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Chapter 3

DISCOURSE AND MESSAGE ANALYSIS
The Micro-Structure of
Mass Media Messages

John C. Heritage, Steven Clayman,
and Don H. Zimmerman

STUDENTS OF COMMUNICATION have typically conceptualized
mass communication processes as qualitatively distinct from inter-
personal communication. This distinction has been associated with a
tendency to define mass communication as technologically mediated
discourse and hence as shaped by the technical constraints on communica-
tion that are intrinsic to the print and electronic media. Accordingly,
mass communication is distinguished from interpersonal communication
in terms of its lack of feedback, with a corresponding separation of
message production from its reception by an audience (e.g., McQuail,
1984, pp. 25-35; Schramm, 1973, pp. 113-120).

This orientation has had a significant impact on mass communication
research generally and the analysis of message content in particular. The
media message has been predominantly treated as a variable within a
larger mass communication process: It is a dependent variable within
theories of message production and an independent variable in theories
that deal with its effect on audiences and society in general (Adams,
1978; McQuail, 1984, pp. 123-126). A significant consequence has been
that content research has been largely limited to thematic analyses that
attempt to identify systematic content patterns reflecting persistent
stereotypes, biases, or underlying presuppositions. The findings of this
research are then used to support hypotheses about prior production
processes or subsequent functions or effects.

77



78 Discourse and Message Anauysis

This preoccupation with content has tended to obscure other
significant approaches to the study of media messages. In particular, the
predominant emphasis on thematic content has generally overshadowed
the more general question of how such messages, whatever their
content, are organized and assembled. Hence, the formal properties of
media messages that underlie the diversity of various “contents” remain
largely unexplored. (See Anderson & Sharrock, 1979, and Paletz &
Pearson, 1978, for similar criticisms.) This is unfortunate because the
underlying structuring of media messages is presumably a fundamental
feature of their “production,” as well as the basic framework through
which whatever “effects” they may have are achieved.

While there have been a few encouraging developments along these
lines (e.g., Hallin & Mancini, 1984; Lee, 1984; Schudson, 1982; Trew,
1979a, 1979b; Tuchman, 1972, 1973; van Dijk, 1983; Weaver, 1975),
these studies are few in number and they lack a coherent or integrating
framework. Some are concerned with describing differences in the
narrative structure of media messages as these vary historically
(Schudson, 1982), cross-culturally (Hallin & Mancini, 1984), or between
different media (such as newspaper news versus television news)
(Weaver, 1975). Others are concerned with the selection and arrange-
ment of lexical items (Lee, 1984; Trew, 1979a, 1979b), and procedures
for displaying objectivity (Tuchman, 1972, 1973).

In this chapter, we propose to explore a relatively neglected
dimension of the production of broadcast news messages, which, we
believe, may strongly influence both their structure and their interpre-
tation by audiences. This dimension is the matrix of interpersonal
communication through which a substantial proportion of news
messages are generated. In the present context, we will restrict our
discussion to the role of interpersonal communication in shaping the
contours of broadcast news output.

INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION AS A
MEDIUM OF NEWS
MESSAGE CONSTRUCTION

The significance of interpersonal communication as a factor shaping
the content of broadcast news is intuitively apparent from even a
cursory inspection of the nightly news. The average news program
contains a substantial quantity of interview material with “news
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makers” or other persons “in the news.” Self-evidently, this material is
created through processes of social interaction—primarily by sequences
of questions and answers—which may strongly shape its content.
Moreover, there are other aspects of news output that are also the
product of social interaction—film or video footage of press confer-
ences, addresses and speeches presented in formal or informal settings.
These materials are also strongly shaped by interactional conventions
and constraints.

The use of news material that incorporates a social interactional
dimension has become common in recent years. News producers (and,
in some cases, news makers) increasingly prefer to use material
displaying the qualities of informality and spontaneity that are charac-
teristic features of other areas of TV output. Interpersonal interaction is
perhaps the prime medium through which these qualities can be
exhibited. Thus the apparently preferred way of conveying the current
state of health of the president of the United States is via a shouted
conversation from the window of a hospital room rather than a press
statement or interview. The sentiments of released hostages’ relatives are
depicted through the interactions of family members rather than
through statements to the camera regardless of how intrusive the former
procedure might be held to be. The recently developed presidential
practice of “informal” communication to the press corps in the “off-
stage” moments occurring in the interstices of public events has created
asituation in which coverage of these interactions can predominate over
coverage of the formal business (for example, joint statements with
visiting heads of state) on which they are parasitic.

The steady growth in the program makers’ preference for the
interactive presentation of news is also manifested in the development of
studio practices. Increasingly, the older film report to camera employed
by foreign correspondents has, facilitated by improvements in world-
wide communications technology, given way to immediate on-air
interactions in which correspondents are interviewed by anchor per-
sonnel. Moreover, inside the studio itself, news presentation, which was
once regarded largely as a matter of “reading the printed word aloud”
(Whale, 1977), is now developed though quasi-conversational inter-
action that is facilitated by the ubiquitous “two-anchor” presentational
format.

The consistent growth in the use of social interaction as a medium
through which the news is presented suggests that it has become
increasingly unrealistic to analyze the structure and content of news
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messages independent of the interactional medium within which they
are generated. For, although the medium may not be the message, the
interactional structures through which broadcast news is conveyed must
necessarily contribute to the content and appearance of news messages.

In this chapter, we outline some aspects of current research on the
structuring of social interaction that sheds light on these phenomena
and we suggest some ways in which they may be significant for the
analysis of news output. Our material is structured so as to present two
distinct areas of news content—the production and reportage of
political speeches and news interviews—where an understanding of
fundamental aspects of interpersonal communication may be of value in
analyzing aspects of news output.

INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION AND
NEWS OUTPUT

BACKGROUND

The materials on which this chapter is based derive from a
sociological perspective on interpersonal communication that has
become known under the generic name of conversation analysis
(henceforth, CA).! Rather than approaching communication in terms of
the psychological or other characteristics of speakers and hearers, CA
seeks to determine the underlying structural frameworks that organize
fundamental regularities in social interaction. These frameworks struc-
ture both the distribution of opportunities for interactional participa-
tion and the kinds of options that may be exercised within the
opportunities that are created. From the CA perspective, these frame-
works are treated as sets of normative rules and practices for whose
implementation speakers are held both accountable and sanctionable.

Although CA was originally developed as a means of analyzing
ordinary conversation, it can readily be adapted to the analysis of talk in
other settings, including talk that is conducted for large overhearing
audiences. A number of recent studies have begun to apply CA methods
to such material (e.g., Atkinson, 1982, 1984a, 1984b, 1987, Clayman,
1986, 1987; Clayman & Zimmerman, 1987; Heritage, 1985; Greatbatch,
1985, 1986a, 1986b, 1986¢, 1988; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986).

