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Abstract


Background: Searching for words is a common phenomenon in conversations of the people with aphasia. When searching for a word the speaker interrupts the emerging conversational turn with a pause, vocalisation (e.g., uh) and/or a question (e.g., what is it). Previous studies suggest that gazing and pointing can be used to invite conversational partners to join the search. 

Aims: This study compares the collaborative actions of different conversational partners (significant others vs. speech and language therapists of people with aphasia) during aphasic word searching. The aphasic speakers’ actions inviting assistance from the partners in the search are also examined.

Methods & Procedures: The data for the study comprised 20 conversations, half videotaped at the participants’ homes and half in aphasia therapy sessions. The conversations were transcribed and analysed sequentially with a special emphasis on taking non-verbal actions into account. In the analysis, word search sequences were identified and the collaborative participation of the significant others, as well as the speech and language therapists, compared.
Outcomes & Results: The analysis showed that institutional and non-institutional conversational partners collaborate in different ways during word searching. When invited to join the search, often nonverbally, the significant others quickly offer words for the aphasic speakers to complete the search. When successful, these immediate completions solve the search and the core conversation can continue. On the other hand, even if invited nonverbally, speech and language therapists do not join in searching by offering words. Instead, they ask questions or offer their candidate understandings that are more elaborate than one word. Furthermore, they regularly shift the speaking turn back to the aphasic speaker encouraging the aphasic speaker to continue the search by

him or herself. 

Conclusions: The institutional and everyday practices of sequential resolutions of word searching differ to a great extent. Everyday conversational practices of collaborative completion appear more effective in solving the search and allow the aphasic speaker to experience smoothly flowing conversational interaction. Everyday practices could also be systematically used within aphasia therapy. Furthermore, if necessary, speech and language therapists should promote the use of these practices within daily interactions of the aphasic clients and their significant others.
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Introduction

Aphasia challenges conversation. The aphasic language deficits threaten the emergence of shared understanding between the participants in interaction. However, this threat can be collaboratively managed. The aphasic participants may use other resources, such as gestures, to compensate for the missing words/ words that they are lacking, and their interlocutors may interpret and co-construct aphasic utterances (see, e.g., Milroy & Perkins, 1992; Goodwin, 1995; Heeschen & Schegloff, 1999; Wilkinson, Beeke & Maxim, 2010). In aphasic conversation, the collaborative involvement of healthy partners can be elicited by non-verbal means (see, e.g., Laakso & Klippi, 1999, Helasvuo, Laakso & Sorjonen, 2004). In such cases, the speakers with aphasia turn to their partners as more competent or knowing participants, who are invited to co-construct aphasic speaking turns. In particular, this can be the case in triadic conversation where frequently the family members are used as a resource when talking with less familiar third parties (Laakso, 2003). 

This paper examines how the collaboration between aphasic and non-aphasic participants is structured in two contexts, at home and in aphasia therapy. These contexts differ in many respects. At home, the people with aphasia interact with their significant others with whom they share a life history and much background knowledge. In aphasia therapy, the interaction occurs in an institutional setting with a speech and language therapist. Institutional interaction involves an orientation to some goal or task at hand and its conversational practices may be more restricted than in ordinary conversation (Drew & Heritage 1992: 22). Furthermore, the professional may have an agenda according to which the interaction is structured. Previous studies have shown that aphasia therapy interactions can be asymmetric and therapist-driven (Ferguson & Armstrong, 2004; Silvast, 1991).

The focus in this paper will be on aphasic word searching, and its collaborative management in conversation. Although aphasia increases the amount of it, word searching occurs in non-aphasic conversations as well. In non-aphasic conversation, word searching enhances the collaborative production of speaking turns: when a speaker begins to search for words during a turn, the conversational partner can collaboratively complete the turn with the missing word (Lerner, 1996). Furthermore, if the speaker shifts his or herself gaze to the partner during the word search, the partner can interpret this as an invitation to take part in the search (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). However, according to Lerner (1996), the partner’s participation is limited to just providing the item searched for. On the other hand, if the speaker withdraws his or her gaze during the search conversational partners interpret that as meaning the speaker does not want to be interrupted (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). Gaze shifts are thus found to be a regular component of word searches in everyday face-to-face interaction.

Non-verbal actions such as gazing are also relevant in aphasic word searches. However, gesturing with hands and shifts in body posture also seem to play a role (Laakso, 1997: 161-181). Gaze withdrawal and hand gestures (e.g., raising a hand with the palm faced at the conversational partner) are used for keeping the speaking turn during an aphasic word search, whereas gazing towards and pointing at the partner are used for inviting the partner to collaborate in the search. Moreover, some case studies suggest that institutional and familiar non-aphasic conversational partners may respond differently to aphasic speaker’s problems to construct their turns (Lindsay & Wilkinson, 1999; Laakso, 2003; Helasvuo, Laakso & Sorjonen, 2004) and that there may be differences between the familiar partners such as family and neighbours (Ferguson, 1994). 

The following analysis will compare two different kinds of conversational interaction. The first are ordinary everyday conversations between people with aphasia and their significant others. The second comes from speech and language therapy and is institutional in nature. Comparison between ordinary and institutional conversational practices is typical within conversation analysis (e.g. Goodwin & Heritage 1990). A way of specifying the comparison is to analyse the same phenomenon in different types of interaction to detect similarities and differences across interaction types (Haakana, Laakso & Lindström 2010: 17−18). This will be the approach adopted in this study. Accordingly, the following analysis will examine how the domestic and institutional conversational partners co-participate in aphasic word searching in home and aphasia therapy conversations. The word search sequences are examined from two perspectives:

· How aphasic speakers invoke co-participation during word searching?

