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“Laughtor does not seem oo he
a sin, bul it leads o osin
51 Jahm Chrysoslom

In the course of conversation someone may say something which brea-
ches conventional standards of courtesv, propriely, taste, lacl, cthics,
commaonality, cteetera, elcetera; the breach in conventional standards
constituting a potential olfense lo other parties to the interaction,
While there are various ways to breach conventional standards, the locus
here will be on such obvious breaches as rudeness and coarseness/obr-
scenity, We usc the weak catch-all term ‘impropriety’ for the various
instances of potential offenses we will be considering,

The introduction of ‘improper’ talk may have an interactional basis. Tt
is a convenlion about interaction that frankness, rudeness, coarseness,
profanity, obscenity, elcetera, are indices of relaxed, unguarded, spon-
taneous; e, intimate interaction. That convention may be wiilized by
participants. That is, the introduction ol such talk can constitute a
display by a speaker that he takes it that the corrent inleraction is one
in which he may produce such tallk; ie., that the interactioni is infor-
mal, intimate,

Further, the introduction of such talk may be, not only a display of a
perception by one party of the status of the interaction, but a conse-
guential, programmatic action. By introducing such talk, a speaker may
be initiating a move into intimate interaction From a stale he takes to
be non-intimate so far. The speaker may be offering an invitation to his
coparticipant(s) to produce talk together whereby they can see them-
selves as intimate; together they will be constructing intimacy.

If that is so, then a recipient’s treatment of such talk may be produced
by reference to its invitational properties, A recipient, then, may not
merely be deciding whether the object itself is acceplable, attractive,
repugnant (in general, or for this recipient in particular), but may be
seeing an invitation which is to be accepted, rejected, or otherwise
managed.



Such a characterization ol ‘improper’ talk provides a framework which
leads Lo examination of the talk following an impropriety; to an inve-
stimtion of a recipient’s treatment of an ‘invitation to intimacy’.

A collection can he made of actual responses to 'improper’ talk, and
instances of such responses can be arranged on a hypothetical conti-
nuum ranging from various degrees of rejection of the invitation (disal-
filiation, declination to respond, and disattention to the improper com-
ponent) to various degrees of acceptance of the invitation (appreciation,
alfiliation, and escalation of the impropriety).

In the lollowing fragment, lwo young people are closing a telephone
call, Here, the recipient ol an impropriety (line 7) disaffiliates (line
L) =

(1 [ Cole:RC 13- PR

| Kby Okay, peace brother.

2 T Liwve, beads, bedspread dresses, groovy, far oul,
1 Kathy: Happening,

4+ Roo: Fasy Rider,r Peter Fonda,

§ Kathy: Pa:

i Kathy: (i, (0.2 make spre, everlything is, {04) orpanic and
7 —r  GTPASIEHL.

& Y

B Ron: il:hih hibith

I {1h4)
11 Ron: — bl (RIDY (hjon saicd it £ odidn't,

In the following fragment, two young people waiting for the other
members of a group therapy session to arrive, have starier naming ugly
color combinations. The last offering has been spuce and magentas,
Now one of them recalls a particularly ugly item of clothing worn by a
Fricnd,

2y [GTs: 1116 R]

| Ken: 5 She's sol a fecket thal's diarrhoea brihhohhinehnh,

2 = LA :

3 Ken: Whhkdinkb fhoshoo phgoke Sfhihii! Readhible, b
4 's ferrible. "hhh Jwsl oo think aboul il [0 gets vou
4 sifhck,

& =y (1.0

7 Louise: — Yan know il%soabmost bacnly-il's um,

8 ()

9 Ken: We may |n:1[|1 AVE W SORSHON ] s morning.

10 Louise: (seventeen) alter?

In the above fragment, a recipient of an impropriety declines to re-
spond (line 2). Response is pursued by the offerer of the offense and
again declined (lines 3-6), The situation is resolved with a shift in topic

2



initiated by the recipient (line 7), accepted by the offerer (line 9).

In the following [ragment, a middle-aged woman is describing a course
of treatment she is undergoing for an acule case of psoriasis, The
report includes an impropriety (line 5). In this case, the recipient disai-
tends the impropriety while responding to an innocuous aspect of the
carrier-utterance, proving innocent ‘understanding checks’ (lines 9 und
113, In this case it is the offénse-offerer who abandons the entire car
rier-topic (line 14).

(3) [NB:X:6]

I Fmma;

2

3

4

5

4]

7 (Bmma):

i

4 Lottic: -
[0 Emmma:

[1 Lottie: -
12 Bmma;

I3
14 Emima:

Yeah it's just scaling off, and vh it's just, every time I take a
bath and, soak why they just come off, You know and then
that tar, 1 don't know what the- ‘hhh I have (o have two lablesp
5- My tud 15 really beautiful al home you ought to see it Looks

like a migper’'s,
(.

khh
i

O iit’s Mack ho [h,

Yeahhhhhh
And you just seak in fhat rhuahb,
Yeah,

{(h.5)

“teh How have vou been,

In the bollowing three fragments, a recipienl appreciaies
priety; in Fragment (4) with a lexical token (line 3), and in Fragments
{5.a) and (5.b) with laughter (lines 5 and 4 respectively).