Before reviewing this research, however, we will first outline some
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basic principles of spoken interaction derived from the analysis of
ordinary conversation, beginning with a characterization of the turn-
taking systems that are operative in conversational and other inter-
actional contexts. Turn-taking in its various forms constitutes a
fundamental dimension of spoken interaction that may structure both
its form and its substance. We will then proceed to a discussion of recent
research in this area that adopts this approach to analyze processes of
communication in news interviews and other mass communication
contexts,

TURN-TAKING SYSTEMS IN SOCIAL INTERACTION:
SOME PRELIMINARIES

While ordinary conversation is undoubtedly the primary and most
fundamental form of human communication, all cuitures contain a
variety of other forms of spoken interaction. Terms such as interro-
gation, interview, speech, debate, ceremony, and the like speak to the
fact that a variety of interactional forms can be readily recognized and
distinguished from one another in an intuitive way.

It is possible, however, to move beyond these commonsense concepts
and to specify more formally the bases upon which these interactional
forms differ. Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) propose tHat their
differences derive in substantial part from the manner in which turns at
talk are constructed and allocated to specific speakers; in other words,
one important difference-—perhaps the most fundamental one—has to
do with the way the taking of turns is organized. In this context,
ordinary conversation represents a kind of interactional baseline, such
that all other speech exchange systems are systematic transformations
of its basic turn-taking system (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, pp.
729-731).

In general, the opportunity to speak may usefully be thought of as a
valued resource that enables the user to exert some influence on
interactional coparticipants. Like many other valued goods, however,
the opportunity to speak is a scarce resource and requires some form of
social organization through which it can be distributed. Turn-taking
systems represent institutionalized solutions to this problem.

Many procedures for organizing the social distribution of turns exist.
Albert (1964), for example, has described a system used among the
Burundi of East Africa in which seniority of rank is used to determine
the order in which the participants will speak. In “chaired” meetings in
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contemporary Western society, chairpersons may speak after each
speaker and use their turns to select the next speaker (Sacks, Schegloff,
& Jefferson, 1974, p. 729). For a short period during the Reagan
presidency, opportunities to put questions at press conferences were
determined through a randomly predetermined number system
(Schegloff, 1987). While all of these procedures manifestly involve
substantial departures from the way in which turn-taking is managed in
ordinary conversation, a more familiar kind of departure is evident in a
range of contemporary institutional settings such as courtrooms,
classrooms, and news interviews. Here interaction is organized through
turn-type preallocation (Atkinson & Drew, 1979) in which the incum-
bents of specific social roles are restricted to the production of particular
kinds of actions—broadly, the asking and answering of questions. The
significance of this form of turn-taking can be best appreciated by
setting it against a background of the turn-taking practices that are
characteristic of conversation.

TURN-TAKING IN CONVERSATION

In their classic discussion of the turn-taking system for conversation,?
Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974, pp. 700-701) differentiate
between conversation on the one hand and other speech exchange
systems such as interviews, debates, and ceremonies on the other.
Speech exchange systems, they propose, differ in terms of certain basic
parameters that characterize the organization of turns (henceforth,
“turn organizational parameters”), and the organization of the speech
encounter as a whole unit (henceforth, “global parameters”). In
conversation, the turn organizational parameters of turn order, turn
length, and turn content are not fixed in advance, but are left free to
vary. Similarly, global parameters such as the overall distribution of
turns among speakers and the overall length of the conversation are also
focally variable. Accordingly, the specific values of these variable
parameters are achieved as the outcome of a turn-taking process in
which the size, content, allocation, and, in the aggregate, the distribution
of turns is interactionally managed on a local turn-by-turn basis.

Sacks et al. propose that conversational turn-taking is managed
through procedures that address two core aspects: turn construction
and turn allocation. As we have already noted, turn-taking systems
represent an institutionalized means of allocating a scarce resource
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among participants. In conversation, minimal units of speech—termed
turn constructional units (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, pp.
702-703)—are allocated to each speaker. The turn constructional
component of the turn-taking system specifies that turn constructional
units may consist of a single word, phrase, clause, or sentence—the
relevant unit being recognizable in the context in which it occurs. Access
to the floor entitles each speaker to one such unit, though multiunit
turns may nonetheless be created.

Crucially, the terminal boundary of a turn constructional unit is
“projectable,” that is, a hearer can anticipate when it will reach
completion in advance of its actual termination. Thus listeners can
monitor a speaker’s turn as it is in progress and they are provided with
the resources with which they can anticipate when each unit will reach
completion. The completion of each unit constitutes a “transition
relevance place”—a point at which speakership may change.

It is at this point that the rules for allocating units of talk to speakers
come into play (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, pp. 703-704). Turn
allocation proceeds through an ordered set of options in which, in
summary form, a new speaker’s rights to a next turn at talk are gained in
the following order of precedence: Option [—by being selected to speak
next by the current speaker; Option 2—if Option [ is not implemented,
by selecting him- or herself to speak next (the earliest starter gaining the
turn); or Option 3—failing Options | and 2, the current speaker many
continue,

What is of particular interest in the present context is the connection
between this turn-taking system and the observable parameters that
distinguish conversation as a speech exchange system. As presented
above, the turn-taking system is a “local management system” in that the
transition from one speaker’s turn to the next is not prespecified or fixed
in advance, but rather is managed through the option cycle outlined
above. As a result, both the turn-constructional and the global
parameters of conversation are free to vary.

Of course, for any particular conversation, there will be a delimited
range of topics, a certain order of speakership, a conclusion at some
point, and so on. These are negotiated and worked out locally, however,
on the occasion of interaction. Hence conversation, as a system of
speech exchange, is characterized by the participants’ open-ended
expectations as to the tasks and topics that will be accomplished
through the talk, and the turn-taking system is flexibly adaptable to
whatever concerns might be brought into the interaction.



84 Discourse and Message Analysis

It is this feature of the turn-taking system that Sacks, Schegloff, and
Jefferson (1974, pp. 699-700) capture by characterizing it as both
context- free and context sensitive. The system is context-free in that it
may be employed to manage the construction and allocation of turns on
any occasion, without regard to the particular identities and purposes of
the participants. But, while the mechanism is independent of the
particular contexts in which it is employed, its actual use on any
occasion will be shaped by the participants’ orientation to these and
other features of the context at hand. Hence it is also context sensitive,

NONCONVERSATIONAL SPEECH EXCHANGE SYSTEMS

In speech exchange systems other than conversation (e.g., debates,
meetings, ceremonies, speeches, and interviews), the turn organizational
parameters (turn order, length, and content/type), together with global
parameters (turn distribution and overall length of the interaction) are
generally less free to vary. Instead, the parties to these occasions orient
from the outset to a more specific range of concerns that generally
involve constraints on the resulting tasks, topics, and orderings of
speakership that subsequently emerge. Accordingly, in the context of
nonconversational speech exchange systems, turn-taking is not man-
aged on a wholly local turn-by-turn basis; rather, turns are to some
degree preallocated to specific speakers.