· What kind of co-participation do their conversational partners offer?

Data

The data for the study are 20 interactions involving people with aphasia. The interactions were video recorded with the informed consent of the participants. Half of the interactions were recorded at participants’ homes, and the other half in the beginning of aphasia therapy sessions (see Table 1). The study participants were recruited via patient organisations and university hospital rehabilitation clinics. In both home and clinical contexts, there were five male and five female participants with aphasia, aged from 33 to 78 years. All aphasic participants were right-handed and had suffered a cerebro-vascular incident (an infarction or a haemorrhage) to their left cerebral hemisphere. Their aphasias ranged from fluent to non-fluent and were at least moderate in severity. However, despite their word finding difficulties, they all used speech as their main means of communication.

Table 1    Home and aphasia therapy conversations

Home conversations: 10 people with aphasia; 5 men, 5 women; 13 significant others (6 spouses, 3 adult children, 2 adult grandchildren, 2 friends).

Aphasia therapy conversations: 10 people with aphasia; 5 men, 5 women; 10 speech and language therapists (SLTs), 1 significant other (wife).

Home conversations were mostly dyadic, but there were also two three-party conversations, and in other two cases the researcher taking care of the videotaping was also occasionally involved in the interaction. Aphasia therapy conversations were dyadic except one where the spouse of the aphasic patient was present. All conversations were social in nature. The conversations at home between family members and/or friends took place either in the living room or at the kitchen table, and dealt with mainly daily matters. The conversations in the beginning of aphasia therapy sessions took place at the clinic in the speech and language therapist’s office, and dealt with recent events in the patient’s life and future timetables. All interactions were transcribed in full using conversation analytic notation (see e.g. Schegloff, 2007: 265-269; and Appendix for transcription and glossing symbols). The speaker’s gaze is marked with a line above the utterance and gestures are described below it. All names are changed so the participants may remain anonymous. In the examples, the talk of each person is depicted on two lines (see Extract A below). The lines are read as follows: the first line is the original talk in Finnish and the second is its translation into English. When eye gaze is noteworthy in the analysis of the videotaped examples, the speaker’s gaze is marked above the spoken utterance; the form of the gaze notation is simplified from the transcription convention developed by Goodwin (1981). When of analytical interest, the gestures of the speaker are transcribed below the spoken utterance or, if gestures take place independent of speech, on a separate line.

Extract A. What to buy. P=Pirkko, a woman with fluent aphasia; H=Heikki, her husband.
GAZE

 
 H___________________________________
1

P:
 Nii, (.) .hh   Eijalle     ja   Mikolle:   e< (1.0)
2

 
 So, (.) .hh for Eija and  Mikko:        e< (1.0)

GESTURE 





((points at her mouth))
In Extract 1, Pirkko is intensely looking at Heikki and explaining what he should buy from the grocery store for their children Eija and Mikko. She, however, cannot access the word referring to the item (toothpaste) that she wants Heikki to buy. Instead of saying the word, she resorts to a pointing gesture. The gesture is depicted in italics on a line below the spoken utterance and the point where gesture starts with respect to talk is marked with an asterisk. Furthermore, when of analytic interest, an English gloss is added on a line in between the original Finnish and an English translation (see Extract B below).
Extract B. What to buy. P=Pirkko, a woman with fluent aphasia.


P:
 Nii, (.) .hh   Eijalle      ja   Mikolle:      e< (1.0)


 PRT
         Eija-ALL and Mikko-ALL


 
 So, (.) .hh for Eija and for Mikko:      e< (1.0)

As the first step in the analysis, word search sequences were identified and collected from the transcribed conversations and examined from the original videotapes. The following occasions were considered word searches: The speaker broke off a speaking turn in progress but did not modify or repair anything previously said. Instead, he or she paused to search for continuation to his or her turn.  Typical ways of initiating word searches included stretching word-final sounds, separate search sounds (uh, um, er), pronominal modifiers, cut-off attempts at words, and pausing (cf. Helasvuo et al. 2004). Sometimes the speakers also made the search more explicit with questions like what is it (cf. Goodwin 1987). As the second step, search sequences were analysed for the ways in which the aphasic speakers used their bodily orientation, gaze and hand gestures, to invoke the co-participation of the people with whom they were speaking. The third step was examining how the co-participants in the two different contexts – home and clinic – responded to the co-participation invoking behaviour, and whether there was any difference between the two contexts.
Co-participation invoking behaviour during word searching at home and in therapy

Gaze shifts towards the conversational partner were regular during word searching by all aphasic participants. The gaze shift occurred when the aphasic participant had started the speaking turn but ended up in a word search unable to continue the turn to the end (see Extract 1).  Extract 1 is a conversation between Armi, a woman with moderately severe non-fluent aphasia, and her middle-aged daughter Oili. They are talking about television programmes and the daughter has just described one popular series, the Bold and the Beautiful, as a soap. In lines 1-3 the daughter is thinking about the name of a similar television series. In line 4, Armi is trying to say the name of this other series but ends up in a search. Her search is marked minimally: she repeats discourse particles and makes cut-off and incomplete attempts at the name of the series. During the search her gaze shifts to her conversational partner.
Extract 1. Shifting gaze to the domestic conversational partner
A=Armi, a woman with aphasia, O=Oili, Armi’s daughter, ( = word search, unidentified cut-off words are in italics.