) [JTG:I:3]

| Gus; —
2
3 Hap: —

{5.a) [FD:F:5]

1 Base:

=

3 City:

4 Base: -y
2 Cily: -+

(.b) [GiDP:40]

1 Jan: =
2

3 Jan:

4 Beth: =3

an impro-

We came homs and (04) screwed around ({clears throat))

Literally, uhh 'hhhr hishithibh
Wall 11 be damed.

they were telking about @imputating at first,
(0.2}

Yah,

S0 1 smaid fuck you shit T left chh heh

huh-heh-heh-heh-heh

So I said look Kellv, vou're jusl o big ass kisser,
(0.43)
And - vou're gelling your way, ]
AAML frahah frefiruh hu h

While such utterances as «Well I'll be darneds, and laughter, can ap-
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preciate a coparticipantl's attilude, aclivity, terminology, eteelera, they
are opague as to the recipient’s own position; ie, equivocal as Lo
alfiliation/disaffiliation, A glimpse ol the oriented-to equivocality ol
fappreciation” may be gotten in the following Fragment, in which a
problematic assertion (lines 10-11} is followed by laughter {line 12}

(5.0 [TCEL:14]

1 Bl: He always comes out smelling wall though, That's what
2 wrels e,

3 Grifl; Well? - (maybe it's) the way he treats them.

4 131 Fi-

5 BI: Yeh, I, & puess, I, Pae not =4 b

& G [I:lL".‘i] like ] the uh o)

T Grift: twe inspoctors Row are o) preat palfs of his

8 (0.3

Q: I3T: Oh?

W) Grife: [ o Well one of them looks at his pornographic movies. f've
11 -x  Never seen a petnographic movie () in omy fife.=

1} BI: —  =uhh hikh uhh

13 Griff: Have vou?

14 BI: No | haven't.

15 Grift: Wall,

& BJ: U'm ready any fime but 've never been seen one,

in the above fragment the ‘appreciative’ laughter (line 12) is followed
by an explicit request for a statement of the laughter's experience of
pornographic movies (line 13), And under such urging, the recipient
now ‘admits’ that he is in the same situation as the speaker (line 14).
Whatl occurs as an C‘admission’ at line 14 might have occurred as a
‘voluntary alfiliation” at line 12 with, for example, «Me neither!s

In the following two [ragments a recipient ‘voluntarily' affiliates by
replicating the impropriety in her own next utterance, and thus accepts
the invitation offered thereby (lines 56 and 1-4, respectively).

(6) [NB:I1:5:R:3]

1 Ermma: I went o the dentist and ruh G]UI;] he wanted 1o pell a=
2 Lotiie: Yoeah?

3 Emma; =ioolh and maeke me a oew gold uh hhh (02) bridpe Tor
4 L BFGHT HUNDRED DOLLARS,

3 Lottie: — (N s;hh!u'[ L.

6 Emma; — Shil, {0.2) s rvight,
(7 [Labew: TA: 11-12]

1 Dont » cand hallway heme all of a sudden 1 just threw up. Deel .

2 (1.0

3 Don: And 1 pulled the car orver and I was eovered with 5 sweat,
4 Amy: - ‘Khh! Wellihyouldn't thnmr] up el
| in thal new car!



Finally, in the following fragment, a coparticipant escalates the impro-
priety. That is, not only does he accept the invitalion to intimacy, but
he himscll adopts the position of an offense-olferer, his contribution
now constituting a next invitation.

The fragment fis excerpted from a Sensivily Training session [or prison
guards, recorded by Ward and Kassebaum in 1963, in which the mem-
bers are being encouraged by the group leader to name things as dis-
gusting o them as homosexual inmates. At first there is a gradual
progression from «Oh T can't think of a particular thing right nows, to
wthings ... that don't uh, follow in the social acceptance of society, 1
guesse, o esomeone who would take off their shoes and put them up
on the tables, Therealter some rather more vivid analogies are offered.

(8 [Ward-Kassebanm: PGz T1: 25]

1 Domnely [ can give vou a good example. T was getting ready to go
2 back to the ship one night, and thizs one fellow who

3 worked For ome, he was g liltle bil dronker than usual and
&) he keph zoing on a crying tear, and lying on the fence

3 there, and when we had to go back to the ship, «Anit you
i — potng help me back?: and then he would heave, and roll
T [ — around it ol

& {pause)

O Dommely: That ain't exactly disgusting. Sickening maybe-

10 Arlett: I'll po for had,

1T Donnedy: Yoo have all the puke and vomil from him, amd he rvolling
12 around in it, and keep on crying and needs help back to
13 the ship and atl that-

14 Falker: I would feel about the same way about that man that [
15 would about g gueen, Thanks Mister Donnely. Disgusting,
16 Arlell: — I feel the same way about something like that, or how
17 [ —» about a handlbel of shit.

I# Baines: —  Or how about some suv drinking his pizs or something like
15 that after a twenty mile hilke or somathing Iilie that.
23 Hale: We pot a couple of gueens over there in my bailding that
21 disgust me In that same way, Now the rest of them, no
21 Lrouble whalsomeer.

