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Naturally Occurring Talk

lVhen social scielrce researchers begin tcl clesign a research sttrdy, thel'
encounter a series of cl.roices about irow narrowly to define their researcl.r
problern anc'l which method or methoc-ls of data collection are appropriate
to its study. If we consider the methocls so far discussed in this book -

obserrration, inten,iews and texts - our choice appears to be very clear'-ctrt.
Using research inten'iert 's (or focus groups) involves actiyeiy creating data

wl-i ich would noi exist apart from the researcher's inten,entiorr (researcher-
provoked data). By contrast, observation or the analysis of written texts,
audiotapes or visuai in'rages deals r,r, ith acti 'u' it ies rvhich seem to exist intle-
pendently of the researcher. This is rvhy n,e cali such data naturally occurring:
thev derive from situations which exist irrdepenclentl l, of the researcher's
inten,ention.

Horn,ever, l ike most sociai science concepts, the o1'rpositiorr betr,r,een
naturallv occurring and researcher-provoked data siroulcl not be takerr too tar.
indeed, no clata are ever untcluched by hurnan hands. If rve choose to obsen'e,
our data do not speak for themsel., 'es but have to be recorded (and
transformec-l) into fieldrrotes. Equail1,, audio and viclecl recordings usttallv encl
up being transcribed using particular researcher-designed interventions rvhicir
are never 'perfect' but onll '  more or less useful. Moreover, the character of
such data wil l be crucially affected by where you position your reccirding
equipment and/or point vonr carlera.

Alt this suggests that here, as elsewhere, we should treat appeals to 'nature'

(as in the terrn 'naturally occurring') witir considerable caution. Nonetheless,
providing we do not push it too far, it can sti l l  be helpiul to make use of the
distinction between two kinds of data: naturaliy occurring and researcher'-
provoked. lndeed, if we can, at least to some extent, study r,r 'hat people are
actuallV doing in 'nafurally clccurring' situations, rvhy should we ever rt 'ant
to work with'researcher-prorroked' data?

Most quantitative reslarcher" have a straightfont,ard answer to this
qrrestion. Data gathered from naturallv occurring settings often appear
irorribly messy and unreliable to quarrtitatir. 'e t;zpes. If vou warrt to nreastrre
things reliably, then, they arglre, it heips to create carefuii l '  controlled settings
and to use r.vell-tested researcl.r instruments l ike quersticlnnaires clr laboratory
experiments.



. 
BY contrast, qrralitatrve researchers rvho work with researcl-rer-proi,,oked

clata do not alr.r 'avs seer.' to ha'e tirought through their choices. tertainl1.,
operr-encled intt ' i"r, iert 's and focrrs EJroups can gr\re l,ou data much more
quickiv than obsen'ation and /or r:ecording - alt lrciugh nrore slor,r, lv than texts.
N'loreor,er', rnan\r researchers clainr that it is often ,''loi possible to oLtuir", access
to nattrra.l lrr occurring settirrgs appropriate to a give. researclr topic - e'e.
thouglr thi-s sorrretirnes shor,r's a rack of imaginJtion on tlreir: par:t (see n1\r
cliscussio' oi nrethods {or studvirrp; 't lre far-r-rih" in secri.n 3.4.,1).

such irrstrtrmental factors (speed, lack of alternatives), holr,eyer, conceal
the appeal of 'ethods l ike the intel ' ieu, and the focus group to a particr.riar
research nrodel (cnrotiortLtl isnr) arrd more generallv to a set of mass_media,
d I i i  c r l  ass t t r t t p r i ons  dc r i t i ng  i l o rn  w i ra l  l  i r ave  ca l l ed  t l r e  i n te ry ie6 .  soc ie t y
l S c c t i o n  l 3 t .

Asking preople what the' think a.cr feer appears to have an immediacl,,
even'aut l rent ic i t r , ' ,  r , r ,h ic l r  cr - r r jouslv  is  Lre l ier -ec l  to  Lre absent  i r r  r ratura l lv
occur l i r rg dal , r .  5o.  everr  r l l rerr  vou l rar  e taps5 p, .  obserr .at ions of  [ . ,e l ra i  iou i ,
voll are temptsi to 'complete 

tl"re picture' b' irrtervier,r,, ing the people
concerned aborrt rt'irat they were thinking or feelhrg at the time. The arguments
f.r a.d agai'st researcher-provoked daia are sunrrnarized irr Table 6.1.

IABLE 6 I 'yVlrv worl r,r,ilh reseorcher,provoiec ootc?

j  i  ra!al

E . : !  a a a . r s :
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Dr r l  c  p ,111.  1 r . r  n i - i l  need a i taes :  la ,e lch  l th . . . r ' :
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Bv contr"ast, sonre clualitative researchers prefer to r,vork r,t, i th ,rraturallv
occurrinp;' data alt lrough their reasons rnav differ. For the eihnographers of
the Chicago School, the real fonn of imrnediacv was ollt on citr- streets and
the'rvanted b 'tell i t i ike it is'bv obse^'ing l if" u, it l .,upp"ned. Howe'er, their
rtnturslistic focus meant that thev usuailv sought to combine observation.r,vith
i r r l e r r  i c r l s  r l i t l r  kev  i n fo rn ran ts .

- 
Ftrr a later generation of researchers, influerrced bv cortstrrtctiortisrrr and

clltrrorrr.atlrodr)lrrqq, audiotape.s of naturallt, occr-rrrirrg cirnvu,.rur.nn provided
nran'ellous data to analvse hor,r ' people actuallv l,r,Lnt about constructing a
soci , r  I  wol ld  t t rqt ' t l rer- .

Altirotrgh t 'ou mav be inclined to think of conr.ersation as trivial ( 'rnerelr-,
talk), it is r,r 'orth reflecting that conversati.r.r is the primarr,medium through
*'hich social i^teractio. takes place. I. househcids u,-ri i ,-, r.ore ,public,
settings, fa.ri i ies alrd frie'ds relate t ' ' .e anotlrer through talk (a.d silencel).
At rvork, we c()lrverse with o'e anotlrer a^d the outconre of this talk (as in
nreeti 'gs o' j.L-r serlectior.r i.te^'ie*'s) is often placed on clossiers and fi les. As

: : " " t "  

a r s t res :

tire social r,r,orld is a pen,asivelv conr.ersational onc it ' t n'hich an or, 'ent'helming

proportion of the n'orld's business is conducted thlough the medium of spoken

iuteraction. (.1 98't: 239 r

Incleed, r.vhat Heritage calls'the world's business'includes such basic features

as teil ing news, deciding if one should comrnit sr-ricide, and a child learning

horv to converse with its mother (see Sacks, 1992; Silvermarr, 1998: ch. 1).

Yet, even if vou are unconvinced bv the argument that conversation is

cetrtral to making the social rvorld, there is sti l l  a strong rnethodological

argument it'hich suggests that audiotapes of naturallv occurring talk are uself ul

data. To understand whl', tve lnllst return to the rvork of HarVeY Sacks'

6 . I  WHY WORK WITH TAPES?

' fhe kind of phenomena I deal rvith are allvavs transcriptttrrts of .rcit lal occurrences

in their actual sequence. (Sacks, 19E4: 25)

Sacks stresses that one should work with'actual occtlrrences' of talk. So, even

though tr 'r 'entieth-century phiiosophers i ike Wittgensteirr (1968), Austrn (1962)

and Searle (1969) have had important things to sav about the things n/e do in

conversation, thev do not stLldY actual talk but rvork with inr.ented examples

and their olvn intuit ions about n'hat it makes sense to sa\-.

For Sacks, ou the contrar\ ':

one cannot invent neu' seqLlences of conr.ersatiorl and feel happv n,ith them. You

mav Lre alrle to take 'a questron and ansn'er', but if we have to extend it verv far,

then the issue of u,hether somebodt- u,ouid reallv say that, after, sav, the fifth

uttelance, is one tvhich r'r 'e could not confidentlv argue. One doesn't harrc a strong

intuit ion for sequencing in conversation. (1992, I:5)

Unlike philosophers, ethnographers do not usuallv invent contrersattons.

lnsiead, they observe and record their observations through fieldnotes (see

Section 3.3.5). Whv did Sacks prefer to use an ar-rdio recorder?

Sacks's answer is that r,rre Cannot rehr on olrr notes or recollections of

conversations. Certainll-, depending on or-lr memor\-, we can 115u6iJ1' sttm-

marize what different peopie said. But it is simpir- irnpossible to retnember

(or even to note at the tirne) such tnatters as Pauses, orrerlaps, inbreaths and

the l ike.
Non' r,vhether yoLr think these kinds of things are important lt ' i l i  depend

up.ron rt 'hat Vou Can shotv u.ith or rvithout them. Iudeed, vor-r ntav not erien

be convinced that conversation itself is a particularlv interestir-rr: topic. But, at

least b1' studVing tapes of conversatiolts, Vou are able tC) focus on the 'actual

deta i ls '  o f  one aspect  of  socia l  l i fe .  As Sacks put  i t :

Mv research is about convtrsation onlv in this incidental r,r 'al , that \,\ 'e can gct the

actual happenings on tape and transcribe thern nrore or less, and therefol'e havc
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However, as alwavs in science, evervfhing r,r ' i i l  depend on rvhat vou are
trvirrg tcl c-to and n'here it seems that vor-r mav be able to rnake progress. As
Sacks put it:

one gets started r'r 'here vou can mavbe get somervhere. (1992,l: 26)

Getting started, in Sacks's sense, nleans repeated, careful l istening to vour
tapes. As you iisten, you build an improving version of a transcript. ln Section
6.2, i discr,rss wh1'yclr-r need to transcribe vour tapes and rvhat \rou need to
put into vour transcripts.

6 .2  TRANSCRIB ING AUDIOTAPES

As alreadl.noted, even if some people are able to remember conversations
better than others, \ /e are unlikely to be able to recall snch potentialh, cmcial
details as pauses and overiaps. indeed, even r,r ' i th a tape-recording,
transcribers mav 't idr. up' the 'mess):' features of natural conrtersation such
as iength of pauses or overlapping or al.rorted utterances.

Features l ike pauses matter to all of us, not just to analvsts of conversations.
lndeed, the\. are. one basis on lr 'hich, as Sacks (1992) iras poirrted out, readirrg
somebodl' else's mind, far from being some paranoid deiusion, is both routine
and necessar) ' in  evervday l i fe .  Look at  Extract  6.1.

Extract 6.1 (Levinson, 1983: 320,sirnplif ied)
1 C: So I n as lr 'orrdtring woulcl Vou be in voi-rr office on N{ondav bl arry chancc'?
2 (2.0)
3 C: Probablv not

The numbers in brackets on l ine 2 indicate a 2 se-cond pause. The presence of
this pause sives us a clue to how C can guess that the person he is questioning
might indeed not be in hls office on Mondav (l ine 3). This is because when
there js a pause lvhen it is someone's furn to speak, r^/e can generall l '  assrlrne
the pause wil l foreshador.r' some diff icultr '. Hence C is able to read the pause
as indicating that the other person is unlikeit, to be in ir is office on Mondar.
and sal ' 'Probablv not ' in  l ine 3.

Noi,r ' consider Extract 6.2. This is taken from an interrriew between a health
adviser (H) and a patient rvho has requested an HI\/ test. H is offerirrg a Piece
of  advice about  condom use and her  pat ient  is  a voung woman who has iust
le f t  school .

Extract 6.2 (Silverman: counsel: 6.3)
1 Hi t 's  i t t tpor tan!  that  vou te i l  t l iem to (0.3)  use a condonr (0.8)  or  to  pract ise safe
2 sex tlrat's rvhat usine a condom means.
3  (  1 .51
4 H: okar'? !c3



In Extract t-.2. rine 4, H asks 'oka1,?"*,hich 
rrralr [" heard as a request for thepatient to i.dicate that she has'ncierstood (or at least heard) H.s ad'ice abo'tcoudonr use. As with Extract 6.1, we can see that a pause in a space rvhere aspeaker'right ha'e taken a tnrn at tark (here at ri 'e 3) has i.dicated somedifiicultl. to tl-re previou.s speaker.

lndeed, it is l ikell '  t irat H hearcr a' earrier criff icult l.. Note that in l i .e 1there is a paLlse of 0.B seconds. It is .ot unreasonabie to assume that si.ce thepatient'as not used this space to i 'rdicate some understanding of what H hasjtrst said (for i.sta.ce, 1-rv^saying ,**;1, 
H,.s explanatio., of"r"i_rut ,using 

aco.rdonr means'(l ine.s 1-2) is giu",. preciserv irr (r.vhat turns out to be) anunsuccessful atternpt to overcome this aitf icJlt l,.
At tl-ris porrrt you 'ra' be wondering holr, trrese transcripts can gr'e suchPrecise lenetlis of pauses. ln fact, 

"o, 
jo not need any ad.ranced technology{ . r  t ^ i s .  A r t r roug r r  t r ansc r i he rs  n ra \ .  use  com,p l i ca ted  t im in f  Je ' i ces .  man} .others set irrto the habit of using an,r four-svllable rn,ord *1i?n ,olu, about asecond to sa1,. If vou then sav thii _&d .1., 

.
eacrr svriabie ,. u-.ii."u"* ; 6l;""JiJ:T:*ffffij.:J"*" 

ro.rg^iv count
Fior,r'ever, pauses are not the oniv features that you mav neecl to recorcl. [nthe Appenclix (see p^:_03), I pror icre ̂ r i-piir i"a set of transcription svmbols.It sirourd not be ur-rr*".r that the prreparation of tra.scripts is sirnpiv atec.nical detair prior to the rnai^ business oi ,re anal'sis. As Atkinson andI{eritage (198:l) point out, the productiorr and use or troi,r..ipil are es.sentia,1,'research 

acti ' i i ies'. Thev involv" .10r", ."peated l istenings to recordings

:?lIi Ti::fir'eat 
pre'iousl' unnoted re'.urring features .,f.ih"o.ga,.,ization

rhan an adcled Oo.,ojl." 
of transcripts for presentatiorral purposes is no more

As an exanrple' 
,!he 1acle1 

might examine Extract 6.3, based o' thetranscribing ru""u":l:|. iisted in the appendix, i,r,hich refort ...r.n featuresas ot'erlaprpi.g taik alrd 'erbal stress as *"r, u, pauses (in parts of a second).

