 

clarification of Jun's assumption behind the suggestion that they use the term "following" 

rather than "are." Jun did not respond with a clarification of his assumption but pointed 

out that in the sample proposal that Mary Olsen had handed out in class, "are" was used. 

Interestingly, in lines 24, 26, and 28, David provided an unsolicited explanation of his 

own assumption behind using the word "are," namely that "are" was used in the sample 

proposal. 

Jun did not clarify after line 28 why he assumed they should use "following" 

perhaps because that assumption had been established earlier when he indicated that 
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Mary Olsen had suggested using "following." It is interesting that after asking for 

clarification of Jun's assumption, David interjected his own assumption that they should 

follow the format of the sample proposal. In lines 29 througli 40, the two came to an 

agreement that they needed to ask Mary Olsen for clarification, but in lines 38 and 40, 

David suggested that the use of "are" was appropriate, saying "yeah this is probably ok." 

The two team members engaged in accommodation sequences that allowed them 

to interactionally accommodate to each other so that negotiations could proceed 

unimpeded. David asked for linguistic clarification two separate times in the process of 

negotiating whether they should use "are" or "following." David also initiated a 

clarification of linguistic message sequence and a clarification of assumption sequence. It 

is interesting that David initiated all of the accommodation sequences. As such, it seems 

as if David was making an attempt to understand Jun's interpretive frame. However, 

David's clarification of assumption question in lines 24 and 26, in which he asked why 

Jun assumed they would not follow the model, was followed by David providing an 

unsolicited explanation of assumption in line 28, "I would assume that we should be 

alright to use it in our paper." David's answering his own clarification of assumption 

question had the effect of removing Jun's input from the negotiations. Since David 

answered his own clarification of assumption question and because Jun agreed with 

David's assumption, the clarification of assumption sequence initiated in lines 24 and 26 

constructed David as more knowledgeable about the content of the proposal and ensured 

that the two teammates were working within his interpretive frame. 
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Ultimately, Jun and David followed David's assumption as they continued with 

the negotiations concerning the use of "are" or "following," that it was better to depend 

on the model than to depend on the suggestion given face-to-face by Mary Olsen. The 

interaction between Jun and David reconstructed David as the more knowledgeable 

participant because it was David's interpretive frame that the two negotiated within. The 

two teainmates ultimately worked within David's interpretive frame with the indication 

that Jun's assumption would only apply if Mary Olsen confirmed that they should follow 

her suggestion rather than the model. Especially after line 28, it became clear that Jun 

consented to work within David's interpretive frame as he said repeatedly, "ok" and 

"yeah". 

David engaged in unsolicited explanations of technical content quite frequently in 

his interactions with Jun, and by contrast, many of Jun's clarification questions were 

uptaken by David as clarification of technical content questions, constructing David as " 

the one that was more knowledgeable." In Excerpt 27 from Jun and David's November 5 

team meeting, David and Jun negotiated their project schedule when Jun indicated that he 

needed clarification of one step in the schedule in line 6. 
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EXCERPT 27 

1. D: we're gonna have to do this debug and test the board and debug and test 
2. the software and so probably put after we.. .we have to I think I skipped a 
3. few steps here let's put in we routed the board build.. .up board and debug 
4. and test board.. .bug test board (whispers).. .debug and test software 
5. should be down here (0.5) test (whispers) (0.5) 
6. J: what's here? manufacture? 
7. D: route 
8. J: ah route 
9. D: that means when you actually cut a board out 
10. J: yeah 
11. D: there's a milling machine you call that mill board or milling mill board uh 
12. route I think I spelled that correctly kind of interchangeable mean the 
13. same thing [mill or route] 
14. J: [yeah uh] how can I spell that 
15. D: uh 
16. J: do you 
17. D; I'd just say m-i-1-1 board 
18. J: oh oh yeah 
19. D: it's like when you cut traces into the board there's a machine we have that 
20. does it cuts the circuit board out start out with uh copper 
21. J: oh yeah 
22. D: copper board it's usually somewhere around a twelve inch square it's 
23. double sided copper 
24. J: yeah 
25. D: there's a machine that comes along and cut first you after you've done your 
26. software layout 
27. J; yeah 
28. D: loaded it into the this uh routing milling machine he'll come along cut the 
29. traces out? 
30. J: yeah 
31. D: and you put your components in the board and 
32. J: oh yeah oh that's hard work 
33. D: is it hard work? or it is hard work 
34. J: basically I think it's really hard 
35. D; well ah it it's a little time consuming and kinda you have to think about 
36. where where to put things so it it's I've done it quite a bit so it's not too bad 
37. J: ok ok 
38. D: if you were to try to just do it for the first time yeah it'd be very very hard 
39. so that's probably one of things I'll work on 
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Although it is not clear whether Jun's question in line 6 is a clarification of linguistic 

content question, a clarification of assumption question, or a clarificatiori of technical 

content question, David responded as though it was a clarification of technical content 

question as he said in line 9, " that means when you actually cut a board out." Even 

though Jun said "yeah" in line 10, David continued to clarify what "route" meant 

technically in the subsequent discourse. Even though Jun might have been asking for 

linguistic clarification, David uptook the question as a clarification of technical content 

question, and there is no counter-evidence from Jun that David's interpretation of his 

question was incorrect. David's uptake of Jun's question was therefore very important 

terms of Jun's constniction as lacking technical expertise that David had access to as 

David provided Jun with technical information that Jun presumably did not know. 

As the dialog continued, another accommodation sequence followed in line 14 in 

which Jun clearly asked for clarification of linguistic content, saying " how can I spell 

that," and David responded by providing that clarification. However, David engaged in 

an unsolicited explanation of technical content beginning in line 19 and continuing across 

several turns. David's unsolicited explanation of technical content ensured that his 

contribution became part of the negotiations, and again, David was constructed as a 

knowledgeable participant with access to technical expertise that Jun lacked. What was 

seemingly a linguistic content issue for Jun became a situation in which David was able 

to demonstrate his technical expertise, while it was not clear whether or not Jun had such 

expertise. 
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As the dialog continued, however, it seems as if Jun did have some knowledge of 

routing/milling as he stated in line 32 that "it is hard work." In line 33, David asked for 

clarification concerning whether Jun had asked a question or had made a statement in line 

32. Then in line 34, Jun clarified that that he had made a statement, but in lines 35 and 

36, David responded as though Jun's turn in Une 32 was a clarification of technical 

content question. Again, David was constructed as having technical expertise that Jun 

lacked, even more so in lines 38 and 39 when David stated that he would work on 

routing/milling because it would be very difficult for a beginner to route/mill, implying 

that Jun was a beginner. 

Recurring in the data are instances in which the accommodation sequences 

provide opportunities for David to reconstruct himself as the more knowledgeable team 

member. David ensures that his contributions are part of the negotiations. This is 

accomplished partly because Jun interactionally accommodates to David to be certain 

that he correctly interprets David's contributions, and David provides clarification of his 

contributions in turn. David intreractionally accommodates to Jun, but often proceeds to 

validate his own interpretive frame in the process. Perhaps more importantly, David often 

engages in unsolicited explanations of technical content, quite a powerful move in that 

this move implies that Jun lacks technical expertise that David possesses. As such, David 

gains ideological control over the interpretive frame, and Jun consents to work within 

David's interpretive frame seemingly for the good of the team, in terms of maintaining 

good relations on the team and ultimately reaching a consensus. However, such good 

relations came at the expense of Jun's status on the team. 
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Jun does not seem to be able to restructure his status on the team though attempts 

are seemingly made by both team members to elevate Jun's status. For instance. In 

Excerpt 28 from team I's November 5 team meeting in which David and Jun discussed 

the wording of the proposal, Jun provided a suggestion in line 1. David then asked a 

scries of clarification of opinion questions. 

EXCERPT 28 

1. J: since it's a the general the general test test solution is uh very 
2. tedious so we need some special prez procedure to address all 
3. these question this uh you know 
4. D: so if we say something like uh at times texas 
5. instruments.. .requires.. .testing.. .requires specialized 
6. J; yeah specialized 
7. D: uh (sighs) (whispers).. .specialized testing to help resolve product 
8. related problems is that better? 
9. J: mm 
10. D: more specific? 
11. J: testing specialized (whispers) 
12. D; at times texas instruments specialized testing to help resolve 
13. product related problems? 
14. J: that sounds good 
15. D: is that better? 
16. J; yeali that's good 
17. D; the proposed solution is the hardware soft implementation to 
18. produce a dak seventy or higher bench test solution to aid in result 
19. that kinda of flows pretty good 
20. J: yeah 
21. D: the outcome is a reliable means of control shooting.. .control 
22. shooting.. .that's better right? 

David seemed to take an active interest in Jun's opinion in Excerpt 28. However, the 

clarification of opinion questions were phrased in a way that David's suggestions were 

contributed to the negotiation, such as in lines 7 and 8 when David asked "specialized 

testing to help resolve product related problems is that better?" Though David asked Jun 

clarification of opinion questions, Jun only agreed with David's opinion, saying "that 
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sounds good." Therefore, Jun missed the opportunity to restructure his status on the team, 

that is to give himself higher status on the team by contributing his opinion to the 

negotiations. 

Interestingly, as indicated in his playback session, Jun considered himself on 

equal footing with David in terms of technical content knowledge. He considered David 

to know more about the hardware and himself to know more about the software, hi 

David's playback session, he said "... I have a pretty good understanding of the material 

uh it's just getting those points across to him (Jun) so he can work on his part of the 

project..Clearly, David considered himself to be "in charge" of the project, though 

nobody had designated David as the one in charge. David's position as the one in charge 

was consistently reproduced in his interactions with Jun, which is interesting considering 

that Jun thought his level of technical expertise was on par with David's. It seems that Jun 

consistently consented to work within David's interpretive frame, helping to reconstruct 

David as the one in charge. It is especially interesting that in line 7 of Excerpt 28, David 

asked Jun's opinion about the phrasing, "specialized testing to help resolve product 

related." Jun expressed hesitation, and then David repeated the same phrasing in line 12. 

In line 14, Jun agreed that the phrasing, the same as the phrasing he had hesitated about 

after line 7, sounded good. It is possible that Jun consented to work within David's 

interpretive frame to maintain rapport with David. However, Jun is constructed as less 

knowledgeable in the process because of his efforts to work within David's interpretive 

frame. 
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In fact, even when David's assumptions were seemingly problematic when it 

came to the computer engineering side of the project, Jun tended to work within David's 

interpretive frame. In Excerpt 29, David suggested that they request assistance from a 

computer engineer who worked at the electronics firm where David worked, the same 

electronics firm that assigned the project. After David suggested talking to the computer 

engineer, Jun engaged in a series of clarification of assumption questions regarding 

whether the computer engineer was familiar with the same computer applications that Jun 

was fainiliar with, and in particular, the computer applications with which Jun was 

working for the senior capstone project. Jun's clarification questions are indicated in bold 

beginning at line 6. 
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EXCERPT 29 

1. D: [I] said ev eventually you know maybe I can schedule 
2. J: oh 
3. D: a meeting with him and you know when we have a lot of questions or 
4. J: oh yeah 
5. D: just wamia talk and see if he has any ideas for us 
6. J: he he has to know uh visual basic right 
7. D; no 
8. J: no ok 
9. D: no he doesn't know visual basic 
10. J: what's his mm work I mean he work at what 
11. D: test engineer 
12. J: he do what's his uh 
13. D: sustaining tests 
14. J: just the test? or what's his uh routine work 
15. D: developing test solutions 
16. J: oh oh yeah oh ok so what kind of test solution he hhh he has some 
17. good good way to do it? to develop this? 
18. D: uh he doesn't work specifically what on what we're trying to do 
19. J: oh 
20. D: yeah he doesn't he he works on test systems we're doing it on bench test 
21. solutions kinda related but different 
22. J: oh yeah oh yeah 
23. D: so that's that's his specialty but I think he works with like uh C 
24. programming a lot 
25. J: oh 
26. D: um 
27. J: oh he know programming he know some software 
28. D; he certainly better or we're in trouble (laughs) but he does pretty good 
29. J: oh ok 

The clarification of assumption sequences allowed Jun to clarify David's assumption 

concerning the type of knowledge that the computer engineer had. However, even though 

it seems as if the computer engineer did not possess the kind of expertise that would be 

helpful to the project, Jun did not object to David's idea of eliciting help from the 

computer engineer. Instead, Jun said "oh ok" several times, essentially agreeing with 
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David. Therefore, Jun clarified David's assumption and then worked within David's 

assumption. David was constructed as the one with the knowledge of the how the 

computer engineer could be helpful to the team even though the computer engineering 

aspect of the project was Jun's area of expertise. Not only did David imply that Jun 

needed assistance with his part of the project, but he was constructed as knowing where 

to find that assistance and what that assistance would entail. David's interpretive frame 

was clarified and validated through the interaction in Excerpt 29 as Jun agreed with 

David's suggestion to contact the computer engineer even following David's assumption 

that the computer engineer might not have possessed the kind of technical expertise that 

would be helpful to them. Jun consented to work within David's interpretive frame. 

In general, David's frequent use of unsolicited explanations and Jun's somewhat 

frequent use of clarification questions that were uptaken as clarification of technical 

content questions or that served to validate David's interpretive frame constructed David 

as having more technical competence than Jun. Furthermore, the frequent clarification of 

linguistic content questions on the part of both Jun and David constructed Jun as lacking 

linguistic competence in English. Finally, Jun's tendency to accept David's technical 

content explanations and David's assumptions ensured that Jun's ideas were not typically 

contributed to the negotiations, while David's were. Therefore, the team generally worked 

within David's interpretive frame. It was the way that David and Jun engaged in 

accommodation sequences as well as the types of accommodation sequences that they 

tended to engage in that constructed status on the team. 
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It could be that Jun's inexperience communicating face-to-face in English 

contributed to his tendency to accept David's interpretive frame unchallenged. 

Furthermore, the same proficiency issue might have made it difficult for Jun to clarify his 

interpretive frame. In any case, Jun's actions demonstrate consent to work within David's 

interpretive frame, handing ideological control of the way the project design was framed 

over to David. This tendency on the part of the NNS to work within the NS's interpretive 

frame is recurrent in the data across teams. 

Team 2 

Team 2 contained 6 members, 4 NSs from Arizona, 1 NS from Michigan and 1 

NNS from Indonesia. The NNS, Ramelan, like Jun, tended to be constructed as lacking 

technical expertise in his interactions with the NS teammates. Unlike Jun, however, 

Ramelan, rarely had trouble conveying or interpreting a linguistic message. In fact, 

Ramelan was relatively highly proficient in English. His teammates often talked about 

how well he spoke English for someone who had only been in the United States for four 

years. Therefore, it is interesting to examine Ramelan's interactions with his teammates to 

understand how he was constructed as lacking technical expertise though he was 

constructed as quite proficient in English. As discussed in Chapter 4, team 2 was a highly 

successful team in terms of their final evaluation in the course and in terms of their 

attitudes toward each other. As Ramelan stated in his playback session, 



230 

EXCERPT 30 

we just decided alright let's just make our own group and pick the people that we 
needs and work hard and I guess we do we do fine together some sometimes it's 
hard to have a lot of people in a group for some reason these guys are it's like 
some people may be like when the group if it's like a regular people sometimes 
they care about oh you do so much more work than I do I do less than you do both 
is our grades or whatever and these guys not because they're willing to do 
anything for the group you know so like George if everybody can't make it he'll 
go to the lab by himself in this building and he never complains about that or 
anything because he just it's better that I do it and I get the good grade than 
nobody will do it you know? so everybody's kinda have that attitude it's just pretty 
cool you know 

Clearly, Ramelan had a positive assessment of the team and the people on the team. He 

seemed to attribute the team's success to the work ethic of all members of the team. Other 

members of team 2 expressed a similar sentiment about the team. Peter described the 

team as people who "all have uh some respect for each other," and Dean stated "I think 

we really communicate effectively." However, though Ramelan praised his teammates, 

his teammates did not offer such positive reviews of him. As Dean stated in his playback 

session, ".. .Ramelan is also also very smart but sometimes he's uh is he gets a little too 

cocky and si makes mistakes as a result urn.. .and I think all of us have a great deal of 

tolerance for him.. .it sounds horrible but we all do..." Peter had a more positive 

evaluation of Ramelan in his play back session. Peter indicated that he and George had 

the most technical expertise on the team but that Ramelan was very smart and that he 

made attempts to understand the technical content of the team discussion. 
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EXCERPT 31 

basically we (George and Peter) have the most technical expertise of anybody in 
that group we got the we got the 4.0s everybody kinda looks up to us for that you 
know and when they think you know ok this is a little too technical for mc George 
please explain it or Peter please explain it you know what's going on and so when 
it comes to either of us coming up with an idea it's usually the other one who can 
think of well what's wrong with that idea or what are the other points that need to 
be looked at where some of the other people just either they don't have the the 
knowledge at hand the expertise or they don't wanna speak up until they hear 
what the what the other one of us has to say.. .um::: I don't know Ramelan's 
really smart too I mean he yeah he's he's really up there he knows a lot of uh 
what we're talking about and a lot of times when he's confused he'll bring it up 
and bring up a question that you know somebody like Miller or Tim might not ask 
you know they might not either wanna know or just you know they're just not 
used to asking questions to find out Ramelan always wants to know he wants to 
know everything that's going on you know what I mean he wants to be up to 
speed on all of it so you know he's there questioning everything and he's you 
know and he's part of whatever task that we're doing and things like that so 

As noted in Peter's playback session, George and Peter were considered the 

highest status members of team 2. Miller and Tim rarely contributed to the interaction or 

made attempts at interactional accommodation. Since I am interested in instances in 

which interactional accommodation was attempted. Miller and Tim did not have much 

bearing on my analysis since they did not tend to participate in instances of interactional 

accommodation. It is important to note, however, that Miller and Tim were considered 

low status members of the team as discussed by Peter in Excerpt 31. Dean was a high 

status member of the team as evidenced in his teammates' comments about him. As Peter 

said, "Dean'll sit down and just you know code everything get everything um written out 

so it works he's good at testing and things like that." In Excerpt 31, Peter compared 

Ramelan with Miller and Tim, the lower status members of the team, giving Ramelan 

credit for making attempts at understanding the technical content involved with the 
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project. As Peter said about Ramelan, "when he's confused he'll bring it up and bring up 

a question that you know somebody like Miller or Tim might not ask you know they 

might not either wanna know or just you know they're just not used to asking questions 

to find out." 

