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Conversation Analysis

STEVEN E. CLAYMAN AND
VIRGINIA TEAS GILL

Human interaction lies at the very heart of
social life. It is primarily through interaction
that children are socialized, culture is trans-
mitted, language is put to use, identities are
affirmed, institutions are activated, and social
structures of all kinds are reproduced.
Moreover, as Schegloff (1987) has observed,
talk-in-interaction is the primordial site of
human sociality and a fundamental locus of
social organization in its own right. It is thus
ironic that the study of interaction was long
overlooked. This was due in part to an erro-
neous assumption that interactional conduct
is either an epiphenomenon of social struc-
ture or inherently disorderly (Sacks, 1984),
coupled with the lack of an approach that
would expose its organizational principles.
Conversation analysis (CA) has begun to
rectify this state of affairs. It offers a rigorous
methodology of data collection and analysis
that is uniquely suited to addressing the
problems and exploiting the opportunities
posed by human interaction as an object of
inquiry.

CA was developed by Harvey Sacks in col-
laboration with Emanuel Schegloff and Gail
Jefferson. It emerged within sociology in the
late 1960s, a time when the discipline was
dominated by abstract theorizing about
large-scale structural phenomena. However,
certain intellectual cross-currents had begun
to run counter to the sociological main-
stream, devoting new attention to the
specifics of social conduct in everyday life,
and this would provide a foundation for the

eventual development of CA. Erving
Goffman (1963, 1964, 1967) began to
explore what he would later call ‘the interac-
tion order’ (Goffman, 1983), the domain of
direct interaction between persons. Goffman
repeatedly argued that this domain is a type
of social institution in its own right, one that
intersects with other more familiar societal
institutions but is organized by its own dis-
tinctive imperatives such as the preservation
of ‘face’. In a related but distinct develop-
ment that would come to be known as
ethnomethodology, Harold Garfinkel (1967)
began to examine the procedures of common-
sense reasoning that people use to make
sense of their circumstances and to navigate
through everyday life. Garfinkel challenged
the mainstream view that social conduct is
regulated by internalized norms, arguing
instead that all norms - including those iden-
tified by Goffman — rest upon an unexpli-
cated foundation of practical reasoning
through which norms are implemented and
action is produced and rendered intelligible
in normative terms.

Harvey Sacks was a student of Goffman
and an associate of Garfinkel, and his devel-
opment of CA can be understood as a partial
synthesis of these twin concerns with the
institution of interaction and the procedures
of common-sense reasoning used to produce
and recognize interactional conduct (Heritage,
2001). The research enterprise that emerged
from this synthesis has generated a substantial
and cumulative body of empirical findings. In
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a relatively short span of time the field has
grown and diversified to encompass a variety
of distinguishable variants. Some researchers
work with data drawn primarily from ordi-
nary conversation and seek to describe highly
general interactional practices and systems of
practice such as those governing the organi-
zation of turn-taking, the sequencing of
action, the repair of misunderstandings, the
relationship between vocal and nonvocal
behaviors, and so on (Atkinson and Heritage,
1984; Button and Lee, 1987; Psathas, 1990).
Others focus on data drawn from institu-
tional settings — doctor—patient interactions,
news interviews, trial examinations, etc. —
with the aim of exploring how generic prac-
tices of talk get mobilized and adapted for
the accomplishment of specific institutional
tasks (Boden and Zimmerman, 1991; Drew
and Heritage, 1992b; and Heritage and
Maynard, forthcoming). Gender differences
at the level of interaction have also been
explored (West and Zimmerman, 1983;
Goodwin, 1990). Still others have used CA
methods and findings to address practical
questions that extend beyond the organiza-
tion of interaction per se — questions such as
how speaking practices bear on bureaucratic
and professional decision-making (Boyd,
1998; Clayman and Reisner, 1998; Maynard,
1984; Heritage and Stivers, 1999; Heritage
et al., 2001; Perikyld, 1998), affect the con-
duct and results of survey research (Maynard
et al., 2002), shed light on speech disorders
(Goodwin, 1995; Heeschen and Schegloff,
1999} and processes of cognition and cogni-
tive development (Goodwin, 1994; Maynard
and Schaefter, 1996; Schegloff, 1991; Wootton,
1997), and illuminate large-scale cultural dif-
ferences (Houtkoop-Steenstra, 1991; Lindstrém,
1994) and processes of historical change
(Clayman and Heritage, 2002).

If the empirical productivity of CA exceeds
that of its intellectual forebears, this is mainly
due to the methodology that underlies it.
While the substance of CA owes much to
Goffman and Garfinkel, its methodology
bears little resemblance to either the ethno-
graphic methods employed by Goffman or
the quasi-experimental demonstrations favored
by Garfinkel in his early work. By utilizing
naturalistic observation — the direct observa-
tion of naturally occurring conduct — CA is
broadly congruent with the ethnographic
tradition of social science research. However,
within CA observation is always directed
toward conduct as it has been preserved in

audio and video recordings, and this facilitates
a highly disciplined mode of analysis marked
by standards of evidence and analytic precision
that are distinctive.

Indeed, the CA approach is difficult to cat-
egorize in terms that usually dominate dis-
cussions of social science methodology. On
the one hand, the enterprise has a strong
qualitative dimension involving the close
analysis of single instances of conduct; on the
other hand, it has an informally ‘quantitative’
dimension in that practitioners typically
assemble and systematically examine numer-
ous instances of a given phenomenon. It is
both an interpretive enterprise seeking to
capture the understandings and orientations
displayed by the participants themselves, and
at the same time it enforces rigorous stan-
dards of evidence made possible by the use of
recorded data. It is a predominantly data-
driven or inductive enterprise, but it is guided
by a well-developed conceptual foundation
grounded in empirical findings from past
research. Given the natural tendency to
process novel stimuli in terms of familiar con-
ceptual categories, it is perhaps not surprising
that CA has in the past been incorrectly
pigeonholed in relation to extant social
science methods.

Accordingly, in the spirit of clarification
and as a guide to those wishing to work with

interactional materials, we offer a brief intro-
duction to the methods of CA.!

GENERATING DATA: RECORDING
AND TRANSCRIBING

Conversation analysts work almost exclu-
sively with naturally occurring interaction as
it has been captured in audio and video
recordings and rendered into detailed tran-
scripts. Both the subject matter and its
rendering into usable data require some
discussion.

Naturally occurring interaction

Naturally occurring interaction is perhaps
best understood by contrast to what it is not.
It does not include hypothetical or invented
examples of interaction, nor role-playing or
experimentally induced interactions. There
are compelling reasons for excluding these
forms of data. Invented or contrived inter-
action is necessarily conditioned by the
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researcher’s ungrounded intuitions about
how talk normally unfolds. Past research has
demonstrated that intuition, no matter how
plausible it might seem, simply is not a reli-
able guide in this area. As Zimmerman
(1988: 421) has observed:

Indeed, if the analysis of conversation is to be any-
thing more than an intuitive, interpretive exercise
carried on through artfully posed opinions about
what is going on in some segment of talk, or what is
possible or plausible in interaction, then intuition
and its offspring, interpretation, must be disciplined
by reference to the details of actual episodes of con-
versational interaction. (Zimmerman 1988:421)

Working with actual interaction can yield
astonishing discoveries that, in Sacks’s (1984:
25) words, ‘we could not, by imagination,
assert were there’. Any detailed transcript of
everyday recorded interaction reveals a rich-
ness and complexity that could not be
invented or contrived.

