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Replies and Responses

working paper

This = paper examines conversational
dinlopue, It is divided into four parts,
The first presents arguments for dia
logic annlysis, the second lists some
failings, the third applies this critical
view 1o the notion of a «replys: the
final part 1s an overview,

PART ONE

1

Whenever persons talk there are very
likely to be questions and answers.
These utlerances are realized ar dif-
ferent points in esequence times
Notwithstanding the content of their
questions, questioners are oriented (o
what Hes just ahend and depend on
what is to come; AnSWerers are orient-
ed 1o what has just been said, and
look backward, not forward, Observe
that although a guestion anticipates an
answer, is designed to receive it, seems
dependent on doing so, an answer seems
even more dependent, making less sense
alone than does the uiterance that cal-
led it forth. Whatever answers do, thev
must do this with something already
besun.

I questions and answers we have one
example, perhaps the canonical one, of
what Harvey Sacks has called a «first
pair part» and a ssecond pair parts,
thal 43, a couplet, & minimal dialogic
unii, a round two ulterances long, each
utterance of lthe same «otvpes, each
spoken by a different person, one ut-
terance lemporally following directly on
the other; in sum, an example of an
eatjacency pairs. The first pair part

establishes @ econditlonal relevances
upon anything that occurs in the slot
that follows: whatever comes 1o be
saidd there will be imspected to see how
it might serve as an answer, and if
nothing is said;, then the resuliing si
lence will be taken as notable--o re
joinder in its own right, a silence o be
heard *,

On the face of il, these lttle pairings,
these dialogic units, these two-parl ex
changes, recommend a linguistic mode
of analysis of the formalistic sort. Ad-
mittedly, the meaning of an ulterance,
whether question or answer, can ulti
mately depend in part on the specific
semantic value of the words it conlaing
and thus (in the opinion of some lin.
muists) escape complete formalization,
Monetheless, a formalism {5 involved,
The constraining influence of the ques-
tionanswer format is somewhat ince-
pendent of what is being talked about,
and whether, for example, the matter
is of great moment to those invelved
in the exchange or of no moment at
all, Moreover, each participating utte.
rance is constrained by the rules of
sentence grammar, even though, as
will be shown, inferences regarding
underlving forms may be reguired to
appreciate this.

II

What sort of analyses can be accom-
plished by appealing to the dialogic
format?

First, there is the possibility of reco
vering elided elements of answers by
referring to their Hrst pair parts, this



T e

s T

twrning cut 1o be evidence of a strength
of sentence grammar, pot (as might
first appear) a weakness, To the question
sHow old ‘are you?s the answer «I am
¢leven vears old» is not neécessary; «I
am elevens, will do, and even, often,
sEBlevens, Given «Elevenr as an answer,
a proper sentence can be recovered from
it, providing only that one knows the
question. Indeed, T believe that elements
of the intenation contour of the underly-
ing prammatical sentence are preserved,
supplying confirmation 1o the inlerpre
taton and assurance thal an appeal to
the grommatically tacit s something
more than the linguist's legerdemain,
1, then- -as Gunler has shown- -the right
padr parts are aptly chosen, answers
with very strange surface stiuctures can
be shown to be understandable, and
wimt sepmed anything bul o sentence
van be coerced into grammatical form
and be the better ofl for it. What is
cside is obscure; what is «emeants is
ohvious and clear,

A: «Who can see whom?s
]

B: «The man the boys’,
The same argument can be made about
dangling or interrupled seniences, false
starls, ungrammatical usage and other
apparent deviatons from grammatical
proprieiy.
Note that answers can take not only a
truncated verbal form but also a whaolly
nonverbal form, in this case a gesture
serving solely #s a substitute--an «em-
blem» to use Paul Ekman's terminolo-
gy --for lexical materials.
To the questiom «What time is it?s the
holding up of five fingers may do as
well as words, even better in a noisy
room. A semantlically meaningful question
is still being satisfied by means of a
semantically meaningful answer,
Second, we can describe embedding and
eside-sequences® features, whereby a
guestion is not followed directly by an
answer 1o it, but by another question
meant 1o be seen as holding off proper
completion for am cxigent moment:

A, «Can I borrow vour hose?s
B: «Do you need it this very
L moment?s

Ay «Nos.

B, «Yess,

Of even.

Ay (to trainman in station)
«Have vou got the time?s

B:: «Standard or Daylight Saving?s

Asi aWhat are you runding on?s

[H.: aStandard«

A:;:  «Standard thens

Bi: =lt's Fve o'clocks.

Which, in turm, leads to a central issue
so far not mentioned: the question of
how adjacency pairs are lnked together
to form chains, For schainings prest.
mably provides us with a means of mo-
ving analysis forward from single two.
part exchanges to stretehes of talk, Thus,
one might want to distinguish (he we
person interrogative chain:

A
By
As
13,

elo,

whereby he who provides a currend
guestlon provides the next one, too (this
turning out to have been o presupposi-
tion of the current utterance all along) ¥,
from the two-person sociable chain, whe-
reby he who provides a second pair part
then goes on to provide the first pair
part of the next pair:

A

B/B;
A Ay
ete.

Combining the notion of ¢llipsis with
the notion of chaining, we have, as
Marilyn Merritt has suggested®, the pos-
sibifity of eliding at a higher level. Thus
the typical:

ifa} A: «Have you got collee to go?s
B: sMilk and sugaris
Al wlust mrlks,

¢can be expanded to display an underly-
ing structure:

ifh) A «Have you got coffee o go?s

Az «Just milks,

an elision presumably based on  the
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fact that an immediate guery by the
queried can be taken as tacit evidence
of the answer that would make such a
gquery: relevant, namely, affirmation. Nor
does expansion serve only to draw a
couplet pattern from a three-piece unit.
Thus;

lila) A cATe vou comangds
B: «] gotta works,

can he viewed as a contraction of:

i) A <Are you comingis
Bi: «Nos,
A oWy aren’t youls

Bi:  «1 golla works.

illusirating one interpretation (and the
exampled of the praotice suggested by
Stubbs*, namely, thal an answer can be
replaced by a reason for that answer. |
might add that in what 8 to follow it
will be useful 1o have a term to maitch
and contrast with adjacency pair, a term
to refer not to a questionanswer couplet
hut rather to the second pair part of one
couplet and the first pair part of the very
next one, whether thes¢ parts appear
within the same turn, as in:

A, afre they going?s
|B,/B;: «Yes, /Are you’s |
Ay «l supposes,

or across the back of two turns, as in;

Ai:  wAre they going?s
B «Yess,

Ax wAre you?s
B:: &« supposes.

I shall speak here of a «back pairs.

11T

Observe now that, broadly speaking,
thers are three kinds of listeners to talk:
those who overhear, whether or not
thaeir unratified participation is inadver-
tent and whether or not it has been
encouraged: those who are ratified par-
ticipants but {in the case of more than
two-parson talk) are not specifically ad-
dressed by the speaker; and those rati
fied participants who are addressed, that

is, oriented to by the speaker in a man-
ner o suggest that his words are par-
ticularly for them, and that some ang-
wer is therefore anticipated from them,
more so than from the other ratified
participants. (I say sbroadly speaking
because all sorts of minor varialions are
possible- -for cxample, speaker’s practice
of drawing a particular participant into
an exchange and then turning to the
other participants as if to offer him
and his words up for public delectation).
It is a stondard possibiliity in talk that
an  addressed  recipient  answers  the
speaker by saying that the sound did
not carry or that although words could
be heard, no sense could be made of
them, and that, in conseguence, a rerun
is required, and if not that, then perhaps
o rephrasing. There nre many pat phra-
ses and gestures for conveying this mes:
sage, and they can be injecled concer-
ning any item in an ongoing utlerance
whensoever this fault occurs®,

All of this suggests that a basic nor
mative assumphion abowt talk is that,
whatever olse, it should be correctly ins
lerpretable in the special sense of cone
veving 1o the intended reciplents what
the sender more or less wanted to get
across. The issue is not that the recl
pienis should agree with what they have
heard, but only agree with the speaker
as fo what they have heard: in Austi-
nian terms, illocutionary foree is at stake,
not perfocutionary effect.

