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Manchester Sociology Occasional Papers, written by members of staff,
postgraduates and others associated with the University, will appear
intermittently. Many will be preliminary reports of research in progress,
or explorations of theoretical ideas, and their publication is intended to
stimulate discussion and generate useful criticiem. As a result of such
discussion and criticiem, later versions are likely to sppear elsewhere.

In order to maximise the exchange of views, these Papers may be reprinted
with the permiseion of the author and the Editor.

ABSTRACT

An encounter with en unfamilisr interactional device in taperecorded
transcribed German conversation led to s massive search through American
materials which yielded a very few instances, and resulted in the collec-
tion of related devices. The phenomenon central to the verious devices is
a speaker's attempt to elicit revision of a problematic response by pro-
posing, in effect, that the response did not occur, and response is due.

It was a most blatant version of that device, the "Abominable 'Ne?'', which
was encountered as 'unfamilier' in the German materisls, but several of
which did turn up in the Americen data. This consists in the intersecting
of a response in progress with a request for response. A rather less
noxious, and far more recurrent version, Prompting, consists in the follow-
ing of a brief end minimal response with a request for response. These
devices were found to be altogether unsuccessful or minimally and equiv-
ocaelly successful in eliciting revision of response. An alternative set of
devices, Continuation and Recompletion, are st least occasionally successfu
and do not in the first place present themselves as attempts to elicit
revised response. Rather, they propose that an utterasnce has, in effect,
been 'interrupted' by the response, and is now lawfully proceeding to com-
pletion. At its completion, the utterance may be different than at its out

set, and thus provide for a different order of response.
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THE ABOMINAELE "NE?": A w.RKING PAPER

EXPLORING THE PHENOMENON OF POST-RESPONSE PURSUIT OF RESPONSE

Gail Jefferson
The Univeraity of Manohsster

Prefsce: Soms Programmtic Statements by Harvey Secks®

I want to propose that a domain of research exists whieh im not
part of any other eatablimhed sclence. The domain is ome which those
who are pursuing i1t have vome to call Ethnomethodology/Comversation
Analysis. That dommin seeks to desoribe methods persons uee in doing
social life. It is our olaim that while the range of activities this
domain desoribes may be as yet unlmown, the mode of desoription, the
way 1t 18 cast, is intrinsically stable. (1965a)

Following are some central findings of the researches in which I
am engaged,

* The detailed ways in which actual, naturally ococourring social
aotivities occur, are subjectable to formal description.

Soecial motivities -- motual, singular sequences of theam -- are
methodical occurrences. That is, their desoription conaistm of the
desoription of mets of formal procedures perzons employ.

" The methods persons employ to produce their activities permit
formal desoription of singular ocourrences which are generalizable in
intuitively non-apparent ways, and axe highly reproduceably umable.

Such findings have very large signifiocance for what it is that
sociology can aim to do, and for how it oan proceed, In brief, ecolo-
logy can bs a natural observational science. (1965b)

The important theories in the mooial soienses have tended to have
a view that if you look at a soclety as a plece of machinery, then what
you need to consider is that there are relatively few orderly products
of 1t, and much of what else takes place ism more or lesa random. Such

1. This seotion conasiste in & series of programmatic/msthodologioal
conaiderations by Harvey Sacks, culled primarily from his tranecribed
lectures, I have ooccasionally edited the selected pegments, and that
procedure has undoubtedly resulted in some distortion.
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a view suggests that there are a few places where, if you can find them,
you will be able to attack the problem of order. If you don't find them,
you won't. So one can have an image of e maochine with a couple of holes
in the front. It spews out some nice st 'f¢f from those holes, and out of
the back it spews out parbage, There is then & ooncern for finding
'good problems'; 1.e., to find that data generated by the machine which
iz orderly, and then to attempt to construot the apparatus necesaary to
glva you those results.

Now, such a view tends to be heavily controlled by an overriding
interest in what are in the first inetance lmown to be 'big imsues', and
not that whioh is terribly mundane, ocooasional, local, and the 1ilm. It
is parfectly posaible, at least theoretically, to treat such a view as
historically adventitious; a mare faot; an accident of the history of
the way psrsons came to think about sooial problems, and to Buppose, or
discover, or propose to discover, that no such thing is the came, but
that, wherever one happens to attack the phenomanon one is going to
find (soms would say "impose") detailed ordar.

That would have enormous consequences for what one intends to build.
Where the search for 'good problems' by reference to lmown 'big issuen’
will have large soale, massive inatitutions as the apparatus by whioh
order is generated and by a study of whioh order will ba found, if, on
the other hand, one figures, or guesses, or decides that whatever the
human does, it's Just another animal after all, maybs more complicated
than others but perhaps not notieeably mo, then whatever humans do can
bs examined to dimcover some way they do it, and that way would be
stably describeable. That is, one may, alternatively, take it that
there is order at all points.

That sort of order would be an important resource of a oulture.
Such that, for example, any momber of the oulture, encountering from hias
infanoy a very amall portion of it, and a random portion in a way {the
parents he happens to have, the experiences hs happens to have, the vo-
cabulary that happens to be thrown at him in whatever utterances hs
happens to encounter) ocomss out in many ways pretty much like everybody
else, and able to deal with pretty much anyone else. Were it important
for nature that if persons are to be workable things in a soclety they
have an adequate sampling setup, then a culture might well be mo
arranged. And then, of courme, research might employ the sams resources.

e

Tap into whomsocever, whersscever, and you get pratty muoh the same
thinge. '

Furthermore, the faot of order at all polnts could be used to
explain what are otherwise fairly strang faots. For example, that con-
ventional mociologioal survey research, while it reourrently faila to
satiafly constraints on proparp statistionl procedures, navertheleam gete
orderly resultas, Or, for example, that the anthropologists' procedures,
whioch tend to involve a very occcasional tapping into a mociety, asking
one or two people more or lems extended questions, tum out to bs often
extremsly generalizable. Now the orderly results and the generaliza-
bility oould be treated as a warrent for sush procedurea, or as a
tremsndoua puzzle. Or it ooculd be seen &8s & 00NBEQUENOD of the faot
that, given the possibility that there is overwhelming order, 1t would
be extremely hard not to find it, mo matter how or whore you lookesd,

If & oulture and its members is constructed in that way, then the
faot that orderly results are gotten from one informant, or from mome
sampling procedure, would not necessarily be a warrant for those things
being good procedures on their own terms, but evidence for an arrangse-
ment of the world whioh could be seen to ba usable. For one, you may
well find that you get an enormous generalizability beoause things are
o arranged that you oould get them, given that for a mamber encounter-
ing a very limited environment he has to be able to do that, and things
are so arranged as to permit him to. And if one figures that that's the
way things are to some extent, then it reslly wouldn't matter very much
what 1t ie you look at, if you look at it carefully enough. (1966a)

Following are a couple of possibly relevant passages from som
authorities, The firet is from "Language” by Edward Sapir.

We'ro not in ordinary life so much concemmed with concepts
as such. . . . Whan I say, for instamce, "I had a good
breakfast this morning,"” it is olear that I am not in the
throes of laborious thought; that what I have to transmit
is hardly more than a pleasurable memory sysbolically ren-
dered in the grooves of habitual expression. . . . the
pentence as a whole has no conceptuml significance whatso-
avarp.

It is somewhat am though a gensrator capable of gensrating
enough power to yun an elevator ware operated almoet exolu-
sively to feed an eleotric doorbell. The parallel is more
suggestive than it at first sight appears. Language may be
looked upon as an instrumsnt capable of running a gamt of
paychio uses,



In the first instance, consider what, for him, is obvious; that what
it is that oould be said to be being done by use of language speoifioally
is transparently obvious; statable by stating the sentence itself, and
then to be seen to be using very little -f what language really could do.

The import for researchers of a statement like Sapir's could be small or
large.

The second passage refera to this earlier one, and draws soms oonae-
quences from it. This is from a paper, "The Semantic Struoture of lLan-

n
guage” by Weinrelich, in Universals of Language, edited by Jomeph Greenbarg

In a remarkable pamsage, Sapir likens language t

capable of powering an elevator but ordin:rigy oopa:lgmn:
feed an electric doorbell. Language is used more often ?
than not in ways that do not draw upon its full semantio
capacity, In its 'phatic’ functions, when spsech is used
?mly to signify ?h- prasence of a aympathetic interlocutor
t eanily becomss 'desemanticized' to a formidable extent !
In its various ceremonial funotions, language may come t ‘ha
desemantloized by still another mechanism . » J y

'é‘hn more pressing task for linguistios, it seems to ma, la

o explain the elevator, not the doorball; avoiding samples
of exceasively casual or ceremonial speech; to omminem?an—
guage under conditions of ita full fledged utilization.

Now, one thing being proposed here is that we know, right off, where
language ie deeap and interesting; that we can Mnow that without an analy-
818 of what 1t is that it might be doing. And one wants to sea, for one
that the set of ways this statoment "I had a good breakfast this mming:'
ean be talked about, e.g., 'phatic', 'non-conceptual', 'desemantiaized’,
eto., are given as & set of altyrnatives without it, or anything else,
being studied very much. But a program is laid out. And among the im-
portant things about that program is what is not to be studied, And what
is not to bs studled is proposed by virtue of presumed results. Those
are really quite extraordinary argumenta, And if they don't proceed
quite striotly from a notion that we oan or must lnow what the aima of a
diseipline are before we begin, at least a good deal of that is involved
in such formulations.

I mention these matters, for one, to notice that it is parhaps not
incidental that people have not devoted their 1ife to studying sentences
like "I had a good breakfast this morning” or "How are you?" There are
more or less defenaible reasons for not studying such sentences. Not

studying such sentences, however, my have real consequences, The question

of what language can doj; what people can do with language; what the results
of an analysis of "I had a good breakfast this moming”" would involve; what
kind of program it poses for a field; all these things remain absolutely
open. (1966b)

It ia poseible that detailed study of small phenomana may zive an enor-
mous understanding of the way humans do things, and the kinds of objects
they use to construct and order thelr affairs.

It may well be that things are very finely ordered; that there are col-
lections of social objects (inoluding "I had a good breakfast this morning”
and "How are you?") whioch persons sssemble to do thelr aotivities; that how
they assemble them is describable with respect to any one of them they hap-
pen to do, and has to be seen by attempting to analyze partioular objects.

We would want to name those obJeots and see how they work, as we Imow
how verbs and adjectives and mentences work. Thereby we can coma to 869
how an activity is assembled, as with a verb and a predicate, etc., & sen-
tence im assembled, JIdeally, of ocourae, we would have a formally desoribe-
able method, as the assembling of a sentence ia formally describable. The
description would not only handle sentences in general, but would handle
particular sentences. What we would be doing, then, is developlng another
grammar, And grammar, of course, is the model of routinely observable,
closely ordered social mctivities. (1964)

In that the kinds of observations I make involve catching some detalls
of actual occurrences, then we can ocoms to find a difference between the
way 1'll proceed and one characteristic way that sooial seience proceeds,
which ies to use hypotheticalized, proposedly typicalized versions of the
world as a base for theorizing about it. Often enough in, for example,
sociological reports, somsbody will say "let us suppose that such and auch
happened"” or "Typical things that happen are.. .". Now, a reader {inds him-
salf perfectly willing to grant that such things happen. On the basis of
those assertions, suppoaitions, proposals as to what is typical, soms
explanation about the world is built,

1 want to argue that however rich a researcher's imagination is, Af he
uses hypotheticalized or hypotheticalized-typicalized versions of the world
he is constrained by reference to what an audlence, a&n audience of profes-
sionals, can accept as reasonable. That might not appear to bs a terrible
constraint, except when we coms to look at the kinda of things that aotu-
ally oceur. Many of the objects we work with would bs hard to put into
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such an imagined conversational f‘mgment, 83 on+ was going to usc as a basis
to theorize about conversation. Were I to say about such an object "Let us
Suppose that this happened, now T am #oing to consider it," then you might
feel hesitant about what | would make of it Ly reference to whether such
thinge happen. That is to say, there are materials which could not be sug=
oeasfully used as a base for theorizing if they were uryed as imagined; we
are debarred from using them unless they @ctually occurred. And that de-
barring of many things that Actually occur presumably affects the charactep
of social sciences very strongly.

Our business will be to proceed somewhat differently., We will be
using observation as a basis for theorizing. Thus, we can start with things
that are not immginable, by reference to showing that thay happened. We can
then come to see that a base for using close looking at the world for theor-
izing about it is that from close iook;l.ng at the world we can find things
thet we couldn’t, by imagination, assert were there. One wouldn't know that
they were 'typical'. One might not know that they ever happened. (1971)

Therefore, the kind of phenomena I deal with are always trensoriptions
of actual ocourrences in their Actual sequence., But my research im about
conversation only in this incidental way, that conversation is something
that we can get the sctual happenings of on tape and tranzoribe them more or
less; 1i.e., conversation is simply something to begin with, (1968)

When I started to do research 1in soclology I had this particular aim:

I figured that sociology couldn't be an actual solence unless it wae able to
handle the details of actual events; handle them formally, and in the firat
instance be informative about them in the direot ways that primitive sclen-
ces tend to be informative; 1i.e., snyone else ocan go and see whether what
you said was @c. And that is a tremendous oontrol on seeing whether you're
learning anything.

Having that interest in mind; i.e., oould there be some way that sooi-
ology could hope to deal with the detalls of actual events, formally and
informatively, I wanted to locate some set of materials that would permit a
test, The results might be positive or negative, One might figure that
certainly I needn't have begun that way, given that it had already been
shown that it was perfectly do-able glven the vast literature, or alterna-
tively that it was perfeotly obviously impossible to do given the litera-
ture. For whatever reasons, I figured it hadn't been shown either way, and
I tried to find a body of material that would have the virtue of permitting

= =

us to see whather it was possible, and, If it were puassible, whether 1t
was interssting.

So I started to work with tape recorded conversations, for the single
virtue that 1 could mplay them; that T cou A transcribe them momewhat and
study them extendedly -- however long it mignt take. The tape recorded
materials conastituted a good enough record of what happened, to some
extent. Other things, to be sure, happened, but at least what was on the
tape had happened,

Tt wasn't from any large interest in language, or from som: theoreti-
oal formulation of what should be studied, that T started with tape
rocorded conversation, but simply by virtue of that I could get my hands
on it and I oould study it again and again. And also, consequentially,
that others could look at what I had studied and make of 1t what they
oould, if, for example, they wanted to be able to disagree with me.

So the work I'm doing is mbout talk., It'as about the details of talk.
In soms sense it's about how conversation works, The speoific aim ia, in
the first instance, to see whether actual single events are studyable and
how they might be studyable, and then what an explanation of them would
look 1like. (1967a)

Thus, it is not any partiocular conversation, as an object, that we
are terribly Interested in. Rather, our aim is to get into a pomsition to
transform, in what T figure is almost a literal, physical sense, our view
of what happened in some partioular interaction from a matter of that par-
ticular interaction done by those particular people with the interaction
being the thing we're studying, to & matter of interactions as producta of
a machinery, it being the machinery that we're trying to find, and for
which, in order to find 1t, we've got to get acoess to its produots. At
this point, it 1s conversation whioh provides us such accees. (19/0a)

Now, people often amk me why I choose the particular data [ ohoose.
is it some problem that I have in mind that caused me to pick this corpus
or this segment? And I am very insistent that I Just happened to have it,
i1t became fascinating, and I spent soms time at it. Furthermore, it's not
that I attack any pliece of data I happen to have by virtue of some prob-
lems I bring to it. (19670) When you start out with a piece of data, the
question of what you're going to end up with, what kind of findlngs it will
give you, should not be a consideration. One sits down with a plece of
data, makes a bunoh of observations and sees where they'll go. /1967b)
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Treating some actual conversation In nn unmotivated way; l.e,, wiving
some consideration to whatever can be found in any particular conversation

you happen to have your hands on, subjeoting it to investigation in any
direction that can be produced off of it, ¢ . have strong payoffs. (1470b)
For one, recurrently what atands as a solution to soms problem eme rges
from unmotiveted examination of soms piece of data, where, had you started
out with a specific interest in that problem, (t wouldn't have been sup-
posed in the first instance that this plece of deta would be a resource
with which to consider, and coms up with a solution for, that particular
problem. -

Thus, there can be som? real gaina in trying to fit what you can hope
to do, to anything that happens to oomes up, 1 mean that not merely in the
sense of plek any data and you'll find something, but pick any data, with-
out bringing any problems to it, and you'll find something. And how

interesting what you may coms up with will be, 1s something you cannot in
the first instance say, (1967a)

Seation I: The Abominable "Ne?"

Post-Hesponse (-Initlation) Hesponse Solicitation

In 1478 J'E:'rg Berymann of the University of Yonstanz came to study in
California and brought with him eomes tapes and tranacripts of German con-

versation. One of the tapes was an intake interview between a paychlatrist,

a candidate patient, and her husband. We worked toyether on a segmuent of
that tape. My Initial intereat was in transcribing a language which I do
not epeak. In the course of our working with the nnterials T notioed a

phenowenon which struck me as very odd: A 'response solicitation', "Ne2",

roughly translated as "Right?"”, (1) ococurred well after completion of the

utterance to whioh it 'belonged' as a 'tag question’', and (2) started up in

the ocourse of a coparticlipant's talk. Following 18 a fragment of my 'para-

sitic' transeript based on Bergmann's or!ginal.l and a translation.

1. A 'parmsitic’ transeript i{s cone for which another transcriber's veraion

has been used as a guide, companion, antagonist, ete. Al) the tran-

scripts, from Fragment (1.2) on, are rendered in standard orthography
for relat!ve ease of reading. If a fragment is marked 'S' fe.x., [N‘B
IV:2:4:5 ! 1t has also basen simplified, hopafully without prejudice to
the phenomenon under consideration.
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(1.1a) [Br.pPr.l.2. Para:CorVers:1-2:5]

ish teh doon
1 dot hott see mit dem eigentleen glaub'n gar n
dohen v:n ich den gans'n taEh fon moriginss biss ahm auch noke
in de naknt (‘hh) e[h det lai ﬂ%}g und beyteh.

(

Mary:

Mary: Ya:, ya {1kh habeh { )

John: - und mach da shprre::nssgiss .=
Mary: =V'ss 'ass 1k lmee uu[n beyteh,

oy N 1 miuh=
Mary: e-Mal:n Gott 18 y 'auch - 1mnnh be

Mary: =e iss {y)such nahts bel miuh, ]

John: ’ [Dau le:r:t. doech nish d’ot=
John: =g 8s doch n:nish mehr nehmah::1. ‘]
Mary: eh iss eh im bett auch mit mi/:uh.
Mary: Eh nat.ohu:rli[ch.

John: -

Mary: sund eh liebt mich::.

(1.1b) [Free translation of (1. la)] e
balief if al ¥
H It has nothing at all to do with real
ey long from morning to evening and Through the night ( “hh)
[I kneel and pray.

Mary:

Mary: Yaa :h, wll[I have-

John: and mke a nui;::sance.=

Mary : sWhuddiyuh mean T knael n.nd{p_ray.

John: 2 Right?

Mary: My God 1s always with me=

Mng: wHe isreven with me through the night. l

John: [You can't do that, thiate
) : 2 Y

John wirs just not n o rma

Mnry= [Heievon goes to bed with mu]

Mary: Oof courrrse,

John: ¥ [El_ight.?-

Mary: =and he loves me::.

My intuitive sense of such an objeot as "Right?" was that 1t belonge
‘ -
direotly appended to an utterance, as a 'tag question':
(1.2) [BC:IV:B:9]

B.C.: because he's too cotton ploking lazy, to take advantage of
"< them. Right?
Caller: Ri:ght.

or, if it occurs at soms distance from that utterance, then there has been
a silence; i.e., a prior spealsr is soliciting a response which has so far
been s8low in coming.
(1.3) [Amorio:126]

Lorenz: because (.) we are not going to be here untih- til ten
fifteen or pomething 1ike that.
- (1.3)
Lorenz: -, Ri:ght?
(0.4)

Vera: Right.
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But in Fragment (1.1) the object oscurs neither direotly appsnded to ita
utterance, nor after some silence has olapsed. It appears to be soligit-
ing a response when, in faot, recipient har atarted to respond -- {n
effect, ignoring recipient's talk,

The production of a response solieitation, post initiation of res-
ponse struck me as a particularly nasty device whereby a prior speakar
might attempt to counter, override, intermupt, an 'unfavorable' response,
It struck moe as not only nasty, but as alien; somsthing we Americans
simply do not do, and just the sort of thing the Aryan mentality would
deviee,

There was, of oourse, the possibility that this (ab)use of the reas-
ponse molioitation was & quirk of this partioular spsaker, Bargmann
declded to go through his colleotion of conversations to moe if he oould
find any other instances, As it turned out, he did not have very far to
go. This same intake interview opena with an instance of & reaponse soli-
citation (in this ocase, "Is'das zutreffend?", roughly trenslated as "Ia
that correct?") whioh coours post initiation of response, Here it is
used by the interviewing psychiatrist as a counter to an unfavorable res-
ponse by the oandidate patient. Following is Pergmann's original tran-
soript, and a free translation.