What constitutes ‘natural’ interaction is,
however, by no means straightforward.
Because of the ‘observer’s paradox’ (Laboyv,
1972) a researcher can never know whether
the interaction is unfolding as it would have
were it not being externally observed (ten
Have, 1999). In addition, the recording
equipment itself may become a topic of con-
versation for participants, such that the
content of the talk becomes ‘researcher-
produced’ (ten Have, 1999: 49).

However, such observer effects are much
less significant than they might seem at first
glance. Sensitivity to being observed is a
highly general and hence ‘natural’ feature of
interaction. As Goodwin (1981: 44) notes,
‘within conversation, participants never
behave as if they were unobserved; it is clear
that they organize their behavior in terms of
the observation it will receive from their
coparticipants’. Thus, while people may
indeed avoid discussing sensitive topics on
tape, as a general practice of interaction they
may also avoid mentioning such topics before
strangers.

Moreover, these effects tend to be limited
to the surface content of the interaction; they
do not affect the underlying structure of
interaction, which is the primary focus of CA
research. When the participants refer to the
presence of the recording machine, they do so
via processes — ways of taking turns, building
actions, and organizing them into sequences —
that are not markedly different from the rest
of their talk (ten Have, 1999).

In any case, hyperconsciousness about the
recording machine tends to be short-lived. It
recedes into the background as the partici-
pants become enmeshed in the practical
demands of the interaction in which they find
themselves.

Under the rubric ‘naturally occurring inter-
action’ falls a wide range of interactional
events. It encompasses everything from casual
encounters between family and friends, to
interaction that takes place in institutional
and workplace contexts, to interaction that is
produced in the course of scientific research
itself. Underlying this range of events are
various organizations for taking turns — that is,
various speech exchange systems (Sacks et al,,
1974) - ranging from ordinary conversation
(where the length, order, and content of turns
are free to vary) to highly formal and con-
strained speech exchange systems such as
debates, interviews, and business meetings.

A note on sampling

Unlike most social science disciplines, CA
addresses a largely unexplored domain of
phenomena whose components are not yet
fully known or understood. Sacks (1984: 21)
called this domain ‘the methods people use in
doing social life’, and it has been demon-
strated that these methods have a describable
order of their own. Until these methods are
formally described and analyzed, it is prema-
ture to ask how prevalent they are within
some larger ‘population’ of interactions, or
how they are distributed in relation to exo-
genous psychological or social variables. Such
questions cannot be answered without formal
quantification, and this cannot proceed in a
valid way until the complex phenomena of
interaction have been identified and thoroughly
understood (Schegloff, 1993).

Because the object of CA analysis is to
describe the endogenous organization rather
than the exogenous distribution of interac-
tional phenomena, the issue of sampling is
approached rather differently in CA than in
other fields. Conversation analysts typically
follow the naturalist’s strategy of gathering
‘specimens’ of particular phenomena from as
many settings of interaction as possible for the
purposes of systematic analysis and compari-
son (Heritage, 1988: 131; ten Have, 1999: 51).

As sources of interactional data, not all
settings are created equal. Ordinary conver-
sation among acquaintances and family
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members appears to represent the richest and
most varied source of interactional phenom-
ena, while interactions in bureaucratic, occu-
pational, and other institutional contexts
tend to contain a markedly narrower range of
practices that may differ from their counter-
parts in ordinary conversation (Drew and
Heritage, 1992a). Underlying these differ-
ences is the fact that ordinary conversation
appears to be the primordial form of inter-
action, the original source of interactional
practices that get specialized and adapted in
task-oriented institutional contexts. It is thus
important to bear in mind the social context
from which data are drawn. Moreover,
although the researcher’s substantive inter-
ests may favor focused data-gathering from a
specialized type of setting, it is generally use-
ful to use ordinary conversation as a compar-
ative frame of reference (Schegloff, 1987).

While the naturalistic approach remains pri-
mary within CA, conversation analysts do not
necessarily dismiss the possibility ofconducting
formally quantitative/distributional analyses of
interactional phenomena (Zimmerman, 1988;
Heritage, 1999). Indeed, once such phenomena
have been carefully mapped, this can provide
a rigorous empirical basis for distributional
studies, replacing vague concepts with well-
defined categories that are firmly anchored in
interactional reality.

Audio and video recording

The emphasis on talk-in-interaction was ori-
ginally a practical decision for Harvey Sacks,
whose main concern as a sociologist was to
formally describe the structure of real social
events as they actually occurred (Sacks,
1984). The availability of audio recording
technology in the early 1960s made it poss-
ible to capture and preserve a particular type
of social event, conversational interaction.
Given the centrality of interaction in the life
of society, Sacks's ostensibly practical deci-
sion turned out to be a fortuitous one.
Technological advances over the years have
made it possible to make video as well as
audio recordings, and thus to record nonvocal
behaviors that unfold in conjunction with the
stream of speech. However, recordings still
offer the same basic service as they did for
Sacks in the 1960s — recordings provide access
to social interaction at a level of detail that
approaches what is available to the interactional
participants themselves. This encompasses
not only what was said but also how it was

said, including vocal behaviors such as
silences, audible breathing, and laughter, and
(in the case of video recordings) nonvocal
behaviors such as gaze direction, gestural dis-
plays, and body positioning. Since recordings
can be replayed, segments of interaction can
be examined repeatedly, slowed down for
frame-by-frame scrutiny, and re-examined as
new information becomes available.

The importance of recordings in CA can be
likened to that of slow-motion ‘instant replay’
during televised sporting events (Atkinson,
1984). While spectators in the stands may
have only a vague grasp of the fleeting events
within a particular play, television viewers
can — by virtue of the instant replay — achieve
a more detailed and precise understanding of
the specific sequence of behaviors that led to
the play’s outcome. Similar benefits accrue
to the academic study of interaction when it
has been preserved in recorded form.*

Recordings also provide reliable evidence.
Recordings provide a more accurate record
of interactional events than do other data-
gathering methods such as writing fieldnotes,
and thus serve as more convincing evidence
upon which to base findings about detailed
interactional patterns. On-site observations,
fieldnotes, and interviews suit the purposes of
and questions posed within ethnographic and
other studies, but the purposes of and ques-
tions posed within CA investigations cannot
be addressed without tape-recorded evidence
(see Heritage, 1984b: 236). Moreover, there
is a strong tradition within CA of including
such evidence — as rendered in transcript
excerpts and video ‘frame grabs’ — in pub-
lished work. This practice exposes the
researcher’s processes of inference and inter-
pretation to public scrutiny, enabling readers
to independently assess the validity of ana-
lytic claims by reference to key data excerpts
on which they are based.