Some elaboration is required. Commonly
a speaker cannot explicate with pre
cision what he meant to get across, and
on these occasions if hearers think they
know preclsely, they will likely be al
least a little off. (If speaker and hearvers
were to file a report on what they as
sumed to be the full meaning of an
extended utterance, these glosses would
differ, -at least in detail). Indeed, one
rotinely presumes on a mutual urider-
standling that doesn't guite exist, What
one obtains is & working agreement, an
agresment «for all practical purposess ",
But that, [ think, is gquite cnough. The
edging into ambiguity that is often found
is only significant, T think, when the
interpretive uncertainties and discrépan-
cies exceed certain limits orare intention-
ally induced and sustained {or thought
to be by the hearers) or are exploit-

3
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& after the fart to deny a legitimate
accusation concerning what the speaker
indeed by and large had meant. A se
rious request for @ rerun on grounds
of faulty reception is o be understood,
then, not as a reqguest for complete
undersianding- -God save anyone from
that--but for undersianding that is om
a par with what is ordinarily accepted
as sufficient- anderstanddng  subject (o,
bul nol appreciably impaired by, «nor
matively residuals ambiguity.

Observe that the issue here of snormati-
vely residoals ambiguity docs not have
o do with the three kinds of speech
efficicney with which some students have
confused (1, First, the matler is not that
ol deixdd or, as it is coming 10 be called,
inglexicality. An indexical such as ames
or e¢that ones can be rather clear and
unpmbiguous as far as participants in
the aircle of use are concermed, the am.
bigully enly occurring to readers ol
isolated bits of the text of the wlk
Second, ollipsis is not invelved, for here
again participanis can easily be quite
clear as to what was meanl even though
those Taced with a transcribed excerpt
mdglt nel agree on an expansion of the
utterpnce, Finally, the issue is not that
of the-difference between what is «lite.
rallys sedd and what is conveyed or
meant, For mthough here, (oo, somepnde
coming upon- the line out of the context
of events, relationships, and mutual
knowingness in which it was onginally
yoiced might misundersiand, the speaker
and hearers nonetheless can be perfectly
clear about what was imtended - or at
leasi no less clear than they are aboud
an-ufterance meant to be taken at face
value, (Indeed, it 15 in contrast (o thess
three forms of mere laconicity: that we
can locate functional ambiguites, diffi-
culties such ‘as renuing uncertdiniy,
genuine misunderstanding, the simula-
tion of these difficultes, the =suspicion
that real difficulty has occurred, the
suspicionn that dofficultv’ has been pre-
tonded, and so forth)

Given the possibility and the expéctation
that -effective transmission will occour
during talk, we can ask what conditions
or arrangements would faciliiate this
and find sorne obvious answers, It would
be helplul, for example, to have norms
constraining interruption or simulta-
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neous talk and norms against withhol-
ding of answers, It would be helpful to
have avallable, and oblipe the use of,
shack<chanoels " cues (facinl gestures
and nonverbal vocalizations) from hea-
rers so that the speaker, while he was
speaking, could know, among other
things, that he was succeeding or Failing
1o get across, being informed of (his
while attempting to got across, (The
speaker might thereby learn that he was
not persuading his hearors, but that is
another matter). Uselul, oo, would be 4
hold signal through which an addressed
recipient could signal that transmission
to him should be held up for o moment,
this hold signal in turn requiving an all
clear cue to indicate that the forestalled
speaker might now resume transmission,
It would also be wseful 1o enjoin an
addressed recipient to follow elght ofter
current speaker with words or gestures
showing that the messoge hag been heard
and understood, or, it it hasn't, that it
bsn't.

Civen o speaker's need to know whether
his message has been recelved, and il 5o,
whether or not it has been passably
understood, and given a recipient's neei
to show that he has received the mes
sage, and correctly - given these very
fundamental requirements of talk as a
communicatlon system - we have the
essential rationale for the very existence
of adjacency pairs, that is, [or the drgo-
nizaton of talk into two-part exchanges .
We have an understanding of why any
pext utterance after a guestion is exa-
mined for how it might be an answer,
More to the point, we have prounds. for
extending this two-part format outward
from pairs of utterances which it seems
perfectlv to fit < questions and answers -
to other kinds of utterance pairs, this
being an extension that Sacks had in-
tended. For when a declaration or
command or greeting or promise or
request or apology or threat or summons
is made, it still remains the case that
the inttiator will need to know that he
has gotten across; znd the addressed
recipient will need to make it known
that the message has been correctly recei-
ved, Certainly when gn explanalion is
given the giver needs to know that it
has been understood, else how can he
know when to stop explaining? " And
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so once again the first pair part coopts
the slot that follows, indeed makes a
slat out of next moments, rendering
anything cccurring then subject to close
inspection for evidence as to whether
or nat the conditions for communication
have been satisfied.

Given that we are 1o extend our dialogic
format, our adiacency pairs, to cover a
whole range of pairs, nol merely ques
tions and answers, terms more general
thart gquestion and answer ought 10 be
introduced, peneral enough to cover all
the énses, For after all, an assertion is
nol quile a question, and the rejoinder
fo it is not guite an answer, Instead,
then, of speaking of questions and an.
swers, 1 will speak of stafements and
replies, intentionally using sstatemonts
in a broader way than is somotimes
[ound in lanpunge stadies, butl sull re
tnining the nofion that an  initiating
element 15 Invelved, 1o which a reply is
to be orienled,

Onee we have begun 1o think abour the
fransmission requirements for utteran
ces and the role of adjacency pairing in
accomplishing  this, we can go on to
apply the same sort of thinking to se
quences or chains’ of stntement-reply
paics, roising the gueston concerning
what arrangements would facilitate the
exiended flow of talk, We could attend
the issue of how next speaker is selected
tor self-selects) in more-than-two-person
talk* and (following the structuring that
Sacks has micely uncoversd) how utte.
rances mighl be built up to provide
sequences of points where (ransiton to
next speaker is facilitated and even
promoeted but not made mandatory, the
speaker leaving open the possibility of
himself continuing on as if he had not
encouraged his own retivement from the
speakes rale ™ We could also cxamine how
a spealer’s restaris and pouses (filled and
otherwise) might function both to allow
for his momentary failure to obtain
listener atlcntion and to remind intended
recipients of their inattention ¥, And after
that, of course, we could pose the same
question. reparding the inidating and
terminaling of a conversation constdered
as. o total unit of communication ™, We
would thus be dealing with talk as a
cammunicalions engineer might, some-
one optimistic about the possibility of

culture-free formulations, I shall speak
here of system requirements and system
consiraints.

A sketch of some of these system re-
guirements is possible.

I. A twoaway capabilily For transceiving
acoustically adeguate and readily inber-
pretable messages,

2. Back-channel Fecdback capabilitics for
imforming on  reception  while e s
OCourring.

3. Contact signals: means of announciig
the secking of o choanneled connection,
means of ratifying that the sought-for
channel is now open, moans of closing
off a theretofore open channel, Tnclucaed
here, identificationauthenticalion signs.

4. Tumover signals: means to indicnte
ending of a message and the toking over
ol the sending role by pext speaker, (Tn
the case of tnlk with more than two
persons, next-speaker solectlon  sipgnals,
whether sspeaker selectasor sasellsolects

types).

% Preemption sipnals: moeans of inducing
a rerun, holding off chamel vequests,
interrupting a mlker In progress,

6. Framing capabilities; cues dislinguish-
ing special readings o apply across
strips of bracketed communication, re-
casting - otherwise conventional sense,
as in making ironic asides, quoting
anather joking. and so forth,

7. Norms obliging respondents to reply
honestlv with whatever they know that
iz relevant and no more™,

8. Nonparticipant constraints regarvding
savesdropping. competing noige, and the
blocking of pathways for eyvedto-eye
signal.