(1.%) [Br.Pr.1.2.1,r]

Dr. F,: ( ) grad Namchrieht, (0.8) (
ganz gut gu:t geht
Mary: Ja:y alao das 1st[dn.m die Anaicht

Thnen) nich

Dr, F.: - I='das zgtmffen]d?
Mary: dess Herrn Doktor Hollmann

Dr. F.1 nfja

Maxy: also meine ist es nicht

Dr. F.: Thre isses nioh[t

Mary: Nei:n

(1.41) [Free translation of (1.4a)]

Dr. F.: ( ) I understand (0.8) (
not feeling very well,

) that you're

Mary: Yea::h well that is [t. h e opin:lon]
Dr, F.: - Is that correc-t?
Mary: of Doctor Hollmann

Dr. F.: U'h[huh

Mary: but 1t isn't mine,

Dr. F.: It isn't your s

Mary: [N'O:

And sgain, for this type of response solicitation, my intuition as
to its proper placement was that it belonged either in 'tag' position or
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post-gap position, both of which are instanced in the following fragment.
(1.5) [0U:45:2B:JPD]

ty five
Notw (0.7) February fou:rteenth of nineteen seven
Gounsels [ you wim (0.3) you were dowr it th- in Doston, Is that (.)
» Is that right?
88 Ye:s, _
gi::::cl: And you went to a:: uh (1.0) eh:: you went to a ba:r in
Boston.
= (0.4)
Counsel: -~ Is that correct}
(1.2}
Witness: It's a club

The discovery of another instance of a post-response-initiation
response solicitation, by a different speaker (i.e., Fragment 1.4), indi-
oated that this device was not Just a quirk of one partioular spealwr.
Given that T was prepared to treat it as a quirk of an entire culture, it
becams inoumbant upon me to see if, in fmot, we Americans never do such a
thing. This generated a search through some 5,000 pages of transoribed
conversations, looking for response solicitations at a distance from their
utterances, starting up in the oourse of a recipient's talk., The search
turned up three strong candidate instances, one exgquisitely ambiguous
candidate instance, and a range of related phenomena,., Following are the
four American candidate instances of the Abominable "Ne?".

In Fragment (1.6), James is the superintendent of an apartment build-
ing where someone has damaged the front door. Apparently one of the
tenants is responsible for the damage, Mike and Vic lmow who he is, but
do not ¥now his name, They are offering descriptions from which James is
trying to identify the men. The fregment starts up at & point where James
has just made an Nth attempt to identify the man.

(1.6) [Prankel:US:I:63])
Mike: It's the guy with the bicycles. Him and his wife thay got

les the grey haired fel;low
st s e eli .II mista got the

Jamss ;
[Busic shop there in the stor:re.
- Right?
‘Ti:?' - And he's got a kid.
(0.6)
Vio: No.
Milom g _!\_lgnom'»{not Frank-
James: That's not him,

In Fragment (1.7) two men are reminiseing about time they spent in
Naples, One of them, Tony, briefly visited Naples on a tour of duty in
the marines. The other, Jay, lived there for a year or so. Jay 1e
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desoribing the place he used to live. Tony 18 having difficulty locating
it, and Jay has engaged in an attempt to pinpoint 1t.
(1.7) [Adato:VvIi4-6]

Jay: you lnow where 1l-la Oalleria .:s,

Tony1 Yan[ -

Jay: and the San Carlo Opera Hou:se,

Tony: Yeah. -

Jay: Okay., (0.3) You lmow, right nearby there's- that church
with the do:me,

(1.97

Jay: Piazza Treh- (T)iesta ih Trento T think it was oalled-

Tony: [wall I don't really
mmum[ber na:mes,

Jay: QOkay.

Tony: It's been ;gg[ra.

Jay: Okay, I thought that- (1.3) ( )
La Galleria, R:right mcrosa the street from the Oalleria
is the ?mu(}:nrlu Opera House. Correct?

2 )

Jay: Just & little bit away from the San Carlo Opera House,
about a half a block, is- thé- th8 pah- Pallazzo
nl]"ﬂ[lﬂh.

Tony : Un huh,

Jay: The Royal Palace.

Tony: The Royal Pa[].nue.

Jay: g Ri:ght?

(0.4)
Jay: Across the street, from the Royal Palace, is this big
church, Ri:ght?
(0.B)
Tony: [[
Jay: You nmmber now?

Fragmsnt (1.8) ocours in the course of a storytelling. One of the
recipients, Paul, produces a eontributlion-cum-heckle, whioh is met with
the post-response-initiation response solicitation.

(1.8) [Ooodwin:Meat:15]

Andy: and 1€ T do uorrnt.ning she's gonna soream. I get in trouble.
:;3;‘ hhheh-hsh He : y[(he 11 probably come ) down with am=
Paul: -amt[gun and blow your he.ad orf.
Andy: - Right? You Imow'l'l

()
Andy: So I sald . . .

Now we come to the ambiguous candidate Abominable. Specifically, it
fulfillas only one of the two prescriptive featurea. While the response
solioitation doam start up in the course of a recipient's talk, it does

1. The equal-sign [=] indicates no break in continuity,
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not coour at a distance from its utterance, but in the standard 'tag' po-

aition.

(1.9) [33:1:0396:1']

Ccaller: Peoause ha could not understund, how a man who does things
the like of which Powell did,

B.C.: No dear he could underata:nd and he was angry: about it.=

Caller: _[ He was- at's _i_}-._.]

B.C.: e questions wWere large - ly=

B.C.: o =rhetorri o a 1. Ham they not?]_

Caller: ul]. tha. t's what I mean

Caller: wHe oouldn t understa:nd.=

B.C.: =0h he oould understand it he just didn't like it.

That is, the unbroken utterance, "The questions were largely rhetorioal.
Were they not?" stands as an instance of [statement + tag-positioned re-
sponse solicitation] of. Fragment (1.2) "because he's too aotton ploking
lazy, to take advantage of them. Right?" and Fragment (1.5) "you were
down at th- in Boston. Is that (.) Is that right?"

A feature that provides for the candidacy of Fragment {1.9) as an
Abominable is that the response, "Well that's..." starts up prior to com-
pletion of the utterance in progress. Specifioally, 1t starts up prior
to the tag-positioned response solicitatlon. And, simllarly to Fragment
(1.4), it atarts up with the component "Wall..." whioch can, and recur-
rently does, 1initiate an unfavorable response, and is oriented to as such
by a oopqninlmnt.l

The speaker-in-progresa ocan have heard the overlapping response-
initiation, and thus oan have deployed the response solicitation as it 1ia
so olearly being deployed in Fragmwnt (1.4); 1.e., na an attempt to ocoun-
ter, override, interrupt, an unfavorable response-in-progress.

However, the fact that the response starts in such a position that
the response solioltation can be direotly appended to its utterance, per-
mits this to be just another instance of a standard tag-positioned
response solicitation; one which just happens to ogour in overlap with an
early-starting response. The possibility of sheer, happenstance co-coour-
renae cen be seen in the following fragments, in which there is no lsaue
of 'unfavorable' response, and thus the possible deployment of a tag-
positioned response soliocitation as & counter, override, eto., does not

arise.

1. For considerationa of "well" as an 'unfavorable' response, see, for
example, H. 3acks (1967d:16) and A. Pomerantz (1976) .
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(1.10) [PBi3-4:JP:31]

Merle: So your biochemistry is not a part of the medical school
- it'es part of the chemistry dapart{mant right‘r]

Royal: - Mm hm:,

(1.11) [CDHQ:1:147]

Mawy - But they are diminishing uuuumt[t.hnugh aren't they?

Joahy - Oh yes. Yo s,

Thus, Fragment (1.9) is a systematically ambiguous oandidate for the
atatus of a post-response-initiation response soliocitation, It is not
clear whether the response solicitation is produced by reference to, or
indepsndently of, an early-starting unfavorable response, And, indeed,
that ambiguity may be an achievement. The apealer-in-progress can ba
seizing upon an opportunity to override, interrupt, eto., an unfavorable
response by deploying a response solioitation, producing that object soon
enough to have it recognizable as a component of an utterance in progress
rather than an unequivocal ocounter to an early-started unfavorable res-
ponse .

S50, a mssive search has yielded thres and perhaps four inatances of
the Abominable "Ne?" in American data. Tt doss not occur fraquently but
it does ocour. We do it, too, This confrontation and the search it
entailed, generated an inquiry into & rether more general phenomenon; i.e,,
the oocurrence of post-response pursuit of response. Following are soms
of the results of that inquiry.

Section II: The Barrage
A Form of 'Attack' Utilizing Response Solisitation

My reaotion to the phenomenon of a response solicitation at a distance
from its utterance and starting up in the course of a responas was that it
is "nasty". The search for the Abominable "Ne?" turned up a phenomenon
which I am calling the Barrage, which is unlovely in 1ts way, but which
must be classified separately, Speoifically, while in instances of the
Barrage we find a range of devices, inoluding the use of response solloita-
tiona and the placement of talk in the course of rasponae, we do not find
the orucial configuration [completed utterance — response initiation -
'tag' question]. Following are some instances of the Barrage.

(2.1) [SPCeIV:6:22-24] ((A Bulcide prevention agenoy))

Daslk: That's my Jo:b.to try to he:lp.
Called: Altright then come on out hare I've given you my mddress,
(0.4)
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Desks *tch No well I can't do tha:t.
(0.5)
Called: -~ Well then you're not very interested are you.
(0.5)
Dask: ‘hhhhhhhh Well I'd 11l to v «p as muoh as I g[%i::. e
d rig.h
g:ﬁ:d: ethen I told you what to do.If you can 't do that you're

- not very intereated am you, “hhh You re not on your Jjob
- twenty four hours a d.ny are you?

: NOImncnt.'naltutha pei:nt.
(I;:;llted: [You re leaving your offico]at. what time.
(0.6)
inished here at five o'olock,=
k ‘t uhl leave at the eh I: mf
CD::I;d: -ﬁlfright. then there is no reason why you can 't gt in you:r
oair, (0.5) and gome to gec us at our home.
Desk: ‘t Oh yes there 1:8.
(2.2) [Frankel:US:I:123] ((A husband and wife dispute))
Carol: You did u;r bafore you were gonna finish your beer and
- coms did.n t you.
(1.0)
Carol: As- "hh As a matter of fact you told me eh- an hour eh- iwo

hours ago that you were gonna be home in & couple of Ednutes
- didn't you,

(1.0)
Vie: I didn't- [1 aiqn't say that.=
Carol: - ﬁidg__i_:_ you.
Carol: =Yes you dird.
(0.5)
Carol: Oh yes you did.

(2.3) [BC1116:15) ((A redio oall-in program))

B.C.1 Haven't you bothered to cheok your facts on any of this,
r Yeaa
guélel ' Holi then you should lnow, that a Congressman, or any member

ia immne to arrest
of the Congress of the United 3Jtates,
under certain types of charges, during the tims the Congroas

is sitting.
Caller: Mmhm,
B.C.t - Didn't you know that? )
: But that'se (
féaéli;r - [Didn't. you lmow that,
Caller: I (unders-) I lmow that.
B.C.: If you lnew that why did you ask me.

While Fragments (2.2) and (2.3) do have versions of a response aoli-
citation starting up in the course of a response, they do not constitute
'tag' questions for a prior, completed utterance, but are repeats of a
prior response solicitation; an altogether distinctive configuration.

Although preliminary considerations of the phenomena ware based on
materinls colleoted in the United States and the Cerman materials which
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Jorg Bergmann contributed, two recent additions to this collection came
out of British mt.arialu.l
(2.4) [67/8/6] ((Group therapy session prior to the therapist's arrival))

Angela: Wha:t did you come in for,
Bev: He'a never told us mully.
(Angela) : Neor,
(Kate) s [ ).
(Angela) : Caune he doesn't kno:w does.he,
David: Vo T .3
(David) : (N)o hohoho, -
George : { ) cause T collapsed once or twice
bafore I could find out what it was (yrou see)
Angela: [Did- Have they found
out what it wa:s,
(0.3)
George: Don't kno:w.
( K} hhrin
( )i ahhh
Angela: — ‘t Don't you lmo:w? Haven't you bloody a:sked?
]
George: I've asked a few doo tors,
Angela: - [ﬂn't you intereste d?
Qeorge ['[‘huy sald they
oan't f£ind nothing wrong. -
(Angela) 1 °(Well) ® -
(1.9)
Angela: What does that suggest to you:. (.) group,hh

(2.5) [SSC:HTHwJT:7] ((A Small Claims Court))

CF: What would you do:, you would be responsible for it for a
hundred peroent?=
T: alt degund[a entiml]y M:I.{u:t.ar
CF: Tell me:. What are you insuring a- uh a
hired ca:r Tor -
T: It depends entirely upon the ter:ms of the policy. "hh eh-i-
many insurance polioiea contain what is lmown as an excess
‘clause.
(0.4)
T: = Did you know that.
(0.3)
CF: If somubo[dy gilve yo u'l
Tz - Do you lmow what an-exoess clau:se 1i:s,
(0.2) -7
CF: I beg your pardon,
T: Do you know what a:n ek cess clau:se 1s: en- in an

1. Doug Benson of Plymouth Polytechnie pointed out, as an instance of the
Barrage, the materials shown in Fragmant (2.4), and J.R.E. lLea of the
University of Manchester brought to my attention the materials shown in
Pragment (2.5). This latter fragment is exoerpted from a corpus baing
examined by Maxwell Atkinson and Robert Dunstan at the Centre for Secocio-
Iegal Studies, Wolfson College, Oxford, as is Fragment (1.5).

- 1? -
T: insurance :olicy.
(0.4)
CF: “thh’hbhh I do (’m"
T: Yes that- it mea:ns that the ‘nsure:d person will be
responsible for the fi:rst sc much of any elaim.
CF: -~  “t‘hh (.) Why didn't [TAPE ERASURE] explain it to me::=
T: [[Baoauaa
CF: that the comprehenaive insure:d, I would have to pay fifty
pound rir-at before the damage would bes repaired.
T Because itrsays
CP: - is 1°¢t,
T Because it Bays so 1[n the ter]ms and conditions printeds
CF: - not.
T: =on the back of the fom]uh{ioh you n_i_:sneci.]
CF: N o: I mpo s sible.
T: ‘hhh No. Well I hear what you si aay

There is an important difference between the Abominable and the Bar-
rage, which can be glimpsed by Juxtaposing instances of each, Here are
two Barragea followed by two Abominables -- Fragmenis (2.2), (2.8), (1.%),
and (1.7) respectively.

(2.2) [Frankel:US:I:123]

Carol: T As a matter of faot you told me eh- an hour eh- two hours
(1] ago that you were gorna be homs in & couple of minutes
1 didn't you.

(1.0)
Vies 2] I didn't- [1 didn t say that.
Carol: 3 Did.n t you.

(2.4) [o1/s/6]
Angela: [1] Don't you knoiw? Haven't you bloody a:sked?

George: 2] 1've aslked a few doo[tcru.
Angelai 3 AREn't you interested?

(1.4 [Br.Pr.l.2.1.r]

Dr. F.1 1] I understand that you're not feeling very well.
Mary: 2| Yea:;:h well that ia[t he opinion}
Dr. F.: 3 Is that correc-t?
(1.7) [Adato:VI:4-6]
Jay: Just a little bit away from the San Carlo opsra house,
(1] about a half a blook, im- th- th® pah- Pallazzo Rl.‘.ﬂ![leh‘
Tony: Uh huh,
Jay: The Royal Palace.
Tony 1 2] The Royal Pa[).ace.
Jay: 3 Ri:ght?

Roughly, the Barrage lets its reciplent lmow where he stands -- he is
'under attack'. But the Abominable, while it may be designed to impair, 1s
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not recognizably 'attaocking'. This difference may be specified in terms of
two features; one sequential, the other syntactioc.

In sequential terms, the Barrage's 'in*arruptive' component [3] oocurs
as an Nth move in a series of 'hostile' utte.ances. It is a 'next' to
priors, such as the varlous components [1], which can have alerted recipi-
ent to an array of devieces which hie coparticipant may now start operating.
In contrast, the Abominable's component [1] is pacifie. It in no way pre-
dicts the [3], which comes out of nowhere, a sudden Jerk of the bit.

In syntaotic terms, the Barrage's component [3] 1s not a constituent
component of its [1]. It i& a 'new utterance', recognizably 'doing some-
thing about' the talk it intersects. But the Abominable's [3] is a olass of
objeot which routinely ocours as a last component of its [1], as a 'tag’
question, and as such, it is not obviously doing something about the talk
which 1t may overlap (mee Fragments 1.10 and 1,11, and recall the 'ambiguity
problem' for Fragment 1.9). That there is & space between 'components of a
same utterance' may then be ascribable to such a non-motivated, apsach-
productional issue as 'pace', rather than such a motivated interaotional
matter as 'interruption',l

Thus, while the Barrage's [3] is sequentially and syntactiocally made
available by its spealer as 'sn attack', the Abominable's [3] 1s sequenti-
ally and syntactically brought off as a 'non combatant'. And therein may
lie ita sensed "nastiness",

Section III: Prompting
Post-Response (-Complecinn) Response Solicitation

The search for the Abominable "Ne?" turned up another related phenom-
enon, which may bs appropriately characterized as 'Prompting'. Unlile the
Barrage, with ite overt hostility, and the Abominable with its covert nas-
tiness, Prompting seems to bs relatively benign. As with the Barrage, this
phenomenon doea not have the configuration erucial to the Abominable; 1.e.,
[completed utterance - response initlation ~ 'tag' question]. While it
does have a response solicitation, in the form of a "tag' question, at a
distance from its utterance, and while there is a response intervening

- - -

1. That a 'pause' between ocomponents of a 'same utterance' can ccour with-
out prejudice, is heavily exploited in the management of turn-taking,
See Sacks, H., Schegloff, E,, and Jefferson, 0. (1974a:715-716, fns. 26

and 27, and 718), and Sacks, H. (1969:9-10, 1970d:8, 1971d:4-5, and
1972b:14=15) .
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between that tolen and its utterance, the token does not start up in the
course of that response, but after it is completed; i.e., the configura-
tion is [completed utterance — completed re-vonse — 'tag' question].
Following are some of the instances of Promp.ing turned up in the search
for the Abominable "Ne?"

(3.1) [ors:viT1-72]

Dan: Your only basio problem as far as direction: (0.6) as
originally stated, was getting you into Art Center.
Roger: == Mm hm,

Dan: = Riight?=

Roger: =That still is the thing.

(3.2) [Wnitacre:902A:JPW;2]

Janet: Quess why I'm calling.

Larry: 1: know oause I didn't do my math,

Janat 1 Well- how would I kmow.I wasn't at the mohool today.
(0.7)

Larry: e Oh:.
(0.4)

Janet: td Ri:ght?

Larry: E_i_:ght.-

Janet: =+hhh But I am oalling about math.

(3.3) [cpHQ:II:2761r] ((Copartioipants are working with a map))

Craig: Could you- um show= Do you lnow where we are right now,

Marty: n-Ye:ah? I'm gonna ahow you just where we aire now let

mo see, we're right up here,
Cralg: Yeah
mmg, on:ffcur six six two Parkin- Parkinson., Right around
thﬂ{“.

Craig: - Yeah.,

Marty: =  Right?

Craig: Right.

Marty: Cause Y wap out- Cause I been ferrying back and forth

batween he::re an::d Dickson Barrack,
(3.4) [BC:II:R:l44]

' 8 a good thing, it waa a very great thing. It w-
ontlor: i:: ::ot the gnatzit thing the world has ever known, at
its time.

B.C.t = Mm hm?

Caller: - Right?

B.C.: Mm hm

(3.5) [Prankel:TC:1:27:3]

Shirley: Look it's an apartment with a bedroom & kitche:n, a:nd,

(.) a bathroom Just like a hundred other apartments.
Geri: & Yeah,=
Shirley: =Right?h
Oeri: Yaah

i



(3.6) [FD:11I:52)

Caller: But. the only thing now I wonder if it's- it's the best
thing for me to do is to wateh and see 1f there's any
smoke comes out of any of th of the uh cracka,

Desk: =) Right.

Caller: " Is that 1t?

Desk: Right.

(3.7) [Rose:Fa.‘.rmunt:II:G]

Carol: She didn't look at it as Marvin being har[friend.
Lord: e 1Right.
Carol: - Di:d she,

Lori: Right.

While the Barrage (recurrently) and the Abominable (perhaps definitive.
ly) have response solicitations intersecting a response in progress, Prompt-
ing has a response solicitation produced after a recipient has relinquished
the floor. The object, then, occurs in a proper next tumspace rather than
intruding upon a& turn in progress.

Further, the responses are very short, and are of a type which can
qualify as 'continuers'; objects with which a recipient acknowledges what
has been said so far, and indicates that he sees that a prior spealer has
more to say, inviting him to go on with it (such objects as "Yeah," "Right,"
"Un huh," "Mm hm," "Oh," etc.).l Thus a most benign characterization of the
post-response-completion response solicitation 1s that 1t is exhibiting that
although the recipient may have taken it that prior speaker was not yet fin-
ished, he was indeed finished, and it is now recipient's turn to do some
extended talk, That 1s, the post-response-completion response solicitation
can ba characterized as re-relinquishing the floor; technically, as beaing
used as a 'turn-exit device' when tum-transfer has not been adequately
a.a(:cmrpli.j.u!'mi.2

However, it appears that accompanying these turn-transfer negotiations
are some interactional issues. Roughly, the fact that the recipient haas,
in the first place, produced mo more than a 'continuer' can be problematic,
The response solicitation, then, may be deployed to deal with the ogour-
rence of mere aclnowledgment when something else was sought and due; for
example, some uptake of the point of the prior utterance. That is, the
response solioitation may work as a prompting of some more elaborate

1. For a consideration of 'continuers', see Sacks, H. (1971b:1-5)

2. For a consideration of 'turn-exit devices', see Sacks, H., Schegloff,
E., and Jefferson, G. (1974b:718 section ¢).
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response, not merely re-relinquishing the floor, but indicating to recip-
ient the sort of talk he ought to be doing with the turn he had relinquished
and is now being re-proffered.

We oan begin to locate the gort of prompting work dons by the post-
response~gcompletion response solicitation by notieing that nm‘:h an object
can ooccur in the course of a single tum at talk, as a 'pivot' between two
utterance components, as in the followlng fragments.

(3.8) [FrankeliUS:I:42]

b » ¥now, (0.8) they
: heh hsh, ‘hh °It's a funny thi:ng.® You "
JemeB: L 41d that while I was gone. RIORT? T WASN'T EVEN IN THE

BUILDING.

(3.9) [ors:Iv:7]

heibal, Bet
4 1ike to set my- according to Mister C N
o - ?g:::;fxup, with the odds against me, Right? That's what

you were getting to.