Speech exchange systems can therefore be arrayed on a continuum in
terms of the turn-taking procedures on which they are based. At one end
of the continuum is ordinary conversation with its locally managed turn
organization. Atthe other are ceremonies and rituals where virtually all
turn parameters are prespecified. In between these extremes are systems
such as interviews, where some turn parameters are to a degree
prespecified (e.g., turn order and turn type alternates between inter-
viewers who ask questions and interviewees who answer them) while
others are essentially unconstrained and remain to be managed locally
(e.g., turn size). These systems operate according to a mixture of
preallocational and local allocational methods of turn-taking.

In sum, nonconversational speech exchange systems are systematic
transformations of the basic system for conversation. What makes these
systems distinct is that they prespecify some or all of the parameters that
conversation allows to vary. The investigation of news interviews and
political oratory thus involves, in some considerable measure, an
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analysis of the consequences that arise as a result of these systematic
departures from conversational interaction.

STUDIES OF THE NEWS INTERVIEW

BACKGROUND

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, the news interview has
become an increasingly significant component of anglophone news
broadcasting. In the United States, this has been a comparatively recent
development. With the exception of weekly public affairs programs,
such as NBC’s Meet the Press and, later, CBS’s Face the Nation and
ABC’s Issues and Answers, interviews were used only sporadically in
U.S. news coverage prior to the mid-1970s. The growth of the interview
as a medium of routine news presentation can be dated from 1976 when
PBS first aired The MacNeil] Lehrer Report as a nightly half-hour news
program. This program was followed in 1979 by ABC’s Nightline, which
developed under the ubiquitous presence of Ted Koppel into a nightly
news program organized around live interviews. In the ensuing decade,
the regular network news programs have also followed in this trend as
they have begun to employ live anchor interviews interspersed within
the more traditional format (Weisman, 1986, p. 9). Thisis a development
that some have attributed to the success of MacNeil/ Lehrer and
Nightline (Gladstone, 1986, p. 45).

In Britain, the primary development of the news interview also
occurred within the medium of television. In the early postwar period,
the interview was largely regarded as a means of enabling public figures
to express their opinions while avoiding the technical difficulties of
speaking directly to camera (Wyndham Goldie, 1977). During this
period of the BBC’s monopoly in broadcasting, a strongly deferential
style of interviewing was employed (Day, 1961; Wedell, 1968). With the
emergence of Independent Television in the mid-fifties, a new form of
unrehearsed investigative interview emerged. Pioneered by Robin Day,
who had originally trained as an attorney, the new style of interview
rapidly gained acceptance among politicians and other public figures,
who found that it made a greater impact on audiences (Day, 1961, pp.
100 ff.), and the public, who increasingly came to accept the interview as
a reliable medium to evaluate the qualities of political leaders (Blumler
& McQuail, 1968). Competitive pressures ensured that the new style was
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subsequently employed in a wide range of British television and radio
news programming.

THE NEWS INTERVIEW: TURN-TAKING

Although news interviewers sometimes like to claim that their task
involves engaging public figures “in conversation,” even the most
cursory examination of their activities reveals dramatic departures from
aconversational framework. In contrast to conversation, which may be
occasioned in a variety of ways, in which a variety of topics may emerge,
and in which any participant may initiate a new conversational
departure, the news interview is a considerably more constrained form
of interaction. First, the news interview results from the initiative of a
news organization that has already judged the interviewee’s (henceforth,
IE) contribution as potentially interesting or significant. Rather than
topics freely emerging in interaction, IEs routinely enter the interview
situation with expectations about an agenda of topics that have been
largely predetermined beforehand. Moreover, although the interviewer
(henceforth, IR) plays an important role in the interaction, this role will
not embrace the expression of opinion. The news interview is thus an
interactional form that is adapted to the specific task of generating “talk
for overhearers” (Heritage, 1985)—the elicitation of information or
opinion from public figures, experts, or other persons who are “in the
news.” This task-oriented character of news interviews is strongly
reflected in the turn-taking system through which they are managed.
Recent research on turn-taking in news interviews in both the United
States and Britain has shown that they operate through a straight-
forward form of turn-type preallocation such that IRs and IEs primarily
restrict themselves to producing turns that are at least minimally
recognizable as questions and answers, respectively (Clayman, 1986,
1987; Greatbatch, 1985, 1988). While this finding will come as no
surprise to anyone who is at all familiar with broadcast news practices in
Britain or the United States, it is associated with a range of identifiable
modifications of verbal conduct in the news interview that are consider-
ably less apparent.

(1) Most obviously, both IRs and IEs avoid actions that can be
treated as something other than questioning and answering, respec-
tively. Specifically, IRs avoid stating their opinions or evaluations of
1Es’ actions or responses and only support or challenge IE positions
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indirectly through the types of questions they ask. Similarly, IEs
generally avoid questioning IRs or other IEs or undertaking other
unilateral actions that are not made relevant by prior IR questions and
whose commission could result in negative inferences and judgments by
a viewing audience.

(2) Similarly, both IRs and IEs hold off from a wide range of
“backchannel” actions, which, in conversation, play an important role
in managing topic, information transmission, and attentiveness. Recent
studies (Clayman, 1986, 1987, Greatbatch, 1985, 1988; Heritage, 1985)
have shown, for both Britain and the United States, that IRs’ and IEs’
avoidance of such responses as “mm hm,” “yes,” “oh,” “I see,” “really,”
and the like is virtually complete. This avoidance, moreover, is
specifically characteristic of news interviews by contrast with, for
example, chat shows or broadcast interactions that are billed as
“conversations” (Greatbatch, 1988), and is closely associated with the
orientation of both parties to the restrictions on the types of turns they
may legitimately produce and to the fact that, while they are engaged in
immediate social interaction, they are nonetheless talking for the benefit
of the news audience that is only electronically present.

(3) Both parties characteristically produce much longer turns than
are usual in mundane conversation. Thus IR turns usually contain more
than a simple question. Instead, their questions are commonly prefaced
by background information that audiences may require in order to
grasp the relevance of the subsequent question. Regardless of how
contestable such background information may be, IEs routinely defer
any response until after the question has been put. In the case of IEs,
even when “yes/no” type questions are asked, extended answers that
account for, or elaborate, a response are the “default” expectation
(Greatbatch, 1985), unless otherwise indicated, for example, in the
closing stages of an interview (Clayman & Zimmerman, 1987).