We can, then, draw our basic framework
for facestoface talk from what woulid
appear to be the sheer physical require-
ments and constraints of any: commumnd-
cation system, and progress from there
to a sort of microfunctional analvsis of

5
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various interaction signals and practices.
Observe that wide scope is found here
for formalization: the various ¢évenls in
this process can be managed through
guite truncated symbeols, and not oaly
can these symbols be given discrete,
condensed physical forms, but also the
ride of live persons in the communica-
tivn system can be very considerably
reduced. Obhserve, too, that although cach
of the various signals can be expressed
through a continuum of forms - sav as
scomimands», srequestss, «intimationss -
nene of this is 1o the point; these tra-
ditionnl discriminntions can be neglected
providing only that il is assumed that
the participanis have jointly agreed to
operale (in effect) solely as communica-
tion nodes, o tmnsceivers, and 1o make
themselves fully available for that pur
pose,

v

Mo doulnt there are occasions when one
can hear:

At «What's the time?s
B: «It's five o'clocks.

a5 the entire substance of a brief social
encounter - or o5 a self<ontained elemeant
therein - pod have: thereby a naturally
bounded unit, one whose boundedness
can be nicely accounted for by appealing
to system-requirements and the notion
of ‘an adjacency pair, But much more
frequenily something not quite so naked
occurs, What one hears is something
Iike this:

{i} Ar «Do vou have the time?s

(i} B: «Sure. It's five o'clocks.
(iii}  A: «Thankss.
(v} B: [(gesture) ='t's okays.

in which (i) albeil serving as a request,
also functions to peutralize the poten-
tially offensive consequence of encroach:
ing on anolher with a demand, and
s0 may be called a «remedys; in which
(ii} demonsirates that the polential
offender’s effort to nullify offense is
acceplable, and so may be called «re
liefs; in which (i) is a display of gra.
titude for the service rendered and

6

for its provider not taking the claim on
himself amiss, and may be called =appre-
ciation=: and in which (iv) demonstrates
that enough gratitude has been dis-
played, and thus the displayer is to he
counted a properly feeling person, this
final act describable as «minimization. "
What we have here i5 also a little dip-
logic unit, paturally bounded in the
sense that it {and its less complete
varinnts) may [l out the whole of an
encounter or, occurring within an cne
counter, allow for a longish pagse upon
its completion and an easy shift 1o
another conversational matter. But this
time actions are directod not meraly o
system constradints:  this time an acddi
tional set apply, namely, constraints
regarding how each individunl ought lo
handle himsell with respect to each ol
the others, so that he not discredit his
own it claim to pood choracter or tha
tacit claim of the others that they are
poersons of sooial worlh whose various
forms of territoriality are to be respec:
ted. Demands for action are quabified
and presented as mere requests which
van be declined. These declinables are
in twn granted with o show of good
spirit, ov, if they are to be turned down,
a mollifying reason is plven. Thos the
asker is hopefully let off the hook no
matter what the outeome of his reguest,
Nor are these nitual contingenclies re-
stricted to commands and requests, In
making an assertion about Facts, the
maker must count on hol being consi-
dered hopelessly wrongheaded; if a
greating, that contact is wanled; if an
excuse, that it will be acceptable: if an
avowal of feeling and attitude, that these
will be credited; if a summens, that it
will be deferred to: if an offer, thal it
waon't be considered presumptuous or
mean; if an inguoiry, that it won't be
thought intrusive, The pause that comes
after a tactfully sustained exchange is
possible, then, in part because the parti-
cipants have arrived at a plage which
cach finds wviable, each having acquitted
himsalf with an acceptable amount of
self-constraint and respect {or the others
present,

I have called such units aritual inter
changess ™, Ordinarily each incorporates
at least one two-part exchange but may
contain additional turns and/or addi-




tional exchanges. Observe that although
system constraints mighi be concetved
of as pancultural, ritual concerns are
patently dependent on cultural definition
and ‘can be expected to vary gquite
markedly from society to society, None-
theless, the ritwal {rame provides a
guestion thai can be asked of anything
occurring during talk and a way of
accounting for what does occur. For
example, back-channel expression not
only lets the speaker know whether or
fet he 15 getting across while he is
trying 1o, but also can let him know
whether or not what he is conveyving is
socinlly acceptable, that is, compatible
with his hearers' view of him and of
themsalves.

Note that insofar as participants in an
encounter morally commit themselves
to keeping conversationnl channels open
and in good working order, whatever
binds by wvirtue of system constraints
will bind also by virtue of ritual ones,
The satisfaction of ritual constraints
safepuards not only feelings but commu.
mication, too,

For esample, assuming a normatively
anticipated length 1o an encounter, and
the offensivencss of being lodged in one
without anvthing to say, we can antick
pite the problem of esafe suppliess, that
is, the need for a stock of inoffensive,
ready-le-hand utterances which can be
employed to fill gaps. And we can sce
added [unctions the prevention of
offensive expressions - for the organiza.
Honal devices which redoce the like.
lihvod of gaps and overlaps,

In addition to making sure somsone
{and only one) is alwavs at bat, there
will be the issue of sustaining whatever
iz felt to be appropriate by way of
continuity of topic and tone from pre
vious speaker’s statement to  current
speaker's;, this out of respect both for
previous speaker (especially when he
had provided a statement, as opposed
to. a reply) and, vaguely, for what it
was that had been engrossing the parti-
cipants .

Az supgesied, communication access is
itself caught up in nritual concerns: to
decline a signal to open channels js
something lke declining an extended
hand, and 1o make a move to open a
chamnel is 10 presume that one will not

be intruding, Thus, opening is ordinardily
requested, not demanded, and often an
imitiator will preface: his talk with an
apolozy for the interruption ond a
promise of how little long the talk will
be, the assumption being that the reci-
pient has the right to limit how much
he is to be active in this capacity. (On
the whole, persons reply to mare over-
tures than they would like to, just as
they attempt fewer openings than they
might wsint). Once a state of talk has
been established, participants are obliged
to temper their exploitation of these
special elrcumstances, neither making
too many demands for the [loor nor too
few, neither extolling their own wvirtues
nor loo directly questioning those of the
others, and, of course, all the while
maintalning an apparent rein on hostlily
and a show ol attention to current
speaker. So, too, withdrawal by a parti.
cular participant aphly expresses various
forms ol disapproval and distanee and
therefore must itsalf be monaged inct-
fully,

Instead, then, of merely an arbitrary
period during which the éxchange of
messagas ocours, we have a soclal en-
counter, a coming together that ritually
regularizes the risks and opportunities
face-to-face talk provides, enforcing the
standards of modesty regarding self and
considérateness for others generally
enjoined in the community, but now
incidentally doing so in connection with
the special vehicles of expression that
arise in talk. Thus, if, as Schegloff and
Sacks suggest ™, a conversation has an
opening topic which can he identified as
its chief one, then he who would raise
a sdelicates point misht want to stalk
past= the issue at the bepinning and
wait until it can be introduced at a later
place in the conversation more likely to
allow for lightly pressed ulterances
(say, as an answer to a guestion some-
one else raises), all of which manage-
ment requires some understanding of
issues such as delicacy. Participanls, it
turns out, ar¢ obliged to look not so
much for ways of expressing themsalves,
but for ways of making sure that the
vasl expressive resources of Facetoface
interaction are not inadvertently em-
ploved to convey something unintended
and untoward. Motivated to preserve

7
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everyone's face, they then end up acting
sovas to preserve orderly communication.
The notion of ritual constraints helps
us to mediate between the particularities
of social situations and our tendency
to think in terms of general rules for
the management of conversatiomal inter.
play. We arc given a means of over
coming the argument that any generaliza.
tion in this arca must fall becuse every
social situation is diferent from overy
other. In brief, we have a means of
altending to what it is abowt different
social situntions that makes them rele.
vantly different for the management of
talk.

