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1. Introduction to the research.  

This paper  analyses the educational interactions of  the promotion of non-violent conflict management taking place in primary schools in the Region of Emilia-Romagna (Italy). All of the interactions analyzed were, according to their features, educational. In this context the following research questions were addressed:

· What  are the features of educational interaction?  
· What do we mean by “educational”? 
· In which way does educational communication influence the outcomes of social intervention? 

Traditionally, commonly endorsed and observed norms and values are considered a prerequisite  for an integrated society (Heyting et al. 2002). In Parson's view normative orientations materialize as social roles and role expectancies, therefore the contribution of schooling and education to the integration of society consists in the furthering and strengthening of consensus on these basic values (Parson 1951).  
Niklas Luhmann sees Parsons’ theory of education as missing the concepts of self-reference and complexity. Self-reference is a condition for the efficient functioning of systems. Self-reference means that a system is able to observe itself, can reflect on itself and make decisions as a result of this reflection. In Luhmann’s theory, the chief task performed by social systems is to reduce complexity, which brings more choices and more possibilities; it takes more “no’s” to reach a "yes".
Luhmann stresses that the fundamental function of education is not to impart knowledge, to discipline, to transmit social values and norms, but to minimise the improbability of social communication. Education imparts to pupils the ability to participate in social communication, that is to say, to behave in a (largely) predictable way.  If one took into consideration the empirical multi-facets of other human beings, communication would be impossible. Because it is possible to simplify the complexity of psychic variability, speaking with one as a teacher, another as a pupil, and a third  as a beloved,  makes communication possible (Luhmann 1984). “Teacher”, “pupil”, “beloved”, and many others in modern society, are social roles. We define social roles  through “human beings made communicative through socialisation
”. 

The question is “How is it possible to change people”? Seemingly, there is a clear causal relationship in this: the subject does something with the object so that the object changes. But  what is the object of the change process of education, this human being who is to be modeled in order to achieve some definite goal?

Maybe it is here that we can find the decisive non-self-evidence of upbringing and education. A human being is not a trivial machine that on definite input, through a specific function, discharges some definite output. Human beings  are non-trivial machines that operate with the help of built-in reflection loops, which adapt all the input/output transformations to the present condition of the machine, or more exactly, after such a present historical condition into which the machine has brought itself. Since this condition changes with each operation, these machines have at their disposal a practically limitless, at least uncalculated, repertoire of reaction possibilities.  (Luhmann, 2002). 

Parsons’ theory relies on the self-evidence of education, focusing on the consistency between  pedagogical goals and pupils’ cognitive performances, paying attention to the transformation of input (pedagogical intentions)  into output  (pupils’ educational career). For Luhmann, the self-evidence of education is one of the many social representations whose function is to hide the contingency of social structures and social processes. It then follows that a sociological research project on education begins with such crucial questions as “How is education possible?”, “What is the activity whereby some change others?”and focuses  on the communication processes from which education takes form. 
The only way in which upbringing and teaching can take place is with the help of communication.  However, communication has unpredictable outcomes because it reaches  non-trivial systems that will react to educational communication in unpredictable ways. In this paper we highlight the limits of educational communication and focus our attention on  the disruption and subversion of educational goals in interaction.
2. Methodology of the research
In complex societies socialization has to be a systematized process, necessary to reproduce social knowledge and skills acquired in long sequences of coordinated individual steps (Vanderstraen & Biesta 2006). We define this systemized process as “education”. The difference between education and non-systemized socialization is that educational communication is always intentional, attributable to intentions and programmed on scientific  premises (pedagogy).

Luhmann defines education as a communication process organized in a systematic way by educational organizations. Among educational organizations we have schools, where educational communication materializes as relations between social roles. Schools are educational organizations and have both an administrative and a  pedagogical management. Pedagogical management is composed of educators that control the movement of pupils as a  hierarchy of  “educational steps”, each of them representing  a standardised level of cognitive performances, defined by educational programs. 