(4) The turn-taking procedure for news interviews constrains the
ways in which individuals are selected to speak. A turn-taking system
that allocates initiating questions to IRs and responses to IEs inherently
creates an IR /IE/IR/IE pattern of turn ordering. As Greatbatch (1988)
has noted, however, this patterning does not allocate turns to specific
IRs and IEs in interview situations in which there is more than one
interviewer or interviewee. Nevertheless, by contrast with conversation,
in which a variety of speaker selection techniques are open to all parties,
these techniques are asymmetrically distributed in interviews. Specifi-
cally, next speaker selection is achieved through initiatory acts such as
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posing a question, and rights to produce such acts are, of course,
confined to IRs. Moreover, it is generally the case that while speakers
can self-select to initiate questions, they cannot self-select to initiate
answers, which must be solicited by a prior question. In multi-IE
interviews, therefore, IE opportunities to speak are generally controlled
by the IR and, as Greatbatch (1986c¢) has shown, a large number of IE
departures from the provisions of the interview turn-taking system are
informed by considerations arising from this constraint.

AGENDA SETTING IN THE
NEWS INTERVIEW

These observations strongly suggest that the broadcast news inter-
view is organized so as to furnish the news organization and its
representative, the IR, consistently with the primary interactional
initiative. A fundamental consequence of the organization of turn-
taking is that the IR has a major agenda-setting role. The IR has rights
to set the agenda for the interview at three analytically separate levels:
(1) in interview openings that introduce the topic of the interview and its
participants; (2) in framing specific questions for response by the IE; and
(3) in pursuing specific issues that are raised through the character of IE
responses.

(1) Interview openings. Given that IRs primarily adopt the role of
questioner, the first turn within the interview is allocated to them
(Greatbatch, 1987). Accordingly, they have the opportunity to set the
overall agenda in the opening segment. In a detailed analysis of
interview openings, Clayman (1987, pp. 106-150) has proposed that they
are occupied with three standard tasks.

First, there is a news announcement or “agenda projection.” This
component of the opening formulates the interview topic in general
terms and gives some indication of how it will be addressed. Second,
background material is presented, either by IR statements or a taped
segment, that “sets the scene” for the interview to follow. Third, the IEs
are introduced often using an IE’s name coupled with additional
biographical items selected so as to indicate the capacity in which each
IE will be speaking (e.g., as participant, scientific expert, witness, or
political advocate). These openings are, of course, designed to provide
the audience with a general “frame” in terms of which the subsequent
components of the interview can be understood but, as Clayman shows,
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these “frames” play a considerable part in predefining the roles,
interests, and competencies of the participants.

(2) Question design. Because the interview turn-taking system
provides that questioning is wholly restricted to IRs, the agenda-setting
role of the IR is most obviously manifested in the questions that he or
she elects to put to the IE. IE utterances are generally constrained by the
terms of such questions and, although they may occasionally fail to
respond to the questions put, they will be held accountable for this
failure, that is, viewed as “evasive” or as “having something to hide.”
Indeed, it is the omnipresent potential for this kind of inference thatis a
major means by which IEs can be brought to address uncomfortable
issues. While the agenda-setting role of IR questions may be simply
supportive for an inexperienced IE in a narrative or human interest
interview, or mildly confusing for an “expert” confronted by a less than
fully briefed IR, it is in the area of politically contentious public issues
that this role is most complained of and on which current research has
focused most closely.

Current approaches to question design have examined questions in
terms of two distinct analytic frameworks: the “face” and “politeness”
analyses developed from the work of Goffman (1967), Brown and
Levinson (1978), and Leech (1983), and the linguistic analysis of
presupposition of van Dijk (1977), Levinson (1983), and Sperber and
Wilson (1986).

Within the first framework, Jucker (1986) has developed a typology
of IR face threatening actions (FTAs) and argues that most news
interviews “tend to be either friendly throughout, containing no FT As at
all, or else they are latently hostile more or less throughout the whole
interview” (Jucker 1986, p. 97). Jucker’s work suggests that politicians
are most likely to receive interviews containing a high proportion of
FTAs, news correspondents are least likely to be so interviewed with a
third category, “experts” occupying an intermediate position.

The second framework has been developed in a useful analysis by
Harris (1986). Harris argues that all questions encode propositions, but
differ in terms of (a) the numbers of embedded presuppositions they
contain; (b) the degree of explicitness with which they are expressed; and
(c) the degree to which they are evaluative. She proposes that while “wh”
questions offer considerable scope for variation along these three
parameters and create an environment in which an interviewee may
have to do special work to disavow embedded presuppositions, polar
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(yes/no) questions are more explicit but also more restrictive and
“conducive”in being structured toward one pole of response rather than
others. The two types of questions may thus be used for rather different
tasks in the news interview context.

(3) Pursuits. A final way in which the IR’s capacity to manage the
agenda of the news interview is manifested arises in the context of
pursuits. This term is used to describe supplementary questions that,
rather than accepting the adequacy of the IE’s prior answer by moving
on to a next issue or using a prior answer as an unchallenged basis for a
next question, involve a reissuing or rephrasing of the prior question.
The role of these and related types of supplementary questions has been
examined by Greatbatch (1988), who has detailed a range of ways in
which they are used to highlight evasive or unsatisfactory responses to
IR questions and, thereby, to sanction their inadequacies.

INTERVIEWEES’ RESISTANCE TO
INTERVIEWER AGENDAS

While the above discussion might suggest that the right to question in
the news interview gives the IR a dimension of control over its topical
agenda that is almost absolute, IEs in fact have resources to exert
countervailing pressure. In a recent study, Greatbatch (1988) has
examined a range of procedures through which IEs shift interview
agendas away from undesired topics and/ or toward preferred ones. He
proposes that the most successful of these procedures (i.e., those that
most consistently escape IR sanction or pursuit) involve an orientation
to the question put by the IR and thus avoid threatening the rights or
perceived competence of the IR. These shifts may occur prior to, or
after, responding to the IR’s question.

Preanswer agenda shifts are routinely used to address presupposi-
tions of IR questions or previous points made by cointerviewees. In the
case of postanswer agenda shifts, which often involve movement toward
prepared IE statements, skill in the management of the transition from
an initial response to subsequent, unsolicited matters is crucial to the
achievement of the shift in a relatively seamless and unnoticeable
fashion. In the case of experienced interviewees (and/ or senior political
figures), skilled postanswer agenda shifting has become so common-
place that Sir Robin Day recently observed that the serious political
interview was now a thing of the past in the United Kingdom.
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INTERVIEWER NEUTRALITY AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE
“DEBATE AGENDA” INTERVIEW

A striking finding from studies of the news interview on both sides of
the Atlantic concerns the ways in which IRs consistently work to sustain
a posture of objectivity or neutrality with respect to the topics under
discussion. In the United Kingdom, such neutrality is strongly required
by the media licensing authorities, which, in an essentially duopolistic
media context, oblige the programmers to maintain impartiality and
balance in their coverage of controversial topics and to refrain from
editorial comment on current affairs or matters of public policy. In the
arguably more relaxed framework of FCC regulation in the United
States, however, IRs display an equal concern with the maintenance of a
neutral posture. Because, as we have seen above, much IR questioning
may challenge an IE’s public position, we adopt Heritage’s (1985)
terminology in distinguishing between cooperative questioning that
avoids challenging an IEs stated position and uncooperative questioning
that incorporates such challenges. We may now observe that, in the
context of uncooperative questioning sequences, IRs nonetheless avoid
taking overt positions on public affairs matters that might be held to
reflect their own views or those of their employing organizations.