For example, although a request for
collee allows the counterman 1o dect 1o
clide an answer and move directly into
a question of his own, «Milk and sugar?s,
this option turms out, of course, 1o be
available only in limited strategic en.
vironments. When an individual asks a
salesperson whether or not a farge object
i5 In stock - such as a Chevy Nova with
stick shift or a house with o corner
lot - the server may well assume that he
hins a prospective customer, not necessa-
rily an aciual one, and that to omit the
s¥ese and to po right into the next level
of specification, ie, «What color?s or
«How many rooms?s mizht be seen, for
example, o be snmide. For o purchase
al |his scale ordinarily reguires time and
deliberation, The server can assume that
whatever remarks he first receives, his
jolr is 1o establish a selling reiationship,
alorg with the sociability-tinged, mu.
tually-committed occasion needed 1o sup-
port an extended period of salesmanship.
The salesman will thus take the custo
mer's opening remarks as a-call for an
appreciable undertaking, not mearely a
bid fur a piese of information. At the
other extreme, the guestion =Do you
have the time?s is designed never to be
answered in such a way that another
utterance, «Can vou tell me it?s will he
necessary - g0 much so that the seting
up of this second request becomes gvai.
lable as an open joke or a pointed insult,
May 1 add that & feature of facetoface
inleraction is not only that it provides
a scene for playing out of ritually rele:
vanl expressions, bul also that it is the
location of a spedal class of quite
conventionalized utlerances, lexicaliza.
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tioms whose controlling purpose is to
give praise, blame, thanks, suppart,
affection, or show gratitude, disapproval,
dislike, sympathy, or greet, say Farewell,
and so forth. Part of the force of these
speech acts comes from (he Feelings
they directly index; little of the force
derives from the semantic content of
the words. We can refer here (o inter
personal verbal rituals. These tituals
oflen serve a bracketing Function, cele
bratively marking a percelved chiange
in the physical and social accessibility
of two individuals 1o each other Y, as well
as beginnings and endings - of a day's
activity, a social ocoasion, a speech, an
encounter, an interchange, Sa in addition
to the fact that any act pevformed during
talk will carry ritwal significance, some
seem to be speclalized lor this purpose
ritualized in the ethologicnl sense - and
these play o special role in the episoding
of conversation.
We might, then, for purposes of anglysis
try to construct a simple riteal modal,
one that could serve as a background
for all those cansiderations of the persan
which are referred to as segos, apersonal
Feelingss, amour-propre, and so forth.
The general design, presumably, is to
sustain and protect through expressive
means what can be supportively con-
veved about persons and their relation
ships.

. A act is taken to carrv implications
regarding the charachter of the actor
and his evaluation af his lisleners, as
well as reflecting on 1He relalionship
between him and them.

2. Potentially offensive acts can he re-
medied by the actor through accounts
and apologies, but this remedial work
must appear to be accepted as sofficient
by the potentially offended party before
the work can properly be terminated.

3. Dffended parties are generally ohliged
to Induce a remedy if one is orherwise
forthcoming or in some other way show
that an unacceptable state of alfairs
has been created, else, in addition to
what has been conveved about them,
they can be seen as submissive regarding
others' lapses in maintaining the ritoal
code.

R ——————————
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And juslt as system  constraints will
always conditon how talk 33 managed,
&5, 0o, will’ ritual ones. Observe that
unlike grommaiical constrainis, system
and ritunl ones open up the possibility
of corrective action as part of these very
constraints, Grammars: do not have rules
forr managing what happens when rules
are broken ™. Observe, too that the no
tipn of nilual constraints complicates
the idea of adjacency pairs bul appa
rantly cnly that; the flow of conversa-
tion can still be seen as parcelled out
inlo these relatively sell-contained units,
the relevance of Girst dlot Tor secomd slot
appreciated - but now all this for added
TCAROIS,

PART TWO

System constraints reinforced by ritual
conslrmints provide us with an imepre
five understanding of some of the details
of conversational orvpanization, This is
ng longer news. The point of having
reviewed the arguments is 1o gueslion
the adequacy of the analysis thal results,
For although o focus on svsiem and
nitual constrainis has considerable value,
it wleo hns substantinl lmitations, It
turns ot that the stalementoreply format
peneraling dinloguelike slructures covers
some possibilities better than others,
Consider, then, some problems intros
duged by this perspective.

I

First, the embarrassing question of units,
The énvironing or contextual unit of
considerable dinpuistic concemn is the
senlence - #...an independent HEnguistic
form, not included by virtue of any
grammatica] construction in any larger
lingnistic forms™ - in which the contai.
ned or dependent units arg morphemes,
words, and mere extended elements such
as phrases and clauses, In natural talk,
senlenees: do not always have the surface
erammaitical form grammarsans atiri-
ute to the well-formed members of the
alags, bul prasumably these defoctives
eon be expanded by regular rules of
ellipsds 1o display their dnner normalcy.
The term senience is currently used Lo
refor to something that is spoken, but
the -early analysis of sentences seemed

much caught up in examination of the
written form. The term utterance has
therefore come into use to underscete
reference to a spoken unit. In this paper
1 shafl use the term utterance residually
o refer to spoken words as  such,
without concern about the mnaturmally
bounded units of talk contained  within
them or containing them.

Mow clearly, a senterce must be distin-
guished from its internotionsd cousin,
namely, evervihing that an  ndividoal
says during his exercise of a turd ol talk,
«a stretech of talk, by one person, before
and after which there is silence on the
part of the persons ™. [ shall speak here
of talk during a wurn, ordinanily re
serving the term sturns op «turn at lalke
to refer o an opportunity 1o hold the
floor, not what is said while holding it ",
Obwiously the talk of a turn will some-
rimes comaide with o sentence {or whil
cun be expanded into gnel, but on many
cecasions o speaker will provide his
henrers with more than o one senlence.
cquivitlent strotch, Note, too, that al-
though a turn's talk may conenin more
than one  sentence-couivalent, it must
contain ab least one,

Mow the problem with the concepts of
sentence and talk during a twm is that
they are responsive (o linguistic, nol
interactional, analvais, I we assame
that talk is somehow dirlogic and goes
an piecing iself out into Interchange
spurts, then we muest obtain our unit
with this In mind, As sugrested, a sen-
tence is oot the analytically relevant
entity, since a respondent could employ
several in what is taken to be a single
interactionally relevant event. Even somme-
thing so plaringly dnswer-onented and
so dear to the grammarian's heart as a
well-formed guestion regarding fact can
be rhetorcal in character, designed to
fiesh out the speaker’s remarks, adding
a little more welght and color or & ter-
minal dollop, but not meant (o be speci-
fically answerad In #ts own rtight. (In
fact, so0 much is a rhetorical question
nol 1o be specifically answered that it
becomes available as something the apt
answening of which is automatically a
joke or quip)

But just as clearly, the talk during an
entire turn can't be used aither - at least
not as the most elemeontary lerm - for,

9
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g5 suggested, one of the main pattemns
for chaining rounds is the one i which
he who answers a question goes on from
there to provide the next guestion in the
series, thercby consolidating during one
turn at talk two relevantly different
doings. And indeed, a question may be
shared by two persons - one individual
stepping in and finishing off what ano-
ther has begun - all for the edification
ol a third party, the addressed recipient *,
who does not thereby lose a beat in the
sequencing of his own reply. Thus, the
talk during two different turns can vet
funetion as one interactional unit, In
fact, an addressed recipient can step in
and help a slow speaker find the word
or phrase he seems (o be looking for,
then follow this with a reply, thereby
combining in one turn at 1alk some ol
twe differest parties’ comribution to
the dialogue, In general, then, although
the boundary of a sequencerelevant unit
and the boundary of a speaking com-
monly coincide, this must be seen as
analylically incidental. We are stil e
quired 1o decide which concern will be
primary: the organization of turns per
¢ or the sequencing of interaction ™
And we must sustain this discrimination
even though the two terms, tum and
ini¢raction sequence, seem nigh synony-
HTOGLs,

In order to attack this problem, 1 pro-
Pose 1o use a notion whose definition 1
cannol and wand not to fix very closely
- the notion of & emoves *. I refer 1o any
full streich of talk or of its substitutes
which has a distinetive unitary bearing
on o some set o other of the circumstan-
ces In which participants find them.
selves (some egames or other in the
peculiar sense employed by Wittgen-
stein), such as a communication system,
ritual constraints, economic negotating,
character contests, steaching cycless ™,
or whatever. It follows that an utterance
which is & move in one game may alsp
be a move in another, or be but a part
of such other, or contain two or more
such othears, And a move may sometdmes
coincide with a sentence and sometimes
with a turn's talk but need do neither.
Correspondingly, I redefine the notion
of a «stalements to refer o a move
charactenized by an orentation to some
sort of answening to follow, and the
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notion of «replys to refer to a move
characterized by its being seen as an
answering of some kind to a preceding
matter that has been raised. Statement
amd reply, then, refer to moves, nat o
sentences or to speakings,

The notion of move gives some imme
diate help with matters such as types of
silence. For example, there will be two
kinds of silence alier 2 conversabonal
move has been comploted: the silence
that occurs between the back-puir moves
a single speaker can provide during one
turn at talk, and the one thal wecurs
between his holding of the Noor and he
next person’s holding .

II

Although it §5 clear that ritunl con-
straints reinforce system ones, decpening
i pattern that has alrendy been eul,
qualifications must be noted, A response
will on eceasion leave matters in o gl
tunlly unsatisfoctory state and a twmn
by the initial speaker will be required,
encouraged, or at least allowed, resulting
in a threepart interchange: or chains
ol adjacency pairs will occur (albeit ty-
pically with one, two, or thrée such
couplets, the chaln itself having a uni-
tary, bounded character.