E.xtract 6.3 (Her: 0II: 2: 4: ST)
(S's wife has just slipped a disc)

; i i l :ttTwc're 
arondering if there's nn'thing we can do to herp

i 
n' 

l l ;""rr 
can we dcr anv shopping for her or something l ike tha:t?

5 S: Well that,s rlost ki.nd Heathertol .hhh At the monrent6 uo:. because we,r,e sti l l  g., ,*" U.,u. at home

ln Extract 6'3, we see s refusi.g an offer made by H. Heritage shows hon- s,srefrrsal (l ires 5-6) of H's orr", i i .ptuv-. ,hr* i,,,,"r"rt ing features. First, whens does not take n" 
"nrrr-?ppo.t.ri',iiii"'"-"p, H's offlr lafter:Lnythirrg wecan do to help', l ine 1), H proceeds t.r.ur,l." it. second, s delay,s his refusal' ia the patrse in the slot roihis turn at t ir-," +. rni.a, n" 1rri in"."i ir_,y i.,r,otinga coniinp;encr.about which H cotrld not be expected to knol,r,.

l6!t

whi, should s and H bother u'ith these complexities? The.ansrver l ies in

the war- in rvhich thel'end up bv producing an account lt 'hich biarnes nobodv'

ln an ear.ly work, Erving Goffman (1959) similarly suggested that a persistent

consideration of interactants is to protect one another's pul-rlic seif-esteem, or
'face'. In doirrg lvhatever people are cloing, thev take into consideration the

moral sfarrdiig of t iremseives and tlreir co-interactants that their doings

project. ln the oidinarv course of events, this consideration entails theprotectrott

of the positive moral standing of the self and of otirers'

We can develop Goffman's observation bv noting that certain actions -

typically actions that occur in respouse to other actions, such as invitations,

offers or assesments - can be marked as dispre.f'crred, that is, prot'lematic in

one waV or another. Thus, rejections of invitations or offers, or disagreements

in response to assessments, can be perfonned in such a wav that encodes their

problematic status. Conversell ' , an acceptance of an invitatiolr or offer, or an

agreernent with an assessment, can be performed in a lt 'av that does not exiribit

such problematic status.
sutsequent research has identifiecj a number of practices tl-rrough r'r'hich

the dispreicrreri status of an action can be rnarked. According to Heritage (1984:

265-S0), these practices include:

1 The action is delaved within a turn or across a sequence of turns.

2 The action is commonil, prefaced or qualified vr'ithin the turn in which it

occurs.
3 The actiorr is cornmonl,V accomplished in mitigated or i lrdirect forrn.

4 The action is commonly accottnted for.

These actions together constitute what has beerr calied pre.fere trce organizatiort.

But note that the cclncept of 'preference', when used in this sense, does not

refer to inner experierrces of the actors about 'problems' or the,lack of them

involved in perionrling certairr actions (Levinson, 1983). Furthermore, the

distinction betrn,een prelerred and dispreferred actions does not invoive an n

priori categorization of actions as problematic or non-problernatic. Rather,

the distinciion between'preferred'and'dispreferred'action forlnats invtl lves

a resource for the interactants, through the use of n'hich thel' q2n portrarr

their actions as problerlatic or as not problematic in the interaction at hand.

We can see hou, conversationalists can prerrent probiems arisirrg if we

return to Extract 6.1.

Exract 6.1 (Levinson, 1983320, simplif ied)
1 C: So I  rvas n 'onder ing r t 'ould t 'ou be in vot t r  of f ice on Mondav bv anv c l ' rance?

2 (2.0)
3 C: Probablv not

C's question (at l ine 1) is one of those kirrds of questions that we.lrear as i ikelv

to piecede some other kind of activit) ' . For instance, we all know that, if

someboclv asks if we wil l be free on Saturdav night, an invitation is irr the

t&"
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The rest of this cirapter rvill outline the tr,vo main social science traditions
which inforrn the analvsis of transcripts of tapes: conversaticrn analysis (CA)

and discourse analvsis (DA).I wil l begin with CA.

6 .3  CONVERSATION ANALYSIS

Conversation anall 'sis is based on an attempt to describe people's rnetlrocls
for producing orderly social inieraction. In turn, CA emerged out of Carfirrkel's
(1967) programme for ethnomethodologv and its analysis of 'folk' ( 'etlrno')
methocls. Sacks's MCD analvsis, discussed in Section 5..1, also derives frorn
this programrne.

6.3.1 fhree fundamentol assumptions

I wil l begin by strmmarizing Johrr Heritage's (1984:241-4) account of three
fundamental assumptions of CA:

7 Tlrc structru'nl orgarizatittrt oJ talk Talk exhibits stable, organized patterns,
demonstrably. oriented to br, the participants. These patterns 'stand

independentlv of the psvchological or other characteristics of particuiar
speakels '  (1984:  241 ) .  This  has two important  impl icat ions.  F i rs t ,  the
structural organization of talk is to be treated as on a par with the structural
organization of anv social institutiorr, i.e. as a 'social fact', in Dtrrkheirn's
terns. Second, it follor,r 's that it is i l legitimate and unnecessary to explain
that organization bv appealing to the presumed psvchological or other
characteristics of particular speakers.

2 Sequential orgorizntiotr 'A speaker's action is corrtcxt-sltoped in tl"rat its
contribution to an on-gc.ring setluence of actions cannot adequately be
understood except b)' reference to its context . . . in which it participates'
(7981:242). However, this context is addressed bJ. CA largeiy irr terms of
the precedin[J sequence of talk: ' in this sense, the context of a next action is
repeatediv renewed r.t'ith everv current action' (1981 212).

3 The empiricnl grounding o.f annlysis The tirst two properties need to be
iderrtified in precise analyses of detaiied transcripts. It is therefore necessar\'
to avoid premature theorl, construction and the ' idealization' of research
material which uses onlv general, non-detailed characterizations.

Heritage slrms up these asstrmptions as follor,r,s:

Specificaliy, analvsis is stronglr' 'data-drivc.r-r '- deleloped from phenomena rn'hich
are in various wavs evidenced in the data of inter:action. Correspondinglr', there is
a strong bias against n priori speculatron alrout the orientations and motives of
speakers and in favour of detailed examination of conr.ersationalists' actual actions.
Thus the empirical conduct of speakers is treated as the central resource out of which
anall'sis nra\/ de\.elop . 0 981 243)
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In practice, Fieritage adds, this means that it must be dernonstrated tirat the
res.larit ies described 'are produced and orie.ted to by the partrcipants as
rrormati'el'oriented-to grounds for infer-ence and actiorr, (lggi:2ag.Further,
derriant cases, i. whicir such regurarit ies are absent, must be identif ied and
arnalvsed (see Section 8.3.2.5 for a further discussion of the role of deaiartt-cnse
nrnltlsis in relation to the validitv of f ield research).

. fqr 1:asons of space, I will Lrriefli, describe jr_rst three features of talk with
which CA is concerned. These are:

1 turn-taking and repalr
2 conversatior-ral operrings and ,adjacencv 

pairs,
3 how 'institutio.al ' 

talk builds upon (ind rnodifies) the structures of
o ld ina r r  corrversat ion.

All three featrrres relate to wirat sacks calJs 'sequencurg 
irr conversation,.

6.3.2 Turn-taking and repoir

Turns at talk have three aspects (Sacks et al '.,I971). Thev involve:

t ho*' a speaker rnakes a turn relate to a prerrious turn (e.g. ,yes,, ,but,, ,uh
l ruh ' )

2 lvhat the turn interactionally accomplishes (e.g
an answer)

an invitation, a question,

3 hon' the t ' 'r relates t. a succeeding turn (e.g. bl, a question, request,
summons etc. ) .

where turrr-taki.g errors anci r,, iorations occur, 'repair 
mechanisms, wil l be

rsed. For instance, where more than one part\r is speaki.g at a time, a speaker
ma1'. stop speaking before.a normally possitie -rnpl"i iorl point of u t.rrn.
Again, r'r'hen turn transfer does not occur at the appropriate piace, the current
speaker mal' repair the failure of the sequence \ speaking again. Finall1,,
r 'r 'here repairs bv other than the current spreake. oru."qrri, id' ifo. insta'ce
O":1."::" anotirer party has been misidentified), the next spJuf.".iuii.all1, waits
unti l the completion of a tum. Thus the turn_taking rr,.t"_,. '  j ttocation ofrights to a turn is respected even when a repair: is found necessar\,.

There are three consequences of this which are worth ,lot;;,

1 Nt'crlrr.q to listcrt The turn-taking sl,stem proyides an ,intrinsic 
motir,ation,

for l istening to all utterances in i ..rr-,.,"r.ntio,r. Interest or poriteness a6ne
is not sufficie't to explain such atte.tion. Ratrrer, .,r"ry pu.ti. ipant must

^ lt.rt:" 
to a'd anal1'se each utterance in case (s)rie is."r".t"d as next speaker.

2 ur.tderstnndhrg Turn-taking organizatiorr contrors some of the wa1,s 1nrvhich utterances are *nderstood. so, for instance, it allows lHr;'".;
you?', as a first turn, to be usuailv uncrerstood not a.s u. 

"r-lq.,ir}, 
but as a

Elreetlng.

\08

3 Displnrl irtg uudcrstarrdintr when -someone offers the 'appropriate' form of

reply (e.g.an answer to a question, or 
1n 

apoiogl'.to a compiaint)' (s)he

aiipfal 's'ar"t understanding of the significance of the first utterance' The

turn_taking svstem is thus tlhe means wherebv actors displav to one another

thatthevareengagedinsocialaction-actiondefinedbyWeberasinr'olr ' ing
taking account of others.

Thus CA is an emprrically oriented research activit\" grounded in a basic

theory of social action and generating significant implications from an analysis

of previouslv ururoticed iiteractionil fbrms' As the next section shows' one

such unnotiied form is the structure of questions and answers'

6.3.g Conversational openings and adiacency pairs

i n t i r e l g60s , theAmer i cansoc io log i s tEmman t re l scheg lo f f s tud iedda ta
drawn from the first 5 seconds of aiound 500 telephone calls. to and from

an American poiice station' Sciregioff began bv noting that.the basic rule for

two-partv conversation, that one partv speaks at a time (i 'e' providing for

u r"{r"rl." a-b-a-b-a-b, where a and b are the parties)', 'does not provide

for the allocation of the roles " a" and "b"' (7968:1077). Telephone calls offer

interesting data in this regard because non-rrerbal forms of communication

I upurt frJm the telephone bell - are absent. Somehow, despite the absence of

rrislal cues, speakeri manage an orderil' sequence in which both parties knon'

when to speak. How?