In part, IRs achieve their neutrality by avoiding activities other than
questioning (Clayman, 1987, pp. 201-248; Greatbatch, 1985, 1988). By
this means, as Heritage (1985, p. 100) and Greatbatch (1988) have
observed, IRs avoid producing talk that overtly affiliates with or
disaffiliates from an IE’s expressed point of view; instead, such activities
are systematically packaged within questioning turns. Clayman (1987)
has explored a variety of methods by which views challenging an IE’s
position may be proactively or retroactively formulated as question
components, and how such opinions may be attributed to third parties.
By these means, IRs can maintain a neutral position and sustain the
accountability of their conduct as properly “objective” even during the
most hostile and uncooperative interrogation.

Given that a number of observers (e.g., Hall, 1973; Harris, 1986;
Jucker, 1986) have noted that uncooperative questioning tends to be
reserved for particular types of interviewees, it is possible to read these
IR moves as “strategic rituals” in Tuchman’s (1972) sense of the term
and to conclude that they enable IRs to challenge and discredit IEs at
will. Such a conclusion may be difficuit to maintain, however, for
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challenging or uncooperative questioning, if successfully surmounted
by an IE, may be ultimately more beneficial to the public perception of
an IE’ position.

DEBATE AGENDA INTERVIEWS

In spite of the above resources for displaying neutrality, charges of
bias may still be leveled at a challenging IR pursuing uncooperative
questioning. One solution to this problem is represented by the
development of what Clayman (1987) has termed “debate agenda”
interviews. In these interviews, involving two or more interviewees, IRs
and IEs are strongly oriented to the elicitation and exhibition of IE/IE
disagreement (Greatbatch, 1986¢).

The “debate agenda” interview emerged extensively in the United
Kingdom during the 1970s in the aftermath of a period in which IR
questioning, in an escalating search for controversy (Tracey, 1977), was
widely held to have strayed beyond the boundaries of the permissible. In
this context, the debate structure enabled lively questioning and the
kind of “dialectical” conflict structure that is widely sought after as
constituting “good television” (Epstein, 1973) while minimizing the
extent to which the IR was required to engage in provocative
questioning to achieve this end. In the United States, such programs as
Nightline and The MacNeil/ Lehrer News Hour incorporated this struc-
ture from their inception.

The success of this interview format arises in part from the fact that
debate and disagreement are licensed from the outset of the interview in
which the IEs are frequently portrayed as occupying opposed positions
(Clayman, 1987). Moreover, as Greatbatch (1986c) and Clayman (1987)
have shown, the format permits IEs a wide range of mediated
disagreement activities to be undertaken within the IE footing and may
also allow them to drift into direct or unmediated disagreement with
some security that the IR will ultimately step in to restore the situation.

SUMMARY

Although we have been able only briefly to gloss the range of recent
findings about the social organization of the news interview in this short
account, it should be apparent that the interview embodies a large and
complex network of patterned expectations about communicative
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conduct that cannot but influence the substance of the news that it
generates. Much remains to be learned about the structural organization
of the news interview, the historical changes it has undergone, and the
manner in which its structure varies across different social, political, and
cultural contexts. Moreover, little is presently known about the
frequency of particular types of IR and IE behavior nor about how the
characteristics of their verbal behavior are evaluated by the overhearing
audience and how these evaluations are influenced by televisual (as
opposed to radio only) access.

A related issue has to do with the selection of interview segments for
insertion into later broadcast and print news. Such excerpts are
extremely common, yet beyond the fact that they tend to be brief
(Cohen, 1987), little is presently known about their characteristics, and
how the structural details of interview conduct might influence the
likelihood of selection. Nonetheless, the structural studies reported here
may serve as a valuable starting point for research into these and related
matters that employs a wide range of research methodologies.

THE ANALYSIS OF
POLITICAL SPEECHES

Because public speeches are delivered to an audience that is
copresent, oratory has not ordinarily been considered a form of mass
communication (Menzel, 1971; Schramm, 1973, pp. 113-120). Notwith-
standing the lack of technological mediation between speaker and
audience, however, it would be unrealistic to lose sight of the essentially
“mass” character of communication in such contexts. As we shall see,
many of the fundamental properties of oratory cannot be adequately
understood without recognizing that such messages are directed to a
mass audience (Atkinson, 1982, 1984a, 1984b; Heritage & Greatbatch,
1986). Moreover, the formal properties of speaker-audience interaction
are consequential for what is eventually made of such occasions when
they are subsequently reported in the news.

MULTIPARTY SETTINGS, AUDIENCE RESPONSE, AND
THE PROBLEM OF SHARED ATTENTIVENESS

The fact that oratory is organized so that a small number of parties,
usually one, speaks to a large group of hearers generates a specific
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problem that Atkinson has identified in a series of publications (see
Atkinson, 1979, 1982, 1984b) as “the problem of achieving and
sustaining the shared attentiveness of co-present parties to a single
sequence of actions” (Atkinson, 1982, p. 97). This problem, he observes,
is not confined to political speeches, but is a generic feature of any
occasion of interaction involving a large number of potential partici-
pants. This problem can be approached by comparing such occasions
with the situation obtained in ordinary conversation.

As we have seen, the conversational turn-taking system operates
entirely through a set of locally managed operations. As a result,
participants can only determine the length, content, and “type” of any
turn during the course of its actual production. Sacks et al. (1974, pp.
727-728) propose that this local operation of conversation’s turn-taking
system creates an “intrinsic motivation for listening.” Specifically,
paying attention is necessary for participants to be aware of when they
have been selected as next speakers, and equally to know what would be
an appropriate or relevant response. Similarly, any participant secking
to acquire the floor by self-selection will have to monitor the current
turn in detail in order to begin speaking at an appropriate point, for
example, early enough to secure the right to speak by being a first
starter, but not so early as to interrupt the current speaker. Thus
speakers generically need to know when it will be appropriate to speak
and also what would be an appropriate contribution. Failures in the
character or timing of responses are, of course, sanctionable in the
normal run of things. All in all, therefore, the mechanisms of conversa-
tional turn-taking provide participants with a strong incentive for
continually monitoring talk as it unfolds turn by turn.