In these instances, the objects seem to be working retrospesctively-
prospectively; i.e., marking that a prior oomponent was point-laden, and
prefaoing & next component whioh 'brings home the point'.

In the Bergmann materials, we find some Abominable usages of that for-
mat; 1.e., the post-response-initiation deployment of one or another paris
of the three-part 'single turn' instanced in Fragmenta (3.8) and (3.9).

In & single short extract we find, firat, a post-gap response-solicitation
- post-response-initiation 'bringing home the point'; i.e., an Abominable
usage of the third component (see ths first set of arrows), and then a .
post-response~-initiation response solicitation + 'bringing home the point’;
i.e., an Abominable usage of the second plus third component (see the second
set of arrows). Again, we start off with my parasitio transoript based on
Bergmann's original, and then a free translation.

(3.10a) [Br.Pr.1l.2.CorVers:1-2:JPB:S]

John: Mann derf dot nish ubah trraibn.

- (0.2)
( ): a=hhhe
John 1) | =Nah?
Mar’y: ; Ich s[urtgru:bah kein _lgu]nsyen-
g . R 0 doia g ; u.|.|h lteechqubertrralbst

- mDo:oh vell du dets gahn suh: va aibst.
‘::hrym Poseh [G ar ni-.h:.}_

’ -
(2) ()
buhtreibesh nicht.
?gt - i [No:h d]ot hott see mit dem
o H

eigentleen glaub'n gar nish teh doon . . .
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(3.10b) [Free translation of (3.10a)]

John: You shouldn't exaggerats it,
r (0.3)
( e @-hhh=
John; (1) [+ =Right?
Mary: I'm n[ot exaggerating at all.w
Jo:;al: - That's the point,
JM: 3 * =Yes you do, you are-exaggerating it tremendously.
ry: Not at all. S Si
v (2) ; (.)
ry: No, I'm not exa
bmi B ggarrting.

Riight? it has not
do with real belief , . , ERRine/av.at o

We oan also find instances of the milder, post-responss-completion
deploymsnt of this 'pivotal' response solicitation. That ia, following
a4 mere toksn response, we find the response solicitation + bringing home
the point, as in the following fragments.

(3.11) [oTS:v:52)

Roger: But it was never offered to
you, or a fi
offered that interesta You. : sy
(2.0
Jim: - Yeh }

Roger; - Right? That's the basio problem,

(3.12) [EC:IX:R:50:8]

B.C.: He was then tried, in
Caller: ~  Right, “ S
B.C.: - Right? A country that did not even exist at the time

the orimes were committed,

Given the possible retrospective-prospective character of the res-
ponse solioitation, its use in the candidate inetances of Prompting; 1i.e.,
in Fregments (3.1)-(3.7) may be maridng the pointedness of a prior utter-
ance which has been treated by its recipient as no more than somathing to
be aclknowledged. Further, having marksd its pointedness, it may be pro-
Jecting as a relevant and expsctable next metivity, 'bringing home the
point'. But in these inatances, it may be spacifically left to the reoip-
ient to do that work; 1.e., to now exhibit that he has taken the point,

That 18, given an 'inadequate' initial response to a point-laden prior
utterance, the post-response~completion response solicitation can be (1)
maridng that there is a point to be taken, and (2) offering the reoipient a
next opportunity to show that he has talen the point. And the recipient
oan show that he has taken the point by producing some appropriate talk in
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his next turn.
Now, in the great bulk of interchanges in which this form of Prompting

oocurs, that a recipient has taken the poln* is demonstrated formally, by
means of an unfolding series of activities, This issue is considered in
detail in Seotion IV. But rarely is thare an explicilt uttering of what the
initially "missed' point of the prior utterance might have been, and thus
of what, in partioular, the post-reaponse-completion reaponse solioitation
might have been pursuing.

It 15 only in Fragment (3.1) that we find a reclplent explioating the
point of a prior spaaker's utterance. As it happens, the taking of that
point by recipient is only part of a larger pursuit by prior spealker; that
larger pursuit being explicitly available as pursued and ‘brought home' 1in
an expanded segment. The interchange occurs in the course of a group thor-
apy sesslon for teenagers. One of the patients complains that nothing has
been accomplished. In the ensuing discuasion the therapist attempts to
bring the patient to acknowledge that pomething has, in faot, been accom-
plishad,

(3.1) [GTS:V:71-72:Expanded Fregment ]

Roger: Alright we've been here now how many wee:ka? (0.7) How long
you been working on this problem, (0.4) T've opened my
mouth so many times, and we haven't got nowhere.

((approximately 38 lines omitted))

Dan Your only basic problem as far as direction: (0.6) as
originally stated, was getting you into Art Center.

Roger: - Mm hm,

Dan: - Ri:ght?=

Roger: - «That still is the thing.

Dan Are we gonna get you through there, or noit.

Roger: [[( )=

Dani Are you gonna got ywr[self through thera,

Roger: Yos.

Dan: Okaty.

(2.0)

Dan: = Then something has been acgomplished. And maybe you
understand some things that are funotioning also, (0.6) at
homa.

(1.0)
Dan: which may have contributed to soms of the things that- that

uh went on in- (0.3) that-that stoppsd you: from funotioning
as wall as you ocould.
Roger: “Mm hm, ®

The patient's Prompt-slicited uptalke of the prior utterance ia conten-
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tious ("That etill 1s the thing" disputing either a proposal that the pa-

tient is complaining about something other than the "bagie problem", or

an implication that that problem has bsen mpolved; 1.e,, the past-tensing

of "was getting you into Art Center"). And !t is the therapist himself

who eventually proposes the suocess of theirp enterprise (embadding the

announcement in further talk, thus not providing a plmce in which confirm-

ation by the patient 1s due, and 1f not offered then observably abasent) .,

In a range of ways, then, the tharapist's pursuit of the patient's aolknow-

ledgment of success does not achieve its optimum outooms. Neverthesless,

this interchange is tranaparent for the fact that a post-response-completion

response solicitation can be engaged in pursuit of soms spaoifiable outooms,
Such an understanding of the work of post-response-completion response

solicitation can be turned to materials which are far less transparent.

Following is an exercise in exploring that aspsot of Prompting, attempted
on two fragments shown earlier.

(3.2) [Wnitaore:9024:Jp;:2]

Janet: Guess why I'm calling.

Larry: I: know cause I didn't do my math,

Janet: ™  Well- how would I know.I wasn't at the school today.
(0.7)

Larry: - Oht.
(0.4)

Jenet: =  Right?

Larry: o Riight =

Janet: =*hhh But I am calling about math.

In this case, the initial response certainly looks adequate. "Oh:"
oan constitute a display of, say, having been '1nrormed'; of now knowing
something one did not know until the prior utterance delivered a piece of
information. It 18 thus far richer than such 'acknowledgment tokens' as
"Uh huh," "Mm hm," ete. But it may be that in this case, the 'information
receipt' is inappropriate, Speoifieally, the prior utterance, "Well- how
would T lmow.I wasn't at the school today", while it might be an awfully
balligerent way to propose that this speaker happsned not to be somewhere
at soms time, might on the other hand be a way of marking that the cocoa-
8ion was not happenstance., The utterance may specifioally be conveying
that as a routine matter, lmown to recipient, the speaker is never at that
place at that time, and that the recipient, in his response, has shown
that he is not attending that fact. That 18, the "How would I know" points

to something that the recipient ought to Inow, and is uomplaining/nmmding

in terma of reaipient's responsibility for that Imowledge. When, sui:u-"
quent to the 'reminder', recipient produces an information receipt, Cﬁﬂ: s
in contrast to, say, a 'recognition display' (e.gz., "Oh that's ri:ght"),
prior speaker (a) provides an opportunity f.r reciplent to supply the
appropriate response (i.e., maintalns silsnce), and when no recognition
display occura, (b) engages in prompting. In effect, then, the prompting
in this cmse constitutes, not a second, but & third chanoce for Ncipla?t
to display a proper tracking of his poparticipant’'s routine movemsnta.

In the next fragment, the focal interchange takes place at a Civil
Defense Headquarters during a hurricane. There has been & lull, and two
of the people present -- Marty, & stranger to the area and a civilien,
and Craig, the teenage son of the C.D. Commander -- get into conversation.
They go through & range of toples, including some of Craig's problems in
his English Literature course, Marty offering helpful hints. Eventually
they turn to a wall map, and Craig puts Marty to a test.

(3.3) [coHQ:IT:276:r]

here we are right now,
1 - Could you- um show- Do you know w
ghmr:?: n-Ye:ah? I'm gonna show you just where we a:re now let
me see, we're right up here.
t Yeah,
Slnmrt?n on:: four six six two Paridn- Parkinson. Right around
the re.
Craig: - Yeah.,
Marty: - Right?
: o Right.
(:umr:?r Caﬂe 1 was out- Cause I been ferrying back and forth

between he::re an::d Dickson Barrack,

In finer detail, Craig has initiated and abandoned a pass/fail t.:st
question, "Could you show-", which he replaces with the more equable "Do
you know where we are...?" which has, as one of its appropriate responses
something like "No, where are we?" (in contrast to the appropriate nega-
tive for the abandoned version, e.g., "No, I ean't."). Marty, however,
reinvoles the pass/fail status of the question by retrieving the initial
wording, in his "I'm gonna show you...". That is, he exhibits that he is

'taking a test'.
Bmoi::‘}:l::vla::t,n:hn, Craig's mere aclnowledgment, while it indicates
that the answer is not incorrect, in no way appreciates the fact that a
test has been pomed and successfully passed. Thus, the post-response-

]
1. For a consideration of the proper tracking of a copartioipant’'s cir-
cumstances, see Sacks, H. (1070a:21-24).

T
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completlon pesponse sollicitatlon In Lhis omse way be providing a next
opportunity for a proper appreciation of a successful passing of a test,

Bul thers may be more Lo this pursuit, And LIt may bear on Marty's
reinvoking the stronger, pass/fall version o® the test, This oivilian
and stranger to the area has apparently been helping out by "ferrying"
people around. He has besen at least useful, perhaps courageous. (And
apparently it was in the oourse of this activity that he becams compstent
with the map,)

Now, suoh information as that he has been helping ocut, were it simply
to bs volunteered, might be recognizably self-ocongratulatory. And there
are systematio oonatrainte on such an activity as self-congratulation, as
noted by Pomerantz (1978:88ff). A test situation, however, is one in
whioh such information might be appropriately delivered; indeed, 1t might
be specifically occasioned. That is, passing a test can be an cocasion
for praise by the tester, and praise by the tester can ba an occasion for
a display of modesty by the tentae.l And in this case, the display of
modesty could be of the "It's nothing, really" genre; i.e., an acoount of
how the compstenve with the map is Just a byproduct of some "ferrying back
and forth".

Or, such information might specifiocally be requested; i.e., the one
who posed the test, who oan have expsoted failure and be surprized by suoc-
oess, may prooeed to ask how the information was acquired, The fact that
one had been "ferrying back mnd forth" eould then be produced as a solioi-
ted account,

Thus, the post-response-completion response solicitation in this
case, by referring its reciplent back to the prior utterance with an indi-
cation that its point should be found and exhibited, may be pursuing, not
only the appreciamtion due to the succeasful passing of a test, but the
sequelaes of such an appreciation, whioch could ocoasion the discharging of
Bome otherwise transparently self-congratulatory informmtion.

Notice that, in an activity analogous to that of Pragment (3.1), the
pursuer eventually volunteers the critiocal item. Recall that were suoch
information simply volunteered, it might be recognizably self-congratula-
tory. 1In this case, the information 1s not 'simply volunteered'. Tt is

- = -

1. Pomerantz notes: "Reoi
. pients of praise are subject to self-
;::idmno. or'mdasty'oonnﬁninta." (1978:96) She goes anrt:r:i;;bit
ances of 'modesty' as "an achievement" (1978:110 footnote 13)

formatted as an account, with "Causs...", although as the saquence has run
off, there has bsen no 0all for either a display of wodesty or a solioited
account.,

In finer detail, we oan notice the repstition of "cause" across a re-
vision; 1.e., "Cause I was out- Cause I been ferrying back and forth...".
My own data searches, and the work of colleagues focussing on the struoture
of self-repalr, indicate that such turn-initial items as "Well," "Bagause, "
"So," eto., etc. tend masslvely to be dropped in the revised rocyola.l The
gtandard repair format applied to this revision would yleld, "Cause I was
out- I been ferrying back and ¢orth...". The utterance ms it actually
ooours is thus systematically 'overbuilt' for its character as an agoount s
1.e., may ba actively defending against its recognizablility as volunteered
self-praise and emphasizing its status as & test-ocoasioned account.

Queh exercises as the foregoing indioate that the post-response-com-
pletion response solioitation can be accomplice to some rich and intriocate
interactional negotiationa. And 4in such materials we find recurrently that
negotiations which can be expressed, and thus accounted for, in turntaking
terms, &8 [oom-ploted. turn = continuer — turm exit de\rico] can be expressed
in interactional terms as [point-laden utterance — mare aclnowledgment —~

pursuit of the point].

That the negotiations can be sensibly expressed and accounted for in
turntaldng terms my bear on the sensed 'penignness' of Prompting in com-
parison to the sensed "hostility' of the Barrage and the sensed "nastiness’
of the Abominable, In twrntaking terms, the Abominable has a 'turn exit
device' positioned 'interruptively’ in the courae of a response which is
not in the first place relinquishing the floor to e prior speaker. The
expression [completed turn ~ response-in-progress — turn exit device] is
not & reasonable account. The turn has already been adequately exited.

On its oocurrence, then, such an interchange as is found in the Abominable,
does not recommend itself to a turntaking-systematics acocount.

Thus, Somaons confronted with such a series of motions (be it recipl-
ent or snalyst) is directed by it towards an interactional account as the
relevant, sensible accounty l.e., 18 directed to seek and find what one
partioipant is recognizably 'doing to' another. In contrast, Prompting's

1. Anthony Wootton and Paul Drew, University of York (private communica-
tion).
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negotiationa can be reasonably expressed and adequately accounted for in
terms whioh do not lead to finding that something interectional is 'being
done', 1In this way, the sensed 'nastiness' of the Abominable and the
relative 'benignnees' of the Prompting may bs a product of the design of
the devices and the alternative mocounte which they invols,

Section IV: On the Effeotiveness of Abominables and Promptings

Although the Abominables may be designedly, recognizably 'doing
something to a copartioipant', a striking feature of these interchanges ia
that the device seems to be altogether ineffeotive. Speoifiocally, the
post-responae-initiation response solicitation is positioned recognizably
'interruptively' in the course of a coparticipant's talk. It ocan then be

observed that the coparticipant's talk is not interrupted, but continues

at least to a first completion point. And, subsequently, there iam nothing

whioh might stand as 'the solicited response'. We can review the relevant
fregments with that issue in mind.

(1.1b) [Br.Pr,1.2.JPB:S:1Free Translation ]

Mary: o Whuddiyuh mean T imeel anrd pray.

Johng Right?

Mary - e-my God is always with me. He is even with me through the
night.

(1.4b) [Br.Pr.1.2.1,r.:Free Translation]
Mary: - Yea;:h well that 1u{t h e opinion

Dr. F.: Is that uorl'ault?
Mary: - of Dootor Hollmann

Dr. F.: Uh chuh

Mary: [B.:t. it 1sn't mine,

(1.6) [F‘mnkel:US:I:G)]

Jamea) - Well he musta got tm[_npsio shop there in the Btorrre.
Mike: Right? {
Vic: And he's
got a kdd,
(0.6)
Vio: No.
Mike ; Nonono net Frank

(1.7) [Adato:VIi4-6)

Tony: = The Royal Pa[hoc.

Jay: Ri:ght?
(0.4)

Jay: Across the street . . .

With regard to Fragment (1.7) it can be noted that overlappsd spsalera

can and do out off immediately upon onset of overlap. For example:
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(0.1) [J6:I:B:5] . |
mber Mister n-
Marge - Now this 1s your private nu [No: _'ghat'a o
Hansonj
(0.2) [SBL:2:1:8:3]
Faye: You know, depending on what you eat,
. - » t=
Paye: WOLhert® i’ LUk 6o, gwt dnia Flap €bout ity bt « 5

L]
Returning to the collection of relevant fragments vis-a-vis an "inter-
ruptively' positioned reaponse solicitation with no effective interruption

of copartioipants' talk:

(1.8) [Goodwin:Meat:15]
Paults He'll probably coms ( ) down with a
e shot -gun and blow your ho]nd off,.
[R i g h t? You lnow?
(.)
Andy : So I said . . .

Andy:

(1.9) [BC:I:G:96:r) '
Caller: Well tha t's what I _n-_na.n}he couldn't understaind.=
B.C.1 [H'am they not? % S i
B.C': =0h he oould understand it hs Just didn't ]
The 'interruptively' positioned post-response-initiation response
ant
solicitation of the Abominables recurrently appears to hnvo' no relev '
effect upon the utterance it interseots. We find nelther 'interruption
nor the 'solicited response’'. In contrast, the post-reaponse-completion
pons t. Spe-
res @ solicitation of the Promptings appear to have som effec : hpo
eifically, the response solloitation is followed by an utterance whio .
oan stand as 'the solicited response'.  Again, wo ocan review the relevan

fragments with that issue in mind.
(3.1) [eT8:v:71-T2]
Rogper: Mm hm,

' Ri:ght?=
ll::;er: = «That still is the thing.

(3.2) [Whitacre:902A:JPW:2]

Larry: Ohs.

e (0.4)
Janet: Right?
Lerry: =  Rl:ght.

(3.3) [CDHQ:IT:276:r]
Craig: Yeah.
Marty: Right?
Craig: = Right.



(3.4) [BCiIItRi1b4]

B.Cot Mm hm?
Caller: Right?
B.C.: - Mm hm

(3.5) [Frankel:TC:1:27:8]

Geri: Yeah,=
Shirley: wRight?h
Geri: - Yeah

(3.6) [FD:111:52]

Desk: Right,
Caller: Is that 1t?
Desk: -~ Right,

(3.7) [Rose:Fairmount:I1:6]

Lord: riRight .
Carol: Diid she,
Lori: - Right,

The Promptings can be seen to achieve a measure of success in that, by
virtue of (1) the object's positioning and the turntaking-organizational
agcount which is available for such a positioning (1.e., as a re-relinquish-
ing of the floor to a recipient who had (mie )underatood that more wam to be
said by a prior speaker), and (2) the retrospective-prospective work of such
objects in general, which provides for the relevance of (3.a) explioation
(by speaker) or (3.b) uptale (by recipient), the talk which follows the post-
response-completion response solicitation will, in principle, be talk which
has been informed by (1), has been made relevant by (2), and is opsrating
(3.b). Thus, in prinoiple, the acknowledgment token which follows a res-
ponse solicitation constitutes an 'informed uptalke'; i.e., constitutes the
response which has been pursued by the response solioitation.

However, it is only under this formulation of the sequence-context that
the second aclnowledgment token 1s constituted as an 'informad uptake’, It
is otherwise no more recognizable as such than is the initial aclknowledgmant
tolen (whieh, under this formulation of the sequenoce~context ie constituted
as a 'oontinuer'). That is, the Job that each token can be characterized as
doing is depsndent upon a particular formulation of the sequence-oontext.
Thus, 1if the context can be otherwise formulated, the obaervable work of the
second acinowledgment tolen might be otherwise characterizable,

And the fact that, massively, these post-responss~-solieitation utter-
ances are no more than an aclnowledgment token, brings them into close con-

vergenos with an altogether contrasting typs of activity. In thia aotivity~
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type, a second aclmowledgment tolen does not conatitute a soliolted res-
ponse, but a 'reoyole' of what turned out to have been & 'premature’ prior
response.

Simply: A response whioch turns out to 1ve cccurrad prior to comple-
tion of an ongelng utterance is recycled upon completion of that utterance.
While a sizeabls collection of instances was yielded by the search for the
Abomdnable "Ne?", only a few are shown here, with a disproportionate
number involving overlapped response solicitations in "tag' position,

(4.1) [Agorto:2:141]

Martinez: He's you Imo:w becoming even mo:re (0.4) more gautious than
h[f_oiﬂc]

Rose: - Mne=hm,

Rose: = Mm=hm,

(4.2) [Schenkein:II:70]

Ellens Just on the straight.(.) [of the fabrio.
Lord: W Yoah.
Lori: o Yeah.
(4.3) [Kralowsii:D&R:10] N
fference to m you
] Do you think it's gonna male any di
SAR sald Friday or m[xt weelk or two woeka from now?
p——— — L'
Jteven: - NO.

Steven: - NO?

(4.4) [IPD:ND:IT:114]
Desk: Fortieth and Boulovani[right?

Caller: = Unh huh,
Caller: - Uh huh,
(#.5) [P356:11:1]
Dask: Twenty one, forty four Axgyle.(.) [E;isht-?
Caller: . a8,
Caller: - Yes.,
(4.6) [Reilly:16] '
t big station wagonpdoasn't she
3:: . Oh sha has a grea B iy
Inez: - Yeah,
(4.7) [Coodwin:GR:35)
Ron: The supermarket is a- is a standard place to _E_qu.lp though
[1sn't it,
Bath: - Y e a th,
Beth: = Yeah.

duch a configuratlon repositions a 'premature’ response such that it
now ooours, properly, post ocompletion of a current utterance. Speoifically,
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the repeated token can be exhibiting that the 'premature’ response is
deemed still adequate to the eventual utterance-in-toto; that such subse-
quent material as ".,.of the fabric", or "...or iwo weeks from now?", or
B 1] inconsequential; is itself
a revised response, and simply requires some turntaldng-

organizational work which oan be acoomplished with a propsrly positioned
repeat of the 'premature' response.

"Right?" or "Doesn't she?" or "Isn't it,
inadequate to

Indeed, it appears that a spealker who has started up early, who now

wishes to be observably taldng the appended materials into acoount,
that soms subsequent token ie not

marks
& repositioned prior reaponse but ia a
And this 1s done, simply enough, by pro-
ducing a recognizably different item., So, for example, in the following
fragment, we find a particularly consequential response solioitation,
maried for its oconsequence by its reocipient.