Scheglof  f  s t rggests '

Af i rs t ru leof te lephoneconversat ionswhichnr ig l r tbecal led,adist r ibut ionr t r ]e
for first utterances' rs.. tlrc nnswerer speaks first. (1968: 1078, originai emphasis)

ln order io see the force of the ,distribution rule,, consider the confusiorr that

occu rs rvhenaca l l i smadeand thephone i sp i ckedup ,bu tno th ing i ssa idb r '
the receiver of the cal1. Schegloff cites an ur1".dot" b)' a rn'oman who adopted

this strateg\, of siience afte, ihe began receiving obscene telephone calls' Her

friends were constantlv irritated t'i' tnis practiie' thus indicating the force of

tlre rule ,the answerer .speaks first;. Moreover, her tactic rvas successfui:

Flower,er obscene her caller might be, he wotrld rrot talk until she had said ,hello,,

therebv obeving the requirements of the distribution rule (i974: 355)

Although answerers are expected to speak first ' i t is callers who are expected

to provlde the first topic. Answ"r".r, oft", all, do not normallv knorrr' who is

*otirlg the call, *hereus callers can usuallv identify answerers' and answerers

will asiume that caliers have initiated a cali in order to raise a topic - hen-ce

the embarrassment n,e feel when somebodv we have neglected. to call, calis

us instead. Here we may convert ourselvei from answerers to hvpothetical

cal lersbyusrngso,r ' te fnr*u la l ike: 'Oh, l 'dbeentrv in8toreachvou' 'Having
reallocaied oui roles, we are non' free to introduce the first topic'

I f f i



(tn examining his materialfurther, Schegloff discovered onl-v one case (oulof 500) rvhicrr did not fit trre ..,r" ,o'rr*urer 
spsni(s first,. He concrudecr thattlre person who responcl, to o tnt.ph.rle l_,ell is not r""liu, 

""r;;;. 
tng a qttestion,but  responcl ing to a suntntons.  A sumu

iii:;:lffi is*,'il:i,ffi iliTiid.ii::T?:lxr""""i::iff :';
?^.]:ql:";:d$thai'sum,ic,;;_;;..;""'i.Ts1;::fi:*",.1,t"1i.ffi :ilff:;reatrues r'r 'hicrr the' share with a number .f 

' ;;h;; '  
i ;ki,t t.,.r. 1e.g.qtrestlon-ansrver, greetings) classecl as otlfncerrcy pnirs:

r I'lort-terrrrirtaritq Tr'tey-are prearnbies to some further activit).; the1, cannotproperl ' stand as fi.al excharrges. Co'seq,,"r,t '1,, ; ir.:;;:;; r; '"d",to talk agai. rvhe. the s.r'",n.,J_,"a comptlte, ,il" ia;il;:".2 cottLliti.ttnr rereztance Further i.tero.iior., rs conditional upon the s'ccessfulcompletion of the SA sequelrce.
3 oliligntiorr t0 ar6'uter Answers to a summorrs have the crraracter. of questions(e.g. 'What?' 

, ' \es?, ,,Hello?,). fh;s nreans that, as * q;;;answer (eA)seqrences, the sumrnoner must produce tn" o.r.iru",i ' io'an" q.estion(s)he l ias elicited.. Furtrrernror", thJp".ro^ rvho has asked ,-re questron isobliged to l isten ro the ansrv". trlr- ' i i . .^, obrigatecl th;;th;;to produce.Each subsequent noc-l or ,uh 
n.,t , ' .u.,r__its 

the speaker to atiend to the.rterarlces ,n.r t:t]?l: ,,Tl"*n this ,chainirrg, 
of questio,.,, u,.,a ansrvers,'pro'isio. 

is made b' an sA ,.-"q.r".'." not orr-lv fo. trre coorJinated e^tryrn a conversation buf arso for its'continred orcleri iness, (1g74:37g_gr.
Schegloff \4/as now able to explain his de'iant case as follows: surnmons(phorre rings); no answer; furtl ier sulnnlons (caller sal,s ,Hello,). 

The normalforrn of a terepir.ne^catt ir, ,,r^nr.i l '(p;o,-r" rings); arswer (recipient sa's'Heilo'). 
I '  the de'iant case, t ire absence'of a,", answer is treated as trre absenceof a r:epl1' to a s'rnmorrs. s. the calrer,s .o" of ,Hello, 

repJaces the s,mrnonsof the te-leplrone bell. The failure ;f ;h"'.;i, earcr a s oi, "..o^ol e te d sA se q uen;: ;:n'il,.l."i,iH:':fi 
".,t: ii j:?,:;

f irst makes sense within ti-," ' .o,-, l i t io,-rlt,..-=t".,un.e, 
of SA seque^ces.The pow-er of these ol-,servation. i. ."gg".,"cj blr h^/1y 

"*umpi"s. 
The first isrnen { i oned  h r  (  t r f f  and  l ay r re :  

- -  hh '

1-he' recipiert of a sumnrons feels impelrecr t. a.srver. (lve note that in N'rthern
ffl.i:1iffi:':|;;T#l',:;,'1" a".,. ""i g"iit'it - a",pit. ,r."i,. r.o*r".rge rhat sr.rch

The sec..d exa'rpre or: i" s.chegroff's <riscus.si.n of a c^'d,s utterance: ,youkrrorv rvhar, Momm\,?, (first disc.isr"A t,,ltu.t s, 1974).il; ;iil;, questionestablislres arr SA sectuel.",,1l."r" lOr.r;; ]',.rr",. to the summons flVlommy)is 'W^at?' 
This allows t^e child ,o ,o" ,^li..uiit wa,rted to at tl.re start, but as anobligation (L'ecause questions rl;;; ';;;;.. u,lrlu".r). Consequently, this

ilil,"i. T:::ll i i":i;1ti ; H il,: : i.::?l 
r.rl J,' ".' t". i. ro co n v e rs a.i ";; ;; p, ;
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rAttempf Exercise 5.2 obouf now

As Heritage points out, this shoulcl not lead us to an over-mechanical vierv of

conversation:

cort.ersation is not an endless series of interlocking adjacenct' pairs in rvhich sharplv

corrstrained options confront the next speaker. (1981 261)

Insteacl, the phenomenon of adjacenc,v works accc'rrding to two tlon-

mechanistic assumptions:

1 An utterance which is placed immediately after another one is to be

understood as produced in response to or in relation to the preceding

utterance.
2 This means that, if a speaker wishes some contribution to be heard as

unrelntetl to an immediatelr ' lrrior utterance, he or she must do something

special to l i ft assumption 1 - for instance b1r 1l-t" use of a prefix (l ike 'bv the

wa1,') designed to show that what follows is unrelated to the irnmediatell '

pr:ior turu at talk.

6,3.4 lnstitutionol talk

Contrary to sonre crit ics (e.g. Goffnran, 7987:16-17), rt 'ho accuse conversatlon

anaivstsof depicting a mechanical svstem, CA takes veri'' seriousli'the contexts

of interactiorr. For instance, in the ciassic statement of CA, it is noted very earlv

on that:

convcrsation is alwavs 'situatecl'- it alwavs comes out of, and is part of, somt'real

sets crf circtrmstances of its ptrrticiprants (Sacks et al'' 1974 {t99)

However, alt lroup;h such matters as place, t irne and the identit ies of the

participants are undoubtedit. relevatrt to speakers, \4'e are i:errir idecl that we

must be cautious about hovn' rt'e invoke them:

rt is undesirable to lrave to krron,or clraracterize suclr sittratiotls for particular

conversatiorts in order to investigate them (1974:699)

Two decades later, this position r.vas clear:lv laid outbl'IVlavnard and Cla"'man:

Conversation analvsts . . . Iare] concerned that using terms such as 'doctor's of f ice"
'courtroont', 'police departmc.rrt ' , 'school room', ald the l ike, to cilaracterize settings

. . . can obscure much of rvhat occurs within tl iose settings . . . For this reason,

conversation analvsts rarelv rel\ '  on ethnoEJraphic data and instead examine if and

how interactants tlremselves reveal an orientation to instittrt ional or other contexts.

fl997:406-7)
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As alreatlY lrotecl, talk is a feature of both 'fonnal' 
and ,informal, interactions,

ranging lronr a courtroorn to a casual 'chat'. In a courtroom, for instance,
who can speak ivhen is trsuallv clearly defined ancl, unlike casual cltatter, one
can be ruled to be speaking 'out 

of order' and e'en held to be ,in contempt
of  cour t ' .

However, it is dangerous to assume that just because talk is occurrl lg ln
sor le ' formal 'set t ing,  i t  necessar i lv  has a d i f ferc 'nt  s t ructure tp ord in-arv
conversation. As we all knou', people sti l l  chatter in the course of doine their
jolrs and sor-rrc fornral rnove mav be needed for the talk to take on a toriai (or
institutional) character, for initance bl the chair of a meeting call ing the
rnct ' t i r rg I  r r  r r r t lcr .

In an1' event, as Sacks et al. (197-1) suggest, ordilart,colversation ali,tays
p ' r ' r ' i des  a  i . asc i i ' e  f r om w l r i ch . r r ,  , , , i h , l epa r i u r . es  a re  o rga r r i zed  and
recognized. This means that, in the studv clf institutional ta-ik. rve need
carefullr. to erxamine iror,t the structures oi ordinarv conversation ,becorne
speciaiiserd, srmplif ied, reduced, or otherl ' ise structurallr, adaptecl for
irrstitutional prrrposes' (Marmard and Clavma n, 79c)j: 407).

I u'jll use research cln the organization of TV nei,,r,_s intervie*,s as an exaurple
before atternpting a brief summarv of r,r'hat is known so far aboui institutional
ta lk .

TV news inlerviews
Clal'66t-' (1992) characterizes TV ner.t,s interviewing as a site for much caution,
given that rreu's inten iewers are supposed to be neutral or objective. Hou, is
this achieved?

When inten'ielt,er.s (IVs) come on to relativeil; colrtroversial opinion
staternents, t lrev distance themseirres. creating what Clar.rnan calls a different'footing'. This is seen in Extract 6.4.

Extract 6.4 (Clayman 5: Meet the press 1.2lglgs)
I IV: seraior, (0.5) uh: president Reagan's erected thirteen montl.rs aEI(): an
2 enor-nrous landslide.
3 (o.B)
4 l\r: l t is s::nld that his l2r.ograms are in tror-rble

i 'r l i .es 1-?, a footi.g is constructed r.r,hereby IV is the author of a factual
s l a te rn t ' r r t .  H ( r \ ^ ,eve r .  a t  l i ne  4 ,  t he  f oo t i r r g  s l r i f t i  r o  wha t , i t  i s  sa jd , :  l r e r i ce ,  he r .e
I\i is rro lotrger the atrthor and the item i.s rnarked as possibl1, ,controversial,.

Fcroting shifts arc also retu:rt'ed dr,rring specific 'contior,ersiil' 
worcis ancl IVs

a'oid affi l iati.g with or disaffi l iatirrg frorn the statements the'report. They
also rrra'comment on the authoritafi 'e.ess of the s'urce of an assertron or
comnrent on the range of persons associated with it.

Hrrrvever, the achie'ement of 'rreutralitr, '  
is a locally accomplished and co_

operatlve rnatter. Thus interviewees (lEs) ,ordinaril l , 
rsflaii from treating

the focal  asser t ion as expressl r . rg the IV,s personal  opin iorr , (1992.  1g0) .  For
instance, the' do this by attributing the asserti.n to the sa.re third partr..
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AsClavmanremarks, th is isurr i ikeorc l inarr 'conr 'ersat ion,wherei tseems
unlikelv that speakerc ur" 

"*p"tt"cl 
to be neutrui' At h" tut't' murimal responses

to such tir ings as invitations or aclvice are rtot usuallv taken as evidence of t ire

recipient's neutralitv but are hearable as constituting actual or possibie

relectlon {as rve sarv in Extract 6'1)'

Like Clavman, Greatbatch (1992) notes the specific rval's in rvhich

OJ;;;'r:;"a".I 
in", talk as 

,rrervs interview'ialk. He shoivs horry the

maintenance of IVs' 
"""""iitu 

ties in with the tnutual production of the talk

as aimeci at an overhe or;n'gnur!i,,,cc' Both parties maintain a sifuatiorr in lt'hich

it is not problematic ,t-tuifEt properl ' l imit themselves to responses to IR

questions, while IVs:

.  conf ine themselses to asking qucst ions

. ^.,oiJ a range of responsivJ acdvities which rn'ould make them a report

recipient rather tftu,'tlttst a report elicitor (e'g acknowledgement tokens like

' r nmn lhm ' , ' uhh . th ' , ' u " s ' a ' - t d ' - t e * ' s - re t " i p tob jec t s l i ke ' o1 ' r ' r ea l l l " d i d

vou') (1992: 269-70)'

In th iscontext , ,neutra l i t l , , isnot t l reonlvfeaturewhichcontrastswi thta lk i l l
other setti.gs. GreutUot.|, sh.r,r,s that'disagreements' have features specific

to ner,r,s interview talk. ln ordinar,v conver.sation, 
'whereas agreements ate

,*."-,"rr1' performed clirectll, ancl with a minimttr.u of delat', disagreetnents

are commonii '  utto*plisn"a in mitigated forms and delaved from eari\ '

positiorring ruithir.r turns andi or sequences' 0992.273). This sttggests' a-q we

sa!\, earlier, that agreements, l ike icceptance of invitatiorrs or advice' are

marked as preferred gt-rjects' 
, i  r^rr^-..:-- !.

