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Abstract

Dialoguehasits originsin joint activities,whichit sernesto coordinateJointactuities,in turn,usually
emegein hierarchicallynestedorojectsandsubprojectsWe proposethat participantsusedialogueto
coordinatetwo kinds of transitionsin thesejoint projects:vertical transitions,or enteringandexiting
joint projects;andhorizontaltransitionspr continuingwithin joint projects Theparticipantdelpsignal
thesdransitionswith projectmarkers, wordssuchasuh-huh m-hm yeah okay; or all right. Thesewords
have beenstudiedmainly assignalsof listenerfeedbackback-channesignals)or turn-takingdevices
(acknavledgmenttokens).We presentevidencefrom severaltypesof well-definedtasksthatthey are
alsopartof a systemof contrastspecializedor navigatingjoint projects.Uh-huh m-hmandyeahare
usedfor horizontaltransitionsandokayandall right for verticaltransitions.

Keywords: Dialogue;Corversation;Jointactiity; Discoursemarker; Back-channelAcknowledgment
token; Okay

1. Introduction

Many feature®f dialogueariseaspeoplanteractwith eachother Oneof thesdsturn-taking.
Peoplein corversationcannotall speakat once,so they have to managewho speakswvhen
(Sacks,Schaloff, & Jeferson,1974. The currentspealer, for example,canselectthe next
spealer by usinga statemenbr questionthat requiresan immediateresponseWhen Anna
asksBenoit,“Where’'stheskillet?” heis projectedo answelthequestionn thenext turn, say
“In the pantry” andtheresultis anadjacencypair (Sch@loff & Sacks,1973. Spealkrscan
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useadjaceny pairsto projectbothlongerturnsandsequencesf turns.Two otherfeaturesof

dialoguethatemegefrom people’sinteractionsarefeedbackandrepair Benoitmayproduce
uh-huhin themiddleof Anna’sturnto signalherto continug(Scheloff, 1982, orask“Where’s
thewhat?"to initiate arepair(Schealoff, Jeferson,& Sacks,1977). Peopleusetheseandother
techniguedo groundwhatthey say—toestablishthe mutualbelief thatthe addresseelave

understoodvhatthe spealer saidwell enoughfor currentpurposegClark & Schaefer1989;
Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs1986. Therehasbeenmuchresearcton how peoplemanagalialogue
perse

Butwhatdo peopleusedialoguefor? In thecourseof aday, peopleengagen joint actiities
that rangefrom buying goods,working with colleaguesandattendingclassedo gossiping,
planning parties,and making dinner Joint actiities take coordination,and peopleachiee
much of that coordinationthroughdialogue.When Anna and Benoit make dinnertogether
they mustagreeon whatto eat,who is to preparewhich dishes setthe table,sene the food,
clearthe dishes,andwhento do eachof thesethings. They reachtheseagreementsargely
throughdialogue.lf they hadnothingelseto talk about,their dialoguemight consistentirely
of thesearrangementsTherehasalso beenmuchresearcton how peopleuselanguagen
carrying out joint activities—from calls to emegeng assistancgZimmerman,1992 and
homeconsultationdy nursegHeritage& Sefi, 1992 to operationsn airportcontrol rooms
(Goodwin,1996 andon ships(Hutchins,1995.

Dialoguesthereforedivideinto two planesof activity (Clark,1996,1999,in pres$. Onone
plane peoplecreatalialoguein serviceofthebasigoint actiitiesthey areengagedih—making
dinner dealingwith the emegeng, operatingthe ship. On a secondplane,they managehe
dialogustselfi—decidingvhospeaksvhen establishinghatanutterancéiasbeerunderstood,
etc. Thesewo planesarenotindependentior problemsn the dialoguemayhave their source
in thejoint actwvity the dialogueis in serviceof, andvice versa.Still, in this view, basicjoint
actvities areprimary, anddialogueis createdo managehem.

In this paperwe considerhow peoplenavigatejoint actvities by meansof wordssuchas
okay, all right, uh-huh andyeahwithin both planesof actvity. Most previous studieshave
investigatedoint activitiesonly oneplane—dialoguenanagemenfnd thejoint actitiesthey
studieddid nothave aclearstructureoutsideof thedialogueby whichthey weremanagedOur
tackhereis to investigatgoint actvities thatconsistof well-definedprojectsandsubprojects.
We shaw that peopleinitiate and completecertainjoint projectswith wordslike okay and
all right, whereasthey continuethem with wordslike uh-huhand yeah We begin with a
characterizationf joint activities.

2. Jaint activitiesand joint projects

In cognitive scienceactvities by individuals—autonomouactiities—have longbeenana-
lyzedinto hierarchief projectsandsubprojectgvon CranachKalbermattenindermihle &
Gugler 1982 Leont’ev, 1981 Miller, Galantey & Pribram,1960 Newell & Simon, 1972
Tschanjn press Zacks, Tversky, & lyer, 2001 von CranachOchsenbein& Valach,1986).
Anna’s going to a film, for example,might be divided into three projects—traeling to the
cinemawatchingthefilm, andreturninghome—eactof which dividesinto subprojectsAnna



doesn’tplantheentireactvity in detail. Shemight planto travel by car, but ondiscoveringher
cardoesn’twork, shetakesabus;shemight planto seethewholefilm, but whenshediscovers
shehatest, sheleavesafterafew minutes. Anna’splansareflexible andopportunistic.

Joint actwities are no different,exceptfor onefeature:they mustbe plannedandcarried
out by the participantgointly. AnnaandBenoit's having dinnertogetheyfor example,might
divide into preparationgating,andclearingup, eachof which dividesinto subprojectsTo
succeedAnnaandBenoitneedto coordinateon eachof the projectsandsubprojectsAnna
may offer to preparethe broccoli, but becauséBenoitwantsto do that, sheagreego prepare
the potatoesJointactiities areasflexible andopportunisticasautonomousctiities, but to
coordinateon the options,the participantamustrely on communication(Clark, 1996).

Theissuehereis projectnavigation—how participantsusedialogueto move throughjoint
actities. If they navigate by dividing joint actiities into projectsand subprojectsand if
they completethemoneafterthe other thatshouldbereflectedn thedialogueby which they
accomplistthis. Thereis muchevidencethatit is. Spontaneoudialoguegenerallyemepgesas
hierarchicalunits, variously called context spaceqReichman 1978, focusspaceqGrosz&
Sidner 1986, or topics(Brown & Yule, 1983. Participantsoftensignaltheir movesbetween
theseunits by meansof discouse markers (sometimesalled cuewords or clue words). In
this approachhowever, the hierarchicalunitstendto be viewed aspartsof the dialogue.Our
arguments thatthey arealsoproductsof the basicjoint activities beingcarriedoutandreflect
thehierarchicahatureof thoseactuities.

How, then,do peopleusedialogueto navigatejoint projects™Herewe focuson the system
of wordssuchasokay; all right, uh-huh andyeahin their role aswhatwe will call project
markers—markersusedfor navigating joint projects.But first we discussprojectnavigation
itself.

3. Navigatingjoint projects

Jointprojectstendto emege asa hierarchyof joint actions.Supposdéed andJohnwereto
movetwo benche$rom oneroomto thenext. Thestructureof theirjoint activity mightemepge

asfollows:
OpenA-project1. Ed andJohnagreeto move two benches

OpenB-project1.1.Ed andJohnagreeto move benchl first
C-project1.1.1.Ed agreedo take theleft end,andJohntheright end
C-project1.1.2.Ed andJohnlift thebenchtogether
C-project1.1.3.Ed andJohnput down the benchtogether

CloseB-project1.1.Ed andJohnagreethatthey have finishedmoving benchl

OpenB-project1.2.Ed andJohnagreeto move bench2 next
C-project1.1.1.Ed agreedo take theleft end,andJohntheright end
C-project1.1.2.Ed andJohnlift thebenchtogether
C-project1.1.3.Ed andJohnputdown thebenchtogether

CloseB-project1.2. Ed andJohnagreethatthey have finishedmoving bench2

CloseA-project1. Ed andJohnagreethatthey have finishedmoving thetwo benches
OpenA-project2. Ed andJohnagreeto go have a beertogether
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Fig. 1. Hierarchical and sequential structure of joint activity. A, B and C represent different hierarchical levels of
joint projects. Transitions within and between levels are indicated by the arrows. “O1” means “open project 1,”
“0O1.1" means “open project 1.1,” “C1.1" means “close project 1.1” and so on.

This activity is represented graphically fig. 1

Ed and John engage in two types of activitidsasicactions anaoordinatingactions. They
take the basiphysicalactions necessary for moving the benches (stepping to one end of the
bench, lifting the bench, etc.). But they also take the communicative actions necessary for
agreeing who is to do what when. Their first four turns might go as follows:

(1) Ed  Would you help me move these two benches into the next room?
John  Yes, I'd be happy to.
Ed Okay, let's move this bench first.
John  Okay.

Ed and John use the first two turns to agree on joint project 1, the next two to agree on joint
project 1.1, and so on.

Navigating hierarchies requires two kinds of transitiongrticalandhorizontaltransitions.
Vertical transitions gdoetweerlevels in the hierarchy, as the participants enter and exit joint
projects or subprojects (e.g., A and B moving from 1.1 to 1.1.1). These are analogushto
andpoptransitions in programming hierarchigsrpsz & Sidner, 1986 Horizontal transitions
go between movewithin a single level of a hierarchy—as the participants proceed through
the moves at that level. As Ed and John’s dialogue illustrates, both horizontal and vertical
transitions are done sequentially, because dialogue is a linear medium. Still, the participants
mark when a transition is horizontal and when itis vertical. Our proposal is that thpyajeet
markersin part to do this. Some of these markers are specialized for horizontal transitions, and
others for vertical transitions.