By examining the accommodation sequences that the team engaged in and in 

particular that Ramelan took part in, it is possible to understand how Ramelan was 

constructed as "cocky" and as someone "to be tolerated" as well as someone who was 

involved and inquisitive when it came to seeking knowledge from those who were 

considered the most knowledgeable on the team. It is also possible to understand how 

Peter, George, and Dean were constructed as high status members of the team. It is 

interesting also that Peter, George, and Dean tended to co-construct the team's 

interpretive frame through processes of resistance and consent, while Ramelan tended to 

consent to work within this co-constructed interpretive frame. 

Ramelan was often constructed as lacking knowledge of the proper way to 

conduct team work, while his NS teammates. Dean, Peter, and George were constructed 

as holding such knowledge. For example, as team 2 discussed writing the proposal in the 

October 15 meeting, Ramelan made the suggestion in lines 5-6 that someone from the 

team should "supervise" the writing of the section that he was in charge of. It is not 

certain what exactly Ramelan meant by "supervise," but his team members interpreted the 

statement as an attempt on Ramelan's part to displace his share of the work. 
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EXCERPT 32 

1. P: who's writing this 
2. G: I think we should all take a piece 
3. D; we all need to take a [part] 
4. P: [yeah] 
5. R: yeah...um I think I have to take one somebody's gonna have to 
6. supervise 
7. G: no it's easier to edit it than to put it down on paper so the work that you 
8. put down on paper it's easier to edit it 
9. R: yeah [so] 
10. G: [it's] still very worthwhile 
11. R: yeah that's fine 
12. D: well I don't wanna write I don't wanna rewrite this 
13. P: yeah 
14. D: I don't have time that's that's ridiculous bro work that none of us have time 
15. for.. .um so we need to break this up we have to figure out which ones are 
16. gonna be heavy and which one's gonna be lighter 
17. R: I think we should break it up right now 
18. G I say we wait 
19. The group laughs 

George objected to collaboratively writing Ramelan's sections of the proposal in lines 7-

8, providing an unsolicited explanation of opinion that it would be easier to edit 

Ranielan's section than to help him write it. Dean strongly objected to providing any 

assistance to Ramelan in lines 14-16, providing an unsolicited explanation of opinion that 

the other team members did not have the time to work on Ramelan's sections of the 

proposal, and saying "1 don't have time.. .that's ridiculous bro." 

Ramelan indicated that he lacked writing skill in English by implying that 

someone more knowledgeable than he should assist with writing his sections of the 

proposal. The team members, however, explained why it was not a good idea to provide 

the kind of help that Ramelan sought, but they did not attempt to clarify Ramelan's 

assumption. Therefore, the negotiations about how to divide the writing task took place 
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within the interpretive frame of the NS team members, particularly George and Dean. As 

such, George and Dean were constructed as knowing more about the team members' 

individual time concerns as well as engineering teams' writing process. Importantly, 

Ramelan consented to working within the NSs' interpretive frame as he said in line 11, 

"yeah that's fine." 

In subsequent team meetings, Ramelan indicated that he failed the university's 

upper division writing exam. He also indicated in his playback session that his teammates 

were perfectionists. Perhaps he viewed his non-native writing as not meeting the 

expectations for perfection in the group. However, Ramelan was constructed as a) not 

willing to do his share of the work, b) as lacking skill as a writer in English, and c) not 

knowing how engineering teams engage in the writing process in Excerpt 32. This 

construction of Ramelan was possible because the NS teammates grabbed ideological 

control over the interpretive frame, asserting that individuals should complete their part 

of the proposal in an independent manner as not to impose on other team members. 

Ramelan often appeared to lack technical knowledge regarding the project in the 

team meetings. In Excerpt 33 from team 2's October 29 meeting, the team discussed 

obtaining a part for their device from a particular source as well as the technical content 

related to that part. Ramelan then asked a clarification of assumption question in line 2 to 

resolve whether Dean assumed in his discussion of the part that they would use a nine 

volt battery. 
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EXCERPT 33 

1. D; 1 don't know nine volts is a little heavier that's all gonna be in [there] 
2. R: [we're] not gonna use nine volts do we? 
3. G: well 
4. D: yeah we are [(laughs)] 
5. G: [on] the transmitter side [there are] 
6. R: [oh yeah] 
7. G; three volts 
8. R: uhhuh 
9. G; they just gave me their demodulator chip that comes standard 
10. R: it's on there 
11. G: and it just happened to have a nine volt on it 
12. R: oh so we have to use that 
13. G: well I mean I don't know.. .yeah you do but 

George and Dean confirmed that they would use nine volts if they used the part under 

discussion. Dean's response in line 4 is particularly salient because Dean laughed when 

giving his confirmation as though the assumption that Ramelan was seeking to clarify 

was obvious. In line 10, Ramelan asked to confirm George's contribution, saying "it's on 

there," and George indicated that Ramelan had interpreted the contribution as he intended 

in line 11. Ramelan then asked another clarification of assumption question in line 12, 

saying "oh we have to use that," and George provided clarification in line 13, saying 

"well I mean I don't know.. .yeah you do but." As negotiations proceeded, the use of the 

nine volt battery was taken into account when they discussed obtaining the part from the 

source that George recommended. Therefore, Ramelan's clarification of assumption 

questions were important in establishing that use of George's recommended part entailed 

using a nine volt battery, a relatively large battery size for their device. 

Though Ramelan's question was important, it is interesting to note that Dean 

trivialized the question by laughing at it, which is in line with Dean's characterization of 
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Ramelan as someone to be tolerated. It is also interesting that Ramelan continued to 

initiate accommodation sequences until he uncovered the interpretive frame within which 

George, the one recommending the use of the part, was operating, in line with Peter's 

characterization of Ramelan as inquisitive. As such, Ramelan was able to participate in 

the negotiations with an understanding of George's assumption, contributing to the 

construction of Ramelan as lacking some technical expertise but nonetheless as an 

involved member of the team, very much in line with Peter's characterization of Ramelan. 

Therefore, Ramelan's clarification of assumption questions contributed to his inquisitive 

characterization but also constructed him as not working within the interpretive frame 

that his teammates seemed to take for granted, i.e., Dean's laughter in response to 

Ramelan's clarification of assumption question. 

Furthermore, Ramelan did not challenge George and Dean's assumption. Even 

though it seemed as if he had a different assumption concerning the battery for the 

device, he did not explain his own assumption. Rather, Ramelan seemingly accepted 

George and Dean's assumption and worked within their interpretive frame. Ramelan 

often engaged in agreement moves after initiating clarification of assumption sequences, 

which as discussed in Chapter 5, tends to construct people as less knowledgeable. 

Moreover, such agreement moves entail consent to work within another person's 

interpretive frame. 

Ramelan frequently asked clarification questions, but at times, it could be unclear 

whether they were meant to clarify assumptions or technical content. In Excerpt 34 from 

team 2's October 1 meeting in which the team negotiated where to obtain the parts for 
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their project. George mentioned in line 1 that a certain part that he could obtain for free 

would require five volts technology. Ramelan asked a clarification question in line 2 that 

was uptaken by his teammates as a clarification of technical content question. 

EXCERPT 34 

1. G: I mean it wouldn't be that bad if we could run this off live volts I don't 
2. know 
3. R: what what's the matter with five volts 
4. G: [it's] 
5. P: [it's] not a good battery voltage 
6. G: yeah you got a 1.5 volt battery so you need four of em 
7. R: yeah that's true 
8. G; three volts you only need two double A 
9. R: get it at Radio Shack or something (laughs) 

Peter responded in line 5 as though Ramelan asked a clarification of technical content 

question, saying "it's not a good battery voltage," as did George in line 6. George clarified 

the technical content that five volts was problematic because it would require four 

batteries. In line 7, Ramelan expressed agreement with the technical content that George 

clarified in line 6. In line 9, Ramelan said jokingly that the group could obtain the battery 

suggested by George at Radio Shack, expressing agreement that the battery 

recommended by George would be a reasonable solution. As such George and Peter were 

constructed as having access to technical knowledge that Ramelan lacked as Ramelan 

consented to work within the NS teammates' interpretive frame. 

Interestingly, NSs on team 2 did not consistently express agreement after asking 

for clarification. For example, in Excerpt 35, Peter and George discussed obtaining parts 

from a source that George had contacted when Peter initiated a clarification of 

assumption sequence in lines 4-6. 
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EXCERPT 35 

1. G: I don't know if it's worth it maybe he'll give me some of the old 
2. parts and maybe that'll cut it for what we need and it'll at least give 
3. us something to test in the lab 
4. P: well what does that mean for like part one b does that mean if 
5. you can't get the parts until January that we're putting it off 
6. until January 
7. G: yeah that's what that means 
8. P: I don't know if that's too smart 
9. G: I know 
10. D: yeah I don't feel comfortable with that at all 
11. P: right cause what are you guys gonna [do] 
12. G; [exactly] 
13. P: you know work on goal two and not even know if one one b's 
14. [gonna work] 
15. G: [right that's] the problem 

Subsequent to the clari fication of assumption sequence, Peter indicated that he had 

reservations about the assumption behind obtaining parts from George's source in line 8 

as he said, "I don't know if that's too smart." As such, negotiations proceeded not only 

with George's assumption clarified, but with doubt having been cast on the viability of 

working with that assumption. As discussed in Chapter 5, the clarification of assumption 

followed by a disagreement move is quite a powerful move in constructing the one asking 

for clarification as more knowledgeable than the one providing clarification. Therefore, 

Peter's clarification of assumption question served to construct him as having technical 

and procedural expertise. Moreover, Peter resisted working within George's interpretive 

frame, and George agreed that another interpretive frame needed to be constructed in line 

12 when he said "exactly" and in line 15 when he said "that's the problem." 

Ramelan's recurrent use of the clarification of assumption question as in Excerpt 

34, in contrast to Peter's in Excerpt 35, led to a construction of Ramelan as lacking 
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technical expertise because of the fact that Ramelan did not challenge the assumption. 

Rather, he clarified the assumption and continued to participate in the negotiations 

seemingly taking the assumption as given and consenting to work within his teammates' 

interpretive frame. By contrast, in Excerpt 35, Peter was able to restructure the 

interpretive frame within which the team was operating by demonstrating resistance to 

the interpretive frame that had been projected by George, constructing Peter as quite 

astute. 

NS participants on team 2 were often able to restructure the interpretive frame in 

the course of face-to-face interaction by challenging assumptions, technical content, and 

opinions and by providing unsolicited explanations, whereas Ramelan did not seem to be 

able to restructure the interpretive frame as consistently. The ability to restructure the 

interpretive frame could be a linguistic skill that is crucial to the dynamic, collaborative 

construction of team project, a skill which Ramelan and Jun seemed to lack. However, it 

could also be that Ramelan and Jun consented to work within the interpretive frame of 

teammates who were members of the dominant subgroup of native speakers of English, 

handing ideological control of interpretive frame over to the NS team members. Consent 

to hand ideological control over to the NS teammates could be related to the fact that the 

NSs were the dominant subgroup numerically in the case of Ramelan. In Jun's case and 

possibly in Ramelan's case, consent to hand ideological control over to the NS teammate 

could be an effort to maintain harmony within the group, an "Asian" tendency according 

to Scollon & Scollon (1995). 
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The tendency on the part of Ramelan and Jun to initiate clarification of technical 

content sequences contributed to their construction as less knowledgeable than the NS 

teammates. In the Excerpt 36, for instance, from team 2's October 15 meeting, Peter 

discussed the amount of current that should be incorporated into tlie team's design when 

Ramelan initiated a clarification of technical content sequence in line 3. 

EXCERPT 36 

1. P: so that's a design consideration we want to put minimal amount of current 
2. for each of these when they're on ok 
3. R: you know how too much current can come come through here [or is 
4. that]? 
5. P: [we we can] have up to thirty but but I mean this this is just like a load so 
6. we want whatever's going through our load to be minimal 
7. R: yeah but how do you know that how many current.. .what is the what is 
8. the:;: what [is the] 
9. P: [ok] imagine this is an ideal [so it] 
10. R: [ok] 
11. P: can take [whatever current] it needs to 
12. R: [1 got it]...I got it I got it 
13. P: ok yeah we just wanna make sure that it doesn't pull too much ok urn 

Peter responded to Ramelan's clari fication of technical content question in lines 3-4, and 

Ramelan asked another clarification of technical content question in line 7. Ultimately, 

Ramelan indicated that he understood the technical content behind Peter's contribution so 

that negotiations could continue in line 12 saying "I got it I got it." Furthermore, Ramelan 

did not challenge Peter's technical content knowledge. Rather, he seemed to accept 

Peter's technical explanation. As such, Peter was constructed as having more technical 

knowledge, which is not surprising considering Ramelan's consistent consent to work 

within his NS teammates' interpretive frame because when working within another 
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person's interpretive frame, one is at a disadvantage in terms of the technical content 

invoked. 

When NSs on team 2 asked for clarification of technical content or when a 

teammate engaged in an unsolicited explanation of technical content, the interlocutors 

technical knowledge did not often go unchallenged. For example, in Excerpt 37, Peter 

engaged in an unsolicited explanation of technical content in line 1, explaining that the 

team could not model the device without first working with the device in the lab when his 

teammate, Dean, challenged him. 

EXCERPT 37 

1. P: [yeah] in order to model it we'd have to work with it in a lab first 
2. anyway 
3. D; the only thing I'm saying is that it [when we come down to our final] 
4. P: [(laughs) 
5. D: our paper 
6. P: uhhuh 
7. D: we're probably gonna have to say why we did this the way we did it [so] 
8. R: [oh] yeah 
9. P: huh right 
10. D: I agree with what you're saying I'm just thinking thinking aliead [of] 
11. P: [yeah] yeah we're it's probably gonna be just like we'll skip simulation 
12. we'll just have like we'll have design equations that we write down so 
13. we're working based on equations ok so we're not just like sitting in here 
14. playing with stuff trying to get it to work 
15. D: [right] 
16. P: [but] doing we got equations that back up our in lab kind of like adjusting 
17. the pot sort of thing 
18. D: ok I'll go with that 

In lines 3, 7, and 10, Dean challenged the procedure that Peter espoused by providing his 

own unsolicited explanation of technical content, that they wold have to document their 

procedure in a report. Peter then modified his technical content explanation in lines 11-14 
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and 16-17, saying, "we'll have design equations that we write down so we're working 

based on equations ok so we're not just like sitting in here playing with stuff." Dean then 

accepted Peter's explanation in line 18, saying "ok I'll go with that." It seems that Peter 

had to revise his technical content explanation based on Dean's challenge as he said "huh 

right" in line 9. Peter's explanations were important in terms of clarifying the interpretive 

frame within which he was working, and Dean's challenge served to restructure the 

interpretive frame within which Peter was working by forcing Peter to follow the 

assumption that the team could not just "play with stuff in the lab," but that the process 

needed to be systematic and able to be documented in reports. As such, both Dean and 

Peter were constructed as valuable and knowledgeable members of the team since they 

both contributed to the technical knowledge behind the project. Importantly, Peter and 

Dean co-constructed an interpretive frame within which the team would work, that they 

would design the project by "playing with stuff in the lab a la Peter's contribution, but 

that this process of "playing with stuff would be accomplished in a systematic manner 

documented by equations that could be clearly reported a la Dean's contribution. Dean 

resisted Peter's interpretive frame, forcing Peter to compromise, and ultimately 

constructing an interpretive frame that included both Dean and Peter's assumptions and 

technical content knowledge. 

Ramelan did engage in some such challenges, but his challenges tended not to be 

accepted by his teammates, so he could not restructure the interpretive frame in the way 

that Dean did. In Excerpt 38, the team was negotiating using the phone as a power source 
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for their device when Ramelan asked a clarification of technical content question in line 1 

to clarify whether the device they were designing was always on. 