Many researchers will face the choice of
whether to use audio or video recording tech-
nology. In general, video is preferable to audio
when recording face-to-face interactions.
This is because nonvocal activities such as
facial expressions, gaze direction, and gestural
displays serve — along with vocal activities —
as communicative and interpretive resources
for participants in interaction. Only video
recordings give researchers access to both
vocal and nonvocal resources. For telephone
encounters, by contrast, only the speech
stream is available to the participants, hence
audiotaping will often suffice. However, if
the participants are engaged in additional
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embodied work that the researcher would
like to explore, video recordings are again
necessary. For example, while survey inter-
viewers and emergency call takers are talking
on the phone, they may be simultaneously
engaged in reading a computer screen, enter-
ing information via a keyboard, and at times
communicating with nearby co-workers. All
of this can have a significant impact on the
ongoing telephone talk, which might not be
apparent without a video record of the full

range of embodied conduct (Maynard and
Schaeffer, 2000; Whalen, 1995).

Transcribing data

Once the interaction of interest has been
recorded, the rationale for transcribing it is
straightforward. Transcripts make features of
the recording more transparent and accessible,
enabling one to ‘see’ the vocal and nonvocal
activities that unfold on the tape. A good tran-
script helps the analyst get a purchase on the
organization of the interaction, including its
fleeting and momentary features. A transcript
is not a substitute for the recording, but rather
is an essential analytical tool to be used along
with the recording. Moreover, as noted previ-
ously, transcripts also serve as a resource in CA
publications and presentations, allowing others
to independently assess analytic claims by ref-
erence to excerpts from the data themselves.

Gail Jefferson originated the transcription
system commonly used within CA (Jefferson,
1974). It was designed as a compromise bet-
ween two objectives: to preserve the details
of talk as it is actually produced, while at the
same time remaining simple enough to yield
transcripts that are accessible to a general
audience. Thus, a full phonological system
was avoided in favor of one that uses standard
orthography supplemented with additional
symbols to capture articulatory elements such
as overlapping speech, silences, various forms
of stress, and so on. At first exposure the
system can seem unfamiliar, but skill in apply-
ing it increases rapidly with practice. Over the
years, other investigators have built upon
Jefferson’s system, most notably Goodwin
(1981) who developed symbols to represent
nonvocal activities, such as gaze and gesture,
on a transcript. A brief outline of the tran-
scription system appears in the Appendix to
this chapter; for a more thorough guide, see
Atkinson and Heritage (1984: ix—xvi).

The transcription process is itself part of
the analytical process. For this reason, it is

generally recommended that researchers do
at least some of their own transcribing rather
than delegating the entire task to research
assistants. Transcribing a large corpus of data
does represent a major time commitment,
however, so many researchers follow a two-
step process in which assistants make initial
‘rough’ transcripts of a data corpus, which the
researcher then refines in whole or in part.

Ten Have’s (1999: 75-98) discussion of the
actual process of transcribing is comprehen-
sive and his advice is exceptionally practical.
Here, we will briefly note some the main
issues involved.

Audio transcribing has traditionally been
done with the aid of a transcribing machine,-
essentially a stenographer’s audio tape play-
back machine with a foot pedal for starting,
stopping, and rewinding the tape. If the data
are on videotape, nonvocal details can be added
by viewing the video after the audio transcrip-
tion is complete. More recently, technological
advances have made it possible to digitize
audio and video tapes and to store the data files
on CD, DVD, or hard drive. A computer can
now serve as a ‘transcribing machine’; computer
software programs let the researcher work with
a split screen and transcribe in a word-process-
ing program while watching the video on the
same screen. Some programs can also automat-
ically time silences, although at the time of
writing we know of no voice recognition soft-
ware that can transcribe real-time multiparty
conversation. Still, the future of data is
undoubtedly digital. It is much easier to access
individual segments on a digitized recording
than on an analog tape, and digitization also
eliminates the problem of wear and tear on ana-
log tapes and the resulting deterioration of data.
However, analog equipment remains adequate
to the task, provided transcription is done from
copies of the original tapes rather than the orig-
inals themselves.

The level of detail in a CA transcript often
strikes non-CA researchers as superfluous and
unnecessary. However, if the objective is to
understand the resources through which inter-
actants build mutually intelligible courses of
action, then anything that is available to the
interactants is potentially relevant as an inter-
actional resource. For instance, Jefferson
(1985) demonstrates the importance of seem-
ingly trivial behavioral details surrounding the
articulation of laughter (see also Glenn,
2003). In excerpt 1, Louise laughs during
the utterance, ‘playing with his organ’ (at
the arrow, line 7). This transcript has been
simplified in various ways, most relevantly by
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(1) [Jefferson, 1985: 28, simplified transcript]
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And he came home and decided he was gonna play with

[I can see him playing with

1 Ken:

2 his orchids from then on in.

3 Roger: With his what?

4 Louise: heh heh heh heh

5 Ken:  With his orchids. [He has an orchid-

6  Roger: [Oh heh hehheh

7 —» Louise Playing with his organ yeah I thought the same thing!

8 ((spoken through laughter))

9  Ken: Because he’s got a great big [glass house-
10 — Roger:
11 - his organ ((laughing))

summarizing the laughter (line 8) rather than
transcribing it beat by beat.

Such simplification obscures the way
laughter is employed as an interactional
resource. In the more detailed excerpt 2, the
laughter is fully transcribed. With the added
detail, it becomes apparent that Louise pre-
cisely places her laughter within the utter-
ance, PLAYN(R)W(h)IZ O(WR'N’ (line 8),
stopping abruptly when she moves on to the
next utterance (‘ya:h I thought the same’).
Roger subsequently laughs in a strikingly
similar way within essentially the same
phrase (second arrow, line 14). Deployed in
this way, laughter displays recognition of an
alternate ‘obscene’ hearing of the phrase
‘playing with his orchids’, even as it partially
but not totally obscures its articulation.

Accordingly, researchers should strive to
preserve as much detail as possible. However,
because transcribing is extremely labor-
intensive and time-consuming, the practi-
calities of the research process mandate
transcripts that fall short of perfection. The
amount of time invested in a transcript will
inevitably vary with the interests of the

(2) [Jefferson, 1985: 29, detailed transcript]
1 Ken:

researcher and the level of detail deemed
necessary for the research task at hand. One
practical strategy is to transcribe in varying
amounts of detail, reserving the highest level
of detail for segments that will receive the
most analytic attention.