(4.8) [0TS1I:1:48r]

next-positioned, new raBponse,

Dan: This was one of the reasons that A:l of course was so
upaat last week,. 1 think,
(0.7)
Roger: Lost his identity?
(1.%)
Dan s He had certain viewpoi:nts on things.
(1.0)
Dan: - And something hl‘[p Pened didn't 1t,
Al = °Yeah, ° II:"l\ll-'ﬂm."
(0.3)
Al: o Oh yah,
(1.2)
Dan:

(I think) he's very hesitant to ta::1lk about it,
In thies case, a copartioipant is volunteering confirmation in the
course of talk about him. That confirmation ("*Yeah, °" "oM-hm*" -~ the

degree-sign [°] indicates low amplitude) overlaps & tag-
solicitation which is

positioned response
doing a specifiable Job, redirecting the talk to him,
And in this ocase we find, not a recognizable repositioned reoycle of a
prior, overlappad acknowledgment token, but a recognizable next-pomitioned
response whioch tal®s into acoount the response solicitation and its work;

i.e., we find, not another "°Yeah,*" op "M-hm°", but another olass of aoti-

vity, "Oh yah," which is not only a recognizable 'ohange', but may in
itself constitute an sclmowledgment of the touchy matters being raised,
aoccomplioce to declining to talk about them,

That 18, "Oh yeah" or objects very eimilar to it, seem to have
Job they recurrently do,

as one
the marking of some issue as possibly touchy., And
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these objects are recurrently deployed accomplice to deolining to expand
upon the marked-as-touchy issua. S0, fox example, in t;h- following freg-
ment, Joan had earlier announced that she Pought Linda's children some
doll-olothes. (See Fragment (0.19) page 63 bLelow.)

(0.3) [TcI(Db):16:59]

Linda: Whera did you get the olothes at.
Joan: At uh Toy City,

Linda: i Were they on saplej=

Joan: o =Ahiy, yeah.

Linda: Ye:ah,

In the following fragment, Maggle and Gene ocoasionally "spe" each other.
n
The inquiry here is sbout Gene and his wife,

(0.4) [J0:1112:5)

Maggle: ~— But you're all still together.
(0.3)

Gene: =  Oh yah,

Maggzie: Yahm,

In the following fragment, two friends who attended high school togat.l-:r
but are now going to different colleges and whose friendahip is there :::
beginning to suffer attrition, are both geing up to San Francisco for o
Christmas holidays. What may be 'in the air' here, but is never explic :
addressed, is whether the inquirer might travel up with her coparticipant.

(0.5) [Frankel:TC:TI:1:17]
Shirley: - You guys are gonna drive up aren 't you,

Garl: == Oh yamh.
Shirley: That's what I _f._‘igu[red g
ﬂﬁﬂ! ']

And in the following fragment, an inquiry into a problematic dinner party
is mot with "Oh ye:h" plus a referred assessable.
(0.6) [MBiTV:13:1]

Enana So they came do:wn and had dinner,hh
Lottie: Uh huth,
Emma, ¢ *hh 'hh[hh
lottie: ™ Was it niice?
(0.6)
= oy was dellicioure
?pmt‘.:;.n Sedpana S [Oh gooid.

Throughout his leotures, Harvey Sacks stresses the powsrful relevance
of next-positionedness (1967d:4-11, 19670:15-18, 19710 :5-8), He notes the
partioular relevance of n_axt-poaltioned.man for acknowledgment tolkens,
which are understood by reference to an immediately preceding unit (1967 ;
17). It appears, however, that at least in soms specifiable circumstances,

T
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::: ::nr of sheer next-positionedness bscomss equivocal, and can be under-
° .
o fonoxﬂunoedning fr:n:a:m of repstition or change, respaotively. Consider
o nt, in whioch recognizable 'repetition' olearly defeats
" next positioning'; 1.e., a po.sible 'mext-positioned’
olearly to be heard as a 'repositionad’ reoycle e
(4.9) [core/BA;IV:32] '

Ed: The o
nly statemsnt we really
rea got in this re
unl;s; Yyou got the statisties you oouldn't :ggt e
Barts . qualified m{%}:.mis doesn't make sense =
t isn't ’
Bartg - That isn't true. —

That

T !:?; :nhuuond "'m:t. ien't true" 1e not denying that a statement

e ::ega;n_g_:h; but is repeating the initial denial that such a

Pk first place. The sheer faot of 'next-positioning’
n by achieved, recognizable ‘repositioning',

. ‘h:::i:,.::ha:::ot to this 1ssue, consider the following two fragments

e, r, in two different conversations, with two different
8, 15 given a similar piece of news, in a similar formt

format oan be expressed as [Good Fortune + Price Tag ] b

(4.10) [NB3IV310:51] '

Holly: and she
gave m the mo.
o . e st beautiful swimsuit you've ever seen
Gave it to
Holly: Yeah, your
Eroma ¢ - Awy
tree
Ho .
Em::fl z [ﬂ twenty two _qgllar[one.
Aw .
’ ((').6) IEER
Emimn, Well you've given her a lot in uh your day Holly
(4.11) [NBIX:2:1]
Nanoy I got a raiise,

ml - Gooy tud,
oYt o Yeh two dollars a week.

Enama g - %["olw.
Nanoy: Uhig:! he 1
Ensma g AL B h.h{hOh‘

0 Fragoent (4.10) she m“\:‘:t are you gonna do with 1t all,
i il & aomponent is treated by its recipient
e * : ponse, with a repsat of the response to the
oo tort mq“nmonen“ 'y ;‘v:n Fragment (4.11) the price-tag component is
1 B u:d resaponse, with a recognizably different item.
Bisity Ko ot a0, rragma:t supports this analysis., In Fragment
e v Soot-te component, "She gave me the most beautiful swimsuit"
rred to by, and is adequate to, the subsequent "H:II_
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you've given her a lot in your day", which doss not spsoifically address
On the other hand, in Fragment (4.11) thes good-
fortune component, "I got & ralise” 18 adegrately referred to by, and ia
adequate to the subsequent "What are you gonaa do with 1t", but is inade-
quate to "...with 1t all", which specifically addresses the price-tag
acomponent, "two dollars a woalk,"

Thus, while in Fragment (4.10) the reaiplent constructs her oonsecu-

oes such that the price-tage component is (1) marked as, and
in Fragment (4.11) she

the prioce-tag oomponent.

tive utteran
(2) subsequently exhibited to be, inoonsequential,
+ruots her conseoutive utterances guch that the price-tag component

cons
consequential.

18 (1) marked as, and (2) subsequently exhibited to ba,
In Fragments (%,1)-(4.11) 1t appears that there is a selective orlen-

tation to and management of a converging relevance
¢ which provides that an utter-

of two alternative

formulationa of the sequenca-context, one o

ance is 'next-positioned'; 1.,e., & 'rosponse to' an immediately prior

utterance of a coparticipant, the other of which provides that an utterance
is 'repositioned'; i.e., 8 'reaycle of' soms earlier talk of this same

s where there is soms ambiguity as to which of
these formalations might apply, such a device as ! recognizable sameness’
cen be used to undercut the relevance of 'next.-positiomdneu'/'nsponaa'
he relevance of 'mpoaitionudrnna'/'reoycla'. while such a
can be used to underout the latter and pro-

spealker. In circumstance

and promote t
device as 'recognizable change'
mote the former.

Now, Prompting appsars to constitute a ciroumatance 4in which the

context becomes ambiguous and ths power and relevance of sheer

sequence-
is because there is acute oon-

next-positionedness bscomss weakened. This
vergence between the way the Promptings run off (see Fragmonts 3.2-3.7) and
the way the ovarlap-occasioned repositioned recycles run off (see Fragments

4,1-4.T7).

Spaoifically, it may be
ponse solicitation is opsrating as a sheer turmn-exit

positioned rasponse solicitation, or is point-

come gquite unclear as to whether the post-

response-~oompletion res
device, analogous to the tag-
ing to the inadequacy of the initial response and attempting to occasion
soms revision. Equally,
subsequent talk oconst itutes

it may becoma unolear as to whather recipient's
a next-positioned response, informed by the
or merely a repositioned recyele, ovcasioned

prior response solicitation,
some intervening talk.

by, but marking the inconsequence of,
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It appears that this possible ambiguity 1is oriented to and managed by

the relative shape of the two consecutive acknowledgment tolens. A copar-

ticipant who wishes to be smeen as having ben informsd by the post-response-

completion response solicitation can produce a second aclnowledgment token
whioh is obaervably not the same ae; 1.e., not a possible recycle of, the
earlier acknowledgment token. Further, he can produce it so that it is
equally observably the same as; 1.e,, is apecifioally looating, the imme-
diately prior response solicitation. This is the procedurs used in Frag-
ments (3.2) and (3.3).

(3.2) [Whitaore:902:JPW;2]

L: I-_— Ohs.
B e
(3.3) [cDHA:1T:276:x]
C1 [l_ Yeah,
M1 -] [+] Rsnt?
C: | Right.

Roughly, this [-]/[+] configuration orients to the wealness of sheer
next-positionedness, and works to defend against the possible reocogniza-
bility of the seoond acknowlsdgment token as a non-informed, repositioned
recycle, and to enhance its status as an informed, next-positioned reEponse,

I will make an observation which, at this point, stands as a possible
mere ourio; potentially no more than an artifaoct of the ourrent corpua. The
two instances in which a recipient produces this [-]/[+] conflguration are
those in whioh the recipient 1s an inoumbsnt in the Membarship Categoriza-
tion Device oategory 'ohild', and the prior speaker an incumbent in the
category 'ndul‘t.'.l Further, in both oases, the categories 'student' and
'teacher' appear to be relevant. In Fragment (3.2) Janet 1s Larry's math
tutor, and in Fragment (3.3) Marty has been offering advice about an English
Literature course, That is, 1t Just so happens that in both instances, the
participants can be characterized in termas of a superordinate/subordinate
relationship,

It is possible that with the use of the [-]/[+] format, the reoipient
is speoifically invoking that relationship as the account of his behavior;

(0.4)

1. For a consideration of Membership Categorization Deviee oategories,
800 Samoka, H. (1972a),
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b ¥ W, a hi
1.8 is nﬁosﬂizﬂ 1:f BA ing hat he Bees that hia Summmiﬂﬂt wishes m
«Tap

t.
to say, and no more than tha )
In a conaslderation of another pair of ruparordinate/subordinate cate
the
gories, Master/Slave, Harvey Sacks (1970e121-22) points out that in "
Pre-Civil War Southern United 3tates, a slave was raquired to agree W

en
any utterance made by a master. One consequenocs was that glaves wars se

to be "evasive" and "deceitful". Further, Saoks notes that "there were
some negative consegquences for the masters, in that they could never find
to lmow,"
™ “::1: ?j.];[:?ln:::ﬂgumtion manipulates sequenca and tolens to h::h:lt::a
recognizable 'informed uptake' with no explicit demonstration of il
prior utterance was adequate to more than the initial response. - »
1t may be invoking the superordinate/subordinate relationship as t -
acoount for the revised response. Literally, "Whatever you say, bOBB.
this constitutes a sucgessful outcoms of the pursuit engeged in by the
poat-maponso-completion response solicitation, it is a meagre one.

The remaining ceses of Prompting, including those shown here, aTe
aven less 'successful'. A coparticipant who wishes to convey that thel
prior utterance waa {ndeed inadequate to anything more than it initially
got, but who does not wish to move into amctive dispute, can producei:i
geocond acknowledgment tolen which 1s not the same as; 1.8., is spoec ;;
ally not looating, the immediately prlor response golicitation. Furt ’ A
he can produce it so that 1t is equally observably the same as; i.e., .
possible reoycle of, tha first aclmowledgment token. This ia the proc

ure used in Fragments (3.4)-(3.7).

(3.4) [BC:II:R:14]

BC: E’;y’:‘l:‘:
s R
%;“ +) (-] Mm hm

(3.5) [PrankelyTC:I:27:8]

G: Yeah.=
Ay +) =Right?h
Gs (-] yean

(3.6) [FD:111152]

D: Right .
C: + ] [_] Is that it?
D: Right.




(3.7) [Rose:Falrmount:IT:6]

L: r:Right.
C: +] [_] Di:d she.
L: Right.

Roughly, this [+]/[-] configuration relies upon the strength of next=
positionedness to achieve that the second acknowledgment token is not,
unequivocally, the repositioned recycle its sheer repetition would other-
wise define it as. The work done in these cases tends to reaffirm the
adequacy of an initial, no-uptake response, and the inadequacy of the prior
utterance to a different order of response., In effect, it is observably
declining to take issue with the post-response-completion response sollicl-
tation's proposal that the prior utterance warranted more than & mers
acknowledgment, while exhibiting that did not.

Thus, while in comparison to the absolute zero effectiveness of the
Abominables, Prompting can be seen as at least achieving some small measure
of success, the foregoing considerations suggest that it is a drastioally
meagre one. Having noticed the absence or meagreness of success of the
post-response (-initiation or =completion) response solicitations; 1.e.,
of Abominables and Promptings, that very noticeability can be seen as a
feature of the phenomenon, That is, these versions of a response solici-
tation are produced as objects to which their reciplente ought to defer,
and which, then, can observably fail at achieving deference, or can
observably achieve only minimal deference,

At least in part, the observable success/failure derives from a char-
acterizable activity performsd by the post-response (-initiation or
-completion) response solicitation. The response solieitation is fully
occupled by marking the pointedness of a prior, completed utterance, and
proposing that a recipient should now exhibit that he has taken the point
of that prior utterance. But, crucially, the response solicitation does
nothing whatsocever to explicate the point of that prior utterance,

Now this 18 a rather special sort of amctivity, given that a recipient
has just committed himself to a response; i.e., 1s in the oourse of prof-
fering, or has Just proffered, the results of his analysis of that prior
utterance. The reaponse solicitation informs a recipient that hie response
is/was inadequate, but provides no further materials from whieh the recip-
ient might construct an 'improved' analysis. The defect 1s specifically
located as residing in the reciplent’'s analysis, and not within the prior
talk, which 15 re-offered as adequate, as it stands.
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At best, the post-response (=-initlation or -completion) response
solicitation mets up a guessing-game or test. At worst it constitutes a
complaint or rebuke; 1.e., an {nsistence that a copartlcipant behave dif-
ferently, with virtuslly no grounds provide for revised behavior except
that this speaker deems that revision is called for. Small wonder that

the device is so massively unsuccessful.

Section V: An Alternative
Post-Response (-Initiation or -Completion} Continuation

It turne out that there is an alternative type of pursuit device, one
which may or may not be 'gucceseful' in the interactional terms of the res-
ponse solicitations, but one which does not in the first place oparate in
those terms., This alternative type of pursuit device operates in terma of
a turntaking organizational procedure which has as its first-order
observable task the sheer completion of an utterance in progress, The pur-
suit device in this case is deployed upon the occurrence of an ‘early’
response, and constitutes a post-response (=initiation or -gompletion)
appending of materials which are syntactically coherent with the utterance
in progress, While a grossest paraphrase of the Abominable might be
"Answer ms properly!", and of the Prompting, "Try again," the alternative
device might be grossly paraphrased as "Let me finish."

This device 1s grounded in a baslec 'rule' for the production of eonver-
sation: Talk gets done in complete utterances/turns, This 1is not to say
that a complete utterance always occurs, A current speaker can stop, trail
off, ete., or a reciplent can start up in the course of an ongoing utter-
ance, whersupon the current speaker stops. For example:

(5.1) [Frankel:US:I:15]

Fred: - He doesn't kmow that he's bein::
(1.0)
Vic: *hhhhhhhh (0.7) unghh.h.hhhh (0.5) I think he has a, (0.5)

ides, mmbut I think that the last ten dollars he gave ma
about & month ago, a month and a half ago he figured,
g_qured Tt.

(5.2) [SBL:2:1:3]

Bea: - Okay, well I'm sorry that you
(0.3)
Baa: "hh
Jean: Well so am I but[( )
Bea: Maybe it's Just as well you discovered it,
Jean: Well 1t is, cause I'd hate to be sliding backwards down

that hill.
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(5.3) [DA:2:4:3]
Jessie: - If you a-uh do anything definite on Thursday then uh:

don't let me: uhisr-:;
Goldie; T No 1t ih 1:t 1t isn:::'t eh tha:t,
it 18 e-that I have a meetin, - ===

But frequently we can notice in such interchanges, an orientation to
completeness, While a sentence/utterance in progress does not get comple-
ted, a candidate for "the missing item' shows up as an embedded component

of the response. In the following instances, the candidate 'missing items'
are bracketted.

(5.4) [NB:1IV:13:6)

Emma ; I've never had such a heali pro(hh)
ng. I have n(hh N
zen (hh)o pro(hh)blems
Lottie: - Ay- How's that stuff on your uh
Emma ; ['hh
Emma ; =  Absolutely gorgeous do you put it on your [nai1s]?
Lottie; Oh:: yeah, every ni:ght,
(5.5) [Agorio:320-321:r]
Batty: Doctor Martinez,
(0.3)
Martinez: Yah,
Batty: =  Who were the couple who.w
( ) =unhh
Martinez: Ooh: they are some friends of Jerry Hallinan and and a:nd
and Carla. =
(0.3)
Etty! 0h=.|
( ) *( e

Martinez: — And Carle was going to babysit, because they were going
out for the weeke:nd they [were killed].
(5.6) [TCx(0)112:18)

Linda; - How old was she when: she go[t mer

Joani Fourtee
Linda: Ohhh, =

(0.5)
Joan; =  And her folks didn't want her:, to [marry] him.

And reourrently, not only does a candidate for the 'miseing item'
show up in recipient's pre-gompletion response, but it is produced to ba

heard in those terms; i.e., as a continuation/completion of the prior
uttanme-i.n-pmgreas.l

1. This procedure converges with the phenomano: :
n of 'oollaborative utter-
ances', See Sacks, H, (1965&:2—-?), (1967f:9—15), (1968&:1-—9].
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(5.7) [CDHQ:I:267]
Tim: ...bacause if we get a hesavy rain now,
Joshs - Mm hm, It's gonna clog up.
(5.8) [Frankel:HB:II:l]
Jan: ller whiskera are all sin:ged bu[t
‘hhh Oh: but she's ohhkhhay.

Penny : 2

(5.9) [6TS:I11:61]

Dan: Maybe parents can never really think of their children in
any other way than-

Louise: — [Yenh. than little Ikids,

Crucially for our interests, however: When a sentence/utterance gets
response initlated prior to its completion -- whether the response inter-
sects an ongoing utterance, comess after a speaker has trailed off, stopped,
initiated a 'word searoh'; whether the response is the start of an at-
length reply or is an acknowledgment token -- maasively that sentence/
utterance is completed by the one who Initlated it.

(5.10) [NBiI1:3:5:r)

lottie: Jeez there a lo:t of fish out in that- in those waters,

Emma ; - Are the:re,

Emma : I hate to go out today it's 8o orow:ided there be so many
people you lnow md[alou- ,

Lottie: Yeah that's what- the only _t;ronb).o you

-~  oan't work tha:t uh::[::

Enma ; S Mm: hm,

Emma : [[(Tﬂh—)

Lottie: - Jetty the:re, and Gal) %ﬂ uh: this friend of mi:ne we:ll
*hhh we:ll ut- uh: she's I let her stay at the Hawailan
house: > over the week< So we're going uh:: (.) eh~ eh
tomorrow momming ou:t.

Emma ¢ Oh goo:d.

(5.11) [Core/BA:III:52]

Barton: You (would) admit that there is a difference between, "hh
let's have a partiocular meeting and see what- (0.3) the
situation 1s at- w-one particular time, hLm versua, having

-~ a periodic (0.2) uh (0.3) discussion of:: @& partioulsr uh

Ed: - Well Mister-

Dartont - situation

Marois: [[I" T think-

Ed: Mister Barton may I- may I Jjust say ., . .

(5.12) [DA:2:21]

Jassie: Are you busy?
(0.2)
Goldie: Uh no my little grandaughter is here.=
Jessie: 0h: oh,%0 it's hard for you to[uhn
goldle: -~ No it's alright,

(.)
Jessie: - to uh::ir to listen then uh lock enjoy your grandaughter,
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(5.13) [Adato:3:24)]

Stan: That's Just it, That maturity faotor is lacking and you are
b ea:sily,

Tony1 = Yenh.

Stan: - awayed, Thia is ths point. [n 19t of people don't consider...

Tony 1 ). Yeah,

(5.18) [Agorio:328-329:r:8]

Nora: - You have to hear it again in order to[nally
Donna ¢ - Yea::h I know that,

(0.2)
Neray - [[aan_ept it.
Donna : I've sat in on mgroup therapy sesaions and I've gons to a
peychiatrist
(5.15) [Core/BA:TII:101])
Bartons And 1t uh is consonant with the idea of equal opportunity
employmant am—onp_];gxmnt. if they oould work downtowm,
=  uptown,
Ed: = Holl,[m—
grt.om . midtown, and- the mle{(mnmn).

We have them in this building.

(5.16) [PB:3-4:1JP131]

Royal: Ev- sh- wall you think about it the 1
¥y, ona of the guys
that leatured us Tor the biochs:m, 1’?‘(;) ao-author of the
textbook that' s[u:ud in nine ]t.y peroent=

Merle1 - Oht: y e & h.
Paul; % _[[I hate
Royal: o of the med sohoro:le-
Paul: - [hmtc that.
Royal: =~  in the wohhrld.
Paul: Is thpa risht?
(Robin) : ['Hhh oW,
Marle: Oh res:1ly?
(0.9)
Merle Well you're luoky you got him as a lecturer.