EXCERPT 38 

1. R: well it's not always on isn't it huh? 
2. P: yeali.. .well I mean yeah un unless the phone is off hook it's on 
3. G; it's save that diode 
4. P: yeah right 
5. G: which sends a photon across the air inside the [box and it's] 
6. R: [but that only] conducting when volt is going up more than fifty volts 
7. P: no 
8. R: that's what from my understanding [is] 
9. P: [no] 
10. R: you got fifty volt across but use inner diode for a limited so there won't be 
11. any current flowing it's only a little bit current [flowing with very very scarce] 
12. P; [yeah yeah well you have some] small amount of current flowing we're 
13. trying to make sure that this is like the absolute minimum amount of 
14. current that we can get through this that will possibly get this to be low 
15. you know we're gonna have to find that out because it's it's lower than a 
16. spec sheet specs it 
17. G: mmhmm 
18. P: you know we're just gonna have to play with it and see if we can get it for 
19. like you know if we're pullin ten microamps here hopefully one microamp 
20. here we put a huge resistor there we'll we'll make it go low and we'll only 
21. have one microamp 

Peter responded to Ramelan, clarifying the technical content in lines 2 through 5. In line 

6, Ramelan challenged the clarification of technical content that was provided, a move 

that could construct Ramelan as quite knowledgeable. However, Peter directly refuted 

Ramelan's challenge in lines 7 and 9, saying "no." Ramelan then stated his interpretation 

of Peter's interpretive frame in lines 10-12, indicating that he understood and in some 

sense accepted Peter's interpretive frame. Additionally, Peter engaged in an unsolicited 

explanation of assumption in lines 13 through 16 and 18-21 that served to further validate 

his own interpretive frame. In sum, Ramelan challenged Peter's interpretive frame, but he 
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was not able to restructure the interpretive frame. Therefore, Ranielan was ultimately 

constructed as less knowledgeable than Peter, and he ultimately seemingly consented to 

work within Peter's interpretive frame. 

As in the case of Jun, Ramelan occasionally asked for what appeared to be 

clarification of linguistic content, but these questions were often uptaken as clarification 

of technical content questions. In line 9 of Excerpt 39, Ramelan asked what appeared to 

be a clarification of linguistic content question though it is possible that it was a 

clarification of technical content question. 
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EXCERPT 39 

1. P: there are tons of disadvantages I mean but it's if you want to get technical 
2. you can do it like implementation 
3. R: but how is this the same this start getting hard because remember she 
4. wants to she wants to discuss the systems like has to be very very 
5. non-technical word and all that crap 
6. P: right 
7. G: well she said a little bit of technical 
8. D: a little technical but not overly technical 
9. R: what you were saying about matching transis matching trans 
10. G; that would take like maybe a line of explanation 
11. R: matching 
12. P: matching is a general terms right you understand what [matching is right] 
13. G: [matching is due] to manufacturing processes [being different] 
14. R: [yeah but] 
15. G: from part to part? 
16. P: yeah 
17. G: I mean that's you'd have to write off to matching 

Whether Ramelan was asking for clarification of linguistic of technical content, his 

teammates, George and Peter, interpreted the question as a request for clarification of 

technical content. As such, Ramelan was once again constructed as lacking technical 

knowledge that his teammates had access to. Such instances were recurrent in Ramelan's 

interactions with his NS teammates, but it is important to note that the NS teammates, 

particularly Peter, George, and Dean had ideological control over an interpretive frame 

that the three NSs consistently co-constructed. 

Recurring in the data are instances when Ramelan is constructed as lacking 

technical expertise. Essentially, Ramelan must work within the interpretive frame of his 

NS teammates because he does not resist their having ideological control over the 

interpretive frame, and he does not show resistance by challenging his teammates through 

explanations of his own interpretive frame, or if he does challenge the NS teammates' 
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interpretive frame, he is not successful, though he seems quite skilled at gaining access to 

his teammates' interpretive frame. Additionally, his NS teammates do not make efforts to 

clarify Ramelan's interpretive frame. Though the NS teammates ask each other 

clarification of assumption questions, they do not tend to ask such questions of Ramelan. 

Therefore, Ramelan is consistently working within his teammates' interpretive frame. 

Interestingly, toward the end of the academic year, Ramelan seemed to have 

gained some of the cultural capital necessary to construct himself as a knowledgeable 

member of the team. In Excerpt 40 from team 2's March 13 meeting, as team 2 discussed 

finding documents from another course to help with their project, Ramelan provided an 

unsolicited explanation of assumption in lines 7 and 8 as well as in subsequent lines. 

Ramelan's teammates engaged in various clarification questions with Ramelan in 

lines 17 through 24, and Ramelan's contribution had an impact in terms of changing the 

team's course of action. The items in bold indicate Ramelan's unsolicited explanations of 

assumption. The items in italics indicate instances in which Ramelan's teammates asked 

him clarification of assumption sequences. 
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EXCERPT 40 

1. D: I can almost guarantee I don't have anything from three o four 
2. The group laughs 
3. R: you still have all your documents from three o four but this the this 
4. D: no 1 might actually have [it] 
5. G: [1 don't remember taking that class] 
6. P: [11 have both my lab] books 1 can look at em 
7. R: but not the lab books though I'm talkin about the excel file because 
8. you write down the equations [on there] 
9. G: [oh yeah] I remember that 
10. R: remember? 
11.G; yeah 
12. R: you write down the equations on that [excel] 
13. G: [yeah] 
14. R: so we can just put the different frequencies on that right? can then it's 
15. gonna pop dialog like right away with [the circuit] 
16. P: [right] 
17. D: [we were] still we were still running a what 
18. R: [onek] 
19. D: [we still] had a one kilohertz signal in there right? 
20. R: yeah I remember it was like a roost 
21. P: and but we had all kinds of side bands 1 remember that 
22. D: yeah 
23. P: so it might have actually ran square waves or somethin like that so yeah 
24. that that might be a good idea to run a square wave 

It is important to note that in Excerpt 40 Ramelan's teammates asked the clarification of 

assumption questions and then expressed agreement moves. Therefore, Ramelan was 

constructed him as having valuable information for the team. In the end, Ramelan's 

contribution initiated a new direction for the project design. Such instances in which 

Ramelan contributed his intellectual capital to the team were more prevalent in the last 

two team meetings that I recorded. It seems, therefore, that Ramelan was able to gain the 

ability to construct himself as knowledgeable toward the end of the academic year as he 

was able to engage in accommodation sequences that allowed his teammates to work 

within his interpretive frame within specific interactions, and ultimately to help co-
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construct the team's interpretive frame. Essentially, Ramelan seemed to express more 

resistance to his teammates' having ideological control over the interpretive frame in 

these last two meetings. In the case of Excerpt 40, unlike Excerpt 39, Ramelan's 

resistance forced his teammates to restructure the team's interpretive frame, which 

became more typical of his interactions toward the end of the academic year. Ramelan 

seemed to engage in more unsolicited explanations of technical content and clarification 

of assumption questions followed by disagreement moves toward the end of the academic 

year. It seems that Ramelan learned that certain accommodation sequences, and frequent 

use of such sequences, allowed team members to contribute to the team's interpretive 

frame, thus making them valuable members of the team whose intellectual capital 

becomes critical to the completion of the project. 

It is interesting that Dean declared Ramelan the most improved member of the 

team during his playback session. He indicated that Ramelan came to understand better 

how to communicate in an American context and in a professional engineering context. 

Perhaps Ramelan's ability to restructure the intrepretive frame toward the end of the 

academic year contributed to Dean's assessment of him as improved. 

Team 3 

Team 3, which consists of Jacob, a NS from Michigan and Taku, a NNS from 

Japan, worked on a project that involved the construction of a camera that would be 

integrated into a satellite. Team 3's situation provides for a discussion of the NNS ability 

to manipulate the dominant paradigm. This manipulation was possible in part because 

Taku's reputation as a brilliant programmer preceded his interactions with his NS 
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teammate, Jacob. As such, Jacob, the NS, was considered the less knowledgeable 

member of the team from the beginning. However, typically Taku and Jacob worked 

within Jacob's interpretive frame, but Jacob's interpretive frame was often restructured, 

and such restructuring was possible because of efforts on Jacob's part to elicit information 

from Taku. Importantly, team 3 was evaluated extremely well. In fact, after their final 

technical report, their faculty mentor stood up and announced to the class that they had 

completed in one academic year work that it would take most professional engineers five 

years to complete. 

When I met with Jacob and Taku for the first time, Jacob said "Taku's the super 

programmer." Jacob also demonstrated his admiration for Taku's programming ability in 

his playback session as in Excerpt 41 in which Jacob confirmed that both he and Taku 

were electrical engineers but that Taku was a very proficient programmer, especially for 

an electrical engineer: 

EXCERPT 41 

yeah we we take one class on this c programming and we take it around our 
sophomore year so most electrical engineers are really rusty with c programming 
and probably a lot of them hate it but Taku is so good at it because he's been 
working in that lab I think since he got here and he keeps that project and he 
works a lot with that programming he's been working a lot with it over the last 
few years so he's very proficient at it 

Jacob's respect for Taku's programming ability was evident, which was especially 

important because a large part of their project involved a programming component. Even 

though Jacob expressed admiration for Taku's programming ability, he raised concerns 
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about Taku's ability to communicate in English as Jacob expressed in his playback 

session. 

EXCERPT 42 

sometimes it's funny cause I know he knows what I'm talking about and I swear 
he's messin with me sometimes I was just talkin talkin like that with Dr. Schwartz 
we were discussing something and Taku was lookin at me like I was crazy and 
then then he finally came out and verified what I was talkin about and I said well 
that's just what we were talkin about so::: I think that has to do maybe a little bit 
with the language bearer barrier because he doesn't I think he still thinks a lot in 
Japanese he's always I mean he can look on the internet and a lot of times he's 
lookin at Japanese sites so he's still um pretty involved in that and a lot of other 
students will say that he doesn't talk a whole lot.. .there are some other students 
that are like Ramelan he picked up the language here and he he just won't shut up 
(laughs).. .but Taku hasn't really gone that far he's still I think really well he's 
he's confident and comfortable in the English language but he doesn't he doesn't 
elaborate on it so much as maybe other students do 

Jacob readily attributed Taku's interactional style to a language barrier. It is unfortunate 

that I was not able to conduct a playback session with Taku as he did not feel comfortable 

participating in such a session. It would be interesting to know if Taku considered 

himself to lack communicative ability in English. Taku did tell me that he received a 700 

on the verbal section of the GRE, indicating that his verbal ability in English was 

superior. Furthermore, in writing tutoring sessions that I conducted with Taku, his writing 

was extremely proficient. It was in face-to-face interactions with Taku that Jacob made 

the assessment that Taku was not highly proficient in English. Jacob, by contrast, 

considered himself to be a good communicator in English, and as indicated in Excerpt 42, 

he considered himself to possess sufficient technical expertise. Actually, Jacob played the 

role of "the communicator" on the team. He engaged in negotiations with the course 

professors, and Jacob tended to keep communications in the team meetings going. 
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Looking at the interactions, it is possible to understand how Taku was constructed 

as lacking communicative ability in English and as possessing a good deal of technical 

knowledge and how Jacob was constructed as "the communicator" of the team and as the 

less technically knowledgeable member of the team in the process of interactionally 

accommodating. For example, in Excerpt 43, Jacob and Taku discusscd a step related to 

programming. 

EXCERPT 43 

1. J; hmm it must he same as what we had.. .see we used um we looked for 
2. something to modify it so we used uh hu to get an unsigned short so it'd 
3. actually be smaller so that it would get down to the seventy k that's what 
4. you wanted 
5. T: yeah so sixteen bits 
6. J: yeah I think but imsigned sure because 
7. T: you have everything 
8. J: huh?.. .1 thought we were getting less than we did to an unsigned 
9. T: it's uh interesting 
10. J: oh yeah.. .gosh.. .why do you think this thing's having so much trouble 
11. T: I think it's just complicated 
12. J: what do mean complicated this is pretty simple I thought.. .1 know how we 
13. could run it...I mean I would have done it the same way but if you know 
14. how 
15. T: it would be at the five 
16. J: oh geez that's what I did...I know what I did.. .uh you saw it right when I 
17. did it didn't you.. .alright I mean I know exactly what it is 

It is interesting that Jacob seemed to confirm that his interpretive frame was in line with 

Taku's until line 7, when Taku said, "you have everything." From there, it appears that 

the two teammates had different assumptions as to the appropriate method of 

programming. Then in lines 16-17, Jacob seemingly discovered a problem with his 

method of programming, saying "oh geez that's what I did." He noted that Taku must 

have noticed it earlier but did not say anything as he stated, "you saw it right when I did it 
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described his conceptuaUzation of the project when Taku pointed out a problem as in hne 

15 when Taku said "it would be at the five," indicating that Jacob had made a wrong 

assumption with regard to the programming step. Taku's contributions at lines 7. 11, and 

15 served as unsolicited explanations of assumption that forced Jacob to rethink his 

assumptions with regard to the programming step. Ultimately, Jacob took Taku's 

contributions into account and restructured his interpretive frame. However, it is 

important to note that Taku's interpretive frame is not clear in his interactions with Jacob. 

It is Jacob's interpretive frame that is clear, and Taku's contributions serve to restructure 

Jacob's interpretive frame. It seems that Taku consents to work within Jacob's interpretive 

frame and that Jacob consents to Taku's restructuring of the interpretive frame when he 

sees a problem with Jacob's assumptions or technical content knowledge. 

In Excerpt 44, in which Jacob and Taku discuss the same programming problem 

as in Excerpt 43, Jacob provided an unsolicited explanation of technical content in lines 1 

through 5 and asked a clarification of technical content question in line 7. 
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EXCERPT 44 

1. J: so it now has slash ...so it works alright ...so you know we're getting 
2. everything in and it's just now a matter of open up the file we just need to 
3. have that separations list for mattered just like that and we'll be able to get 
4. everything but it's a matter of now doing a write wouldn't you 
5. say?...doing a write?...we're doing a a read 
6. T: oh yeah 
7. J: cause wouldn't we want to write to file? 
8. T: yeah 

Essentially, Jacob's interpretive frame was made explicit, and Taku affirmed Jacob's 

interpretive irame in lines 6 and 8. The teammates were basically working within Jacob's 

interpretive frame with Taku's contributions serving to allow Jacob to restructure his 

interpretive frame as in Excerpt 43 and to affirm his interpretive frame as in Excerpt 44. 

As such, the teammates worked within Jacob's interpretive frame, but Taku served to 

affirm or reject that interpretive frame, constructing Taku as the expert but also as not 

very communicative. 

Examining other exchanges between Jacob and Taku, it became evident that 

Jacob interacted with Taku in a way that Taku interjected important assumptions and 

technical content information about the project, but Taku's contributions were made 

within Jacob's interpretive frame, allowing Jacob to restructure or affirm his interpretive 

frame based on Taku's contribution. Jacob controlled the discourse and kept negotiations 

between the two teammates going. Taku responded to Jacob's clarification questions, or 

when necessary, provided unsolicited explanations. In Excerpt 45 in which Jacob and 

Taku discussed the memory capabilities of their device, Jacob asked a clarification of 

technical content question in lines 1 and 2. 
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EXCERPT 45 

1. J: that I got a little confused in cause you have like three twenty or you 
2. had numbers that I didn't expect like 
3. T: [oh:;:] 
4. J: [if it's] twelve what is it twelve eighty by 
5. T: yeah because in this case I'm using sub sampling board [so] 
6. J: [oh] sub sampling 
7. T: yeah there's this remote 
8. J: that was because of the restriction on parts right? from that 
9. T: no restriction the memory 
10. J: oh 
11. T: cause we can't store entire image 
12. J: oh that's right cause that was only a five hundred k 
13. T: yeah 
14. J; and uh image would actually be how big? like about a meg or something? 
15. T: yeah [or sometimes one] 
16. J: [that's what it was] 
17. T: thirteen 
18. J: alright 
19. T: so I think I'm reading every one maybe four pixel 
20. J: oh ok 
21. T; with this I'm reading like ninety nine with with this 
22. J: oh ok 
23. T: but it's basically the same thing 
24. J: but this time around we don't; need to limit ourselves to that right? we can 
25. take it all 
26. T: uh if if you are going to use that that memory you have to 

Throughout the remainder of Excerpt 45, Taku provided clarification of technical content 

in response to Jacob's clarification of technical content questions, which allowed the 

teammates to interactional ly accommodate but also constructed Jacob as less 

knowledgeable than Taku. Interactions between Taku and Jacob in which Jacob sought 

clarification of technical content were typical. Jacob was able to draw Taku out and learn 

a great deal of technical content from his interactions with Taku. 

It is interesting that there was typically very little negotiation between these 

teammates. Most of their interactions involved interactional accommodation, which 



255 

entailed efforts by Jacob to decipher whether his interpretive frame was in line with 

Taku's. Often his interpretive frame was not in line with Taku's. However, the 

interactions seemed to be controlled by Jacob as he was constantly looking for 

affirmation that his interpretive frame was "correct" by Taku, the team expert. Thus, 

clarification of technical content sequences initiated by Jacob are frequent in the data. 

Unsolicited explanations of technical content by Taku are somewhat frequent as well. 

It is evident why Taku was deemed to lack communicative competence in the 

language. He certainly did not say much, and his assumptions, technical knowledge, and 

opinions were only made clear in relation to Jacob's assumptions, technical knowledge, 

and opinions. As Jacob said in his playback session, "you never know what he is 

thinking." On the other hand, Taku's strategy was quite beneficial in terms of his status on 

the team because Jacob considered Taku to be the one with the most technical expertise. 

In Jacob's playback session, he indicated that he understood Taku's communicative 

strategy to be one in which Taku intentionally positioned himself as the expert. 