The placement of silences is another illu-
minating detail, one that also highlights the
connection between transcription and ana-
lysis. When transcribing a silence, the trans-
scriptionist must decide whether to place the
silence within a line of talk, or have it be free-
standing on its own line. This decision is pred-
icated on an analysis of whom, if anyone, the
silence ‘belongs’ to, and hence whether turn
transition is relevant at that point (Psathas
and Anderson, 1990: 89). To illustrate, in
excerpt 3 all of the silences are placed within
B’s lines of talk, and are thus treated as hesi-
tations within an ongoing turn. However, two
of the silences (0.7 and 1.5) actually occur at
the end of a possibly complete unit of talk. It
would be more analytically helpful to give
these silences their own lines (see below),
thus acknowledging them as places where the
floor is open and other parties could come in

An’e came hom’'n decided’e wz gonna play with his o:rchids.

heh

[heh huh .hh ] PLAYN(R)W(h)IZ O(h)R'N

[Cz eez gotta great big [gla:ss house]

[[cnsth)ee]=

2 from then on in.
3 Roger: With iz what?
4 Louise: mbh hih hih [huh
5 Ken: [With iz orchids. =
6 Ken: =Ee[z got an orch [id-
7 Roger: [Oh.. [ hehh [ hah .heth ]
8 - Louise:
9 ya:h [[thought the [same
10 Roger: [uh:: [.hunhh. hh.hh
11 Ken:
12 Roger:
13 Ken: =[( )
14 — Roger:  [im pl(h)ay with iz o(h)r(h)g.(h)n.uh
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(3) [Psathas and Anderson, 1990: 89]

1 B: ... all of which were no:rmal. (0.7) So:: [ was pegged, (0.5) as a
2 person with (.) more than a back problem. (1.5) Or at least that’s
3

what I ...

if they choose. Transcript 4 makes it much
easier to see that others were declining the
opportunity to respond at a place where they
had the option to do so.

A final note on the transcription of silences.
Conversation analysts are divided about
whether silences should be timed with the
aid of a mechanical device such as a stop-
watch or computer, or whether they should
be gauged by simply counting beats (‘one one
thousand, two one thousand ..."). The latter
method may be less reliable, but is arguably
more sensitive to local variations in the
tempo of interaction. Whichever method is
chosen, it should be used systematically

throughout a corpus (see ten Have, 1999: 85;
Psathas and Anderson, 1990: 87).

ANALYZING DATA

Getting started

Once data have been gathered and prepared,
how should analysis begin? A geographic
analogy is useful here. The domain of inter-
action may be likened to an uncharted terri-
tory whose topography remains only partially
understood. Conversation analysts seek to
map this territory with the aid of recordings
and transcripts, which make specimens of its
contours available to repeated scrutiny. At
this point the analogy breaks down, for con-
versation analysts then go on to analyze how
the participants jointly produce and repro-
duce the topography of interaction as they
deal with one another in real time. Analysis is
thus a type of mapping exercise, albeit one
that maps not only interactional patterns but
also the underlying methods and procedures

(4) [Psathas and Anderson, 1990: 89]

B: ... all of which were no:rmal.
- (0.7)

- (1.5)
B: Or at least that’s what I ...

U1 W N~

through which participants produce them
and render them intelligible.

This type of analysis requires holding in
abeyance premature questions about why a
social activity is organized in a particular
way, focusing instead on what is being done
and how it is accomplished. That is, the analyst
should put aside theoretical considerations
about the possible intersections between the
interaction and other aspects of the social
world (e.g., social structural variables such as
status, race, and gender, as well as psycholo-
gical variables such as motivations, emotions,
and personality traits) in order to understand
the endogenous organization of the inter-
action. This means being willing to accept
that order is neither wholly external to inter-
action nor automatically present despite
what the participants do. It entails being
attentive to the ways the participants them-
selves produce the orderly features of the
interaction and display their understanding
and appreciation of those features to one
another — and by implication for professional
analysts as well. As Schegloff and Sacks
(1973: 290) observe:

We have proceeded under the assumption (an
assumption borne out by our research) that insofar
as the materials we worked with exhibited order-
liness, they did so not only for us ... but for the
co-participants who had produced them. If the
materials ... were orderly, they were so because
they had been methodically produced by members
of the society for one another, and it was a feature
of the conversations that we treated as data that
they were produced so as to ... allow the participants
to display to each other their analysis, appreciation
and use of that orderliness.

Interactional activities can be investigated
at several different levels. Conversations have

B: So:: 1 was pegged, (0.5) as a person with (.) more than a back problem.
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nested layers of activity, any one of which
may be analyzed in terms of the underlying
procedures through which it is accomplished
(Drew and Heritage, 1992a: 29-45). At the
most macroscopic level are overarching activ-
ity frameworks that organize lengthy stretches
of interaction, such as ‘getting acquainted’ or
‘talking about personal problems’ or ‘seeing a
doctor for medical help’ or ‘cross-examining a
witness’. One step below this are discrete
sequences of action, which may be analyzed
for their relatively generic sequential proper-
ties (e.g., paired actions, story-telling
sequences) or for type-specific characteristics
(e.g., as question— answer sequences, invitation
sequences, news delivery sequences). Next
come the singular actions that comprise
sequences, actions normally accomplished
through a single turn at talk such as questions,
requests, news announcements, or ways of
responding to these various actions. Finally, at
the most microscopic level are the specific lex-
ical choices, intonation contours, nonvocal
behaviors, and other turn components that are
mobilized within turns at talk.

As should be apparent from the preceding
list, virtually everything that happens in
interaction is fair game for analysis. While
there is a natural tendency to dismiss the
seemingly small and all too familiar details of
interactional conduct as varying randomly or
as insignificant ‘manners of speaking’, conver-
sation analysts proceed from the assumption
that all elements of interaction are orderly
and meaningful (Sacks, 1984), analyzable in
terms of the underlying methods participants
use to produce and understand them. This
attitude opens up a wealth of possibilities for
analysis, but it can be daunting for the novice.
Where to begin? While there is no simple
recipe for getting started or for locating phe-
nomena for analysis, drawing on Schegloff
(1996: 172), we suggest two pathways into
the data.

(5) [Heritage, 1998]

Begin with a ‘noticing’ One pathway
begins with relatively unmotivated observa-
tion. The analyst simply notices something
about the way a speaker says or does some-
thing at a given point within interaction,
something that strikes the analyst as in some
way interesting. Of course, purely unmotivated
observation is an unattainable ideal. Experi-
enced conversation analysts approach data
with a well-developed empirically-based
conceptual/theoretical foundation that affects
what analysts are inclined to notice in the
data and what strikes them as ‘interesting’.
Nevertheless, it is possible to approach data
without a specific agenda in mind at the out-
set, and thus remain open to previously unex-
plored practices of interaction. Having
noticed a given practice, the analyst can then
proceed to analyze it in terms of what it
might be ‘doing’ — the action(s) that it accom-
plishes, and how it figures within and con-
tributes to an ongoing course of interaction.
For example, Sacks (1992: 256-7)
observed that when children speak to adults,
they commonly begin by asking a question
such as ‘You know what, Daddy?’ Anyone
who has been around children for any length
of time will be familiar with this recurrent
feature of children’s talk. What is going on
with this practice? One clue can be gleaned
from the response it elicits. Adults typically
respond to the ‘You know what’ question
with another question — “What?’ This type of
response not only invites the child to speak
again and say what motivated the original
question, but in so doing it simultaneously
aligns the adult as one who is prepared to
listen to the ensuing talk. Thus, the original
“You know what’ query sets in motion a chain
of events that gives the child a ratified speak-
ing ‘slot’ and an attentive recipient. The fact
that children use this practice disproportion-
ately displays their orientation to having some-
what diminished rights to talk, for the practice