Greatbatch shows hort, disagreemetrts arise in the foliowing two wavs tn

muiti-part1'news tnterl'ielvs Fiist' foliorving a questiorr repeated to the second

IE, (s)he carr disagree immediately 1vi1ii the opinion of. the.first IE' As

Greatbatch rrotes, howeVer, this disagreemen t is r)f i ignted since it \s nrcdintt:t l

bi,the IV's question. As Greatbatch suggests:

The structure of iurlr taking in nevvs tutervie\ rs ' . means that disagreemetrts

between IEs are orai.,o.iiu eiicited bv and addressed to a third partl', the IV, with

r t -honrnei t l rerPartvdisagrees.Disagrcementswhichareprodtrcedinth ismarrner
are not svstematrcalii ̂iigutua or firestallecl bv tire use-of 

lh"^g:"1::""te 
features

that are associated with dilagreenlent in conversation 0g92:279-80\

S e c o t r c l , h t l w e v e r , I E s t n a r . d i s a g r e e i n o t l r e r t t r r n } r o s i t i t l n s , t o r i n s t a n c e
foliowing a co-interrrieweeis turn tr during such a turrr. This is seen in Extract

6 .5 .

Extract 6.5 (Greatbatch 12)

1 IE1 : thegove rnmen tad r ,e r t i s i nSJca rnpa ign i sh l r lS f t l y i r r espons ib le ' h l t ' sbe rng
2 qiven [under huge

3 IE2: [Utter rubbish
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Tlris extract departs frorn tire conversatjorrar rules of ,prefererrce 
organrzation,

1*'hich, as we have.seerr, mark disagreernents as dispreferred a'd hencedelaved objects). It arso seems to crasrr with the ̂ ormar pr.ductio' of a rrewsttrten'ien' format (because the.1' are not ;rrocluced as arr answer to an IV,sclriesti.^). Howevcr, Gre.atbatch u.g.r"r, such disagreernents dispra' antrrderi ' i^g adherence t. the ner,vs int-erviert, format, 
"u_"fy, 

'

'  IE2 can sti l l  be heard as responding to tire q'estion that produced IE1,sanswer .
' [E2 directs his arswer to the IV, ,o/ to rE1, ancr this is quite different from.rdi.ar,1' c.nversation rvhere the persorr being disaerJea *.iir-, is arso theaddre'ssee'oi the disagreenrerrt. suih disagreements ar.e routineil,folowed

(data 'ot shown liere) b1' IV inte^,e.rng to manage an exit from thedisagreemelrt withtrut rcquiring tirem tcr clepart from their institutional rolesas IEs but.ot, f.r instance, combatants, rnutual insulters etc.

Creatbatch summarizes his findings as follor,r.s:

. l 
I. .el 's inte^,ier.t,s, manv of the features of prefere.ce orga.ization arerendered redundan t, replacerl bi. the irrtervrer.r, tum_taking svstem.

2 lNithin'errs inter' iern's, ' the stiucture of turn tutr.,g ur.ri i i . urro.rutua
expectatrcies prrovide sitnultaneouslv for the ascnlntiort indlirrt itotul r of oyertdisagreernert' (7992:29o, -, ernphasis). As Greatbatch sr-rg6;ests, this ma1,e'xplain r' ' , 'h'panel inte^'ier,r.s oru .,r..-.,ron anrl u.e o.s.,i ied to produce'l ivel-i- '  broadcasting.

Basic feofures of institutional tolk
Drer' a.d Heritage (r99?:22-5) ciistinguish so're dimerrsions according torvhich \.vr' calr a.al 'se institutional talk including T\/ nert,s inter' iev's:

' l t is usuall l '  gclal-.rierrted in insiitutio.aliy relevant r, l,a's; thus peopledesig. t ireir c.ndtrct to .reet'ari.trs institutionar tasks oi functions, e.g.ellrergenc)'calls to the pcli ice neecl to be rapicll l ,but accnrately accorn_piished (Zi'rnierma n,looz1. Alternati 'el '  t^e goats nf irt".u.i iorrs ca. beil l-defured, creating,a_need for t ire participants to fashion a sense of whatihc.  in teract ion wi l l  be about  (Her i tage urnd Sef i ,  1992;  per i iky id andS i l v e r r t r a n .  l t ) 9 1 ) .
' It"i,r usuall 'shaped b], ce'tai. c<lrrstrai.ts, e.g. what can tre dorre rn a court.f law, or ltel.\'s itrte^,ie'r,; hor.vever, i' other sitr-rations, like counseiling orcloctor-patient interaction, participants rrra1, negotrate or ignore suci.rcorrst ra in ts .
' I t is associated with particuiar i,r.a1,s 'f reasotring rtr inference-making, e.g.rne anirrg of .ot gi ' 'rg response toke.s in news intervielvs; hearing a chargeirr irealt^ r ' isit.r-mother iHeritage ancr Sefi) or rr.ctor-rnoti-,* (i i tu"rrr-,ur. ',

1987:  ch.  10)  in teract ions.
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Atfempt Exercise 6.3 obouf now

The issue of context
As Drer,r ' and Heritage have pointed out, r,vhile one can do'irrstittrt ional work'

onahometelephclne,notever l , th i r rgsaidatwork isspeci f ica lh ' , inst i t t r t ional , :

Thrrs ihe institutionalitv of an interactror.r is not deterrnined by its setting Rather,

intr.r-action is i lrstitutional in so far as participants'it 'Lstittrt ional or professional

icientit ie-s are somehou,made relevant to the rvork activit ies in n'hich ihey are

engaged. (7992:34)

The question that then arises is hor'rt we demoustrate what is 'relevant' '

Schegloff (1992) has suggested that this is a basic methcrdological issue. It causes

two problems which ire calls 'relevance' and 'procedural consequelrtialit i : ' '

These two prol-rlerns are set ont as follort's:

1 Relrcnrtc'a This is the problem of 'showing from the details of the talk or

other conduci in the materials that we are analvzing that those aspects of

the scene are what the parties are oriented t<t (7992:110). The problern arises

because, as we sa\\, in Chapter 5, Sacks reveals how peopie can describe

thernseh,es and others in multiple ways. This problem, Schegloff irrsists, is

sirnply clisregarded in social scientif ic accounts which reh' on statistical

corielations to 'dernonstrate' the relevance of some' such description.

lnstead, r.t,e rreed to dernonstrate that participarrts are currentlY oriented

to such descriPtions.
2 Procetlttrol cornseEtentinlity A dernonstration that our descriptior-rs of

persons and settings are currentl,v relevant for participarrts is not enough.

\& e rnust also consider: 'Holt ' does the f act that the talk is beirrg conducted

in some setting (e.g. "the hospiial") issue in anv consequence for the shape,

fgrm, traiector\" content, or character of the interaction tirat the partit 's

conduct? Ancl what is the mechanism bv which the context-so-understood

has determinate conseqLlences for  the ta lk? ' (1992:  111) '

Schegloff gives trvo examples relevant to 'procedural consequeutialit i" First,

he looks uillo* a particuiar laboratory studv sought to demclnstrate scrmethir.rg

about ho'n, people 
'repair' rnistakes in talk. He shor'r's that, in this studl', onlr'

the subject wasallowed to talk. Hence many-features which arise in wirether

such repairs should be done by self or other (given that there is a preference

for selfjrep,air) were urravailable. Thr,rs it r,r'ill not do to characterize tl-re coutext

as a ' laboiatorv setting' because other features (onlV one person talking) can

be shown to have more procedttral conseqtrerrtiaiitt ' '

Schegloff 's second example is taken from an interview between Ceorge

Bush and Dan Rather in the 1988 US election campaign. Tire intervien'became

famous because of the apparertt 'row' or confrontation between the two men

Scheeloff shows that such features were noticeable because Br-rsh refused to

co-operate in producing a central feature of intervielt 's', i 'e that thel' consist -
r7 f



Ur 9r .esr tc } r t - i l t t s \^ /e f  SeqUenCeS tvhefe  One r la r f \ :1cL .  + ta^  ^ - ._

;1ff :',X'*':, j'15,'i;li*'""i i:;"':;:'t:;::Tj:.:'i.""'ffi :";::"1i$;
Tl-re i'rpJication is that we cannot describe what *,ent on rthe co'iext of an ,irrterviern,,. 

t,,r.t"aa, lr.,-turo.tior.ru o.ly l_,".o_1.t,::lu:::: ilbe) 'intervieu,s, 
through ,n* .r_r1ir.ri,," 

"-i- 

""':i;"";:.ricipants. 
Assc.egloff sh.v's, this ma1'tr-tui"'rorir" of trre ciaims .elutir-,g gencier toi n terr,p ti on (Zi mrnerma. and Wes t, f S ZS t, so;e;; ;;;#;"r"These era'r1'rles shou, that the irrr"-", cletermi^ing context rs r_lot a once_and-f'r-alr irffair because parties ha'e t. contlnue to work at

l]l'._:""r:*.,. Equall1., ."'.ur.,r,oi"*iioin p"opt",, rr"l-."".,rJ:.i:.3,::il:
,.r"::fi;L,::some 

context rviren ttrat coniextls activet_1, constructed (and
This 'rearrs trrat we sirourd not assume tirat nhat we find in talk is'ecessarirv a feature of t ire i.si itution; setting .;;A";-sociar structurarelement that or_rr intrrilien. tell us lr r"f"uu,lt. Si*nce ,not 

u,=r.1,rt_rl,_,g said insorne context. . . is reier,antlv orienteci to that.orrr"*i;iiJ"*ilu, 7997:62),\\ 'e n.' 'St not risk crraracterizing a conve,r'satronal struciure possibri. foundacross a range of contexts as institutionalty specific.

,, J|;,::'JI;'l?,*,:,:.:iijil:.r tr.r""a'ii..,,;ntrodu*ion ro a recentcolecfion

CA researchers cani,r a,r'a'ce ",.0 ',.1:;'"lli;,i"ffii;::fl:ili:LT;:i"J.',i.:i,::Tl:,1:i:,:,"Tffi
and idenrit '  ha'e to be treated *',. ' '". ir, i i .:,::: i ;,::::.:t 

t l  r.
der,erope.r anJ.',,i "*,",.,u,on, as transrorJt' ji:ll]"fflH?Jilffi*:iif
srrarnts'  arrarvsts who 'n' ish to depict the crist inct iverr, ' i r-rst i tr-rt iona| 

character ofsome srrerch of ralk cannot be satisfied rn irh shou,ing ,i-."il;i;;;;;;riar tark exhibitsagu.egaies and/or distr ib,t ions of act ions.that are distrnf i i . ; ' ; ;"",  ordinarv
::il::l".jlrx 

rrrel' must rarher cremo.st.n,",,ho, rr.," pJi.;;;i. co,,rt,.,-,.t".r ,.,"i.t r e c, c c a s i.', ",,!: : t'jil ii;i;ff Ti; H:1 "il :j::,l.::li *l l* : l*H:solne distinctivelv institutional i iraracter. '(Or.l^, and Heritage ,1992: 21)
Flol'ever, this c-roes rror mean trrat sucir work treats insfifutional talk as a crosedsysten cut off from the n,idersociet,r. Bll 

"or.,t.ust, 
lvithor.rt makirassumptions about 'context" 

these siudies are abre to exarnine n"f H*T;t^emselves i'voke a oarticurar context for-their talk. As we irave seen, Clavmana^d Grearbatcr-r show hon'T\rnew*r;;;;"rs 
pr.duce their iark as ,neutral,

;::::]::::;r".",::b-v 
dispiaving,i-'"i'lti"Ltion to a. overirearing audience,s

Elservhere' r ha.,e 
.argrrecl 

(silverman, 
:gg7b:34-5) for the vaiue ofrespecting CA's assertion that 

"""'; 
;;;;r move .r.""ia-i. to giuu .tor"atterrtiorr to horv eartlcTanl: localty p;;;." contexts for t ireir interaction.B' Lregin'ing with thrs.question or i-,i*,,, ,u" can then fruitfulry move on to

'*'h-1' ' 
questions about tlre irrstituti.nar and cuittrrar constraints to which theparties de'onstrabrv defer. s".r-t."nrir-'rtr."u"ur the functions oiopparent4,
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irrational practices and help us to understand the possibil i t ies and limits of

attemp'rts at sociai reform.

6.3.5 Doing CA

Despite the batterv of colrcepts {ound in this chapter, doing CA is not an

impossibll.difficuli activit)'. As the founder of CA, Harve)'Sacks, once pointed

orri, ir-, doirlg CA we are onll' reminding ourselves about things rve alreadv

knou'. As Sacks remarks:

I take it that lots of the results I offer, people can see for themselves. And the,v needn't

be afrajd to. Ancl thev needn't f igure that the results are wlotrg Lrecause thel' 631

see them . . . As if w-e found a new piant. It mav have been a piant in your garden,

but norv vou see it 's clifferent than something else. Arrd vou can look at it to see hon'

it 's different, and $.hether it 's different in the wav that somebody has said. (1992,

i: lBB)

However, the rr,a], in rvhich CA obtairrs its results is rather different fronr

how we migl-rt intuit ively trv to analyse talk. It ma1'be heipful, therefore, if I

conclucle this section by offering a crude set of prescriptions about how to do

CA. These are set out in Tables 6.2 and 6.3.