The lirst strong example of something disgpusting is arrived at wia a
story (line 1-7) and the transcripl indicales a silence thereafter (line 8).
That is, no recipient offers a response then and there. Perhaps by
reference to this ebservable disinclination to respond, the olferer starts
to disaffiliate, from his own proposal (line 9), bul is intersected by a
recipient’s assertion (but not demonstration) of affiliation (line 10). In
this 20-vear-old transcript a dash at the end of an utierance indicates it
has been overlapped by a next utterance.



Thereafter, and perhaps by reference Lo the assertion ol affiliation, the
olferer reasserts the impropriety (lines 11-12). And another recipient
asserts (but again does not demonstrate} affiliation (line 14}

Thus, over some 15 lines of transcript, a single impropriety is introdu-
ced and accepted. Thereafter we find two escalations in rapid succes-
sion. The first, introduced by the initial alfiliator, Arlett (of line 10}
who precedes it with another assertion of affiliation (lines 16-17), the
second, unprefaced, by a member as yel unheard from (line 18). The
potential for further escalation is closed off as vet another member of
the group asserts affliliation (lines 20-21) while shifting focus from a
continued search for apt comparisons, lo the Lroublesomeness or not ol
homosexual inmates ™.

While actual instance of vanious response-types were arranged on a
livpothetical, perhaps arbitrarily-ordered continuum, Fragment (&) indi-
cates Lhat at least a portion of that continuum may reflect an actual
tvpe of progression: Alfiliation lollowed by Escalation.

Tt turns out that another segment of the proposed continuum does
occur in sequence: Disattention followed by Appreciation Followed by
Affiliation. Three [ragments will be shown and briefly considered, with
this possible sequence within them sketchad out,

The [lirst of the three fragments is taken from a telephone call between
a man and woman who occasionally sseer each other. He has been
phoning and she has not been returning his calls.

@y [IG: T 15201

1 Gene: Are vou aveiding me like the plague,=

? Maggic: —No of- well you know you know beller than ¢ that

7 Gene: = I'm t‘th]

3 [ - syplilelic,=

3 Maggie: —  ='hhhh Mo 1 koow you're oo [t_

i Gene: heh, hehehheh-heb-heh=

T Gone: = heh- rheh v

8 Maggic: — hh heh] heh hubh'hhbhhh T keep running tests on you |
O ko you're not.=

10 Gene: =ehh he-heh-heb-heh-heh-heh hn=

11 Magzgic: — {11 No Gene T've just been in and been out snd sometimes
12 vou know Lhe paths cross, but uh the fme iz bad,

12 (0.7

145 Gense: ¥eh, What's happening.

The second fragment is taken from a telephone call between two men
who have completed a bit of business-talk. One has observed that the
ather sounds sleepy, the other replying that he'd just got up.



(10} [NB:III:2:R:5]

Ted; we come in from beach and then we come in oand take a

I

2 ngap you know, Tt'.q[rrmlly we reakly gv]lw

z Hm [ - Yeh ¥oDou

4 Tim: - serewing arou rrd there hah?

5 Ted: - ‘hhh ¥ £ a h and then we t-t-

] (0.8}

T Ted: have a b .:::rt:[ r«.‘i‘]

g Jim: [ — Oneol thoae kids come - s inand deh T Paddy Mommy {0
9 - tDeddy he [h heh heh huh] [rhhighe ) .
10 Ted: -3 chYehdhehdheh heh-HHEAH ehp heh kil i
11 Tim: heh -:_'11]
12 £y

17 Jim: heh Fhelig hh
14 Ted: -5 [c o dGet Tour of there=
15 Jim: =heh hefir heh heh heliqheh  huah 5 hhithhihb ji__
16 Ted: hih huh hih ]m:J]-ru'.-I'|-uh uh-uh-th
17 Ted: ='hh 1111]1]

16 Jém; Auah w[L:H {have a good time.)

19 Ted: MO0 Moo hamn kdvy panlyh
0 ()
21 Jim: Mo hanky 1'.1.:111[ foy Im_h]
22 Ted: Me han kv panfey
23 (0.3
24 Jim: Well have a good time.

These first two fragments contain the sorts of materials so far considered
as types of impropriety (e, crude or obscene language or relerence).
The third is a matter of ‘rudenecss’. Although it is done ‘tactfully’,
an invitation is rejected, specifically on grounds of preferring one's own
company. And that is a potential oflense.

(11 INB IV R 23]

1 Ermas Well GLADFS? now I'd love to have vou Jodn us, 0 von,
2 feel as Lthough vou'd like to come over,

3 Gladys: Well thank vou dear T don't think so, 1, had my e
4 hith hen, a - nd

% Emma: Mm hfn]

& Gladys: ~» hh ['m looking forward to juest ub "hh having uh () 'h
7 =+ a little (L7} time to myself=

& Emma: — —Mr[ight :l

& Gladys: I'ver lood ked Jorward t{hihhe ihhht (hiso

1L | (ho-Th ]

11 Emnma: Ooooodoaooo uh

17 Gladwys: You know d like Garbo,

13 Ciladdys: I hih

14 Emma: b u-]hhh [h hheh

1% Gladys: ehhhhh 20 el = heh

16 Emma: I I WANT 1o he al .f){ ne.
17 Gladys: el uh]



18 Emma: :'hh[hh
17 Gladys: And Bill- and Bud got do-wn,
20 Envmas Tiklih YES AE was HERE. ..

It can be noted that in the Prison Guards materials of Fragment (8} a
single speaker, Arvlett, might be characterized as preparving the way lor
escalation with affiliation (lines 16-17). Specifically, he is demonsirating
that his impropriety is oceasioned by a prior, and is occurring as an
acceptance of a prior's invitation to intimacy. In Fragments (9, (10),
and (11}, a similar characterizalion might be applied to cross-party talk.
That is, in these cases the participants can be collaboratively preparing
the way for affiliation, providing a display of its local occasionedness
and interactional reciprocity.