1 Act: ....hhhh and some of thuh- (0.3) some of my students
2 translated Eliot into Chine::se. I think thuh very
3 first.
4 (0.2)
5 Har: Did you learn to speak (.) Chine[:se.
6 — Act [.hh Oh yes.
7 (0.7)
8 Act: .hhhh You ca:n't live in thuh country without speaking
9 thuh lang[uage it’s impossible .hhhhh=
10 Har: [Not no: cour:se
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can be understood as a methodical solution to
the problem of how to get the floor in conver-
sation despite such diminished rights.

A similar course of reasoning underlies
Heritage’s (1998) analysis of a particular way
of designing answers to questions. Heritage ini-
tially observed that some answers to questions are
prefaced with ‘Obh’, as in excerpt 5 example (line
6, arrowed), taken from a radio interview with
Sir Harold Acton, a noted British aesthete.

This practice, far from being random or
insignificant, turns out to have a systematic inter-
actional import. By prefacing an answer with
‘Oh’, the answerer implies that the prior ques-
tion ‘came from left field’ and is thus of ques-
tionable relevance. In this particular case, the
prior discussion concerned Acton’s experience
teaching modern poetry at Beijing University,
and it is in the context of that discussion that he
is asked (at line 5) if he learned to speak Chinese.
He plainly finds this question to be obvious or
self-evident — he expresses that view explicitly at
lines 8-9, but he also conveys it implicitly in his
initial response to the question (line 6) via the
‘Oh’-prefaced affirmative answer.

With this pathway into the data, an initial
noticing is ‘pursued by asking what — if
anything - such a practice of talking has as its
outcome’ (Schegloff, 1996: 172). Of course,
not every observed practice will turn out to
have a systematic import. Nonetheless, many
core findings of CA have their origins in
noticings of previously unnoticed and unex-
plored practices of interaction.

Begin with a vernacular action Another
pathway is to focus on a particular type of
action that is already known as part of the ver-
nacular culture - asking questions, giving
advice, delivering news announcements, etc.
Here the challenge for the analyst is to tran-
scend what competent members of the culture
intuitively know about the action in question.
This can be accomplished by exploring the
ways a given action can be designed and imple-
mented and the ramifications of such alter-
natives, identifying the sequential environments
in which the action occurs, and exploring how
it is consequential for subsequent talk.

For example, using the delivery of bad news as
a starting point, Maynard (1992, 1996, 1997,
2003) has examined a wide range of practices
that bearers of bad news use to manage this dif-
ficult interpersonal task. Such practices serve to
minimize recipient resistance and thus maxi-
mize the likelihood that recipients will be ade-
quately prepared to register and accept the
news. In a similar vein, various studies have

explicated familiar aspects of doctor—patient
interaction with surprising results. Halkowski
(forthcoming) has examined how patients ini-
tially present their symptoms to doctors. As it
turns out, patients employ a range of practices
that serve to display their competence as
observers of their own bodies. Gill (1998)
and Gill and Maynard (forthcoming), focusing
on diagnostic explanations in doctor-patient
encounters, have explored how patients offer
explanations for their own illnesses. As it
turns out, they do so normally with marked
caution and in ways that reflect their orienta-
tion to the structure of the medical interview,
where getting information about symptoms
normally precedes diagnosis (see also Gill et
al.,, 2001). In each case, a familiar type of
action - delivering bad news, describing
symptoms, offering medical explanations ~ is
explicated in terms of previously unexamined
design features and sequential properties.

Grounding an analysis

Once a possible phenomenon has been
located, how should analysis proceed? In the
broad tradition of interpretive sociology that
extends back through Alfred Schutz and Max
Weber, and emic analysis in social anthropology,
CA seeks analyses that are grounded in the
understandings and orientations of the parti-
cipants themselves. From a CA perspective
these understandings cannot be adequately
assessed either by interviewing the partici-
pants after the fact or by asking informants
about the import of the practice in question.
The problem with such retrospective accounts
is not only that they may be misguided — they
are also conditioned by the immediate interac-
tional context in which they are produced, and
are couched in vernacular terms that are gen-
erally inadequate to the technical demands of
social scientific inquiry. In the domain of inter-
action, the understandings that matter are
those that are incarnate in the interaction being
examined — understandings that participants
act on within interaction and thus render con-

sequential for its subsequent development
(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973).

The response as an analytic resource For
tapping into such understandings, one crucial
resource centers on how recipients respond
to the practice in question. Consider that
interactions ordinarily unfold as a series of
turns or ‘moves’, each one of which is to
some extent sensitive to and conditioned by
the move that preceded it (even as it shapes
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(6) [Whalen and Zimmerman, 1987: 174]

1 Dispatcher: Midcity Emergency
2 Caller:
3 — Dispatcher: What's your address.
4 Caller:

and constrains what comes next). Given the
general responsiveness of contributions to
interaction, each contribution will normally
display that speaker’s understanding of what
came before (Sacks et al., 1974). Interactants
themselves rely on such retrospective displays
of understanding to ascertain whether and how
they were understood, and this ‘architecture of
intersubjectivity’ (Heritage, 1984b: 254) can
also be a resource for conversation analysts.

To illustrate, consider the utterance ‘Some-
body just vandalized my car’. As Whalen and
Zimmerman (1987) have observed, while the
lexical meaning of this utterance is transparent
and unambiguous, the type of action that it
implements — what it is ‘doing’ from the stand-
point of the interactants themselves — is less
obvious and cannot be determined by consid-
ering the utterance in isolation. It could in prin-
ciple be a straightforward announcement of news,
with no agenda other than that of conveying
information to an uninformed recipient. If this
were the case, one would expect it to generate
an initial response along the lines of ‘Oh’ or ‘Oh
really’ or ‘My goodness’ — that is, a response that
attends to it as new and perhaps surprising
information (Jefferson, 1981; Heritage, 1984b).
Alternatively, the news announcement could
be subsidiary to the task of requesting help or
assistance of some sort, in which case one
would expect a response that either accepts or
rejects the request, or at least proceeds in that
direction. In reality, the utterance was pro-
duced by a caller to an emergency service, and
it was responded to as shown in excerpt 6.
Notice that the dispatcher’s response — a query
about the caller’s address (arrowed) - is a
purely instrumental query, a necessary prereq-
uisite for sending assistance that clearly treats
the prior utterance as a request for help rather
than a mere news announcement. The dis-
patcher’s impetus to hear this as a request is
undoubtedly conditioned by the local institu-
tional environment. In this context, while not
everything a caller says will be understood as a
request for help, descriptions of trouble are

(7) [Maynard, 1997: 111]

Um yeah (.) somebody jus’ vandalized my car,

Sixteen seventy Redland Road.

routinely heard and treated this way (Whalen
and Zimmerman, 1987). But the crucial point
is that such understandings are displayed
publicly in the subsequent response and are
thus available as an analytic resource.

