Hong Kong Polytechnic University

Compare and Analyze Texts

vis-à-vis Topic Development,

Turn-taking Organization, and 

Moves in Exchange Structure

by

Seto Wood Hung Andy (04720055g)

Assignment 2

Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for

MAELT Discourse Analysis (ENGL583)

Department of English

Faculty of Arts

May 7, 2005

I. Introduction

The paper aims at comparing and analyzing two texts (Appendices 1 and 2) vis-à-vis topic development, turn-taking organization, and the employment of moves in exchange structure. The goal is to critically evaluate how far these three aspects are determined by the respective roles of the participants in particular spoken discourse types or genres. Sections II to IV briefly explain the notions of topic development, turn-taking organization, and moves in exchange structure. Section V compares and contrasts the findings. Section VI concludes the paper.
II. Topic Development

In general, a topic is what the speakers speak about or the subject matter of a text (Nunan, 1993). Most conversations contain more than one topic. In general, the interpersonal procedures through which interlocutors negotiate and agree on a conversational topic as well as change the topic are called topic selection and change (Nunan, 1993). Three topical strategies are used in conversation: (1) Introducing and terminating; (2) Changing, shifting, and drifting; (3) digressing and resuming. Introducing a topic involves bringing up a first topic at the beginning or a new topic in the course of a conversation. Terminating a topic involves closing the old topic before introducing a new one or before closing the entire conversation. Changing a topic involves abandoning the current topic is favour for a new, unrelated, topic. Shifting a topic involves moving from one topic to a related topic or from one aspect of the current topic to another. Drifting a topic involves moving almost imperceptibly from a topic to another. Digressing a topic involves moving away temporarily from the current topic. Resuming a topic involve ending the digression and going back to the old topic (Stenström, 1994). Except for termination, all topical strategies are different forms of topic introduction, including changing, shifting, drifting, digressing, and resuming (Cheng, 2003).

III. Turn-taking Organization

Conversation analysis looks at the detailed and local aspects of interaction as well as the way participants in a conversation work to make it successful (McCarthy & Walsh, 2003; Gardner, 1994). It is concerned with turn-taking management, adjacency pairs, and expectations of turn transfer (McKay, Bowyer, & Commins, 2000; Cheng, 2003). Turn is in general defined as a speaker’s utterance bounded by other speakers’ utterances. Turn taking refers to the process by which opportunities to speak are distributed between speakers (Nunan, 1993; Burns, 2001). Turn-taking organization in Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson (1974) is depicted in terms of two components, which are Turn-Constructional Component and Turn-Allocational Component, as well as four rules in Turn Allocational Component. Turn-Constructional Component refers to the unit-types, including sentences, clauses, phrases, and words, with which a speaker set out to construct a turn’s talk (Seedhouse, 2004). Turn Allocational Component refers to two techniques that allocate next turn. One is that the current speaker selects the speaker of the next turn.  The other is that the next turn is allocated by self-selection of speakers. The allocation of turn occurs at the point when a speaker is going to finish a turn; such point is known as Transition Relevance Place (Seedhouse, 2004). Four rules governing turn construction are as follows: At transition-relevance place of turn-constructional unit: (1) The current speaker selects the next speaker; (2) The current speaker does not select the next; other speakers self-select; (3) The current speaker does not select and no other speakers self-select; the current speaker continues; (4) The above three rules reapply at the following transition-relevance places until transfer is effected. 

IV. Moves in Exchange Structure

Discourse analysis is a general approach to language, predominantly associated with studies of the spoken language (McCarthy, 2001). It is concerned with meaning creation is real situations. A move refers to a basic interactional unit in classroom discourse Sinclair and Coulthard identified. An exchange consists of three functional moves – an opening move, an answering move, and a follow-up move (Burns, 2001; Nunan, 1993; Malouf, 1995; McCarthy, 2001; Takakubo, 2001; Seedhouse, 2004; McCarthy, 2003). Sinclair & Coulthard (1975) proposed that a typical exchange in the classroom consists of an initiation by the teacher, followed by a response from the student, followed by feedback from the teacher to the student’s response. The three parts in an exchange structure consists of Initiation, Response, and Follow-up (or feedback). Other than this teaching exchange, there is another exchange labeled boundary, which marks the end of one stage or the beginning of the next. Words like ‘right’, ‘well’, ‘good’, ‘O.K.’, and ‘now’ are labeled Frame. Following a frame is usually a statement that tells what is going to happen, which is labeled Focus (Sinclair & Brazil, 1982). Sinclair (1992), developing from this exchange structure, proposes a Challenge move after Initiation or Response. After a Challenge move, a new exchange begins. In general, an Initiation prospects a Response while a Response does not prospect a Follow-up. Though the IRF sequence is found in classroom talk, the same IRF pattern is also found is conversations outside of the classroom (McCarthy, 2001; McCarthy & Walsh, 2003).

