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SPANISH 'NO, SÍ': REACTIVE MOVES TO PERCEIVED FACE THREATENING ACTS, PART II

, it is a marker of a dispreferred first and second part in an adjacency relationship.

Introduction

In Part I of this investigation we examined the Spanish particle no, sí in conversational interaction in terms of the discourse relations and structure involved in its use. We argued that no, sí is used in response to particular kinds of antecedent questions and also in an internal usage. We also examined the particle in terms of the cognitive states of the interactants, and identified its functions of correction, acceptance, or rejection. In this second part, we will explore in detail how no, sí is also a pragmatic response to a perceived face-threatening act (FTA). 1 Yes/no questions and their corresponding answers are a basic form of interactive dialogue. In Spanish, one commonly heard reply to a yes/no question can be seen in the following hypothetical example:

(1) A: ¿Vas a la fiesta conmigo o qué?

Are you going to the party with me or what? B: No-sí, voy contigo.

No yeah, I'm going with you.

The question could easily have been answered without using no in the response (e.g., Sí, voy contigo. 'Yes, I'm going with you'). Why then, would no, sí be used? We propose that certain questions can be heard as confrontational, and that B's use of the no, sí particle before the rest of his reply in example (1) indicates B's reaction to a perceived affront. Having already analyzed the structure of the discourse in which no, sí appears and the discourse relations germane to its usage (Part I of this investigation), we now turn to an examination of how the no, sí particle conveys an evaluative move that can signal to interlocutors that an FTA of some kind has been perceived and addressed. Below, in section 2, we present the contextual triggers that can prompt such a pragmatic strategy. The analysis of no, sí in terms of politeness issues that we offer in section 3 grounds our claims regarding pragmatic alignment, which are given in section 4. Section 5 completes our pragmatic analysis with supporting arguments from conversational analysis. The conclusions and a summary are given in sections 6 and 7 respectively.

The contexts of no, sí usage

In Part I of this study, we outlined five contexts in which no, sí appeared in our data. The contexts are presented again here. Data were drawn from various sources, but mainly from conversations with speakers of Spanish in Catalonia, Spain, except where noted. These examples are culled from a set of interviews between a linguistic researcher and 58 Spanish speakers in Barcelona, usually concerning the topic of language use. 2 In the following examples, (I) represents the interlocutor and (X) signifies the respondent.

Discourse Context 1:

A Yes-No Question (YNQ) and an alternative question (AltQ) in which the second alternative is an implicit or not, in the form of a stylistic variant of o qué ('or what'), not uncommon in varieties of Spanish spoken in Catalonia (Catalan Spanish). X's use of no, sí is to confirm or replace what X perceives I's presuppositions to be.

(2) (I) ¿Te ha costado esto del diálogo mucho o qué [= o No, like I think others could say it, or however it would be less incorrect. (I) ¡Vale! OK!

Discourse Context 2:

A question-answer pair (QAP) or statement-response pair (SRP) in which negation appears overtly expressed in the question or statement. Here, the no, sí response expresses denial of the assumption or expectation that X infers from the negated Q and introduces an explanation that corrects the perceived implicature. There are two sub-categories in this context, both of which are based on syntactic criteria. 3 In the first sub-category, the no, sí is followed by only the disputed XP of the previous VP in canonical theme-rheme order, while in the second, the entire VP in dispute follows no, sí, which corrects and emphasizes the whole proposition.

No, sí, followed by disputed [XP, VP]

(3) (I) Pero ¿tienes la impresión que la mayoría de los catalanes piensan como tú, o sea.. Te iba a decir si dominas una una lengua mejor que la otra, pero eso ya lo sabía. I was going to ask if you know one language better than another, but that I already knew. (X)

No.

No. (I)

Ya lo sabía ¿no? Castellano ¿Con gente bilingüe, prefieres hablar castellano? I already knew it, right? Castilian, with bilingual people, you prefer to speak Castilian? (X) Sí. Yes.

Discourse Context 3:

Here no, sí is an acceptance of and agreement with the propositions implicated in I's non-Q utterance. The example is drawn from a meeting between a supervisor (I) and a university teaching assistant (X), both of whom are Mexicans but residents of the U.S., speaking about the feedback the supervisor has for the teacher after a class visit. In this example, the use of no, sí is related to an acknowledgment of the proposition contained in I's utterance.

(5) (I) Lo hiciste muy muy bien en el ejercicio de preguntas personales.

You did it very well in the exercise on personal questions. (X) Qué bien.

That's great.

(I)

Eh, quizás solamente, bueno esto no tanto en las preguntas personales, pero en la sección de cuando ellos hicieron unas traducciones. Eh, maybe just, well, not so much with the personal questions, but in the section where they did some translations. 