TABTE O 2 Ho'*'to oo CA

Airvovs 111 lc idenilf,' se.luences cl relnted toll'

Trv to exomtne nou,specLers 1o[e o|  certo in rces cr  ic jenl  i ]es lhroui)h therr  tc l l i ' .

ie  g cL,est  . rne'  cnswerer of  c l l " r r l -prolessron' l l ]

ioo 'k icr  por l lculor  oulconles r  the to ik ie.g o request  lor  c lor i f  col rorr '  o repoir  louchler)  ond

\ \ a r r  L , l  ' . J  r . ' (  I o  (  1 6 r l  l ' l o \ l h ' o ' q '  * i  o n I l  ' l r  o u  0 r r ' 6  v u l r l 1  o { a

IABLE o 3 Comrnor, ettors fa ot'oicl v,'ftert doing (1,

Explcrninc o lurn oi  lo l l  by re lerence to lhe speol :er  s in leniron:

Er.p io in i r ro, l  rurn ol  lo l l  bV re ierer ,c- .  lo o speoker 's  to]e or  s i r : lus le o c ls o d.ctr l r  o{  os C

mon oT worTrcrn)

3 l rvrnq lo moke serrsg oi  c  s,ng1e I 'ne cf  l ronscr p l  Or uf lerorce r t t  solo l ror l  i rom the sr l t rounding

r,rlJ

If we follolr ' t irese rules, as Sacks suggests, the analvsis of conversations does

not require exceptional skil ls. As he puts it, all rve need to do is to 'begin with

,orrr" ,,br"r.rations, then find the problem for n'hich these olrservations could

serve as . . . the solution' (1992, I1 xlvii i).

6 .4  D ISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Discourse anall,sis (DA) describes a heterogeneous range oi -social science

research based on the analYsis 9f i l tervieln"'s and texts as well as recorded

I
2
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r(rlK rr snares r'r ' i th CA a cornnl.n i.telrectuar ancestor i. the oxfordpi r i losopher J .  [_ .  Austrn.
in Hoi. To L)o Tlotgs iuith Wortls (lc62l,Austin slro'r,ed that lnallv utterancestlo tlot silrrplv clescribe a state of affairs but perfornr an action. For instance:

Fielp

I ( l r c e  r r c d .

In both cases, the speakers are not lreard to clescribe the state of their rni.d orto pictr-rr-e rcarit '  o,y: 
"t ' ." 

heard to perfo' ' some action (,askirrg for herp,,'getti.g 
rnarriecr''). uttering such 'perfor-rnati'es,, 

as Austi' cails them, com-mits speakers tr t irei 'c.-,r-,r"q.,"rices. For instance, , 'r-r"r., f"opre come togive vorr help and find no_thirqg arniss, jt rs no cletence to say thar,,,eu \4/...r r . t  ca l l i r r s  f o .  ass i s rance  hu r  s i r np r i  s i r r g i . g  .  ; ; , g . - ; r , " ; ; . ; , ; ; , i ,  ; r r ; ;points out, vou rvil i  rrot escape a chaige oi'biiu,ou b;."r; i;;,h"r vou irad allk i r - rds. f  rne. tar  rese^;at io .s  when' iu  ut terecr  , r  t i ree wed, for  the secondt i r ne ,
I-ike rrearll '  all l irguistic philosophers, Ansti. rvorked with irrcented

,",fn1ll"t, 
relving orr his na tive irrtuitioir. social scientists p.elJr to understandthe comprexities of nat'rall-v- .cctrrring tark. what the' take fror, Austin ishis concerrt n'iti-r the activities p"rf,,r,_,_r"d in talk.

6.4.1 What is discourse anolysis?

l,:,:t:: l i l i : ], 
co'rpared to CA, DA looks tike con'entio^al sociat science.l nrs arlses for t lto reasolts:

'llt.::,,',:.i"T:::, jllll"l#':::.,*::i::l_lrj::luif,lJ.,:*;,:;il:l
etc.) bhan is the case t. g1 

,Take 
gender inequalit ies for exanrple. [DA]str'rdies ha'e considered both the'waf i,-, wiri.h ;;. i-. ;;;rrrit ies areccrnstructed, rnade facttral, and lustif ied in talk, and th"1,, have alsoc.nsidered trre res.urces (interpretive repertoires, identit ies, categorvs'r'stetns) that are tlsed to manufaciure colrerent arrcJ persuasir.e fustificationstlrat rvork to sustain those inequalit ies, (potte r, ..9q7: 

748).2 Uruke cA, DA ca' be guite caihori.  ̂ b;"i,;h;r-ot"o 
"io"ra 

is acceprable.so, alt lr.r-rgh so.re DA stuc'l ies ,r" t.ur.r.ripts of tark from everydavrir rrrstitutionai settings. others are based .rr-r 'tru".. ift. niop"r,r-"r-,a"ainte'r: ier'r 's, 'r on doc.rments of sorne kirrd. so'retir.rres these different.naierials are ever_co'rlr ined. together i. the ,n_* ,i., ir, ' irrrz, ,+r).H . r ' c r c r '  r r . t  , r t  DA  re *e , r r c l , * . .  u r "  *n t i . " r u  t . l . f p . , , ' *T i t l ' u r , , l g  nnn_nafuralh, clccurring data such as jrrtervielvs (see potter., 1996a:134_5).

These t'u' '  features 'rean that DA is qurte heterogerreous and it is, therefore,

l:j[:lil 
to arri'e at a crear deri'itio. fr ri i.," for]ou,ing is one au,rorirati'e
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DA has an analvtiC commitment to studving discourse as terfs nntl tolk lr l sociir/

pr:ortirrr. . . the focus is . . on la^guage as. .t6e 
medium for interactiorr; analvsis

of discourse becomes, tl ' tnr-t, u,-talvsis of r 'r 'hat people do Orle thenre that is

fartictrlarl '  emp6asized herc rs the i lret.rical clr argunle'trt i 'e organization of talk

and texts; claims and versions are constructed tci undermine a]ternatives (Potter'

lqa l :  1- l i r ,  emphasis in  or ig ina) t

Potter strggests that this Austinian concel"l l rt ' i th the rhetorical orsanization

of talk anJ texts has given DA three unifving assurnpttons:

lA t t t i - r ea l i sn tDA is reso l t r i e l yaga i r . r s t t heassu rnp t i on t i r a twecan t rea t
accollnts as true or false descriptions of 'realitr". As Pc'rtter puts it: 

'DA

emphasizes the wa' versions o1 t6e worid, of societr', e'ents, atrd itrner

psrnchological worlds are produced in discourse 
'

2 CitrsntLctittttisrn DAis concerned rvith 'participants' constrtrctions and horv

they are accomplished and undermined''

3 Re.flexkttttl DA considers 
'the r,vay a text such as this is a version, selectivelV

w0rking'up coherence and incoherence, telling historical stories, preserrtirrg

and, inJeed, constituting a.d objecti 'e, out-there realitr- ' (997 146).

To put some meat on these bare bones, i present belor'r' three conccpts r-tsed

in DA research:

' interpretir,e repertoires (or inierpretive repertotres)

. stake

. scripts.

This is not meant to be an exhaustive l ist. In particular it leartes ou t DA work

concerned with rhetoric and ideologt'(e.g.wethcrell and Potter, 1992; Bil l ig

7992;7995) and with issues reiating to tire constructiotr of scierrtif ic texts

(e.g. Ashrnore, 1989; Potter, 1996b)'

6,4.2 lnterPretive rePerloires

Earl t '  DA stu dies attemptecl to iclentrf V broad'discourses' rn"lrich pa t 't icipants

use io define their ideniit ies and moral status. As Potter puts it:

Interpretive repertoires are svstematicaliv relatecl sets of terms that are ofien used

It, ith styiistic and grarnmaiicai coherence and often organized artlund t)ne oI mole

central metaPhors (1996a: 131)

Trvo examples rt ' i l l  indicate how this concept has been used'

Science os o repertoire
Nigel  Gi lber t  and Mike Mulkal '  (1983) t /ere concerned iv i th  sc iet r t is ts '

accourr ts  of  sc icnt i f ic  pract ice.  As ther .point  out ,  one wa-\ /  o f  hear ing what

,77



sclenhsts sav is as hard data n'hich beal orr delrates irr the philosophr, of science
about the cliaracter o{ scientif ic practice. rt is the. iempting to treat suchaccounts as ' rns ide 'ev idence ( ' f rom the horse 's  moufh j .  as i t  r . t ,ere)  aboutlr.hether scientists are actually infh,renced lr1, ,paradignlr, 

ana comrnunity
affi l iai iorrs rnore than b' soberl attempts to ,"irtu po.sii l ie expranations, as inPcrpper's cri l ical ratiottalisrrt (see Section g.1.4).

C.nfusin,qll ' , Gilbert and \,{urka1"s scie't ists used both quasi-Kurrnian andquasi-Popperian explanations of scientifric practice. Unclerstalclablr,, howe'er,
thev we'e .ruch keener to inr.oke the foprperia. (,sober refutatio.,) account
of h.i '  f/ icu rvorked and the Kulurian ('c'mnrur-ut' context,) account of howcc.rtain oflrcl scientists worked.

\Aiere tiresc accounts to be treated as a direct insigl-rt into hon, screntists dotheir work oL ho*' thei'experience things i. the raboratorr,? Not at all, giventire a.ti-realist postur:e of DA. I.stead, t iese inter' i"": Juiu goue Gilbert andNlulkaV access to the uttcabtlnries that scientists use. These vocaburaries werelocated in twtr ver)) clifferent interpretive reperrolre:

' a.c'_ntttrg('r ir repertoire, in n'hich scientists used a polit ical vocabularv of' inf-luence'and ' interest' 
to ialk about each other,s institutior.ral-"rrui"i;".,

and al-ri l i tv or inabil ity to gei big research contracts etc.' an erttTttriclst repertoire, in n'ir ich scientif ic activit l rn,.as clescribecl as aresponse to data 'out 
there,in ,nature,.

Neitlrcr reFrertoire conr,'e1,ed the'true'se.se of science. For DA, tl"rere is norrc)re an esserri ial form of scientif ic practice tha, there is a single realitysta.di.g Lrehird 'atrocit '  
stories' toli b1' rnothers of handicapped children(see Sectiorr 4 8)' E'ervthing is situated in particuiar corrtexts. bo scre.tists,cilbert and Ni.lka'rrote, are much rnore l ikeiv to.rr" u ,.or-rfir.,gent. 

rer.,ertoirein a discussion at i bar than in a scientif ic paper.
ln this *'ar'. the research questior.r ."u'r". to be ,hir-rat 

is scrence?, and
lt:.nr1],"r 

'Hor'r' 
is a, particurar scientific discor-rrse invclkecl? wlren is it jr.rvoked?

Holv does it stand in relation to other discour:ses?,
clillrer:t ancl IVItrrkal"s.focus on interprretive reper-toires ieads us t. see that'scjerrce', 

l ike other sociar institutions, is arutrtrrcrittetr ptrrnnr,rr,ro,,, 'r-, i.h ,ok",on different rneanings in different contexts (see Section 10.7).

Motherhood os a repeftoire
As just  noted,  i t  is  not  onlv  sober inst i iu t ions l ike ,sc ience,  

wi r icr r  d issolveirlto a set of repertoires. The same process can be seen when rve look at irow\\,()lrelr inr,oke tire iclentitv of ,rnotherhood,. 
M1, exanrple of tiris *iil U" drawnirorl a clinic for v()ung diabe.tics (Silverman, l9E7: ch. 10).

Extract 6.6 is t l ie start of a consultation betrvee. a nrother of a drabetic childaged 16 arrd he'paecliatrician. rt takes prace when her daughte, i, ir-, ur.r.rt i-,".' .onr ha'ing he' Lrl.od taken and the r-.other iras asked ,p".iuuy if she cansee tl 're dctctor. Tiris extract comes a Iitt le way into tlre consultatiort.
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Extract 6.6
(D - doctor; Nl = nrot l ' rer of June, agecl l6)

ivl :  She's going through a vert '  Ianguid stage ( ) 5hs \/on't  do anvthing r 'rnless

vou push her

D' .o vo.t ' re f inding vou're having to push her qtr i te a lot?

l\4: mm no rt'ell I don't (.) I iust leave her nor'r'

At l ine ,1, there is eviderrce to sr-rggest t irat lr4 hear:s the doctor's questtotr as

a charge against her parenting. N,rti"" how she withdrarvs from her init ial

depiction utort 'p.trning' her daughterrt 'he1 the doctor, through repeating

it, makes it accountable.bne wa\/ to look at what is happening here' then' is

as a clnrge-rebuttal seqLlence'

Noi,r, why would shl rt,ant to rvithdraw from her depiction of her daughter

and herself in l i .es 1-2 of t ir is extract? lt seems that M hears D's question

as depicting her as poter-it iall1. a 'nagging' mother (it is interestirrg that

oniv *o-"ri can nagli. So, when the cioctor topicalizes 
'pushing', the mother

withdra-"vs irrto an account r'vhich suggests that she respects her datlghter's

autonom\'I.
shortlY after, June's mother produces anotirer wolrl '  about how her

daughtei is copir"rg i.r.'ith her diabetes. This time her concern is her daughter's

d iet  (Extract  6.7) .