EXCERPT 46 

he'll throw something out there and then I'll ask him well why do it that way or 
why do it this way and what's funny is he won't admit it at that time but he'll 
he'll owe up to it a little bit later on after he considers it because maybe it was 
something he didn't even consider like when he was doing the design on the 
board and I asked him some question about somethin and he thought well (laughs) 
and I know he had to go back in and do some redesigning because of that.. .uh 
well he doesn't really admit to 1 to things like that he just says oh and then he'll 
kinda nod and then you know I might try to get him to owe up to it but it's not 
even worthwhile you know.. .when he nods and I can tell by his reaction that it 
was something he didn't think of 

Jacob seemed to have some awareness of a strategy on Taku's part to play the role of the 

expert and to assess Jacob's input as useful or not. Interestingly, Jacob developed his own 
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strategy for interacting with Taku, playing the role of the non-expert. Jacob considered 

himself to lack technical knowledge as compared to Taku, but Jacob was nonetheless able 

to make contributions to the project design and to learn from Taku as he ensured that the 

two were working within his interpretive frame with Taku helping him to modify that 

interpretive frame in the course of interaction. However, working within Jacob's 

interpretive frame also meant that Jacob could not gain complete access to Taku's 

interpretive frame as indicated in the Jacob's playback session. Because Jacob engaged in 

frequent clarification of technical content questions, he was consistently reconstructed as 

the less knowledgeable member of the team. Taku, by contrast, was consistently 

reconstructed as the more knowledgeable member of the team as the clarifier of technical 

content and through his relatively frequent use of unsolicited explanations of technical 

content. 

Jacob also often engaged in clarification of assumption questions followed by 

agreement moves, which also contributed to the construction of Jacob as the less 

knowledgeable member of the team and Taku as the more knowledgeable member. For 

instance, in Excerpt 47, Jacob and Taku were discussing documentation of the steps they 

took toward completion of the project when Jacob asked a clarification of assumption 

question in lines 6 and 7. 
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EXCERPT 47 

1. J: and this this is kinda changing a httle bit you know it's all it's ail just 
2. dependent on what kind of choices you wanna make and that we're 
3. keeping all that in here you know this is kinda like an indirect circuit 
4. diagram 
5. T: yeah 
6. J: in a way...you know routing is gonna well routing doesn't matter but 
7. and plus we're gonna be using different memory here before long so is 
8. it worthwhile worrying about a schematic for memory that we're not 
9. even gonna use? 
10. T: um I think we should keep in record 
11. J: what's that 
12. T: I think we should keep in record 
13. J: yeah? 
14. T: yeah 
15. J: alright 
16. T: hmm 

Taku stated his assumption that they "should keep in record" in lines 10 and 12, and 

though it seems that Jacob is skeptical, he agreed with Taku in line 15. Jacob 

interactionally accommodated to Taku. However, this clarification of assumption 

followed by an agreement move is different in quality to other such examples that 

occurred on other teams. In this case, Taku and Jacob were working within Jacob's 

interpretive frame as Jacob had been engaged essentially in a monologue when he asked 

the clarification of assumption question. Typically, it is the listener, not the speaker who 

asks the clarification of assumption question. Therefore, the interaction served to 

restructure Jacob's interpretive fi-ame rather than Jacob coming to work within Taku's 

interpretive frame. Taku's position, that they "should keep it in record" became clear, but 

Taku did not provide Jacob with the assumption behind the position, namely why it was 

worthwhile. Essentially, the team continued to work within Jacob's interpretive fi-ame, 

that some aspects of the project that they were working on would not be a part of the final 
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product, but that interpretive frame was restructured to include an assumption that it was 

worthwhile (for some reason) to keep a record of every step of the project, even those 

steps that would ultimately be discarded. 

Though Taku and Jacob developed an interactive strategy that worked for them in 

terms of their ability to complete their project, it is not clear how Taku would fare in 

interactions between people who considered themselves to have equal technical 

knowledge to him. Jacob indicated in his playback session that he felt Taku "held back" 

information. In many instances it seemed that Jacob simply trusted Taku's expertise. 

Perhaps Taku lacked the communicative competence in face-to-face encounters in 

English to fully display his knowledge, and for that reason, he worked within Jacob's 

interpretive frame, affirming or rejecting it. In a situation in which his reputation did not 

precede him, such an interactional style might be a disadvantage in terms of constructing 

high status among co-workers. Nonetheless, for this particular setting, Jacob and Taku 

found a way of interactionally accommodating to each other that allowed them to 

complete a successful project together. 

It is important to clarify that Taku worked within Jacob's interpretive frame 

during these team interactions, but my feeling is that Taku completed much of the team's 

project during the late hours of the night by himself He often spent 24 hour periods in the 

lab working on the project. Therefore, though Jacob and Taku did not directly indicate it, 

my feeling is that the team meetings were opportunities for Jacob to confirm with Taku 

that he understood what was happening with the project. As such, Jacob and Taku's way 

of interactionally accommodating did not contribute to their ability to negotiate the 
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project design but to Jacob's education regarding the project that Taku essentially 

designed. 

Jacob, on the other hand, needed to know enough about the project to play the 

role of "the communicator." Jacob was the one who met with Mary Olsen and Elvin 

Gregory to discuss aspects of the project, and Jacob wrote the reports. Therefore, the 

team meetings gave Jacob a chance to be certain that his knowledge of the project was 

sufficient to engage in these communication activities. As demonstrated in the Excerpts 

from team meetings, Jacob's strategy was to ensure that he and Taku were working within 

his own interpretive frame, giving Taku the chance to restructure Jacob's interpretive 

frame when necessary. Therefore, though Taku consented to work within Jacob's 

interpretive frame, co-constructing that interpretive frame in the team meetings that I 

recorded, Taku actually had ideological control over the interpretive frame as related to 

the project as a whole. Taku maintained ideological control over the interpretive frame as 

related to the project as a whole by essentially completing the project on his own in the 

late hours of the night. This strategy allowed Taku to complete the project without 

encountering resistance from Jacob or having to resist Jacob's interpretive frame. 

Because Taku completed the project on his own and because Taku made it 

difficult for Jacob to gain access to his interpretive frame, he essentially avoided the 

possibility of conflict with Jacob, putting Jacob in a position in which he did not have full 

access to Taku's interpretive frame or access to all of the details that went into the 

completion of the project. Thus, Taku maintained ideological control over the interpretive 

frame with regard to the actual design, but he consented to Jacob having ideological 
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control over the interpretive frame with regard to project communications, including the 

communications that took place in their team meetings. Additionally Jacob consented to 

Taku's co-constructing that interpretive frame within the team meetings. 

Team 4 

Team 4 contained two male NSs, Jim from Massachusetts and Mark from 

Arizona, and one female NNS from Hong Kong, Gabrielle. Jim often dominated the 

discussion in team 4's meetings. Much of the team meeting consisted of monologues by 

Jim, while Mark made contributions only rarely. Gabrielle did not make many 

contributions to the team negotiations, but she often asked Jim questions to clarify his 

contributions. The team consistently worked within Jim's interpretive frame, though 

Mark was able to restructure that interpretive frame at times. Jim summed up his view of 

his teammates as follows; 

EXCERPT 48 

uh it does look like I'm talking to Gabrielle um and um since that time I've 
discovered that uh Gabrielle willingly or uh asks for suggestions uh she doesn't 
have much of a mechanical aptitude she doesn't know how things are put 
together.. .terminologies like screw sizes bolt sizes thread diameter pitch stuff like 
that um she's not very mechanically inclined and so if I'm talkin to her it's like 
I'm you know Mark already knows.. .I'm wastin my time talkin to him uh.. .she 
uh Gabrielle is uh very attentive and perky in this meeting uh I noticed when I 
started lookin for buy in which came right after we were talkin about it I was 
lookin for buy in who's gonna write what parts and I volunteered I'll I'll t how 
bout I take these parts what do you think.. .Mark bought in.. .1 didn't hear any buy 
in from Gabrielle 

Jim thought Gabrielle not only lacked technical expertise but that she was not willing to 

do her part of the team's work. It is important to note that Jim had such impressions of his 

teammates even though most of the dialog that took place was between Jim and 
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Gabrielle. Mark only rarely made contributions, but those contributions apparently 

constructed Mark as making valuable contributions to the discussion as Jim stated, "Mark 

already knows," while Gabrielle's contributions were not considered so valuable as she 

was "not very mechanically inclined." It is interesting to examine the team interactions to 

understand why Jim and Mark were considered to have technical expertise, and why 

Gabrielle was not and to understand why Jim had the impression that Gabrielle was not 

willing to do her share of the work for the project. It is notable that most of the 

interactions initiated by Gabrielle are clarification of technical content questions, while 

many of Jim's interactions and to some extent, Mark's, are responses to those technical 

content questions. 

Gabrielle's tendency to ask for clarification of technical content is demonstrated in 

Excerpt 48 as Gabrielle asked to clarify the deadline for handing their proposal into 

Cathy, the graduate student mentor for their project. As she often did, Gabrielle initiated 

a presequence leading up to the clarification of technical content question in lines 4 

through 6, stating "I have a question" in line 2. 
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EXCERPT 49 

1. J: Cathy's not gonna be satisfied until we have a complete idea 
2. G: I have a question just [curious] 
3. J: [yes] 
4. G: ok we what ok for us just for the three of what is the deadline that 
5. we have to have before we see Cathy is it we want to have the 
6. propose written precision before Monday or how does that work 
7. M: I think yeah I think she wants to see our proposal 
8. G: uhhuh 
9. M: a draft of the [proposal] 
10. G; [so for] us it would be like Sunday would be the last day that 
11. means tomorrow 
12. J: mmhmm 
13. G: ok 

In this exchange, Mark and Jim answered Gabrielle's technical content question in lines 

7, 9, and 12-13. Gabrielle accepted the information that they gave, and the NS teammates 

were constructed as knowing more about the team's procedures. In this exchange and in 

similar exchanges that recur in the data, Gabrielle was constructed as lacking knowledge 

about the technical aspects of the project, whereas Mark and J im were constructed as 

having access to this information. 

Such exchanges in which Gabrielle engaged in technical content questions recur 

in the data. In fact, it is only on rare occasion that Gabrielle engaged in any other fonn of 

interaction. In Excerpt 50 in which the team discussed locating a driver for their project, 

Gabrielle asked a clarification of technical content question in lines 4 and 5 to gain an 

understanding of what the team was looking for in a microcontroller. 



263 

EXCERPT 50 

1. M: like you can go on the internet and download drivers that may not exactly 
2. work for your motor but it'd be similar and you can just edit those [it's 
3. kinda of a code issue] 
4. G: ( what are the key things] that you look for if I want to find a driver or 
5. a I mean a microcontroller to drive that motor 
6. J: you need a power supply and an amplifier uh if it's just a do motor it just 
7. needs a power supply s it's either turned on or off unless they're getting 
8. into pulse width w you know you're you're gonna control torque with a 
9. pulse width modulation 
10. G: mmhmm that's not complicated 
11. J: some (laughs) people run a d a powerful dc motor on this thing and turn 
12. on the power and it has so much torque (laughs) it spins the wheels lifts 
13. the [front of the cart off the ground] 
14. M: (laughs)] 
15. G: [laughs] oh no 
16. M: we're in trouble 
17. J: whoops 

Again, Mark and especially Jim were constructed as having access to technical expertise 

that Gabrielle did not have access to. Jim was able to explain the "key thing that you look 

for if you want to find" a microcontroller in lines 6 and 7. Such interactions recur 

repeatedly in the data, constructing Gabrielle as lacking technical competence, in line 

with Jim's evaluation of her as lacking "not very mechanically inclined" in his playback 

session. It seems that Gabrielle consented to working within Jim's interpretive frame, and 

as such, needed to know the technical content behind the interpretive frame. 

In contrast to Gabrielle, Mark was often able to challenge .Tim and to cause a 

change in Jim's interpretive frame. In line 5 of Excerpt 51, Mark asked Jim a clarification 

of assumption question regarding rods that Jim had proposed they use for their project. 
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EXCERPT 51 

1. J: so these rods can be two three foot long I haven't seen any longer than that 
2. (laughs) you're talkin nine foot long rods um they're p you know very 
3. precisely ground polished rods a few long and this uh plates can slide 
4. down there and all you do is 
5. M: those made of metal though? 
6. J: actually the plates are usually made out of del ren type of plastic uh but 
7. M: the rods 
8. J: are metal they're like 
9. M: I think probably they use like a cause this just like a regular tripod I think 
10. that they use to mount it on 
11. J: uhhuh 
12. M: so they this is probably like some kind of light plastic or something that 
13. wouldn't...to go over [it] 
14. J: [you] wouldn't want it to be metal if you're movin the antenna on it 
15. M: yeah 
16. J: um so you're just sayin somethin simple like a a a one block of wood sittin 
17. on a on a um sheet of plywood 
18. M: pvc pipe [if that's a little stiffer] 
19. J: [oh there you go].. .wow.. .pc pvc pipe 
20. M: pvc pipe 

Jim answered Mark's question in lines 6 and 8. Then based on information that 

Mark provided in lines 9 and 10 as well as 12 and 13, Jim self corrected in line 14, saying 

"[you] wouldn't want it to be metal if you're movin the antenna on it." Mark was able to 

restructure Jim's interpretive frame and to construct himself as a knowledgeable and 

valuable member of the team. Mark resisted Jim's interpretive frame, and as such, forced 

Jim to restructure his interpretive frame. 

It is interesting that in her playback session, Gabrielle indicated that she was not 

knowledgeable in mechanics but that she knew circuitry quite well. Throughout the data, 

she was working within the interpretive frame of the mechanically oriented Mark and 

Jim. However, she never seemed to grasp that interpretive frame completely because she 

lacked the necessary technical knowledge. Gabrielle said in her playback session that she 
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thought the project would involve more circuitry work, that she felt deceived because the 

project turned out to be so mechanically oriented. Perhaps the project would have 

involved more circuitry work and less of a mechanical component if Gabrielle could have 

modified the interpretive frame as her circuitry ideas would have been included in the 

interpretive frame. However, as she worked within Mark and Jim's interpretive frame, 

their area of expertise, mechanics, became the focus of the project and relegated 

Gabrielle to a low status role on the team. Gabrielle expressed in her playback session 

that the project was not originally intended to be so mechanically oriented. 

EXCERPT 52 

right I was thinking that I was interested in circuits and um I had uh well Mark 
actually all of us except no Mark and I are electrical so we had to take uh circuit 
classes Jim takes some too and I was more interested I don't know if this is my 
strongest suit or not but I like 1 think I'm more interested I'm more motivated to 
do circuitry and um in the process of finding the right project I saw only one or 
two possibilities having to do with that require.. .some like would want to do or 
do well with circuits so I don't know which one 1 volunteered to participate so I 
looked over each one and he gave me the packet and I looked over it and the only 
one that was offering was this one and I was so excited about trying to do circuits 
and stuff but it turned out nothing was circuitry. ..so it I felt like somewhat 
deceived? or because um it's not what I wanted to do and I'm somewhat stuck you 
know because it's too late to find other people to um.. .there there could be 
improvements on the circuitry but the time does not allow us to do enhancement 
right 

It seems that Gabrielle was disappointed that she was not able to work on a project that 

allowed her to display her area of expertise, circuitry. She said that there could have been 

improvements on the circuitry in this project but that there was not time because of the 

concentration on the mechanical aspects of the project. Perhaps if she had been able to 

modify the interpretive frame within which the team was working, or demonstrate to her 
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teammates her own interpretive frame, that there should be some concentration on 

circuitry, she could have constructed herself as a more knowledgeable member of the 

team. Instead, Gabrielle consented to work within Mark and Jim's interpretive frame, 

consistently trying to gain access to technical knowledge in an area in which she had very 

little technical knowledge, and as such, she was constructed as lacking technical expertise 

witli regard to the project. 

This construction of Gabrielle as lacking technical expertise had serious 

ramifications for her. She was assigned the unglamorous task in the world of engineering 

of writing the instruction manual for the project rather than the more glamorous tasks 

assigned to her teammates of programming and constructing the cart. More importantly, 

her faculty and graduate student mentors consistently evaluated her poorly and according 

to her playback session were somewhat abusive toward her. Gabrielle's strategy of trying 

to decipher the interpretive frame within which her teammates were working served to 

construct her as lacking technical expertise and as a low status member of the team. 

Perhaps if she had been able to clarify her own interpretive frame, she would have been 

constructed as more technically competent. Gabrielle was able to interactionally 

accommodate to her teammates to clarify their interpretive frame, but her interpretive 

frame was not clear in the process of negotiations. I argue that she was able to clarify the 

teammates' interpretive frame but that her interpretive frame remained unclear because 

Gabrielle tacitly consented to Jim and Mark having ideological control over the 

interpretive frame. 
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Teams 1, 2, and 4 found ways of interactionally accommodating to each other. 

The process of interactional accommodation constructed NNS members of those teams as 

less knowledgeable and NS members of those teams as more knowledgeable because of 

their ways of interactionally accommodating and whose interpretive frame the team 

worked within. It is important to note, however, that these teams' work was evaluated 

well in the course. Therefore, their ability to interactionally accommodate allowed them 

to negotiate good projects. However, those projects were completed within the NSs 

interpretive frames as the NNSs consented to the NSs' ideological control over the 

interpretive frame. 