Phonetic realizations and pragmatic functions

The five uses described above correspond to three different phonetic realizations of no, sí; i.e., either with no pause between the two adverbials, with a short pause, or with a long pause as two independent answers. In Context 1, no, sí functions as a fully grammaticalized particle (no-sí) and there is no pause between the two adverbials. In the next three contexts, no, sí functions as a partially grammaticalized compound, and the two adverbials are separated by a short pause. In Context 5, the two adverbials function independently of one another, and are separated by a long pause. 4 As in Part I, our analysis in Part II treats only the first four types, including no-sí and no, sí. In Part I, we claimed that while semantic analysis can account for the structures of the interactions in which no, sí appeared, in order to understand the complete function of the use of this particle, one must turn to the pragmatics involved. We claimed that neither the surface structure nor the semantic interpretation of no, sí is causally responsible for the pragmatic effects of this particle, which we believe to be greater than those of its component adverbials. In spoken interactions, the use of no, sí in the first four Discourse Contexts represents a dual conversational strategy of (a) acknowledging a perceived FTA (or perceived dispreferred response) and initiating a counter FTA (or counter dispreferred utterance) and of (b) moving toward alignment, at times hedging the response, as given in the formula in (8):

(8) pragmatic functions of no, sí = no acknowledge perceived FTA/initiate counter FTA + sí hedge/alignment All the discourse examples in which no, sí appears reveal a response to a previous utterance that has some element of provocation or potential criticism, something that could be heard as an FTA. In the Catalan Spanish examples given to this point, this provocative style was used in accommodation to the high degree of conventionalized directness present in the speech community observed and also because the interviewer wanted to elicit more information from the informants. Such a questioning style, though very frequent in certain modes of discourse and in certain speech communities (cf. [START_REF] Tannen | The machine-gun question: An example of conversational style[END_REF], can still be interpreted at times as an imposition to the addressee's face. In all the Spanish examples, the addressees initially react to the perceived FTAs by leading into their responses with no, sí. More specifically, in all the Discourse Contexts, the particle is used to mark an alignment with the other interactant. We will discuss these points below in terms of politeness, alignment, and preference structure.

Politeness and no, sí

We begin our pragmatic analysis by addressing the issue of politeness implicit in several of the uses of no, sí. We claim that the no, sí particle often expresses a reaction to perceived FTA's, intended or not, and ground our claim in the model of politeness by [START_REF] Brown | Politeness: Some universals in language usage[END_REF]. This well-established model deals with model speakers and hearers who are endowed with the key properties of rationality and 'positive' and 'negative' face [START_REF] Goffman | Forms of talk[END_REF], which allow them to choose the means necessary to accomplish their conversational goals. Brown and Levinson define their concept of face, or self-image, as "a set of wants satisfiable only by the actions (including expression of wants) of others" (Brown and Levinson, 1987:60). They specify positive face, the desire to be approved of, and negative face, the desire not to be imposed upon. In this framework, one refers to acts that threaten another's face (FTAs).

Contradictions, disagreements, and interruptions, for example, can be construed as challenges to the addressee's positive face (Brown and Levinson, 1987:66), while provocations, pressing for more information than the addressee may initially be willing to offer or presuming certain beliefs that may not actually be held by the addressee are part of negative politeness since they impose upon the addressee as threats to the addressee's face. These elements are present in the utterances before no, sí and, depending on the speech community, could constitute acts of negative politeness that pose various degrees of threat to face. We agree with [START_REF] Attardo | Locutionary and perlocutionary cooperation: the perlocutionary cooperative principle[END_REF] that mechanisms of politeness are culture bound and, for the Catalan Spanish speakers, we propose that such a conversational style may be mildly or very face-threatening, depending on the context. 5 Yet, though politeness issues of such a discourse style might be culture specific, [START_REF] Attardo | Locutionary and perlocutionary cooperation: the perlocutionary cooperative principle[END_REF] also postulates that mechanisms to achieve cooperation are universal. Thus, regardless of how common or accepted conventionalized directness and provocative discourse are in Catalan Spanish, we believe that speakers of this variety still follow the Principle of Cooperation [START_REF] Grice | Logic and conversation[END_REF] and desire harmony in order to continue their conversation. It follows then that the addressees can choose to ignore the FTAs and simply provide the information requested or they can signal that some element of disharmony was perceived, and either try to work toward regaining full alignment or openly speak about the FTA. Such a signal is provided in no, sí.

In the case that the addressees opt to signal the perception of FTAs in denials or corrections of the perceived assumptions, these signals themselves could also be perceived as FTAs by the interlocutors who made the initial FTAs. For this very reason, the individuals who initially perceived some threat to face may try to attenuate the effect of their responses. In Brown and Levinson's terminology, the illocutionary force can be redressed or hedged in acts of positive politeness. Redress signifies an attempt to counteract any potential damage of an FTA by saying something in such a way that it indicates that no face threat is intended or desired (Brown and Levinson,p. 70). Hedging refers to the avoidance of expressing commitment to a given assumption underlying an utterance (p. 147). FTAs are hedged and/or redressed by the individuals who make them. This positive politeness is directed towards the positive face of one's interlocutors; i.e., their perennial desire for their wants (or for the actions/acquisitions resulting from them) to be considered desirable. The intent of hedging and redressing is to satisfy that desire partially by communicating that the wants (or some of them) of the individual who has made the FTA are in some respects similar to the addressee's wants (p. 101).