Extract 6.7
1 N,t: I clon',t thrnk sire's realiv stickirrg to her diet (.) I don't knorv the eftects

2 this n'ili harre on her (.) it's bound to alter hc'r sugar if sire's not got the

3 r i g l r t i r r s u l r r r i s n , t i t ? I m e a n l k n o l r . w l r a t s l r e c a t s a t h o n l e b t r t
Ioutside

4 D: [so therc's no real consistencv to her diet? It 's sort

5  l o l

6 M: [no rvel1 I keep it as cotrsistent as I can at home

Noiv look at rvhat the doctor savs this time. Unlike in Extr:act 6.6, he does not

topicalize M,s ,pushing, her child. Instead, he produces what ]r4 hears as a

charge aE;ainst her resporrsibility tor.r,ards iune ('there's no real consistencY to

her iiet,j. h response, the mother no\\' uses the ve.' thing she denied eariier

in orcler to rebui what she hears as the charge of irresponsibilitl" in 'r'r'hat the

doctor is saying.
This I'rings .L to th" i$.re of interpretive repertoires: in this case a reperkltre

of 'parentaiiesponsibil i tr" anci one of 'voung adults'autorrom\"' N4 is skilfullr '

operating with tn'o repertoires that apparentlv are quite coniradictorr" In

purelv logical terms, vtu car-r't on the'one hatrd sar-' l  rvatch,er' 'ervthing lTr\ '

.nlta ao"i 'arrd at thesame time'l leave m1, child to do anvthing she wants

to do,. However, b), using each repertclire wherr situationallv approPriate,

the motlrer is able to detect and rebut possible traps in the rvav the doctor is

responding to what she is saving.

to.sonint r.r, ith DA's anti,reaiist and constructionist position, this naturallv

occurr i .s  mater ia l  leveals that  th is  rnother  is  not  i r r l r t r i  s ic t t l l t l  'nagging '  t t r '

l

2
3
4
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./ 'irresponsible'. 
Instead, both depictions arc i ocnl/v available and,locallq resistecl.

conversell ' , i f r 've had inten,iewed motirers, the temptation r,r,ould have been
I'o 5sn1.h for idealized conceptions of t]reir role.

Affempt Exercise 6.4 <rbouf now

'l-he 
reader r,r ' i i l  note that the gain of t ir is arralvsis is t irat, l ike nranv DA studies,

i i addlesses a conventic'rnal social science topic (conceptions of gender and
motherhood). Moreover, it seems to have an immediate practical appiicatiorr.
For instance, doctclrs were interested to learn about the double-bind.s present
in their attentior-r to the autonomy of their voung patients. Likewrse, parenrs
groups (largc'h. rnothers) of diabetic children found it 'erv helpful to go
thror,rgh rnateriai of t ir is kind. It brought out the u'av in n,hich ini"gi they mly
feeJ personail l '  guiltv about in their relationships witir their teenage children
are.not sonretlring that relates tcl their inciividual fail ings. lnstead, such
problerrrs arise irr our culture in the double-binds built into the
parent-ad olescent relationship.

Uses qnd Iimitations of interprefive repertoires
B . t l 1  r1 , , 4 ' " s  i den t i f r  t he  cu l t u r . r l  r eso r r r c t ' s  t ha t  pa r t i c i pa l r t s  b r i r r g  t o
institutional settings. At t l-re same time, as we have seen, ttrese resources are
not treated as simple determinants of their behar,iour but are usecl localiy
and skilfullr ' . As Potter puts it:

these resources have a . . . 'bespoke' f lexibil i tr ' ,.1,r 'hicl-r alion,s tirem to be selectiyelv
drar'r ' 'n rrpon and ren'orked, according to tlresetting. (1996a: 131)

Hor,r'er.er, as Potter himself recognizes, the concept of interpretirre repertoires
does present certairr diff icuit ies. Let me mention two of these djff iculties:

1 Altho'gh the concept mav heip in u.dersta.di^g communication in weil-
definecl settings l ike medicirre or science, it is: 'dlff icult 

to rnake clear and
consistent judgements concernirrg tlte ltourtt larics of particr-rlar repertoires
outside constrained irrstitutional settings, (1996a: l3i).

2 Appeali 'g io interpreti 'e repertoires ma' fail to bring out rnore basic
con'ersational rules to n'hich participants are attending. Consequentiy,
it ia's itself open to 

,the cirarge of basi.g its anarvsis upc. taken-foi-
granted knor'vledge about the basic structures of talk 1e.g. horv crrarges
or accusations are hearable bv conr.ersationalists). As potter lt,r ites: ; ia]

Problern is t l.ratthe ger.rcralitv of the notion of a repertoire mav obscure local
interactional "business" that is being acirie.,"d bt' particular forms of
d iscourse '  (  1996a:  131) .

Recatrse of these diff iculties, potter (7996a) argues that the concept of'repertoire' 
is being r:eplaced i. DA by rather less Lrroad brush co.cepts. one

s t t c l t  co r r cc l . t  i s ' s take ' .
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6.4.3 Slake

Ho1. is a pat.t icular tvpe of blaming achierved? Hor'r '  is a part icular versiou of t l re

world made to seenl sol id and unprobiematic? Flou' are social categorics

constrt tcted and managed in practice? (Potter, 1996a: 131-2)

These krnds of questions can onlt 'be answered bv dif ferent concepts which

ai lorv a more f irre-grained attention to conrrersational detai l .  The concept of
'stake' attempts to satisfy this need. 

'Stake' is explained by Potter in this rval ' :

People treat each other as enti t ies n' i th desires, motives, inst i tut ional al legiances

andso on, as havrng a stake in their act ions. Referencing stake is one principal

wav of discounting the signif icance of an action or rervorking i ts nature. (Potter-,

1997: 153)

Potter i l lustrates the concept of stake with a number of data extracts'  The

first is taken from the interviel,l' of Princess Diana bi,' the British TV reporter

Mart in Basir ir .  Extract 6.8 is part of the extract that Potter considers.

Extract 6.8 (adapted from Potter, 1q97:13' l \

I  Bashir:  Did vou (.) al lou' vour fr iends, >yottt 'c lose fr iends,<

to speak to Andren'N{orton?
Princess: Yes I did. Y [es, I  did

Bashir:  [Whv?
I'r incess: i  r ,-as (.) at the end of rnv tether (.)

I  v" 'as (.) desperate (.)

>l think I r,r'as so fed up with being< (.)

seen as someone lvho was a ba:sket case (.)

because I am a verv strong person (.)

and I krror,r' (.) tl.rat causes compiications, (.)

in the svstem (.) that I  l ive in.
(1 0) (smiles and purses l iPs)

13 Bashir:  Hor'r 'would a book change that

14 Princess: I dunno. ((raises evebror'r's, looks all'av))

2
3
tl
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15
1 6
77
1 8
19
20
21

Mavbe people have a better understanding (.)

mavbe there's a lot of women out there

who sirfler (.) on the same level

br:t in a different enrtironment (.)

who are unable to: (.)  stand up for themselves (.)

because (.) their self-esteem is (.)  cut into trvo.

i  dunno ((shakes head))

Potter focuses on Princess Diana's two 'I dunno' utterances (l ines i4 and 21).

Utterances l ike this, he sa1'5, work as 'uncertaintv tokens' (words or

expressions that  peopie use to repor t  s tates of  uncer ta int \ ' ) .  So,  bY using ' l

dunno', Princess Diana invites us to minimize her stake and httercst in what

she is savirrg. ln this way, she discounts the significance of lrer actions or

reworks their nature (1997:153). 
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Pottel col]l l)ares tir is extract to arr intervien, lt, i th salman Rus]rdie. ln Exkact
6.9, David Frost is rskirrg about the fatwah - the rerigiou, a"utt sentence on
t \ l ls n olr-.

Extract 6-9 (potter, 1997 7sB; publ ic Broadcasting service, 26 Novernber 1993)
1 Fr.st:  And i ton, could ihev ca.cel i t  nou,? Ca. thev ca'cel i t_
I  lhc r .  . ; rv  th t , r  c rn  t
3 RLrshdie: t 'eatr rrLrt vcr,,r  knon,, trrev rvorr jd. r,r ,ouldn't  the1., as sonrebod' once- l  sa id  l l re  t l t r r rg  i s .  rv i thor r l  go i r rg  i r r t r , lhe  k i r r r j  n f  o , l . rnn  o l  theo log l . ,
5 the.t '  is . .  technical problem. The probre* is not technrcal. Tl ie
6 probjern is that thev ion,t r ,vant to.

P0tter clLar.r 's orrr at iention to Rushdie's comrnerr r:  , thev 
r.r,ould, ivoulcln,t  they,( i ine 3). This treats Frost 's suggestior-r that the fatwah cannot be cancelled as

a claim n'hich is nrrrt i t ,ated Lrv special interests:

The fami l ia r .phras t  , ther .  
r , l .ou lc1 ,  n ,o r r ldn , t  ther . . t rea ts  thc ,  l ran ians ,c la im asson-rething to be erlrectecl:  r t  is the sort of trr ing trrat people r^., i th that backgr'und,

those interests, t i rat sct of att i tucles z'orr1,/ sa1';-and i t iormLrlates that predictabi l i t l ,
a-s shared knoi 'r ' iecige f l t is crtract i l l r-rstratcs the potential for invoi ing stake todiscrrr,rnt clajms. (]q97: 153)

'rhe 
concepf of 'script ' ,  

l ike that of 'stake',  
heips us to trnderstancr the wavs in

urlr ich par:t iciparrts attend to the n.rnrat i 'e character of their act i . .s.

6.4.4 Scripts

As trsed in DA, 'script' 
re.fers to the rv21,5 ip n,ft ich participants construct

e'rrents 'as scripted, as instances of sorne gerreral pattern, o, u, unoar-rories andexceptions' (Eclnards, 1997:144). As Deiek Ecrwjards points out, trre DA useof this corrcept is qrite differerrt frorn that founcl in cogniti'e psvcirorogy, inr'r 'hicir 'sc'ipt'r 'efers 
to a rnore or less fixed mental schenia rvhicil feopJe iearnto .rssocia te with certai. acti ' i t ies or settings (e.€J. a ,restaurant 

script, in'ol ' ing
a series of roles and props: see Edwarrls ,"791)7:743l).

B'corrtrast, i. D.,\, a scriTtt is a wav of invoki^g t]rc rrtLtirte character ofdescribed events in order to rrnplv that ther, are feiir.us of some (approved
t. disapPro'ecl) gerrerar patte'i. thror-rgh irris de'ice, participanls assembre
clescr ipt io .s  that  at tend to mat ters of  ipproprratc.ess,  responsib i l i t r .  andL r l . r r r r e ,  a r rd :  

' . -  r  "

[ 'ui]c1 a picttrre of *' lrat kind of rrerson the actor rs - that rs, his or irer pelso^arity,d isposi t ion or  menta l  s tate.  (1997:  144)

Extract 6.-l0 shorn's irovr. 'script' is 
used as a partrcrpant,s device. lt is an extractl '^rnr a cc>trrrsell i .g sessio.r in l 'hir-h Mar' ancl leif ore taiking to a cour-,sellor, r l ' r r r r t  t l r e i r  n t . r r . i l a l  p r  oh le rns .
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Extract 5.10 (Edn'ard s, 1997 : 142, si rnplif i  ed transcription)
1 Marr': I rvent out Fridav night (.) arrd Jeff was vvorkurg (.) on call ( ) arid (.)
2 tu.tr (2.2) the placc that I r.r 'ent to (.) l ikc ( ) clrrsed at half past t lr 'ch'e.
3 and I glot horne about one o'clock

Edwards drart.s attention to Mary's mentiorr of r,r 'hat t ime the 'place' she went
to closed. Her descriptior.r atterrds to her earlier account of an argunrent urit ir
Jeff about the time that she had arrived horne and the fact that she had rnet
hel ex-lovern,hile out (data not shown).

Edr't 'ards argues that Mary's simple narrative (the 'piace . . . c/osed at half
past tn'e/r'e and I got home about orre o'clock') presents wlrat happened as
merely a routine set of events (a 'script') in which r.rclthing extraordinarl ' or
moraliv reprelrensible toclk place. As Edwards prrts it, through scripting whai
happerred, Marv diverts attention from other kinds of interpretations, for
instance tirat:

she n,as enjoving herself and did not urnrLt to come home, let alone that she r.r,as
enjoving the attentions of men, or even of the man r.r,ith r,r,hom she had had the affair..
N4arv's getting home at one o'clock (a.m.) is provided as part of a narrative sequence
of goirrg somen'here that happened to close at 12.30. (1997:142-3)

Marv aiqo sa\'. '  ' I  lr 'ent out Fricial ' night (.) and jeff was working'. Ncite hon'
this part of Malv's clescription allor,r's us to add to Edrvards's account. in this
passage, N4an' chooses to accolurt for the fact that she rvent out rt ' i t lrout Jeff.
We are nor,r.' to l-rear her evening out r-rot as sorne wilfui action of a womar-r
ignoring her partncr but as something that rvas unavoidable ('scripfsi ') 6n6,
therefore, moral ly acceptable.