1
O: 
.tch Kauniit ja rohkiat                 ja (.) mikä se oli tämä


.tch the Bold and the Beautiful and (.) what was this

2

toinen sarja tämä hömppä (.) ohjelma (1.9) kans 


other series this soap  (.) series (1.9) too

3

joka tu[lee sa(maan aikaan)



that  co[mes at the sa(me time)




[      .._______________________
4  →
A:

[Tuota ko-   tuota k-     tuoksuja




 PRT           PRT          restless




[Well er ko- well er k- The Restless 

5
O:
.hhh Niin Tunteita ja tuo:ksuja j(ho)oo hoh hoh hoh



.hhh Yeah The Young and the Restless y(he)ah he he he

When Armi is gazing at her daughter Oili, Oili completes the name of the series and confirms that it was indeed the name she was talking about (line 5). In home conversations, generally mere gazing at the conversational partner is enough to secure their co-participation in the search. It is noticeable here that the speaker with aphasia is able to produce part of the name and the conversational partner then produces it in full. The partner thus co-constructs the turn of the aphasic speaker. This is in accordance with the previous observations that co-construction is a recurrent feature of ordinary conversations of people with non-fluent aphasia (e.g., Goodwin, 1995; Heeschen & Schegloff, 1999).

In therapy conversations, gaze shifts do not work in the same way. Although gaze shifts also there occur quite early on when the search starts, speech and language therapists do not respond to them in a similar way to the domestic partners in home conversations (see Extract 2). In Extract 2, Niina, a woman with moderately severe fluent aphasia, is talking with her speech and language therapist about the coming summer and Niina’s small garden by her house. In line 1, the therapist comments that it must be nice to have flowers in the garden. Niina eagerly agrees and begins to expand on this topic, telling what she has in her garden (line 2). However, her turn pauses just when she is trying to say what there is, and continues with cut-off attempts at a word. When she produces a pronominal reference (yks noita “one of those”) that indicates her effort to find a more specific noun, she gazes at the therapist (line 3).

Extract 2. Shifting gaze to the institutional conversational partner
N= Nina, woman with aphasia, T= speech and language therapist, → word search, unidentified cut-off words are in italics; possible targets of cut-off words are in brackets on the gloss line.

1       T:
Kukkiahan siin on kiva sit laittaa kesäks.

              
It’s nice to plant flowers there for the summer.  (in N’s garden)

2 → N:
On on, kyllä siinä on sitte< (1.0) juur um- mu- 

             
Oh yes, there is then< (1.0) just um- mu- 


   . . ____________,,  

3  →      
yks: (.) noita< (1.2) .mt ۫mitä ne nyt on ne۫ 

             
one: (.) of those< (1.2).mt ۫what are they now these۫

4  →       
(2.9) ähhmm (1.8) ist- öö oi- >oikein< 
              
(2.9) ähhmm (1.8){plant}- uh re- >really< 


..__________________

5  →       
(2.2) .mt hhhhh ((sighs))
It is noteworthy in Extract 2 that both Niina and her speech and language therapist first orient to Niina’s own efforts to find the words. In line 2, after a fluently started turn beginning, Niina pauses for a second and produces some cut-off attempts at a word. During these elements she does not look at the therapist but shows a facial expression revealing her concentration into her own efforts to find the words. It is only when she starts to produce the general reference hesitantly and stretching its final sound (yks: (.) noita “one: (.) of those”, line 3) that she shifts her gaze to the therapist and looks directly at her during a pause of 1.2 seconds. However, despite this potential invitation for assistance, the therapist remains silent. As the therapist does not join the search by offering a word to complete it, Niina shifts her gaze away and continues her own efforts to find the word (lines 3-4). Her gaze shifts back when she finally pauses and sighs as if giving up the whole search (line 5). In aphasia therapy conversation, gaze shifts alone do not generally manage to invite the co-participation of the conversational partner. As a consequence, word searches within aphasia therapy conversation are long and laborious. 

Besides gazing, in home conversations also other nonverbal means were used to secure the collaboration of the conversational partner. In particular, pointing towards the partner was common in home conversation, whereas in therapy conversation it did not appear. Pointing towards the significant other was especially common in triadic conversation where the third party was less familiar. In Extract 3 Orvokki, a woman with severe non-fluent aphasia, and Leo, her husband, are talking with the researcher how their life has changed after Orvokki’s stroke. Before the extract Leo commented that a ladies group Orvokki belongs to still meets at their home. Leo calls the group mimmiliiga “babe league” and Orvokki takes the speaking turn to specify the nature of the group (line 1).
Extract 3 Pointing and shifting gaze to the conversational partner
O=Orvokki, L= Leo, R=researcher, ( = word search, unidentified cut-off words are in italics; possible targets of cut-off words are in brackets on the gloss line.

  ...R_,, ..L_________________ 

1
O:
aa Raamattu  (.)  pi-      hist[oria-


    
     Bible          {group} history


 
uh Bible        (.) pi-
  hist[ory-




  ((Orvokki points at Leo with her index finger))

2
L:



         [Se on raamattupiiri  nii juu.






         [It is Bible study group oh yes.  