V. Discussion

The discussion is to compare and contrast the findings of the two texts vis-à-vis topic, turn-taking, and moves in the initial analyses. The goal is to discuss how far these three aspects are determined by the respective roles of the participants in a causal talk between two friends at home, and in an interview among three interviewers and one interviewee. The overall framework for analyzing spoken discourse is adopted from Burns (2001). 

A. Background to the Texts


The first text is a face-to-face interaction between one female Hong Kong Chinese and one male British. They are friends and having a conversation in the male British’s flat. The second text is the final part of a job interview between three interviewers and one interviewee. 

B. General Comments


The interaction in the first text is typical of a causal conversation between friends. The Hong Kong Chinese and the British are sharing personal affairs and exchanging views about events commonly known to both. In casual conversations participants have equal power in the interaction (McKay, Bowyer, & Commins, 2000). The interaction in the second text is also typical of the final part of a job interview. After answering interviewers’ questions, the interviewee is given opportunities to ask questions at this part of the interview and the interviewers respond to them. In formal conversations there is unequal power between the participants in the interaction. (McKay, Bowyer, & Commins, 2000).

C. Types of Interaction


The first text is primarily an interpersonally motivated interaction but it has a pragmatic dimension. Causal conversation is mixed with the transactional element of asking for the telephone number of a piano teacher for another friend of the Male British. The second text is in general a pragmatically or functionally motivated interaction. People interact with each other to achieve quite specific, pragmatic goals. The transactional purpose of completing the interview is obvious and achieved (Burns, 2001; Eggins, 2000).

D. Topic Development


The approach to analyze the topic development of the two texts is adopted from Cheng (2003). The numbers of topic strategies used by the speakers in the two texts will be compared to find out which spoken discourse type tends to allow more control and dominance of a speaker over another through initiating more topics into the conversation. It is supposed that the more powerful and dominant speaker(s) will initiate topic changes and topic digressions more frequently than the less powerful and dominant speaker(s). Put differently, the former is less frequent than the latter in initiating topic shifts, drifts, and resumption to the old topic (see also Itakura, 2001).


In text 1, one topic change is initiated by the female Hong Kong Chinese in line 1 (Table 1). The topic is changed to the reasons why she could not sleep enough. The old topic, which is not shown in the extract, is never returned to in the conversation (Cheng, 2003). Another topic change is initiated by the male British in line 21. The topic is changed to a friend of his. The old topic, which is about the subject the Hong Kong Chinese teaches, is never returned to in the conversations.

One topic shift is initiated by the male British (Table 1). In lines 21-33, the topic framework is that the British asks whether or not the Hong Kong Chinese knows a friend of his. In line 34, the British initiates the topic shift, when he says she’s looking for the telephone number of the piano teacher. The content is shifted to the piano teacher. This is a topic shift for: (1) the topic subject content is still about the a friend of the male British, so it falls within the current topic framework; (2) the topic movement is signaled by a framing expression she’s looking for to effect a distinct movement to a related aspect of the current topic framework (Cheng, 2003). 

One topic drift is initiated by the male British (Table 1). In lines 1-13, the topic subject content is the workload of the female Hong Kong Chinese. In line 14, the British initiates a topic drift to the subject the Hong Kong Chinese teaches. This is a topic drift for: (1) the topic subject content is related to the current topic framework; (2) the topic is changed in an imperceptible manner; the drift is not linguistically marked  (Cheng, 2003).

One digression is initiated by the Hong Kong Chinese and the male British respectively (Table 1). In lines 40-41, the topic subject content is the British’s friend’s son. In line 42, the Hong Kong Chinese initiates a topic digression to the son’s age. The British then answers the Chinese question. After that, in line 45 the old topic is resumed by the British. In lines 42-44, the topic subject content is the son’s age. In line 45, the British initiates a topic digression to the character of his friend’s son (Cheng, 2003).