Team 3 was a special case. Jacob and Taku did find ways of interactionally 

accommodating to each other, and their project was evaluated well, but it was not the 

negotiation of a good project that benefited. Rather, Jacob benefited by gaining access to 

Taku's technical expertise, and Taku benefited from opportunities to display his technical 

expertise in English and to ensure that Jacob had sufficient knowledge to proceed with 

team communications. Taku consented to work within Jacob's interpretive frame in the 

team meetings, but the project was actually completed within Taku's interpretive frame, 

hi contrast to teams 1, 2, 3, and 4 , team 6 was not able to engage in interactional 

accommodation in a way that all team members were able to work within the same 

interpretive frame. Additionally, this team received a poor evaluation on their project. It 

is interesting to look closely at the interactions that took place in team 6's meetings to 

understand why attempts at interactional accommodation were not sufficient. 
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Team 6 

Team 6 was the only team besides the teams containing all NNSs that contained 

more than one NNS. Specifically, team 6 contained Panayotis, a NNS from Cyprus, 

Virginia, a NNS from Mexico, Scott, and NNS from Hong Kong, Bob, a NS from 

Arizona, and Adam, a NS from Arizona. Therefore, the NNSs outnumbered the NSs. 

Team 6 was the team with the most interactional conflicts of any of the teams that I 

observed. It seems that at the source of these interactional conflicts was the inability or 

unwillingness to engage in interactional accommodation. 

As discussed in the playback sessions with the NNSs on the team, Adam was the source 

of much conflict on the team. All of the NNSs expressed the disapproval of Adam's 

interactions with the team. In Panayotis' playback session, he gave the following 

evaluation of Adam: 

EXCERPT 53 

he starts talking about um about lots of information that's not relevant to the 
actual question and he talks and talks and talks and 11 don't feel comfortable like 
stopping him I just ignore him like uh I'm writing or doing something so that he 
can stop but um most of the times you know the rest of the team they they will 
interfere when when there's something to talk about like when they know what 
they're talking about but uh I don't know Adam just keeps giving this wealth of 
information that doesn't have anything to do with the current uh topic that we're 
discussing and .. .1 don't know it's annoying and I don't know how to make it 
stop you know? 

Clearly, Panayotis felt that Adam's way of interacting on the team was inappropriate. He 

expressed that he tried to "make it stop," but he did not know how to do that. He seemed 

to be saying that he did not know how to interactionally accommodate to Adam. Virginia, 

another NNS also gave a negative evaluation of Adam's interactions: 



269 

EXCERPT 54 

(laughs) well I just remember that it's really hard for me to talk when Adam is 
there because he's somehow he's always like against what other people says like 
like if one has a a a really good idea and he's always like having all this like 
opposite ideas.. .1 don't know how to say this so when Adam is there 11 I'm really 
scared to talk to tell you the truth.. .1 don't know why like so over there they're 
they're like Panayotis and Adam and Bob are talking and I'm like I follow what 
they're saying and everything uh but I don't have anything to say cause I'm really 
um uncomfortable when Adam is around 

Virginia was not only annoyed by Adam , but she seemed to think that Adam's presence 

interfered with her ability to make contributions to the team meetings. Again, her 

problems with Adam seemed to be rooted in a perceived inability to interactionally 

accommodate with Adam. The other NNS, Scott, expressed similar discomfort with 

Adam's interactional style: 

EXCERPT 55 

um well sometimes um during the meetings like if if they get like Adam can get 
really technical into some subject and um I can get pretty frustrated with that 
cause I really really don't understand and I mean I can't possibly ask like 
questions like all the way along because he might end up spending two hours just 
explaining some stuffs to us so that's why 1 don't know I'm just frustrated with 
myself probably cause 1 don't understand it 

Scott also seemed to address the issue that it was essentially difficult to interactionally 

accommodate to Adam. The inability to interactionally accommodate to Adam seemed to 

be the source of the NNSs' problems with him. It is interesting that the other NS on the 

team. Bob, had a more positive assessment of Adam's interactional style: 
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EXCERPT 56 

there's also a little conflict between uh um Adam and the the rest of the team he 
was making comments making comments about stuff and kept going on about his 
technical expertise when no one else understood what he was talking about and so 
we basically kept quiet and let him finish what he was saying or when I was 
trying to do it I was trying to have him elicit more of what his what he was talking 
about where if I didn't understand what he was saying I'd say ok you need to talk 
slower repeat for me.. .there are certain things 1 agreed with Adam about and 
when I understood what he was talking about I would agree with him and you 
know make sure that his point of view was represented was equally represented 
within the group cause I thought that it wasn't you know I thought that other if 
you see him every time he speaks both that both Panayotis' and Virginia's even 
Scott's.. .uh will go their eyes will go down and they will not not really they're 
trying maybe they're trying to listen but they're like they keep their own mindset 

It is interesting that Bob attributed the difficulties that the team had in face-to-face 

interactions to the NNSs on the team, not only Adam. Bob said that he made attempts to 

interactionally accommodate to Adam and that these attempts were successful at least 

some of the time. Unfortunately, I was not able to conduct a playback session with Adam. 

He was seriously injured in a car accident and had to drop the course toward the end of 

the semester. Nevertheless, examining the team interactions, it is possible to see how 

Adam was constructed as "difficult" and to see why it was so cumbersome for the NNSs 

to interactionally accommodate to Adam. 

Examining interactions between the members of team 6, it is evident that much of 

the interactions that take place involve attempts at negotiation, but these negotiations are 

often impeded because of communication breakdown. It is interesting that when attempts 

are made to interactionally accommodate, they tend to be in the form of unsolicited 

explanations. Excerpt 57 in which the team discussed alternative solutions to include in 

their proposal was typical of interactions on team 6. Notice the series of unsolicited 
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explanations of technical content that occurred between Panayotis and Adani beginning 

with Adam's contribution in line 4. Lines 6 through 10 seem especially critical in terms of 

an opportunity to interactionally accommodate. 

EXCERPT 57 

1. P: we can include that in an an alternate solution 
2. B: yeah that's an alternate solution I mean that's not the only solution 
3. P: we've done a few of them 
4. A: you can already buy chassis that accept the analog signals and will model 
5. the signal from this menu and put that on on this menu 
6. P: yeah I'm not saying about the cable I'm talking about the actual transfer c 
7. um translating to pr to a network protocol like say you when your web 
8. browser and see like what's going on show you the strength and stuff like 
9. that 
10. A: yeah that's what I'm saying they already all that kind of stuff they do it on 
11. a control chassis and not on thepc amp usually the pc you know they 
12. using pc for the set up basically 
13. V: mmhmm 
14. A: and that you know when the data goes you know you know like here you 
15. know there's an analog output that we're giving tliem and usually that 
16. analog output goes to a chassis looks that often will have even that 
17. building 
18. V: oh yeah that's gonna be the output 
19. A: so you know the reactors are already out there you know uh uh what do 
20. they call those well they're ethemet they're uh analog input chassis that 
21. have ethemet connecting em so you can so you can look at a whole lot of 
22. voltages 
23. P: ok so 
24. A: fcxi that's something 
25. S: but going back to the problem statement so we're gonna switch to the lab 
26. and talk about these um sci versus basically sc[i] 

Adam's unsolicited explanation of technical content continued across several turns. It is 

interesting that there were no attempts on the part of other team members to clarify the 

technical content, the assumption, or Adam's opinion. Furthermore, there was no attempt 

on Adam's part to confirm that his teammates understood his contribution or to ask for 

clarification of their understanding of the teclinical content, their assumptions, or their 
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opinions. Essentially, Adam dominated the interaction, and in line 25, Scott changed the 

topic of the conversation. 

The conversation never reached a point that negotiations were possible because 

the teammates had not interactionally accommodated to each other. The unsolicited 

explanations were not sufficent. There needed to be some clarification and confirmation 

work in order for the team to proceed with negotiations. It is important to note that 

Adam's contributions were somewhat cryptic, even for a group of engineers. As such, to 

interactionally accommodate, team members would have had to have asked technical 

content questions and clarification of assumption questions. It is possible that such 

accommodation sequences could have forced the teammates to work within Adam's 

interpretive frame. Perhaps the lack of attempts at interactional accommodation on the 

part of Adam's teammates was a way of resisting Adam's gaining ideological control over 

the interpretive frame. 

It was not imcommon for Bob to make attempts to interactionally accommodate to 

Adam and other members of the team. However, it was not often that the NNSs on the 

team and Adam interactionally accommodated to each other. In Excerpt 58, for example. 

Bob attempted to clarify contributions from both Panayotis and Adam. In the interaction, 

Adam and Panayotis had di fferent assumptions about whether the device they were 

designing needed a differential output component if they were using an a to d converter. 
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EXCERPT 58 

1. A: and that difference is gonna be almost a volt between the two and that's 
2. the differential signals about a volt maximum and then in common they're 
3. both gonna be around five volts you know in other words about five volts 
4. plus or minus a half a volt that's what each like is gonna be 
5. B: that's typically with the a to d converters? 
6. A: well no that's what I'm saying most ato d converters will only go up to 
7. five volts 
8. B: oh up to five volts ok 
9. A: yeah well no not you can go [higher than five volts] 
10. P: [so you'll need a differential output] 
11. A: not differential 
12. V: we need the differential output 
13. M: [from the amplifier] 
14. A: [you know what mean] 
15. V: oh ok 
16. A: well you only measure from signal so have you have like a 
17. B; ok 
18. A: here we got a you know two wires coming in and it's the difference of the 
19. voltage across those two lines we're measuring difference difference now 
20. B: so one wire would be measured only with reference to ground and a two 
21. wire with reference to 
22. P: each other 
23. B; each other?...ok 
24. P: so it's better to use you understand? why it's better to use the differential 
25. mode? 

In line 5, Bob asked a clarification of technical content question of Adam. Interestingly, 

both Panayotis and Adam responded to Bob's clarification question, but they responded 

with opposite technical content. Panayotis claimed, "you'll need a differential output," 

and Adam claimed "not differential." Virginia confirmed that they needed the differential 

output in line 12 in response to Panayotis' contribution. Adam then continued to clarify 

the technical content behind his contribution in lines 16 and 18 and 19. In line 20, Bob 

asked again for clarification of technical content. Panayotis then responded in line 22. 

Bob asked for confirmation of Panayotis' response in line 23. Then in lines 24 and 25, 
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Panayotis confirmed with Bob that he understood why it was better to use the differential 

mode. In the immediate subsequent discourse, the topic changed. 

Essentially, Panayotis and Adam did not reach the point that they could engage in 

negotiations. Though Bob attempted to interactionally accommodate to both participants, 

they did not interactionally accommodate to each other. Additionally, it is not clear where 

Bob stood in terms of whether the device should contain a differential output mode or 

not. Basically, little progress was made in allowing the team to make decisions about the 

project design because they were unable to interactionally accommodate to each other so 

that they could engage in fruitful negotiations. It seems that Panayotis and Adam were 

involved in an ideological struggle to control the interpretive frame, while Bob was trying 

to resolve the interpretive frame. 

Such troublesome interactions involving Adam and the NNSs on the team were 

typical. The inability of team 6 to reach a point in which they could engage in 

negotiations contributed to a poor evaluation of the team. Essentially, their inability (or 

imwillingness) to interactionally accommodate to each other resulted in negative 

evaluations of their team's work. The communication breakdown that occurred on team 6 

seems to be the result of resistance, especially on the part of Adam and Panayotis, to 

allowing each other ideological control over the interpretive frame. 

Conclusion 

The accommodation sequences clearly contribute to the teams' ability to 

interactionally accommodate, but the accommodation sequences also contribute to the 

establishment of status on the team. The frequency counts given in Chapter 5 demonstrate 
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that the type of accommodation sequences that NSs and NNSs tend to engage in construct 

NNSs as low status members of the team and NSs as higher status members of the team. 

Examining the "case studies" of individual teams in this chapter demonstrates how the 

accommodation sequences appear at various points in the team negotiations and how 

certain accommodation sequences operate in the process of construction of status on the 

team. Moreover, the construction of status on the team seems to be intricately related to 

who has ideological control over the interpretive frainc. 

Team 1 was a successful team whose members, Jun and David, were able to 

interactionally accommodate to each other so that negotiations were possible. Clearly, as 

demonstrated by the recurrence of these accommodation sequences on the part of these 

teammates, David had more opportunities to display his technical knowledge, whereas 

Jun seemed to lack knowledge that David had access to, reflecting a general trend when 

NSs and NNSs engage in interactional accommodation. In particular, David tended to 

interactionally accommodate to Jun by engaging in unsolicited explanations of technical 

content in 53% of the accommodation sequences he initiated, while Jun tended to 

interactionally accommodate to David by employing clarification of technical content 

questions (33%) and clarification of assumption questions followed by agreement moves 

(39%). Furthermore, Jun consistently worked within David's interpretive frame because 

he did not tend to engage in the kind of accommodation sequences that would allow him 

to restructure that interpretive frame, which also contributed to the construction as Jun as 

less technically competent. Ultimately, I argue that Jun consented to David gaining and 

maintaining ideological control over the interpretive frame, which meant that Jun had to 
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constantly make attempts to gain access to that interpretive frame, which then had an 

effect on the accommodation sequences that Jun engaged in and ultimately to his 

relatively low status on the team. 

Team 2 was also a successful team and able to engage in interactional 

accommodation. Like team 1, Ramelan, the NNS on team 2, tended to engage in 

clarification of technical content questions (54%), while his NS teammates tended to 

provide unsolicited explanations of technical content (36%). Such use of accommodation 

sequences resulted in a construction of Ramelan as inquisitive but not as technically 

competent as his NS teammates, again reflecting a trend in the process of interactional 

accommodation between NSs and NNSs. Ramelan consistently worked within his NS 

teammates' interpretive frame. However, toward the end of the academic year, Ramelan 

was able to engage in accommodation sequences that allowed him to restructure his 

teammates' interpretive frame, which gave him higher status on the team. The NS 

teammates on team 2 co-constructed an interpretive frame within which the team worked. 

However, the NS teammates tended to resist Ramelan's contributions to this co-

constructed interpretive frame until late in the academic year when Ramelan was able to 

successfully restructure the team's interpretive frame. Ramelan seems to have learned that 

certain accommodation sequences allowed restructuring of the interpretive frame. 

Like teams I and 2, the NNS, Gabrielle, on team 4, engaged frequently in 

clarification of technical content questions (58%), while her NS teammates engaged in 

unsolicited explanations of technical content in 55% of their accommodation sequences. 

Again, Gabrielle was constructed as the less technically knowledgeable member of the 
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team. She consistently worked within her teammates' interpretive frames and was unable 

to restructure the interpretive frame to move the project in the direction of circuitry work, 

which also contributed to Gabrielle's construction as lacking technical expertise. 

Team 3 was a unique case in the data. Taku, the NNS, had worked previously on 

the team's project and had extensive programming knowledge, especially as related to the 

project at hand. Jacob, on the other hand, was introduced to the project when the senior 

capstone design course began in September. Also, as an electrical engineer, Jacob was a 

weak programmer. As such, Taku came to the project with extensive knowledge and a 

reputation as a proficient programmer. It is interesting that Taku did not initiate many 

accommodation sequences in interaction with Jacob. He initiated a total of nine 

accommodation sequences in the course of a 7000 word transcript, four clarification of 

assumption questions followed by disagreement moves and 5 unsolicited explanations of 

technical content. Jacob, by contrast, initiated 45 accommodation sequences, 21 of which 

were clarification of technical content questions and 14 of which were clarification of 

assumption questions mostly followed by agreement moves. As such, Taku was 

constructed as the higher status member of the team. However, Taku consistently worked 

within Jacob's interpretive frame for the purpose of the team meetings, but Taku 

maintained ideological control of the interpretive frame with regard to the project as a 

whole. The team meetings were instructional in some sense, but Jacob controlled the 

discourse and elicited information from Taku when necessary. Taku invoked a strategy 

for interacting with his NS teammate, which allowed him to maintain ideological control 

over the interpretive frame with regard to designing the device by essentially designing 
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the device by himself and obscuring his own interpretive frame. Generally, Taku avoided 

conflict with Jacob, but maintained high status on the team, while Jun, Gabrielle, and to 

some extent Ramelan avoided conflict by consenting to work within their teammates' 

interpretive frames and thus accepting low status on their teams. 

Team 6 was unable to engage in successful interactional accommodation, which 

lead to poor relations on the team as well as a poor evaluation of the team by faculty. 

Team 6's situation, especially in contrast to the other more successful teams, 

demonstrates how crucial interactional accommodation is to the making of a successful 

team. Team 6's interactions also provide an example of the kind of communication 

breakdown that occurs when one resists handing over ideological control over the 

interpretive frame to the other. 

Successful interactional accommodation allows team members to work within the 

same interpretive frame. Clearly, the ability to successfully interactionally accommodate 

is crucial to a team's ability to engage in fruitful negotiations. Therefore, those teams who 

do interactionally accommodate are more successful teams in general. By successful I 

mean that these teams, such as team 1, 2, 3 and to some extent 4, received good 

evaluations of their projects from their faculty mentors and the course professors. 

Additionally, successful teams' members had generally positive evaluations of their 

teammates, at least on the level of personality. Interactional accommodation then 

contributed not only to the ability to negotiate but also to making a good impression on 

the faculty and to smooth social relations among team members. 