We find examples in each Discourse Context that illustrate these strategies. Consider again example (2) from Discourse Context 1, which illustrates an AltQ o qué. We repeat that example in (9). ( 9 In example ( 9), the interviewer asks the informant if he had trouble with a linguistic task involving grammaticality judgments of a dialog. I asks a yes-no question with the tag question o qué, equivalent to 'or what', a question form that implies that the interviewer is expecting the informant to respond to the question not only with a yes or no but also with an explanation. Again, although this form of questioning is quite common in the community studied, the demanding tag could still be interpreted as a kind of FTA, since the interviewer is impinging on X's desire to have his will unimpeded. 6 X replies with the no-sí particle, acknowledging recognition of a possible FTA but actually giving an affirmative answer; i.e., that he did have trouble. Note that here the informant agrees with the interviewer, and so there is no counter FTA. Rather, the informant goes straight into an elaboration to realign the discourse. When I interrupts the beginning of the elaboration to ask for an elaboration, the answer given is initially hedged and therefore face-saving: X claims not to speak that way very often. When I pursues the reason that X thinks he does not speak that way, X, still reluctant to admit any difficulty with the dialogue that may belie his own linguistic insecurity, offers an alternative that he probably feels will be pleasing to everybody: he claims that everybody speaks a little differently and so it is hard to judge how others speak. This move is clearly one of positive politeness towards common ground. So in this case we see an example of no, sí that confirms what X perceives I's presuppositions to be but likewise initiates a hedged explanation that moves towards harmony in the discourse. This strategy of alignment will be further discussed below.

Politeness strategies are illustrated as well in Discourse Context 2. Consider again example (3), which represents a structure in which negation appears overtly expressed in I's question and no, sí expresses denial of the assumption or expectation that X infers from the negated Q. We repeat part of that example as (10). ( 10 Exactly.

In (10) the question ('So you don't have a good opinion of the Catalan nationalists') reflects I's interpretation of X's previous comments and probes for a confirmation of this interpretation, thereby potentially infringing on X's negative face. X goes on record with no, sí to recognize this infringement on his negative face and to correct the implication that he does not have a good opinion of Catalanists. In doing so, he also begins an explanation to hedge the counter FTA implied by his own correction. The hedge is a move of positive politeness that initiates a negotiation in order to reach a co-constructed understanding, which is then forthcoming when I offers his revised understanding of the matter and X agrees. We will return to the importance of the co-construction of discourse in our discussion of alignment in Section 4.

Similar politeness strategies are also illustrated in Discourse Context 3, in which no, sí signals an acceptance of the propositions expressed in I's non-Q utterance. Consider again example (5), part of which is reproduced here as ( 11).

(11) (I) Quizá, lo que m--...para mí hizo un poquito de falta es que ellos repitieran a coro, por ejemplo 'eran las cinco', mm 'cuando vivía en Lima enseñaba'. No, yes, it's true, yes.

In ( 11), the supervisor (I) issues a criticism, albeit softened and implicit, of the way the Assistant Instructor (X) taught a particular class activity, an act that definitely could be heard as an FTA, depending on the sensitivity of X. X responds with a no as a signal to acknowledge the perceived FTA, and then a sí to agree emphatically with the Supervisor's suggestion and show respect for her opinion. X could have responded with sí, es cierto, sí, simply to agree with the criticism, but reacts first with the no. By signaling this interpretation of the preceding utterance, X in effect lets I know that such a perception was made. I may then make some kind of adjustment in the following utterances to seek alignment again with the speaker to show that I desires a harmonious interaction, as I did in (10). In this case, however, the supervisor is criticizing, evaluating, and suggesting, which is part of her job; there is no further negotiation of politeness in (11). 7 Finally, we see the same politeness strategies again in Discourse Context 4, example (6), which we repeat here as (12). ( 12 No, en principio.

No, theoretically.

In ( 12), the concept of politeness accounts for X's use of no, sí to affirm his own intentions or statements in the context of teasing by I. I invites X to add more questions, since he has no more to ask. X refuses, although he mitigates his refusal with laughter. The refusal, however, is face-threatening to I who, in turn, counters the refusal by gently teasing X ('So you're done then, you're done!'). The Ah no no, sí response from X shows evidence of the operation of positive politeness concepts. The no, no, which is not really needed in order to answer affirmatively to I's statement, seems to be a polite acknowledgment that X has perceived the threat he made to I's face by refusing to add more questions, and the sí reiterates the refusal. In this case, the no, sí response functions to maintain the truth conditional value of X's initial refusal yet redress its illocutionary force, downplaying any lingering tension from the FTA. This example is important because it further demonstrates the multifunctional nature of the no, sí response. In Discourse Context 4 the particle serves to signal acknowledgement of an FTA made not by the interlocutor as in previous examples, but rather by the same individual who actually uses no, sí. That is, Discourse Context 4 illustrates the redressive use of no, sí in another facet of positive politeness.

Thus, we find an explanation for the use of no, sí in the concept of politeness as outlined in [START_REF] Brown | Politeness: Some universals in language usage[END_REF]. This particle is used to signal acknowledgment of a possible FTA. It can either counter the FTA in a move of negative politeness that corrects the interlocuter, or it can be part of a move of positive politeness to confirm, accept, or reaffirm previous utterances. In addition, as we discuss further in the next section, the particle is often used to introduce a move towards alignment with the interlocutor, a move of positive politeness that can redress the force of previous utterances.