(5.17)  [NB1IVi5:3=bir]

g;:.lu: - Well what abou:t poor Marian she's looking fo[wurd t[
s -
Marthe: s _[[lhﬂhb- wo. : -11-
Emma 1 - "L don't Mmow;I'm Just not uip t=-
Martha: = an:nksgivlng.]
Erema 1 I:'1l t-I'm gonna tailk to hexr I Just don't feel up to it
really to cook & big dinners,
(0.2)
Emma; [md have' em]
Martha O h :{0 " dJon't kmow I think it would do you goo:d dea:r.
Martha: I really do:.
Emma ¢ Do you:?
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Expanded versions of Fragments (5.7) and (5.9) dramatioally instance
the phenomsnon of utterance completion by initlating sgpealsyr, In each
case, although a goparticipant has finished the utterance for him, the
initiating spealer goss on to complete it for himself, appropriating the
coparticipant's contribution to do so.

(5.7)  [CDHQ:1:267:Expanded Fragment )

Tim: - ...bacause if we get a heavy raln now,
Josht - Mm hm., It's gonna 0log up.
Tims - thu'frn gonna clog up.

(5.9) [0T8:III:61:Expanded Fragment ]

Dan: Maybe parents can never really think of their children in
. any othar[war than-

Louise: - Yeah. than 11 [ttla kide,
Ken: than uhlldmn.[Yea.h.
Dani - than little kida?

So: Basically, and massively, incomplete sentences/utterances get
gompleted, and get completed by their inltiators. On occcasion, this fea-
ture is put to work to elloit revised response from a coparticipant,

For example, most roughly, in Fragment (5.10) a speaker, commending
the local fishing facilitles, finds that 1t has ocoasioned a complaint
about those facllities by reolpient. Initial speaker produces a veraion
of agreemsnt with the complaint, but the 'gontinuation' of that utterance
turns out to exhibit the problemationess of further complaint; 1.e., that
she is going out again tomorrow. Recipient, who initially produced a
complaint, now produces a positive assessment, "Oh goo:d."

In Fragment (5.16) a speaker pursues revised response within the
course of a single, syntaotically coherent sentence, by adding componentsa.
In particular, an adequate complete sentence, "One of the guys that
lectured us for the bloche:m, is (a) comuthor of the textboolk that's uised
in ninety percent of the med schoo:1ls", has been treated by two reciplents
as referring to a oircumstance with which they are utterly familiar (1.e.,
Merla's "Ohi: yeah." and Paul's "I...ha:te that. "y, To that adequate com-
plete sentence is now added a canonical display of significance, "in the
wohhrld.." The utterance, which to that point had been treated as refer-
ring to something with which reciplents are utterly familiar, now geta a
radical shift in reaponse-type; i.e., 18 recleved as 'news' (with paul's
"Is that right?" and Merle's "Oh rea:lly? i I

By contrast to Fragments (5.10) and (5.16), Fragment (5.17) stands as
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a deli
oate and equivoeal instance of both a speaker's pursuit

" rau

sponse and a reoipient's revising response by reference t i
; oy ce to a Bt-
thep(:n (-initiation) continuation. T will foous first on tham

1
: continuation' as a possible pursuit of revised raspon nnd“ue "
e 88 the
o~ a ogonsideration of recipient's subsequent talk as a : -
vision, Foll is the U
owing relevant segme

e gment for consideration of the 'oon-
(5.17) [NB:IVIS:J-M!‘]

Martha
Well what abou:t poor Marian she's looking forrward t hh
0= "

Emma 3
Bwar . ~[[F s hin- Lo 11110

Emma T
&n 1 ; I don't lmou{I'm Just not uqp t-
rtha 'I‘ha.mkugiving.]

To ata:
ront. "m;g:::n;:th; o:.:n post-response~initiation ocontinuation compo-
I (5.16 ' l:ot recommend itself as a 'pursuit item' in the
ol e e : n); 8 "...in the wohhrld" does. It is not a canonioal
il u.a ar:s simply naming the occasion. However, the oaca-
- : 11uu1ar1y important Institution, with serious
"o © it, And in the naming of it, as Sacks points out
mﬂm, a speaker may be "pointing up its relevance" "
r, 1 ‘ po
wit-num; d:ﬁ:ﬁtm;:: terms, Fragment (5.16) exhibite a possible pur-
e “t;e canoniocal display of significance follows an
by reference to the ao:::;i::t:?m f-:_n—ihaw i ol -
aotivities
:he problematic Abominable, Fragment (1.9), png::rizf:» :::::demuon i
0‘5’;21‘::3111:':?5 no such possibility for an item appended by xl;‘anﬁn:f“::t
momht:n“s:.::t;v.ltlu. At the point of overlap, the unit is simply ’
e e wp:,::::: forward to-". However, coparticipant's moti-
R recurrently occasions 'counter' activities; 1i,e.,
i 1luhmh tha trrl:ten.noe in progress is momantarily
. e nitiator of 'unfavorable response', "We::;11" (ef,
while the utterance atczl)u:n:o:nh: :omme:u - sbovg;) o &
- 088 not permit of an item appanded b
e ;:.:aa:::ticipmt'n aotivities, it does permit of an item my
e cted by reference to the immediately current eiro
. um=
To get a glimpse of the possibility that ™ "
ally selected as a 'counter' to an initiation o:'h:nnk:::::gmbi: :::::m-
Be,
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note that there are available alternative items which might follow

and ona which particularly recommends itself

for use in ths ourrent oiroumstances; i.e., "it". In terms of shesr syn-
"4¢" 48 ap adequate as " hanksgiving"”. With that
rmed upon the utterance at

wa oan
“ghe's looking forward to-",

tactic completion,

alternative item, an operation could be perfo

the point of overlap, an operation which would bring it to completion

within & particle, permitting the pre-completion response to progeed unim-

peded., That is, the utterance, whatever its initially projected course

might have been, oould, at the point of overlap, Dbe 'foreshortened' to an

adequately completed "she's looking forward to it."
Formally, abstractly, such & devioce as ' foreshortening' ought to

exist., PBut it 18 enormously diffioult to find gandidate instances of 1its
usage, in that ' foreshortening', when done properly, has as 1ts spacifio
achievement that the question of possibly intended alternative/sdditional
mterials revised/deleted by reference to overlap, does not arise. Oooa-
gionally, and by virtue of various breaches of the 'does not arise’

at least a glimpse of the possibility of such 8 device's usage

provieion,
a single candidate instanoce of 'foreshorten-

oan be found., Following is
ing' chosen for its brevity and simplieity.

(0.7) [SEL:lrlib-5)
worked Wednesday and Thursday, mybe that's when

Bea: You lmow I
you tried to get me.

Hannah: Uhm, Wednesday morn- oh[you maan

Bea: No=-

Bea.: In~in the after noon and evening.

Hannah: = Lon ihat's why.

Bea: [ Uh huh,

Hennah: = t's why I oouldn't get you, it was probably Wedneaday and
T don't lmow if I tried yesterday or not but it was several
times,

ycle of the overlapped, completed "Oh that's why "

are oandidate intended additional materials ("...I couldn't get you"),
possibly deleted by reference to overlap. Whether it is a
this speakey is pohieving Just such & diaplay; l.e., is inform-
initial veraion, although it way have seemad
participant's "Uh nuh") was the pro-
That 18, the question of intended
1k, the initial version re-
But the utterance

In the elaborated rec

available as
fact or not,
ing her copartioipant that the
complete and response-~adequate (see co
duet of an overlap-relevant deletion,

completion is made to aprise in the subsequent ta
troaotively exhibited as a possible tgoreshortening’ .
1tself, on lts ocourrence, does not raise the possibility.
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It 18 one thing to posit such a device as ! foreshortening', and to be
able to locate a oandidate instance now and then, in the breach of the
'does not arime' provision. It is quite an~ther thing to be able to deve-
lop an argument which would warrant proposing that a speaker {such as the
one in Fragment 5.17) has not foreshortened when he might have; that he
has thus observably done an overlap-relevant aotivitys i.e.,, has observably
deolined to use an available, alternmative, non-overlap~intrusive, adequate
utterance completer, and is thus observably in pursult of somsthing other
than sheer lawful utterance completion.

Thus, while Fragment (5.16) exhibita both a recognizable ' pursuit-type
item' (the canonical display of significance, "in the wohhrld") and a pos-
sible 'pursuit design' (the 'appsndor' status of the "pursuit-type item'
vig-a-vis an adequate complete utterance), Fragment (5.17), while 1t may
be an analog, does not exhibit itself to be using a 'pursuit-type item’
(the item in question being & mere naming of the relvant oooasion, "Thanks-
giving") or 'pursuit design' (the naming-item oonstituting nothing more
than the lawful complstion of a so-far uncompleted utterance)., The 'pur:-—
suit' work, if it is being done, is embedded into a turntaking-accountable
procedure, and thus is obscure for its interaotional properties.

Turning now to the recipient’'s talk, 1t appears that prior speaker's
poBt-response (-initiation) continuation has had soms measure of success.
Following is the relevant segment.

(5.17) [rm;w:s:}-umnetau]

Marthas Well what about poor Marisn she's lookdng forward t.0- *hh
Emma t l:'i'xl"nl‘l- @133lle
Martha: -[[__Thlnkﬂ—

Erwma 1 I don't know[I'm Just not u]p t-

Martha: Tha :nksgiving.

Emma: 1:'11 ¢-1'm gonna ta:lk to her I just don't feel up to 1t

really to oook a big dinneri,

The pre-completion response, "We:::ll I don't know I'm just not up t="
is posed in terms of reoipient’s own oircumstances, rather than by reference
to prior speaker's expressed ooncern with "poor _I'-:nrio,n". Just post comple-
tion of prior spealmr's sentence/utterance (i.e., just post the candidate
pursuit of revised response, "Mhanksgiving"), recipient cuts off her own
utterance prior to its completion and produces talk which doea take up the
prior speaker's expressed conocern with "poor Marisn"; l.e., "r:'11 teI'm
gonna ta:lk to her".

Tnasmch as this talk follows directly upon completion of prior
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apeaker's utterance-in-toto, and inasmuch as there is recognizable change

as botween the pre-completion and post-completion talk, the latter may

constitute a recognizable next-positioned response to overlapped talk
which has been adequate to revision of a 'pmrrntum' response, And inas-
mich a8 the overlapped talk has consisted entirely in & partial and then
a complete version of "mhanksgiving", the object 1tself, and prior speak-
er's insistence upon its production, may be oredited with the shift.

However,

racycle o

ths ravision is fleeting, and 1s embedded by an elaborated

f tha desoription of recipient’s own oiroumstanoes: "Wer::ll I

don't Mnow I'm Just not up t- T:'11 t-I'm gonna ta:lk to her I Jjust don't

o)

feel up to it _::enlly...“. In contrast to Fragment (5.16) in which the
initial, 'premature' responses ("Ohs: yeah." and "I...haite that") are
pelinquished, and replaced by {tems appropriate to a next component (the
'news receipts' "Is that right?" and "oh rea:lly?") with a followup which
preserves the new oharacter of the talk (i.e,, the 'congratulations’,
"yell you're lucky you got him as a lecturer"), in Fragment (5.17) the
oharacter of the talk has not changed, and the followup, in this case by

prior speaker, 18 addresssd to recipient's circumstances ("1 think 1t
would do you gog:d dea:r."). The fleeting revision might well be char-
aoterized as a device for managing, for working around, a problematic bit

of talk, rather than takdlng it up. In the following fragment we Bee &

gross instance of 'worldng around' rather than 'taking up' a copartici-

pant's talk.

(0.8) [Owen:8B15(A):38-39)

Batte:

Pette:
Andrea:
Bette:
Andrea:
Batte:
Andraa:

Bette:
Andrea:
Bette:
Andrea:

Bette:
Andrea:

1

i

Put we're a bit loiw on stooks of wine at the mo:ment
(2.4)
They've &Hi‘t“’“"d out.—l.'
‘The problem 1[th
quite we:ll.
Did they, ((nazalized))

Mrm:
[Ea::u I think, (0.3) 1f you ocan ma : ko (.) a witne which
ia good 1tT8- (0.2) very °very good,®

()

(&
-o-( ) I .dﬂlitl.
Mms ,
The problem is a lot of (home made) wi:ne ®(that 1t's)
really:® (0.4) -_tprrib[le it's 1t'8%
“toh
=just not really !o:rth it.

In contrast to Fragment (5.16) in which a 'hews receipt' is followed
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up by an utterance which preserves the new character of the talk, here,
aldn to Fragment (5.17), an incomplete utterance ("The problem with"),
ostensibly abandoned by reference to a tall - up of coparticipant's talk
(1.e., with the 'news receipt' "Did they,") ls reintroduced, and the
utterance whioch follows up the 'news receipt' does not preserve tha new
charaoter of the talk, but is moving towards the 'abandoned' utterance's
reintreduction,

Examining Fragment (5.17) in a bit finer detail, we can notloce that
the revision by reference to copartioipant’s talk is not only transitory,
but within 1ts very short span, the consequentiality of coparticipant's
talk 1s downgraded with a repair from "I:'11 t[alk to her]" to "I'm gonna
tarlk to her." Specifically, such a proposal as "1:11 t[alk to her]"
oonveys the 'interaotionally generated' character of its p:l.m.:l i.e., a8
conceived in response to prior spealer's expressed concern for "her". On
the other hand, the replacement item, "I'm gonna ta:lk to her", conveys a
plan of action arrived at independently of prior speaker's talk. At this
point, the work required to support this proposal is at a preliminary
stage, and thus the proposal ourrently has the character of a sheer intu-
itive assertion.

In the following fragment we find a similar sense of an initial item
oonveying accommodation to a coparticipant, abandoned and replaced by an
item oonveying an already-formed, independently arrived at plan, The ma-
terials shown here ooocur subsequent to soms elaborate negotiations about
the possibility of these two copartlcipants going somewhere together in
the same car, it then being decided that they'll go separately. One of
the participante may well be reorganizing her plans somawhat to bring them
into line with her coparticipant's plans,

(0.9) [Ranman:C:l:(16):5]

Myra: What time will you be going up.
(1.0)
Gwen: ~  Enm (.) Well I'll go up abou- I'll be going up about the
same tiime? and=
Myra: =Chry.
Gwen: an I arrange to see you somswhere.

In this interchange, which is being constructed in total independence

1. I take the characterization 'interactionally generated' from Saocks,
See his considerations of sequences in which 'interactionally gener-
ated' invitations figure (1968b;9-11, 1970f:17-18, 19720:8-10). See
aleo, Jefferson, 0. and Lse, J, R. E. (1980:93-95).
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of the prior negotiations for making the journey together, GCwen's accom=
modating "Well 7'11 go up abou-" may oonstitute a momentary relapse into
the prior mods, in whioh each partioipant's oiroumstances was treated as
oconsequential for the other's plans; 1.e,, 11 which they were tallkdng in
terms of doing somathing together, in contrast to the current mode, in
wnich they are talldng of independent activities,

In a range of ways, then, in terms of an observably revised reaponse
by reference to a post-response (-initiation) continuation, by comparison
with Pregment (5.16) and its dramatic shift from treatment-as-familisr to
treatment-as-news, Fragment (5.17) and its fleeting, downgraded revision
gonstitutes a radically minimal success. However, the post-response
(-initiation or -completion) continuation does not, in the first place,
present itself as having as its project soma shift in reciplent’s response.
Its accountable task is the bringing of an utterance in progress to its
lawful completion.

Seotion VI: A Related Alternative

Post-Response (-Initiation or -Completion) Recompletion

The considerations of Section Vv dealt with the workings of 'continu-~
ation' by reference to an utterance which was observably incomplete at the
point of response-initiation. We now coma to a very close relative, the
'regompletion' device, which operates for an utterance which had achieved
completion prior to initiation of response, but which is retroactively
exhibited to have bsen incomplete and thus potentially responge-inadaquate
at the point that a response was initiated,

A principled basis for such a dovice can ba found in the following,
not uncommon sorts of ooccurrences, in which at a poasible sentence/utter-
ance completion, possible response-adequate point, reaponse is delivered,
and turns out to have been 'premature' and thereby aspecifioally, potenti-
ally in error. In the following fragment, a gross inatance of the
phenomenon, & recipient 'prematurely' responds to ths point of a story
being told.

(6.1) [MCc:1:16)

Wilbur: I said and-and-and- what ih- 1s her boyfriend a nice ma:n
- Joey? He says oh he's very nice, he's a oolored man hhhhHHH
[H.RH hah!
Lila: - Oh nos:t: the poor kid you'm[kiddins-
Wilbur: I said-

Wilbur: - No wait a second I said Joseph, that's, not your mother's
boyfriend, That colored man is the man ( ) she-
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Wilbur: eh he takes her to work every day.

Lilas Uh huh.

Wilbur: Thia colored mn.[(sm goes to work=)

Lila: Sure-what “1fference does it make, sure,

And in the following, rather more delioately assembled inetance, a
response addressed to an adaquate complete sentence, "Is the delicatessen
opan{?]" (1.e., now/today), overlaps a next component which drastically
alters what the sentenoe is to ba understood to be asking; 1.e., "Ia the
delicatessen open Sunday?"

(6.2) [aT:FN]

Deli; Goed afternoon, Angelos,

Caller: ~— Uh:; is the delicatessen open [Sunday.
Dall: - Sure it is.=
Caller: ~— wmon Sunday,

Delis Mm hm?

Caller: Thank you

In this oase, Caller's solution to the overlapping of the utterance's last
gomponent by & ‘premature’ response, is to treat the utterance as not yet

having been completed, and producing, thereafter, a completion component,

"on Sunday,".

It 18 in the following fragment that we see a prototype of the phe-
nomenon to ba considersad. An utterance is brought to full completion with
no problems in terms of overlapping response, whereupon response is intl-
ated, and is intersected by a 'mcomplet.ion' component .

(6.3) [BA/Core:T:RD:32]

Marous: Uh incidentally how many people, are in this A Program,

Edt Oh Ood I don't know [ can uh

Marcus: Well T mean is it a matter of, at any one time a few
dozen, & few hundred,

Ed: - T would Bay what. two or three hundred Bill?

Bill: [Ll'h,

Bill: - I would eay,

Ed: 2 [stateuide?

Bill: I would say, statewlde, app-bstween two fifty and three
hundred.

In contrast to the Abominables and Promptings, and aldn to Completions,
the Reoompletion spscifically provides material via which the reciplent
might construct a revised analysis of the uttersnce in question. The poten-
tial defeot is looated within that prior utterance, which 18 now displayed
to have been response-inadequate at the point at which response was inti=
ally invited by prior speaker and initiated by reciplent.

In this particular case, the post-recompletion response starts out
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with a repeat of the initial response ("I would say,"): 1.e., constitutes
a repositioned recyole. At ite onset, then, the utterance which follows
the Recompletion appears to be marking its nadequacy to a revised
response. After the repeat of his own prior utterance-component, howaver,
the reocipient spsoifically incorporates the Reocompletion component into
hies response, thus strongly exhibiting its relevance. With this particu-
1ar [+)/[-] = [+] configuration, the recipient may be displaying that he
had initially been addressing Just that aspeot, independent of the post-
presponse-initiation recompletion, while aclnowledging the legitimacy,
reasonableness, eto., of prior spealer's having '{nterrupted’ him to add
that information.

Now, the legitimacy of such a procedure can be exploited in ways
whioh strongly resemble both Abominables and Promptings, as in the fol-
lowing two fragments, respectively.

(6.4) [1C:1:1C trans] ((re. Joining a coffee boyeott))

Basil: - They've had their worst crop and they're making ths most
profit.

Milt: it Yeah ‘mt[I

Basil: - than they've ever made be[fore.

Milt: I

Milt: I think that coffee bothers me.

In this oase, the uneasy fit between "they're making the most profit.”
and "than they've ever made before." provides access to the sheer '{nter-
ruptive' deploymsnt of this recompletion component, Notlee that this
recompletion component 1s positioned post another form of 'unfavorable
response’ initiation, "Yeah but..." (again, cf. Fragments (1.4) and (1.9)
and the consideration on page 13 above). Notige further that while
"gstatewlde?" is a substantive olarification or speaification, "than they've
aver made before" is at best a 'similaorum’ . It has the form, but not the
subatanoce of 'additional information'. Note, as well, that this Abominable
use of the Recompletion device is as unsuccesaful as is the Abominable
Reaponse Solicitation; 1.e., the coparticipant simply goea on with his "in-
terrupted’' utterance.

(6.5) [NB:II:'I:‘#] ((Nancy has just met a man who lives in the north and
who has entree to officer's clubs in the south, where
Nanoy lives.))

Nanoy: And apparently he Jjust simply hasn't, been, interuat.ed.[in,
Emma ; Mmhm,
Nanoy: doing, a lot of dating, and, he said now 1 might have a, &

reason to, you mw,[ge__':; down there.
Emma : Ges wouldn't that be nioce?
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Nanoy: . Yah he said they really treat you real nice.
Eronm ¢ - Well gooi:d.

Nanoy: - at those places,

Erunm ; - Oh:; I'm glad.

In this ocase, tha Prompt-lile post-res, 'nse-completion recompletion,
"at those places” (again a 'simulaorum'), gets a revised response; 1i.e,,
thexre has bsen a shift from "Well goo::d," to "Oh:: I'm glad." (of. e.g.,
Fragmnt (#,8) "Oh yah" and Fragment (4.11) "Oh wo:w," as the revised re-
sponses). However, ths Reoowpletion-slisited response is utterly equivooal
in terme of a taldng of the point of the prior utterance., Following ias a
brief oconsidsration of what a 'taking of the point' might involve for this
interchange .

It appears that the Prompt-like Recompletion 1s in ald of some rather
touchy disambiguation. Roughly, there are two converging alternatives.
One is Ciroumstantial and »rd-party assessable (1.e., how nloe for him);
that he might have a reason to "get down there"” (to the locale of the offi-
cer's alubs), The other is Relational and 2nd-party assessable (1.e., how
nice for you); that he might bs asking Nancy out on dates, The former al-
ternative is actualized in an utterance ("he said now I might have a, a
reason to, you lmow, get down there"), but that utterance is overlapped by
a remponse to what oould well be a context-projected reference to the lat-
ter alternative. That is, "Gee wouldn't that be nice?" which overlaps the
disambiguating component "get down there", might well be assessing a pro-
Jeotion of the utterance-so-far as, e.g., "And apparently he just simply
hasn't, been, interested in, doing, a lot of dating, and, he said now I
might have a, & reason to, you lnow, [uurt. dating agnin]." Thua, the
assesement might oconstitute an over-candid and thus undesireable Felational
how=nioce~for-you, when what is being proposed i1s a prudent Circumatantial
how-nice-for-him.