The arrival at affiliation in these fragments runs off in three discrete
slages, as lollows:

1. Impropriety followed by disaitension. In each [ragment, although an
acknowledgement is done, there is no explicit uptake of the impropriety
(cf, Fragment 3).

() [Detail]

34 G I'm net svphlelic, =

5 M ="hhhh Mo [ know you're nol,

(1 [Detail]

R ynLtI'_‘ﬂnmu-"mg arcii e there huh?

e “hhh Yoooe a h and then we -
] (0.8}

7 T: have a beer

(11} [Detwil]

(i I'm loaking Terward to jast uh hh having uh £ b
7 a little (0.7 time Lo mysell =

& E: =Allright

2. Disattention followed by Laugh-Appreciation. In each case the reci-
pient’s laughter is itself arrived at over a series of moves: (a) The
offense-offerer issues an invitation to laugh, and (b) the recipient ac-
cepls,

In Fragment (9) the invitation to laugh is itself laughter. This pheno-
menon has been considered elsewhere. Most roughly, someone can be
characterized as laughing, not directly by reference to a prior possibly
Taughable’ utterance, but by refercnce to that, plus a coparticipant’s
laughter ™.



(M [Detaill

5 M: Mo T know you’re no[l.

&G heh, he-heh-heh-heh-heh=
T G . heh. huh]

B M: - h h L heh dheh hoh

In Fragment {100 the invitation to laugh is a comedic, falsetto-voiced
enactment (the falsettovoicing indicated by the upward arrows) plus
laughter,

(10} [Detal ]

. Crie of those Eds {) comes in and deh TDaddy Mommy ()
o tDaddy heph heh Refiqhah (rhhight?)
1T ch ¥ hdheh heh heh-HE A H ch heh

In Fragment (11} the invitation to laugh involves a recasting of the
offense-carrving utterance, «I'm looking forward to just having a little
time to myselfs, now with laugh-particles inserted, «T've looked forward
tihihhe ihht (h)so h)o- hhe. Recipients of such utterances can and do
respond with laughter very quickly ™. For example:

(11 a) [Sch:Il: 84 R]

I Bill: 'D'uc'l vor watch by any chance Miss International Showease
2 [‘,t g fahl?

3 Elen: Nao 41 L‘Jidn'1[r was reading qmy (]l-]

4 B3l You mssed a dreally

a3 Bill: —  =prast predhls [r{h}n-m 0

& Ellen: - O T WUH-HUH-HL A $TE heh heht

In Fragment (11), however, there is no immediate uptake of the laughter,
and the response when it does occur, is free of laughter; a prolonged
«Ohs (line 11), Thereupon, another form of Cinvitation te laugh' is
introduced; a comedic comparison (line 12), which receives laughter
(line 14}.

{(11) [Betaill

9 G: I've lockaed Jorward 1{hthhe ihhht (hiso
L0 {11k

Il E: Doona2aaan ah

12 G: [Vﬂu [-'.-'mu.] like Crarbo,

13 G hllh]

14 B: Iihh I:h hhieh ]

15 G ghhhbthd b figh heh

3. Laughter followed by Affiliation. In each case, a recipient who inw-
tially acknowledged but did not explicitly take up an impropriety, now
becomes an ‘accomplice’ to it (¢f. Fragments & and 7).

In Fragment (9 the recipient now proposes she has been doing inde-
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pendent, long-term tracking of the offense-offerer’s possibly syphletic
condition.

(o [Detail]

34 (G I'm oot syphletic
{{langhiery)
a4 I [ keep running lests on yol T knoar woir're ol

In Fragment (10) the recipient offers a mext activity in the falsetto-
voiced enactment: Daddy's and Mommy's reaction to the child’s
intrusion.

{10 [Detail]

&I One of those kids () comes in and deh 1 Daddy Momomy ()
a t Dackely

{ (laushter))
14 T: Get touwd of thore

And in Fragment (11) the recipient affiliates to the comedic comparison
with Garbo by producing the Garbo ‘signature’.

{11 [Detaill

12 G You fnow like Garbo,
({laughler))
16 B T WANT to be 2liOmne

Now this configuration of [Utterance — Laughter —» Utterance] can
he found recurrently in materials in which participants are not for at
least not so obwviously) working to manage 2 possible interactional
breach, Rather, they may be characterized as constrocting an occasion
of Jaughing together’, sustaining it with lexical references to the talk
out of which the laughter wags initially eenerated.

So, for example, in the following Fragment a mid-joke occasion of laugh-
ing together is sustained by repetitions of a laugh-cue, «0ops», by
two of the participants (lines 5 and 14),

(12y [G:AD: SR

1 Cal: ah ka-haha-hahahasaha 5 hhbh hu:l lze] th=

2 Lanny: allah!allahlahlah ahlah! ]ah':al al

3 Bart: [ah]lrh]

4 Cal: —--}:e[hh he-ehh

§ Barl: —» Ooooonps,

& Cal; —-{:s-hc-[ he- ':;-'hifm.g[ hi'l!]