4. Project markers

Project markers have been investigated before under various labels. One of thade is
channel responsgrngve, 1970. In this view, dialogue divides intofeont channelthe speech
of the person who currently has the floor, andeeck channeglthe speech and other signals
from those who don’t currently have the floor. Back-channel responses aren't separate turns,
but rather are located at junctuneghin the current speaker’s tur(ncan, 1974; Duncan &
Niederehe, 1974 They include not only words likeh-huh yeah m-hm but also utterance



completionsrequestgor clarification,nodding,smiling, andbrief statementéBrunney 1979;
Duncan,1974. Back-channelsene a rangeof functions: signalingthe listener’s “active
participation”in the corversationencouraginghe spealer to continue,or expressingagree-
ment,acceptanceygr understandingOrestrom,1983.

Projectmarkershave alsobeenanalyzedasdevicesfor regulatingturns(Sacksetal., 1974,
wherethey areoftenreferredto asadknowledgmentokens(Jeferson,1984). Theideais that
differentacknaviedgmenttokenshave differentfunctions.Wordssuchasuh-huhandm-hm
areoftenusedaswhatScheloff (1982)hascalledcontinues. Addresseemsertthembetween
unitswithin the spealer’s turn to establisithejust-producedinit aspartof a seriesof unitsin
asingleturn—tosignalthe spealerto continue.Continuerscontrastwith assessmentichas
ohwowor gosh(Goodwin,1986. Addresseegsethesego reactto particularsof thespealer's
currentspeeclfe.g. expressingurpriseor affiliation), sothey tendto produceghemwithin units
within aturn. Spealerswill evendelayinitiation of the next unit to keepfrom overlappingan
assessmentontinuerdik euh-huhandm-hmalsocontrastvith wordslikeyeah(Drummond&
Hopper 1993;Jeferson,1984). Whereasontinuersexhibit passiverecipiency(theaddressee
is not seekingthefloor), wordslik e yeahexhibit activerecipiency or a readinesso take the
floor. So continuersassessmentgndrecipieny markersarethreewaysin which listeners
influencethe emeging turnsof a corversation.

But how arethesewordsusedin joint activities more broadly?Many obsenationshave
comefrom informal cornversationsuchasgossipwhereit is notoriouslydifficult to infer what
peoplearetryingtodo(Tracy & Coupland1990. In talk for talk’s sake,thegoalsof thetalk are
negotiatedfrom onecontritutionto thenext in whatSacksetal. (1974)call local organization
Ourtack,instead hasbeento studywell-definedjoint actiities andexaminewhereandhow
the participantuseprojectmarkersin the processlf we know whatparticipantsaretrying to
do, it is easierto determinewvhatthey areusingprojectmarlkersfor.

Also, previousresearchasoftenbeertoobroadortoospecificln theback-channdtadition,
differentkindsof words phrasesandnon-\erbalbehaiorshave oftenbeenumpedtogetherin
corversatioranalysisin contrastprojectmarkershave oftenbeenstudiedn isolationorin pairs
(e.g.,uh-huhvs.yeal). We assumehatprojectmarkersarerelatedto eachotherasspecialized
component®f a systemWhen spealers usea word, they useit in contrastto otherwords
they couldhave used(Grice,1975. Projectmarkersareno exception Whenspealersuse, say
uh-huh they areselectingt over othersthey couldhave used.Our goalis to considerproject
markersasacorventionakystenof contrasts—imparticularfor markinghorizontalandvertical
transitionsThehypothesiss thatthewordspreviously studiedasback-channelesponseand
acknavledgmenttokensalso mark horizontaland vertical transitionsin navigating through
joint projects.

4.1. Markers specializedor horizontaltransitions

Projectmarkersspecializedor horizontaltransitionssene to groundcontributionswithin
joint projects.They enableparticipantso proceedwith the currentjoint project.We propose
thatm-hmanduh-huhandyeah yesandyepall work ashorizontalmarlers.

Whenpartnersuseuh-huhandm-hmascontinuersaswe noted,they displaytheir under
standingthatthe currentspealersare continuingtheir turn, andthey signalthatthey do not



intendto take thefloor (Goodwin,1986;Jeferson,1984;Schejloff, 1982. Thatis, continuers
are horizontalnavigationaltools that allow the currentspealersto continuewhaterer action
they wereperforming.

Yeahin its differentforms (yeah yesor yep canbe usedin at leasttwo ways.As noted
earlier yeahcanalsobe usedasanacknavledgmentof understandingnd,often,asa signal
that the addresseeare readyto take the floor. By doing so, addresseesignalthat they are
readyto continuethejoint projectin course(e.qg.,by contrikuting to topic development).Yes,
in contrastjs commonlyusedasan affirmative answerto a yes-noquestion .t is the second
part of a questionplus answerviewed as an adjaceng pair (Schaloff & Sacks,1973. An
adjacenyg pair usuallyaccomplishes minimal joint project.Asking a questioninitiatesthat
project,andansweringhe questiondisplaystheaddressee’anderstandingf thequestionIf
thespealeris satisfiedthepartnersarein apositionto proceedIf not,thespealermayrequest
furtherinformation.In eithercase yescontinuesthe joint projectinitiated by a question.n
this sensebothyesandyeahfunctionastoolsfor horizontalnavigation.

In brief, uh-huhandm-hmallow the currentspealerto continue whereaghevariousforms
of yeahcansignalthatthe addresseentendsto continue.Thesetwo equationshowever, are
notabsolutesoit is importantto determineaxactly how they contrast.

4.2. Markers specializedor vertical transitions

Therearemary techniquegor verticaltransitions—fomentryinto andexit from subprojects.
Onetechniguecanbeillustratedwith repairsor clarificationsaccomplishedh sidesequences,
ashere(London-Lundcorpus,Svartvik & Quirk, 1980:

(2) A thatwasn’ttheguy | met,wasit—whenwe saw the building?—
B saw it where,—
A whenl wentoverto ChetwyndRoad,
B yes,

Inturnl, A asksaquestiornthatB cannotanswemwithout furtherinformation.So,in turn2, B
initiatesasidesequencegskingA for thatinformation,which A providesin turn3, completing
thesidesequenceOnly thendoesB answelA’s original questionTurns2 and3 aretherefore
anembeddegbint project.B makesa verticaltransitioninto it by askinga questionrwherean
answewould beappropriatdseeScheloff, 1972, andhemakestheverticaltransitionout of
it by returningto answerthe original question.

Digressionsareanotherkind of verticaltransition.Participantstemporarilysuspend joint
projectto initiate and completeanotherone, beforereturningto the original project(Clark,
1996. Entriesinto digressionsare often marked with by the way or incidentally, and exits
with anywayor so (Grosz& Sidner 1986. Thesearepre-turnmarkers or discousemarkers
(Schiffrin, 1987, because¢hey markupcomingtalk asanentryor anexit. Hereis anexample
of anentryinto a digressiorfrom the Switchboardcorpus(Godfrey, Holliman, & McDaniel,
1992:

(3)A Um, | personallythink to seta mark with the judicial systemandwe’re talking
aboutcriminals,



B  Uh-huh.

A criminal caseghatthey shouldbring backhangingson weelends,
B Inpublicplaces.

A in public placesThereis onestatethatdoesthat, by theway.

B Really?Whatis that?

A | wantto sayOklahoma] saw somethingheothernightaboutit.
B Um.

A They don't dothemrealoften.

B Yeah.

A Whichis obviously thedeathpenalty

B Yeah.

A Um, butl think [continues].

A andB arediscussingveelendhangings A suggestshatthey be reinstatedandmentions
thatthereactuallyis a state,Oklahomawherethis is alreadythe case He usesby the wayto
enterthedigressiorandbut to exit fromit.

What aboutokay? We examinethe proposalthatit is usedprimarily for vertical transi-
tionsinto andout of extendedjoint projects.It oftenappearsasa pre-turnmarker for transi-
tions into suchprojects,whereast often appearsalonefor transitionsout of suchprojects.
It createsthesetransitionsby marking the spealer's commitmentto his or herrole in a
mutual agreemento an extendedjoint project. Let us expandon this hypothesisby look-
ing at the functionsattributedto okay We suggesthat all of thesefunctionsmark vertical
transitions.

First, notethat okay canbe usedaseitheran adjectie or aninterjection.It is usedasan
adjectie in exampledik e “that’s okay” and“but it maynot be okayto everybody” (Svartvik
& Quirk, 1980. Hereit meansroughly, “acceptable.’'Whenokayis usedasaninterjection,it
cannotbeparaphraseds“somethingor someonas okay” andit is thatusethatwe will focus
on.

Okayasaninterjectionhasbeenobsenedin avariety of contets. First, it canbeusedasa
pre-closingdevice in telephonecorversationgScheloff & Sacks,1973. At somepointin a
telephonecorversationpothpartiesindicatethatthey have nothingmoreto say andthatthey
arereadyto initiate closing.Characteristicallythefirst party saysokay, andthe secondparty
takesup thefirst with a secondbokay: In thisway, they useokayin moving vertically from the
body of the corversationinto the closingsection.

Okaycanbeusedo returnfrom adigressionln thefollowing examplefromtheSwitchboard
corpustwo peoplearediscussingootball playersonthetelephone.

(4)A  Uh,butl like,uh, Reggie Roby.
B ReaygieRoby, whodoesheplay for?
A He,Miami.
B Okay
A Uh, attimesl like Kevin ButlerontheBears.

A istelling B whichplayershelikes B initiatesasidesequencey askingaquestionA answers
the questionandB indicateshis satisfictionwith A’s answerby sayingokay, whereuporA



continuesNotethatthis sidesequencés alsoa question—answeadjacenyg pair. Beach(1993)
describeghis asa caseof “third-turn receiptby currentspealer.” In termsof joint projects,it
is averticaltransition.