When starting to comment, Orvokki first glances briefly towards the researcher as to indicate that the turn is addressed to the researcher as an explanation of the nature of the group (line 1). However, when entering the search, she quickly shifts her gaze to her husband and also points at him with her index finger. This very explicit bodily orientation to her husband works to invite Leo to co-construct her utterance, as Leo completes the word raamattupiiri “Bible study group” in overlap while Orvokki is still talking.

Furthermore, pointing at an object also invoked the partner’s co-participation in home conversations (see Extract 4). In Extract 4, Reino, who has moderate fluent aphasia, and his daughter Anna are talking about a mobile phone that does not work.  It is Reino who starts the topic after a long silence. Anna is massaging Reino’s shoulders behind his back and thus they do not look at each other. The markers of the search are quite minimal: pausing and repetition of a pronoun (line 2). There is no gaze shift as a request for assistance (it would require Reino to turn his body and/or head backwards to her daughter) but the aphasic speaker points at the object he is referring to.

Extract 4. Pronominal reference and pointing at an object

R= Reino, A= Anna, Reino’s daughter, ( = word search)

1


(27.0)
  

2    →
R:
hhhh mhm. (4.6) Toi  se sippas            (.)  toi  (1.0)





     PRO it  quit.working       PRO     





     That, it went off        (.)  that  (1.0)

                                              (( R points towards a mobile phone on the table))

3
   A:
puhelin.

               
telephone.
In Extract 4 it is evident in the construction of Reino’s turn that he is not readily able to produce the exact noun he is referring to. Besides pointing at the telephone, he uses pronominal reference and left dislocation (fronting of a noun phrase; cf. Beeke, Wilkinson & Maxim, 2003) in structuring his turn, thus postponing the production of the missing word, and then pauses (line 2). As a response to these behaviours, the conversational partner joins in and completes the search for the aphasic speaker (line 3). Thus, also pointing at the object can invoke collaborative completion of the search in home conversation.

Domestic and institutional conversational partners’ co-participation in word searching

In the following the characteristics of the domestic and institutional partners’ collaboration in the construction of word searches are examined. The observations from home conversations will be presented first, and then follow the observations from aphasia therapy conversations. Generally, as was seen above, in home conversation the domestic conversational partners regularly complete aphasic word searches, whereas in aphasia therapy conversations this is not the case
.
Sequential construction of word searching in home conversations

As a whole, in home conversations word searches are rather short and transient events in which the domestic interlocutors most often resolve the search with a collaborative completion. This does not even require the gaze shift to the recipient. If we look in more detail at the interactional sequence where Reino is talking about the mobile phone, we can see that the interaction flows quite smoothly despite Reino’s difficulty finding words (see Extract 5).
Extract 5. Significant other completes the turn of the aphasic speaker.
R= Reino, A= Anna, Reino’s daughter, ( word search, => collaborative resolution.
1


(27.0)
  

2    →
R:
hhhh mhm. (4.6) Toi  se sippas            (.)  toi-  (1.0)

 




     that it  quit.working       that     

 




     That, it went off        (.) that- (1.0)

                                                      (( R points towards a mobile phone))

3
   =>
A:
puhelin.




telephone.

4

R:
Nii.  (.) Se on akku (1.4) sök- (.) sökö.




PRT
 it   is  accumulator
     kaput

                          Yeah. (.) It is the battery (1.4) bro- (.) broken.

((in lines 5-10 Anna examines the mobile phone and they discuss about it)) 

11
A:
Se on ihan    pimee.




it   is   quite  dark




It is all black.




((A puts the mobile phone back to the table))

12
R:
Joo °joo°




Yes yes




((R moves the mobile phone a bit farther away))

13
A:
Jos sielt       on  sit    menny joku (.) [osa nii ett  se  ei=




if    there.of has then gone    some     part so that it not




If there then has broken some      (.) [part so that it doesn’t=








          [

14
R:




          [°E:i.°








          [N:o.

15
A:
=tota toimi ollenkaa.




=well work at all.

16  →
R:
Nii   ei   se vissiin,        on akku    vaa, (1.2) on tota-




PRT no  it  supposedly is  battery only          is  PRT




Well no, I guess, (it) is just the battery, (1.2) (it) is well er-

17 

(1.8)

18  =>
A:
loppu.




finished.

19
R:
Nii.




Yes.
Reino has anomia and thus he uses repeatedly pronouns instead of more specific nouns. Here he uses pronouns to refer to an item that is lying on the table. In line 2, he first uses the pronoun toi ‘that’ and points at the telephone thus identifying the referent of the pronoun nonverbally. Then he goes on to tell more about the item, that it has quit working, and repeats the pronoun and pauses, leaving the utterance uncompleted.  Anna completes the utterance by providing the missing noun puhelin “telephone” (line 3). Similarly, in line 16, Reino says what he thinks is the reason why the mobile phone does not work. Again, he is not able to find the word to finish his utterance, and after a pause Anna offers a word loppu “finished” to complete it. In both occasions Reino immediately accepts the word Anna has offered, confirming their shared understanding. In this way their conversation goes on smoothly with minimal breaks despite the recurrent searching that leaves the turns of the aphasic speaker unfinished. This extract also shows how the participants carefully attend to the nonverbal activities and the surrounding context in order to understand each other better. 