T Bartl: nhebtu-hieh

B Lenny: [eh]]uh!tﬂl!ah‘.ah! ]

9 Cal; [e I ah veer'ecece®

10 Borl: ["clilhhh hih®
[l Lenty: [“uhhhhhﬂ:

10



[2 Cal: =5a.

I3 ()

14 Lenny: -+ Ooproopihis=

15 Cal: They-

16 Bart: =neehh- Fheh heh

16 Cal: huh fa- = hag hag h:m‘[hel a[h ah! ah! ]
17 Lenny: glal - 2al el dl

15 Bart: hhliuh—ltch]

The ‘sustaining’ character of lexical reference is particularly evident in
this case, at lines 9f, the laughter having diminished to some soft
noises (the softness indicated by the degree signs []), the joketeller
announcing a return to the joketelling with «So» (line 12), a next
«Oopss selting of still another round of laughter (lines 144F),

In the following fragment, two women are tryving to work out the
placement of tables at a forthcoming card game to be held al a church,
Here the laughing-together is sustaimed by an enactment of one partici-
pant’s comedic proposal by the other.

{13) [5BL:2:2:3:R:57)

1. Claire: Well we don't went them too olese pihowgh, 5 hhbhhibblkh -

2 Kate: [ M o ]w(: dan’,

3 Claire: —  ~hifiq fhiih

4 Kate: lefid hih hilhe fadh Recde 20 o0 e hioh

JClaire: [ i I'd rather ] play ouflyt in the

£ =i .I'-Ifl.[- chen.qy *lthhhh

T Kale: It ¢ hdahh ¢hh afth tah ah ah aft -hhhe ©hh

B Claire: |: 'Pah.’r['.fthhr’r
9 Kate: Hey:t
Y Kale: [ =% et Pardon me could we put our table out in the

B —» ki - tchen

12 Claire: [ 'h[ fehleh A ki

And in the following fragment, several boys in a group therapy session
are concerned at the loss of the group's only girl. In this case the
laughing-together is sustained by alternating contributions of two of the
boys, each building on the other's.

(14) [GTS:I1:2:90:R]

1 Roger: — Hey P bring Inoa givl hhheh -ehdt heli- -hnh=

2 Ken: =YahLet's all [I!'.Lr'ing inoa pir ]

3 Roger: We wen't gl muchd acr com lﬂish[.-r.l[ I:JZ!|]
4 Al HEY

5 Ken: [ I!-cg.-]
i Ken: = Let's all hring in a[r_{ il next week. ]

T Al - Tall herit's a date.

4 5]
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& (Tim): hihih-hhi |: h

10 (Kend: ul([ hrhh

11 Roger: heh-HA HA .frh:ah}.-[ ' Imhh] -
12 {Al): mhh

13 Roger: - =It's cheath)pe{hler -hhenh=

14 (Tim): =hhh -hebh=

15 Al - =We're going [hlch,

L6 0

17 Rower: hhahihe-r Ly ha-al

18 Koan: chh hiihp -hn

19 (Jim}: hnh:hieh-hnh =

20 Roger: —» = hhhk We're GOING GROUP, fiheh hihi-c hheh-ih

Following an impropriety, the occasion of laughing together can serve
as an environment in which a recipient, to contribute to its extended
occurrence, might properly produce a lexical reference 1o the source of
the laughter; ie., to the impropriety . And as can be seen in Frag-
ments (12)-(14), any next contribution may replicate or be tightly rela-
ted to its prior; may work off it in a range of ways, and may thus
demonstrate understanding of and accord with the impropriety itsell
{in contrast to the dense or at best equivocal response which occur in
the Disattention and Appreciation components of the sequence). By
producing a lexical reference 1o the propriety, the recipient thus
becomes accomplice to it; implicated in the sort of mentality that
JEER H.! [AEaAL .“:l.H:h 1.2!] k f

However, the occasion of faughing logether may be seen to provide a
restricted field within which affiliation is occurring, That is, a field
within which a given utterance has as its immediate, sequentially local
work, the sustenance of a laughingtogether. The fact that affiliation is
being offered — for the Nth, or as in the three fragments under consi-
devation, for the lirst time — constitutes a non-focal, incidental occur-
rence embedded in the course of a sustained laughing together ',

Thus, in Fragments (9-(11) the laugther which follows an impropriely
may be characterized as a systematic component of a sequence designesd
to armive at affiliation: A pre-affiliator. Produced by the offense-offerer,
it simultancously urges for and provides a restricted field for that
activitv. Produced by the offense-recipient, it cxhibits the local and
deeply reciprocal character of its occasioning, In sum, laughter can be a
component ol a methodically produced sequence ol activities,

Now, the three fragments have another feature in common. In each
case it can be noticed that soon after affiliation is achieved, the laugh-
ing-together, with its combination of laughter and lexicals, is termi-
nated.

12



In Fragsment (%) the offense-offerer follows his pecipient’s aflfiliation
with laughter. Rather than take up the option to [urther expand their
laughing-together, the recipient returns to their ‘serious’ business with
an account of her unavailability.