From an organizational perspective Tyack & Cuban (2000) use the concept of  “grammar of education” to describe the relations between social roles in schools. These  relations are asymmetric, because educators  instruct  pupils but pupils do not instruct the educator. ‘Grammar of education’ is based on expectancies attached to social  roles. These  expectancies  enable modes of support and co-operation, excluding  others, and enhance particular types of experiences, at the expense of others.  

The ‘grammar of education’ involves the evaluation of pupils’ performances, with respect to standardised expectancies. Education has generalised expectancies about pupils’ cognitive development and age is connected to a specific cognitive status. A ‘grammar of education’ is also necessary to evaluate if pupils satisfy educational expectancies, by means of specialised interaction systems (examinations) and the observation of their everyday participation in educational interactions. 

The redundancy of evaluations creates expectancies about the “quality” of each pupil. In this sense educational communication transforms equality into inequality. Education constructs hierarchies  among pupils  on the basis of the adherence of their cognitive performances to standardised expectancies. It follows that marginalisation of pupils who do not satisfy standardised  cognitive performances becomes possible (Baraldi & Iervese 2004). These effects of education are described as “secondary socialisation”, where “secondary” refers to the unpredictable and often unseen consequences of education as an intentional form of socialisation. Some studies describe a  secondary effect of educational interpersonal conflicts in communication among pupils as a consequence of acts of criticism (Putnam, 2001; Schneider, 2000). Recent research (Iervese, 2006) shows that parties could escalate the conflicts if  they perceive them as face-threatening acts, in which case a violent resolution of interpersonal conflict is probable. 

The promotion of non-violent conflict management is the object of the social intervention that we analyze in this article. Here we offer a short description of the intervention, that involved 250 children (ages 9-11) in eleven primary schools. The classes involved were split  into teams of six children who were asked to create a fantasy story  based on four pictures chosen from of a set of seven. To accomplish their task,  teams  faced processes of decision-making (first of all to select four pictures of a range of seven) that could engender conflicts.  In these cases trained social operators ( educators, according to the role they play in the interactions)  created the preconditions for the children’s  dialogical conflict management, promoting dialogical forms of interaction. 

By “dialogue” the semantic of the social intervention means  a specific communication form. Features of dialogue may be summarised as follows (Gergen et al. 2001; Gudykunst 1994; Isajiw 2000; Littlejohn 2004):  
· distribution of active participation in interaction; 
·  addressing of participants’ interests and/or needs (empathy); 
·  expression and display of personal attitudes and stories;  
· checking participants’ perceptions; 
·  active listening; 
·  appreciation of actions and experience; 
·  interactive feedback on the participants’ actions;
·   avoidance of intimidating assertions.

The practice of  dialogue requires educators to 1) respect the turn of talk of their interlocutors, to show their unconditioned appreciation for their self-expression which means avoiding overlapping and turn taking outside transition relevance points; 2) make use of rhetorical tools to promote the socialisation of reflection about everyday experience through self-narration. 

We gathered data through video recording of interactions. In consideration of the publication of Goodwin's work on the interactive coordination of gaze, posture, and sentence construction (1981),  research at the intersection of language and interaction now needs videotape technology. 

It is true that the camera’s "eye" suffers from undirectionality and must be positioned with the needs of analysis in mind. Another obvious concern is what effect being videotaped will have on the behaviour of the participantsengaged in communication processes. Whilst we are sure this is having some effect on our subjects, it also seems clear that they  habituate themselves to our presence  which becomes less influential over time. 

Moreover, the advantages of video recording are compelling. Identifying speakers is made much easier by watching, not just the movement of lips, but the motion, gaze, and posture of participants. Much of the taken-for-granted fabric of our social existence can be exposed under repeated viewings of well-recorded material that render it in sufficient detail enabling an analyst to move closer to an account of what is actually happening, as opposed to what he or she assumes is happening (Zuengler & Fassnacht 1998).