In m1, own data, taken from a cotrnsell ing session about a possible HIV-
test, a male client who had not accornpanied his girlfr iencl on holidai. also
attendec'l to the matter of his (and her) accountabil itr ' . i  r,r ' i l l  use Edwards's
concept of script to analvse otre extract from these data (a fuller disctrssion,
addressed in terms of other related concepts, is to be found in Silverman
(1997b:78-84\.

Extract 6.11 is at the very beginning of a pre-test counsell ing interviert '
held at the sexuallv transmitted disease department of a hospital in a pror,incial
Brit ish citr ' . When asked bv the counsellor (C) abor-rt wht.he rvants an HIV
test, this male patient (P) tells a story'about what happened on his girlfr iend's
hol idar . .

Extract 6.11 (Silverrn an, 7997b: 7 8-9)
1 C:  r ightv ho (0.2)  could vou te i i  Lrs ( . )11,h1,  y6y 'v€ 'conre for  an I { [ \ /  tcst
2 todav-
3 P:  =nel l  basical l r '  ( . )because l 'm:  arorr ie-d that  I  might  have AIDS (0.2)  er- ;
4 (0.2) when my girlfr ierrd (.) l ike she \,\.as on holiclav in: (.) [Xl (0.2) in
5 Apr-il vvith lrer frier.rd
6  C :  m m h m
7 P: I didn't go because I was busr' (1.0) er:: (0.6) she can're bnck but she r.t,as

trt-
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J:t t t1 l tr lv Atrgust SePtgnlb.. C)ctotrer Ntrvcrr iber- (0.Ei and i t  ,  , . ,n.,^. November
l() she's iust told me (.) that she had scr.rvi th (.)  a IXian] when she rvas out thereI I  wel l  r .rot actual lr ,  had sex n. i th brrt  this slrc said that ihi .  g.,r.(0.2) t l r is is whatl l  s l r e t o l d r r e . t h i s g L r v h a d ( . )  f o r c e d h e r s e l f ( . ) h i s s e l f u p . , \ ' h " r ' v , , r ' , k n n r n .
l 1  ( ( ) . 6 )  e r : :

As l ' i th Edwards's extract, the matter of r,r ,ho goes ar.va' from rrome with
tVirol ' t t  is nracle accor-rntable lrere. ' \4/ i th 

her. fr ienci '  ( l ine-5) tel ls r,rs that his'eir l fr ietrd'  
l .rad lrot gone a\,valr on lrer owrr, where going awat, orl  !e111 6y711

rtrnllbe irearr-l as irnplving a problem witir a relationship ,g;. 
r.,;r-,J; i".,

not tell us the ge.der of t ire 'fr iencr'. 
However we knor., t irat, if that gender

hacl L.reen male, it lvould h:we nra.ssive implications for the storv that is being
told and, t lrerefore, p r.r 'ourd have rre.en oblige.r to tell us. Given t6at he doesn,t,
\ ' \ 'e nlust assume that 'her friend, is ,fenraie,. 

Moreor.er, we calr aJso assume,
ior the sall le reason, t irat it is not a sexual relationshirr.

But P also leaves a.qr-restion harrsins abotrt rvl.r1- ire had rrot accor.npaniecl
his sirlfr ierrd, given that,going or..r i iotiaur,,together,.u,l t-.,"i l"ura as a script
appropri a te to the relationship eirlfr ien d_bovfriend.

.  
' l  c l idn ' t  go because I  lvas busi , ' ( i ine z)  af tencis  to th is  quest io . ,  Here p

slron's that lre ar-ralyses these infereirces in exactlv this rvar'. First, he underlines
rvlra t we hacl i.ferred.in his originai description: ,r didn,t go,. i".o"a, r-," showsthat thrs '.ot 

goi.g' is accountabre and pror.ides its wairant: ,because 
I wast.rusr-'. fr-rst as N4arv accounts for her husband,s abse.ce because ,jeff 

wasl't 'rr l<in' ' , so P makes accountable that he dici.ot accolnpan\.his girrfr: iend
otr lrer lrolidar'. In both cases, we have accounts which in'oke the routine
cl'raracter of described errents arrd, tirerebl,, iunction to constitute the accounts
as .s./.?,f5^ rvhich tlescribe so.re morall l. acceptable ,busi'ess 

as lrsual,.
Frrrther scr-iptl ike erernents in p's aicouuf can be seen in tire lr,a\. he begins

his a^swer: to C's question. Note hor,r,being ,worried,about ,AIDS, (Jine 3) isapl-rroprraie to the irnpliecr categorr' 'patient' 
r.r 'ho, in C,s rv.rds, has ,come

for a. HI\/ test t.dat" whe. procruced as scri;rts, descriptions corstruct a pro-fourrdi,, '  trrctr, l u^tt,er.se of 'reasonable'acti ' i t ies-conductecl 
and percerved by'reasotrabie'people. 

t:, 
{.]. 

instance, corning todalr f61 an HI\z teit is 1ot onlyan 'a f rpropr iate 'act iv i t i . i f  
r ,ou  ̂ re ,worr iedl  j t  is  a lso sensib le and reasonable,

sen'i lrg to prrotect vourseif (againsi further ,worr\,,) 
and the c()mmunlt).

iffc;l;,:ill:l*t 
tnu oru u*u." of the dangers of reieiving and transmitting

l lorve 'er ,  P 's  account  a lso pro ' ides a crescr ipt ion . f  an er ,ent  that  mavbe leard in tenls of arrother r., ' ipt. 'shu 
was {)n irolidar,, (4) .,,"j"r;.;:;; ' ; i ;

catcs()r\"holidavmaker, which can be heard to impll: i,r,_roceni en]oymentbuf  rnarr  a lso be associatecr  wi th other  act i ' i t ies,  e.g.  hol idal . , ronrances. ,
f i lr l idai ' f l ings'. 

Because n,e knon, that holidar,, -ui:t" a time wirel moralinhibit i 'ns ma' be temP.ra'i ly i i fte-d, the upcoming dc.scription c>f poten-t ia l l r '  'prorn isc i rc ,us '  
bel iar - ioui  is  potent ia l l l ,  downS;rade,d or  at  least  madecoltlP Iehensible.
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,she's just told rne (.) that she had sex r^,ith (.) a lXian] n,]ren she lvas out

there ' ( l ine 10)  consists  of  a ser ies of  h ighlY impl icat i r re descr ip i ions of

acti ' i t ies. Harzing'sex'with a third partv implies'being unfaithful ' '  Although

the earlier description 
'on irolidai' (confirmed by the place locater 

'wiren

she ia 'as out  there ' )  mav nrake th is  descr ipt iou understandable,  i t  mat 'not

make it excusable. As we shall see, P engages in consideral'rie interpretive work

to preserve tire moral status of P's girlfr iend in a wav that does nof threaten

his on'n status as a 'reasonable' persoll.
'Well not actuallv had sex witl-r '  (11): here the darnagirre description 

'havilrg

sex, (with a third pirty) is irrrmediately repaired by B. Thus we have to suspend

the implied category'unfaithful girlfr iend''

But this repaitld description is aml.ri.uous. For instance, are we to hear'not

actuallv had .sex' as a phvsical or social description clf the activitvT
,She said that this girl '  (0.2) this is what she told nre this gu.v- had (.)

forced herself (.) hisseliupon her you knor.r" (lirre 12). It is ciear frorn his next

utterance that P is attending to tir is aml]iguitv as something in need oi further

explication. lf 
'he forceci . . . hisself ttpon her', theu rve are given a description

which implies the categories rapist-victim, where 
'r ' ictim' implies the activitY

of not giving consent.
So F .e*n.ks h is  ' r ig inal  categor\ '  

'ha ' i r rg sex ' ,  wi th , i ts  
da.raging

implications, br. positing tire absence of con-seut and thus a withdra'"va} of the

warrant of the charge 
'Jnfaithful girlfr iend' and a return to a description of

the events as scripted.
Hower,er, there is a further nice feature embedded in P's description it

arises in its preface: 
'she said that this guy (0.2) this is what she told me'. P's

storv of these events is thus doubly embedded (both in 'she said' and in 'this

is what she told me'). Hor,r, does 'this is what she told me' serve to repair 'she

said '?
we can unpick the nature of this repair bv recognizing thatwhen somebodv

offers an accoullt the upshot of r,virich puts them in an ttnfavourable i ight,

we n1av suspect that tkr.ev have organized ti-reir description in order to pttt

themselves in a rnore favourable l ight' So, if P had simplv reported what his
,girlfr iend'irad said about t ir is incident, then, although he rvould be impi-ving

ti iat he rvas a 'trusting partner', he could be seen as 'too trusting', i.e' as a dope'

Now r,r,e see that'this is what she told me' makes him into an astute rt ' i tness

bv drawing atterrtion to the poterrtiai credibilih' problem about his.girlfriend s

accour-,t - just, as in Extraci 6.9, Sol*un Rushdie's observation 
'thel' 147nu16,

wouldn't iher,' functions to rninimize the credibil i t '  of a reported statement'

Hor,r,et,er, note that, unlike this cotnrnent, P is t ioi directl l '  stating that ir is

eirlfr iend is to be disbelieved. Rather her storY is offered just as that - as her

itnrv *without implving that P knorn's it to be trtre or faise'

The beautv of P's'repair into 'this is what she told me' is that it puts him

in a favourable l ight (as an astute observer), rvhile not n aking a direct charge

against his girlfr i-end's veracity (an actirritv which would allow us to see hirn

aJa ,disloyal partner'). This allor,r 's a hearer of his storv to believe or disbelieve

his girlfr iencl)s account and allon's hin'r to eo along u'ith either conclttsion 
6 )



I ls eleganil i 'crafted sto1lr ls;11's5 it up to the hearer to decide rvhich script
best describes tirese 'events'..Is this the storv of an unfaithful girlfr iend or of
someone r,r 'hcr iras been sharnefullv assaulted? However we decide, P fits into
tire script of a ' loval Lrartner' and so is irr the c1ear.

6 . 5  C A  A N D  D A  C O M P A R E D

The difference' lretweerr DA ancl CA is a matter for debate. Some DA
researchers find CA's refusal to engage directlv lvith cr.t lturai and polit ical
contexi discorrcerting (see Wetherell, 1998). Equali l ' ,  CA sprecialists question
tlre validitv of some DA researchers' appeals to their own sense of context (see
Schegloff, 1997).

CA gains L'r ' mobil izing informaticrn about the structures of ordinary
ccxrversation in the context of ven'detailed transcripts. Folloitt ing CA, Derek
Edu'ards has calletl for a DA rvhiclr drarvs frorn Sacks the assumption that
tirere is

No lrearal-. lc lclel of detail that mav not be sisnificant, or treated as significant by
conversational particrpants'. (1 995: 580)

At first glance, as Edrt ards implies, this seems to represent an accurate reading
of Sacks's progranlne. However, as Schegloff points out, in practice DA has
ruot alvvavs been responsir-e to the reievance of all aspects of talk to the iocal
prodr,rction of sense. For instauce, sorne- DA researchers ma\r treat particles
l i ke  'mr r r ' and  ' u l ' r  huh 'as :

conversational 'detritus'apparerrtlv lacking semantic content, ancl not contributing
to tlre substance oi r 'r 'hat the discourse ends up haling saicl. (Sciregloff ,1982 74)

For Scheeloff, then, DA can isnore a basic aspect of CA br, treating talk

as the prodtrct of a single speaker and a single niind;the conversation-analvtic angle
of inqnilv does not let go of the fact that speech-exchan€le svstens ale involved, in
'"r'hich more atrd nrore than one co-participant is present and relevant to the talk,
I 'r ' t-n when onlv one does the talking. (1982:72)

iJon,ever, DA-based research studies clo pror-ide important insights into
instittrt ional talk based on pressing socioiogical arrd practical concerns (i ike
doctor-patient and teacher-pupil comrnunication). Eqr-rallv, l ike CA, DA can
lre attentirre to the sequer-rtial ernbeddedness of talk - as, fclr instance, in
Extracts 6.6 ar-rd 6.7, nrhen the nrother's changes of tack are interpreted in terms
of the doctor's glosses on n'hat sire has just said.

it is for t l.re reader to iudge whether arrv DA studv is sr.rsceptible to
Schegloff 's crit icisms. Certainir ', there is sonre elidence in recent work (e.g.
Potter, 1997) that at Ieast sorne DA researcirers pav considerable attention to
the tum-bt'-turn organization of talk. I\4oreovcr, rve cannot assume that
transcril-rts rt 'hich dtl not tect>rd such details as lengtli of pause are necessarily
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imperfect. There canno tbe aper.fecttranscrip.t of a tape-recording' Evervthilrg

.lonpnr-ls uDolt \\'l^IaI .'ou 
"it" 

ttt'ing to do in the analvsis' as well as upot't

;; i l .; l  considerations involving time and resources'