Alignment

Examples from our data also illustrate other concepts related to politeness, in particular, [START_REF] Goffman | Forms of talk[END_REF] concepts of alignment and 'footing'. 8 He describes 'footing', or a combination of the interactants' positions in their dialogue with respect to one another and the events at hand, as exhibiting an alignment to each other and to what is being said. As the conversation proceeds, the interactants select the footing that provides them with "the least self-threatening position in the circumstances or...the most defensible alignment" (p. 325-326). Goffman states that a change in footing implies a change in the alignment between the participants of a discourse and shows the way the production or reception of an utterance is managed. A change in footing implies a change in the way events are framed (p. 128). A message from one interactant to another that something said was perceived to be somewhat face-threatening could induce such a change in footing and change the line of interaction.

Goffman notes that in much spoken interaction, participants can provide an evaluative expression of what they take to be occurring without affecting the flow of interaction. In doing this they can "make their position felt, make their alignment of what is occurring known, without committing others to address themselves openly to these communications" (p. 29). He also says in another essay that participants in conversation give off signs that are not truly part of the content but that function to regulate, bound, and qualify the talk (1974:245). In other words, participants can reveal their attitudes about aspects of the interaction, such as the perception that one's interlocutor said something inappropriate or face-threatening, or the perception that one's interlocutor expressed a message in a tone that carried irritation. It is not surprising to find that one can choose to communicate such perceptions indirectly, through the use of some kind of signal, linguistic or otherwise, as reported in studies such as [START_REF] Goodwin | Conversational organization: Interaction between speakers and hearers[END_REF].

These concepts obtain in each of the Discourse Contexts described earlier; however, for the sake of brevity, here we will not revisit every example. Instead, consider the data given in (13), an example from Discourse Context 2 that illustrates alignment strategies common to all the Discourse Contexts. In (13), X corrects I's mistaken assumption of X's ideas but attenuates his disagreements on the importance of being born Catalan.

(13) (I) Entonces, en orden de importancia, ¿cuáles serían los requisitos, [S1-27, p.1] que uno tendría que tener para ser catalán? So, in order of importance, what would the requirements be in your mind for someone to be Catalan? (X) ¿En orden de importancia?

In order of importance? (I) Sí, lo más importante, segundo más, tercero... Yeah, the most important, second most important, third... (X) Lo más importante, pues supongo que considerarse catalán ¿no?, hablar bien la lengua, escribirla bien y no sé, pensar en catalán. 

Yes. (I)

Hablar <> y entorno.

Speaking Catalan<> and moving in Catalan circles. (X)

Sí, yo creo que sí. Yes, I think so.

In ( 13), I openly asks X if being born in Catalonia doesn't matter at all in defining oneself as Catalan, implying in his question that he himself (I) believes it is quite important. X first answers that it is not important, and has to repeat this answer again for I. But I does not let the issue rest, and presses X to tell him where she would place one's birthplace in the list of defining characteristics. X answers by saying something indirectly related to the question, but I presses to ask if birthplace would just be low on the list (4th), or if it isn't even important. After hearing the same question several times, X counters with no, sí and openly corrects I's proposition that birthplace is not even important in a move of negative politeness. Having been pushed finally to admit the importance of birthplace in defining oneself as Catalan, X then attenuates or hedges her own admission by immediately starting an explanation, probably of the relatively minor importance of birthplace. 9 The hedging function of the explanation introduced by no, sí here is a move of positive politeness. Once he finds common ground that birthplace actually does matter, and once he perceives a counter FTA in the illocutionary force of no, sí, I finally backs off and capitulates to X's previously stated position that thinking of oneself as a Catalan is the most important criterion. The situation is resolved when I proposes the compromise regarding the relative importance of criteria, to which X agrees.

As stated earlier, the no, sí particle can be a linguistic signal that some threat to face was perceived in a previous utterance. Of course, the signal of the perceived threat can be, in and of itself, a counter threat to the person who made the initial threat, and as such it is sometimes redressed to maintain equilibrium in the politeness of the discourse. Thus the use of no, sí in ( 13) allows its user to stand ground with the other participant(s) of the dialogue and to avoid disagreement with them at the same time. Due to these functions, the particle can be seen as a local 'aligning action' [START_REF] Stokes | Aligning actions[END_REF], cited in Nofsinger 1991:111 and Hayashi 1996:248); that is, any action that is directly relevant to the interlocutor's adjacent utterance and used to clarify or correct the message.