However, successful interactional accommodation often occurs at the expense of 

the NNS. Basically, the interpretive frame of the NS more often becomes clarified in the 

process of interactional accommodation between NSs and NNSs. Since NNSs often work 

within other people's interpretive frames, they are more often constructed as lacking 

technical knowledge and communicative competence. In essence, NNSs tend to avoid 

conflict by allowing the NS teammates ideological control over the interpretive frame. As 

such, it is important to think about the pedagogical strategies that could make NNSs 

better able to clarify their own interpretive frames and NSs better able to clarify NNSs 

interpretive frames and co-construct an interpretive frame for the team while maintaining 

smooth relations on the team, much as the NSs on team 2 were able to do and much as 

Ramelan on team 2 eventually learned to do. Furthermore, it is important to consider 

whether interactional accommodation as described in this chapter is unique to the 

engineering context, which is quite competitive. In the seventh and final chapter of this 

dissertation, I will address theoretical and pedagogical implications associated with this 

study of interactional accommodation in the ECE speech community and the limitations 

especially concerning the context specific nature of this study. 
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CHAPTER 7 - CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Interactional Accommodation is not so Pretty 

In the introduction of this dissertation, I made reference to the fact that the 

purpose in conducting this study was to locate instances in intercultural communication 

that allowed culturally different interlocutors to proceed with smooth, trouble free 

negotiations. I termed such instances interactional accommodation, a process in which 

interlocutors establish intersubjectivity and come to share an interpretive frame for the 

speech event at hand. Much of the motivation for pursuing a study of interactional 

accommodation came from the fact that work in intercultural communication has tended 

to look at communication breakdown, those instances of trouble that impede the progress 

of smooth communication. 1 thought it was important to see what form trouble free 

communication between culturally different interlocutors took. In other words, I was 

looking for the pretty side of intercultural communication that occurred when culturally 

different interlocutors worked out their differences. 

My findings demonstrate that culturally different interlocutors involved in the 

ECE team meeting do typically establish intersubjectivity, and they come to share an 

interpretive frame so that negotiations in tlie team meetings can proceed and so that the 

team can accomplish its goal. However, and now that I have spent many months with the 

data, perhaps I should not have been surprised that when interlocutors come to share an 

interpretive frame, the process can be quite power-laden and troublesome for those 

people, most typically NNSs, who consent to work within another person's or other 

people's interpretive frame for the good of team communications. In that sense, 



281 

interactional accommodation is not such a pretty process as I imagined when I embarked 

on this study. To the contrary, it is a process in which team members vie for status on the 

team through attempts at gaining ideological control over the interpretive frame, or when 

team members consent to allow other team members ideological control over the 

interpretive frame. 

Interactional A ccommodation and the Struggle for Ideological Control 

Interpreting the process of interactional accommodation as a process of struggle 

for ideological control might seem cynical, and perhaps I could have taken a less 

machiavellian approach, but it is the work of Gramsci (1971) that ultimately convinced 

me that what I had termed interactional accommodation was actually a process of 

ideological struggle. In fact, after reviewing the data and my analysis of the data, it 

seemed absolutely obvious that the interpretive frame is itself a site of ideological 

struggle. 

It seems to me that identifying the interpretive frame as a site of ideological 

struggle has important theoretical implications. As such, it is important to review 

theoretical work on the interpretive frame. The frame, as conceived by Goffman (1974), 

is defined externally to the interaction. The frame in Goffman's sense is static in that 

certain types of interactions have certain organizations and interactional characteristics 

that define them. Footing (Goffman, 1981) is defined internally to the interaction. 

Footing is the way utterances are uptaken and how we portray alignments in the process 

of interaction. Gumperz's concept of the interpretive frame, similar to Goffman's concept 

of frame, assumes that people have frames for identifying interactions. However, 
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Gumperz seems to collapse the concepts of frame and footing into the concept of 

interpretive frame. In describing the way that the interpretive frame operates, Gumperz 

discusses linguistic diversity: 

Linguistic diversity serves as a communicative resource in everyday life in that 

conversationalists rely on their knowledge and their stereotypes about variant 

ways of speaking to categorize events, infer intent, and derive expectations about 

what is likely to ensue. All of this information is crucial to the maintenance of 

conversational involvement and to the success of persuasive strategies (Gumperz, 

1982, p. 130). 

The fact of linguistic diversity then becomes a critical component in the ability to 

successfully operate within a particular interpretive frame. That is, people must 

understand cultural ways of speaking in order to operate within a particular interpretive 

frame. 

It has been noted in literature on intercultural communication (e.g., Gumperz et 

al.) that people who come from different cultures may not share the same interpretive 

frames for certain types of interaction. Moreover, as demonstrated by Gumperz et al., 

NNSs may not be familiar enough with the linguistic diversity within a particular culture 

to know when a particular frame has been invoked, which is at the root of communication 

breakdown. 

I argue that it is also possible to think about the interpretive frame as defined by 

Gumperz as a site of ideological struggle. One example of such ideological struggle 

appears in the work of Bailey (1997) as discussed in the introduction of this dissertation. 
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In Bailey's study of Korean operated convenience stores in Los Angeles, Korean 

immigrant clerks tend to engage in the socially minimal service encounter, whereas 

African American customers tend to employ an involvement strategy which engages the 

Korean clerks in conversation. The Korean clerks then accommodate to this involvement 

strategy, following the interactional lead of the African-American customers. Through a 

reinterpretation of Bailey's data, it is possible to think of such accommodation on the part 

of the Korean clerks as consent, in the sense of Gramsci, to work within the African 

American customer's interpretive frame, at least to some extent, as the Korean clerks 

depend on the African American customers for their livelihood. The Korean clerks 

consent to the African American customers having ideological control over the 

interpretive frame in these service encounters because the African-American customers 

hold the economic power in that context. 

Viewing the interpretive frame as a site of ideological struggle necessarily 

invokes power as an important issue in intercultural encounters, an issue implied in 

studies of institutional gatekeeping, such as much of the work of Gumperz and the work 

of Erickson & Shultz (1982). However, studies of institutional gatekeeping have 

described communication breakdown in gatekeeping encounters as somewhat of an 

accidental side effect of interactional differences between powerful institutional 

representatives and clients. I would redefine the issue as an issue involving ideological 

struggle. Breakdown often results not only because people are working within two 

different interpretive frames but because of resistance on the part of the subordinate to 

work within the dominant interpretive frame. Conversely, accommodation occurs, as in 
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Bailey's study and as in many instances in this dissertation, when the subordinate 

consents to work within the dominant's interpretive frame. 

I have defined the interpretive frame somewhat differently than Gumperz does in 

this dissertation, but the theoretical implications that I discuss apply to the concept of the 

interpretive frame as described by Gumperz. As noted earlier, the interpretive frame as I 

am defining it for the purposes of discussing the ECE team meeting involves not only 

linguistic features, but certain types of technical knowledge, knowledge about stance, and 

certain background assumptions. Such knowledge is crucial to the ability to participate in 

negotiations in the ECE team meeting. The technical knowledge, linguistic knowledge, 

stances, and background assumptions are different for each team as each team works on a 

very different project. As such, there is not one ECE team meeting interpretive frame. 

Rather, the team meetings and the interpretive jframes that accompany the team meetings 

are multiplicitous. Nonetheless, it is when participants engage in interactional 

accommodation concerning technical content, stance, background assumptions, and 

linguistic content that the struggle for ideological control over the interpretive frame 

occurs. 

Gramsci's concept of hegemony, or ideological control, allows a framework to 

discuss interactional accommodation as a process of ideological struggle, and the 

interpretive frame as a site of ideological struggle. Gramsci conceptualizes hegemony as 

a two-way dynamic in which there is some level of consent on the part of the subordinate 

to allow the dominant ideological control. It is also possible in the Gramsci an framework 

to talk about resistance as a lack of consent to hand over ideological control. By 
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discussing each of the accommodation sequences from a Gramscian perspective, it is 

possible to understand how these processes of consent and resistance show their face in 

the process of interactional accommodation, and how certain uses of accommodation 

sequences are ways of gaining ideological control within the dominant, native US 

paradigm. 

Accommodation Sequences as Instances of Ideological Struggle within the Dominant 

Paradigm 

Interactional accommodation is located within the accommodation sequences that 

people employ in the course of negotiation. The accommodation sequences I have 

identified within the ECE team meetings include requests for clarification and unsolicited 

explanations. Requests for clarification include requests for clarification of assumption, 

opinion, technical content, and the linguistic message. Other accommodation sequences 

involve unsolicited explanations of assumptions, opinions, and technical content. These 

accommodation sequences are seemingly employed in the course of team negotiations to 

make smooth, trouble free negotiations possible. In other words, the accommodation 

sequences are employed to avoid communication breakdown in the course of negotiation. 

People interactionally accommodate to each other in high stakes negotiation situations, 

such as the ECE team meeting discussed in this study, to make it possible to work within 

the same interpretive frame. However, in the dominant paradigm within the native US 

English speaking community, through the process of deciphering what is meant, 

participants overlay strategies and interpretations that affect the "assignment" of social 

roles in the group. In other words, in the process of interactionally accommodating, 
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participants construct the hierarchical structure of the group. Much of the work of 

establishing the social roles on the team occurs within six accommodation sequences that 

I have identified within this dissertation. To discuss how social roles are constructed on 

the team in the process of interactional accommodation, I have employed Gramsci's 

(1971) concept of hegemony. 

The clarification of assumption sequence is employed when one team member 

queries another team member about his or her background assumption in the process of 

negotiation. The clarification of assumption sequence allows team members access to 

another team member's background assumption so that negotiations can proceed with the 

assumption behind a particular contribution having been clarified. Team members can 

gain access to each other's background assumptions through the clarification of 

assumption sequence. However, what team members do with this information is 

important in terms of the construction of social roles on the team. When the person 

asking for clarification of assumption engages in a disagreement move after the teammate 

clarifies the assumption, the one asking for clarification expresses resistance to the 

interpretive frame within which the person who had been asked for clarification is 

working. Such a disagreement move serves as a chance to restructure the interpretive 

frame. I discussed the fact that NSs more often engage in such acts of resistance than do 

NNSs. In fact, such acts of resistance on the part of NSs, and less often on the part of 

NNSs, frequently instigate a restructuring of the interpretive frame, allowing for the co-

construction and continual morphing of the team's interpretive frame. These instances are 

especially evident in NS-NS interactions. 
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By contrast to such resistance, when the one asking for clarification engages in an 

agreement move after the assumption has been clarified, the one who had asked for 

clarification seems to consent to the interpretive frame within which the teammate is 

working. In such cases, the clarification of assumption sequence becomes an opportunity 

for one teammate to grab ideological control over the interpretive frame. These acts of 

consent are more often employed by NNSs than by NSs, meaning that NSs are more 

likely to grab ideological control when NNSs initiate clarification of assumption 

sequences. However, NNSs can gain and maintain ideological control when NSs ask 

clarification questions followed by agreement moves as demonstrated by Jacob and Taku 

on team 3. As such, the clarification of assumption question followed by an agreement 

move tends to be an act of consent on the part of the subordinate, but not an act attributed 

uniquely to NNSs. 

The clarification of assumption sequence is crucial to establishing background 

assumptions, but the way of engaging in the clarification of assumption sequence is a 

factor in who gains ideological control over the interpretive frame and ultimately in the 

construction of social roles on the team as the clarification sequence operates in the 

dominant native US paradigm. More often NSs engage in clarification of assumption 

sequences in a way that allows them to construct social roles that enable them to 

contribute their ideas to the negotiations, while NNSs engage in clarification of 

assumption sequences in a way that their ideas are not contributed to the negotiation. 

Essentially, through recurring use of the clarification of assumption sequence, NNSs 

often come to work within the interpretive frame of NSs, allowing NSs control over the 
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interpretive frame. The team members can engage in productive negotiations once 

assumptions are clarified, but the team's ability to make progress is often at the expense 

of the NNS when interactional accommodation is accomplished through the clarification 

of assumption sequence. However, it is not simply the NS/NNS distinction that 

determines the interaction. The clarification of assumption question followed by a 

disagreement move is a way in which one gains and maintains ideological control over 

the interpretive frame, whether the one who has ideological control is a NS or a NNS. It 

is just that NSs more often have ideological control in the ECE team meetings that I 

recorded. 

The clarification of opinion sequence allows team members to decipher another 

team member's stance. The clarification of opinion sequence differs from the clarification 

of assumption sequence as the clarification of opinion sequence is employed when a team 

member does not know another team member's opinion or stance concerning the issue at 

hand. The clarification of opinion sequence is, therefore, a way of clarifying a team 

member's stance. The clarification of assumption sequence, in contrast, is employed 

when the background assumption or presupposition behind the utterance is not clear. The 

clarification of opinion sequence allows a team member to gain knowledge of another 

person's stance so that person's stance can presumably be contributed to the negotiations, 

though the clarification of opinion sequence often acts to reaffirm the opinion of the one 

asking for clarification. 

The clarification of opinion sequence is important in terms of the construction of 

social roles on the team in the dominant paradigm. Asking for the team member's opinion 
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makes the person asking for clarification of opinion seem interested in the teammate's 

ideas. As such, the one asking for clarification of opinion is constructed as involved with 

the teammate and as working toward team solidarity. Since NSs almost uniquely initiate 

these sequences, they are able to construct themselves as fair team members who take an 

interest in other people's ideas and in working toward a collegial team. It could be that 

clarification of opinion sequences help team members gain the consent of other team 

members to maintain ideological control over the interpretive frame. As demonstrated by 

team 1, the clarification of opinion sequence can be used as an expression of solidarity 

but can ultimately serve the purpose of justifying the interpretive frame of the one asking 

for another's opinion. Conversely, as is the case with team 3, the clarification of opinion 

sequence may be a way of determining whether one's interpretive frame is in line with the 

teammates' interpretive frame. In other words, it can be a way of checking whether the 

teammate has a different interpretive frame, which could then be resisted or consented to. 

In any case, the clarification of opinion sequence seems to be an involvement strategy but 

is often used as a strategy for justifying one's own interpretive frame in a way that 

teammates are not likely to express resistance to that interpretive frame as demonstrated 

by David's interactions with Jun on team 1. 

The clarification of technical content sequence allows team members to establish 

the technical content behind another team member's contribution in the process of 

negotiation. Asking for clarification of technical content is quite face threatening for the 

speaker within the dominant US paradigm because there is an implication that the one 

asking for clarification does not have access to some technical content knowledge that the 
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hearer has access to. As such, it is interesting that NNSs engage in clarification of 

technical content questions more frequently than do NSs. Furthermore, these clarification 

of technical content questions are typically directed toward NSs. Therefore, through their 

recurrent use of clarification of technical content questions, NNSs tend to be constructed 

as the less knowledgeable team members, and NSs tend to be constructed as the more 

knowledgeable team members. 

It is important to note that the NNSs and the NSs in this study were all seniors in 

the ECE program. They had all had extensive coursework in ECE and presumably gained 

a similar knowledge base. As such, I do not think that NNSs engage in more clarification 

of technical content questions because they know less than the NSs. Rather, this study 

indicates that the tendency for NNSs to ask clarification of technical content questions is 

symptomatic of the fact that NSs tend to control the discourse and that NNSs tend to 

work within the interpretive frame of NSs. In other words, NSs tend to have ideological 

control over the interpretive frame in the ECE team meeting, and NNSs consent to work 

within that interpretive frame and are thus at a disadvantage in terms of being constructed 

as knowledgeable, high status team members as the one in control of the interpretive 

frame frames the necessary technical content for the project. Additionally, recurring 

instances in which NNSs ask clarification of technical content questions within the team 

meetings gives NSs opportimities to reassert their technical knowledge and to firm up 

ideological control over the interpretive frame. As such, NNSs tend to be constructed and 

then continually reconstructed throughout multiple, recurring interactions as low status 

team members. 
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It is important to note that the clarification of technical content question is 

typically a subordinating question, meaning that the one asking for clarification of 

technical content consents, at least for a moment, to work within another team member's 

interpretive frame. Recurring clarification of technical content questions, as I have 

argued, help to construct a person as consenting to work within another's interpretive 

frame concerning the conceptuahzation of the project as a whole, which then places that 

person in a low status position as that person by definition is a non-expert when working 

within another person's interpretive frame. Importantly, it is NNSs who tend to ask 

recurring clarification of technical content questions, but it is not necessarily NNSs as 

demonstrated by Jacob and Taku. Whether NS or NNS, in the dominant US paradigm, 

the person who engages in recurring clarification of technical content questions is 

constructed as consenting to working within another's interpretive fi-ame, and as such is 

constructed as low status on the team. As such, the clarification of technical content 

question is a subordinate act but not an act that is necessarily associated with being a 

NNS of English. 

In rare cases, as demonstrated especially on team 2, the clarification of technical 

content question can elicit technical content that can then be deemed as faulty. In such 

cases, which most typically occur between NSs, the clarification of technical content 

sequence may be followed by an unsolicited explanation of technical content on the part 

of the person who had asked for clarification of technical content, which may cause a 

restructuring of the interpretive frame within which the team is working. As such, the 
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clarification of technical content question can be a strategy for gaining control over the 

interpretive frame, though such instances are rare. 

The clarification of linguistic content sequence may seem a likely candidate in the 

process of interactional accommodation between NSs and NNSs, but it actually is not 

very frequent. Perhaps at this advanced level, problems with the linguistic message are 

not a major issue. Therefore, it is not the negotiation of meaning (i.e., Gass & Varonis, 

1991) that allows NS and NNS team members to engage in fruitful negotiations with each 

other, but it is the ability to interactionally accommodate at the level of the interpretive 

frame that is crucial to trouble free negotiations. However, it seems that NNSs are at a 

disadvantage because they are not familiar with the dominant US ways of grabbing 

ideological control. Such a disadvantage is evident in the examination of interactions 

between Ramelan and his NS teammates on team 2. It seems that Ramelan eventually 

acquired the ways of engaging in interactional accommodation toward the end of the 

academic year that allowed him to restructure the team's interpretive frame more often. 