Okaycanalsousedasalink betweerdifferentlevelsof discourserganizatioror partsof an
encounteit isusedo bradkettheseparts(Goffman,1981;Sinclair& Coulthard1975. People
engagedn discussionsftenstartandendtheirinteractionsusingokay(Condon,1986,2001).
They alsouseokayto link large phasesn a decision-makingprocesgCondon,1986,2001)
or aninstitutionalencountefAntaki, Houtkoop-Steenstra& Raplgy, 200Q Merritt, 1984, or
to markcompletionof alongerturn attalk (Guthrie,1997). And, asHoyle (1994)hasshavn,
boys playingtherole of sportscasterdescribingabasletballgameuseokayto switchbetween
levels of pretense—imoving from commentanyto a pretendinterview with a player or the
reverse.

We proposehatall theseusesof okaycorrespondo verticaltransitionsn ahierarchyAs a
pre-closingdevice, okayis usedin exiting themainbodyof corversationln usingokayto link
larger sggmentsof discourseor to move betweerevels, peopleare enteringandexiting joint
projects.Sookayis a prime candidatdor beingaverticalnavigationtool. In the literatureon
okay, all right is treatedasapproximatelyequivalent(Beach,1993;Heflin, 1962;Louwerse&
Mitchell, in press;Merritt, 1984, sowe will examinewhetherall right is indeedusedin the
sameway asokay.

In what follows, we examinea rangeof projectmarkers,including m-hm uh-huh yeah
okay, and all right, asthey are usedin differentkinds of well-definedjoint projects.We
usethesedatain turn asevidencefor the reality of horizontalandvertical transitionmark-
ersand, in particular for the idea that languageuse emegesfrom the structureof joint
actwity.

5. Sources of evidence

We baseour proposabn eightcorporaof spontaneoudialoguestotalingabout3.5million
words, from several typesof corversationandtwo languagesWe analyzedthe first four in
detail:

e U.S.-Bngram corpus Corversationsrom 18 pairs of StanfordUniversity studentsas
oneof them,thedirector got a partner the matcheyto arrangel2 Tangramfiguresin a
particularorder

e Swiss-angramcorpus(from Bangerte& Smolenski2000: Corversationgrom 19 pairs
of University of BaselstudentgSwissGermanspealers). They alsoworkedtogetherto
arrangeB Tangramfiguresin a particularorder

e Lego corpus(from Clark & Krych, in pres$: Corversationsrom 16 pairsof Stanford
University studentsas one of them, the director got a partner the builder, to build a
particularmodelout of Lego blocks.

e Trainscorpus(from GrossAllen, & Traum,1993: Sixteencorversationbetweereight
pseudo-pairsf people gightstudentgrom the University of Rochestewho eachtalked
to aninth studentplayingtherole of acomputersystem.



Tablel

Corporacharacteristics

Corpus Task Language Word count
U.S.-Tangram Ordering pictures U.S. English 36,675
Swiss-Tangram Ordering pictures Swiss German 21,554
Lego Building Lego models U.S. English 50,627
Trains Logistical planning U.S. English 11,841
London-Lund Informal talk British English 170,000
Switchboard Telephone discussion of topics U.S. English 2,959,024
Directory Enquiries Calls to operator British English 65,087
Map Task Describing routes on map British English 146,855

In addition, we included four corpora for which we report rateskdy,yeah, andih-huh:

e London-Lund corpuéfrom Svartvik & Quirk, 1980): Fifty surreptitiously recorded face-
to-face conversations, recorded between 1961 and 1976 among British adults, mainly
academics, in two- to six-person settings.

e Switchboard Godfrey et al., 1992): Spontaneous telephone conversation between Texas
Instruments employees speaking American English about pre-assigned topics.

e Directory Enquiries (Barnard, 1974): Customers calling “directory enquiries” in
Cambridge, England, for information about telephone numbers.

e Map Task(Anderson et al., 1991): One hundred and twenty-eight dialogues between 64
students of the University of Glasgow, Scotland, describing routes on a map.

Table 1 gives an overview of the eight corpora, including number of words in each corpus.

We worked from transcripts of these corpora. The U.S.-Tangram, Lego, and Trains corpore
were transcribed in English, but included fillers (wm), major pauses, markings of over-
lapping speech (the onset of which we indicate with an asterisk), and word fragments. The
Swiss-Tangram corpus was transcribed in German with similar markings. When we cite utter-
ances from this corpus, we will present them in German, with an English translation on the
following line. We assume that words like-hmandja (yes) are understandable to the reader
and do not translate them. The London-Lund corpus was also coded for intonation and lengtt
of pauses (see Svartvik & Quirk, 1980), though we made use of only the wording. All examples
we present are taken from real discourse unless otherwise specified.

Our analyses focused mainly on four classes of project marker$/{in and uh-huh.
We assume thath-huhcomes in two variants, one with lips open (uh-huh) and another with
lips closed (m-hm). In what follows we will usa-hmand uh-huhinterchangeably—even
though we assume they contrast in some way.Y@jh,yes, andyep. Although these are
semantically and phonologically related, they are clearly notinterchangeable (but see Louwers
& Mitchell, in press). We will usg/eahto refer to this whole class unless otherwise indicated.
(3) Okay, kay, m-kay, andokey-dokey, were collectively considered variantelay. Most
okays in this corpus are interjections, not adjectives (e.g., “I'm okay”). (For the disputed
etymology ofokay, see Condon, 1986; Heflin, 1962.) AndAdlxight andAll righty. Speakers
can pronounce most of these items in a variety of different ways, some of which modulate
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preciselyhow they arebeingused(Hockey, 1993;Kowtko, 1996. Noneof our corpora(except
the London-Lundcorpus)mark intonation,so in this paperwe were unableto take it into
account.

Inter-rateragreementvasassessefibr all codingprocedureselyingoncoderinterpretation.
This mainly involved classifyingutterancegprecedinga given projectmarker into different
catgyoriesasshovnin theresultswewill presentn Tables3, 5 and6 andin Section6.3. About
10%of thedatain eachcorpuswascodedby two differentcodersAgreement{Cohen’skappa)
was high: 0.87 for the U.S.-Tangramcorpus(Table 3), 0.85 for the Swiss-Tangramcorpus
(Section6.3), 0.83for theLego corpus(Table5), and0.79for the Trainscorpus(Table6).

All thechi-squarsstatisticave reportaresignificantat p < .001lunlessotherwisespecified.

6. Tangram matching task

To studyprojectmarkersin well-definedoint projectsweturnedfirstto two matchingtasks
in which pairsof peoplemadematchingarrangementsf two setsof Tangramfigures.The
directorD, whomwewill referto asfemale andthematchemM, whomwewill referto asmale,
wereeachgivena setof cardswith Tangramfiguresonthem.D’s job wasto getM to arrange
his cardsin thesameorderasD’s. They couldtalk asmuchasthey liked,but they couldn'tsee
eachotheror eachother'scards.They wereasledto completehetaskspeedilybut accurately
After they finishedeacharrangementhe cardswereshufled, andthey repeatedhetaskona
new trial. They completedrials 1-6 with onesetof cards,andtrials 7—12with anotherset.

TheU.S.andSwissexperimentdifferedin severalways.First, therewere12 cardsin aset
in theU.S.procedureand8 in the Swissone.TheU.S. participantaarrangedhe Tangramsn
computemonitorswhile talking over headsetsywhereaghe Swissparticipantsarrangedhe
Tangramsprinted on cardboardwhile talking without headsetsThe U.S. participantsspole
AmericanEnglish,andthe Swissparticipants SwissGermanor German.To make the U.S.
and Swisssamplesmore comparablewe usedonly 18 of the original 30 pairsin the U.S.
experiment selectinghosewith the mostintelligible recordings.

Table2 shavs the occurrenceper 1,000words)of six typesof projectmarkersin thetwo
corpora.Okaywasusedin both corpora,but aboutfive timesasoftenin the U.S. corpusas

Table2
Occurrenceper1,000words(andstandardieviations)of six typesof projectmarkersin two matchingtaskcorpora
Project marker U.S.-Tangram Swiss-Tangram
Okay 57.5** (23.8) 11.2 (6.3)
M-hm 12 (11.7) 22.1 (15)
Ja - 77.5(22.4)
Yeah 28 (19.1) -
All right 2.1(2.7) -
Got it 5.9(5.4) -
*p < .05.

= p < .001.
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in the Swissone,7(35) = 8.2, p < .001.0Onereasorfor the differencemaybethatokayis a
foreignwordin Germanaswe will documentpkayis alsousedsomavhatdifferentlythanin
English.In contrastm-hmwasusedalmosttwice asoftenin the Swisscorpusasin the U.S.
one,r(35 = 2.3, p = .08.

The matchingtaskreflectedin thesetwo corporaemegesin a hierarchyof joint projects
definedby thetaskgoalsandsubgoalsThelevelsof joint projectsarethese:

A. The overall taskdividesinto 12 trials; we will call theseA-projects We investigated
A-projectnavigation by analyzinghow pairsinitiatedandendedtials.

B. Eachtrial dividesinto theidentificationof 8 or 12 Tangramfigures;we will call these
B-projects We investigateatheseby analyzinghow pairs endeddescriptionsof each
figurebeforemaoving ontothenext one.

C. Eachidentificationinvolvesdiscussindeaturesf theright Tangranfigure;wewill call
theseC-projects We investigatedheseby analyzingquestion—answesequenceabout
featuresgspeciallyin the Swiss-Rngramcorpus(Section6.3).