In text 2, three changes are initiated by the interviewer G and two by the interviewee (Table 1). The interviewer G changes the topics to inviting the interviewee to ask the interviewers questions in line 1, to inviting the other interviewers to ask the interviewee questions in line 36, and to closing the interview in lines 39-40 respectively. The interviewee changes the topics to the point on the pay scale in lines 3-4 and to the annual leave entitlement of the job in lines 29-30. The old topics are never returned to in the conversation.

One topic shift is initiated by the interviewers G and W respectively (Table 1). In lines 3-8, the topic framework is that the interviewee asks for the point on the pay scale if s/he was appointed. In line 9, the interviewer G initiates a topic shift, when s/he says you appreciate how the scale works and you progress to the top. The topic is shifted to the top point of the scale. In lines 25-26, the interviewer W initiate another topic shift, when s/he says if you were indeed offered the job that would be open to negotiation. The topic is shifted to the possibility of negotiating the salary. They are topic shifts as the topic contents fall within the current topic framework of the pay scale. The topic movements are also signaled by framing expression you progress to the top and but I’m sure that if to effect a distinct movement to a related aspect of the current topic framework.


In text 1, the female Hong Kong Chinese initiates 2 topic strategies and the male British 6. The findings tend to show that the British controls and dominates the Hong Kong Chinese in introducing topics into the conversation. However, equal speaker rights between the British and the Hong Kong Chinese are observed for: (1) both initiated one topic change, which is regarded as a form of independent topic organization, (2) the British only initiates more interdependent topic organization, including topic shift, drift, and resumption, than the Hong Kong Chinese (Cheng, 2003). Therefore, the assumption that in casual conversations participants have equal power in the interaction is supported.


In text 2, the interviewer G initiates 7 topic strategies, the interviewer W 1, and the interviewee 3. The findings tend to show that the interviewers, G in particular, control and dominate the interviewee in introducing topics into the conversation. However, equal speaker rights between the interviewers and the interviewee are observed for the interviewer G and the interviewee initiated three and two topic changes respectively, which are independent topic organization rather than interdependent one. Therefore, the assumption that in formal conversations there is unequal power between the participants in the interaction may not be supported. One possible reason is that text 2 is the final part of an interview and the interviewee is given opportunities to raise questions, thus making it possible for her/him to introduce topic independently.

Table 1.
Pattern of topic development in the texts

	
	Terminate
	Change
	Shift
	Drift
	Digress
	Resume

	Text 1

	Female Hong Kong Chinese (a)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	

	Male British (B)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Text 2

	Interviewer (G)
	3
	3
	1
	
	
	

	Interviewer (B)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interviewer (W)
	
	
	1
	
	
	

	Interviewee (I)
	1
	2
	
	
	
	


E. Turn-taking Organization


The turn-taking patterns and related discourse signals and markers are analyzed. Turn types and related strategies are also analyzed. As Table 2 shows, in text 1 the British take an slightly more number of turns in total than the Hong Kong Chinese; indicating the British may be more initiative than the Hong Kong Chinese in sustaining the interaction. But the observation is not significant as both tend to initiate rather than respond. In text 2, the interviewer G, as compared with the other interviewers, takes the highest number of turns; indicating that s/he is the principal interviewer among the others. It is also consistent with general features identified in a job interview: one principal interviewer asks more questions, the interviewee responds rather than initiates. However, it may not be the case as the interviewee also takes quite lots of turn. The reason is that the text is the final part of an interview in which interviewee is invited to raise questions, thus allowing him or her to initiate more exchanges.

In both texts, there is a high degree of turn-taking cooperation, though with quite lots of overlaps or interruptions (Burns, 2001; see Itakura, 2001). Eight overlaps are found in lines 1-2, 9-10, 23-24, 27-28, 31-32, 34-35, 36-37, 38-39 and one interruption in lines 4-5 in text 1. Six overlaps are found in lines 13-14, 16-17, 36-37, 39-40, 49-50, 53-54 in text 2. However, it should be noted that the system for turn-taking organization proposed by Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson (1974) may not elucidate interruption, overlap, and silence in conversation satisfactorily, as naturally occurring conversation can be messy (Cheng, 2003). The speakers orient well to each other’s completion of turns. The nature of turn-taking in these interactions affirms the non-competitive relationship in the dialogue between the Hong Kong Chinese and the British in the first text and in the multilogue between the interviewers and the interviewee in the second. Though, in principle, talk becomes more complex when three rather than two speakers are involved in a conversation, as there is increased competition for turns (Eggins, 2000). As observed in text 2, since it is part of an interview, the speakers proceed smoothly primarily through a series of question-answer type exchanges, interspersed with clarifications and explications. Moreover, interviewer W and interviewer B in particular do not take an active role in asking questions. Their contribution is limited. The speakers in both texts do not need to compete to get their points across and the negotiation is not hurried (Burns, 2001).
Table 2.
Pattern of Turn-taking Organization in the texts