To analyse data we used Conversation Analysis (CA) as CA offers rigorous concepts that describe structural features of organisation of human interactions (Schegloff, 1991; Heritage 1995).  Within the  framework of Luhmann’s theory of education, CA allows  us to observe if educators practise a genuine dialogical communication during their interventions, or if they activate different communication forms to pursue educational goals.  

In the following section of the paper we discuss the way in which interrogative-negative questions, a  common structure in educational interaction,  influenced the intervention, with regard to the issue of its consistency  with its promotional epistemology.
3. The use of interrogative-negative questions in educational communication

This paper considers a  type of interrogative,  the negative interrogative questions, exemplified by turns that begin with interrogative frames like “Isn’t it...”, “Doesn’t this...”, and “Don’t you...” (Heritage, 2002). With reference to the educational interactions in the context of the intervention we analyzed, we noticed that although interrogative syntax is employed, and apparently deployed, as syntax in the interest of questioning, there is evidence that neither educators nor pupils treat negative interrogatives in these terms. 
In educational interactions interrogative-negative questions are often designed to favor a response from the pupils  in contrast with their earlier statements or actions, while not permitting them to do so without acknowledging inconsistency. 

In extract 1,  two groups are arguing  because group 1 (G1) has asked a member of group 2 (G2) to perform as an actor in the representation of their fantasy story.  Pia and Lucia are members of group 1, Raggi is a member of group2.  The educator (Edu) puts pressure on pupils by means of an interrogative-negative question (line 1-3); generalized expectancies of educational communications  urge pupils to answer the educator’s question. The educator  asks for information he already knows: the pragmatic function of the interrogative-negative question  is to force pupils to acknowledge the inconsistency of their behavior; which would be the first step of their reflection on an alternative way to manage conflict. 

((Castel San Pietro, Bologna. Primary school. Children age 10))

Edu: 

scusate ma: (.) non facciamo confusione (0.7) la decisione che Raggi partecipa ad uno e all'altro gruppo è stata presa questa mattina in aula, no?

Pia(G1):

però noi:

Edu:




se dovevate dire: (0.3) dovevate dirlo al mattino; hh non vi siete sentiti prendere  la decisione? 

Lucia(G1):
°no è che:°

Edu: 

questo è un problema hh vostro, non credete?

Raggi(G2): 
sì, >ma poi l'abbiamo detto [anche-]<

Edu: 
                            [non] mi interessa, questo è un problema vostro, che sta portando via 10 minuti (.) è inutile che alzate la mano( perchè in un quarto d'ora non siamo riusciti  a trovare una soluzione a un problema: banale

Edu: 
excuse me but: (.) to avoid misunderstanding (0.7) wasn’t the decision that Raggi would perform for both teams taken this morning?

Pia(G1):

but we:

Edu:

if you had something to say (0.3) you should have said it this morning; hh didn’t you listen to yourselves taking the decision? 

Lucia(G1):
°no, it is tha:t°

Edu: 

this is your problem hh, don’t you think?

Raggi(G2): 
yes, >but then we said [also-]<

Edu: 
                       [I’m not] interested in that, it is your problem, this is wasting 10 minutes (.) stop raising your hand(  in a quarter of hour we  haven’t been able to find a solution to a proble:m that seems to me very simple/banal