This incentive is greatly reduced, however, as additional speakers join
the conversation. As Atkinson (1982, p. 99) has noted, in larger
gatherings, there is less of an opportunity for any single participant to
attain a turn, whether by self-selection or by being selected by the
current speaker. Some participants will inevitably tend to remain silent
for longer periods, thus attenuating the motive for listening. This
attenuation, he notes, is still greater in the context of lectures, sermons,
and speeches in which audience members have no opportunities to
speak in their own right.

In the context of political speeches, however, there is one way in
which audience members may participate in interaction with the speaker
and this is through collective actions such as laughter, booing, and
applause. Recent research has investigated this aspect of speaker-
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audience interaction together with its impact on mass media presenta-
tions of political speeches (Atkinson, 1983, 1984a, 1984b, 1985, 1987;
Brodine, 1986a, 1986b; Bull, 1986; Grady & Potter, 1985; Heritage &
Greatbatch, 1986) and it to this phenomenon that we now turn.

APPLAUSE AS SOCIALLY ORGANIZED ACTIVITY

Most collective actions that audiences engage in involve some
commentary on the speech of the orator and these may be either
disaffiliative (e.g., booing) or affiliative (e.g., clapping and cheering)
(Atkinson, 1984b, p. 371). Atkinson (1984a) has identified a number of
reasons why applause for a political speech might be desirable. First,
applause is a “barometer of attention.” A speaker whose speech wins
regular responses of any kind is one who has managed to gain an
audience’s continued attention by creating the opportunity and the
incentive for active audience participation. Second, in addition to being
a barometer of attention, applause is also a “barometer of approval.” As
a display of affiliation, clapping is hearable as an indicator of an
individual’s support for the statement to which it is juxtaposed and
regular bursts of applause are an undoubted signal of the popularity of a
speaker and/or the views being put forward. Finally, since the time of
the Greeks when Lycurgus of Sparta used acclamation as an electoral
procedure (Duncan, 1984, pp. 1-2), applause has been used as a general
indicator of popularity. In modern times, applause is used in a similar
way by news commentators (Atkinson, 1984a, pp. 27-31) and there is
good evidence that the presence of applause is used in the selection of
“sound bites” for prime time television news. Audience applause is thus
an activity that can have important consequences for the speaker’s
perceived popularity, political visibility, and, ultimately, political
career.

Although audience approval for a political assertion may generally
be a necessary condition for applause, however, it is by no means a
sufficient one. This is because applause is a collective action and
underlying its production is the basic sociological principle, most
explicitly demonstrated by the Asch experiments, that people prefer to
express opinions that agree with those around them (Heritage &
Greatbatch, 1986, p. 111). Thus while individual audience members may
wish to show support for an assertion, they also wish to do so in a
context in which they are assured that other audience members will do
the same. In keeping with this principle, applause initiated by only a few
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individuals quickly dies out (Atkinson, 1984a, p. 33), while “bursts” of
applause resulting from the simultaneous initiation of numerous
individuals ordinarily last for approximately 8 seconds (Atkinson,
1984b, pp. 374-375).

If a “burst” of applause is to occur, the initiation of clapping by many
independent individuals must somehow be coordinated so that a
substantial number of them do so simultaneously. This coordination
problem is a severe one. Most bursts of applause occur within 0.3
seconds of sentence completion and the opportunity to applaud is lost
for all practical purposes after approximately 0.5 seconds (Heritage &
Greatbatch, 1986, p. 112). Given that sentences are completed, on
average, once every 8 seconds, each audience member must arrive at a
decision to applaud within a relatively short period of time and in a
context in which the positive value of each action may turn on the
independent decisions of perhaps thousands of others (Heritage &
Greatbatch, 1986, p. 112).

The frequent occurrence of applause in speeches attests to the fact
that such coordination is routinely achieved. Furthermore, the fact that
clapping begins so quickly upon sentence completion and, frequently,
Just prior to completion (Atkinson, 1984b, p. 377) suggests that
audience members can recognize and anticipate where an appropriate
applause point will arise in advance of its actual occurrence. Recent
research has demonstrated that the coordination of applause is depen-
dent on the design of particular “applaudable” assertions that must be
made to stand out in a conspicuous way against a set of more
backgrounded speech statements. This may be accomplished by the
broad structure of the argument of a speech passage, which can be
designed to build toward a final, focal utterance, and also by the
minutiae of verbal and nonverbal comportment (Heritage & Greatbatch,
1986, pp. 112-115). Most of the research conducted thus far, however,
has focused on alevel of organization falling between these parameters:
the verbal design of the applause-eliciting messages themselves.

FORMATS FOR INVITING APPLAUSE

Applaudable messages have been shown to be verbally constructed so
as to exhibit two fundamental properties. They are built so as to (a)
“emphasize and highlight their contents against a surrounding back-
ground of speech materials, and (b) to project a clear completion point

John C. Heritage et al. 97

for the message in question” (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, p. 116; see
Atkinson, 1984b). These requirements of emphasis and projectability
are satisfied by an identifiable set of rhetorical formats in which
applauded messages are disproportionately packaged. These formats
provide audience members with the resources with which to coordinate
a collective display of affiliation, and thus constitute, in effect,
“invitations” to applaud (Atkinson, 1984a, 1984b).

A total of seven fundamental rhetorical formats of this kind have now
been identified (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986) but, in the present
context, we will briefly describe three that are of particular importance
both in speech making and in the sound-bites that are used in news
transmissions.

(1) Contrasts. The contrast is the most fundamental and commonly
used rhetorical format. It usually comprises two juxtaposed sentences
that are opposed in words, or sense, or both, as in the following
examples (see the Appendix for transcribing conventions):?

(1) (Atkinson, 1984a, p. 75)

. . . in this election 1 don’t intend
(0.8)
to make the most promises
0.8)
1 intend that the next Labor government
(0.2)
shall t KEEP
) '
the | most promises
Audience: Hearhear
Audience: [x-xxXXXX (tape cut after 6.0 seconds)

(2) (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, p. 123)

Morris: Governments will argue: (0.8) that resources
are not available: (0.4) to help disabled

people.

Callaghan:

(1.3)
The fact is that too much is spent on the
munitions of war::,

(0.6)
and too little is spent |(0.2) on the
munitions of peace.

Audience: Applause (9.2 seconds)
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Contrasts provide the emphasis that is essential to ensure the prom-
inence of a political point because they effectively make the same point
twice, in both “positive” and “negative” form. Further, the relationship
between the parts of the contrast can furnish advance cues as to its likely
point of completion, thus providing for the projectability of the point at
which applause should begin. They achieve this by virtue of the fact that
the trajectory of the second part of a contrast can usually be analyzed by
reference to the first. In example 2, for example, the parts of the contrast
were so closely fit that the audience recognized the forthcoming
completion point of the assertion well in advance and began applauding
at that recognition point.