N TDetanl]

G N I keep running tests on you T know you're not =

0 £ =ghh heheh-heh-heh-heh-heh hn=

11 M - =0UH No Gene Twve just been in and beon oul and sometimes
12 vou know the paths cross, bul uh the fme s bad,

In Fragment (10} the offense-offerer follows his recipient's afliliation
with lauchter, and the recipient joins in; their laughing-together, then,
mutually expanded, But at a point where a next lexical contribution
may be due, at Teast the recipient, and possibly the offense-offerer as
well, moves to terminate. The recipient produces an emphatic denial of
the initial characterization of his and his wife's activities. The olfense-
offerer is possibly producing a closerelevant felicitation, «Ah well
(have o sood Gime)s, The parenthesized segment of his utterance is a
dubious hearing,

(1) D lail ]

14 T: Crel Tont ol there=

15°F: =heh feh pheh heh hebiq heh ho-ah < hhhbhhbhh g
o Il huh hih h{*h-h&h-uh—Luh:uhﬂ:-h J_
b _'hh{hhh

1% s

Azh w[ ell thaqve a good time)

19 7T: - N O AN o hanlk :f_v panky h

And in Fragment (11) the offense-offerer ininates a strong topic shilt as
the affiliative utterance approaches s projected completion.

(11} [Detadl]

1o E: I WANT to be alQprn o . 0

17 G ~i Bat uhd

13 E: :'11h[ hh :

19 G — And Bill- and Bad got down.

In Fragment (9 it is the oflense-recipient who moves to terminate, in
Fragment (10} the offense-recipient and possibly the offense-offerer as
well, and in Fragment (11) it is the offense-offerer who moves to termi-
nate. It appears, then, that the activity-categories ‘offense-offerer’ and
‘offense-recipient’ are not predictive as to which one terminates the
SeqUence,

However, it can be noted that in each case, closure is initiated subse-
quent to afliliation, with no Turther lexical contribution to the laugh-
ing-together, One way to account for the placement of the moves to
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terminate: i.e, prior to or at the point where a next lexical contribution
may be due, and for the non-predictiveness of the categories ‘offense-
afferer’ and ‘offenserecipient’, is to bring to bear the continuum
proposed earlier.

In each of the three Iragments, three response-types ocour in the order
proposed for the continuum (disattention, appreciation, and affiliation).
The response-tvpe proposed as next on the continuum, escalation, does
not occur in these fragments, and may be characterizable as not yet
having occurred: ie., as pending,

That is, termination of the affiliation sequence/langhing-together may
be activated by reference to avoiding a next lexical contribution which
mright well turn out to be an escalation. The prospect of escalation
might serve as an impelus for éither or both participants to terminate
an otherwise valued and methodically-constructed event (both the langh-
ing-together in its own richt, and the offering and acceptance of
immtimacy via an occasion of laughing together) since escalation, as a
next possible breach, might require another round of processing, setting
up the possibility of non-affiliation by whichever of the participants
happens to be recipient of this new potential offense.

Thus, having achieved a level of intimacy/complicity perhaps not pre-
sent prior to the introduction of the impropriety, and having stabilized
at that level with the occurrence of affiliation, further pursuit is aban-
doned before escalation and its possible consequences can occur.

To met a sense of that pessibility we show two fragments from a long
telephone call between two middleaged sisters, in which a report of
nude swimming is initially disattended and eventually receives affilia-
tion, whereupon the offense-olferer produces an escalation. We shall see
what happens to the escalation,

The Tirst mention occurs early in the conversation,

(15.2) [NB:IV:10:R:3]

I Lottie: Jeaus Christ voe should see that house Efh)ymona you have
2 na idea, h phaihh

3 Emma: I bel it's a dream with the swimming POOL

4 ENCLOSED HUH?

5 Lottie: — (M Cod we shdakil uh huh e swam in the muede -bh Sonday
fx night ulhhnl E't-]’."l}[l”i fwo o'goleqo k. ]

7 Emmma: chhid h e h Jhah dheeh hdoe=

& Emma: =Nl o *hehh ]

9 Lottie: HUHL HA HAZa,

10 Emma: = [(,‘H well 1 bet the proodEcht and the
11 beauliful stars e WIND BLEW TERRIBLY THOUGH
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12 Lotie: Yoah? lhe webd Blew down there and the wind blew today

13 bul eh God coming home through the casvon tonizght ah maen
14 it was Dorrible, Man Foreefly hald on to that car

Although there is laughing together following the problematic report
(lines 7-9), it is followed, not by affiliation, but by disattention (lines
10-11), whereupon the offensewfferer closes off the report (lines 12-14).
We will consider the recipient’s laughter shortly, and argue that it is
not ‘appreciative’ of the nude swinuming component, and is thus not
operating as a ‘prealfiliator” in the first place.

There are several mentions of the nude swimming incident across this
very long conversation, none of which receive alfiliation. Eventually,
however, a mention does get affiliation (lines 1-14 below). It can be
noted that the offense-recipient’s reference to her own participation in
nude swimming is produced in a manner similar to that of the prison
guard Donnely's offering of a first strong example of something disgust-
ing; ie., via a story (lines 4-12 below, cf, Fragment 8, lines 1-7).