Thus, the post-response-completion recompletion "at those places” may
be a second attempt to elieit a response which explioitly looates and ad-
dresses the Ciroumstantial, Jrd-party assessable overlapped alternative;
@.g., perhaps something like "Oh he really should get down there."l While
the Recompletion-elicited response charmingly resolves the for-him/for-you

1. This invented utterance is not altogether a matter of intultion, A
standard way in whioch a copartioipant to overlapping talk shows that
ha hsard the overlapped utterance component is by producing an 'embed-
filcd repeat' of that ocomponent. See Jefferson, G. and Schegloff, E.

1975) .
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dilemma with how-nice-for-me; 1i.e., "Oh:: I'm glad", it no more explicitly
tales the pursued point than do thosa aclnowledgment tolmns which follow
Prompting's response solioltations.

A feature whioh distinguishes poat~-res, onse recompletion from post-
response response solicitation is that the syntaotic struoture with whieh
the Recompletlons are formatted is capable of oarrying various types of
information (es in Pragment 6.3) which can engender a revised response, or
information simlacra (as in Fragments 6.4 and 6.5) which can at least oc-

oasion and warrant a revised response.
In either case, the Recompletion can provide that the revised response,

should it ocour, is not observably a repair of an inadequate prior response,
but constitutes a next relevant activity; a response ocoasioned by som new
information. Indeed, if anything, the 'gault' is located in the prior
utterance, which, although 1t was response-inadequate, gave the appearance

of response-readiness.

On occoasion, we find a much more interesting task being undertalen by
a post-responae recompletion, Roughly, the prior utterance is not baing
tolarified’, but, under the ausploes of tadditional materials', a drastic
shift is achieved; that shift engendered by and responsive to informatlon
avallable in the response now underway .

That is, it appears that something 1s said in full expectation of a
particular sort of response. The subsequent response 1is not what was
expected. But it is not treated by a prior speaker as inadaquate to the
utterance. Rather, 1t is treated as informative. The result is a Recom-
pletion component whioh may rather drastically alter the so-far thrust of
the prior, completed utteﬂnu:'. That alteration is accompliahed as a
syntaotioally ocoherent next aohponant of a still-ongoing utterance, such
that the utterance-in-toto will have amounted to other than that whioch the
recipient is currently responding to.

30, for example, in the following fragment, & post-nuponae-initlat.ion
recompletion provides a recipient with material with which he can oatch the
problem and revise his talk before his initial response reaches completion
end thus will itself require response.

(6.6) [SBL:2:1717]

Pea: T'm reading & bu- some of our conversation made me think,
. I'm reading one of uh Harold Sherman'a books.
H Mm hm,
:1:::9. I think we read one, one tima, about life after death or
somathing,
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Maude : Mm hm,

Baaty And uh this is How To Make uh E.S.P Work For You,.
Maude : M= hm,

Baat =  And it's excellent.

Maude : - Well, when you get thmus.h{v- vh it,

Bea: - and he talks aboute
Maude ; b =Is it your book?

Bea No, Eloise uh brought it by . . .

In this oase, a recipient appears to be shortoutting a recognizable
offer Sequence in progresa., Reourrently such a sequence is produced over
a series of moves in which an object is introduced, promoted, and eventu-
ally explioitly offered. Here, in what may constitute a display of
intimoy, and understanding of where the sequence is leading; 1.e., &
display of the between-us-dispensability of a formal 'offer' component,
the recipient provides mcceptance after 'introduction' and !promotion’
(1.e., in this oase, after the book is namsd and then assessed as "expel-
lent"), but in the absence of an explicit, formal, 'offer' component. The
attempt at an intimte dispensing of the formalitles turns out to be a
misapprehension; 1.e., thia was not an Offer Sequence, but something like
a Recommendation. As it happens, the spealsr is not in a position to
offer the book; 1t is not hers to lend in the first place.

And in this case, at the point where it bscomes unequivooally olear
that an sepeptance-of-an-offer is undsrway (i.e., just post "Well, when
you get through..."), a post-response-initiation recompletion is deployed;
one whioh utterly disattends the mcceptence-in-progress and 'aimply goes
on to describe the book'. No sooner is the Recompletion initiated, then
the recipient moves to exhibit an understanding of its import, with "Is it
your book?” The fact that the book is mot gpealsr's (to lend to recipient)
thus emsrges in an altogether different and far less problematic way; 1.e.,
as an 'answer to a question', than would be required by reocipilent's initial
response; i.e,, as a denial of recipient's expectation that the book would
be passed along to her.

In this case, then, an utterance which might on first inapsotion be
seen as a rather rude 'interruption', turns out to be deeply sensitive to,
and informed by, a misguided display of intimaoy via a misunderstanding of
what the prior talk was doing. Furthar, this fragmsnt shows us that 00~
participants can and do utilize such a procedure) spacifioally, that a
reoipient ocan oatoh and use the information provided by a post-response=
initiation recompletion to ravise their analysis of the prior talk.
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With this transparent instance in hand, we can turn to a rather more
delicate interchangs.
(6.7) [381-:2:1:5:9—10:1‘]

Gloria: And I: Bald we:ll, (0.3) n-go_sh T:- I'm not gonna leave
them if I don't wa:int to,

Bea: Mm-hm hhhhb-hh '

Gloria: A:nd u- Burt. uh Bea: uh:: (0.2) uh gosh itTll- i:t ()
costs a Tortune to get (.) those big things moved over
[thsre.

Bea: I kniotw it would be:. ((smile voias))

Gloria: Uhh hﬂh_‘i_.)

loria M:dIh;dnno‘tefrom Hazel.

ges: - {“nifn Lyou should u _]:1_a]ten tha:t could be a
Josb for hm:[hhhhihh

Gloria: (0O.4) “Un:: ng:[].l. he seems to be-

Baat - - and his station wa:ﬂgon.

Gloria: E yOhm

Oloriat =he couldn't get them 1:n.

Bea: Oh he oouldn't=

(Gloria: alh-ah:

Poai *Uh=huh® - .

Gloriat Uht- (.) I,h phoned to ths um,h (.) ‘toh (0.3) uh::m:

- (1.5)

Gloria: Oh I had a letter- note from p~Peh-e-Hazel.

Bea: Oh did you?

Gloria: “hbh Uh hoch:

Bea: What does sho[sa:.v.

Gloria: and uh We:ll u-sha uh says ahe
was in a rest homs and she was try=- u-mking a battle to
try: to get o-on her fee:t

Bea: Mm hm,

My initial sense of this fragment was that the sheer lawfulness of
'gompletion of an utterance' is being exploited to override what is ob-
viously on the way to & rejection of a prior, complated suggestion; 1.9.,
an Abominable Recompletion alkin to that in Fragment (6.4); a countering
of an utterance initiated as ‘unfavorable', as in Fragments (L.4), (1.9)
and (6.4). Closer inaspsotion yielded a rough, and then a more refined
sense of the interchange as involving, not an attempted 'override', but
a shift engenderad by and sensitive to information avallable in the re-
sponse now underway.

A rough sense of the interchange is as follows. A suggestion 1a
made, whioh its speaker talms to be adequate as it stands. Speoifically,
why, of all people, this partioular party is belng recommnded for the
Job is taken to be available in the sheer naming and no explicit mcoount
is deemed necessary. However, upon the ocourrence of the (0.4) silence
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followed by recipient's "Uh::", speaker discovers that reeipient is having
some sort of diffioculty, and is able to looate a candidate mocount for

that difficulty. 8o, for exampls, in the f~llowing fragment, the product

of an analysis of a coparticipant's "Uhr:" 1s displayed,
(0.20) [oJ:FN]

Angle: Are you feeling better?

Ray: Uhn[u

Angle: No(h)o(h)?

In the case under oonaideration, the diffioulty is loomted as a fault of
the suggestion in its ourrent form; i.e., prior speaker discovera that the
acocount was perhaps not, after all, available in the sheer naming, but
ought to be stated. Whareupon, the account ("and his station wa:gon") is
appended to the suggestion as a syntactically soherent next componsnt, such
that the utteranoce, at its (next) completion point, will have resolved the
diffioultys i.e., will be response-adequate.

An analogous series of activities appears to bs ocourring in the fol-
lowing fragment.

(0,11) [WePC:1:(1):b1]
Katiet We went (.) to: uhim: (0.2) “teh “hh (0.6) the: uh
- SLhoom? at)( .) Newtonworth Seatles.
0.2 =
Nan: i E:hll[rnn
Katle: - Out the:re.
Nan: ‘t'hh[h
Katie: = I..?lm the other siide of Ki:rkham.
0.2) -
Nan yEhh::me: “t I'm Just trying to plaice 1t.

Here, the 'mearch' item "Ehh:im::" is understood by prior spealer as
maridng some difficulty in locating a named plece, and 1s intersected by a
post=response-initiation recompletion; first the simulacrum "Out theire,"
an item which, in form if not in substance, attempts to aid in the :earnh.
and then by soms possibly useful information, "Like the other si:de of
K}_:rlmam." Similarly, 1n Fragment (6.7), the 'search' 1:am "Uh-:-:," may
be understood by prior apsaker as marking some difficulty, e.s".'. in loocat-
ing why, of all people, this Terry is being recommanded, and is followed
by the post-response~initiation recompletion "and his station wa:gon",
whigh could be useful. And immediately upon completion of the now-adequate
recommendation, the recipient, with no indication of diffioulty, produces a
reply, "Oh he couldn't get them in", which spacifically looates the recom-
pletion component as relevant.

_____ —y-
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Now this sense of the interchange may, in fact, capture an achleved
formulation of thelr sotivities, That is, the participants may have 0o-
constructed a series of utterancesa which oan and should be underatood by
reference to, say, an initially inadeguately expressed, and then
olarified suggestion.
a rather differsnt order of business may be underway.
revised and refined understending of the interohange.

Again, a suggestion ls offered in what 1ts spealar talms to be, as
between these two participants, & pexfeotly adequate form, with tha aocgount
available in the naming. The account consists of a combination of
Relsational and Ciroumstantial aspects; 1.e.,
o station wagon, stands in such a relationship to recipient that it 18
In its current form, the sugges-

But under the auspices of that schieved formulation
Following is a

this fellow who happens to own

appropriate for her to enlist his aid.l
tion may be 'weighted' towards the Relational aspect, with the Circumstan-

tial aspect an adjunct to, and given in the naming of, this relationally
appropriate third party.

And the suggestion, in its current form,
problem may be that the suggestion has happened to stumble upon & Relational
provided for the talen for

some difficulties seem to

may indeed be adequate, The

Trouble; that is, whatever the situation was that
granted enlistabllity of this third party's aid,
That such is the case may be discoverable in the structure of
in the (0.4) silence followed by "Uhi: wa:[11]".
As 1t hap-

have arlaen.
the response-so-fary i.e.,
This series conatitutea & rich panoply of Troubls indicators.
pens, talk about a range of Troubles is initiated with various 'delay' items
inoluding long inbreatha, 'gearch' tokens, pauses, etec., and "Wall"., (See
Jefferson, G. and Lee, J.R.E., 1979:32-34). Following is a single dramatic
instanoe.

(0.12) [Preniel:TC:I:11:25)

Shirley: *hhh Have you guys made plans to see each other as[nin?
Gerl: E . “hhhhh
Geri: We:11? (0.4) *t'hhhh (.) Un::m, (.) "k'hbhh As it looks

noiw . . » ((there are obatacles))

And we have already seen that with very little to go on, coparticipants can
discover what the issue is, and can present their analysis of it, as in
Fragments (0.,10) and (0.11) jmmediately above, and Fragment (6.6).

1. For a consideration of Relational categories vig-a-via the enlistment of
aid, see Sacks, H. (1967).
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In the oase under consideration; 1.e,, Fragment (6.7), prior spsaler
appearas to be ueing the same device she uses in Fragment (6.6); Ll.e.,
given rwoipient's response-so-far she is al'e to disoover that there is a
problem, and what it might be, but rather than presenting her analysis of
i1t, she moves to forestall its emergence.

Wnile in Fragment (6.6) "and ho tallm about..." simply disattends
that an acceptance of an offer is underway and goes on with a desoription
of the book, in Fragment (6.7) "and his station wa:gon" reverses the
weighting from Relational to Circumstantial, The Recompletion permits the
recipient to reject the suggestion on a Circumstantial basis; i.e., "Oh he
couldn't get them 1:n", rather than the Relational basis of the initial
response; 1.e., "Uh:: weill, he seems to be-", Further, the Recompletion
accounts for the suggestion as in no way designed by reference to what has
turned out to be & Relational Trouble (e.s., this spealmr is not to be
seen to be doing some delicate snooping via a suggestion whioh invokes and
relies upon the ralevance of a relationship between reolpient and the rec-
comended third party, thereby, e.g., checking out soms information as to
soms disruption of that relationship which she had gotten elsewhere), In
effeot, the Recompletion, "and his station wa:gon" proposes that the
stusbled-upon Relational Trouble was, indeed, inadvertantly raised; it was
not being inquired into, and it need not be told.

And in mtrong analogy to recipient's drastic shift in Fragment (6.6},
this recipient, who has hesitantly embariked on a Relatiocnally=-based rejec-
tion of the suggestion, now seizes the opportunity to produce a Ciroum-
ptantially-based rejection, aborting tha incipient Troubles-Telling. That
im, whatever "Uhi: we:ll, he seems to be-" was developing into, im
abandoned .

Again, then, an utterance which on first inapsotion might appear to
be & rather rude 'interruption', turns out to be deeply sensitive to, and
informed by, the shaps of the response-so-far.

While the tallk whioh follows the revised response is not directly
implicated in the phenomsnon under consideration, it bears upon the analy-
gis of that interohange as involving enormoualy touchy issues, sensitively
handled, The materials are also interesting and challenging in their own
right. For these reasons, som of the exploration into the subsaquent talk
will ba shown here. The focal utterances are the following.
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(6.7) [SBL:2:1:5:9-10:r:Detail]

Gloria: yOh ha aould.n t get them 1:n.
Bea: Oh he oouldn tim

Gloria: -_L_l'h-nh-

Bea! “Uh-huh®

The talk is semantically sparse, to say the least. Analysis of this
segmont was undertaken under the view that it constituted a negotiation as
to whather the fleeting oecourrence of an inadvertantly-elicited inocipient
telling of a Relational Trouble will or will not be taken up. Roughly,
over a serles of utterances, the one who made the problemat io suggestion
appears to be providing an opportunity for a telling of the Trouble, and
is perhaps attempting to elloit such a telling, while the candidate
tyoubles-teller appears to be deolining to deliver.

To start off with, we can notice that although the Relationally-based
rejeation of the suggestion is hesitantly embarlked upon, it is, neverthe-
less, embarimd upon, with "Uhi: we:ll, he seema to be-". And it 1a
possible that the exhibited hesitance to talk about this matter is situa-
tionally based. That is, materials which are specifically formulated as
'not to be told now' recurrently get elaborately told almost immediately.
The formulation 'not to be told now' appears to be one among a series of
devices which deal with an uncomfortable relationship batween forthooming
and prior talk, So, for example, in the following fragment, such a formu-
lation is made vie-a-vis a happy story which is introduced following &
long discussion of a copartioipant's troubles. The recipient of the
troubles-talk at one point produces a long "transitional' utterance out ef
which reference to the happy event emerges.

(0.13) [NB1IT:4:1017]
Enrm An:s, (0.2) 1t's not worth it to be on my fes:t.you

Nanoy: [Ye 1ah,
Nanoy: Ri:ght. )

(.
Nancy: Ah hah?

(0.2)

Nanay : ¥ "hhhh Oh I was Just ou:t waishing windoiwn; e-aind ah (.)
my mother cailled so T oame in I thought well while I'm in
here and I loolmd at the olo:uk and it was elcwn thirt.:f
and I thought well: (.) they're nhhhht.rpyroun-nunly
t.hayrog:p. you lmow I lknew 1tn[nsnldndnfa--

Ermma, 3 Yeh
e -(cd
Nanoy 1 8leep :Ln da:y but uh I didn't get home til "hhhh two last

- night I met & very,h very, n:ni:ce gu:y.
Emma 1 Di(.)d you:tt:.
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Nancyt I really did through thane friende of mins,
Emma 1 {Goo: rd.,

Nanoy: ®- ‘mhhh-And it was real cute I'll have to tell you about it,
Emma 3 Ohisarn.

Emana 1 [[Oh goo::d,
Nanoy : But ul;x. u(h)nfortunately he lives in Van Nuys, ehhommmmm,
“tah,

Emma [Is he unencumbsred?

Nanoy: Workas out there, yes, he's living, with his aunt, who iB
Laura's, dear friend, this- charming friend of ndne over in
vista£hrk.

Emmm : Ohtsy1 goo:d.

Nanoy 1 b Atnd it Just bappened, last n- ahe had called me and asled
me to come over . . . ®oto. sto. eto.

And in the following fregment, such a formulation is used for a miser-
able story which is introduced just after a disoussion of a coparticipant's
delightful vaocation. In this oase, 1t i8 the returned vaocationer who
intintes the troubles-talk, immsdistely after the oandidate troubles=teller
has indicated that her stay at home was equally delightful.

(0.14) [MB:IV:10:h]

Emma 1 God T haven't eaten homs I've been invited out. I- this is
the- this is the 1l1:fe down here. [( )=
Lottie: - Did B- has Bud called you?

Erwma ¢ e~  Yeaih? I gah- Well, I won't~ go into this bit uh hh-
Lottie: Why .

(0.4)

Emma ¢ = ‘hhh I called Marian.
(0.4)

Lotties [[‘luh.

Emmma ¢

and T said uh that we'd had a p_r&blem here and he wasn't
coming down, and so forth, I sal will you please call him
Marian , ., . @te. eto, eto,

That is, a display of hesmitance to talk about some matter may be pro-
duced by reference to the faot that it is, say, modally unsuited to the
eurrent sequential or topical context. A display of hesitance to talk
about some matter may then be, in itself, not declsively analyzable as an
unwillingness to tell.

Thua, in Fragment (6.7), the post-response-initiation recompletion
which followa a display of heaitance, by retreating from a Relational
aspect and shifting to a Ciroumstantial one, may have been 'over sensitive'.
That 1s, it can have provided for a non-telling when such a proviaion need
not have bsen made.

And indeed, willing troubles-tellers find themselvea confronted with
just suoh recipient 'over-sensitivity'. 8o, for example, in the following
fragment, we find an explieitly 'sensitive’' provision for the non-telling
of B trouble (which, predictably, 1s followed by an elaborated telling) .

- Bl =

(0.15) [Freniel:HBiIT:3)
Penny: = "t'hhh T don't want to make you tailk csuse I don't want

you to,
Jan: mNo I £-I really do feel a 1 '.[bet.ter. I feel llb]
Penny : e - upset yourself “all
over agaiin,
Jan: - hhhh hI-u-last night I was- all night, I was up all night

you know . . . eta, eto. eto.

Here, a post-response~initiation continuation oompstes with a copar-
ticipant's protestations of ability to talk (indeed, 1t appears that she
1s starting to say "I feel like [talking]"). The continuation component
earries the information that speaker's provision for a non-telling is
based upon a concarn for her coparticipant. That this full and explicit
accounting of speaker's provision for a non-telling 1s 'interruptively'
pursued may have to do with the existence of alternatlve acoounts for
suoh a provision. That 1s, & prospsotive troubles-reaipient may be 'sen~
aitiva' and 'concerned', but he may also be 'disintereated' and unwilling
4o take up a range of taska imposed on Bomaone who aligna himself am a
't roubles-reciplent' .1

So, for example, in the followlng fragmant a trouble is made avail-
able for a poasible telling, and is utterly disattended by the prospactive
troublea-reciplent.

(0.16) [SELi3:113=4] ((Marylou is organizing a ocosmetics-buying party))

Karen: Every one of those offloers you Jmow darn well is gonna
buy tham Ihr_\r[luu.

Marylou: Mm hm,

Karen: A:nd uh, and I think most of them wizll and oause I like
them real well just like I told Amy I said thay're one of
the best products that I've ever u:sed and I'd be using

- 1t myseif right now, if T hadn't had this face condition.

1.0)
Karen: { (cough) )
Marylou: well, I don't lmow, but um
Karen: ( (cough “oough®))
Marylou: Iz, 1r[~n ( )=
Karen: ((oough) ) Pardon ma.

Marylou: It: thaw- I thought that T had brought it up early enough
that we could get something going before Christmas but. . .

Again, then, in Fragment (6.7), that the reference to a Relational
Trouble is produced in guch a way as to exhibit hesitance, is not deci-
gively analyzable as an unwillingness to talk about the trouble. The

1, For discussion of the work of & 'properly aligned troublea-recipient’
see Jefferson, G. and Lee, J.R,E., (1979 and 1980) .
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display of hesitance may be designed by reference to a range of matters,
including procedures for movement betwsen toplos; in partioular, psrhaps,
whare talk about a trouble is concerned. T '= faot that the reference to
a Relational Trouble is produced at all may os indiocative of, if anything,
a possible willingness to talk about it -- after some appropriate process-
ing has been done,

It is by reference to such considerations that the talk which followas
the abandened reference to a Relational Trouble may be viewed as & nego-
tiation as to whether it will, after all, be told. Under such a view, the
response to the Ciroumstantiaslly-based rejection of the suggestion may, at
the least, be providing an opportunity for a telling. That is, following
"Oh he couldn't get them 1:n" we get "Oh he aouldn't?" Just how this
latter utterance might bs working to provide an opportunity for a telling
of the Relational Trouble bacame & question to which I gave some ooncerted
attention.