Compared to Extract 5, in Extract 6, the aphasic speaker orients more explicitly to the significant other as the person who can assist in the search. Again, the search is for a noun. In this case the interaction is triadic between Kalevi, a man with severe non-fluent aphasia, his wife Liisa, and the researcher, who has come to the room to check the camera. Liisa and Kalevi are sitting in their kitchen and drinking coffee.  The conversation is about the snow conditions during the spring, and whether it is possible to sow early potatoes. In line 1, Kalevi suggests the first of May as one possibility for sowing potatoes but his wife doesn’t agree. The researcher also takes part in the conversation by mentioning the local news: it was shown on the TV that potatoes were already sown by using a snowblower to remove the snow from the fields before sowing (lines 12-13). Kalevi joins this topic eagerly and tries to elaborate on it. He, however, enters into a word search and seeks his wife’s assistance (line 14). 

Extract 6. Significant other co-constructs the turn of the aphasic speaker.
K= Kalevi, L= Liisa, Kalevi’s wife, T=researcher, ( word search, => collaborative resolution.
1

K:
Vappu                 e::ih.

                             the.first.of.May  no

 


May Day no:: h.

2

L:
Ja nyt on vielä lunta et viime sunnuntaina oli lunta täälläki




And there is still snow, last Sunday was snow here, too, and 

3


näkee et on katve[paikoissa aika paljon ja (1.0) varmaan




one can see that there is still in the shade quite a bit and (1.0) surely





             [

4

T:

             [Joo. Joo.

                                                        [Yeah. Yeah.

5

L:
siellä että ei vappuna sit voi panna viel perunoita.=

                           
there (will be) so we can’t put in the potatoes on May Day yet.=

((in lines 6-11 they talk about the time when the snow usually melts away))

12
T:
Nythä      oli    uutisissa     että   ne    lumilingolla          on 

                           
now-CLI was  in.the.news that  they snow blower-ADE have




Well now it was in the news that they have used a snow blower

13

[tääl eheh £pe- pelloilla£




[here                field-PL-ADE

 



[here eheh £on the fi- fields£





[



  

[T _ ,,,                       … L ______________


14   →
K:  
[Joo   toi  (.)  toi    (.)    mikä  toi     Heikkiä





[PRT PRO     PRO        what  PRO 1nameM-PAR





[Yes that  (.)  that  (.)    what that Heikki       

     

 

((K points somewhere    ((K points at L))





over his shoulder))

15  =>
L:  
Heikkilän             [siellä mailla.

                                    
place.name-GEN  there  lands

                                    
There on the Heikkilä land. ((a farm))





               [

 
  
                        

               [  L ____,,,… T _

16
K:                                     [Nii joo toi, (.) joo.






  [Yeah yes that, (.) yes.

17  
T:
Nii Ruskolla [joo.

                           
Yeah at Rusko yes.




                     [

18
L:

        [Ruskolla joo.





        [At Rusko yes.
In line 14, several ways of requesting the assistance of the significant other are used simultaneously: besides turning his bodily orientation to his wife, and gazing and pointing at her, Kalevi also asks a search question. Here again (see Extract 3 for a similar pattern in triadic conversation) Kalevi looks first at the researcher in the beginning of his utterance as he comments on the topic the researcher initiated about the local news. The search begins with a micropause and Kalevi also repeats the demonstrative pronoun toi “that”, similar to Extract 5 above when referring to an item he is searching for. After this, Kalevi turns to his wife Liisa, asks the search question and, at the same time, fumbles for a name: mikä toi Heikkiä “what that Heikki”. The word search and the request for help are very explicit, and Liisa immediately offers a collaborative resolution to the search: Heikkilän siellä mailla ‘there on the Heikkilä land’ (line 15). In doing so, she also corrects Kalevi’s usage of the word as a first name of a person, Heikki, into a placename Heikkilä. It is noteworthy here, that when the turn of the aphasic speaker is quite sparse, the conversational partner expands the collaborative resolution to also fit the original utterance of the researcher, thus defining the fields the researcher has mentioned to be  the Heikkilä farm land. In this way, she co-constructs her husband’s turn to fit in to the sequential place in the on-going conversation.  This finding is in accordance with the earlier observations that in three-party conversations aphasic speakers turn to their significant others to request help in word search (Laakso, 1997: 180; Oelschlaeger 1999, Laakso 2003). In this situation the spouse is the knowing recipient, and in this particular extract the couple shares the knowledge about the name of the farm. 

In line 16, Kalevi confirms Liisa’s co-constructed response, and the conversation continues with some further specifications of the area where potatoes were sown in the news; in this way, the participants ensure their shared intersubjective understanding.

Both Extracts 5 and 6 show how the participants in home conversations orient to the collaborative resolution of word searching in a manner similar to that described in ordinary, non-aphasic interactions (cf. Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Lerner, 1996). This orientation is shown in the nonverbal behaviour:  the aphasic speakers shift their gaze to the conversational partner and point. In most cases, the collaborative responses of the partners come almost immediately when it has become clear that the aphasic speaker has difficulty finding the word, and only hesitation, pausing and gaze shifts mark the search. The data suggests that partners’ collaborative actions may differ according to the type and/or severity of aphasia. With fluent aphasic speakers their conversational partners simply complete the aphasic turn with the missing word (Extract 5), whereas with non-fluent speakers their conversational partners co-construct their turns into complete clauses (Extract 6). The biggest difference between Extracts 5 and 6 is that in triadic conversation (Extract 6), the person with aphasia shows very explicitly from who he or she is looking for assistance in the search, whereas in dyadic interaction this is unnecessary. 