(15. by [NB: 1V 1R 36-38]

1 Lotie: So THEN when Dwight lelh)eft welhle dook the suits off

2 (hyand swam arcund in the nude eh HFUHubh and ook a

i sunbath in the mede and evervthing fAdth - hhh

4 Emma: Well you know

) Evviz and 1 used to do thed on the rvivers if the fellows

i wionld mo down et gasoline for their boats, b < hhh She'd

7 say do yor mind we'd be inoa eove but we'd TAKE IT out

B () mnder the water, ¥ou know becouse uh () ee we're OUT

9 in the GPEN, Yo koow hhhh Bul we'd just slip our

10 hathing suaits ol and p- and @wint around in that ofVer

11 that uh Colorado River til; -hhh -hh () Ghhod what a

12 Ierafl,

13 (0.2

14 Emma: foabways have lked (o swim in the nw

15 Lattie: []"ﬂ f2 T YOU KNOW

16 amnd we chRh And fhes chh right el theh ) there's bueg

17 places where the died water comes inoand voo can el

18 { —+ rhight up elose to them and iU just Feels dike you're

14 — 1.a[ kingq a ] (I-:mJ CHE,
20 Ermmas ehluh Juhduh Jda h alhir alth a h ‘hilvh HUH-HA= HA-AHH
21 Lottie: bbb (L B AL HAA ha
22 Laottie: dfilealiqa El I,

23 Emma: = pau ]ah a uh:l shhwlihh =

2+ Lottie: =Apr nd we-

15 Emma: — 1 CAJNS&SEE YOU TWO KiD-5 ()

25 Lottie: =5 AND BH ]E was on ONE END
27 [ —+ was over the othor end with our legs np vou krow and

M =y [JEﬁu(hjs it Fihelt sihlqo glhlood qha .fsz

20 Emma: [ - Dooooo ]-nﬂ h Gead .]isn't she ]cute?
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30 Lottie: —huh ol lwh

31 Emma: - O h :Il.qh.-z'.f. a culey.=

32 Lottie: - -

33 Emuma: — fa'f.i'] 0 zhe's uninhibited, bbb Rl 9 5he’s

34 Lottie; [Y o= ah u-'l.ﬂ]]
33 {12

30 Lottie: E"e[zlh.]

37 Emma: O k4 that's wonderful Loltie f'm s happy,
38 (1.5

34 Emma: “t hhh ApFnd f4VE HAD A real good time too
40 Lottie: Y- J

Here an Nth mention of the nude swimming (lines 1-3), upon recciving
affiliation (lines 4-14), is immediately escalated with a report of some
play at the water outlets (lines 16-19), which is not a standard compo-
nent of a report of nude swimming, which may specilically constitute a
new potential offense, requiring processing in its own right. However,
the recipient, having finally, after so prolonged resistence, capitulated
to the first breach, may, in the canonical manner of seductions, ben
urged just one step further.

The new breach is processed in what is emerging as a standard fFashion;
i, via a laughing together (lines 20-23). Whereas we proposed and
shall shortly argue that the recipient's laughter in Fragment (15.a) is
not a ‘pre-affiliator’, we shall at the same lime examine in detail the
especially strong pre-affiliative character of the recipient’s laughter in
this case.

It appears that the offense-offerer takes this preaffiliative laughter as
adequate warrant to procede; ie., she does not await explicit alfiliation,
bt starts Lo elaborate then and there (line 24), breaking off to permil
the simultanecusly-started affiliation to go to a point of possible com-
pletion (line 23), whereupon she ‘recycles’ the elaboration ™. The elabo-
ration, with its ervaphic detailing, mayv constitute a re-escalation, And
it appears that at this point the offense-oflerer has ‘gone too far'. The
recipient begins to extricate herself, producing an appreciation-of-sorts.
Note that she is now targetting the non-present third party, copartici-
pant to {and probahle instigator ol the nude swimming and the play at
the water outlets (lines 29, 31, and 33). Her final assessment, «God she's
uninhibiteds (line 33), specifically marks that something was done which
whe would not/could not bring hersell to do; ie, it clearly disaffi-
fiates, And therealfler she closes the sequence with a shift in topic (lines
37-39).

We will now examine in detail the two streams of recipient laughter
which follow the Nth mention of nude swimming, and the [irst reference
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to the play at the water outlets; the first of which we proposed to be
non-pre-affiliative, the second, pre-afliliative.

In Fragment (15.a} the placement of the laughter provides that it is
directed, not to the nude swimming as such, but to the more general
and innocuous business of swimming until all hours of the night; ie., is
directed to the mention of suntil aboul two o'clocks.

{132y [Thetail]

5 L: We swam in the sode hh ":,Llndu;.- il uilyntil

& abo ~ul D ol pele

T8 B [L'.hh heh Jdheh ]mh h i h “hehh ]

Lo H[]l’-’i]._ HA Ha

10 I [HH well 1
I moontght and the beautifol stars . ..

Inn detail, the laughter does not start up in the vieinity of «in the nudes,
but well after it, just as the announcement of the time is being pro-
jected.