From an alignment perspective, the sequence of events shown in (13) is an excellent example of co-constructed meaning negotiated by the speaker and the hearer in a clearly defined social context, i.e., that of an interview. The importance of the socially variable negotiation of meaning is highlighted by [START_REF] Bourdieu | Language and symbolic power[END_REF], who proposes a dynamic model that allows simultaneously for agency and interpretation of different meanings in varying social and linguistic markets. In this model, extralinguistic messages (including FTAs) need not be mindfully implied to be inferred, and meaning will be interpreted differently by different interlocutors in different social and linguistic markets. Thompson (Bourdieu, 1991:39, italics in original) reminds us that "each recipient helps to produce the message which he perceives and appreciates by bringing to it everything that makes up his singular and collective experience." X is a free agent who can choose to react to the same stimulus in varying ways. We propose that one such reaction has become conventionalized for some Spanish speakers. Thus, X's own previous experience with the conversational style that I uses in (13) (i.e., X's pragmatic competence) actually contributes to the status of the repeated question as a FTA for her. Once X goes on record to recognize this discourse style, she co-produces it, defending herself with a counter FTA (no, sí), and sets into motion what, in her speech community (as well as those of other Spanish speakers) is a conventionalized, in-your-face negotiation of meaning. That is, the repeated questioning is not actually an FTA until X recognizes it as such on record. X's use of no, sí instead of simply saying sí consigns overt FTA status to the repeated question and initiates a patterned response mechanism, whose culturally recognized function is to defend oneself bald-on-record and then try to find a common ground. In the case of ( 13), I recognizes this signal and joins X to negotiate the repair effectively. 10

No, sí and preference structure

We also find support for our analysis in notions taken from Conversation Analysis. Following [START_REF] Schegloff | The preference for self-correction in the organization of repair in conversation[END_REF], conversation is basically organized by 'adjacency pairs', or paired utterances in which one speaker says, for example, a question, and the addressee then responds with an answer. The response, in the second part of the pair, needs to be relevant and expectable. This relevance condition clarifies not only that the two parts of the pair are bound together by the fact that a question is followed by an answer, but rather, that two adjoining utterances by respective interactants meet certain expectations of relevance (Levinson, 1983:306); i.e., that they make sense in context. 11 Of course, there is not just one answer to a question that meets the criteria of 'relevant and expectable', but a limited set of answers. Herein lies the importance of the notion of 'preference' in the second part of the pair, whereby certain seconds are more preferred than others because they maintain the alignment between the participants. [START_REF] Sacks | On the preferences for agreement and contiguity in sequences in conversation[END_REF] notes that within adjacency pairs, the first part encodes preferred seconds, and addressees can recognize and use the encoded information to provide the preferred response in order to maintain harmony. When the preferred response is not forthcoming, then dispreferred seconds typically are marked by some delay, pause, or discourse marker, such as well in English, or some account that the preferred second is not forthcoming [START_REF] Pomerantz | Second assessment: A study of some features of agreements/disagreements[END_REF]. As Levinson (1983:336) outlines in a table regarding adjacency pair seconds, if the first part of a pair is a question, the preferred response is an expected answer, whereas the dispreferred response is an unexpected answer or a non-answer. 12 In the case of corrections, the preference is for the correction to be made by the speakers themselves, not by the interlocutor.

In the dialogic examples examined, the no, sí particle appears to mark a dispreferred second of an adjacency pair. That is, it can be seen as a presequence to an answer that is generally not one that the interlocutor would usually want to hear. The data we have discussed, however, illustrate a slight variation to the dispreferred second described above. We also actually see a dispreferred first, in the form of a question or statement that provokes or challenges the addressee in some way. Consider that many of the firsts in our data are negated interrogatives. As pointed out in Koike (1994:524), negated interrogatives in Spanish in several contexts (such as requests) are often taken as pessimistic and insistent; that is, they question forcefully and do not hedge. The non-polite interpretation of negated interrogatives may be generated by the implicature that it expresses an undesirable state of affairs for which the addressee may have some part. 13 Therefore, one may ask what the preferred second would be to such a question. The preferred second probably would be to answer the question, agreeing with the interviewer's implicatures and ignoring the provocation or challenge, as in the hypothetical example of ( 14). ( 14) (I) ¿No tienes una buena opinión de los catalanistas?

You don't have a good opinion of Catalanists? (A) No, no me caen bien.

No, I don't like them.

In most of the cases we have seen, however, the respondents must either affirm something that they are actually reluctant or embarrassed to say, as in examples (2) [9], (5) [11], and (6) [12], or correct some element of the first part of the pair, expressed by the interviewer, as in examples (3) [10], (4), and ( 13). In all cases, the respondents give dispreferred answers, indicated by the no, sí. This idea correlates with the politeness reading, since the preferred content of both parts of the QAP or SAP should be of equal politeness polarity. Since I's first part is not perceived to be a polite expression, and X's initial reaction is not preferred, the no, sí particle marks the responses as dispreferred expressions.

In examining dispreferred utterances in Spanish, Jobe (personal communication) points out that what he calls 'participant alignment markers' can introduce dispreferred responses by displacing them out of turn initial position, as in (15), an example taken from a spontaneous telephone conversation between two Spanish speakers from Spain who are also very close friends (notations are those used in Atkinson and Heritage, 1984):

(15) (A) .ha oye encuentro que tienes que hablar con e[ll:os].