Moreover, standard confliets ean cccur
between the two sets of condilions, Ri-
tual constraints on the initiation of Lk,
for exampleé, are likely to function one
way for the superordinate and another
for the subordinate, so that what is
orderliness from the superior's position
may be excommunication from the infe-
mor's,

Cultural variation is important here as
well, Thus it is reported of Indians on
the Warm Springs reservation in Oregan
that because of obligations of modesty,
young women may have answers they
can’t offer to questions”, and that ques-
tioning itself may be followed with 2
decorum @ communications engincer
might well deplore:

Unlike our norme of interaction, that of
Warm Springs does not require that a
question by ong person be followed -
mediately by an answer or a promise af




an auswer from the addresses, It may
e followed Dy an answer bul may alzo
be followed by silesce or by an uiterancs
that bears no relgtionship 1o the
quesfion. Thew the answer fo  the
guesiion may follow aes long a5 five or
ten mitntes later ™,

Also when utterances are not heard or
understood; the [ailing hearer can fecl
oblipged to alfect signs of comprehension,
thus forestallng corredtdon and, in con
sequence, lorestalling communication,
For to ask [er a rerun can be to admit
that cne has not been considerate e
notgh 1o listen or that one is insuffi-
ciently knowledpeable to understand the
spenker's utterance or that the speaker
himsell may not koow how to express
himself clearly - in all cases implying
something that the upcomprehending
person may be disinclined 1o convey.

1l

Once we have considered the differen:
tial impact of sysiem and ritual con.
siraints upon talk we can go on o con-
sider 8 more complicated topic, namely,
the inversionary effects of both these
gets ol constraints,

When, during a conversathon, commumni-
cation or socal propricty  suddenly
breaks down, pointed effort will likely
follow to set matlers nmighl, At such
moments what ordinarily function as
mere constraints upon action become
the ends of action itself. Now we must
gee that this shift from means to ends
has additional  prounds.

Although rerun signals are to be initially
undersiond in obvious functional terms,
in fact in actual talk they are much
emploved in a devious way, a standard
resource for saying one thing - which
propositional content can be withdrawn
to if needs be - while meaning another.
The same can be said of apparent
sunhearingss and misunderstandings,
for these ioo provide the apparently
besel recipient a means of intentonally
breaking the flow of the other's commu-
rication under the cover of untenden-
tions difficuliy,

What is (rue here of syvstom constraints
i5, I think, even more true of ritual ones.

Not only will conventional expresslons
of concern and regard be employed
transparently as a thin cover for allu-
sions to one's own strengths and others”
failings, but just what might otherwise
be protected by tact can dolincate the
target of abuse. As if on the assumption
that other's every move is to be laken
as something requiring remedial corree-
tion (lest one be seen as lax in the exac-
tion of justice for onesell), assertions
can be followed by direct denials, ques-
tions. by questioning the: guestioner,
accusations by counter-accusations, is-
parngement by insults in kind, threats by
launting  their realization, and other
inversions of mutual consideration. Here
adjocency pairing and the normative
sequence of remedy, relief, apprecintion,
and minimization conrinue o provide a
scallold of expectations, hul now em-
ployed as a means lor rejecting blame,
according it without Heense, and gene-
rally giving offense. Meatly  bounded
interchanges are produced, well-formed
to prevent ol least one of the partlel-
pants from establishing o tenable posi-
tion ™,

v

Huaving accounted for the prevalence of
the two-person dialogic format hy re-
ference to the effective way in which it
can satisfy system and ritual constraints,
we can g0 on to examine organization
that deesn't fit the format.

I. There are, for example, standard
three-person plays:

Ist speaker: «Where is this place®»
2nd -speaker: =] don't koow. Yuo know,
dont’ you#s
3rd speaker: «Iit's just morth of Depos

Baya®,

in which 3rd speaker's reply will bear
a relation to frst speaker's question, but
a complicated one. Also to be noted are
standdard arrangements, as, for example;
in classrooms, in which a speaker obliges
a number of persons to ate their an-
swars to a problem or opinions on an
issue. In such cases, second respondent
will wait for first respondent to hndsh,
but second respondent’s reply will not
be an answer to frst respondent, merely

11
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something to follow in sequence, resuls
ting at most in a comparative array.
{This is but an institutonalized form of
what s often found in esmall talks: as
suggested, next speaker cam ematche
aurrer! speaker's story with one like It
of his own, such that although the
liming of the new contribution is tied
to the termination of the prior one, the
only other connection between the two
stories is 1hat they draw upon the same
topic license). Further, there is the
abstinate fact dkat during informal con.
varsation, especially the multi-person
EKimd, on individual con make a state
mert such that the only apparent con-
sequence is that the next speaker will
allow him to finish belore changing the
topio, o cnse of patemt disregard for
what a person says. And, of course, when
this happens, a third participant can
decide to reply not 1o the last state
ment, the adjacent one, but to the
vne belore, thus bypassing last spea.
leer ",

2, It is also an embarrassing fact that
the ongoing back<channel cues which
listeners provide o speaker may, as it
were, ssurfaces at episodic  junciures
in the speaking, providing, thus, a clear
signal thnt understanding ond sym-
rathy: have fellowed this far. Gee, gosh,
wow, hmm, tsk, no! arve examples of
such  keepgoing  signals, Now  these
boosterdike encoursgements could be
counted as a turn at talk, vet obviously
he who provides them does not «gel
the floors to do so, does not become the
ratified speaker, Thus, what is perceived
as a single speaking, a single go at
getting something said, a single period
of having the floor, can carry across
severdl of these looked-for and appre.
ciated interTuptions.

Furlhermore, it appears that the possi-
bility of speaking without having the
floor: or frying to get it can itsalf be
pointedly used, relied wpon, in con-
veving asides, parenthetical remarks,
and even quips, all of whose point
depends upon their not being given
any apparent seguence space in the
[low of events. (Asides cause their
maker embarrassment if ratified as
sumething 1o be given the floor and
accorded an answer, indesd such a re-
teption becomes a way of stamping out
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the: act, not showing it respect).

All of which leads to a verv deep
complaint about the statement-reply
formuta, Although many moeves seem
cither to call for a replying move or to
constitute such a move, we must now
acdmrit  that not all do, and for the
profoundest reasons. For il seems thal
in miuch spoken interaction participants
are given elbow room to provide al
no sequence cost an evaluative expres-
sion of what they take to be occurring,
They are given a free eide. (The sur
facing of backchannel communication
s but one example). Thereby they can
make their position lell, make their
alipnment to what is occurring known,
without committing others to address
themselves openly o these  commiinl
cations. (The comman pracilee, aleeady
mentioned, whereby a teacher uses an
answor to his question as an  ocea-
sion for evaluating the merit of the
reply suggests how institutionalized 1his
can become), Although such ereaclings
moves--1a use Bellack's term "™ -may bo
occasioned by, and meant to be seen
as occasioned by, a prior move, they
have a special status in that the prior
speaker need not take it from their
occurrence that his statement has been
replicd o, Nor need anvone wha ol
lows the reacting move toke it 1hot
a reply to it ds due, {Which is not to
say that evaluative responses are nol
often pressed into service as replies),

PART THREE

[ want now to ralse the issue of re
plics and responses but require a pre-
face to do so.