Responses can also be informative in more
subtle ways. Beyond revealing participant
understandings of the basic type of action
embodied in a prior utterance, they can also
shed light on more detailed aspects of the
action, such as its level of intensity or its
valence. For instance, an announcement of news
may be regarded not only as an announcement
generically but as embodying either good or
bad news, and this too is displayed through sub-
sequent talk (Maynard, 1997). Thus, the birth
announcement in excerpt 7 is receipted
(arrowed) not just as news (‘Oh’) but specifi-
cally as good news via the inclusion of a favor-
able assessment (‘how lovely’).

In other cases, the proper valence of a given
news announcement may be unclear to the
recipient, resulting in a more cautious mode
of receipt. Contrast the birth announcement
sequence in excerpt 7 with a similar
announcement in excerpt 8. This time the
announcement (line 1) generates an initial
response (‘Oh my goodness’ at arrow 1) that
registers it as surprising, but specifically
avoids evaluating the news in an explicit
way. This non-evaluative response is intelligible
under the circumstances — the announcement
is being issued by the expecting mother (Andi)
whose husband (Bob) had previously had a
vasectomy, raising the spectre of an unplanned
pregnancy. Moreover, the recipient of the news
(Betty) is clearly aware of this fact, as evi-
denced by her subsequent query about a rever-
sal (line 3). Only when subsequent talk reveals
that the husband’s vasectomy had indeed been
reversed and that the pregnancy was fully
planned does Betty receipt it unequivocally as
good news (‘Oh I'm so happy’ at arrow 2).

At a still more subtle level, responses can
even shed light on the meaning and import
of a momentary silence in interaction

1 Carrie: I: thought you'd like to know I've got a little gran’daughter

2 — Leslie: thlk Oh: how lovely.
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(8) [Maynard, 1997: 116, simplified]

1 Andi: hhhh! Bob and I are going to have a baby.

2 1- Betty: Oh my goodness hhow- (1.0)

3 did you have a reversal- he have a reversal?

4 Andi: Yea:h.

5 Andi: Tt was [very successful,] [very quickly] hh::h. hhh

6 2 Betty:

(Davidson, 1984; Pomerantz, 1984). In excerpt
9, C invites B (and a third party) to stay with
him at the beach (line 1). This invitation
launches a particular type of sequence, one
that establishes the relevance of a response
that either accepts or declines the invitation.
However, what initially follows is silence (line
2). A silence in this sequential context would
ordinarily be understood as ‘belonging’ to the
recipient of the invitation (Sacks et al., 1974),
and it could in principle result from a number
of causes. B may have a basic problem hearing
or understanding the invitation, or B may have
heard/understood but is intending to reject it
and is presenting herself as hesitant in order to
do so. The problem, in short, could be either
the intelligibility or the acceptability of the
invitation. C’s response to the silence
(arrowed, line 3) clearly treats it as indicating
the latter type of problem. Instead of repeating
or rewording the invitation — which would be
the usual way of handling a problem of intelli-
gibility (Schegloff et al., 1977) — C offers an
argument for accepting the invitation. This
move presupposes the intelligibility of the invi-
tation and seems designed to overcome what C
infers is resistance on B’s part. Moreover, the
substance of C’s argument displays his analysis
of B’s reason for resisting (concern about insuf-
ficient room and the inconvenience that this
might entail), a reason that he counters in an
effort to nudge her toward an acceptance.

At varying levels of detail, then, successive
contributions to interaction can shed light on
the meaning and import for the participants of
the events to which they are responsive. Of
course, it is entirely possible for a respondent to

(9) [Davidson, 1984: 105, simplified]

1 C: Well you can both sta:y.

2 (0.4)

3 —C: [Got plenty 2’ roo:m, hh[hh

4 B: [OhI- [Oh(h)a(h)o,
5 ()

6 B: Please don't tempt me,

[OHI'M SO ][HAPPY. ]

misunderstand what a speaker originally
intended, but such errors are typically revealed
through repair efforts undertaken in subsequent
turns at talk (Schegloff 1992). More often,
subsequent talk by the speaker implicitly con-
firms the respondent’s understanding (see
example 9, line 6, above). In any event, the
sequential organization of interaction provides
a running index of how the participants under-
stand and orient to one another’s conduct.

Deployment as an analytic resource The
response to a practice is an extremely useful
resource, but it is not always a sufficient basis
on which to build an analysis. Subsequent
talk does not always reveal a wholly transparent
understanding of prior talk, and it may at times
be designedly opaque (as in example 8, arrow
1, above). Moreover, subsequent talk is most
useful for analyzing utterances that initiate
sequences (e.g., news announcements, requests,
invitations) and thus generate responses that
are closely geared to their particulars of the talk
in question; subsequent talk is less useful for
analyzing talk that is itself primarily responsive
and hence generates less attentive sequelae.
Fortunately, other analytic resources are
available that center not on the recipient but
on the producer of the talk in question.
Examining in detail how speakers recurrently
deploy a given practice - in particular
sequential environments, in particular posi-
tions inside the speaker’s own turn, and in
conjunction with other practices — can pro-
vide important clues as to the meaning and
import of that practice for those who use it.
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(10) [Jefferson, 1984: 205]

1 M: and she’s been very thrifty.

2 —B: Mm hm,

3 M: .hhhhh So; () I said it- it a:dds up to one thing

4 money somepla:ce

5 -»B: Mm hm,

6 M: .hhhh=

7 — B: Mm [hm,

8 M: [But ish () she tn- transacts all her business in

9 Lo:s Angeles you know and people like this are so secretive
10 it's a(m) really it’s almost a mental state
11 - B: Yeah .hh Well .hh uh:m (0.9) y- there’s something wrong too
12 if she doesn’t pay her bills....