(2) Lists. As Jefferson (in press) has shown, lists of items such as
adjectives, nouns, or phrases are ordinarily produced in groups of three.
Speaker hearers have been shown to exhibit the clear expectation that
lists will be complete upon the completion of a third item (Atkinson,
1984b, pp. 385-386; Jefferson, in press). This predictability of the three-
part list means that a list-in-progress can project its own completion
point well in advance. Furthermore, the repetition of items in a list
generally serves to add emphasis to the point being made. Thus in the
following example, a list is employed by Margaret Thatcher to underline
an attack on the Liberal Party.

(3) (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, p. 126)

Thatcher: At a tizme of growing dan | ger (0.7) for all:
who cherish and believe in | freedom (0.8) this
party of the soft center is
no shiel:d

0.2)
no refu:ge

O
and no answer.

Audience: Applause (8.2 seconds)

Lists then, like contrasts, can furnish the necessary elements of emphasis
and projectability that enhance the applaudability of a political
statement, and they are routinely associated with applause.

(3) Combinations. Contrasts and lists may be combined with one
another (and with other formats not described here). Contrasts usually
form one component of such combinations and are most commonly
combined with lists (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, pp. 129-131). One
form in which contrasts and lists combine is shown as example 4:
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(4) (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, pp. 129-130)

Tebbit: And I have a duty (.) a duty that falls upon
all responsible politiclians
0]
to lead others to f:fi- to face reality.
0.9
Not a duty to feed the people a diet of
compromising pap
02
pie in the sky:
and false hopes.
Audience: Applause (10.7 seconds)

By building multiple formats into the design of a central point, the
speaker places additional emphasis on that point while simultaneously
retaining a projectable point of completion.

DISCUSSION

A number of studies have clearly confirmed Atkinson’s (1983, 1984a,
1984b) original proposals concerning the significance of these and other
rhetorical formats in the orchestration of audience responses to political
speeches (Brodine, 1986a; Grady & Potter, 1985; Heritage & Great-
batch, 1986). In the largest scale study of these phenomena to date,
Heritage and Greatbatch (1986) examined some 476 political speeches
containing over 20,000 sentences and nearly 1600 instances of full-scale
applause. They found that just over two-thirds of the instances of
applause occurred in response to seven basic rhetorical formats—a
proportion that remained broadly constant regardless of the experience
or seniority of the speaker (Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986, pp. 137-140).

In the same study, the efficacy of the rhetorically formatted messages
in generating applause was calculated relative to applaudable political
messages that were not so packaged. The results showed that the
rhetorical formats were between two and eight times as likely to elicit
applause than unformatted messages. Unformatted messages were also
significantly more likely to solicit unsustained clapping by one or a few
audience members. Experience in political speaking and party seniority
were associated with generally higher rates of applause in response to
each type of rhetorical format but only slightly influenced the overall
distribution of applause in response to various formats. Finally, the
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formats were implicated in broadly the same aggregate proportions of
applause, regardless of the type or popularity of the political assertion
being advocated. These findings strongly suggest that, while the
substantive content of the speaker’s remarks may be a necessary
condition for audience response, the generation of applause depends
fundamentally upon the structuring of content in a manner that will
allow coordinated response on the part of the audience. Thus the
rhetorical formats play a basic role in orchestrating audience responses
that remains fundamental across a speaker types and speech contents.

THE USE OF SPEECH EXCERPTS IN
PRIME TIME TELEVISION NEWS

While the foregoing strongly suggests that a speaker who wishes to
succeed in gaining the attention and support of a “live” mass audience
will inevitably tend to do so—whether wittingly or unwittingly—
through the use of rhetorical formats, political, and, more generally,
public relations, success has become largely dependent on mass media
coverage. And itis clear that, even in the immediate context of political
elections, political speeches make up a relatively small proportion of the
news “mix” (Atkinson, 1987).

In his discussion of the television coverage of politics, Atkinson
(1984a, 1987) comments that while “performing techniques which work
effectively in theaters, parliaments and political meetings are used with a
large audience in mind, and have the capacity to hold the attention even
of those sitting in the back row,” they were not designed for the small-
scale family context of the television audience and are likely to come
over in this context as “overdone,” “overacted,” “over-prepared,” “over-
rehearsed,” and generally “lacking in spontaneity” (Atkinson, 1987, pp.
40-41). Political speeches, in short, embody many of the qualities with
which television, with its growing emphasis on informality, has grown
uncomfortable, and, as a result, few speeches are now carried on
television in their entirety.

Public speaking nonetheless still exerts an impact on the mass
television audience through the medium of the “sound bite”—a short,
roughly 20-second segment of film or videotape injected into a news
report. Current research (Heritage & Greatbatch, in press) on prime
time news reports of party conference proceedings in the United
Kingdom suggests that the vast majority of prime time sound-bites
depict not only a speaker’s assertion but also audience response and

[
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there is substantial, though impressionistic, evidence to suggest that this
is a general news practice not only in the United Kingdom but also in the
United States and elsewhere. There are a number of reasons why this
should be so.

First, the presentation of audience response conveys to the viewer
how the point (or the speech) was received in a way that is both succinct
and dramatic in both aural and visual terms. Moreover, it may function
as an intrinsic justification of the selection of the particular extract
shown. Additionally, as Atkinson (1987) has noted, applauded contrasts
and lists are themselves short and succinct summaries of speaker
arguments and they enable news producers to select a representative few
seconds of talk from speeches that are often longer than the entire time
available for the news program (Atkinson, 1987, p. 46). Again, contrasts
and lists are “quotable” in a way that differently formulated points often
are not (Atkinson, 1984a) and, because they often occur at the
culmination of a speech passage, they can form the focus for a summary
of the speech itself. Finally, the fact that applause occurs at natural
completion points within a speech can facilitate tape editing and make
tape breaks appear more natural than would otherwise be the case
(Atkinson, 1987).