To sum up, in home conversations the significant others provided words for the aphasic speakers, and the resolution of the word search was regularly fast. This is in accordance with the findings that have been made of ordinary everyday conversations in general (e.g., Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Lerner, 1996). Thus the significant others in home conversations with people with aphasia appeared to align to ordinary conversational practices: they offered words to complete the word search. Furthermore, the shared life history and contextual knowledge that domestic conversational partners had, helped in solving the word-finding problems swiftly. As a result, searching did not last very long. There were only short breaks in the conversation, which continued smoothly. However, a feature typical of aphasic interaction that may differ from ordinary non-aphasic conversation is that the aphasic speakers often pointed; either pointing at their recipients or some objects in the surrounding context. 

Word searching sequences in speech and language therapy

In speech and language therapy data, word searching was a very prominent phenomenon. Searches lasted longer than in home conversations, and were also more explicitly marked. The following Extracts 7 and 8 show the characteristic features of sequential construction of word searching in aphasia therapy conversation.

In Extract 7 we can see in more detail how the conversation continues between Niina, a woman with moderate fluent aphasia, and her speech and language therapist. As the therapist does not join in the search in line 3, Niina quietly produces a search question mitä ne nyt on ne ‘what are they now these’, addressed more to herself than to the interlocutor, pauses for almost 3 seconds and groans (line 4). Groaning brings an affective character to the search effort. After this she continues the search with new cut-off attempts at a word (line 4). Finally, she stops talking, looks directly at the therapist and sighs (line 5).

Extract 7. Speech and language therapist asks a question to specify the word sought.

N= Nina, woman with aphasia, and T=her speech and language therapist,
→ word search, => SLTs response, unidentified cut-off words are in italics; possible targets of cut-off words are in brackets on the gloss line.
1       T:
Kukkiahan siin on kiva sit laittaa kesäks.

              
It’s nice to plant flowers there for the summer.  (in A’s front yard)

2 →A:
On on, kyllä siinä on sitte< (1.0) juur um- mu- 
             
Oh yes, there is then< (1.0) just um- mu- 

         T___________   

3  →      
yks: (.) noita< (1.2) .mt ۫mitä ne nyt on ne۫ 

             
one: (.) of those< (1.2).mt ۫what are they now these۫

4  →       
(2.9) ähhmm (1.8) ist- öö oi- >oikein< 
              
(2.9) ähhmm (1.8){plant}- uh re- >really<

..T_________________

5  →       
(2.2) .mt hhhhh ((sighs))

6  => T:
O- istutaks sä joka kevät aina uudestaan vai

             
Is- do you plant new flowers every spring or

7  => 
onks sulla moni[v-

         
do you have peren-

                      
   [

8        A:                                [monivuotisia, monivuotisia joo.

                                              [perennials, perennials yes.

9        T: 
Aha, just.

            
Uhuh, I see.

10      N:      
 o(--)o

11=> T: 
 Ruusuja?

         

 Roses?

12      N:
Ei.

              
No.

13 =>T:
Orvokeita?

  
Violets?

14      N:
Orvokkei siel on ja, (0.2) ja onks siel sit:  (.)


  
Yeah, there are violets and, (0.2) are there then: (.)

15

  ۫em mä tiedä niit nimiä mitä ne on۫ .

                    
 ۫I don’t know the names, what they are۫.

During Niina’s word search that starts in line 2 and continues until line 5 the therapist stays silent and does not offer word candidates to resolve the search. She does not respond until after Niina stops talking, gazes at the therapist for two seconds, and sighs loudly. Furthermore, when the therapist responds to the search she does it differently than the domestic conversational partners in home conversations. Instead of completing the search with a candidate word she asks a question which narrows down the possible names of flowers that Niina might be searching for: “do you plant new flowers every spring or do you have perennials?.” Despite the fact that the therapist’s question reflects her interpretation that Niina had been searching for the name of a flower, the therapist does not offer names of flowers to complete Niina’s word search. It is only when Niina confirms that she has perennials, the therapist offers names of some flowers as candidates for the item Niina might have been searching for. In this way the therapist is prompting the aphasic speaker to search for the word herself.

The therapist’s tendency to prompt the word finding efforts of the aphasic speaker is even more pronounced in Extract 8 in which the participants are Kaija, a woman with moderate fluent aphasia, and her speech and language therapist. They are talking at the beginning of a weekly therapy session. In line 5, the therapist asks a follow-up question about Kaija’s plans for summer holidays; she wants to know when Kaija is starting her summer holidays. However, it turns out to be difficult to answer this and Kaija enters into a word search that continues for quite awhile.

Extract 8. K=Kaija, a woman with aphasia, and T=her speech and language therapist,

→ word search, => SLTs response, unidentified cut-off words are in italics; possible targets of cut-off words are in brackets on the gloss line.
1         T:     Kuin pitkän loman vietät,

    
       How long a vacation will you have,

2 
  K: 
Kaks viikkoo.

                 
Two weeks.

3 
  T:  
Joo:o,

                 
I see,

4 
   T:
oKaks viikkoo.o

 
         
Two weeks.

5 
   T:
Joo:, ja millon sä alotat.

                   Yes, and when do you start.
. . ____________
6  →
 K:   ee  sitte< (1.0) am- (.)  ei  ei


        uh  then< (1.0) am- (.) no no 

                                            ((K shakes her head))


       ______________________
7  →
       
 (0.2) tiistara (0.3) ei (0.6)

                          {Tuesday}      no

                                              ((K shakes her head))



 ____,,


..________
8  →

  sitte (1.9) em mää saa suustani irti.

                     then (1.9) I can’t get (it) out of my mouth.