To illustrate, consider the various bits of talk
that are used to receipt prior talk — items such
as ‘mm hm’, ‘yeah’, ‘oh’, and ‘okay’. These
were long assumed to comprise an undifferen-
tiated set of ‘acknowledgement tokens’ or
‘backchannel’ displays of understanding.
However it has been demonstrated — largely on
the basis of the highly selective manner in
which these tokens are deployed — that each
performs a somewhat distinct interactional
function (Beach, 1993; Heritage, 1984a;
Jefferson, 1984). The contrast between ‘mm
hm’ and ‘yeah’ provides a useful case in point
(Jefferson, 1984). In excerpt 10, notice how B
deploys these receipt tokens (arrowed) in the
course of M’s extended telling. Although B
uses both forms of receipt, she deploys them
in discriminably different ways. One point of
difference is the prior sequential environment;
the ‘mm hm’ tokens appear in the midst of
M'’s extended telling as it unfolds, while the
‘yeah’ token appears at what is constructed as
the completion of the telling. Correspondingly,

(11) [Jefferson, 1984: 209]

Mm hm,

Mm [hm,

OO~ U WN
W O OWOW

there are differences in what B does next —
each ‘mm hm’ token stands alone within B’s
turn at talk, while the ‘yeah’ token is followed
by further talk as B assumes the role of speaker
and produces a more substantial response to
M'’s telling. It turns out that some speakers do
not discriminate in their use of these tokens,
but those that do discriminate systematically
in precisely this way. Accordingly, these tokens
embody different stances toward the talk to
which they are responding; ‘mm hm’ displays
a stance of ‘passive recipiency’ while ‘yeah’
displays ‘incipient speakership’. This conclu-
sion is based on the systematic manner in
which they are deployed in interaction.

The distinct functions of these tokens are
perhaps most apparent when the tokens are
used in sequentially incongruous ways. Thus,
in excerpt 11, when speaker G finishes an
extended telling and clearly marks it as fin-
ished via an explicit assertion to that effect
(‘So that’s the story’ in line 10), B receipts
the story with ‘Mm hm’ (arrowed).

G: I'd like to have the mirrors. But if she wants them? (.)
hh why that’s: I-th-tha:t’s fi:ine.

. If she’s going to use them you kno:w.

: [.hhhhhh I'm not going to uh,hh maybe queer the dea:l
just by wanting this that and the othe[r (you know),

[NO:.

0.2)
10 G: hhhh s:So: uhm,h (.) tha:t's the story.
11 = B: Mm hm,
12 (0.2)
13 G

14 coming Tue:sday...

An:d uh (0.6) uhm,hhh (1.0) -hhhh u-Then I have a ma:n
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If this is a display of passive recipiency, it is
strikingly misfitted to such an obvious story
completion, which might be expected to gener-
ate a more substantial response. And yet, it
seems to have been produced and understood
as embodying just such a passive stance — subse-
quent to this token, B falls silent and offers no
turther talk (line 12), whereas G searches for
and eventually finds something further to say
(lines 13-14). Here then, an interactant
exploits the passivity of ‘mm hm’ as a resource
for resisting the impending speakership role by
prompting the prior speaker to continue.

e preceding discussion does not by any
means exhaust the analytic resources that are
available to the researcher, but it does illustrate
at least some of the resources that may be
exploited in the service of developing an ana-
lysis that is properly grounded in the displayed
understandings and orientations of the partici-
pants themselves. These resources include both
how speakers deploy the practice in question,
and how it is subsequently dealt with by other
participants. Given such resources, the analyst
need not speculate about the endogenous
meaning and import of a given practice,
because such understandings are continually
being displayed by the participants as they use
and respond to the practice in question.
Exploiting these resources as thoroughly as
possible is a hallmark of the CA approach.

Working through collections

The primary objective of CA is to elucidate
generic mechanisms that recurrently organize
interaction. Although analysis often begins by
examining a single fragment of interaction,
this is normally the first step in a deeper
analysis that transcends that particular frag-
ment and sheds light on practices and organ-
izations of practice that appear within and
are consequential for numerous interactions.

As Sacks (1984: 26-7) has observed:

Thus it is not any particular conversation, as an
object, that we are primarily interested in. Qur aim
is to get into a position to transform ... our view of
‘what happened’, from a matter of a particular
interaction done by particular people, to a matter of
interactions as products of a machinery. We are
trying to find the machinery. In order to do so we
have to get access to its products.

Such organizations of practice can be
observed in operation within single speci-
mens of talk, but a full understanding of how
they work usually requires the systematic

analysis of numerous examples that instantiate
the phenomenon in question. This is the
informally quantitative aspect of CA alluded
to earlier. In a variety of ways, working with
collections can flesh out and enrich an ana-
lysis initially arrived at through a single case.
It enables the researcher to begin to specify
the scope of the phenomenon being exam-
ined, and in particular the conditions under
which it does or does not hold. Collections
also enable one to specify the strength and
normativity of the practice - whether it is
merely an empirical regularity evident only to
the analyst, or a social convention that the
participants themselves recognize and orient
to, or a normative practice that the partici-
pants enforce on one another such that non-
compliance is sanctionable.

When building a collection of candidate
instances of a given phenomenon (e.g., news
announcements, receipt tokens, follow-up
questions in news interviews, symptom
descriptions in doctor—patient interactions),
it is useful to begin the search by casting a
wide net. One should include not only what
appear to be clear instances of the phenom-
enon in question, but also less clear boundary
cases in which the phenomenon is present in
a partial or imperfect form, as well as nega-
tive or ‘deviant’ cases where the phenome-
non simply did not occur as expected. When
a phenomenon has not yet been analytically
specified, such cases are necessary to clarify
the phenomenon’s boundaries and to illumi-
nate some of its more elusive properties.

Once a collection is assembled, analysis
proceeds on a case-by-case basis with the
ultimate objective of developing an account
of the phenomenon that will be comprehen-
sive, encompassing all relevant instances in
the collection. In this respect, the methodol-
ogy of CA is formally similar to what has
elsewhere been termed ‘analytic induction’, a
qualitative method that can be traced to
Znaniecki (1934) and which seeks to pro-
duce a relationship of perfect correspondence
between an empirical phenomenon and the
analytic apparatus postulated to explain its
various manifestations within a corpus of
data (Katz, 1983). Beyond this the similarity
ends, for analytic induction has traditionally
been concerned with the formulation of
causal laws, while CA seeks to explicate the
endogenous principles that interactants use
to organize their conduct.

Central to this process is the analysis of
deviant cases — that is, cases that run contrary
to the researcher’s developing sense of how
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(12) [Schegloff, 1968: 1079]

the phenomenon is organized. Rather than
dismissing such cases or chalking them up to
random error, such cases should be aggress-
ively sought and incorporated into the ana-
lysis. Almost invariably, confronting such cases
is an analytically fruitful endeavor.

Some deviant cases are shown, upon analy-
sis, to result from interactants’ orjentation to
the same considerations that produce the ‘reg-
ular’ cases. These cases are, in effect, ‘excep-
tions that prove the rule’, providing powerful
evidence for the original analytic formulation.
We have already seen an illustration of this in
the discussion of excerpt 11 above, in which an
‘mm hm’ token was placed in an unusual
sequential environment, but was nevertheless
shown to function much like other such tokens
as a display of passive recipiency. For another
illustration, consider the phenomenon known
as an adjacency pair — a pair of actions (e.g.,
question—answer, request— response, greet-
ing—greeting) whose sequential co-occurrence
is explained by the property of conditional rel-
evance, which stipulates that the production of
a first action makes a corresponding response
both relevant and expectable (Schegloff, 1968,
1972; Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). How, then,
do we account for instances where the relevant
response was not immediately produced? In
many cases it can be shown that even though
the response item was not produced then and
there, the interactants nonetheless acted in
accordance with the assumption that it should
properly be forthcoming. For instance, the
recipient may provide an account to explain
and justify the nonproduction of a relevant
response; alternatively, if no account is forth-
coming, the initiator of the sequence may, after
a pause, attempt to elicit the relevant item and
thereby complete the unfinished sequence (see
excerpt 9, line 3, above). In any case, through
such actions the parties display an orientation
to the very same principles that are postulated
to underpin the production of ‘normal’ adja-
cency pair sequences (Heritage, 1984b:
248-53). This line of reasoning not only con-
firms the initial analysis regarding conditional
relevance; it also enriches it by showing how
the same principles can generate a nonstandard
course of action.