	
	Current speaker self-selects (1) 
	Other speakers self-select (2)
	No one self-selects, the current speakers continues (3)
	Total number of turns

	Text 1

	Female Hong Kong Chinese (a)
	2
	12
	13
	27

	Male British (B)
	6
	15
	13
	34

	Text 2

	Interviewer (G)
	5
	8
	13
	26

	Interviewer (B)
	
	3
	
	3

	Interviewer (W)
	
	5
	5
	10

	Interviewee (I)
	2
	12
	4
	18


F. Moves in Exchange Structure


Exchange analysis (Table 3) shows that in text 1, the British initiates 4 times more than the Hong Kong Chinese whereas she responds 4 times more than him. Quite similarly, in text 2, the interviewer G initiates 6 time more than the interviewee whereas the latter responds 13 times more than the former. The findings suggest that in text 1, the British dominates the conversation, producing more initiations than the Hong Kong Chinese whereas in text 2, the interviewer G dominates the conversation, producing more initiations than the other two interviewers and the interviewee. The dominance of the British and that of the interviewer G is also shown in focus and frame moves. In both texts, the British and the interviewer G lead the interaction at almost every stage through initiating most exchanges.

Table 3.
Pattern of Moves in the text

	
	Initiate (I)
	Respond (R)
	Follow-up (F)
	Focus (FO)
	Frame (FR)
	Challenge

(C)

	Text 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female Hong Kong Chinese (a)
	3
	13
	1
	
	
	1

	Male British (B)
	12
	4
	4
	1
	3
	

	Text 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interviewer (G)
	12
	1
	2
	1
	3
	

	Interviewer (B)
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	

	Interviewer (W)
	3
	2
	1
	
	
	

	Interviewee (I)
	2
	13
	
	
	
	


VI. Conclusion

The findings show that the roles of the participants in particular spoken genres will largely affect topic development, turn-taking organization, and moves in exchange structure of a conversation. In text 1, a personal, causal interaction, interactants acts towards each other in the same social role (friend to friend) and they played more or less the same social role throughout the conversation. Interactants involve in high frequency of contact and high affective involvement. Differences of power or status are suspended by tacit consent. This is a defining characteristic of casual conversation in which people interact on the basis of social equality; all speakers enjoy equality in speaker’s right. 

In text 2, a pragmatic, formal interaction, interactants had different social roles (interviewers to interviewee) and they remained in that role throughout the conversation. Interactants involve low frequency of contact and low affective involvement. The differentiated roles are not only functionally distinct but also hierarchically or status distinct. In text 2, the role of interviewer carries a higher status or is hierarchically superior to the role of interviewee. Differences of power or status are not suspended. This is a defining characteristic of pragmatic conversation in which people interact on the basic of social inequality; not all speakers enjoy equality in speaker’s right (see Eggins, 2000). But as mentioned, since text 2 is the final part of a job interview, the interviewer tends to have similar speaker’s right as the interviewers. 

References

Burns, A. (2001). Analysing Spoken Discourse: Implications for TESOL. In A, Burns & C. Coffin (Eds.), Analysing English in a Global Context (pp.123-148). London; New York : Routledge in association with Macquarie University and the Open University.
Cheng, W. (2003). Intercultural Conversation. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins 

de Silva Joyce, H., & Slade, D. (2000). The Nature of Casual Conversation: Implications for Teaching. In H. de Silva Joyce (Ed.), Teachers’ Voice 6: Teaching Casual Conversation (pp.viii-xv). Sydney, N.S.W.: National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research, Macquarie University

Eggins, S. (2000). Researching Everyday Talk. In L. Unsworth (Ed.), Researching Language in Schools and Communities (pp.130-151). London: Cassell.