                     ((looks at the table))

9  → 

 (0.4) ((K looks at the therapist))

10
  (?):
(-)

11 =>
T:    Missä kuussa.


       In which month.

12
       (1.4)







 ..______,,
13
K:
Ei se (0.2) nyt (0.3) kaks (0.8) tai< puoli



No it (0.2) now (0.3) two (0.8) or< a half




      .._________________,,
14

$e(h)i:  EI   ei$  .hh pu-   pu- (1.6) 

                        $n(h)o: NO no$ .hh a ha- a ha- (1.6) 



((K shakes head))




    ..________________________
15   

hhhh (1.3) no, (0.4) juomuks- (0.2) mm<



hhhh (1.3) well, (0.4) juomuks- (0.2) mm<


 
______,,
 ..______        __________
16 

juoksu  mm< (0.9) JUoks:- ei (0.6) no (0.9)



{a run} mm< (0.9) JUoks-  no (0.6) well (0.9)



_________,,                   ..____________________
17   

juoks- (0.2) mm .mt voij että (1.2)  juoksu EI (2.1) 



juoks- (0.2) mm .mt oh boy  (1.2)  {a run} NO (2.1)



_____,,

18

juoksut (0.5) em minä saa suustani.



{runs} (0.5) I can’t get it out of my mouth.





((K hits the table with her hand))

19 =>
T:
Juha[:-



Mid[s- 



       [

20
K:    
       [hannukseksi.

                               [summer.

21
T: 
((Tnods)) (1.4)

22
K: 
Nii,



Yes,

23
T:
Sillon alotat[te loman.



Then you st[art the holidays.




       [

24
K:

       [Nii,   nii.

                                           [Yes, yes.
In line 6, Kaija starts her turn but has to pause for a second. After that she tries for a word but cuts it off and says “no, no” shaking her head. As the turn continues, she pauses and makes several tries to find the word until she explicitly states that she cannot say what she wants (line 8). It is noteworthy that although Kaija is gazing her intensely the therapist does not offer words or make any interpretations based on Kaija’s productions. Instead, after Kaija has refused to continue, in line 11 she asks a question “in which month” that restricts the range of possibilities when the vacation could be. The question leads to another extended word search by Kaija in lines 13-18. Also this search ends into Kaija’s explicit denial of her ability to find the word. Then, in line 19, the therapist gives a hint for Kaija, the beginning of the Finnish word juhannus “Midsummer”, a regular time for starting summer vacation. The word juhannus has some phonemic resemblance to the cut-off words (juomuks-, juoks-) that Kaija had produced. Kaija completes the word (line 20) and accepts it with Nii “yes”. When this is done, the therapist offers two candidate understandings in the form of yes/no -questions to make the time of Kaijas vacation explicitly clear (lines 23 & 25).

Extracts 7 and 8 exemplify a professional practice of speech and language therapists in aphasic word searches. Instead of offering candidate words they ask questions to narrow down the territory in which the word being sought might be found. This practice may be partly because they may not share background knowledge that might help in resolving the search immediately. However, speech and language therapists’ actions aimed at getting the aphasic speaker to talk; and even if the therapist might be able to induce the word, they do not give it directly as a collaborative completion but offer the beginning of the word as a hint for the aphasic speaker to complete (see Extract 8). This practice resembles that of language teaching, where the teacher offers the beginning of the right word for the student to complete (cf. Koshik 2002).

Conclusion and discussion

To conclude, the institutional and non-institutional recipients of aphasic word searches conversational partners tend to respond differently to the invitations to join in word searches (see Table 2). If we compare the extracts from home and therapy conversations analysed here, the first ones more clearly reflect the ordinary conversational practices of resolving the word search by collaborative completion, whereas the latter ones from clinical aphasia therapy interactions appear to be structured differently. 

Table 2. Comparison of word search sequences in home and clinical interactions

Home 






Clinic

aphasic word searches are short and



searches are long and explicitly marked;

minimally marked 




sometimes client’s refusal to continue ends 
the search
gaze and pointing are often used by aphasics


gazing at the recipient is used; it does not
to invite
significant others to assist in searching

work as an invitation to take part in the

 search
significant others respond quickly to invitations for help
SLTs do not respond immediately
significant others respond by offering candidate words
SLTs ask questions, or give hints
conversation flows smoothly



conversation breaks down

Domestic conversational partners tend to complete the search quickly by offering a word for the aphasic speaker, even by hazarding a guess off the top of their head, whereas speech and language therapists often turn word searches into a therapeutic enterprise in which the aphasic speaker gets a chance to practice his or her word-finding skills. On the other hand, instead of immediate completion, speech and language therapists ask questions, or they may give a hint for the aphasic speaker to find the word him or herself even if the therapist knows the word. Therapists also often shift the speaking turn back to the aphasic speaker, thus encouraging aphasic speakers to continue the search themselves. This means that the institutional and non-institutional conversational partners are not simply collaborative or non-collaborative in their actions. Instead, they have different strategies in responding to aphasic word searching. These shape the whole construction of the search sequences.