1 ((ring) |
2 ((receiver is lifted, and there is a one-second silence))
3 Caller: Hello.

4 Answerer: American Red Cross.

5 Caller: Hello, this is police headquarters....

In other instances, deviant cases can prompt
the researcher to revise the initial analysis in
favor of a more general formulation, one that
can encompass both the regular cases and the
anomalous departure. Perhaps the clearest
statement of this process can be found in
Schegloff’s (1968) analysis of telephone call
openings. In a corpus of 500 telephone calls,
Schegloff found that a straightforward rule -
‘answerer speaks first’ — adequately described
all but one of the call openings (excerpt 12).
In that one unusual case, the caller speaks first
(line 3): Rather than ignoring this instance or
explaining it away in an ad hoc fashion,
Schegloff returned to the drawing board and
developed a more general analytic apparatus
that could account for all 500 cases. This appa-
ratus involved what would later be termed
adjacency pairs, and the recognition that the
ringing of the telephone launches a special
kind of adjacency pair sequence — a sum-
mons—answer sequence — and thus establishes
the relevance of an appropriate response to
the summons. Against this backdrop, the rule
that ‘answerer speaks first’ actually reflects the
more general principle that once a summons
(here a ringing phone) has been issued, an
appropriate response is due. The deviant case
can also be explained in light of the summons
and its sequential implications. In that case the
ring (line 1 above) was followed by silence
(line 2), during which the relevant response
was heard by the caller to be absent. This in
turn prompted the caller to speak first as a way
of reissuing the summons to solicit a response
and thereby ‘repair’ the unfinished sequence.
In this way, deviant cases can encourage
the development of a more general and ana-
Iytically powerful account that can encompass
both the regular cases and the atypical variant.

Finally, some deviant cases may, upon ana-
lysis, turn out to fall beyond the parameters
of the core phenomenon being investigated,
and are thus not genuinely ‘deviant’ at all.
Here the impetus is to clarify as precisely as
possible what distinguishes the apparent
departure from the other cases, and thus con-
stitutes it as an alternate interactional phe-
nomenon. For instance, consider how
personal troubles are discussed in conversation




CONVERSATION ANALYSIS 603

(Jefferson, 1988; Jefferson and Lee, 1981).
When speakers disclose their troubles, recipi-
ents commonly respond with affiliative dis-
plays of understanding. However, in contrast
to this typical pattern, recipients may instead
offer advice and thereby transform the situa-
tion from a ‘troubles-telling’ to a ‘service
encounter’, implicating different discourse
identities and situated activities. This line of
analysis, unlike the previous two, does not
result in a single analytic formulation which
can account for both the ‘regular’ and
‘deviant’ cases. Rather, it recognizes differ-
ences between alternate courses of action,
and in so doing it clarifies the boundaries of
the core phenomenon.

However deviant cases are handled, it is
almost always productive to consider such
cases carefully in pursuit of a comprehensive
analysis of the available data. Whether they
provide compelling evidence for the original
analysis, or prompt the development of a
more powerful analysis, or clarify the scope
of the phenomenon being investigated, such
cases ensure that the result will be firmly
anchored to interactional reality.

RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT

Because CA is addressed to a domain of
phenomena that did not previously have a
disciplinary home within the social sciences,
its significance has not always been recog-
nized by those in other social science sectors.
The sustained focus on the endogenous orga-
nization of talk-in-interaction has nonetheless
proven to be both productive and illuminat-
ing, enabling researchers to begin to map what
is an exceedingly complex domain of social
phenomena. Much has been learned about

the basic objects that comprise this domain
and the principles in terms of which they are
organized.

Progress on this front has made it possible
for researchers to begin applying CA methods
and findings to address questions that extend
beyond the organization of interaction per se,
questions involving how this domain inter-
sects with and can thus illuminate other
aspects of the social world. As we noted at the
beginning of this chapter, some researchers
have examined the impact of interactional
practices on bureaucratic and professional
decision-making (e.g., in medicine, journal-
ism, and social science research). Others have
done comparative analyses of interactional
practices to illuminate large-scale processes of
cultural variation and historical change. Still
others have explored how interaction can illu-
minate processes of cognition and cognitive
development. Some of this work involves for-
mal quantification, correlating interactional
practices with other variables of interest. The
utility of CA in this context is that the grow-
ing body of past interactional research identi-
fies previously unknown practices, establishes
and validates the meaning and import of those
practices, and thus provides a solid foundation
for quantitative and distributional studies.

As progress is made in these various
‘applied’ areas, it is important to keep in mind
that such work would not be possible without
the ‘pure’ research on which it is based. The
domain of talk-in-interaction remains a rich
and compelling topic in its own right, one in
which agency is exercised, intersubjectivity is
achieved, and various contexts of the social
world are brought to life. Notwithstanding
what has already been accomplished, much
remains to be discovered about how human
interaction actually works.

APPENDIX

Transcript notational conventions

The transcription conventions developed by Gail Jefferson (1974) are designed to capture the
details of talk and interaction as it naturally occurs. This is a brief guide to the symbols — for a

more detailed exposition, see Atkinson and Heritage (1984, pp. ix-xvi).

That’s my view.
That's my:: view.
That's MY view.

el sdiee

Underlined items were markedly stessed.

Colon(s) indicate the prior sound was prolonged.
Capital letters indicate increased volume.

That's my- my view. A hyphen denotes a glottal stop or ‘cut-off’ of sound,
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hhh That’s my view.

That’s () my view.

(1.3) A period denotes a

But should it be.

That's my view .=

= But should it be.

Tha[t’s my view]
[But should it] be.

That's my view,

But should it be.

I think so?

intervening silence.

Thatsmy ()
But (should it) be.

T PEpTErErE o> o> >

NOTES

1 For a much more elaborate discussion of CA
methods, see ten Have (1999).

2 This is not to imply that recordings can capture
every interactional feature that was available to the par-
ticipants. A recording is always a version of reality, and
will reflect such choices as how cameras are positioned
and how much of the interaction is recorded. Although
for simplicity’s sake we will refer to recordings as ‘the
data’, it is with the understanding that any recording is
unavoidably a rendering of the data, the actual events
that were recorded (see Psathas and Anderson, 1990).
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