Gardner, R. (1994). Conversational Analysis: Some Thoughts on its Applicability to Applied Linguistics. ARAL, S(11), 97-118.

Itakura, H. (2001). Describing Conversational Dominance. Journal of Pragmatics, 33, 1859-1880.

Malouf, R. (1995). Towards an Analysis of Multi-party Discourse. Retrieved April 22, 2005, from odur.let.rug.nl/~malouf/papers/talk.pdf

McCarthy, M. (2001). Discourse. In R. Carter & D. Nunan (Eds.), The Cambridge Guide to Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (pp.48-55). London: CUP.
McCarthy, M. (2003). Talking Back: “Small” Interactional Response Tokens in Everyday Conversation. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 36(1), 33-63.

McCarthy, M., & Walsh, S. (2003). Discourse. In D. Nunan (Ed.), Practical English Language Teaching (pp.173-195). New York: McGraw-Hill Contemporary.

McKay, P., Bowyer, L., & Commins, L. (2000). Towards Informal Work Talk: Investigating the Teaching of Casual Conversation in the Workplace. In H. de Silva Joyce (Ed.), Teachers’ Voice 6: Teaching Casual Conversation (pp.45-54). Sydney, N.S.W.: National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research, Macquarie University.
Nunan, D. (1993). Introducing Discourse Analysis. London: Penguin Books Publishing Company.
Sacks, H., Schegloff, E.A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A Simplest Systematics for the Organization of Turn Taking for Conversation. Language, 50(4), 696-735. Reproduced in Schenkein, J. (1978). Studies in the Organization of Conversational Interaction (pp.7-55). New York: Academic Press.

Seedhouse, P. (2004). The Interactional Architecture of the Language Classroom: A Conversation Analysis Perspective. Malden, Mass.; Oxford: Blackwell.
Sinclair, J. (1992). Priorities in Discourse Analysis.  In R.M. Coulthard (Ed.), Advances in Spoken Discourse Analysis  (pp. 79-88). London: Routledge.

Sinclair, J., & Brazil, D. (1982). Teacher Talk. London: OUP.
Sinclair, J., & Coulthard, R.M. (1975). Towards an Analysis of Discourse: The English Used by Teachers and Pupils. London: OUP.

Stenström, A-B. (1994). An Introduction to Spoken Interaction. London and New York: Longman.

Takakubo, F. (2001). Characteristics Observed in Japanese Students’ Classroom Discourse by Using Sinclair and Coulthard’s ‘IRF’ Model. Retrieved April 22, 2005, from www.cels.bham.ac.uk/resources/essays/Fumie4.pdf
Appendix 1: Initial Analysis of Text A (a and B are friends and they are having a conversation in B’s flat)

	a: female Hong Kong Chinese       B: male British
	Topics
	Turns
	Moves

	1. a:
perhaps yes //  because for these few days I cannot sleep enough [at all

2. B:






                                      [oh really // what’s 

3.  
wrong 

4. a:
[oh many things 

5. B:
[you’re worried about T__

6. a:
no no no //  but many things to do //  because just after the examination I’ve to do 

7.  
the marking a lot marking // and then just finished (.) erm two hours ago

8. B:
well

9. a:
yea [finish all

10. B:
       [is it is it the same // (.) so like C__ she has to do the marking as well the 

11.  
same thing

12. a:
yea // but er she teaches English // and then I teach (.) Chinese // and the workload 

13.  
is just the same 

14. B:
do you teach Maths

15. a:
Maths

16. B:
yea 

17. a:
you can see (.) look at me 

18.  
((B and a laugh))

19. B:
no // isn’t it right // you have a good figure you’re very good on figures

20. a:
no // of course not ((laugh))

21. B:
okay // (.) there’s a friend of mine // do you remember E__

22. a:
I__

23. B:
[E__

24. a:
[E__

25. B:
E__ with the boy with the baby boy

26. a:
no // I don’t know her 

27. B:
no // okay // [C__ has met her

28. a:
              [I haven’t seen her before

29. B:
okay // C__ knows her [she

30. a:

   [yes she has she has mentioned about her 

31. B:
cos I used to work with her [at the Capital Magazine

32. a:



           [mm

33. a:
yea

34. B:
she’s looking for (.) the telephone number of the piano teacher // [and you 

35. a:
 