Okay, uh-huh yeah andthe otherprojectmarkersshouldariseat characteristiplacesn this
hierarchyof joint projects.

6.1. NavigatingA-projects

The two partnersregularly usedokay and all right to mark entriesinto and exits from
A-projects(trials). Typically, D would sayokayasa preface,or pre-turn,for herdescription
of thefirst Tangramfigure (“Okay, thefirst oneis..."”), andM would useokayto signalhis
completionof theentirearrangement‘Okay.”). Numericanalysegollow.

In the U.S.-Tangramcorpus,okayor all right wasthefirst word in 74% of trials, andthe
lastword in 45%. D produced91.3%of trial-initiating okays andall rights. This is signifi-
cantlyhigherthanthe overall percentagef okayandall right spolenby D (26%), x?(1, N =
2,017 = 4029. M producedB9% of trial-endingokays andall rights, which s significantly
higherthananoverallrateof 74%, x°(1, N = 2, 017) = 11.7. Thenumberof pairsbeginning
orendingatrial with okayor all right did notvaryfromtrial 1 totrial 12 (beginning: x2(11, N =
161) = 5.9, ns ending: x°(11L, N = 98) = 4.6, n9. Overall, navigation on A-projects
accountedor 12% of all occurrence®f okayand28% of all occurrencesf all right in this
corpus.

In the Swiss-BRngrancorpus pkaywasthefirstwordin 10%of trialsandthelastword spo-
kento theotherpartneiin 43%of trials. D produced®6%of trial-initiating okays, significantly
higherthanan overall rate of 28%, x?(1, N = 244) = 56.1. M produced37% of the trial-
endingokays,whichwassignificantlyhigherthananoverallrateof 72%, x?(1, N = 244) = 16.
Navigationon A-projectsaccountedor 49%of all occurrencesf okayin the Swiss-Bngram
corpus,andthatis significantlyhigherthanin the U.S. corpus,x?(1, N = 2,262 = 2222.
The numberof pairsusingokayto eitherbegin or enda trial did not vary over the 12 trials,
¥?(11, N = 107 = 3.9,ns

So,in thematchingtask,D is tacitly responsibléor initiating A-projects,andM for closing
them.Thisdivisionof labor, in boththeU.S.andSwisscorporajs evidencefor thejoint projects
accountThelayoutof thetaskdeterminesheresponsibilityof eachpartnerD knowstheright
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order andM determinesvhenthey aredone.Their useof okayandall right is determinedy
whatthey aretrying to accomplisrandnot merelyfor the sale of turn-taking.

6.2. NavigatingB- and C-projectsin the U.S.-angramcorpus

Within trials, D andM alsocollaboratedo matcheachof the 8 or 12 cards,or B-projects.
Matchingcardsis difficult in thefirst trials, but becomesasierasD andM develop corven-
tionsfor namingeachcard(Brennan& Clark, 1996;Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs1986;Krauss&
Weinheimer1966. Ontrial 1,D andM mustproposeconfirm,andaccepbrrejectdescriptions
of eachTangranfigure,andthattakestime andeffort. Theseactionsgettheminto C-projects,
asin thefollowing example:

(5) D And thenthe next onelooks like there’sa diamondon top andsomethingon the
bottomthatlookslik e asquarewith atriangleputontopof it andthediamondsreally
smallontop. Soit lookslike almostlike alampor somethingwith like adiamondon
top.

M okayis theis thebottomum ik e a perfectsquare.

D yeahit's () perfectsquarawith like somethinghatlookslik e atriangleoverlapping
it ontop.

M okay

D okayandthenthethird [proceeddo describenext card].

M acknavledgesD’s first descriptionwith okay(in turn 2), but thenimmediatelyasksabout
anotherfeatureof thefigure (“is theis thebottomum lik e aperfectsquare”) which initiatesa
sidesequencéa C-project).D confirmsthefeature andM returnsto the B-projectlevel, again
with okay (in turn 4). Thatallows D to closethat particularB-project(with okayagain)asa
prefaceto initiating the next one.Okayis usedby D andM to locatethemselesin levelsof a
projecthierarchyandto move from onelevel to the next.

D andM'’s perspectie on B- andC-projectshowever, changesn thecourseof thetask.As
Example5illustrates placingacard(aB-project)is anextendedaskatfirst, becaus® andM
haveto proposeconfirm,andaccepbrrejectdescription®f eachTangranfigureby discussing
features(C-projects).But asD andM develop corventionsfor referringto the figures(like
“the lamp”), they no longerneedC-projectsandareableto placeeachcard(B-projects)with
one-word descriptionsTheresultis a changen perspectie: in latertrials, they shouldview
eachcardplacemen{B-project),notasanextendedoint project,but simply asa continuation
of theoveralltrial (A-project). They needokayto initiate andcompletesxtendedoint projects,
but all they needis uh-huhto continuewithin the overall trial.

Thereis goodevidencefor sucha changen perspectie. First, okaydecreasedver the six
trials. Fig. 2 shavs the numberof cardswhosedescriptionendedwith okayover the six trials
with new figures(we combinedrials 1 and7, 2 and8, andsoon). (Codingreliability, assessed
onthebasisof double-codingf 244 carddescriptionspr 10%of all caseswashigh, Cohen’s
kappa= 0.87.) Whenthe Tangramfigureswerebrandnew (trials 1 and7) their descriptions
endedwith okay65%o0f thetime. By thelasttrial (trials 6 and12),thepercentagbaddropped
to 31%,lineartrend,b = —0.8,#(10) = —4.6, p < .001.Seconduh-huhincreaseavertrials
(seeFig. 1). For brandnew cardsdescriptionsendedwith uh-huhonly 5% of thetime; by the
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Fig. 2. Number of card descriptions endeddkayanduh-huhin the U.S.-Tangram corpus.

end of the last trial, the percentage had increased to 19%, linear tread).3, 1(10) = 3,
p = .004. That ispkaydecreased over trials, amth-huhincreased, as D and M streamlined
their B-projects by eliminating their subprojects (C-projects). Here is evidencelkhgis
used for navigating into and out of extended joint projects and not simply for continuing on to
the next minimal joint project.

Let us now look at how different markers were used within tridégle 3shows the moves
that immediately preceded each type of marker in percent of total occurrences of that marker
We distinguished betweeatescriptiong“so it looks like almost like a lamp or something with
like a diamond on top”)guestiong“is the is the bottom um like a perfect squaredhswers
(“yeah it's like a perfect square”juspended spee¢tthe next one looks like um okay he's
leaning over”), anather project markerg‘okay got it”").

The seven types of project markers were used very differddtiyhuh yep andyeshave
specialized usesh-huhandyepwere used primarily to acknowledge descriptions, wheyeas
was used primarily to answer questions and not to acknowledge descriptions. In cgeaihst,
has a variety of uses—from acknowledging descriptions to answering questions and following
up suspended speech and other project markers. This is all the more surprising lyeefjuse
yes andyepare semantically and phonologically relat€@kayandall right are different from

Table 3
Predecessors of seven types of project marker in the U.S.-Tangram corpus (%)

Okay Uh-huh All right Yeah Yes Yep Got it
Description 50.9 88.9 42.9 26.8 8.3 78.9 33.3
Question 0.9 55 1.8 32.7 72.2 3.3 0.5
Answer 11.6 0.7 3.6 2.9 14 0.4 5.7
Suspended talk 7.8 0.7 10.7 9.5 8.3 7.4 3.6
Other project marker 12.2 1.7 19.6 155 4.2 4.5 36.5
Other 16.6 2.4 214 12.6 5.6 5.4 20.3

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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Fig. 3. Cluster analysis of project marker use (similarity of context profiles) in the U.S.-Tangram corpus.

uh-huh yep yes andyeah They were used for acknowledging descriptions and following up
other project markers, but almost never for answering questions. In addikapwas often
used for acknowledging answef3ot it was used primarily to acknowledge descriptions and
to follow up other project markerskayin particular).

To look at similarities among the seven project markers, we performed a hierarchical clus-
ter analysis on the data ifable 3(using the average linkage between groups method with
phi-square measures of dissimilarity). The results are showrign3. Okayandall right
were joined early as highly similar, and so were-huhandyep Thengot it was joined
with the okay-all right cluster, and finallyeahandyeswere joined. The picture looks the
same with another clustering method (average linkage within groups) excepettavas
added on to thekay-all right-got itcluster, and/eswas joined with all other clusters much
later. Theokay, all right andgot it cluster is a class of vertical navigational devices, whereas
uh-huhandyepare horizontal deviceesseems to be specialized for answering questions
affirmatively, andyeahhas a number of uses, all of them corresponding to horizontal transi-
tions.

6.3. Navigating B- and C-projects in the Swiss-Tangram corpus

Swiss German speakers usddgysomewhat differently from American English speakers.
They used it less often, and when they did, over half the time it was for starting and ending trials
(A-projects). But how do they use project markers to coordinate their actions on the individual
cards (B-projects)?

M-hmandja were often used in a similar fashion—for example, to acknowledge descrip-
tions—though they still contrasted in use. Consider this example:

(6) D das sechs ist der mit dem Kelch.
six is the one with the cup
M mmm-hm ja.
D dassiebenist. [proceeds to describe next card].
sevenis...



15

M acknavledgesD’s descriptionin turn 2 with an extendedmmm-hmto indicatethat he is
searchingfor the right figure. But he saysja whenhe is readyto go on. Or considerthis
example:

(7)D  Christusdie *Tanzerin.
Christ.the*dancer
M “*wartwartwart Christusja.
*wait wait wait Christyeah

Thisexcerptis fromalatertrial, by whichtimethepairhasnamedor eachcard.D is describing
thecardssoquickly thatM signalsherto slow down by repeatinghe nameof thelastcardhe
hasplaced andby thensayingja for D to continue M usega to displayreadines$o moveto
thenext card(the next B-project).