Listen I find that you have to speak with them. (B)[.hhh] hhh (0.1) es que -sa -estaba pensando en eso. Pero (.) me acuerdo que hace tiempo (0.5) cuando: vivía enel en:: -en el otro edificio. (0.1) [.hhh} hhh (0.1) it's that -you kn---I was thinking about that, but I recall that some time ago when I lived in the -in the other building (A) mmha ( .) mmhmm (B) que andábamos con la misma historia con los vecinos de abajo (0.1) that we had the same problem with the downstairs neighbors (A) yahh= yeah

In ( 15), B responds to A's suggestion with exaggerated in-and outbreaths and two false starts, and Jobe attributes the use of these kinds of disfluencies to the fact that B is delivering a dispreferred response. He claims that these disfluency elements displace B's response out of turn initial position and signal that the next part will be dispreferred. In a similar fashion, we propose that no, sí displaces, or likewise introduces, a dispreferred response. In our data, the no initially signals that the discourse between participants is out of alignment and that what the speaker of no, sí heard is not a preferred statement or question. The no is then complemented by the sí, which is seen as a move toward alignment with the other participant. This reading is related to Pomerantz's (1984) finding that dispreferred utterances are often comprised of two conflicting propositions, reflective of attention to I's positive and negative face, to mitigate the FTA of such an utterance.

Conclusions

To conclude, we propose that no, sí is greater than the mere combination of two opposing adverbs. We submit that it is a compound particle that has developed a set of specialized yet delineable pragmatic functions related through implicature. As a compound particle, the two adverbials behave prosodically, semantically, and pragmatically as a unit in several of the discourse contexts in which they appear. The fact that no, sí is not perceived as an illogical contradiction in Spanish, or as waffling, as no, yes can be perceived in English, is testimony to the lack of a literal reading assigned to the particle's component adverbs by Spanish speakers. [START_REF] Brown | Politeness: Some universals in language usage[END_REF] hypothesize that particles of politeness likely exist in many more languages than studies have thus far documented, because they are often based on the commonest of adverbs and "they are just the sort of thing that tends to escape the net of the grammarian and the lexicographer" (p. 273). We submit that no, sí is a particle of this kind and suspect that the functions it represents are common ones. That is, we submit that no, sí gives feedback to the listener as to how an utterance or set of utterances is being understood. No, sí can signal the listener that some FTA has been perceived and can initiate a counter FTA. No, sí can also hedge or redress the actual response it initiates, softening the force of a dispreferred second. Thus, no, sí, in pragmatic terms, functions to signal disharmony and to move toward alignment in several discourse contexts.

This highly specialized particle would seem to have formal surface parallels in neighboring Romance languages such as French (mais, si). Further parallels may be seen in several Germanic languages that have actually lexicalized the affirmative response to a negative leading question with a 'yes to negative' form (jo in Danish and Norwegian, doch in German) that is in complementary distribution with the adverbial used to respond 'yes' to non-negative leading questions (ja in all three languages). While we do not claim functional universality of the highly determined speech acts under examination, we do find a basis for their use in Spanish in the notions of politeness, alignment, and preference structure. Nevertheless, the particle may be one of the mechanisms to achieve politeness that are culturally bound, as suggested by [START_REF] Attardo | Locutionary and perlocutionary cooperation: the perlocutionary cooperative principle[END_REF]. We support the further documentation of such significant, yet underinvestigated, phenomena in Spanish as well as in other languages, both for the contribution that such research can make to describing and understanding the world's languages and for the contribution that it can make to furthering pragmatic theory.

Summary

Our aim in Parts I and II of this study has been to show that no, sí is more than just a sequence of opposing adverbs. It is a particle of politeness with a highly specialized discourse function, that of a reactive expression to a perceived FTA that introduces other discourse functions while maintaining coherence in the discourse. We have examined the semantic deconstruction of no, sí into its component lexical and functional parts. Assuming cooperation is desired during interactional communication, we have discussed the particle's contribution to the general structure of the interaction, in terms of discourse relations, coherence, and expectations. Yet, this analysis captured only part of the conversational dimensions of no, sí. According to our analyses, the compound functions of no, sí vary according to the discourse context in which they occur, but they all relate to principles of politeness. In Context 1, no-sí acknowledges a question that presses for more information ('or what?') and leads into a face-saving, noncommittal confirmation or correction of what the interlocutor seems to be presupposing plus the offer of an alternative viewpoint that seeks harmony in the discourse. The particle in Context 2 prefaces a denial or rejection of the assumption or expectation that is inferred from the interlocutor's negated question, hedging the rejection and introducing an attenuating explanation that seeks to establish common ground. No, sí in Context 3 illustrates agreement with presuppositions implicated in an interlocutor's previous utterance, showing another clear move toward alignment. In Context 4 the particle is used to reaffirm the speaker's own intentions or statements, while mitigating or redressing their potential threat to the face of the interlocutor.

The potential pragmatic functions of no, sí include saving one's own face by acknowledging and countering a perceived FTA, hedging or redressing this initial reaction, and introducing attenuating explanations to seek common ground, harmony in discourse, and general conversational alignment. As an expression of alignment, no, sí exhibits an evaluative process. That is, an individual interprets the pragmatic value of the perceived threat of the previous speech act and reacts to it, first by signaling such a perception, and then by correcting it ever so carefully or trying to move into alignment with the speaker. This feedback mechanism falls within the basic principles of politeness and conversational management. We believe that particles similar to the one under examination may exist in other languages as well. If so, they may furnish an important resource for the study of politeness and alignment strategies.