Taken together, these points suggest that mastery of the rhetorical
devices outlined earlier in this section is not only essential to successful
communication inside the hall where a speech is being made but is also
strongly implicated in subsequent prime time mass media exposure.
Work by Heritage and Greatbatch (in press) on party conference
coverage suggests that only rhetorically formatted political assertions
received saturation coverage on all prime time TV news programs, and
work by Atkinson (1987) and Grady and Potter (1985) has suggested
that, during the 1983 U.K. General Election, the relative lack of
applause to poorly structured speeches by Labor Party Leader Michael
Foot resulted in extensive paraphrasing of his remarks, while Prime
Minister Thatcher’s more punchy contrasts and lists were usually
excerpted or directly quoted. As Atkinson puts it:

Margaret Thatcher was regularly seen speaking confidently “without a
script”, and saying things which her audiences approved of strongly
enough to respond with applause. Such excerpts were then frequently
followed by ones showing Michael Foot having difficulty reading a
prepared text, and saying things which were almost invariably met with
total silence. Even viewers who paid no attention whatsoever to what
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either of them was actually saying would thus be likely to be more
impressed by Margaret Thatcher than by Michael Foot. And as for those
who did listen, they were supplied with many more potentially noticeable,
memorable and quotable quotes by Margaret Thatcher than by Michael
Foot. (Atkinson, 1987, p. 53)

Taken as a whole, the studies reported in this section provide
impressive general support for the view that audience and media
responses to political speeches are strongly influenced by the verbal
structuring of their component messages. Detailed micro-analysis of
these structures has proved highly fruitful in establishing the underlying
factors that condition these responses and a number of these factors
have important continuities with significant facets of the organization of
interpersonal communication in ordinary social interaction (Atkinson,
1984a; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986).

Much, however, remains to be discovered. We need to determine the
ways in which larger argument structures, verbal structuring, and
nonverbal aspects of political speech making interlock in shaping the
character of audience response. It remains an open question, moreover,
whether the structures found in political speech making are similarly
operative in other forms of public speaking—for example, religious
oratory—and how they might be modified to elicit other forms of
collective response (e.g., laughter). Additionally, little is known about
how these structures are modified in the context of televised transmis-
sions. More needs to be learned about the selection of speech extracts as
“sound-bites,” the ways in which the availability of particular sound-
bites may influence the construction of a news agenda for the nightly
news, the kinds of influence that different extracts may have on viewers
in different social contexts—especially those of heightened political
salience such as an election period. Notwithstanding the unanswered
questions, however, we believe that a fertile field of inquiry has been
established.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this chapter, we have proposed that it is unrealistic to treat aspects
of mass communication in isolation from the micro-structure of
communicative competence, which arises in, and has its “home” or base
environment in, interpersonal communication, and which forms the
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medium through which much broadcast news output is generated.
Moreover, it should be apparent from the research reviewed here that a
focus on the formal properties of interpersonal communication—the
pervasive and recurrent interactional practices that undergird and
package diverse message contents—generates detailed insights that have
general implications for the workings of mass communication.

With respect to the interactional domains we have treated here—the
social organization of news interview interaction and the analysis of
speaker-audience communication—we believe that significant scope for
valuable cross-fertilization between the two fields of inquiry exists. In
the evolving context of contemporary mass communication practice, we
believe that collaboration between the two fields of inquiry will be a vital
source of growing insight into the nature and dynamics of mass
communication.

A final point is worth emphasizing. As mass communication
technologies and institutions develop, they pose novel issues for the
organization of message production. The simple contrast between
reading written materials before a camera and interviewing newsworthy
individuals imposes different requirements on the activity of speaking,
and with that, different opportunities and constraints, for example, how
to appear “neutral” and yet “challenging” when questioning an inter-
viewee. A careful examination of the interactional organization of talk
as a general resource for responding to different technologies and
communicative aims should yield significant increments in our under-
standing of the dynamics of mass communication as well as of the
flexibility of various mechanisms of talk in adapting to issues posed by
the developing communicative, institutional, and social requirements of
modern mass media.

APPENDIX:
TRANSCRIPT NOTATION

The transcript notation has been developed by Gail Jefferson. The transcript
conventions most relevant to the present analysis are as follows:*

INTERVALS BETWEEN UTTERANCES

When intervals in the stream of talk occur, they are timed in tenths of a second and
inserted within parentheses, either within an utterance:
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(0.0)
Lil: When I was (0.6) oh nine or ten
or between utterances:
Hal: Step right up
(L.3)
Hal: I said step right up
(0.8)
Joe: Are you talking to me

A very short (probably one-tenth of a second or less) untimed pause within an utterance or
between utterances is indicated by a period inserted within parentheses:

@) Dee: Umm (.) my mother will be right in

CHARACTERISTICS OF SPEECH DELIVERY

In these transcripts, punctuation is used to mark not conventional grammatical units
but rather attempts to capture characteristics of speech delivery. For example, a colon
indicates an extension of the sound or syllable it follows:

co:lon Ron: What ha:ppened to you

and more colons prolong the stretch:

co::lons Mae: I ju::ss can’t come
Tim: I'm so::: sorry re:::ally I am

The other punctuation marks are used as follows:

A period indicates a stopping fall in tone, not necessarily the end of a
sentence.

, A commaindicates a continuing intonation, not necessarily between clauses
of sentences.

? A question mark indicates a rising inflection, not necessarily a question.

! An exclamation point indicates an animated tone, not necessarily an
exclamation.

- A single dash indicates a halting, abrupt cutoff, or, when multiple dashes
hyphenate the syllables of words, the stream of talk so marked has a
stammering quality.

A marked rising shift in intonation is indicated by an “up arrow”( 1 )immediately prior to
the rise:

Sue: I'm having a t mar:vlous time!
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A marked shift in intonation is indicated by a “down arrow” ( }).

Emphasis is indicated by underlining:

emphasis Ann: It happens to be mine
Joe: 1 don’t think that iz necessa:rily true

Capital letters are used to indicate an utterance, or part thereof, that is spoken much
louder than the surrounding talk:

LOUD  Announcer: an the winner iz:s (1.4) Rachel roberts for YANKS

NOTES

1. Forintroductory accounts of conversation analysis, see Atkinson and Drew (1979,
pp- 34-81); Heritage (1984a, pp. 233-292, 1985b); Levinson (1983, pp. 284-370); West and
Zimmerman (1982, pp. 506-541); and Zimmerman (1988).

2. There are alternative approaches to the Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974)
model of turn-taking. Duncan (1972, 1973, 1974) and Duncan and Fiske (1977) identify
discrete cues associated with taking and relinquishing turns. Earlier work by Jaffe and
Feldstein (1970) using Markov chains treats turn transition as a stochastic process. The
latter approaches are compared to the “sequential production model” of Sacks, Schegloff,
and Jefferson (1974) in Wilson, Wiemann, and Zimmerman (1984) who provide a
discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of each. For a quantitative test of the Sacks et
al. model, see Wilson and Zimmerman (1986, pp. 375-390).

3. The transcribing conventions employed in the two fragments are intended to
preserve some sense of how the utterances were produced, for example, how they were
stressed, variations in volume and intonation. It might be thought that because such
features are not crucial for present purposes, the transcript should be normalized to
standard orthography. We have retained certain of the conventions simply to illustrate the
conversation analytic concern with preserving the detail of social interaction down to
nuances of utterance production. There are a number of cogent reasons for this practice,
which we cannot consider here. See, for example, Jefferson (1985) and Zimmerman
(1988).

4. The following section was adapted from Structures of Social Action: Studies in
Conversation Analysis (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984, pp. ix-xvi).
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