However, before acquiring this ability to engage in such accommodation sequences, 

Ramelan was not able to gain ideological control in interactions with his teammates and 

was not able to effectively resist the interpretive frame on the table so that he could 

restructure the interpretive frame in the way his NS teammates did. As such, Ramelan 

ended up continually consenting to work within his NS teammates' interpretive frame in 

the beginning of the academic year, much the way Jun and Gabrielle did in their 

interactions with their NS teammates. 
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However, Ramelan's case demonstrates that people can acquire the linguistic 

strategies for achieving domination in a non-native speech community, hi Ramelan's 

case, the fact that he was on a team with five NSs might have been helpful as he was able 

to observe their interactions with each other, including their strategies for achieving 

ideological control over the interpretive frame, at least for a moment, and strategies for 

restructuring the team's interpretive frame. As such, being on a team with multiple NSs 

might have been an advantage in Ramelan's ability to acquire linguistic strategies for 

gaining control over the interpretive frame. 

NNSs can also manipulate the dominant paradigm as in the case of Taku on team 

3. Taku was able to place Jacob in a subordinate position by avoiding confrontation with 

Jacob over the project design. Taku accomplished this avoidance by completing the 

project outside of Jacob's presence. Taku then consented to work within Jacob's 

interpretive frame for the purpose of communications with Jacob in the team meetings 

because Taku needed Jacob to be able to communicate about the project as Jacob was 

responsible for writing up reports, putting oral presentations together, and communicating 

with ECE institutional representatives. However, Taku held back information from Jacob 

so that Jacob was unable to gain the information necessary to thoroughly understand, and 

therefore resist, Taku's interpretive frame. In meetings between Jacob and Taku, it was 

typically Jacob who asked clarification of technical content questions as he attempted to 

gain access to Taku's elusive interpretive frame. However, these technical content 

questions served more to clarify his own interpretive frame than to clarify Taku's 

interpretive frame. As such, though team 3 worked within Jacob's interpretive frame in 
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the team meetings, Taku maintained ideological control over the project by essentially 

avoiding working within the dominant US paradigm for team interactions. 

Unsolicited explanations tend to be initiated by the person who controls the 

interpretive frame, and they tend to be quite powerful moves. The unsolicited explanation 

of assumption is one such sequence that appears only rarely. The unsolicited explanation 

of assumption occurs when a team member's ideas are not able to be fully contributed to 

the negotiations because the background assumption behind the contribution is not clear. 

The unsolicited explanation of assumption, therefore, occurs when no team member asks 

for clarification of assumption and when negotiations cannot proceed smoothly without a 

certain background assumption being established. 

Not only is the unsolicited explanation of assumption rare in team meetings 

between NSs and NNSs, but they are only employed by NSs in these meetings. Perhaps 

NSs tend to engage in unsolicited explanations of assumption more frequently because of 

the tendency for NNSs to work within the interpretive frame of NSs. In other words, 

since the NSs tend to have ideological control over the interpretive frame, it is their 

assumptions that become important to establishing a shared interpretive frame. Perhaps 

the unsolicited explanation of assumption is one strategy in the dominant US paradigm 

that allows people to maintain ideological control over the interpretive frame. 

The unsolicited explanation of opinion is also a relatively infrequent 

accommodation sequence. The unsolicited explanation of opinion is not simply making a 

statement of stance. Rather, the unsolicited explanation of opinion entails making the 

stance clear. In the process of negotiation, a team member might find it necessary to 
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explain a stance when making a suggestion or when making a statement of opinion, 

especially when the stance projected directly refutes teammates. In that case, it is 

important for team members to be aware of the nature of the stance. NSs engage in such 

unsolicited explanations of opinion more frequently than do NNSs, which is probably 

attributable to the fact that the NSs tend to have ideological control over the interpretive 

frame. However, there is the characteristic in the unsolicited explanation of opinion that 

suggests that unsolicited explanations of opinion might occur when teammates seem to 

resist the interpretive frame of the person who has stated the opinion. It could be that 

stances must be elaborated and explained when there is a risk of losing ideological 

control over the interpretive frame. The unsolicited explanation of opinion, therefore, like 

the unsolicited explanation of assumption, is a strategy that allows people to maintain 

ideological control in the team meeting, and is perhaps invoked when there is a possible 

risk of losing that control. 

The unsolicited explanation of technical content, unlike the unsolicited 

explanation of assumption and opinion, is a frequent accommodation sequence. The 

unsolicited explanation of technical content occurs when a team member decides that 

another team member does not understand the technical content necessary for trouble free 

negotiations to continue. Clearly, the unsolicited explanation of technical content is quite 

a powerful move, constructing the person providing the unsolicited explanation as having 

access to technical knowledge that the interlocutor does not have access to. It is 

interesting that NSs engage in unsolicited explanations of technical content far more 

frequently than do NNSs. By contrast, NNSs initiate clarification of technical content 
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sequences more frequently than NSs. As such, through the recurrence of these frequent 

accommodation sequences, NSs tend to be constructed and reconstructed as highly 

technically competent, while NNSs tend to be constructed and reconstructed as lacking 

technical competence. It could be that because NSs tend to have ideological control over 

the interpretive frame, they see themselves as having to explain the technical knowledge 

necessary to work within that interpretive frame. 

Through their use of the accommodation sequences identified in this study, NSs 

are more often constructed as the more knowledgeable team members, while NNSs are 

constructed as less technically competent. As the NSs and NNSs in the study were all 

seniors in the ECE department and had been exposed to similar coursework, it does not 

seem likely that the NNSs are actually less technically competent than the NSs. Instead, I 

argue that NSs tend to gain ideological control over the interpretive Irame because they 

use strategies for gaining and maintaining ideological control that are at work within the 

dominant US paradigm. As such NNSs are in a position in which they are working within 

someone else's conceptualization of the project because they do not effectively employ 

strategies for gaining and maintaining ideological control in the US paradigm, which 

ultimately constructs the NNSs as having less technical knowledge and as low status 

team members. However, it is possible for NNSs to develop their own strategies (Taku) 

or to acquire the dominant strategies for gaining ideological control (Ramelan). In any 

case, interactional accommodation seems to be a process of ideological struggle for 

ideological control over the interpretive frame. There are definite strategies at work in the 
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dominant US paradigm for grabbing ideological control, but dominance can also be 

achieved by manipulating or refusing to work within that paradigm as well a la Taku 

Professional Hierarchy in the ECE Team Meeting Event 

As demonstrated in Chapter 6, it is important to examine the use of the 

accommodation sequences at work on each team to gain an understanding of how the use 

of particular accommodation sequences operates in the context of actual team meetings 

and in the context of the senior capstone design course. It is particularly important to note 

two hierarchical structures; 1) the hierarchical position of the team in the course, and 2) 

the hierarchical position of team members on the team. 

The hierarchical position of teams in the course is detennined in terms of the 

team's professional performance regarding technical competence, ability to communicate 

orally, and ability to produce written documents for the ECE speech community. Out of 

the five teams that I detailed in this study, the teams most skilled at interactionally 

accommodating were the teams that were regarded as the most successful teams. In 

particular, team 6 suffered because of an inability to interactionally accommodate. As 

such, the members of team 6 could not proceed with negotiations in a way that allowed 

them to write a successful proposal, give a successful proposal presentation, or devise a 

technically viable design for their device. By contrast, teams 1, 2, 3, and 4 did find ways 

of interactionally accommodating to each other, and they were able to design technically 

viable devices, make successful oral presentations, and write highly competent reports for 

the ECE speech community as evaluated by the ECE institutional representatives. As 

such, the ability to interactionally accommodate is crucial to the team's success in the 
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ECE professional community simulated in the university context. However, interactional 

accommodation is a power-laden process in the US ECE speech community. 

As I have argued, it is in the process of interactional accommodation in large part 

that social roles are constructed and ultimately that the team's hierarchical structure is 

decided in the dominant US paradigm. In the process of interactional accommodation, the 

way that team members conceptualize problems and solutions, their stances, and perhaps 

most importantly their perceived technical competence is established. Those team 

members deemed to be the most technically competent and who make assumptions in 

line with other team members and who project stances that are agreeable to other team 

members are the people looked upon favorably in the negotiation process. As such, their 

ideas tend to be contributed to the project solutions. 

Unfortunately, it is the NNSs on the teams who tend to be constructed as lacking 

technical competence and as having disparate background assumptions. As NSs 

interactionally accommodate to each other, they tend to construct a dynamic interpretive 

frame that each of the NS team members contribute to through a process of resistance and 

consent. A NS may resist the interpretive frame of another, which causes a restructuring 

of the interpretive frame, and then both NSs may consent to work within the restructured 

interpretive frame. However, when NNS and NS teammates engage in interactional 

accommodation with each other, the tendency is that the NNS comes to work within the 

interpretive frame of the NS. The NNS's background assumptions and stances often do 

not become clarified, and the NNS's technical knowledge is typically not displayed. It is 

the NS's technical knowledge that is displayed, and the NS's background assumptions and 
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stances that are contributed to the negotiations as the NSs tend to have ideological control 

over the interpretive frame. Therefore, on teams that combine NSs and NNSs, the NS is 

typically the teammate whose ideas are contributed to the oral presentations, the written 

reports, and to the design of the device. 

I argue that it is not because NNSs are less technically capable or creative than 

NSs. By contrast, NNSs do not typically engage in accommodation sequences in ways 

that allow them to grab ideological control over the interpretive frame, which means that 

they are unable to reach positions high on the team hierarchy. In particular the NNSs lack 

knowledge of the forms of talk at work in the ECE team meeting speech event. I have 

also argued that it is not simply being a NNS that places one in a subordinate position or 

being a NS that places one in a dominant position. By contrast, it use of dominant 

strategies for gaining control over the interpretive frame that constructs relationships of 

domination and subordination. 

There are several contextual reasons that NSs more often engage in strategies that allow 

them to gain ideological control. One possible reason that NSs more often employ 

accommodation sequences that place them in a dominant position may be that many of 

the NSs have the opportunity to gain access to dominant fonns of talk within the ECE 

professional community. One such place where NSs gain access to such dominant forms 

of talk is through internships in professional settings. NNSs do not o ften have internship 

opportunities because of their visa status. As such, NSs have had the opportunity to 

observe interactions between professional engineers in team meetings and would have 
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been exposed to strategies that these engineers employ to gain ideological control in the 

team meeting. Ramelan's playback session speaks to this explanation: 

it's not because they are smart.. .it's not because I'm not smart and they're smart or 
whatever we probably have pretty much the same gpa.. .you wanna talk gpa wait 
a second you know but Peter has been working he's worked two years at 
Company N Semiconductor.. .Dean and Miller is working for IMR.. .Tim was 
working for Able and George was working for Tech Company working for Missle 
Company and working for Company N Semiconductor and I don't have any 
experience just because I'm an international student and I can't work outside 
school.. .1 have experience shelving books in library alright (laughs) you know-
stocking like sodas 

Clearly, part of the reason that the NNSs could lack familiarity with the forms of talk in 

the ECE team meeting speech event is because they have not had the opportunity that 

their NS peers have had to work as interns during their career as undergraduates in the 

ECE program. The NS students in the study had without exception been exposed to 

professional electrical and computer engineers working on teams as they worked as 

interns, while most of the NNSs did not have the same opportunity. The exception is 

Taku, who had worked on a Lunar and Planetary Sciences team at the University for four 

years. Working with this team might have helped Taku gain strategies for maintaining 

expert status within the dominant speech community as he would have had the chance to 

observe and interact with a team of professional scientists. It does seem that Taku had 

developed strategies for maintaining ideological control over the project through his 

exposure to and experience with professional scientists working on teams. As such, 

access to internships in the ECE community seems to be an important factor in he ability 

to gain the forms of talk necessary to reach high status on the ECE team. 
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It is important to clarify that gaining access to forms of talk that allow people to 

gain control of the interpretive frame does not necessarily mean adapting dominant forms 

of talk. Alternatively, as in the case ofTaku, it is possible to develop individual strategies 

that allow a person to gain ideological control within the dominant paradigm. 

The ECE speech community is embedded within the American academic discourse 

community and within the larger American culture. NSs have been socialized from 

childhood to participate in American culture, and throughout their years of schooling, 

they have been socialized into the American academic discourse community. As such, 

NSs have cultural points of reference by which they can compare and contrast speech 

events in the American academic discourse community and in the ECE discourse 

community in particular with other speech events in American culture. NNSs, on the 

other hand, must in a relatively short amount of time learn to differentiate the forms of 

talk in these various American contexts. NS students have a communicative advantage 

because they have access to the forms of talk in the dominant speech community as well 

as in the professional ECE speech community. 1) NS ECE students work within the 

native speech community, while NNS ECE students work within a non-native speech 

community. 2) NS ECE students work within an academic discourse community that they 

have been involved with since they began schooling, while NNS ECE students must learn 

the norms of this academic discourse community. 3) NS EC E students participate in the 

professional ECE discourse community, while NNS ECE students do not have this 

opportunity. 
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Considering the circumstances, it does not seem surprising that NNSs are often 

subordinated in the ECE team meeting. In fact, it may seem quite obvious that this 

subordination would happen. However, what is at work is not only a matter ofNNSs 

being inherently disadvantaged because they are NNSs, and NSs being at an advantage 

because they are NSs. It is a matter of who has access to the cultural forms of talk that 

allow people to construct themselves as powerful, dominant, high status members of a 

community. As such, it is important to think about the processes of subordination and 

domination at work in order to consider pedagogical interventions that might assist NNSs 

in gaining access to the forms of talk that would allow them to gain higher status when 

working with NS peers in professional contexts in the US speech community and in the 

global ECE speech community. 

Implications for Second Language Pedagogy 

Clearly, one of the most salient pedagogical implications of this study is the need 

to allow international undergraduate ECE students access to experience in the 

professional ECE community. Not only is this lack of experience a disadvantage in terms 

of their access to forms of talk that allow them to gain high status as students, which 

translates into weaker evaluations and letters of recommendation, but also it must be a 

disadvantage when they enter the workforce. The lack of availability of internships for 

international ECE undergraduates means that they do not have equal opportunity to 

receive the same quality of education as domestic ECE undergraduates. Such unequal 

opportunity translates not only into a gap in their education but into serious differences in 
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the ability of these students to participate in the forms of talk in the ECE professional 

discourse community. 

Besides allowing equal access to internships, it is also important to 

reconceptualize the benefit of group work between NSs and NNSs. This study has 

demonstrated that group work between NSs and NNSs can be problematic. As such it is 

important to devise ways to train both NS and NNS ECE undergraduates to participate in 

intercultural ECE team meetings. One of the important findings in this study is that NNSs 

tend to devise strategies to interactionally accommodate to the NS peers in the team 

meeting event that essentially allow the NNSs to figure out and work within the NS's 

interpretive frame, consenting to the NSs having ideological control. This can be 

contrasted with the dynamic co-construction of the interpretive frame that tends to take 

place between NSs in team meetings as they show resistance as well as giving consent to 

others' interpretive frames and engage in strategies that cause the restructuring of the 

interpretive frame, and ultimately the dynamic co-construction of an interpretive frame. 

One reason that the NSs are able to co-construct the interpretive frame is that they 

seem to share the forms of talk that constitute the team meeting event. Additionally, the 

NSs seem to understand the ECE team meeting event as containing different forms of talk 

than, for instance, naturally occurring conversation in the American speech community. 

NNSs, on the other hand, may not be able to differentiate the team meeting speech event 

from naturally occurring conversation in the American speech community. In fact, they 

might not even have access to the forms of talk in the American speech community. As 

Jun said in his playback session, "not much friend so not much chances to speak 
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English.. .we just take class in English and then go home." For Jun, cultural knowledge of 

the American speech community is limited to the academic discourse community. By 

contrast, Ramelan seemed to be immersed in the American speech community. However, 

Ramelan often transferred discourse typical in an informal setting among young 

American males to the ECE team meeting speech event. Dean expressed concern about 

Ramelan's professional identity in his playback session. He stated, "I mean just knowing 

when to use an f word appropriately without you know being the street usage of it the 

way he.. .there are certain I mean certain times when it's appropriate and certain times 

when it's not and he tends to push those push those limits." In the case of both Jun and 

Ramelan as well as other NNS ECE undergraduates, there is an issue of lack of 

familiarity with the ECE speech event in terms of what forms of talk transfer from the 

larger American speech community and what is specific to the speech event, or in terms 

of lack of familiarity with the American speech community in general. 

The concept of Discourse Domain is helpful in conceptualizing the challenge that 

NNS ECE undergraduates face. Selinker & Douglas (1989) discuss the Discourse 

Domain approach to SLA. They ask the important question, "can knowledge which has 

been learned in one domain, one genre, or one activity type be transferred to another 

domain, genre, or activity type?" (p. 94). They discuss research that has demonstrated the 

context dependency of interlanguage and warn about the possibility of overgeneralizing 

SLA results. Selinker & Douglas' purpose is to establish a methodology to study 

language in social context and in actual performance situations. 
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According to Selinker & Douglas (1989), "some large set of IL (interlanguage) forms are 

created with reference to particular knowledge/genre/domain contexts that are important 

for learners to talk about and/or write about.. .the problem of SLA is in large part the 

ability to transfer forms learned in one context to another" (p. 121). Thus, interlanguage 

may vary according to discourse domain, and L2 learners may be able to transfer 

linguistic ability from one domain to another. Discussing Selinker & Douglas' work, Ellis 

(1990) states, "systematic variation in linguistic behavior occurs, depending on whether 

the subject of their study is talking about 'critical path schedules' (a technical engineering 

topic) or telling his life story" (p. 28). Therefore, linguistic knowledge may be domain 

specific. 