Notes 1 An abbreviated comprehensive account of the discourse relations and issues of politeness involved in the use of no, sí was presented at the International Conference on the Semantics and Pragmatics of Spanish, held at the Ohio State University in November 1999 and is currently under review for publication. 2 We would like to acknowledge the aid of the Program for Cultural Cooperation between Spain's Ministry of Culture and United States' Universities, subvention #1490, whose support of Prof. Vann's doctoral research allowed him to gather the data on which much of this investigation is based. 3 The subcategories of Discourse Context 2 differ on syntactic criteria only. As far as we can tell, the syntactic differences do not lead to significant interactional differences; therefore, both subcategories of Discourse Context 2 will be treated together, alongside the other Discourse Contexts, in our unified pragmatic analysis.
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At this stage of our investigation it is unclear to what extent, if any, the differing degrees of grammaticalization between the fully grammaticalized particle in Discourse Context 1 and the partially grammaticalized compound in Discourse Contexts 2, 3, and 4 correspond to potential differences in politeness.

5 Nevertheless, despite its potential face-threatening nature, this speech style is not considered rare or out of the ordinary in Catalan Spanish. 6 Another interesting interpretation by an anonymous JoP reviewer regarding alternative questions is that these questions may also be analyzed in terms of negative politeness strategies. The reviewer notes that "the alternative-indicating device is intended to reduce the cognitive effort to be made by the hearer in answering the question by making explicit, or partially explicit, the bipolarity inherent in yes-no questions." He also notes, however, that this kind of politeness would require the utterance to be marked with a mitigating intonational contour. 7 As seen in [START_REF] Hayashi | Politeness in conflict management: A conversation analysis of dispreferred message from a cognitive perspective[END_REF], in an encounter like this one between a supervisor and a teacher, the expectations on the part of the participants temper the FTAs that may occur. This context exemplifies how interpretation of meanings varies in different social and linguistic markets, a notion we will return to in section 4. 8 In sections 4 and 5, rather than continue to revisit the same examples already given earlier, we present new data. In each section we discuss one example in great detail. The examples chosen for analysis in each section illustrate moves of alignment and preference structure that occur in all the Discourse Contexts. 9 The admission is a strategy of positive politeness known as Avoid Disagreement, in which the desire to agree or appear to agree with the addressee leads also to mechanisms for pretending to agree, or instances of 'token' agreement (Brown and Levinson, 1987:113). One example Brown and Levinson cite (p. 114) is:

(1) (A) What is she, small? (B) Yes, yes, she's small, smallish, um, not really small but certainly not very big. The addressee (B) obviously does not believe the referent is small, but replies at first in agreement with speaker (A), only then to reveal B's true opinion and hedge it. 10 It is worth noting that for another individual in this or other speech communities, the repeated question might not be considered even a weak FTA, or it might be taken as an even stronger one. In either case, if the individual were to choose not to respond with some signal such as no, sí, then the repeated questioning would not attain the co-constructed status of an FTA, and the common ground repair script would not be played out. This point is further evidence to support the claim advanced in section 3 that no, sí as a mechanism of politeness is culturally bound. 11 Schegloff (1988:113) clarifies that the effects of showing that "a turn at talk was heard and how it was understood are the by-products of the construction of a next turn and part of the adjacency relationship." These effects do not have to be components of adjacency pairs per se. 12 As a JoP reviewer pointed out to us, the non-polite interpretation of negated interrogatives may be generated by the implicature that they express an undesirable state of affairs for which the addressee could potentially be blamed. 13 We thank an anonymous JoP reviewer for pointing this out to us.

  Más que nada porque hay muchas eh em, o sea situaciones que nunca, que no lo utilizaría yo nunca. More than anything else because there are a lot of, um, situations in which I would never use it. (I) ¿Porque no hablas castellano mucho o porque tenías que difer-diferir entre cómo hablas tú y cómo hablan los demás? Because you don't speak Spanish very often or because you had to differentiate between how you speak and how others speak? (X) Sí, no cómo hablan los demás, no, dependiendo de de diferentes, o sea claro que no, diferentes, entes sociales, diferentes clases, todo el mundo supongo que habla mejor o peor. Yeah, not how other people speak, no. It depends on different, I mean, of course not, different, social groups, different classes; I suppose each individual speaks a little better or worse. (I) Al final, ¿lo has hecho como lo dirías tú o como lo dicen los demás? In the end, did you do it like you would say it or like other people say it? (X) No, como creo que lo pueden decir, o como sería menos incorrecto.

	(X)	
		no]?	[S1-11, p. 1]
		Was the dialog hard for you or what?
	(X)	No-sí, porque-
		No yeah, because-
	(I)	¿Por qué?
		Because what?

  Regarding the Catalanists definitely, I mean, I am Catalanist. The people I don't have a good opinion of are the Catalanists, or the people who call themselves Catalanists, who, under that name, well, I don't know, can go so far as to kill someone for being a Castilian or for being Spanish or something like that.