Jathereforesignalsa moredefinitive closurethanm-hm M-hmwasoftenusedto acknav-
ledgeacontributionaspreliminary asacontinuatiorof thecurrentB-project,asin thisexample:

(8) D ja?Danndie 6 Karteist ahmsiehtmanauchvonvorne.
yeah?thenthe sixthcard is umyouseeit fromthefront
M m-hm.
D Hatahmwie sodie Arme nachobenundahm.
hasumlike armsupwardsandum

In thefollowing example,D challengedVv’'s useof m-hmasinappropriate:
(9) D unddie Arme geherhinauf.

andthearmsare raised
M m-hm.
D ja?
M ja
D jaunddasvierist [proceedgo describe].

yeahandfour is.

M usesm-hmto acknavledgea carddescriptionput D is not surewhetherthis meanghathe
cancontinuewith thenext card,soheasksfor aja andM givesit.

The corpususagebearsout thesecontrasteamongm-hm ja, andokay D andM used79%
of their m-his to acknavledge descriptionscomparedwith 67% of their jas, x?(1, N =
2,045 = 23.4. They usedonly 22%of the okays thisway. In contrastthey used12%of their
jas to answerguestionscomparedwith only 3% of their m-hns, x%(1, N = 2, 045 = 33.9,
and2% of their okays. To comparen-hmandja, we looked at whetherD wentonto describe
thenext cardafterM producedm-hmor ja following a descriptionWe looked at freestanding
occurrencegwherem-hmor ja wasthe only word of a spealer’s turn) from trials 1 and 7,
sincethesearewhencardsarenew andmorecomplex descriptionsarenecessanD movedto
thenext card69% of thetime afterja and57%of thetime afterm-hm Thiswasnotareliable
difference x?(1, N = 136) = 1.7, ns Betweertrials 1 and6, andbetweer? and12, however,
the numberof pairsusingm-hmdeclinedby abouthalf, whereaghe numberof groupsusing
ja did not (Fig. 4). As the Tangramfiguresbecamefamiliar and could be named,D and M
preferredo useja over m-hmto signaltheir readinesso move to the next card.
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Fig. 4. Number of pairs usingkayto start and end trial$kaywithin trials, m-hmandja in the Swiss-Tangram
corpus.

The use ofokaydecreased within trials in the Swiss corp#sg( 4), just as it did in the
U.S. corpus. As partners went on, they streamlined their Tangram descriptions (B-projects)
and turned them into continuations of the full trials (their A-projects). Wblesnywas used
within trials, it was used mainly for closing impromptu side sequences (e.g., question—answer
pairs about card features; these are in fact C-projects). We compared a sub-sample of 52
freestandingokays (i.e., they were the only word in a turn) with a matching sub-sample of
freestandingn-hns andjas from the same trials. Partners used 61% of tlodsss to close
such side sequences, compared with 12%fdimandja together,x(1, N = 143 = 37.2.
The descriptions they closed witikaywere an average of 4.6 utterances long, and that is
almost twice as long as those they closed witihm(2.6 utterances long) ¢a (2.4 utterances
long),F(2,99) = 14.4, p < .001. So when pairs usedkaywithin trials they tended to use it
when they had encountered problems in identifying cards, which resulted in questioning and
longer descriptions. With these problems, they had a greater need to mark the closure of a
description, and for this they use#ay.

7. Building Lego models

For another well-defined joint project, we chose a building task in which one person de-
scribed for another how to build a model from Lego blocidatk & Krych, in presy. A
director D, whom we will refer to as female, was given an abstract sculpture, or prototype, of
six to eight Lego blocks and was instructed to tell a builder B, whom we will refer to as male,
how to build an exact copy, or model, from individual Lego blocks. Each pair of participants
completed 10 models from 10 prototypes. Ixisible condition, D could see the model as B
builtit; in a hiddencondition, she could not. We analyzed 16 pairs, 8 from each condition. Pairs
produced an average of 4,531 words in the hidden condition and 1,798 in the visible condition,
t(14) = 5.23, p < .001.
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Table4
Occurrencgerl,000words(andstandardieviation) of four typesof projectmarkersin hiddenandvisibleconditions
of theLego corpus

Project marker Hidden Visible
Okay 42.8 (7.6) 49 (33.8)
Uh-huh 10.3(8.1) 6.9 (5.6)
Yeahyes yep 16.2 (4.0) 33.3(17.2)
All right 8.5(12.8) 5(7.1)

We analyzedkay, uh-huh all right, andyeah(includingyesandyep. Table 4shows the
occurrence per 1,000 words for these four types of wordahwas used twice as often in the
visible condition as in the hidden conditiaiil4) = 2.76, p = .015; otherwise, there were no
differences between the two conditions.

The Lego task, like the matching tasks, emerges as a hierarchy of joint projects reflecting
its goals and subgoals. We defined the three main levels of this hierarchy as follows:

A. The overall task divides into 10 model constructions. These are A-projects.

B. Each model divides into 648acement cycless defined by the placement of a single
block. These are B-projects.

C. Participants often divided each placement cycle into three main parts. (1) Identifying
the next block to be placed (“take a red two by four”). We will refer to thestalks
sequences. (2) Determining an approximate location (“put it on the blue™). We will call
theseput sequences. (3) Specifying its final location (“so that it faces towards you”).
We will call thesesosequenceslake put, andsosequences are all C-projects.

7.1. Navigating A-projects

The participants often entered and exited the 160 A-projects wéiagor all right. They
initiated 75% of them with eitheokay (84 trials) orall right (36 trials). And they closed
61% of them by usingkay (77 trials) orall right (20 trials) among themselves before call-
ing in the experimenter to check on the correctness of their models. Directors produced 98%
of project-initiatingokays andall rights, which is significantly higher than their overall rate
of 39%, x>(1, N = 2,516) = 1786. Directors also produced 65% of the project-ending
okays andall rights in the visible condition and 45% in the hidden condition. The first
percentage did not differ from their overall rate of 65%6(1, N = 684 = 0.03, ns
but the second was greater than their overall rate of 393, N = 1,831) = 6.39,
p = .012.

So the division of labor was slightly different in the building and matching tasks. In the
building task, directors initiated most of the trials (usoigayandall right), as in the matching
task, but builders did not do the same for trial endings. The difference may reflect a difference
in tasks. It was immediately evident to matchers in the matching tasks when the trial was
finished. But builders in the Lego task couldn’t know when the model was complete, so it was
up to the director to signal the end of the trial.
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7.2. NavigatingB- and C-projects

Placementcycles (B-projects) typically consistof three kinds of contritutions—take,
put, and so sequencegC-projects).Considerthis example of a placementcycle (hidden
condition):

(10)D  Okay. Um let's see.Sowe needa yellow two by two. Okay andthat'sgoingto
fit ontheright sideof the blue block.
M-hm.
Sothathalf of it ohyeahon onerow of theright sideof the blue block.
Okay*sohalf of it's pointingto theright.
*Sohalf of it is pointing off to theright. Yeah.
Gotit.

O wOw

D first initiates a take sequencetelling B how to identify the next block (“so we needa

yellow two by two”). Shetheninitiatesa put sequencetelling him approximatelywhereto

put the block (“that’s goingto fit on the right sideof the blue block”). Shefinisheswith aso

sequencetelling him preciselywhereto putthe block (“so thathalf of it ... ”). WhenD and
B accomplishedhe put andso sequence a singleexchangewe treatedthe exchangeasa

so sequencelNote the projectmarkersthat punctuateeachcontribution in this example(i.e.,

eachC-project).D initiatesboth hertake and put instructionswith okays (turn 1). B accepts
the preliminary put instructionwith m-hm(turn 2), on the understandinghat more specific
informationis to come but sheacknavledgegshefinal pieceof information(turn 3) with okay.

D andB confirmthe positioningwith a question—answesequenceacknavledgedwith gotit

(turn 6).

The datain Table5 supportthis pictureof the typical usesof uh-huh okay, all right, and
yeahwithin trials. Theseitems were usedto groundtake, put and so sequenceé place-
mentcycles,in sidesequencegnsweringguestionsaandacknavledginganswers)following
other projectmarlkers, andfollowing suspensionsf speechindeed,they were usedin the
building task much asthey were in the matchingtask. Okay was usedin the widest vari-
ety of ways—inplacementycles,to acknavledgeanswersandafter otherprojectmarlers.
Uh-huh in contrastwasusedin a very specificway: threetimes out of four in placement
cycles, and also to answerquestions.Over half the time, all right followed other project
markers. Finally yeah (and yesand yup) were usedin answerto questions,jn placement
cycles, and in following up other project markers (to a lesserdegree than okay and all
right).

Placementycles(B-projects)arejoint projectsundertalento identify andplaceonelLego
block of themodel.In thesecycles,60%of occurrencesf okaywereusedto acknavledgeso
sequences;omparedvith 20%of occurrencesf uh-huh x?(1, N = 1, 297) = 170.So okay
wasusedmainly to closethesecycles,anduh-huh to continuewithin them.