Further, the laughter is shown to have been, not, for example, a delayed
response Lo sin the nudes, incidentally ocourring across, and disattend-
ing, the less exotic announcement of the time, but is indeed targetting
the time. Note that there is a fine-grained display of ‘anticipating’ fol-
lowed by ‘appreciating’ the announcement of the time: A rather sofl,
relatively closed-positioned «chh heh hehs opens to a «huhs at a
‘recognition  point” for erwo a'elo...», and at completion of the

time-delivery, opens Further to «ha hes,

In Fragment (15.b) we lind an almost identical procedure, of ‘anticipa-
tion' followed by ‘appreciation’ to that used in Fragment (15.a) to disal-
tend «in the nudes and target «until about two o'clocks, but this time
the procedure is used to target the ‘key’ materials, «and it just lecls
like vou're taking a douches.

(15. 1) [Daetail)

16-17 L there's fwo places where the fiof water comes i and vou

et the

17-14 can gel rhight up cfese to chem it just feels like

ld-14 }'{)Llr]'-U[ kml,] ]dou CHE

ki I Lh uh dufrd wh da n ah.l';' il a h ‘hhh qHUH-HA
21 e hhhHHLUA A HHUHY HHUE
7] I _ HA-AHH u,hﬁ haq ¢ 1h,

23 B T HAA h'cl. el wll]n'h :iuh:r Bkl —

24 L: =Ar md e

25 [i: ICA AN SER YOU TWO EfDS

Here, as what it feels like is being projected we get the ‘anticipatory’
weh uh wh uhs At a ‘recognition point’ for «a dow...s, we get an
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cscalation lo «ahs, and al completion, a next escalation to «ahho».

Tn each instance, then, the laughter can be seen to be beautifully fitted
to, indeed part and parcel of, an ongoing response by the recipient: In
Fragment (15a), an offense-disattentive response through and through,
culminating in the lexicals, «I bel the moonlight and the beautiful
starss, and in Fragment (13b), an offensc-affiliative response through
and through, colminating in the lexicals, «I CAN SEE YOU TWO KIDS»
(the offense-disattentive laughter followed by a lexical display of avert-
ing gaze rom the nude swimming to contemplate the moon and stars;
the offense-affiliative laughter followed by a perfect contrast, a lexical
display of beholding the play at the water outlats).

Concliusion

We summed up our consideration of the three initial fragments, 9),
{10), and (11), with the proposal that laughter can ococur as a compo-
nent of a methodically produced sequence ol activities. To that we can
now add that, as in these latter two fragments, (15.a) and (15.b), Taugh-
ter can be seen to be methodically produced in its course. In conclu
sion, then, we can propose that laughter is a socially organized activity;
at a gross productional level; ie, in its sheer occurrence at some speci-
fiable point in the course of talk, and in its own [ine-grained
productional particulars,
Gail Jefferson, Harvey Sacks and
Emmanuel A. Scheglofi
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NOTES

MU This paper is a revised and shortened version of a manuscript produced o 1974,
prrior Lo dhe unbimely death of Hareey Sacks.

2 The frogments shown in this report arve rendered in slundard orthography and
are simplified, a range of symbals indicaling various prosodic features having
been efiminaled, Following are explanations of the swmbols which still appear in
these fragments (others are wsed as spavingly as possille, and are explained when
NECCSEATY).

[Lreet ] [talics indicates emphasis.
ackets indic g i o ap-onset, and are use i arse
| Brackets indicate the point of ovarlap-onser, and arve wvsed oy par
sepments of talk across ovenlap.
— i lons indicate . e EUOrANCces or U EEranTe-coin-
Equal sisns indicate mo gap betwean the ullersnces o L EET T e-COT
ponentes connected therehy.,

(0.2) Mumbers in parentheses indicate elapsedd time in silence by tenths
of seconds, (0.2) indicotes 2/10ths second.

() A dot in parenthesoes indicates a very brief silence, no more than 1/10th
second.

‘hhh A row ol “h's preceded by a dot indicates sn inbreath.

ih An 'h'in pareniheses indicales a parclicle of within-specch loughter,

“ The search of apl comparisons is ilso characterizable as lerminated at o point
where an adeguate number of exanples; three, hawe been offercd, For o considera-
tiom of the adeguacy of a threespart list, see Jellerson, G, «Lisl-constraciion as a
task and interactional resources, in (. Psathes, B, Frankel, and J, Cowlter (ods.),
frternetfional Competence, Ablex, Torthooming.

M See Jefferson, G, «A technigue for inwiting laughter and ils subseguent ao-
ceplance fdeclinations, in G, Psathes (ed), Avervdoy Langnape: Siedics in Effao-
mrethodalogy, New York: Trvinglon Pullishers Ing, 1979, pages 7996,

B3 fhidd, pages 8283, The example shown here is a refined metranscription of an
istance usced in that article,

@ Laughing together may be chavacterized as a “hase environment’ which can he
adapted to the management of a possible interactional breach, TFor a consideration
ol the notion of ‘hase envirenment' see Sacks, ., supalilished leciuve JR),
19631965, pames 3-10.

7 For a consideration of another activity which may e dane in ‘embedded' form,
see Jeffenson, G, «On cxposed and embedded correction in conversations, Stadium
Finguisti: 14, Germany, Hain, 1983, pases 5863,

W For a consideralion of the 'recycle’ as a device in the management of owverlap-
ping talk, see Schegioll, E.A., «Recveled Turn Begnningse, a paper presented al
the Conference o Linprastics, Ann Arbor, Michizan, 1973,
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