The educator asserts  his epistemic authority  regarding the knowledge of the activity’s rules in his  negatively formulated query, “Wasn’t the decision that Raggi would perform for both teams taken this morning?”.  Epistemic authority  in social relations concerns  the rights to identity-bound knowledge in self-other relations; in this case the educator, as supervisor of the activity, asserts his knowledge of the rules.
Negative-interrogative questions urge a second assessment by initiating a question-answer pair. By building the interrogative using a negative form, wherein the educator invokes an established or settled position and, through that, a more extensive acquaintance with the referent state of affairs and/or rights to assess it. Finally, as a “yes/no” type of interrogative, the educator’s assessment makes relevant a type-conforming response,  “yes” or “no”,  necessary, and thereby asserts command of the terms to be used by the recipient in the assessment of the referent (Heritage and Raymond, 2006). All these features of interrogative-negative questions,  cooperate to establish the educator’s evaluative position as “decided” and, as part of that, to assert his primary rights to assess his own action and its outcome.
The interrogative-negative question in lines 1-3 is understood by pupils in its pragmatic function.  Pupils understand interrogative-negative question as a way to put pressure on them, forcing them to acknowledge the inconsistency between their  behavior and a decision they had taken before, that serves as a rule for the activity. 
Pupils try and create  a space for their  self-expression in the interaction  by avoiding  answering the educator’s interrogative-negative questions (line 1-3 and 5-6),  trying to explain their position in the conflict instead (lines 4, 7, 9); by doing this they refuse to align  with the educator’s interrogative-negative’s pragmatic function.  Whilst  interrogative-negative questions are addressed to delegitimizing the conflict, the pupils’ utterances recognize this.  The educator denies pupils the opportunity to explain the  reasons for the conflict (lines 5-6; line 8) and acts in an anti-promotional  way because he observes the conflict as a risk for the intervention. From his perspective the end of the conflict is the precondition for starting a reflection on conflict management. Paradoxically, the pupils’ actions  are more coherent with the goals of the intervention than the educator’s; a reflection on conflict management presupposes the recognition of the conflict.
When the failure of interrogative-negative questions appears to be clear, the educator expresses a strong negative evaluation of pupils’ behavior, blaming them for lack of  competence in relationship management (lines 10-14). By doing so, he gives himself the opportunity to impose the ending of the argument,.However, it does not come without a cost because as the educator  evaluates the behavior of pupils, he reactivates   the social asymmetries of  education, including the one between the educator, the epistemic authority who communicates, and the  pupils, the incompetent social actors, who have to experience the educator’s action. This asymmetry is inconsistent with the promotional goals of the intervention.
Even if our data suggest that negative-interrogative questions could be an effective tool for educators to project expected answers by children,  in general the “hidden agenda” of educators is mostly understood by children by virtue of expectancies of educational communication. Pupils expect that the educator has always something to teach them , and that the educator thinks that pupils have always something to learn. 

In extract 2 two children, Luca and Sara, are arguing about the script of their team’s story. The educator’s intervention follows a common rhetorical structure in the educational communication processes we analyzed: 

1) a first question aims to lead pupils to acknowledge the inconsistency between their common goal to produce a good story and their  behavior (line 1);

2) once she attains that objective, an interrogative-negative question is uttered to promote pupils’ reflection on alternative ways of conflict management (line 3).

The understanding of the pragmatic function  of  the educator’s request for information allows children to   perform rhetorical counter-attacks. Among the rhetorical techniques available for children the most commonly used is reminiscent of the   “(negotiation) jujitsu technique” (Fisher et al. 1991). By means of the jujitsu technique the pupils’ refusal of education materializes as an alignment to the first part of an adjacency pair, represented by the educator’s question. Pupils counter attack interrogative-negative questions by simply ignoring the hidden pragmatic function of the questions. Their duty to answer an educator’s question offers them the space within the interaction to affirm their position, refusing the role of people in need of education.
((Castel San Pietro, Bologna. Primary school. Children age 10))

Edu: 
ma: questo vostro modo di fare aiuta a fare il lavoro?

Sara: 
no

Edu: 
e: non potete trovare una soluzione?

Luca: 
secondo il mio punto di vista no

Edu:

Mh? secondo te è impossibile trovare una soluzione? non è possibile per voi fare niente assieme?

Luca: 
è vero (.) non è possibile

Edu. 
ah, o:k (.) passo dopo

Edu: 
but: does your way of acting help your work?