As a result, word searches in therapy settings are often much longer than at home with familiar conversational partners. Therapists aim at maintaining the aphasic person as the speaker by only hinting in the right direction and letting the aphasic finally produce the word. This is somehow understandable since in speech and language therapy the target is to improve the speech of the client. As less familiar conversational partners they may also be more attentive to the preference for self-repair (Schegloff et al. 1977), that is, that it would be socially preferred that the people with aphasia first have an opportunity to overcome their word-finding difficulties. Furthermore, a certain kind of interactional ideology within speech and language therapy may explain the therapists’ behaviour of not completing the word searches of people with aphasia. According to this ideology, speech and language therapists should “not to speak on the behalf of the impaired speaker”, but act as “a communication ramp” that helps the person with aphasia to speak him or herself (cf. e.g. Kagan & Gailey, 1993; Kagan, 1998).  However, if interpreted as withdrawing from completing word searches this ideology does not work to promote aphasic conversation. Instead, long efforts to find the word make aphasic difficulties very explicit and may cause anxiety as the whole conversation breaks down.

In ordinary home conversations the participants orient to the smooth continuation of conversation and try to minimise the trouble caused by word searching. In therapy interaction conversation breaks down and trouble may pile up. One can ask whether the therapeutic practices could also be more collaborative and ordinary. As the ordinary practice of immediate completion of search is not applied within aphasia therapy, it actually hinders the communication of the person with aphasia. Hints and guessing block the flow of conversation and make it more difficult for the person with aphasia to express themselves. Assistance in word search would help the clients’ expression and let them experience smooth conversation. 

The findings of this study differ from the study where a speech and language therapist was found to be collaborative during aphasic word searching (Milroy & Perkins, 1992). However, even in that study the therapist did not directly complete aphasic searches, but offered clausal completions as candidate understandings to be confirmed.  Clausal candidate understandings were also common in this study. Furthermore, although there is some variation between the studies, previous studies suggest that the conversational practices within aphasia therapy differ from ordinary conversation. 

This study is in line with the earlier studies that therapists use questions as a response to aphasic repair efforts (Lindsay & Wilkinson, 1999).  However, the present findings contrast clearly with Lindsay and Wilkinson’s observation that speech and language therapists work to minimise the interactive consequences of aphasic problems in conversation, and that spouses expose and prolong the trouble. In the present study aphasic problems became more consequential for the conversation in aphasia therapy.
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APPENDIX 
Transcription symbols
The notation used is basically the same as the one used in conversation analytic literature (see, e.g., Atkinson & Heritage 1984: ix-xvi). The notation of gaze is simplified from Goodwin (1981).
Overlap and pauses

(0.5)        A pause and its duration in tenths of seconds
(.)            A micropause (less than 0.2 seconds)

=
Latching, i.e., no interval between the end of a prior and the start of a following piece of talk.

[              Beginning of overlap

]              End of overlap

Intonation contour

.              A falling intonation

,              A continuing (level) intonation
?             A rising intonation

Prosodic shifts and speech volume

↑          The word/segment following the arrow is uttered with a higher pitch than

the surrounding talk

↓
The word/segment following the arrow is uttered with a lower pitch than

 the surrounding talk

ei     
The underlined item is uttered with emphatic stress

º ei º      Quietly uttered word or utterance

Duration

la-         A cut-off word (a hyphen indicates self-interruption of the word)

la:         A stretch (a colon indicates lengthening of a sound)

>ei<       Talk inside arrow heads is said at a pace faster than the surrounding talk

<ai>
Talk inside arrow heads is said at a pace lower than the surrounding talk

ei<          A word ends abruptly

Other

.joo         A word pronounced with inbreath

.hh          Inbreath (each h indicating one tenth of a second)

hh           Outbreath

£ei£        Smiling voice

#ei#        Creaky voice

(koira)    Single parentheses indicate transcribers doubt

(-)           An unclearly heard word or utterance

Gestures and other non-verbal actions

((points at a doll))    
Non-verbal actions are described within double parentheses on a
 separate line below the utterance they co-occur with, or on a line
of their own if there is no simultaneous talk.

     ..B_______,,,
A line above the utterance indicates that the speaker is gazing
A:  Kato perhonen
at an object or a person; here B indicates that the speaker is

      Look a butterfly 
looking at a butterfly. The dots indicate that the speaker is shifting

his or her gaze towards the butterfly, and commas indicate that the

speaker is shifting his or her gaze away from the butterfly. 
Principles and abbreviations used in glossing

When of analytic interest, the talk of each person is depicted in three lines consisting of the original Finnish, an English word-by-word gloss, and an English translation. Aphasic word forms are in italics in the original Finnish, and the possible targets of the aphasic forms are marked line in curly brackets in the gloss.  
In the gloss, morphemes have been separated from the root with a hyphen (modified from Sorjonen, M-L., 2001).
The case endings are referred to by the following abbreviations:

Case

Abbreviation
Approximate meaning

Nominative
NOM

subject

Accusative
ACC

object

Genitive
GEN

possession

Partitive
PAR

partitiveness

Inessive
INE

‘in’

Elative

ELA

‘out of’

Illative

ILL

‘into’

Adessive
ADE

‘at, on’

Ablative
ABL

‘from’

Allative
ALL

‘to’

Essive

ESS

‘as’

Other abbreviations:

1NAME
first name

CLI

clitic







PRT

particle




PRO

pronoun
Q

interrogative clitic

� However, despite this general picture, there were some rare occasions where the significant other responded with a question to the search, and where the speech and language therapist offered a single word to complete the search.
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