	(I)	¿O sea, no los radicales?
		So, you don't have a good opinion of the radicals?
	(X)	Exacto.
		Exactly.
	2.2.2. No, sí followed by whole VP
	(4) (I)	¿Dominas...? O sea...olvídate de esta pregunta porque ya me has dicho que [M1-9,
		p.3]
		no hablas catalán.
		Are you proficient?...Wait...forget this question because you have already told me that
		you don't speak Catalan.
	(X)	No, sí que hablo catalán.
		No, I do speak Catalan.
	(I)	
	(I)	¿Y los catalanistas también?
		And the Catalanists too?
	(X)	Aaaa, creo que sí. Siempre hay esa rama radical y tal, pero no encuentro que sean estos
		una parte representativa de... de los catalanes, esa parte radical y que pueden provocar
		las destrozas o lo que sea sino, creo que el catalán es más bien pacifista, pacífico.
		I think so. There is always that radical branch that can provoke trouble, but I don't
		find those people representative of all Catalans. I think that Catalan people are
		generally pacifists.
	(I)	

. [S1-21, p. 4] que son pacíficos, y que no no les gusta la guerra, ni la violencia? But, do you get the impression that most Catalans think like you do, I mean, that they are pacifists and that they don't like war or violence? (X) Yo creo que hay de todo como todo, ¿no?, pero creo que... una inmensa mayoría, es bastante pacífica. I think that there is a little bit of everything like with anything, you know? But I think that the vast majority of people are pretty pacifist. O sea, no ¿no tienes una buena opinión de los catalanistas? So, you don't have a good opinion of the Catalanists? (X) No, sí sí, de los catalanistas sí, o sea yo soy catalanista. Lo que no tengo buena opinión es de esta gente catalanista o que se hace llamar catalanista, que...aaaa, bajo ese nombre pues..., que siiii yo que sé, puede llegar a matar a alguien por ser castellano o por ser... español o por ser algo asín. No, I do!

  (X) Sí, no como hablan los demás, no, dependiendo de de diferentes, o sea claro que no, diferentes, entes sociales, diferentes clases, todo el mundo supongo que habla mejor o peor.

		Yea, not how other people speak, not, depending on different, I mean, of course
		not, different, social groups, different classes; I suppose everybody speakes a little
		better or worse.	
	(I)	Al final, ¿lo has hecho como lo dirías tú o como lo dicen los demás?
		In the end, did you do it like you would say it or like other people say it?
	(X) No, como creo que lo pueden decir, o como sería menos incorrecto.
		No, like I think others could say it, or however it would be less incorrect.
	(I)	¡Vale!	
		OK!	
	) (I)	¿Te ha costado esto del diálogo mucho o qué = [o no]?	[S1-11, p. 1]
		Was the dialog hard for you or what?	
	(X)	No-sí, porque-	
		No yeah, because-	
	(I)	¿Por qué?	
		Because what?	
	(X)	Más que nada porque hay muchas eh em, o sea situaciones que nunca, que no lo
		utilizaría yo nunca.	
		More than anything else because there are a lot of, um, situations in which I would
		never use it.	
	(I) ¿Porque no hablas castellano mucho o porque tenías que difer-diferir entre como
		hablas tú y como hablan los demás?	

Because you don't speak Spanish very often or because you had to differentiate between how you speak and how others speak?

  de los catalanistas sí, o sea yo soy catalanista. Lo que no tengo buena opinión es de esta gente catalanista o que se hace llamar catalanista, que...aaaa, bajo ese nombre pues..., que siiii yo que sé, puede llegar a matar a alguien por ser castellano o por ser... español o por ser algo asín.

	) (I) O sea, no ¿no tienes una buena opinión de los catalanistas? [S1-21, p. 4]
		So, you don't have a good opinion of the Catalanists?
	(X)	No, sí sí, No, I do! Regarding the Catalanists definitely, I mean, I am Catalanist. The people I
		don't have a good opinion of are the Catalanists, or the people who call themselves
		Catalanists, who, under that name, well, I don't know, can go so far as to kill someone
		for being a Castilian or for being Spanish or something like that.
	(I)	¿O sea, no los radicales?
		So, you don't have a good opinion of the radicals?
	(X)	Exacto.

  Más que nada para que ellos acostumbren a oirla. 'Vivía', 'enseñaba': Maybe what... in my opinion was lacking was for them to repeat in chorus, for example,

	'it was	five o'clock', 'when I lived in Lima I used to teach'. More than
	anything else so they would get	used to hearing it. 'I used to live there',
	'I used to teach'.	

(X) No, sí, es cierto, sí.

  )(I) Pues bueno yo estoy sin preguntas. ¿Quieres verlas y [S1-11, p. 11] y si quieres ampliarme más pues...? Well I'm out of questions. Do you want to see them and if you want to add more, Well, it's up to you! Was there something that you wanted to comment more on but weren't able to, or is that all? (X)

		well...?
	(X)	No no (risas).
		No no (laughter).
	(I)	¡Ya estás, ya estás!
		So you're done then, you're done!
	(X)	Sí, ¿no?, ah no no, sí.

Yes, aren't I? No, well, yeah. (I) 

¡Bueno tú mismo! ¿Ha habido algo que has querido has querido comentar algo más y no has podido? ¿o ya está?
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