As in the U.S. matchingtask, yeah yes and yep contrastedn use.Yeah was the most
frequent,occurring940 times, comparedwith 40 for yepand 46 for yes Yep andyeswere
usedmore often for answeringyes/noquestions:Yeah was the answerto a question45%
of the time, yep 57% of the time, and yes69% of the time, x2(2, N = 1,026) = 124,
p = .002.
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Table5
Whatprecedeskay, uh-huh all right, andyeahin the Lego corpus(%o)

Okay Uh-huh All right Yeah

Placement cycles

Take 10.5 38.6 6.5 24

Put 7.2 23.1 25 2.4

So 26.9 16.1 13.3 15.7

Subtotal 44.6 77.8 22.3 20.5
Side sequences

Question 1 11.6 1.8 47

Answer 20 1.4 6.8 53

Subtotal 21 13 8.6 52.3
Other project markers

Okay 7.8 1.8 335 5.4

Uh-huh 14 0.2 5.8 0.4

Yeah 5.3 0.8 4.3 4.2

All right 1.2 0 14 0.1

Othef 3.2 0.4 7.2 11

Subtotal 18.9 3.2 52.2 11.2
Other

Suspensions 45 0 4 8.5

OtheP 11 6 13 7.6
Total 100 100 100 100

2|ncludesthat’s it, got it, oh, andright.
b Including unintelligible speech, laughter, self-talk, verbatim repeats, etc.

7.3. Differences between visible and hidden conditions

The placement cycles (B-projects) elicited much less talk from the builder in the visible
condition than in the hidden conditio€lark & Krych, in pres}. Here is an example of a
complete placement cycle in the visible condition:

(11) D  Okay. Now get a uh eight piece green. And join the two so it's all symmetric.
Yeah right in the center.

Whereas D speaks, B says nothing in response. The reason is clear. B is able to tell D whe
he understands by exhibiting a block or by showing where he would pGtatk & Krych,
in pres3. He has no need to acknowledge thke putandsoinstructions explicitly.

Here is an idealized model, schemafor a placement cycle for the hidden condition:

(12) D  okay, take a blue two by four,
B  uh-huh [takes block],
D putitonthe red,
B  uh-huh [gets ready to attach block at a location],
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D  sothatit's hangingovertowardsyou by two.
B  okay[attachedlockatthelocation],
D  okay now take a[proceeddo describenext block].

For comparisonhereis aschemdor a placementyclein thevisible condition:

(13)D  okay, take abluetwo by four,

[exhibits block to D],

putit onthered,

[poisesblock for D atalocation],

sothat, like that*yeah,

*[attachedlock atthelocation],

Okay, now take a [proceedgo describenext block].

OwOwoOw

Theseschemasuggesseveraldifferencedbetweerthetwo conditions First,in thehidden
condition,thereshouldbe a higherproportionof uh-huts within placementycles(seel?),
sincematcherseedto acknavledgetake and put instructionsexplicitly. Indeed therewere:
in the hiddencondition,80% of uh-huts wereusedin placementycles,comparedvith 70%
in thevisible condition, x?(2, N = 498 = 4.3, p = .038.Thereshouldalsobemoreuh-hurs
by buildersin the hiddenconditionthanin the visible condition,andthis, too, wasthe case,
94%versus’7%, x*(2, N = 498 = 26.Finally, thereshouldbe a higherproportionof okays
usedin placementyclesin the hiddencondition,wherecompletingthe C-projectdakesmore
time andeffort, andtherewere,50%versus29%, x2(2, N = 2, 040) = 74.8.

In the visible condition, in contrast,there should be a higher proportion of yeals used
in placementycles. This is becausalirectorscan seewhena block is correctly poisedand
immediatelysignalthisto builderswith yeah(seel 1and13). Thiswasthecase 36%versu9%,
x?(2, N = 1,019 = 1157.Thereshouldalsobeahigherproportionof okays following other
projectmarkers(especiallyyeal), becausafter directorshave confirmedcorrectplacement,
they canseefor themseleswhenthey canproceedo the next block; in thehhiddencondition,
this move is madeby builders.Thiswasalsothe case 29%versusl5%, x?(2, N = 2, 040) =
46.8. Finally, thereshouldbemoreokays andyeals spolenby directorsn thevisible condition
thanin the hiddencondition. And therewere: okay, 63% versus20%, x?(2, N = 2, 040) =
327.8; yeah 98%versus73%, x°(2, N = 1,019 = 1149. All thesedifferencessupportthe
schemasn Examplesl2 and13 asmodelsof typical placementycle talk in the hiddenand
visible conditions.They shav how addingonemoreelemento commongroundiransformshe
structureof joint projectsin placingblocks;this, in turn, is strongsupportfor the hierarchical
accounbf joint projects.

8. Planningtasks

For anotherwell-definedjoint project,we chosethe Trainstask,which callsfor logistical
planning Oneparticipantthemanage(M, wewill refertomanagerasfemale)wvasresponsible
for assigningcaigo (suchas bananasor oranges)to trains, schedulingshipments(suchas
sendinga boxcarof bananagrom Avon to Corningvia Dansville),andmanugcturingthings
(suchasorangguicefrom ashipmenbf oranges)n asimpleworld of four towns,warehouses,
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andafactorylinkedby railwaylines,boxcarstankercars,andenginesThesecondarticipant,
thesystem(S, we will referto the systemasmale)wasactuallya persorwho playedtherole
of anartificial planningassistantsupplyinginformation,evaluatingplans,andso on (Gross
etal.,1993. Thecorpusconsist®f eightsystem-manag@airs Eachpairsolvedtwo problems,
an easypracticeproblemanda harderproblemwhereaninitially successfuplanhadto be
modified.Therole of the systemwasplayedeachtime by the sameperson.

TheTrainstaskis lesswell-definedthanthematchingandbuilding tasks It is definedby an
overallgoalindicatedn theinstructiondor eachproblem for example:“The timeis now mid-
night.Shipaboxcarof orangeso Bathby 8 a.m.”LetuscalltheseA-projects Buttherewereno
standardéub-goalssoit wasuptotheparticipantto analyzeheprobleminto B- andC-projects.

As in the matchingand building tasks,okay and all right were usedto enterand exit
A-projects. Managersinitiated 75% of the 16 trials with either okay (7 trials) or all right
(5 trials). Similarly, 56% of thetrials wereendedwith okay(six by the managerthreeby the
system).In threefurther caseganotherl19% for a total of 75%) okay aroseamongthe last
wordsof thetrial (e.g.,"” okaysowe’re donewith that”). Within A-projects,therewere 395
casef okay(33.4per1,000words),143 casef right (12.1per1,000words),77 casef
yeah yes or yup (6.5 per 1,000words),33 casef all right (2.8 per1,000words),andonly
16 caseof m-hm(1.4 per1,000words).How weretheseprojectmarkersused?

Table 6 shavs what precededproject markersin A-projects. We distinguishedbetween
guestionsanswersptherprojectmarkers,suspensionsf talk, andfour typesof statements:
orientation (factualstatementsboutstatesof affairsin theworld, e.g.,“so it's now 2 a.m.,”
“that would take 6 h”); planning(e.g.,“engineE1 is gonnatake the boxcarfrom Darville”);
evaluation(assessinwhetheraplanmeetgheobjectves,e.qg.,“which is plentyof time”); and
instructionsanddecisionde.g.,“l haveto shipaboxcarof orangego Bathby 8 a.m.,”"let's
schedulghat”). Orientation planning,evaluation,andinstructions/decisionarewhatwe will
call taskfunctions they dealdirectly with designinga planto solve theproblemathand.Here
is anexampleof someof thesefunctions:

(14)M ... andthere’'satanker at. .. Corning.[4 s] okay canya- canwe hook up the
tanker with the engineandthe boxcarin whenwe’re gettingthe w-orangesrom
thewarehous€éQUESTION).

Table6
Predecessoisf projectmarkersin the Trainscorpus(%)

Okay M-hm All right Right Yeah
OPEF 38.2 68.7 28.6 55.9 27.6
Question 4 0 3.6 12.6 28.9
Answer 11.3 25 14.3 0.7 1.3
Other project markers 13.2 0 10.7 11.2 6.6
Suspension of talk 23.6 6.3 42.8 5.6 32.9
Other 9.7 0 0 14 2.6
Total 100 100 100 100 100

aQOrientation, planning, evaluating, or instruction/decision, combined.
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yesyesthat'sno problem(ANSWER).

okaysowe’ll dothat(DECISION).

okay

sothenwe’ll ... we’'ll bein a positionto load the orangejuice into the tanker
car. .. andsendthatoff (ORIENTATION).
S  okay
M sothatsounddik e agoodtemporaryplan (EVALUATION).

S
M
S
M

Asshavnin Table6, okayandall right weremostoftenprecededby taskfunctionutterances
andby suspendethalk. They werealsousedin athird-turn position(acknavledginganswers)
andafterotherprojectmarkers.Thesgatternsareverysimilartothoseobsenedin thematching
andbuilding tasks Rightwasusedmainly to acknavledgetaskfunctionutteranceshut alsoto
answerguestionsandfollowing otherprojectmarkers. Yeahwasusedin acknavledgingtask
functions,answeringquestionsandresumingspeechaftera suspension.

Participantsoften playedout plansverbally, asin the following example,whereeachstep
in aplanis acknavledgedby the partner

(15)S okaysoE2goesto Corningthenonto Bathandgetsaboxcar(PLANNING).

M m-hm.
S thenonto AvonloadbananagPLANNING).
M m-hm.

S andthengobackto Corningwe getto Corningat3 (PLANNING).
M  fantastidhatsolvesthe problem(EVALUATION).

As Example15 illustrates,m-hmwas precededby one of the task functions (orientation,
planning,evaluation,or instruction)in 11 casesin 8 of thesecaseg73%),talk continuedwith
the samefunction afterit. For okay, this only happened1% of the time. This differenceis
maurginally significant,xz(l, N =79 = 3.8, p = .051. Sowhenm-hmwasusedat all, it
wasasa continuerwithin a B-project,whereasokaytendedto be usedin switchesfrom one
B-projectto thenext.