Sara: 
no

Edu: 
so: can’t you find a solution?

Luca: 
from my point of view, we  can’t
Edu:

Mh? you think it is not possible to find a solution? Isn’t it possible for you to do anything together?

Luca: 
you’re right (.) it is not possible

Edu. 
ah, we:ll (.) I’ll be back later

The interrogative-negative question in line 3 is apparently designed to know if pupils are able to find an alternative  way to manage their conflict; the expectancies of educational communication give pupils the ability to understand the pragmatic function of the interrogative-negative question. By means of the interrogative-negative question the educator is urging pupils to stop arguing and try to find another way to manage the conflict instead. 
Interrogative–negative questions in extract 2 (line 1, line 3, lines 5-6) offer  “candidate answers”; it means that   the educator guides pupils to respond in a certain way, giving them not only the  sense of what the recipient considers  important but also what the anticipated answer might be (Arminen, 2005). According to Pomerantz (1988), offering a candidate answer in the educational context is useful for the speaker (the educator) to guide the  recipients  (the pupils) towards giving particular information. Candidate answers are thus an accountable part of purposeful actions,  implying that an evaluation of their contents by the educator is possible. 
Following Luhmann and Schorr (1986),  evaluation is recognised as the form that the communication medium of selection takes in education. We define selection as a communication medium because it motivates pupils to align with educational expectancies with regard to their behaviour and their cognitive performances. But selection cannot assure the effectiveness  of educational communication; pupils maintain the opportunity to refuse both the information (what the educators are saying) and the social structure that makes it possible for the educator to speak as an epistemic authority to people that need  to be educated
It can be seen  in line 4 that Luca counter attacks  the educator’s strategy by means of the jujitsu technique. He ignores the pragmatic function of  the interrogative- negative question, giving the educator the information she had asked for. Luca is able to reject the educational communication without becoming guilty of  deviant behavior, as he gives the educator the information she wanted.

The educator reiterates the  interrogative-negative question in lines 5-6, and again Luca applies the jujitsu technique in line 7. When it becomes clear that her rhetorical strategy is ineffective, the educator leaves the interaction without having reached her educational goals (line 8). 
Pupils are fully competent communicators that build the meanings, aims and motives of the educator’s action  by means of expectancies connected to attributes of  that social role. This gives them the  ability to infer, and neutralize, the educator’s  strategies. In this case the jujitsu technique makes it possible for pupils to avoid educational communication not only without  questioning the educator’s authority, but also by apparently aligning  with educator’s action.  
4. Final remarks: the limits of educational communication in promoting social participation of pupils
Our data show that a refined rhetorical tool such as interrogative-negative questions  cannot secure the attainment of educational goals. It is true that social structures of educational communication, materialized as  the grammar of education, impart to educators the ability to activate social  asymmetries to pursue educational goals, but it is also true that the grammar of education makes it easy for children to recognize educational intentions, leading them to mistrust  the opportunity of  autonomous participation. 

Interrogative-negative questions rely on the grammar of education. They presuppose that social educators  control the trajectories of interactions, exploiting role asymmetries. Even if interrogative-negative questions are understood as  efforts to create conditions for the transmission of values, norms and knowledge, thought to be the presuppositions of dialogical conflict management, they cost the failure of promotional goals, that is to say the failure of  social intervention. 

As soon as they  understand  the educational intention of educators, pupils are able to avoid it. If they are forced to participate in educational interaction, they limit their social participation to the lowest levels. Even if  we focused on interrogative-negative questions, our conclusion according to the data we gathered, could also be extended to the strategic organisation of  turn-taking and exploitation of repair. Therefore, it appears that educational communication is not an efficient medium for the promotion of social participation. 

We believe that these limitations of educational communication legitimize  further research at the intersection  between communication and intentional  socialization to make educators (teachers, social workers etc.) who operate among children and adolescents  more effective in their work,  and the projects in which they are involved more efficient. 
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