I

It i5 a central property of swell-form-
¢d» sentences that they can stand by
themselves. One can be pulled out at
randoin and stock on the beard or
printed page amd vet retain dts in-
terpretability, the words amd their or-
der providing all the context that is
necessary. Or 5o it seems ®,

It can be recommenceéd that the pow-
er of isolated, wellformed senlences
to carry meaning for students of lan-
suage and o serve so wall for 50 many




of the purposes of grammarians is a
paradoxical thing. In effect, it is not
that 1he grammarian’s perspective ¢an
miake sense oul of even single, isolated
sentences, but that thése sentences are
the only things his perspective can make
sense out ol Morcover, without the
ponémal understanding that this effort
is an acceptable, evem worthy, thing
6 do, the doing could mot be donc.
The functioning of these sentences is
08 grammarigns’ ilustratons, notwith.
standing that due to the residual ef
leels of vnpleasant exercises in grade
achool, large sections of the public can
consirue sontences in the same frame.
The menial set required 1o make sense
oul of these little orphans is that of
someone with linguistic interests, some-
one who s posing a linguistic issue
anel s using 0 sample sentence o furs
ther his arpument. In this special con.
ekt of linguistic elabormtion, an  ex-
plication and discussion of the sample
sentence will have meaning, amnd this
speaial confext & o be found anwv
where in the world where there are
grammarians. Bul present one of these
mupgels cold o oa man on the street
or 1o the answerer of a telephone, or
as the contert of .a letier, and on the
average s well-formedness will cenase
o be all thal significant, Scenarios
coufd be constructed in which such
an orphansd senfence would be mean-
inpful (A% & password between two
spies, as a neurologist’s test of an in
dividual’s brain functioning, as a joke
made by and abowt grammarians, and
so forth), Buf ingenuity would be re
quired. So all along, the sentences used
by linguists take at least some of their
meaning from the instilutionalization of
this kind of illustrative process. As
Gunter sugpests:

A degper suspicion suggests rhar olf
salated sentences, fnelinding those that
lingnists often nse o eéxcainples it are.
nremtation, haee no real cxisiance onside
seane pernrissive contest, and thal stdy
of semtences ol of contexd 05 the sfudy
af addities at which we have rrained
oursehres not (e boggle®

What can be said about the use of

sample sentences can  also bhe  said
about  sample  dialogue, A twospart
interchange--an  adjacency pair--can be
ptit on the board or printed in a hoaol,
recommended o our attention withonl
much reference to its oripinal context,
and wet will be vnderstandable. Ex.
changes provide scll-contained, packag.
e moaming. The following {lusirates:

Ar «What's the time?s
B: «It's five o'clocks.

I suggest that as grammarians display
self-sufficient sample sentences, apparens
tiy unembarrassed by the presuppositions
of doing so, so interactionists display
self-sufficient dnterchimpes. Nor arg in-
teractionists alone in the enjoyment of
this Moense, Those who pglve talks o
addresses or even particlpate in con-
versations can plug in ciddles, jokes,
bon mots, and cracks more or less ot
their cwn option al Lty appropriale
points on the assumption that these
interpolations will be meaningful in their
own right, apart from the context Into
which they have been placed, which
comtext, of course, is supposed to ren-
der them apr or [itting. Thus the same
little plum can be inserted at the
beginning or end of guile different speak-
ers’ guite different talks with easy
apiness, Stage plays provide simdlar op-
portunities in allowing for the parfor
mance of «memormbles exchanges, 1hat
is, sprightly bits of dialogue that bear
repeating and can be repeated apart
from the play in which they occurred.
Yet we must see that the dialogic ap-
proach inherits many of the limitations
ol the grammarian's, the sins of which,
after all, it was meant to correct. |
refer to the sing of noncomtextuality,
to the assumption that bits of con-
versation can be analyzed in thair own
right in some independence of what
was occurring at the fime and place,
First, an obvious but impariant point
aboul single sentences. The reproduc:
tion of a conversation in the printed
text of a play or Ina novel or in 2
news account of an -actual evenl sa-
tisfies the condition of any body of
print, namely, that evervifhing readers
might not already know and which is
required for understanding he alfuded
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to, if not detailed, & pring. Thus, a
physical event may be relevant without
which the talk that follows docs not
make sense, but since the medium is
print, a description, a written version
of the event, will be provided in the
text, in effect interspersing talk and
stage directions. -materials from two dif-
ferent frames. Cues for guiding inter
pretation which are imbedded in the
physical and interpersonal setting are
therefore not denied, at least on the face
of it. And vet, of course, these unspoken
elements are pecessarily handled so as
ttr sustain a single realm of relevant
material, namely, words in print. To
draw on these materials as sources in
the analysis of talk is thus (o use
malerial that has already been system.
atically rendered into one kind of thing.
words in print, It is only natural, there
fore, 10 flind support from sources
in print for the belief that the material
of conversations comsists fundamantal-
Iv of uttered words,

I think the same strictures can be sug
gesled regarding sconversational #mpli-
catures, that is, indirectly conveved un-
derstanding, As with grammatical am.
biguities and indexicals, it appears that
n ciled sentence can be used in and
by itself as a pedagogic example of
what can be meant but not said, con-
veved but not directly, the difference,
in short, between locutionary content
and illocutionary force.. Yet, of course,
here the sentence in itself is quite
chearly not enough. A bit of the con-
text (or possible contexts) must be
sketched in, and is, by the analvst,
using more ‘seniences {o do so. It is
these verbally provided stage direc
tions which allow the writer correctly
o assume that the reader wil be able
lo see the point. And ordinarily these
skeichingz are nol! themselves made a
sulvject of classification and analysiz ",
When we turn from the analvsis of
sentences fo the analysis of interchan-
ges, matlers become somewhat more
complicated. For there are intrinsic rea.
sons why any adjacency pair is likely
to be considerably more meaningful ta-
ken alone than either of its pair parts
taken alone, Some elaboration is re
quired,

As sugpested, the transcript or audio
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tape of an isolated statement plucked
from a past natural conversation can
leave wus in the dark, due to deixis,
ellipsis, and indirection, although audi
tors in the original citcle of use sul-
fered no sense of ambiguity. But there
iz a further matter. As Gunter has
recently recommended ®, what is. avail-
able to the stucdent {as also to the
actual participants) is not the possi
bility of predicting  forward from a
statement to o reply--as we might a
cause 1o its effects-.but  rather guite
o different prospect, that of locating in
what is said pow the sense of what
it is n response to. For he who lad
accepted replying to the original state
ment will have been obliged to display
that he has discovered the meaninglul-
ness and relevance of the statement and
that a relevant reaction 18 now pros
vided. Thus, for example, nlthouph his
perception of the phrasal stress, facial
goestures, and body orientation of the
speaker moy have beéen necessary in
ordor for him to have made the shifl
from what was sald to what was
meant, the consequence of this pui
dance for interpretation can well be
made evident in the verbal elements
of the reply, and so in eflvet becomes
available to we who review a verbal
transcript later, In the same way the
respomdent’s special backpround know-
ledpe of the events at hand can he-
come available o us through his words.
Indeed, the more obscure the speaker’s
statement for his original auditors, the
more pains his respondent is likely to
have taken to display #ts sense through
his own reply, and the more need we
who come later will have for this help.
Second ‘pair parts turn out, then, to
be incidentally designed to provide us
with some of what we miss in first
pair parts m our effort fo understand
them, and respondents in one circle
can turn out to be ideally placed and
kKnowing explicators for later circles. Ad-
mittedly, of course, lacomicity can be
answered with laconicity; but allhough
matters therefore are not necessarily
improved for us, they ecan hardly be
worsened, any words being. better than
IO,

Bul nole that although he who had
accepted replying had had 1o come (o




a usable interpretation of the statement
before providing evidence that he had
caught the speaker’s meaning, we who
later examine an isclated excerpt will
lind the key {o hand even as we find
the door. By guietly reading (or listen-
ing) on we may find just the help we
need, Quite systematically, then, we stu-
dents oblain a biased view of ultered
sentences, Unlike the solf-sufficient sam-
ple sentences referred 1o by traditional
prammarians, excerpls from  natural
conversations arve very often umntel
ligible; but when they are intelligible,
this is likely t¢ be due 10 the help
wa quietly got fromn somdéone who has
aready read the siluation for us.
However, even In spite of the fact
that there are deep reasons why ad
jaceney pairs are more excerptible than
firstl pair paris, we will still find thoat
sample interchanges are biased exam-
ples of what inhabits actunl talk,
With this warmdng aboul the dangers
of noncontextuality, lei us proceed to
the theme, replies and responses.
Take as a starl rerun sienals whether
made with words or gesturl eqguiva.
lents, He who sends such a signal can
be demonstrating that he is, in fact,
oriented to the talk, but that he has
not grasped the semantic meanings the
speaker attempled to convey, He thus
nddresses himself 1o the process of
communication, nol to what was com.
municated--for, after all, he professes
not to have undersivod that, Differen.
tIy put, the recipient here ahstracts
from the sender's statement merely its
qualifications as something to be heard
end understood. It is 1o the situation
of failed communication, not to what
is being communicated, that the reci-
plent reacts. To call these signals ere-
plies» seems a little inappropriate, for
in the closest sense, they do not con-
stitute a reply to what was said: the
lerm «responses seems beiter,

Take, then, as a basic notion the idea
of response, meaning here acts, ln-
guistic and otherwise, having the fol-
lowing propériies;

i. they are seen as originating from an
individual and as inspired W a prior
speaker

i. they tell us something about the
individual’s position or alignment In
what is occurring

iii. they delimit and articulate just wahl
tha «is ocourrings is, establishing what
it is the response refers to

iv. they are meant to be piven attention
by others now, that s, to be assessed,
appreciated, understood al the current
moment

And assume that one tvpe of response
is what might be called o reply, na-
mely, a response in which the align.
ment implied and the object 1o which
reference Is mode are both conveyed
through words or their substitutes; for
thermore, this matter addressed by the
response 15 bsell something that o prior
speaker had referred to through words,
Replies, [ might note, are found in
the prtful dindopue of the theater and
in novels, part of the transmutnbion of
conversation into a sprightly game in
which the position of ecach plaver Is
reestablished or changed through each
of his speakings, each of which is
given central place as the referent of
following replics. Ordinary talk ordi
narily has less ping pong.