                          [mhmm

36. 
know the one that teaches [here

37. a:
                                             [the other teacher 

38. B:
yea // the one in Hong Kong [who teaches ((inaudible))

39. a:

         [yes // in Tai Koo Shing

40. B:
yea yea // cos she wants to send her son // (.) but she’s not got a piano // but her

41.  
son is very interested in learning piano

42. a:
how old how old is her son 

43. B:
er he is (.) I think he’s about five four or five

44. a:
eh eh eh

45. B:
he likes piano // but he is very naughty 

 
((pause))
	Change

Drift

Terminate/

Change

Shift

Digress

Resume / Digress
	2 / 3

1

2

2

3 / 3 / 3

3 / 2

BC / 2

2

1 / 1

3 / 3 / 3

1

1

2

2

BC

3 / 1 / 2

3 / 3

3 / 3 / 1

2

2

2

2

3 / 2

3 / 3 / 2

2

3 / 2

2

2

BC

2

3 / 2

BC

2

3

3 / 2

3 / 2

3 / 3 / 3 / 3

3

1

2

BC

3 / 2


	R

F / I

R

I

R / I

BC / ?

?

I

R / I

I

C

R

R

R / I

R

FR/FO/I

R

F

F

I

R

F/FR/I

R

FR / I

R

I

BC

R

I

BC

R

F

R

R

I

R

BC

I


Appendix 2: Initial Analysis of Text B (Final part of a job interview)

	B, G, W: Interviewers        I: Interviewee 
	Topics
	Turns
	Moves

	1
G:
fine // (.) well we’ve asked you a lot questions // erm I wonder whether 

2

there’s anything you’d like to ask us

3
I:
erm yes // what point on the erm pay scale if I was appointed would I

4 go on

5
G:
well you you (.) obviously come back from ten years absence from 

6

work erm // but you are fairly well qualified // and so I think we’d 

7 probably start you in the area of about four thousand five hundred

8
I:
mhm

9
G:
you appreciate how the scale works // and you progress to the top

10
I:
yes

11
G:
good

12 ((pause))

13
G:
though having reached the top of the scale I should say that there is no further er sala

[ry progression other than of course the cost of
      

14
I:


      [yes

15

living rise

16
I:
yes yes [yes

17
G: 

 [does that answer 

18
I:
yes // thanks

19
G:
good (.) I mean I think we would have to carefully consider those 

20 things

21
I:
yes

22
W:
for this post the minimum scale point is eight // and the maximum is 

23 point eleven

24
I:
yes

25
W:
so we don’t actually have much leeway // but I’m sure // that er if you 

26 were indeed offered the job er that would be open to negotiation

27
I:
fine

28
G:
is there anything else we can help you with 

29
I:
erm yes // (.) er what is the annual leave entitlement on this job is it is it 

30 eighteen eighteen days

31
W:
no // it’s twen- twenty days

32
G:
everybody now gets twenty days

33
I: 
oh I see

34
G:
fine anything else that er

35
I:
no no

36 
G: 
have my colleagues got any (.) [got any 



37
B:




    [no no more questions

38
W:
no no

39
G:
good // – well I’d like to thank you very much for coming today erm

40 // obviously we’ve a number of candidates to see // [so erm we can’t let 

41
I:






              [mhm

42

you know straight away

43
I:
mmm

44
G: 
we would hope to make a decision very quickly // and be in touch 

45 within the week

46
I:
OK that’s fine

47
G: 
so er if you’d like to find your way out I’m sure you can find your way //

48

thank you for coming

49
W:
nice to [meet you



50
B:

[nice to meet you

51
I:
thank you very much // bye bye

52
G:
bye bye

53
B:
goo[dbye

     

54
W:
      [cheerio
	Change

Change

Shift

Shift

Terminate

Change

Terminate

Change

Terminate/

Change

Terminate


	3 /3 / 1

3 / 1

3 / 3 / 2

BC / 2

3 / 2

2

3

3

2

2

1
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3 / 2
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3 / 2

2

 3 / 3 / 3

2

1

3 / 1

3 / 2

2

2

1

2

1

2

2

3 / 3 / 3 / 2
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2
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2

3 / 2

2

2
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2

2

2
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R
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I

R

F

I

R
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I

R
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I

R

I

R

I
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I

R

I

R

I

R

R
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R

I

I

I

R

F

F
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