I argue that it is not only linguistic knowledge that may be domain specific but 

discourse knowledge may also be. Selinker & Douglas give the impression that the 

linguistic knowledge does not transfer because linguistic structures are learned in specific 

domains. I argue, by contrast, that in different discourse domains, or speech events, there 

are differences in the use of discourse features and linguistic structures. It may be, for 

instance, that Ramelan is able to co-construct an interpretive frame with Americans in 

naturally occurring conversation, but he is not able to participate in such co-construction 

in the ECE team meeting event, which is why he must work within the interpretive frame 

of the NS teammates. The reason is not that Ramelan cannot transfer what he knows from 

the larger American discourse community to the ECE team meeting event, but it may be 

that he transfers too much because he is not familiar with the forms of talk typical of the 

ECE team meeting speech event because he has not had access to those forms of talk. In 
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this case, access to the professional ECE speech community is cracial to NNSs learning 

the forms of talk necessary to be perceived as high status members of that community. 

Besides allowing international students access to experience with professional 

ECE team meetings, it might also be possible to provide instruction within the team 

meetings in the senior capstone design course. The students in the senior capstone design 

course have access to faculty mentors and often graduate student mentors, the two 

professors who co-teach 498AB and often industrial mentors. It seems that one of these 

institutional representatives could be present at some of the meetings to observe the 

interaction in the meetings and to discuss with particular students their contributions to 

the meetings. 

Perhaps most important to gaining high status in the ECE community is the ability 

to demonstrate technical knowledge. It might be helpful to allow formalized displays of 

technical knowledge in the team meeting. In other words, it might help to encourage a 

structure to the team meetings that would require particular students to be in charge of 

presenting design ideas or technical content on particular days. Such a requirement could 

possibly acclimate the NNSs to strategies that allow them to gain ideological control, 

even fleeting control, over the interpretive frame. Learning to gain ideological control 

over the interpretive frame in the ECE team meeting speech event would benefit the NNS 

students in gaining high status not only in the senior capstone design course but also as 

they enter the workforce. 

Besides the crucial ability to display technical knowledge, there are some 

important strategies at work within the dominant paradigm that allow people to gain 



307 

ideological control. One such strategy is showing an interest in the opinions of 

teammates. It is important to keep Adam from team 6 in mind. As Adam's teammate Bob 

said in his playback session, "he was making comments making comments about stuff 

and kept going on about his technical expertise when no one else understood what he was 

talking about and so we basically kept quiet and let him finish what he was saying." 

Beyond displays of technical knowledge, to gain ideological control over the interpretive 

frame, it is also important to engage in solidarity forming behaviors to gain the consent of 

other team members to grab ideological control. One way to work toward team solidarity 

is to ask clarification of opinion questions, such as "what do you think of..." or "do you 

think..." In other words, it is important to display technical knowledge, but it is also 

important to show concern for teammates' opinions. NNSs do not tend to engage in 

clarification of opinion questions. If clarification of opinion questions are one of the most 

important ways of demonstrating team solidarity in the ECE team meeting event, then 

NNSs might appear not only as lacking technical competence but also as not working as 

team players, which might be a source of resistance on the part of NSs to NNSs grabbing 

even fleeting moments of ideological control. Again, if there were more structured team 

meetings in which particular team members presented in their areas of expertise, NNS 

team members could receive instruction regarding the importance of soliciting 

teammates' opinions in the process of presenting material to the team. 

The clarification of assumption sequence is one prominent sequence in which 

NNSs tend to hand ideological control over to NSs. Within the clarification of 

assumption sequence much of the work of constructing the interpretive frame is 
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accomplished. It seems that NNSs often come to work within the NSs interpretive frame 

as they often ask NSs for their background assumptions and then seemingly accept those 

background assumptions as given, consenting to work within the NSs interpretive frame. 

Some agreement with background assumptions is important to form solidarity on the 

team. However, crucial to the co-construction of the interpretive frame is the ability to 

resist the interpretive frame through the use of disagreement moves subsequent to 

clarification of assumption sequences. Engaging in such resistance moves is important in 

being sure that one has control over at least some aspect of the team's interpretive frame, 

or that one contributes to the co-construction of the team's interpretive frame. 

It seemed to be of benefit to Ramelan on team 2 to work on a team with multiple 

NSs. By the end of the academic year, Ramelan seemed to have acquired some of the 

forms of talk that allowed him to gain moments of ideological control in the team 

meeting. Perhaps his observations of the NS teammates' ways of grabbing ideological 

control in the many team meetings he participated in gave him access to the forms of talk 

that he needed to become a high status team member. However, it is important to keep in 

mind that it took him almost an entire academic year to acquire these forms of talk. As 

such, in the end, his teammates did not assign him high status. Rather, they assigned him 

improved status. Nonetheless, Ramelan's case is an important consideration in terms of 

decisions for grouping NSs and NNSs on teams. Perhaps it is beneficial for NNSs to be 

on teams with multiple NSs so that they can observe the forms of talk employed by the 

NSs and eventually participate in those forms of talk. 
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Alternatively, experience working on teams in the ECE speech community can 

allow NNSs to develop their own unique strategies as in the case of Taku. Importantly, 

NNSs do not necessarily have to acquire or adopt dominant strategies, but they need 

experience with the team meeting event in order to develop individual strategies that 

allow them to gain high status. 

The recruitment of international students is important to U.S. universities not only 

because of the advantages in terms of diversity on campus but also because of the large 

amount of revenue that international student tuition brings the university. It seems that 

those universities that work to accommodate the needs of international students are the 

universities that will be more successful in recruiting international students. As such, 

those programs that implement training for NNSs related to communication in the 

academic discourse community and in professional discourse communities are likely to 

be successful in the recruitment of students from a variety of cultural backgrounds. 

In addition, NS students need instruction regarding intercultural communication 

in the ECE speech community. Since the ECE professional community is a global one, it 

seems that NS ECE students can benefit from training in the area of intercultural 

communication not only in terms of devising better designs in the senior capstone design 

course but also as they enter the workforce. An engineer who can communicate 

effectively with people from different cultural backgrounds can be an asset in the 

increasingly global workplace. Increasingly, situations arise in both the American 

educational context as well as in the global workplace in which the NS is in the minority. 

In that case, the US paradigm may not be dominant, and NSs would need the skills to co-
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construct an interpretive frame for the meeting or project at hand within an unfamiliar 

and possibly undefined paradigm. In that sense , NSs need access to forms of talk that 

allow them to co-construct an interpretive frame with people who work within a different 

but potentially dominant paradigm. 

In the context of this particular study in which the US ECE paradigm is dominant, 

NNSs in the ECE department need access to the forms of talk that allow them to gain 

high status in the ECE community. The fact that they do not have equal access to these 

forms of talk means 1) that their quality of education is lower, 2) that they receive poorer 

evaluations by ECE institutional representatives, and 3) that they are at a disadvantage 

when they enter the workforce. NNS students educated in the American university may 

return to their native countries to find work, or they may remain in the US to work. In 

either case, the ECE professional community is global, and whether they are engineers 

working abroad or in the US, they will likely be in contact with US engineers. Especially 

considering the fact that they are US educated, their selling point might be that they 

understand the US ECE speech community. As such, their educational experience in the 

US should allow them access to the forms of talk used by high status people in the US 

ECE speech community so that they can employ high status communicative strategies in 

the dominant US paradigm that lead to successful careers. 

In sum, both NSs and NNSs need access to forms of talk that allow them to 

engage in true interactional accommodation. Clearly, research is needed to understand 

more about the pedagogical/training interventions that might be of benefit. In any case, I 

am not arguing that it is the dominant US strategies that necessarily need to be taught but 
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it is the ability to develop strategies that allow displays of technical knowledge and that 

allow the formation of solidarity among team members so that one team member does not 

control the interpretive frame but so that all team members engage in the formation of a 

co-constructed interpretive frame through cyclical processes of resistance and consent 

among team members. 

Implications for Second Language Research 

Scholars of second language pragmatics have called for research on successful 

NNS communication. The original intent of this study was to examine such successful 

communication. As Kasper (1998) notes, we need "not only studies that examine 

pragmatic failure but also research on divergent but successful nonnative speaker 

communication" (p. 200). This study demonstrates that successful communication on the 

part of NNSs needs to be further categorized. If the goal of successful communication is a 

shared interpretive frame between interlocutors that contributes to the survival of the 

team, almost all of the NNSs in this study engaged in successful communication. 

However, if the goal of successful NNS communication is the ability on the part ofNNSs 

to construct themselves as valuable team players, then most of the NNSs in this study 

struggled to achieve successful communication. 

Importantly also, as Kasper made reference to, the road to success is not 

necessarily paved by converging to the communicative norms of NSs (a la Taku) but can 

also be achieved through diverging from NS communicative norms. This is an important 

point because research in second language pragmatics has traditionally examined the use 

of particular speech acts by NNSs (Beebe & Takahashi, 1989; Beebe et al., 1990; Beal, 



312 

1998), and how NNS speech acts diverge or converge with NS speech acts, with 

convergence seen as the goal when one is acquiring a second language. Taku's strategies 

for gaining ideological control over his project depended on his ability to diverge from 

the dominant paradigm. His divergence allowed him to avoid instances in which he 

would have to interactionally accommodate to his teammate within the dominant 

paradigm, which proved to work for him in this senior capstone context. On the other 

hand, by the end of the academic year, Ramelan had begun to converge with the 

strategies for gaining domination in the dominant paradigm, and he was able to gain 

ideological control, at least at moments in the team meetings, by employing these 

dominant strategies. Therefore, by examining NS and NNS interaction within a particular 

context and crucially, in multiple interactions within one speech event both within one 

team and across teams, it is possible to understand that isolated speech acts play an 

important role, but only as related to a particular speech community and a particular 

speech event within that speech community. Even more importantly, when NSs and 

NNSs engage in certain accommodation sequences, such as clarification of technical 

content questions, these questions may look on the surface, linguistically exactly alike or 

they may not, but it is their context of use, not so much their surface linguistic 

characteristics that differentiates NSs from NNSs and their ability to obtain high status. 

This study critically demonstrates that in order to understand the complexities of 

communicating in a second language, it is crucial to investigate NNS interaction in 

context. Seriously limiting the usefulness of work in second language pragmatics has 

been 1) the examination of particular speech acts outside of any paiticular speech event 
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and 2) the use of discourse completion questionnaire and role play data rather than 

naturally occurring data. Kasper (1998) asserts that "the joint management of 

transactional and interpersonal goals in intercultural encounters is only just beginning to 

be examined. Future research will have to provide microanalyses of such encounters in a 

variety of institutional and noninstitutional settings" (p. 202). This study provides a 

detailed description of "the joint management of transactional and interpersonal goals" 

and demonstrates how NSs tend to be constructed as higher status within their own 

dominant native US paradigm. In one talk that I gave about my dissertation, one audience 

member said that it is not surprising that NSs have the advantage in communication with 

NNSs. Perhaps it is not surprising, but I do not think that is the point. Rather, the point is 

that we have to know how and why NSs have the advantage within their own native 

paradigms in order to develop informed pedagogies that are applicable to NNSs and NSs 

who are operating in a context in which professions are global, English is an international 

language, and the US paradigm may or may not be dominant depending on the context. 

In the case of this study, the US paradigm was dominant, but it would be interesting to 

examine interactions between NSs and NNSs of English in which another paradigm was 

dominant, such as the case of a team composed of three NNS team members and one NS 

team member. 

Suggestions for Future Research on Interactional A ccommodation 

It is important to note that the ECE speech community is unique in a number of 

ways. First, the ECE speech community is traditionally male, which means that the forms 

of talk in the ECE speech community tend to be male. Additionally, the ECE academic 
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community is competitive. There are hierarchies within the academic community based 

on grade point average and perceived technical and communicative competence that are 

quite salient within the community and within the team meeting speech event in 

particular. Finally, the ECE academic context is a pre-professional context. There is an 

emphasis on preparing graduates for the ECE workplace. As such, certain professional 

ideologies prevail in this academic context. One is an emphasis on efficiency in design 

and in communication. It is often said in the ECE professional community, "tell them 

what they need to know and then don't say anything else." The emphasis seems to be on 

the efficiency of completing the task rather than interpersonal relations. There is also an 

emphasis on conformity to the team and to the employer. For instance, when the ECE 

teams gave formal presentations, they tended to dress in the same color scheme. Some 

teams even wore shirts provided by their industrial mentors. Because of the emphasis on 

conformity, there might be less tolerance for difference tlian would be true in other 

contexts. 

Considering the fact that many of the ECE students tend to be male, it is 

important to do research on interactional accommodation in a context in which more of 

the participants are female. In the present study, there were no NS female participants in 

particular. It would be interesting to see if in the ECE context or in some other 

professional or pre-professional context, a larger representation of female participants 

would change the relationships of domination and subordination at work in this study. 

It also seems that some contexts are not as competitive and less hierarchical than 

the ECE context. It would be interesting to see how people working in groups 
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programs in progressive fields, such as Women's Studies or Cultural Studies, might be 

more egalitarian, at least in ideology. As such, there might be different ways of 

interactionally accommodating. Studying such contexts could be of benefit to 

understanding how people from diverse cultures come to work within the same, co-

constructed interpretive frame in a more egalitarian way. In other words, perhaps the 

process of interactional accommodation is prettier in other contexts. 

The emphasis on efficiency rather than interpersonal relations in the ECE speech 

community also might contribute to ways of interactionally accommodating in the ECE 

team meetings. After all, unsolicited explanations of technical content are efficient. 

Perhaps, the unsolicited explanations of technical content in such abundance are 

employed in an effort to "tell them what they need to know and nothing else." As such, it 

would be beneficial to study contexts in which interpersonal relations were more of an 

issue. It seems that interpersonal relations might be more of an issue in the business 

community, for instance. 

The ECE speech community's emphasis on conformity may not be unique in the 

professional world, but it is important to consider in terms of ways of interactionally 

accommodating. If difference is frowned upon in the ECE community, it might be that 

NNS work harder to appear in compliance. If that is the case, then the NNS tendency to 

work within the interpretive frame of the NS, to consent to giving the NS ideological 

control, might be a form of "hypercorrection" with regard to an attempt to conform to the 

needs of the team. As such, it seems critical to look at ways of interactionally 
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accommodating in contexts where difference is more accepted. Such contexts might 

include departments of anthropology or cultural studies. It would be interesting to see if 

openness to difference breeds a prettier process of interactional accommodation. 

When I decided to examine interactional accommodation, I thought I would locate 

how people found ways to work within the same interpretive frame. 1 found this. 

Unfortunately, working within the same interpretive frame does not mean that all parties 

are equal. Rather important differences in the accommodation sequences that NSs and 

NNSs tend to employ aids in the construction of NNSs as less technically competent than 

NSs since NSs tend to gain and maintain control over the interpretive frame. 1 have 

identified the process of interactional accommodation as a process of ideological 

stniggle in which NSs tend to gain ideological control over the interpretive frame. It is 

not that NSs are dominant solely because they are NSs or that NNSs are subordinate 

solely because they are NNSs, but it is a matter of who has access to the forms of talk 

within the dominant paradigm that allows for the ability to dominate. As such, it is 

important to consider how programs in American universities, which actively seek 

international students, can do more to allow these students to leave the American 

academic context educated, empowered, and with equal opportunities for success in the 

global workplace. 

It seems clear that in the ECE community at least, opportunities for equal 

education tend to favor those people who have access to powerful forms of talk within 

the speech community. As such, equal opportunity translates to access, which translates 

to more egalitarian team interactions. 
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APPENDIX A 

Background Questionnaire: 

"Argumentation among American and 
East Asian Undergraduate Students" 

Please provide your name in the spot provided below. The researcher is asking for your name so 
that she can contact you in the future. The researcher is asking for your age to examine the range 
of ages of participants in this study. For the purposes of this study, your name will not be 
connected in any way to the information you provide. 

Name: 

Age: 

Country of origin: 

E-mail address: 

1. Please list the languages that you speak, and indicate how fluent you consider yourself in 
those languages by circling the appropriate number from 1-5. "1" indicates a beginner 
skill level, and "5" indicates fluency in the language. 

Language Beginner Fluent 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Of the languages that you listed above, which is the one that you learned first? 

3. Do you consider your first (native) language to be your strongest language in terms of 
fluency? If not, which language do you consider to be the strongest (most fluent)? 

4. Do you consider yourself to be bilingual (or multilingual)? If so, which languages are you 
bilingual in? 

5. Do you consider yourself to be a native speaker of English? 

6. Were you bom in the United States? If not, at what age did you first arrive here to live or 
study? 

7. If you are not from the U.S., why did you decide to come to the U.S. to study? Please 
explain. 
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APPENDIX - continued 

8. If you arc from the U.S., have you ever spent any time in another country? Have you 
communicated often v^^ith people from other cultures? Please explain. 

9. Why did you decide on your major? 
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APPENDIX B 

Transcription Conventions 

pause under 1 second 

(n.o.) pause 1 second and over 

::: indicates stretching immediately preceding, in proportion to the number of 
colons inserted 

[ ] indicates overlapping speech 

Adapted from Schegioff (1972) 
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