11

Consider now the properties of respon
ses in general, not merely replies in
particular,

1. Recall that in the couplats so far
considered, the second padr part inei
dentally can be seen as a reply fo
something of its own generic Kind, na-
mely, @ brief spurt of words whose
semantic {or propositional) meaning is
to be addressed, a restriction to same
generic tvpe to be scen when one moyve
in a game of chess calls forth amsther
move or one strike at a ping pong
ball calls forth another. A case simply
of tit for tat, (Indeed, not only will
a reply here answer a statemnent, bul
also it will be drawn from the same
discourse-type, as in quesbon-answer,
summons-acknowledgement, e,

A minor gualification was admitted,
namaly, that words alone are not in-
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velved, We have, for example, a special
way of knotling up the face to convey
the fact that we do not understand
whatl it is a speaker seems to he trying
10 convey, and that a rerun is in order.
And gestures obviously can also be
Ereighied with ritual significance. In both
cases, wie deal with signals that can
also be conveved by words, indeed are
very offen conveyed by both words and
gestures, presenting, incidentally, no par
ticular need to question the relevance
of system and  ritual  constrnints in
the analysis of talk, Here 1 only want
o sugges! ihat although it is plain
that such pestures figure in conver
sation, it i much easier to reproduce
words than gestures, and so sample
mterchanges tend to rely on the verbal
portion of a verbaleestiural stream or
lackly substitute o verbal version of
a move that was entively pestural, with
consequent risk of glossing over rele
vant maoves in the sequence, And what
is true of gesture is true also of scenic
contributions, In consequence, words
themselves, incuding the most perfunc.
tory of them, capn conceal the inter
actional facts, Thus the transcription:

A «Have vou got the tmeds
B:  «Yes, it's 3:15

suggesis that the «Yess is rather re
dundam, being replaceable by a sood
tempered mention of the time alona.
But in fact a scene 45 possible in which
B, walking past A, who is in a parked
car, wants it known that he, B, will
honor the request, vet finds that the
titne taken 1o gel at his watch removes
him a couple of steps from the car
and opens up the possibility of his beéing
seen as declining to acknowladge the con-
tact, The «Yese then becomes an fmme
diately available means of showing that
an encounier has béen ratified and will
be kept open until its work is done.

Mote, too, that riteal concemns are ot
initrinsically a matter of talk or talklike
gestures, Talk js ritually relevant largely
insofar as il ‘qualifies’ as but another
arepa for pood and bad conduct® To
interrupt semecne is much like trip-
ping over him; both acts can be per-
ceivad as instances of insufficient con-
cern for the other, mere members of
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the class of events governed by ritual
considerations, To ask an improperly
personal question can Be equivalent to
making an uninvited wvisit: both cons
tittite invasions of territuriality,

OF course, talk figures inoan added
way, because challenges given to some
one seen as nol having behaved pro-
perly. can meatly be dong with words,
Moreover, if something is 1o be of
fered that ds physically absenr from the
sitwation or not palpable, and this of-
fering is to be accepted, then olfering
and acceptance may e o be done
with words or emblems,

So, wo, if past conduct. verbal or be
havioral-ds to be cited for the purpo-
ses of demanding correciive action or
bestowing praise, then agaln words will
be mecessary, (And in both (he Inllap
cases, the hiotle interpersonsl  viluals
likely to accompany the transaction will
be verbal in o sense). Nonetheless, ri-
tual s concerned with the expressive
implication of oots, with the sense in
which acts can be read as poriraying
the position the aotor takes up regard-
ing matters of soctal import. himself,
others present, collectivilies--and whil
sentences sy constbiule but one olass
of these expressions,

It follows that events which are not
themselves wverbal in  character, bul
which, for example, rajse questions of
propriety, may have to be verbally adl.
dressed, and will thereby be thrust into
the center of convarsational concern. In
sum, once lhe exchange of words Has
brought individuals into a jointly sus.
tainad and ratified focus of attention,
once, that is, a fire has been built,
any visible thing (just as any spoken
referent) can be burnt in it

Here a terminological clarification is
reguired. Utterances are inewvitably ac-
companied by kinesic and paralinguistic
gestures which enter intimately into
the stream of wverbal expression. One
may refer here to nonverbal communi-
cation and also include therein all non-
verbal gestures which have acquired an
emblematic functon, replacing words
and replaceable by them, However, con-
versation  involves more than  verbal
and nonverbal communication. Physical
doings unconnected with the specch
stream are also involved--aots which for
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want of a better name might here be
called nonlinguistic.

So conversation can burn anything. More-
over, as suggested, the conventionaliz-
ed interpersonal rituals through which
we put out these fires or add to the
blaze are not themselves senfences in
any simple scnse, having speech act
characteristics quite diffcrent from, say,
asserlions aboul purported facts,
Observe, too, that something more than
thrusts from the physical world into
the spoken one are possible. For guite
routinely the very structure of a social
conlact can involve physical, as opposed
(e verbal (or gestural), moves. Here
such words as do pot spoken are fitted
into a sequence that follows a non-talk
design, A pood example is perfunctory
service contacts, A customer who comes
before o checkout clerk and places
poods on the counter has made what
can be glossed as a first checkout move,
for this positioning itself elicits a se.
cond phase of action, the server's ob-
ligation (o weigh, ringup, and bag,
The third move could be said to be
jointly accomplished, the giving of mo-
ney and the gettding of change. Presu-
mably the final move is one the shop-
per makes in carrying the bag away.
Simultaneously with this last move, the
server will (when busy) begin the se-
comnd move of the pext seérviceé confact
MNow it turns out that this sequence
of moves may or may not be bracketed
by a greetingfarewell mitual, may or
may not be embroidered with simul-
taneouslty sustained small talk, may or
may not be punctuated at various points
with thank vouvou're welcome exchanges.
Obviously, talk can figpure in such a
service contact and quite typically does.
Moreover, should any hiich devdlop in
the routine sequence, words will smooth-
Iv ‘appear as correclives as  though
a matified state of talk had all along
existed- -piving us some reason to speak
of a service encounter, not merely a
service contact. Butl just as obviously,
falk and #s characteristic structure
hardly provides a characterization of
the service sequence in progress, this
servicing being a pame of a different
kind, In the serious sense, what is
going on is a service lransaction, one
sustained through an occasion of oo

operatively executed, face-tgface, non-
linguistic achion. Words can be fitted
to this sequence; but the sequencing is
not conversational.

With the strictures in mind thal rele-
vant moves in a conversation need be
neither verbal nor gestural, let us exa-
mine more closely the workings of some
perfunctory interchanges.