- "Oh he gouldn't?" is an instance of a device lmown as a 'newsmark' or
'news receipt'. Given my interest in this utterance, I scanned through a
colleotion of some 130 "newsmarks' which had been collected for other
purposes, The results are interesting and suggestive, The prototype
sequence in whioh a "newsmark' is a constituent component has a four-part
struoture: (1) news announcement, (2) 'newsmark', (3) confirmation, and
(4) assesament of the news. Following are two oases of the prototype.
(0.17) [NB:II:2:3]

Emma: (1) Hey that was the sams spot we took off for Honolulu., (0.4%)
Where they put him on, (1.0) at that chartered place,

Nanoy: (2)= Oh really?

Emm: (3)~ yirYearsh,

Naney: (4)= Ohs:? for heaven salms.

(0.18) [WePCi1iMI(1)119)

Katie: (1) We:ll Susan was saying Egonomy: (.) to Ni:ce is hundred and
seventy fiive,

Man: (2)= 1Is it really,

Katie: (3)= Ye:s,

Nang (4)= OQorrr.00lly.

The 'newsmarika' in these oases are of different types than the ona we
are currently foocussing on; i.e,, "Oh really?" and "Is it really?" are to

. be distinguished, both from each other, and from the £"Oh" 4+ Partial Repeat
of the News] which charmoterizes "Oh he gouldn't?" Very rarely does this
" latter type of 'newsmark' ocour in the prototype four-part sequenael.' In
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the ourrent corpus I could find only two cases, and they are, in various
ways, more complicated than the striot prototyps. In these two fragments,
further talk by reference to the 'news' appsars to be relevant, but it ia
withheld altogether or is delivered outside the boundaries of the sequence
in Fragments (0.19) and (0.20) respectively.

In Fregment (0.19) Joan announces that sha bought Linda'e children
pome doll clothes. Although the matter is not expliocltly pursued within
the sequence nor immediately afterwards, it is inquired into parhaps a
minute and a half later., And 1t turns out to be touchy in that the gift
items were bought on the cheap. In the course of that subsequant talk on
the matter, we find gift-giver declining to discuss it (see Fragment (0.3)
on page 33 above).

(0.19) [TCI(b):16:55-56]

Joant (1) I got them some too. hnhhh-hh-hh-hh (0.4) ‘hhhhhubh clothes,
hhhohhh
(0.3)
Linda: For: w- who.
Joani Both of them.

Linda: (2)= Oh you di; (4
Joan: (3)- Uh hu:hhhe

Lindat _[[Oh:zzr.]

Joan ¢ hhhuh huh huh-hips

Linda: (4)- =0co:d.

And in Fregment (0.20) a youngster appears to be teasing his math
tutor by produsing a rather puzzling announcemsnt and deolining to expli-
cate it. It is only after the news-recipient produces the terminal com-
ponent of a prototype 'news announcement' sequence; 1.e., proposes that no
explication is required, that further talk on the matter is offered,
(0.20) [Whitmore;GO2A1JP:14 ]

Larryt (1)  [I didn't go to sohool today.] I let my sister go.
(0.5)

Janet: (2)= Oh you di:d?

larry: (3)~ Ye:h.

Janet: Oh: .=
Larry: =hhnes
Janet: =hhn-hn-hn-hn- [hn-hn o
Larry: T
Janet: (4)= ='hhhh That's ni:oce,
(0.2)
LaTTy (Yeh) didn't want to spend- spend you lnow:: make my mom

spend a dollar, for: (0.3) the bus fare.
Recurrently, the ["Oh" + Partial Repsat] format occurs in a sequence
within which further talk by reference to the 'news' i1s done. That talk
is eithar volunteered by the news-deliverer/newsmark-recipient in Slot (3),



- 6l =

acoompanying the 'confirmation' component, as in the following fragment,
(0.21) [Rahman:B:l:(10)12]

Lorna: (1) Mtun].l¥ they're not going back toda:y,

Grrany EE%" Th they're no:t.

Lorna: [3}= No:, uh he's been on to London this mo:rning . . . etec.

or is molicited by the news-reoipient/newsmark-deliverer in Slot (U4), thus
replacing the sequence-terminal 'assessment' component with pursuit of fur-
ther talk vis-a-vis the news, as in the following fragments,

(0.22) [NB:IV:14:1]

Emm: (1) Well, we Ju.ut got do:wn,hh

Lottie; (2)= Oh you dlt[

Feama ¢ i} o Yearuh.
lottie: [4]= ©Oh how corme.
(0.23) [Rahman:Bil:(13):4]

Owenp (1) I wnt round last night cause Myra 'd got her fur:niture so
she'd riing m up to rsay
Jean: (2)~ Oh has she,

Gweni e Y foad Mu[_l_s.
Jean 4 Does 1t look ni:ce.

(0.2%) [NBiI11:17]

Eddy: (1) They charge too much Guy,
Guy: (2)= Oh do they?

Eddy; [35—- Yeh I think so,

Quyt k}= what do they chairge.

And in Fragment (6.7), the tople shift via which the negotiation for a
telling of the Relational Trouble im unequivooally terminated, is effected
aoross this version of the 'news-announcement' sequence, with an ["Oh" +
Partial Repsat] in Slot (2) and a solicitation of further talk 1in Slot (4).
(0.25) [9HL12:115:9-101r:Detail]

Olorda: (1) Oh I had a letter- note from p-Pah-e-Hazel.
Pea:  (2)~ Oh did you? !
Gloria: {3 = "hhh Unh ho[

Bea: 4)}-' What does sho saiy.

But in the segment of Fragment (6.7) under consideration, while we do
find the ["Oh" + Partial Repeat] which is so recurrently associated with a
pursuit of further talk, we find Slot (4) occupied, not by a solicitation
of further talk, but by an aclmowledgment tolken.

(6.7) [9BL12:1:519-10sDetail]

Olovim: (1) yOh he nouldn t get them 1:n.
Banmy (2)= Oh ha aou.'l.d.n th=

Gloria: {3 = -gh-m:

Bea: 45- *Un-huh®
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Now, sequences can be found in which Slot (4) is occupled by an
acknowledgment token, in contrast to the terminal assessments of Fragments
(0.17)-{0.20) and the solicitations of further talk ln Fragments (0.22)-
(0.25). And they tend to be followed by a soluntary' production of more
talk by reference to the news, now in Slot (5) =- whether that talk be a
brief simulacrum, or somathing rather more elaborate, as in Fragmants (0.26)
and (0.27) balow, respectively.

(0.26) [NB:XII:2:3:5]

Ted: (1) The waves are about to wash us away ehh heh heh
[hﬂh heh heh

Bert: (2)= ‘Is that right?
Ted: 3)" Yeh,

Bert: 4= Yah,

Ted: 5)= They're up again,

(0.27) [MB:IV:3:1]

Iottie: (1) I'm gonna take them up to Anthony's and dye them bacause
they dye uhb= uhb, the- perfect ma:teh.

Emma: (2)+ Do they,

Lottie: (3)= Yeah,

Emma ; ELIZJ" Ah hah,

lottie: (5)= I mean sometimes you buy them at these placea , . . eto,

But these sequences recurrently contain an alternative to the ["on™ +
Partial Repeat]. The newsmarks are 'free-standing'; 1.e., are not prefixed
py "Oh". Roughly, it appesrs that these 'free-standing' newsmarks parmit
the news-deliverer/newsmark-recipient to understand that the news-raciplent/
newsmark-deliverer is prepared to terminate the sequence with a Slot (&)
terminal assessment, Note, for example, that in Fragment (0.13) pages 59~
60 above, tha announcement of happy news which follows talk about a trouble
is receipted with a 'free-standing' newsmark in Slot (2), where, then, Slot
(4) is ocoupled by a terminal asgessment .

(0.13) [NB:II:4:10;r:Detail]

Naney: (1) I met a very,h very, n:ni:ce gu:y.

Emma: (2)= Di( )d you:is:.

Nancy: (3)-= renl_z did t.hmug,h thege friends of mine,
Emma; (4)— [Goo* :

In this oase, it appears that the news-deliverer/newsmark-reciplent is
prooceding by referance to a version of the 'newa-announcement' sequence in
which ["0h" + Partial Repeat ] ocouples Slot (2), accompanying her Slot &)
‘confirmation' component with voluntary further talk (ef. Fragment (0.21),
page 64 above). That 1s, she may be inappropriately treating this 'froe-
standing' partial repeat 88 having an implicativeness for further talk equal
to the ["Oh" + Partial Repsat]. The result is a collision between voluntary
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further talk and a lawfully projected terminal assessment, lawfully posi-
tioned upon completion of the Slot (3) 'sonfirmation'. See also Fragment
(0.8), page 47 above, in which a free-standing partial repeat, "Did they",
oceurs in an environment in which a bit of ..ews 1is specifically being
‘worked around' rather than 'taken up'; 1.e., is being deployed accomplice
to a closing off of further talk by reference to the news.

Conversely, in Fragmente (0.26) and (0.27), it is the news-recipient/
newsmark-deliverer who may be inappropriately treating a 'fres-standing'
newsmark as equal in implicativenesa to the ["Oh" + Partial Repeat]; 1i.e.,
they are prepared to hear further talk, while the news-deliverer/newsmark-
recipient lawfully occupies Slot (3) with the 'confirmation~and-no-more'
projeoted by the Slot (2) 'free-standing' newsmark.

In Pragments (0.26) and (0.27), upon the occurrence of a Slot (3)
‘oonfirmation-and-no-more', news-recipient/newsmark-deliverer engages in
pursuit of further talk about the news, Slot (4) 18 occupled, not by the
terminal assessment pro)ected by the Slot (2) 'free-standing' newsmark and
implicated by the Slot (3) 'confirmation', but by an acknowledgment token
operating as a 'oontinuer' (see page 20 above, re., 'continuers'). The
'ocontinuer' having proposed that more talk is expected, the news-deliverer/
newamark-recipient complies by volunteering further talk.

In the osse under consideration: i.e., Fragment (6.7), this is the
objeot deployed in Slot (4) when Slot (3) is occupied, not by the further
talk projected by the Slot (2) ["Oh" + Partial Repeat], but by the 'eon-
firmation-and-no-more’' appropriate to the 'free-standing' partial repeat.

Thus, the participant who had (perhaps inadvertantly) raised a Rela-
tional Trouble and is now reoiplent of a bit of news attendant to that
matter, is specifically to be seen as in pursuit of further talk, First,
she has deployed a newamark which may project a Slot (3) volunteering of
further talk, and, secondly, when it does not occur there, the non-
occurrence of the projected further talk perhaps constituting s hesitance
to expand on the matter (ef, pages 59-61 with respect to the obscure rela-
tionship between 'hesitance’' and ‘unwillingness'), she provides a next
'opportunity', with the 8lot (4) 'continuer'.

Now, we have seen some preliminary indicatlion that the ob)ect deployed
initially; 1.e., the ["Oh" 4+ Partiml Repeat], is implioative of further
talk in such a way that, if that talk is not volunteered in Slot (3), then
Slot (4) will bs ocoupled by an object which explicitly solicits 1t, as in

=

Fragments (0,22)-(0.25) page G4. That is, she has selected a milder form
of pursuit than her Slot {2) item would predict. This selectlion may be
responsive to the rather special object whi-~h constitutes the Slot (3)
'ccnfimtion—m-no-mm' i{n this case:; 1.,t., the object which has so far
been characterized as possibly exhibiting hesitance to expand on the news,
put may in this case be welghted toward 'refusal’ (this issue will be ad-
dressed momentarily). On the other hand, it should be noted that an
alternative Slot (4) item is available, and is perhaps particularly appro-
priate given a coparticipant's possible refusal to expand on the matter;
i.e., the prototypical 'terminal assessment' as in Fragments (0.17)~(0.20)
and (0.13), pages 62-63 and 65. That is, while the news-reclpient/newsmark-
deliversr may be deferring to her coparticipant by selecting not to solicit
further talk, she has not altogether relinquishad that pursuit. The def-
erence then is rather problematic.

Turning now to the proposal that the news-deliverer/newamark reciplent
has used a "special" object for her Slot (3) 'confirmation-and-no-more',
let us start by reviewing the relevant data.

(6.7) [SBL:2:115:9~10:r:Detail]
Gloria: (1) yOh he gouldn't get them i:n.

Bea: (2) Oh he couldn't?=

Gloria: i]]" -_ﬁu:-nh u.h

Bea: *Uh=huh® =

(‘-12:'1&; 5) UE;-_(.} I,h phoned to the um,h (.) “teh (0.3) uh::m:
(5) (1.5)

Gloria: (5)
T was struck by the terseness of this particular Slot (3) object; by

Ch I had a letter- note from p-Peh~e-Hazel.

its sense of, say, immovable conviction rather than simple ‘confirmation'.
Roughly, it appears to be talking a position on the 1issue of confirmation
jtself, proposing that this matter i8 not in the first place sublect to
confirmation, but is, flatly, so. Its interactional character might be
described as 'standing pat in the face of doubt'. Confrontation with this
object generated a search for materials in which 1t, and objeocts like 1t,
ococurred, Following is a series of fragments drawn from a larger colleotion
(inoluding, e.g., "Nope", "Yep", "M-mm", "Yah", etc.) which I am provieion-
ally calling Occluded Confirmations.

(0.28) [DNiI:2:18:r:S]

Meg: It camas from ih_gland Loren,
(0.4)

Loren: - Ah-gh::1,
(1.0)

Loren: - Ah-sh 1t's stampted on the botto:m.



Loren:
Loren:
Mog:

(0.29)

Shirley:
Qeri:
Shirley:
Qeriy
Shirley:

Shirley:
Geriy
Shirley:

Gerl:
Shirley:

Qeris
Shirley:

(0.30)
Marge ¢
Laura:
Marge:
Laurai

Marge 1
laura:

Marge
Lauras
Marge

(0.31)
Riok:
Linny:

Riok:
Linny:

Rick:
Linny:

(4.0)
I!mi‘l .
(4.0)
Maded in India.
(0.9)
°Maide., in India not maded,®

[Preniel:TC:I:1113-15]

You have five weelms left.
Ta-un,

Mm=hm,
[[:d_a have more than[fis:[va,
‘hhh'Oh no Oeri five weelks.
(0.7)
£

Well maybe we have six. But we don't hnve[

fi'l [
‘dhen do you
get out. Christmas week or the week before Christms.

(0.5)
Uh;im Two or three days before Ch[rlstms.]
10 0 T
. {((ea, 20 lines omitted))

The semoster, theoretically ends the twenty third I think.=

=Yo:ah, ‘t‘hhh Tell me you guys er gonna go to Frisco for
Christmas::,

(JasTs2851]

Well did he ocall you?
(1.0)
No:?
*hhhhhh uh-Oh he didn t7
Un-uh.
(0.2)
“hhh Well he told Ronald he did,
Well he d.ldn t.
(0.2)
*hhhh (0.3} Ohs:ir:. Hesrt certainly did tell a story then
if that's the case,
No he d%d not., I have not _hpan:l from him.
0.5)
‘hhhh Well I: know he said to: Ronald , . . eto. ete. eto.

[MicB(B)11613]

It'm Borry 1 didn't call you last night.
That's olay,

To.)
Did you get mad,

No?

(0.7)
You didn't,
Nope,

Rick:
Linny:
Rioks

Linny:
Rick:
Riok:

Linny:
Rick:

Linny:
Linny:

(0.32)

Maude :
Boa:
Maude ;
Bea:
Maude ¢
Bea:
Maude :
Bea:
Maude :
Beat
Maude :

Bea:
Beaat

Maude ;
Bea:

(0.33)

Fran:
Sharon:
Frani

Sharon:
Fran:

(0.34)

Emma 3
Lottle:
Emma ;
Lottie:

Lottie:

(1.2)
How coms.
Hm?
Not even a little?
Nop".
(4.0)
I didn't,

You didn' t.
No,
Okay, (fine).
(0.7)
It's a stupid thing to get mad over.
Well I fell asleep.
(0.8)
I figured,
(5.0)

How coma you're cancelling your arrangemsnts . . .

[sEL:1:1:12:38]

It's un Sehmidt,

Uh huh,

Schmitz, (0.3) or som[thmg,-
hehh’

=T do(h)n"t know Bea, but it's not Just plain Smith.
Oh it ian't. I[thought-
Uh uh,
I thought it was.
Uh uh. I don't think smo.
Uh huh,
Unh:: in faet I think 1t's= uh S-c~ I'm not (Just sure) of
the spelling of it, but I[tm.nx it's Just Missiz Schmidt.
Uh huh,
Yeah. Mm hm, Well, I think I've kept you long enough but
I[uas Just thinidng of you,
Yea(hh) h
and T Just f-finished seeing the cutest movie,

[NB:XII:1:2]

Well when did you guys go:::.
Ah: Saturday?hh
0h for, nrying out loud I thought it was the e: nd of the
mo:nth you were go:::i:

Mm-m,
‘hhir Ohtrssste1:. hh- *hhhhh We:11 goodness sakes it's too
bad she's nor:t home cause she'd sure love to come do: awm,

[NB:1V:1:7]

YOU NEVER GET LONESOME d{o you.
Uh=uh.
Ian't tmt[nonderml,
Mme=tim
(0.6)
No I really don't.
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Emma ; I[Just-

lottie: WEiLL, n-I-no, T really don't, 1t never bothers me,
Emma 1 [r-'m hm,
Lottie: I mean, it-"hh

Emma : YOU CAN TURN THE T.V. ON AND WATCH JEAFORDY AND ALL THE
PROGRAMS, ﬂ\h(hu.nh hunh huh=huh

Lottie: I enjoy tha:t,
Emma ¢ I lmow it.
(0.5)
Lottie: Uhi: yesterday I- got out all my dresses, I'm midng them

a little bit shorter . . . eto.

A survey of these fragments ylelds a strong sense of the Occluded
Confirmation as more, or other, than a shesr 'confirmation' tolen. It is
being deployed in dispute (as in Fragments 0.28B and 0.29), as a reaponse
to interrogation (as in Fregments 0.30 and 0.31), in the environment of
information-giving treated as problematioc (as in Fragments 0.32 and 0.33)
and in the consideration of a perhaps admirable, certainly exceptional,
and thsrefore dublously-possessed attribute (as in Fragment 0.34). Seen
in these environments, the Occluded Confirmation emerges as transparently
"defensive'. And while in various of the fragments there is a subsequent
weakening, on the ccourrence of the Oooluded Confirmation, it seems
recurrently to bs 'standing pat in the face of doubt (or dispute)’ and to
be proposing that this matter 1s not subjeot to such negotiation as is
involved in producing a 'confirmation', but is simply so.

Several features emerge from this array, which bear on the sequence
under consideration in Fragment (6.7). For one, not infrequently, the
Occluded Confirmation follows a 'newsmark'. In Fragment (0.30) "Oh he
didn't?" gets "Unh-uh." (where the prior "jgll did he call you?" gets "No:?"),
in Fragment (0.31) "You didn't," gets "Nope," (where the prior "Did you get
mad," gets "Noj"), and in Fragment (0.32) "Oh it ien't" gets "Un uh".
Similarly, in Fragment (6.7) "Oh he gauldn't.?" gets "Un-ah:". That is, an
objeot which may, in some contexts, constitute a sheer 'newsmark' may, in
_other contexts, constitute a 'casting into doubt' of some prior proposal,
and be met with an object which addresses and disputes the imposition of
doubt with a marker of absolute so-ness, The interchange in Fragment (6.7),
t.-hsn, converges with interchanges found in environments of transparently
'defanse-relevant' activities,

Secondly, there is soms indication that 'eontinuera' may be pursuit-
relevant in a particular way; i.e,, may implicate subsequent talk which
constitutes 'evidence in supporti of the doubted/disputed proposal'. So,
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for example, in Fragment (0.32) the reocipient of "Uh huh" offers "Uh:: in
fact I think it's- uh S-c-", and in Fragment (0.34) a participant produces
"Mm hm", and herself follows it up with son~ (thoroughly problematic)
'evidence in support of' the in-principle dunious proposal of her coparti-
oipant's immunity to loneliness, "YOU CAN TURN THE T.V. ON AND WATCH
JEAPORDY AND ALL THE PROGRAMS". Given the convergence with these 'defense-
relevant' materials which is already in progress, it 1s possible that in
Fragment (6.7) the 'ocontinuer' ™Unh-huh°®" may not merely be implicative of
further talk, but specifically implicative of 'evidence in mupport of', in
this case, a doubtful proposal that "he couldn't get them 1:n." Where,
evidenos for such a proposal might take the "In fact..." form seen in
Fragment (0.32), and might consist in, e.g., that a recent inspection of
the station wagon ylelded that it was not spacious enough. Such 'evidence'
oould be informative with regard to the possible Relational Trouble, and,
indeed, the absence of such talk may be equally informative; e.g., may
indicate the absence of recent contact.

Finally, in several of these fragments, the problematic, 'defense-
relevant' interchanges are followed, and closed off, by such offerings as,
in Fragment (0.29) ""t‘hhh Tell me you guys are gonna go to Frisco for
Christmas::", in Fragment (0.31) "How come you're cancelling your
arrangemants..."”, in Fragment (0.32) "I just f-finished seeing the cutest
movie", and in Fregment (0.34) "Uh:: yesterday I- got out sll my dresses,
I'm mking them a 1ittle bit shorter...". That is, a radical shift to
other mtters is invited; often to matters which are transparently ' innoc-
uous'., This device is deployed in Fragment (6.7), in news-deliverer/
newsmark-recipient's "Oh I had a letter- note from p-Peh-e-Hazel" (as 1t
happens, & re-introduction of a matter she had attempted to introduce
earlier, which was overlapped by, and abandoned by reference to, the prob-
lematic suggestion).