Of course, if tl'ris is so' rve may end up in a porntless deP":: 
1?f 

t rvhether

suchwork i sDAorCA l l r r deec l , i nso tnecases , th i sd i s t i r r c t i o t r i r asmore tc t
don, i thn,hether t l . ' " " ' t r .o .pu- ' ' . .1 . ' i .o .herc l isc ip l inar \ ,c lue. to, respect ive}y,
psvchologY or sociologv

6,6 coNCtus loN

The ias t t l r i ng iwan t toc lo i s t c l imposeconve rsa t iQna l ra l \ ' s i so rd i scou rse
analvsis as the onlv acceptable wavs oi.doing qu-alitativ: *t*T| As noted

elsewhere irr this tt'tti'il "'o'1''ning 
will deperid uptl: thl resealch probiem

beine tacklea. V"'"t lt"t '  tnoughttul reseaicl-lers u'i l l  ofterr lr;aut to rtse a

combination of methods'

Holvel,er, mv bene.,orent neutralit), towarcrs the varving logics of qr,raii-

t a t i ve resea rchcoex l s t s rn r i t l r anappea l to twove r } . s t rongp r i nc ip les .F i r s t ,
researcirers alwavs ,-r.-"a ,o addres-oi1'r" analvtic issues that mav lie concealed

behind apparentl,v t itolgt-"u"*ard, isstles of method Second' qualitative

research's concern f;t ; i t 
' in-depth' focus on people's' activit ies (or repre-

sentations clf those activities) is no r.t'arrant for sloppi' thinking or allecdotal

useof ' te l i ing ' "*u*pl" ' \ {eowei t toourselvesandouraudiencestogenerate
reliable data and valid observatlons'

If there is a 'gold 'tto"Juta' for qualitative research' 
] l 

th:l l ! orrlt '  be the

standard for atrv gooJ'"' '"o'ch' qr'ralitative or quantitative' social or natural

science - and th"t ;;q;i; '  uit itt '"tutiue.arlsw;rs to two questions Have

the researchers deT -'orrstrated successfullv wh]' rve should believe them?

And does tn" '"r"u..t 

' fr."rrl"* 
tackled har,e iheoretical and/or practical

significance?

KEY POINTS

l f  r,r 'e can studl wirat people are actualh' d:t"q.]n 
Tt:t:1]" 

occurt' ins

situations, whv shouid \ '\ 'e ever u'aut to work r' l ' l t lr researcirer:-provokcd

+:f, ' j . ar.rd transcripts .a'e three clear ad'antages compared r'r ' i t1r other

k indso fqua l i t a t i veda ta : t apesa reapub i i c reco r r l ; t he t ' ca t rbe rep layed
atrd transcriPtt ;;;;;a' ui 'ta thev piesen'€ secluences of talk'

CA attempts to describe people's methods for producing clrderl\r social

interactiotr; it iclentif,es the.se methocls in tt-'" sequential organizatiolr of talk-

ili1l"Jffjt"l,r.o,,.r" as texrs and talk in social practices; it is particular:lv

concerned with rhetorical or arsunreniative organizatiol ' 
,O,
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Exercise 6. I

l*l:;.1::-r::; T"-.n 
io help vou fom jliorize vour.setf wifh rhe rronscripiion

slorf io uncjersrond , i"t l ]^i t^"1?' l  
onnll : ' :  A;.1 conseluence' 

""ou 
slrould

queslions obou, how;;lfl:'"ij,l:l:Tfflll;il:I;io, o" .bre ro osk
'ou ore osked fo fope-record no more thon f ive mrnufes of  to ik  in  the

.liil',!r":L:i: 3,::,:"sibiliiv 
is " ''J'' "rr'' p,os'"',n"'i".,! ,,'.n

'""1""r1,[.:;; ilff::T ::]1":: 
'ov 

,nol conioin recurrenr feoiures o-f
exl roc l  os ihe v jsuol  mcr 

os over lop or  reporr) .  Do nof  t ry  io  record o ie levrs ion

Nor,r,9o ,l,"rfr,-, i. rJ, 'aJ,'.Uf,"t l lpl icore 
bofh rronscription ond o't luri,

I  A lernpt  lo  i ronscr ibe,r ,oy. , , to?u us ing the convenlrcns in  the Appendix Trvro cr ,ocoJe furns to ident i f ied rpeoke, .s  w,here possibre buf  don, l  worry i iyou con' i  idenl i i , , ,o  por l icu lor  speoker (pr ia  o1 the s lor t  o f  o l ine in  suchco-se.s)
2 Errcourcrqe o f r iend lo o l lempl  ihe some iosk

;:[H;;;';'';';;P;' "'.a '"[''"' ';;; ilT"1"ffi?l;i} il;}"):];

Exerc ise 6.2

Exomrne Extrocts 6 l2  ar ,d 6
52,  onc ' l  d iscussed in l -err loge,

13-{drorn,n f rorn Atk inson ond Drew, lgZgt eB4  248 -9 )

Extroct 6. l2
I  A ls  there sornel f r ing bother  nq vcu or  nol?

i es  o r  no
( t  5 t
Ehs"
l . l o

Exfroct 6. | 3
I Ch Hove lo cul lhe se /r"4umm1

Won' l  we Mumm1,

2

5 Ch Vvon'f w--
6 l/i !'es

Why does Her i tooe orgue f l - rot  lhese exi rocts demonstrof - ' tho l  
'quesi ioners

ot tend to the foc l  fhct  thei r  quesl ions ore [ 'orneC wi th in normol ive expec

tot ions wir ich hove sequeni io l  implrccr i ions '  (1 984 24912 iJse the concepl

of  
'od locencv pc i rs '  in  your  ons\  /er

\ ,Vhot  ore lhe consequences of  Ch ( in  Fr l roct  6 l3)  noming ihe persorr

io  whom his u l teronce is  oddressed? Why mrght  ch i ldren o l len engoqe r r

such noming? Use fhe concept  of  
'summons-onswer '

Exercise 6.3

Beiorn,  is  on er t roc i  l rom on HIV iest  counsel l  ng l r r lerv iew Reod r f  throLrqh

corefu l ly  in  ierms o{  lhe t ronscr ipt ions sel  out  in  l i re  Appendix

ISS/2/16:  DG)

a O[ov (O 7) l t  nct ' i  sou nd (0 .5] perhops o dumb oresi orr bul i f  voLr

drd  hove HIV how mioht  vou  hove oo l  i l
( l  0 )
I m sorry?
l f  vol o'rd no'. ,e HIV norn, mict ir t  vou frove colterr i l

i - lovr mroht hov-. er- gol len i1

=  er  Through oov  se  x

O[o,,'
( 0  5 )
l U h  m
!  1 o w  e r o c t l y  h o v . ,  l d o n ' l  i . n o w ,  { [ )  5 )  u l r  :  ( 3  O )  l o m  (  )  r e o l y  n c l

sure  (  )

2
3 A
4
5 A
6 B

2
3
4

I

4
5
6

B
9
0
I
2
?

P

P
a.
P

a
P

lci t



- ' i  . - . ' . ' .  I ' i r l ,  \ /Vher r  voLr  sov  fh r^u- r , .oo ! . -se)  ln ieor  hov i . ia r rq  nove
' . t 'L r  bee.n  (O 4)  nov inq  re lo t ionsh ips  v ; i lh  o i i re r  ouvs  to r
,,ro'u, er ( l  0j  sv,,el {0 3) since I rnros o l  t t le hid -1,,s ione os l
i : i ' , c r r  r e m e ( h ) n r b e ( h ) r  h h h h  e r  { l  5 )  B u  l  { O  4 )  b e i o r e  l c o r  r n v
i r '  I '  l  (0  3 )  s io r t - -c l  see inq  someone (0  4 )c  nd  j t  r ^ , ,os  th ,^ tn i , ,
re l ,  r l rons l r ip  fo r  h rvo  o1d ho l i  Vecr rs

i.r  i  rn qht odd o storn'ry rerot onshrc sc ([ ]  2J |  ," ,vr:s ncrt (  i  tne i , : i thlrr l
io'.,-.r ( ) The entir-^ trn",o ond cr holi veor s
8,: lh o{ r 'ou lwere un[oithfu] oi vou vieren' j
i e i t
I  l t )  $ 1  w o .  n r . l  I n r  s u r e  h ?  \ , . .  s  l r l  5 )  e ,  l t ) : )  r r r ) e o n  \ ^ , / e  r r o o
s-a 'e rc i  pe f  oos  o f  fc l i  no  ou , t  (C  o j  e r  (L r  6 l
i l . t r ' - ' n m

l l , r l

D l l  soLirrr is os i f  oen,^ro \,  \rou re ho,",rng c dif frcu t t ime
1,./ Fte lenrper i,s r,,1]E
D She v', i th vou ond yoLr rvi lh her
l , / ,  \  es .And her conlroi cf lhe Ciobete.. is g,rrre [ ,er iemp,_r lh_.n toIe: ronir-oi
ol i re,

Usinq l l ie  an,- - r i ' ,s i ,s  c l reodr ,  g iv .er- r  o l  Exi rot . i : :  o  t r  or iC 6I .  constaer
[oJ o'w nq

3

Wirof  in tercrr : l ive reoer lo i res do M ond D l rse io  orqonze fhei r  fo l lZ
f' l ,r ' .r '  js D'.: rnlerprelciiorr o. irr- 'e 3 cf / l ' ,s Lrlferorice cn l i, ' :  2 hecrrcrbie o:
c c l rorc le?
f ' i . rn"  a jo-o. r  / " t ' r 's  Lr l leror- rce on l rne 4 respord ic ,  D 's  i . rerprero i ior r? is  i
i r -^oroble os o febui lo l?
l -nr  w,e ieorr r  onvlhrng f rcm t l r rs  ex i rc_rc i  cbcrr l

lo)  M's ot t i t rde to her  doughler
{ t r )  cr r i luro i  ossunrpl ions crbout  nro i i terhooc- l?

t a  a
t 5
t 6  P
l i
t 8
t 9
2 t a
2 l I
2 2
? 3 a
2 4 f
? 5  1
2 o
?:7 (.-

2 B

A

I  Lrsf  t i r -^  devrces { ronr  ordrnory ccnversol ion l i rcr f  C cnd p Lrse io  mroni ior  eocr
other ' 's  to l f .

2  l r r rn,hoi  \ \ /o \ ! ,  c io  C ond P procJuce f l re i r  io l f :  os

Exercise 6.4

taL

rT
/

Visual Images

Lir Chapter 6, we corrsidered how we can trarrscribe and analvse con\/ersations.
As I noted, hovr,ever, audio recordings r.,r ' i l l  rrot tell us alrout sLlch potentialh/
relevant nratters as t 'ho is looking at whom and their bodr.posture. Simiiarl l ' ,
in Chapter 5, we concentrated orr written texts to the exciusion c)f the visual
images u,thich coexist with words (as in most adrrertisements alld highwar'
signs) anc-l sometimes replace them (as in traffic l ights1.

Up to this point, mv avoidance (or downplaving) of the visual image follon's
a tendencv in much qualitative research. As I noted in Chapter 3, er,en ethnog-
raphers rvho gather observational data have sometimes been curiousl\ '
reluctant to use their eves as $/ell as their ears.

In defence of this position, it is sometimes argued that concern r.r ' i th the
imaqe alone can deflect attention from the sociai processes involved in irrrage
productiorl and image reception. For instance, Slater (1989) argues that a focus
on the images used ilr advertisements has r-reglected the wav in which such
images are shaped bv the economic logic and social organization of the rela-
tionship between adr.'ertising agencies and their clients. A sirnilar argurnent
lies behind the switch of f i lm analvsis in the 1980s awar,'from the analvsis of
film images and torvards understanding the iogic of movie production in terms
of tire studio systenl.

Whatever the. strength of these arguments, perlraps our focus on the verbal
ma1', in part, reflect something altogether rlore mllndane. Urrl ike artists,
architects, engirreers or craftspeople, academic researchers learn to priorit ize
verbalproducts ('publish or perisir ' as the slogan goes). So what we see is taken
for granted and our first thought tends to associate social research with what
\ /e can lt 'nd (tc.xts, statistics) or hear (interviews, conversations).

However, our relnctance to consider using our eves as a research tool points,
I think, to something far deeper than academic polit ics. In societies n'here
teler.ision and cinema are centrai to ieisure, there are grounds to belierre that,
sontewirat ironicail l ' ,  r,r 'e irave Lrecol:ue laz,r'rvith our el,es. Perhaps our learned
appetite for' 'action' blinds us to the possibil i t l '  of a slower, more reflective
vien'ing (see m1, dist-ussion of an etl-rnographic appreciation of no\.ies aft€rr
Tab le  3 .1 ) .

in any event, as I l-rave found to m\/ own cost, sit a btrncir of studerrts in front
of a movie and ther. wil l tend to sr.vitch off their brains and just let the
experience wash over tl ieni. So the l ikel,r, outpirt wil l not Lre close-grainecl
analysis but rnental popcorn.