In thinking aboutwhat to do next, spealers sometimedell silent. Whenthey resumed
speakingthey oftenusedokayto endtheir own andtheir partner’ssilencesseel4, turn 1).
Thetranscriptsmarkpausesn speakingandsilencedongerthanasecondOf the241silences
ove 1s, okaywasusedto resumespeechl8% of the time. Okaywasthusthe single most
frequentwordusedio resumespeakingafterasecondr moreof silence Otherfrequentwords
werefillers (uh andum) anddiscoursemarlers,includingand, so, andoccasionallywell and
all right (seeTable7). Of course pkayalsooccurrednoreoftenoverall thanthe otherwords,
soits rateof usefor resumingtalk (11% of all okayoccurrencesyvascomparabldo that of
um(13%),andwell (12%).

9. Dialogues and types of tasks

Dialoguedifferin theoccurrencef okay, uh-huh andyeah If okayis usedor initiatingand
completingwell-definedtasks,it shouldbe prevalentin thosetasks,but rarein corversations
devotedmainly to gossipandnews. Uh-huhandyeahshouldbe usefulin both.
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Table7
Wordsoftenusedto resumealk aftersilencesof morethanls

Okay And Um So Well Uh All right
Number of cases 43 29 20 13 7 6 5
Percentage of silences 17.8 12 8.3 5.4 2.9 2.5 2.1
Percentage of total cases 10.9 7.8 134 5 125 3.6 15.2
Length of silence (s) 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.8 34 2.4 3.2

To examine this possibility, we compared the rates of occurrenalesyf uh-huh(including
m-hm), andyeah(includingyesandyep for the seven English language corpora froamble 1
The results are shown Fig. 5. We grouped the seven corpora by dialect (American vs. British
English) and ordered them roughly by how well-defined the task wasvd@lsdefined we
mean that the task could be hierarchically decomposed into a clear set of subtasks.

The first four corpora are American English. (1) The best defined tasks are reflected in
the U.S.-Tangram and Lego corpora. These consisted of simple actions (ordering pictures an
building Lego models) that were executed repeatedly over trials. (2) Next comes the Trains
corpus, which reflects a more complex but clearly defined task. (3) The least defined tasks i
reflected in the Switchboard corpus, where people were asked to talk about a specific topic—sa
clothing in the work place—but were otherwise unconstrained. The last three corpora are Britist
English. (1) The best defined task of these is the Edinburgh Map Task. It had a clear goal and
number of sub-goals, although it included several maps, and each route could be decompose
in several ways. (2) The Directory Enquiry calls were less well-defined. People called the
operator for information about telephone numbers or addresses. Although this constrainet
what they did or did not talk about, there were many ways of organizing this information. (3)
Finally, the London-Lund corpus consisted mostly of exchanging news and gossip.

Fig. 5shows thaOkayis clearly used more often in dialogues that reflect well-defined tasks.
For American English speakers, it was most frequent in the U.S.-Tangram (55 occurrences pe

60 ~
American English British English

50

»
2 =—O==uh-huh/m-hm
3 40 4
; ==0==yeah/yes
= —&— okay
- 30 A
g o..
= S
= 20 4 [m]
S \
© \
~
10 A = — AL *\
~
S .
0 . X . . .
Us- Lego Trains Switch- Maps Directory  London-
Tangram board Enquiry Lund
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Fig. 5. Production rates per 1,000 wordoihy, uh-huh andyeahfor American and British English corpora.
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1,000)andLego corpora(43.5per1,000).It wasusedabout20 timesasoftenthereasin the
Switchboardorpuslt wassofrequentn theU.S.-Tangrancorpus(55timesper1,000words)
thatit rankedamongthe mostcommonwords,with the and, andsooccurring92.1,19.3,and
5.2timesper1,000words.In the Trainscorpus,okayoccurred33.4timesper1,000compared
with and, uh/um andsoat31.2,26.9,and21.8timesper1,000words.For the British English
spealers,okayoccurredivetimesasoftenin the Map Taskcorpusasin the Directory Enquiry
corpusand 80 timesasoften asin the London-Lundcorpus.So both British and American
spealersuseokaymoreoftenin tasksettingghanin informal corversationln contrastuh-huh
andyeahdid notshav ary systematiaelationshipto the type of taskinvolved.

10. Discussion

Our findings suggesthat peoplemark their progresshrough,or navigate, joint projects
in part by meansof words we have called project markers. In the taskswe have studied,
Englishspealkersusedonetypeof marker (e.g.,okayandall right) for verticaltransitionsand
anothetype(e.g.,uh-huhandyeal for horizontaltransitionsGermarspealersmadethesame
contrastsindeed they usedokaywith roughlythesamemeaninghatit hasin English,except
thatthey usedit for higher-level transitionsthanthe Englishspealersdid. Okayor equialent
expressiongxist in otherlanguagesswell (Maschler 2002;Miracle, 1989.

Thesdfindingsraisethreeissuesin whatway do projectmarkersconstitutea system™ow
do peopleconceptualizéoint actionswith the useof projectmarkers?And whereelseshould
we find projectmarkers?

10.1. A corventionalsystenof contrasts

Projectmarkers, we assumepelongto a corventional systemof contrastsfor marking
location and progressin joint activities. The oneswe have examinedfall into three main
groups: (1) acknavledgmentokens(yes yeah yep uh-huh andm-hmnj; (2) agreementokens
(e.g.,right); and(3) consentokens(okayandall right). TherearealsowhatGoodwin(1986)
hascalled assessment&.g.,terrific andoh no!), but they didn’t occurin our tasks.All of
thesewordscanbeusedassecondartsin adjaceng pairs.We will arguethattheirfunctions
asprojectmarkersderive from their role as secondpartsof suchtwo-partserialactions:to
producea projectmarker is to take up a first part, which may be explicit or merelyentailed.
Thethreeclasse®f markersdiffer in whatthey take up andhow.

Wordssuchasyes yeah yep uh-huh andm-hmcanall be usedasaffirmative answergo
yes-noquestionsasin 16 and17 (from the Switchboardcorpus):

(16) Alice Sodoyou have ary creditcards?
Bill Yes,| do.
(17)Charles Shouldwe have beenthere?
Dan Uh-huh.

Thesewordsdivide into at leasttwo subgroupsthefull formsyesandyeah andthereduced
formsuh-huhandm-hm Accordingto exampledrom the Switchboardcorpus Bill couldhave
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repliedto Alice, “Yes,| do,” “Yeah,|l do,” andeven*“Yep,| do,” but not “Uh-huh, I do” or
“M-hm, | do.” Intuitively, theseformsalsorangein strengthof assentYes seemsnoreforceful
or decisvethanyeahor yeg anduh-huhseemstrongethanm-hm Mary of thesedifferences
arereflectedn Fig. 3.

Yes, yeah yep uh-huh and m-hmalso appearas second-partdo statementsasin the
following example(from the Switchboardcorpus):

(18)A  He, matterof facthewasheretoday It wasthefirst really warmweathemwe’ve
had.
B Uh-huh.

In 18, uh-huhis usedto acknavledgeA’s statementsshaving beenunderstoodTheseare
what are calledacknavledgmenttokens.We suggesthatyes yeah yep uh-huh andm-hm
carry the samecontrastsvhenusedas acknavledgmenttokensaswhenusedas answergo
yes-noquestionge.g.,16 and17).

Right, in contrast,is usedto assertagreementvith a claim, asin this example(from the
Switchboardcorpus):

(19)A  Youknow, soyoucan't,theonly way thatyou candoit is througha modem.
B Right.

In usingright, B is agreeingvith A’s claim.B’s “Right” is roughlyelliptical for “That’s right.”
Rightis notthe sameasyeah In the Switchboardcorpus,yeahwassometimesaccompanied
by right, or that'sright, eitherbeforeor after, asin (20):

(20)A  Betterthanjustsittingin jail all daynotdoinganything.
B Yeah.Right.

Okayandall right alsooccurassecondartsof adjaceng pairs,andwhenthey do, they are
usedto give consento joint arrangementsasin theseaexamples:

(21) (from Beach,1993 Example6).

Camilla Canl borrow your car?
Betty When?
Camilla This afternoon.
Betty Okay
(22) (FromMerritt, 1984 Example3).
Customer C’n | have two packsof VantageGreen?
Sener Okay [turnsto get].
(23) Daughter | wantto stayat Sarah’shousetonight.
Mother Okay

In 21, Camillarequests concreteactionfrom Betty, andBetty usesokayto give herconsent
to thatarrangementlhe samegoesfor 22. In 23 (aninventedexample),the daughterseeks
permissionto stayat a friend’s house,andthe motherusesokayto give her consento that
arrangement—ta@ive her daughtempermissionln theseexamples,okay meansyoughly “I
give my consento thejoint arrangemenatissue.”
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Spealers,therefore make differentcommitmentsvith acknavledgmentokens,agreement
tokens,andconsentokens:

1. Akknowledgmentokens The objectsthat get acknavledgedare presentationsWhen
partnersacknavledge a presentationthey claim to have receved it well enoughfor
currentpurposeslin 18, A says,‘It wasthefirst reallywarmweathemwe’ve had,”andB
sayshe hasrecevedit with “Uh-huh.” In contet, spealersoftenimplicatefurtherthat
they have understoocgndevenacceptedvhathasbeenpresented—adeastwell enough
to continue.

2. Agreementokens The objectsthat get agreedwith are positions When peopleagree
with a position(aswith right), they arealigningthemseleswith thatposition.In 19, A
stateghat“the only way thatyou cando it is througha modem,”andB alignshimself
with A’s positionwith “right.” “Right” hereis shortfor “you’re right” or “that’s right.”