Given these multiple points of convergence, the interchange in Frag-
ment (6.7) may bs characterized as follows, In Slot 511 a plece of news
is delivered and/or a proposal is made, "Oh he couldn't get them i:n."
This is followed by a Slot (2) object, "Oh he couldn't?" which may slter-
natively or combinedly constitute a "newsmark' of a type which is
especinlly implicative of further talk about the news (i.e., an ["Oh" +
Partial Repeat] and/or a 'doubt marker' which proposes the dubiocusness of
a prior proposal, Slot (3) is then ocoupled by an objact, "Un-ah:", which
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alternatively or combinedly operates to indicate some hesitance to expand
on ths news (see pages 66=67 above) and/or to dispute a prior proposal of
dublousness with a proposal that the matter is simply 8o, standing pat in
the face of doubt,

In Slot (4) an object 1a produced, "eUh=huh®", which alternatively or
combinedly responds to a prior display of hesitance to expand, by encour-
aging expansion (again, see pages 66-6T above) and/or counters a proposal
that the matter i1s simply Bo with an elicitation of evidence in support of
the mtter, where such evidence (or the lack of it) can be informative in
regard to the Relational Trouble fleetingly glimpsed in the earlier talk.

In Slot jE[. nelther expansion of soms news, nor evidence in support
of a dublous proposal, is produced, Under either formulation of the
sequence in progress ('news-announcement' or 'interrogation'), it may stand
as "uncompleted’ at the point at which it is closed off; expansion and/or
evidence being due but not forthcoming. Instead, a radical shift out of
the sequence is invited with the introduction of a disjuncted and tranapa-
rently innoouous topio, "Oh I had a letter- note from p-Peh-e-Hazel."

And finally it can be noted that not only does the news-reaipient/
newsmark-deliverer accept that invitation and thus agree to resolve the
mtter by abandoning it, but that she does mo by producing an espasoially
strong instance of an unequivocal 'news-announcement' sequence. That is,
news of the note from Hazel is met with "Oh did you?", a case of the ["Oh"
+ Partial Rapeat], which projects [Confimtion 4+ Further Talk]. and the
subsequent 'confirmation' token, "‘hhh Uh hoh:" 1s intersected prior to
completion (i.e., before it becomes available whether or not the projected
expansion will be offered, and thus whether or not 'encouragement' will be
needed) with a 'solicitation' "What does she sm:y."

Invited to abandon the problematlc sequence, she collaborates with a
special vigor, thus perhaps exhibiting the '"innocent' character of her
prior activities; i.e., am constituting mere 'interest’ in a bit of news,
by treating as equally, if not more interesting, & next plece of news. And
by producing a strons instance of the phenomenon at this point, she may be
exhibiting-by-recognizable-repetition that the prior series of activities
was 'also an instence' (as, for example, someone shifting their welght in a
leather chair may produce a flatulant noise, and immediately and ostenta-
tiously change position again, repeating the noise, but now making 1t
patently available to coparticipants what the mource of the noise 1s, and

v

thus was on the firat occourrence). Thus, a sequenoe whioh in its course
may be achievedly ambiguous, is retrosctively dimambiguated and is sssigned
the status of nothing more than a brief and inconssquential 'news-amnounce-
mont' sequsnae.

This emouraien, although it has not direotly addressed the phenomsnon
under consideration; 1.e., the post-response-initiation recompletion, dees
relate to the analysis of an alternative device; 1.e., ths post-responme-
completion responsa molioitatiom of the Promptings (eee pagea £29-38). In
ench case the materials may be semantically sparse, but mequential-interac-
tional analysis shows them to be enormously rich, And in emch case, the
aotivities are =o assembled as to require access to a range of other, appa-
rontly unrelated mterials, to coms to terms with their workings.

Seotion VII; The Symtematically 'Altermative’ Status
of Response Solicitation versus Continuation or Recompletion

The foregoing considerations indicate that post-response (-initiation
or -gompleticn) continuations and recompletions are distinotive from poste-

- response (-initiation or -completion) response molioitations in ths capacity

of the former to engender or ccomsion-and-warrant a revised response by pro=-
viding additional information or simulaora thereef. Further, the contimuae
tions and recompletions oan exhibit a sensitivity to, and respond to the
import of, a problematic responme-initiation. That is, not only can a prior
utterance be 'olarified', but it can be thoroughly revised by reference to
the character of the reaponse.

It 1s this potential information-richness and flexibility which
sharply distinguishes continuations and recompletions from the responase
solicitations. The latter are fully ocoupied by marking the pointedness of
a prior utteransce, neither 'olarifying' nor revisming by reference to a
problematic remponse, but rather, placing the burden of change fully on a
marlked-as-of fonding reoipient.

In the considermtiona aso far, these sharply differentiated methods for
dealing with a problematic reasponse have been treated as oasual alternatives;
i.e,, 1t has been noted that where a response solieitation can bs used, then
'alternatively’ a continuation or recompletion might be used. But it
appears that the two sets of devices stand in alternation to each other in
stronger ways. Two different aspsote of this alternation will be considered
here. One is 'aggregate-distributional’, the other, 'sequential'.

As to the 'aggregate-distributional' mense of 'mlternation'; aorosa the
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current collection of taperecorded interactions, there is a skewed distri-

bution, most dramatioally with respect to the response sollicitation "Right?"

This item shows up repeatedly and in its various positions (i.e., in 'tag'
position, in post-gap position, in the post-reaponse-completion Promptinga,
and in the rare post-response-initiation Abominables) in several substan-
tianl sets of conversations. In other, equally substantial sets, this
device is simply never used; whole corpuses of conversation manage per—
fectly well without it.

An overview of the materials in which the device ia used and those in
which 1t never occcurs, ylelds a rough, utterly impressionistic but very
strong sense of the former interactions, throughout, as 'aggressive' and
the latter interactions, throughout, as 'pacifiec'. That is, the response
solicitation "Right?" seems to serve as an index of interactional 'style',
or of 'personality', or 'characteristic activities', or 'setting', or
'businesses’, or 'relationships', ete. ete. And in one corpus consisting
of many hours of formal negotiations over several days of meetinga, a most
dramatic inatance of "Right?" as an index of the interamotion is found. As
the negotiations progress acroes the several days, there is absolutely no
use of this devioce.

to be worldng to mccommodate to each other.

And in a range of ways, the participants can be seen
There is a single ocoasion on
whioch "Right?" is brought into play, and that is in the final recorded
session, Just as the negotiations are beginning to break down and overtly
belligerent talk emerges, Following is a condensed version of the relevant
segment .

(0.28) [BA/Core:V:63-66:Condensed Not to be used for Analysis]

Ed: And the only thing that we have had, was this whole question
of all the different kinds of statlatics that uh [Nnme of

& Coparticipants' Organization] decided that we, damn well had
to give them, N'ow[t.his is where we stand.

Marous : Alright now,

Marous: Basically then, the three major things thet uh we're
concerned with is, good faith, on the part of each other,

= Right?

Ed: - Right,

Marous: The g_goond thing that we're concerned with, there is an
issue, on, (0.3) providing statistical data,

Ed: - Right,

Marcus: And the third thing, is the, aclknowledgment, of an agreement.

( )t ((sigh))

Marous: - batween the groups. Right?

( pause )

Ed: Let me point out that after the demonstrations up on Regent
Street. There was no agreement signed.

Barton: e- LISTEN I'M SICK AND TIRED OF GOING THROUGH THIS SAME

DISCUSSION, MEETING AFTER MEETING.
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The review of "the three major things that uh we're concerned with"
appears to constitute a pacific, and pacifying, reaponse to the prior,
belligerent "that uh [NAME] decided that we damn well had to give them."
And as it plays out, the review can be Been .o be designed in an inter-
actionally acoommodating fashion.
‘tag'-positioned response solicitation gets a fitted confirmation (1.e.,
"...good faith, on the part of each other. Right?" gets "Ri:ght,") a
'sheckliat' format is established as between speaksr snd recipient, such
that the "seocond thing" 1s completed and its speaker does not produce a
'tag'-positioned response solicitation, but provides opportunity for a

That 1s, for example, once an initial

voluntary confirmation, which is, indeed, offered (i.e., "...providing
statistical data." gets "Right,").
established in which the business is getting done not merely without
belligerence, but with cooparation.

However, when the "third thing" ls completed, and, as with the "sec-

Thus far, then, a procsdure has baen

ond thing", an opportunity to provide a voluntary confirmation is given,
but in the confirmation slot we find, not "Right" but "((sigh))", the
observable cooperation by reference to the prior series has observably
broken down. Thereupon, rather than producing a response mollcitation
which would mark the inappropriateness, or inadequacy, or absence of
response, depending upon the status accordable to "((sigh))", the speaker
first produces a recompletion (the information-simulacrum "bstween the
groups") and then appends to it what now constitutes a 'teg'-positioned

The retroactively achieved utterance is now ",..

response sollicitation,
of ansgreement between the groups. B_i.ﬁﬂ.‘.'.?"- a construction similar to that
with which the review was initiated,
other. Right?"

ence to the prior series is apecifically obscured by a return Lo a device

"...good faith, on the part of each
That is, an observable breakdown of cooperation by refer-

which does not, in the first place, expeot that serles' index of coopera-
tion; i.e,, does not expect unsoclicited, voluntary confirmation.

In a range of ways, then, the deployment of the response solicitation
ie designedly mild. It appears that it was intended to be used only once,
to establish a checklist format, whereafter unsolicited confirmation could
occur, However, the fact that in all the prior hours of negotiations this
device was not used even once, and that it occurs at Just this point; i.e.,
Just after the belligerent ".,.that we, damn well had to give them", is

suggestive of its intrineic 'aggressive' charmcter. It is this device,
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and not soms other, which is used in the attempt to deal with the first
sign of real trouble for the ongoing negotiations and to bring the
rehallious coparticipant back into line.

This dramatic occurrence of a response solicitation, after hours of
negotiation, Just as breakdown is underway, deployed in an attempt to
deal with a renegade coparticipant, not only is suggestive of its intrin-
sic 'aggreeeive' character in contrast to the more 'pacific' continuations
and recompletions, but points to the other aspect of the alternation
between the two types of devices; i.e., the sequential.

Specifioally, the response solicitation may occur when, or upen its
cocurrence propose that, other methods have besn tried and have falled,
and now rather more drastic measures are warranted., That is, ths device
may be, in principle if not always in practice, a saquentlally Nth event,
deployed on the failure of, e.g., some first methods; 1.e., as a sequential
altermnative. And among the prior attempts, to which the response sollci-
tation stands as a sequential alternative, can be found continuations and
recompletions.

A review of three fragments, two displeyed as Abominables and one as
an instance of Prompting, ylelds a clearly serial relationship between the
two types of pursuit; l.e., between response solicitation and continuation-
recompletion. In each of the three fragments, Jjust prior to the response
noiicitation (see arrows J) its speaker has used the devioce of continua-
tion or recompletion (see arrows 2).

(1.1b) [Br.Pr.1.2.JPB:Free Trenslation)

Johni 1~ if all day long from _npming to evening and through the
night (“hh) [I ineel and pray.
( )

Mary:

Mary: - Yeash, mll[l have ( )

Johnt 2- and make a nui::sance.m=

Mary: ~. =Whuddiyuh mean I kneel o.nd{pmy.

Johni i Right?

(L.7) [ﬁd.nto:VI:li-—E.]

Jay: Just a little bit away from the San Carlo Opera house,

about & half a block, is=- theé- th& pah- Pallazzo

1= Raya[hh.

Tony: - Uh huh,

Jay: = The Royal Palace.

Tony : -, The Royal Pa[lace.

Jay: b Ri:ght?

(3.3) [CDHR:1T:276:r]
Marty: 1= wa're right up here.

Cralg: - Yeah,

Martys: 2= on:: four six six two Parkin Parkinson. Right around
therre, !

Cralg: - Yeah.

Marty: 3=  Right?

In each case an inltial pursuit (arrows 1) is met with an unfavorable
respense, whereupon prior speaker produces a 'potentiamlly ussful' continua-
tlon or recompletion (in Fragment 1.1 "and make a }'Ei::ﬂ!lnce" which brings
home the practical conseguenoes of the prior-named activities, in Fragmant
1.7 the possibly useful-for-identification translation from Italian to
English, and in Fragment %.3 the information simulacra which become pro=
gressively less substantive). In each case the 'possibly useful'
gontinuation or recompletion, which might engender or at least ocoasion and
warrant a shift in response-type, is met, egain, with unfavorable response
(in Fragment 1.1 the belligerent "Whuddiyuh mean I kneel and pray”, in
Fragment 1.7 the obsoure~for-racognition repetition of "The Royal Palace”,
and in Fragment 3.3 anothey mere acknowledgment token). It 1s then, and
perhaps specifically, designedly-recognizably 'only then'; i.e., upon the
failure of two prior attempts to elicit a favorable response, that the non-
informative, recipient-blaming, 'more drastic measure' of the response
solicitation is deployed.

In these fragments the use of the response solicitation emerges &S &
gequential alternative to continuation and recompletion. Although it may
be a "nasty" device, it may be seer as systematlcally, observably warranted
by reference to the immediately local context in whieh it occurs. And 1t
is possible that in other ocasas, rather more extended materials would yield
a similar if not so immediate warrant. In sum, it may be that with this
devioe, whether in reaponse to immediately looal events or rather more
extonded encounter, a mpsaker may be oparating to bring a problematic co-
participant into line. Under such a view, Fragment (1.4) becomes inter-
esting. It consists of tha opening momsnts of an intake interview at a
psychiatric hospital.

(1.4b) [Br.Pr.1.2.1.r:Free Translation)

Dr., F.: 1= ( ) I understand (0.8) ( ) that you're
not feeling very well.

Mary: - Yea::h well that is [t he opinion]

pPr. F.1 2- Is that correc-i?

Mary: of Doctor Hollmann.
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For the purposes of this consideration I am assuming that these two
participants are unacquainted; that this fragment catohes the early moments
of their coming inte a state of interaction In such & circumatancs, the
tmmediate deployment of what may reourrently constitute an Nth-and=
alternative pursuit device (in this case, the paychiatrist's "Is that
correct?”) is of partioular interest. Specifically, it may be character-
ized as warranted, not by some immediately local trials and failures, but
by prediction.

One standard way in which predictions about behaviors are made, is by
reference to the monitoring of activitles via assignable 'membership cate-
goriu'.l This procedure operates recurrently in, for example, interchanges
between police personnel and Black civilians (data not shown). Roughly,
each party, from the onset of the interaction, expects and 1s already deal-
ing with the difficulty such-a-one is lmown te pose for such-another. In
effect, they start out at soms Nth move in an unfavorable series. And such

a circumstance may hold as between a range of interacting categories,

including paychiatric intake-interviewers and candidate psychiatric patients,

The monitorability of activities by reference to assignable 'membership
categories’ i not merely a matter of somsone's acting on the basis of soms
preconceived notions, but of recognizing, somotimes in rather fine-grained
detail, that 'the expected behavior 1s now occurring'. I offer an anecdotal
instance. Maxwell Atkinson, of the Centre for Soclo-Legal Studies at Oxford
sent me a tape of a Small Claims Court in which an enormously troublesoms
and contentious plaintiff figured. Having transcoribed the entire proceed=
ings, I looked back to the very beginning and wondered if a minute bit of
behavior might not prediet the subsequent, utterly groesly avallable conten=
tiousness. That behavior bit was the placement of acknowledgment tokens in
the course of the arbitrator's introductory talk.

(0.29) [sccipcD:J:l]

Smythe: An:d, uh Morton Limlted (.) deny: that the d.sml-ga WA Sm
Dickens: - -mYeh,
Smythe : =oaused uh during the clean-ing proceas.

Dickens: - El-l:-n

About a year later, I received another Small Claims Court tape, with a
note to the effect that here we had a male counterpart of Mias Dickens.
Given such a 'program' via which to observe the talk, and given my specula-

1. For a consideration of the relationship of categories and activities,
gee Sacks, H., (1965¢:6-16 and 1966).
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tion about the earlier tape, I was now in a position to 'read' some bits
of bshavior as predicting subsequent troublesoms-contentious activities;
to react then and there with "Oh-oh here we go."

(0.30) [SCC|1~H11:J|1]

Watkins: Mister Johnson my name is Watidns I'm the adjudicator that's=
Johnson: -~ _[[l’ﬂYﬁQ.
Watkine: been appointed to "hh deal with this disputae,

These behavior bits do not occur in the Small Claims Court tapss I
encountered in the interim between these two, in which the plaintiffs are
not troublesome., And it seems to me that the then-and-there recognigablil-
ity of a next occurrence of a posaible phenomenon, guided by a firat
encounter and a written 'program' is analogous to the multiple encounters
and self-developed and/or inharited programs of both lay and profeasional
interactants. That 1s, such a one would be in a position to "read' and to
begin to respond to the import of such an activity as a mid-utterance-
positioned acknowledgment token, at the very start of the Intemction.l

And in the brief consideration of Fragmant (6.6) pages 53-54, it was
noted that while some conventional sequences are recurrently permitted to
play out fully, the can be cut short. That is, one needs only a 'part' to
gee the shape of the whole, and to respond then and there. And in the dis-
cuseion of prior spealer's activities in that same fragment and in Fragment
(6.7) it was noted that upon disocovery of soms emerging problem, moves ocan
be made to forestall its development. Roughly, then, in Fragment (1.3) the
unfavorable response ("Yea::h well...") may be then-and-there seen, not as
an appropriate, locally-generated answer to the prior question, but as a
fully adequate index and premonitor of predictable, chronic belligerence;
i.e., as an informative 'part' of a specifiamble whole.

Now, it 1s one thing to make such a formulation of a coparticipant's
potivities, and ancther to make such a move &s has been done here., For one,
the immediate move to an otherwise Nth-and-alternative device can inform
this recipient that her activitles are being monitored in Just such terms;
1.e., as an index of bslligerence. And in that case, we have here an
analogy of the sort of intimacy display mentioned by reference to Fragmant
{6.6); a display that such a situation holds that both parties can be taken

1. In that regard, it may not be incidental that in each of these fragments
the arbitrator produces a slight 'hitch' ("...caused [uh] during the
cleaning process” and "...appointed to [*nh] deal with this dispute™)
following the possibly predictive behavior bit.
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to understand each other parfectly well, without need of such 'formalities'
as the playing out of an elaborated sequenca via which the status of some
activity becomes formally explicated. Bargmann (1979) has some interesting
oconsiderations of the rapidity with whioh a decision to aocept or reject a
candidate patient is made. And in this ocase we might say that, in effect,
a diagnosis has been achiaved, and that it has been achieved has basen con-
veyed to the oandidate patient.

Further, the deployment of this poat-response~initiation response
solicitation may offer its meoipient an opportunity to re-open negotiationa
by producing a display of extraordinary dooility. That is, were sha to do
what, at lemst in the currvent corpus ls never done; 1.e., self-interrupt
her response in progreas and exhibit attention to the response solicitation,
she could show that the import of the reaponse solloitation has been under-
stood, and that her behavior is modifiable by reference to such an under-
standing. As it happens, she doss what aeverybody does; 1.e., continues her
response in progress, virtually uninterrupted. By doing what anybody would
do, but doing it in these rather special oircumstances, she may be seen to
be oconfirming the diagnosis which may result in her being taken on as &
patient.

Thus we have ocome full circle. A device which was initially charac-
terized as gratuitously nasty turns out to be, at least in some materials,
olearly available as an Nth resort, deployed upon the fallure of a series
of milder attempts to achleve the object of a pursuit, and its 'first
resort' occourrence in Fragment 1.4 suggests an alternative warranted and
non-gratuitous deployment; 1.e., warranted as a response to a predictive
behavior bit, non-gratuitous in that it constitutes an intimate dispensing
with the 'formalities’,

And while in sheer turntaking terms the device appears to be utterly
ineffective, it may warn a recipient that his moctivities are problematio,
While yecurrently such a warning may be the product of no more than a
momentary pique and may be submerged in and palliated by subsequent talk,
there can be occasions, such as those represented by Fragment (1.4), when
1t has enormous, 1if not immediately apparent consequenoce.
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Manchester Sociology Occasional Papers

R. J. Anderson Rescuing Schutz ‘rom the role theorists

This paper seeks to demonstrate that the sociolegical implications
of the work of Alfred Schutz have been largely misunderstood. The
argument is substantiated by a detailed examination of one instance
of a common view of Schutz's philosophy, namely Philip Pettit's
tThe Life World and Role Theory', in which it is suggested that
what Schutz has to say about social life is consonant with some
version of role theory. This interpretation is rejected as inade-
quate (a) because it fails to specify precisely what is meant by
role theory, and (b) because both of the more general usages of
‘role' in sociological theorising are not isomorphic with a
Schutzian analysis of social interaction. Both versions of role
theory search for a decontextualised account of social life, whereas
Schutz's view is predicated upon 'structures of relevance' which
root it in the examinstion of contexts. In conclusion, a sketch of
some of the ways that the sociological investigation of structures
of relevance might proceed is given.

8. Rawlings Two Practical Concerns for Therapists:
‘real therapeutic communities' and 'success rates'

the problems of

This paper lays out some of the reasoning behind ethnomethodologica!l
indifference to asking practical guestions of organisations, and
notes in particular that serious answers to such questions are
constitutive of the world that they claim to describe. The research
implications of these issues are illustrated by reference to an
ethnographic study of a therapeutic community.

One conventional approach to such guestions as: ‘'Is it a real
therepeutic community?' is to compare the researched organisation
with a theoretical ideal. It is argued in this paper that such an
enterprise is not only exltraordinarily difficult, but that it is an
inappropriate one for the ethnographer interested in examining
members' organisational practices in their own righf. [t is noted
that therapists routinely invoke the concept 'real therapeutic
comnunity' as a practical means of getting their work done, and som:
of the ways that they use the term are briefly described. The
psper then goes on to examine the question of 'success rates', and
outlines the ordinary and irremediable uncertainties that
therapists encounter when evaluating success. [t is shown how
success is nevertheless an important feature of day to day
therapeutic work, and some of the ways that 1t is routinely noted,
described and constituted as an everyday feature of practical
organisational life.