3. Consenttokens The objectsthat partnersgive consentto are joint arrangements By
joint arrangementye meana projectedundertakinghatrequireshepartner'sapproval.
When partnersgive consentto a joint arrangementthey are apprwing the projected
undertakingln 21, the projectedundertakingwas Camilla’s borrowing of Betty’s car,
whichrequiredBetty’s approval. Betty gave herapproval by respondingOkay.”

Partneramale strongerandstrongercommitmentstherefore asthey gofrom acknavliedg-
mentsto agreementso consentsWith acknavledgmenttokens,they are committedto the
receiptof a presentation—althougim context they may implicate understandingr accep-
tanceaswell. With agreementokens,they arecommittedto agreeingwith a position(which
impliesthey have understoodhe position,too). And with consentokens,they arecommitted
to beingpartof the projectedundertakingiwhich alsoimpliesthey have understood)To see
thesecontrastssupposeéA says,‘I'd like to seeJonedn thatjob.” If B respondsUh-huh,”
heis claimingto have recevedand,by implication,understood\’s statementlf heresponds
“Right,” heis alsoaligning himselfwith A’s desireto seeJonesin thatjob. If heresponds
“Okay,” he presupposethat A is proposingan undertakingthat requiresB’s approal (say
A andB aretrying to hire someone)andhe s giving thatapproval. Thatis, B’'s choiceof
uh-huh right, or okaydoestwo things(seeClark,1996 Chapter7). It displayshis construabf
A’s contrikbution (asa presentationpositiontaken,or projectedundertaking) And it acknavl-
edgesclaimsagreementvith, or givesconsento A’s contritbution (construedisapresentation,
position,or undertaking).

Second-partaresometimegproducedwithout explicit first-parts Whenspealersproduce
suchsecond-partshey presupposthemissingfirst-partsaandimplicatetheircurrentrelevance.
Considera sign at the entranceof a building, “Thank you for not smoking.” Its logic is this:
You, the customer promisenot to smole in the building, and the managementhanksyou
for thatpromise.You have madeno explicit promise,of course but in acceptinghe thanks,
you acceptthe management’'presuppositiothatyou have. Thatis, acceptinga second-part
(“Thank you for not smoking”) entailsacceptinghe unspolenfirst-partof the pair for which
it isasecond”l promisenotto smole”).

Projectmarkers,we suggestwork by thesamdogic: to useanacknaviedgmentagreement,
orconsentokenistoaccepthefirst-partof thepairfor whichit isasecondwhethethefirst-part
is explicit or not. Take uh-huhusedasa continuer It entailsthatthereis afirst partfor which
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it is a second.The first part dependson the context, but it might be, for example,“Do you
understanane sofar?” Yeahdiffersfrom uh-huhin whetherthefirst-partimpliescompletion
of the spealer’s contritution. Insteadof “Do you understandne so far?” yeahpresupposes
“Have you understoodne?” Thetransitionsembodiedn thetwo partswith acknaviedgment
tokensarehorizontaltransitions.

Okayworksthiswaytoo, but thefirst partfor whichit is aseconds ajoint arrangemerthat
requiresconsentConsidera builder who hasjust completeda Lego modelandsays‘Okay.”
He presupposeafirst-partthatreadsroughly, “Let’s regardtheLegomodelascomplete,’and
his okaygiveshis consento thearrangemenOr consideacustomein the DirectoryEnquiry
corpuswho says‘Okay” whenthe operatorcouldn’t find a telephonenumber The customer
presupposeafirst-partthatreadsroughly, “Let’s regardour searcHor thetelephonenumber
ascomplete,”andhis okaygivesthatconseni{Merritt, 1984). Or considerthe directorin the
Legotaskwho asks'Okay?”to whichthebuilderreplies‘Okay.” Thefirst okayis usedto ask,
“Shall we regardthis modelascomplete?’andthe secondyivesthe consentin thisway, okay
marksatransitionout of the currentjoint project—averticaltransitionup.

Pre-turnokays work muchthe sameway. Whenthe directorin the Lego taskinitiates a
trial by saying,“Okay, now find a two-by-fourblock,” theinitial okayis againa second-part
of animplicit two-partsequenceUsingit presupposea projectedjoint action,andthetacit
first-part,“Let’s dotheprojectwe havejointly arranged.'In sayingokay, thedirectormakeshis
consenexplicit andthenbegins.It isin thisway thatheframesthatutteranceasthefirst move
in thatjoint project.If insteadof okayhe hadusedwell or so—two othercommonpre-turn
markers—hewould givenit analternatve framing (Condon,2001). Sopre-turnokays marka
transitioninto thefirst move of thenext joint project—averticaltransitiondown.

Giving consentto an overall joint undertakingdoesnot eliminate the needfor further
coordination.Once Ed and John have consentedo move two benchegFig. 1), they still
mustcoordinateon moving eachbench Usingokayatmajortransitiongdisplaysthespealer’s
consento componenjoint projectsandrenaved consento the overall joint undertaking—
whetherthatis moving two benchesplacinga seriesof cards picking up afriend, or having a
beertogether

An importantissuewe did notinvestigatds prosody Intonation,for example,canbe used
to modulatehe meaningof projectmarkers(seeBolinger, 1989, asin thefollowing invented
example:

(23) Betty Canl askyou apersonabuestion?
Camilla Okay/[fall-riseintonation].

Here,Betty is askingCamillaif shecanaskhera question(a pre-questionScheloff, 1980.

Camilla,in producingokaywith afall-riseintonation,givesBetty herprovisionalconsentBut

by makingthe consenprovisional,sheresenestheright notto answeBetty’s questionif she
considerst toopersonallntonationis usedo modulatehemeaningof otheracknavliedgment,
agreementandconsentokens,too (seege.g.,Hockey, 1993;Kowtko, 1996;0restrom,1983,

thoughsofarit isn’t clearhow theseaid navigationthroughjoint projects.Prosodyis known

to beusedin regulatingturn-taking(e.g.,Beattie,Cutler, & Pearson]1982), soit is surelyused
in markingtransitionsinto, out of, andthroughjoint projects.
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10.2. Conceptualizingoint actions

Peopleappearto differ in their useof project markers. In the matchingtask, we found
thatparticipantsusedokaylessandlessoftenovertrials, switchingto uh-huhasthey became
morefamiliar with the Tangramfigures.But somepatrticipantscontinuedto useokaywithout
switchingto uh-huh Did okayanduh-huhhave a differentmeaningfor thesetwo classeof
participantspr did thetwo classehave a differentconceptualizationf thetask?If oneclass
of participantsvastreatingokayanduh-huhasinterchangeabléhatwould countagainsiour
view of projectmarlers.

We suggestthat different uses of project markers reflect differencesin how people
conceptualizeéhe actionsthey are performing.Peopledo indeeddiffer in how they describe
actions. The samebehaior can be identified as turning a doorknob,openinga door, or
leaving a room (Goldman,1970; Vallacher& Wegner 1989. Indeed,obserers who are
asledto sggmentongoingactiity tendto agreewith eachotheronhigher-lesel actionsandto
disagreemore at lower levels (Newtson, 1973; von Cranachet al., 1982; Zacks et al.,
200)). Likewise,in ourtasks mostpairsusedokayto enterandexit (higher-level) A-projects.
They were less consistentmainly at the lower levels (B- and C-projects).At theselevels,
they could conceptualizea next joint project either as a minor continuationof the current
one, which requiredan acknavledgment,or as a major new joint arrangementyhich re-
quired consent.Someparticipantsconstruedthem as minor, and othersconstruedthem as
major.

10.3. Implicationsandapplications

Our resultsunderscorghe needto analyzedialogueas the way peoplecarry out basic
joint actiities. Although this pointis not new, it hasoften remainedmplicit in researcton
dialogue It wasby treatingprojectmarkersasreflectionsof theseactwities thatwe wereable
to characterizéhemaswe did—toshaw thatthey areusedfor morethanturn-taking affinitive,
or emotionalfunctions.

Projectmarkersshouldbeuseful thereforejn creatingor analyzingdialogueusedfor other
joint actwities. Intelligentcorversationahgentge.g.,Cassell Sullivan, Prevost,& Churchill,
2000, for example,needto be ableto monitor the joint projectsthey aretaking partin and
useprojectmarkersto helpnavigatethem.Thatapplies for example to corversationahgents
servingastutorsin artificial tutoringsystemg¢Brandle& Evens,1997;Fox,1993;Tsukahar&
Ward,2001). Tutoringconsistf suchjoint projectsasproblemsolving,questiomranswering,
andexplainingwith examples(GraesserPerson& Magliano,1995, andaccordingto some
evidence gxperttutorsareskillful in usingprojectmarkersto navigatethem.Whentuteeggive
a partialanswerto a questionfor example,experttutorsmay sayyeswith arising intonation
to signalthatthe answersofar is correct,but incomplete.ln sayingyes they alsosignalthe
continuationof the joint projectof answeringthe question.They would useokayto signal
that the problemis complete,and that they are moving on. Artificial tutoring systemsto
be effective, musttrack the joint projectscreatedand usethe appropriateproject markers.
Theanalysisof projectmarkersshouldalsobe usefulin otherpedagogicahctvities, suchas
classroondiscoursgseeSinclair& Coulthard,1975.



29

In this paper then,we have assembledvidencethat wordslike uh-huh yeah okay, and
all right areusedasprojectmarkers,asa systemof wordsfor navigating joint projects.The
existenceof suchasystenis, in turn,strongevidencethatdialogueemegesfromjoint activities
thatthe marlkersareusedto navigate(Clark, 1996,1999. Dialoguesenesto coordinatgoint
actvities and, therefore,derves much of its structurefrom thoseactwities. It is shapedjn
particular by the commitmentgpeoplemalke in agreeingo engagen joint projects.

Note

1. We areindebtedio CorinneC. Yatesfor this suggestion.
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