A query concerning the time can be
signalled by a phrase or by a gesture,
such as pointing o the other's walch
or one's own bare wrist, (Under many
circumstances both verbal and nonver
bal methods will be used to assure
elfectivencss), The response to this que-
ry can be a wverbal reply («It's five
o'vlock=) or o verbal substitute (five
fingers held up), Both modes of res
ponse  satisly svstem and  ritual con-
strainis, letting the asker know thal
his message hos been corvectly re
celved and seen as proper--as would,
incidentally, the excuse; «I'm sorry, |
don't have a watches. But in additon,
the recipient of the query can reacl by
showing his watch to the questloner--a
teck common in multilingual setlings.
Here, too, the standard system and ri
tunl constraints are satisfied, the im-
plication clearly being that the person
offering access to the time has correc-
tly received the message and, in comply-
inz with its demands in good spirit,
belleves the request to have been pro-
per. But, again, this answering action
is not a reply in the strict sense:
words are being addressed but what
they are addressed by is not words or
their gestural substitute but a physical
doinz, a nonknguistic deed which com-
plics with a request. So, too, when in
reaction to being asked for the salt,
the asked person passes it'. Here words
mav accompany the responsive action,
bur they need not, (Of course, when
such a request must be denied for some
reason or temporardly put off, then words
are likely to be necessary in order to
provide an account, and when the re-
quest is for a doing in the future -and/
or in another place--words in the form
of a promise are often the best that
can be provided). Indeed, a case might
be made that when a speaker responds
to & rerun signal by recycling his
statement, (hat act is a doing, too, ‘a
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deed--in this case, the making of a
picture, a hieroglyph. and not in the
strictest scnse a roply .

A moment's thought will make it ob
vious that there are lois of circum-
stances in which someone giving verbal
urders or sugpestions expects something
nonlinguistic as a response. (<On your
mark, get set, go=). Thus, one group of
sociolinguists studying classroom inter-
acldon has even had cause 1o make g
basic distinetion between selicitationss
and edivectivess, the first anticipating a
verbal response, the second n nonlin.
puistic one®, As alrcady suggested, in
starting a foor rece or a classroom exer-
vise (or a service transaction), the trig:
gering words constitule a move in an
aotion pattern that s not necessunly en:
dlosied within a state of talk ar all, but
s rather something with a different
charpcter. -o game of a different kind. -
whethar dnvolving a single focus of ot
tertion or a4 set of actions each support.
ing i1s own, albeil similar [ocus of
atlention, The point o be made here,
however, is (hat while some scenes of
lace-to-face internction are set up speci-
fically: forr nonlinguistic FESPONsSes, Do
facetodace talk, however intimate, in
formal, dyadic, spurely conversalionals,
or whatever, precludes nunlingwistic re-
spunses or the inducing of such respoen-
scs, Ineddentally, it might be arzgued that
children learn to respond with actions
before they learn to respond with words =
2. Another feature of responses in gen-
eral, as opposed to replies in parti-
cular, must be addressed: their sreachs.
A comirast between answering a query
tegarding the time by words and by de
monstration has just been argued. Bur
the matter needs further consideration.
If we take the case of verbal ansiwvirs
{or their emblemartic substilutes), even
here we find that matiers may not be
merely verbal, Again lock al answering
a question about the lime. What the
respondent does is 1o look al his watch
and then answer, His response, propery
speaking, involves .a stip of behavior
which in¢ludes both these phases. Were
he net to precede the wverbal part of
his answer with a glance at his watch,
e could not answer in the same way.
Should it happen that the queried person
unbeknownst 1o the asker has just look-
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ed at his watch for an independent
reason and now knows the time, making
a -second look (at that moment) unne
cessary, it is quite likely that eithor he
will make this unnecessary look or, if
not, will express by pesture or words
that there is something special in his
response, namely, that he appreciates
that he might appear 1o be answering
irresponsibly--without checking, as it
were--but that this is not actually so,
(For similar reasons, il (he time T
pens to be a round number, the respon
dent may feel it prudent to answer in o
way calculated to lorestall the inlerpre-
tation that he Is answering inattentively;
thus, «It's exactly five o'clocks),

All of this is even more clear in other
perfunctory imterchanges, For exnnmple,
when someone tripys aver ancther, offers
an apology, and has that apology gra.
clously accepted, the agCCeplance 15 nol
simply 4 reply o the apology; It s
also a response ta an apologivedlor
delict. (Again observe that the indiinl
delict, although clearly a nonlinguistic
act, s as fully a part of the interchange
as are the words that follow the troyble
in an attempt to deal with it And ihe
same would apply if the delict were
not a physical event, such as g Iripping
aver, but a statement that is badly mun.
naged, or untactful, or whatever,

(telephone rings)
aHellos,
«ls this the Y
=Yau have the wrong numbers,
els this KI Ffive, double [our,
dooble Q7

A: «Double four, double #ivs,
=G «Oh, I am sorrys,

A «Good-bves (hangs upd.

GE e

Here (in this verbalim record of an
actual phone call) the caller's statement,
«Oh, [ am sorrys, patently refers 1o his
having caused someone to come to ihe
phone without warrant; the answerer’s
immediately previous statement is mere-
Iy the clincher amd is not, all in itsell,
the object of the caller’s remedial action,
The object here stretches back to include
the whole call

Another example. In conversation it is
obviously possible for a third person to
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condribute a commeni--say, of exasper.
ation- concernang the way in which two
other participanté have been handling
an extended exchange between them-
selves; and an individual may cven
choose to comment obout what has
been happening in a conversation up (o
the clirrent moment between himself
and another party, the immediately prior
stptement now boing read as mercly
the final one in o sequence, the soquence
ps u whole bemg the subject,

Thus, the junciure of turn-tnking, the
management of interruption, and the
like, may Ideed support o formalisti
analysis, showing the bearmg with e
spect to timing of current stalement on
immedialely completesd one; but  the
semanitic. content of the response can
5lill pertain to something that extends
Back in thme,

The backward reach of responses is
illustrated again in the interaction asso-
aiated with storyelling. A very common
feature of informal interaction is an
Individual's replaving of a bit of his
past experience in narrative form ", Such
replays are commonly only o few sen-
tences long, bul sometimes considerably
longer, more like, for example, a para-
graph than a senténce. And very oflen
listeners are nol meant to reply 1o what
they have heard, for what form could
a reply take? What they are meant to
do is to give signs of appreciation, and
these may be very brief indeed. In any
case, the appreciation shown--like the
applanse at the end of a play-4s not
for the last sentence uttered but rather
for the whole story and its telling. Thus
we can account for something already
described, a srhetorical guestions that
talkes the question-asking form but is
not delivered with the intent of elicit
ing a specific answer; for often this
sort of questioning is meant to be heard
as but ong clement in a longer state
ment; the longer one being the move to
which the speaker intemds his recipients
to addreéss their responses. (5o, too,
when one individual uses up a turn by
directly or indirectly quoting a state-
ment purporiedly made by an absent
person, the listener canpot, sirictly
spealing, respond with a reply, but, at
least ordinarily, enly with an expression
of his ereactions or attitude (o such a

statement, for the orizminal speaker
widtld have to be produced if a Teply
in the Full sense is to be offered). An-
other illustration is the sbuned querys:
wanting to obtain a kit of information
but not wanting this to be known, an
individual can set up a question series
such that the answer he seeks is (o
one member of the class of questions,
herne seen ns merely part of a0 series,
not symptomatic in itself. The very pos
sibility of employing this dodpe as.
sumes that a gquestion series that elicits a
string of answers will be seen, first o,
as dddressed o the sequence ns oo
whuole *. Finally, observe that il is possible
for a recipient to reipond to a speaker
by repeating his words, denisively mi-
micking his style of dalivery, this res
ponse performing the subtle--bul none-
theless  common-shift  in focus  from
whar a speaker says to his saying it
in this way, this being (It is now im-
plied) the sorf of thing he as n speaker
would say In the Gircumslances,

Just as we see that o response may refer
to more than o whole stalemeant, a9, of
course, we must see thal it can refer
to: something less--say, the way the last
word is pronounced,

To say that the subject of o responss
can extend back over something more
or léss than the prior turn's talk is an-
other way of sayving that altheugh o
reply is addressed to meaningful ele-
ments of whole statements, responses
can break frame and rellexively address
aspects of a statement which would
ordinanily be «out of frames, ordinarily
part of transmission, not content, for
example, the statement's duration, tact-
fulness, style, omgin, accent, vocabulary,
and so forth™. And as long as the re-
spondent can make listeners understand
what he is responding to and ensure
that this expression is ritually tolerable,
then that might be all that is required.
Thus the practice during idle talk of
abstracting from a just-finished sentence
something that can be punned with
or jokingly understood in «literals form
ar made explicit in the [ace of antici
pated elision; thus, too, the joking or
disciplining practice of ratifving another's
asides and rhetorical  queslions  as
something to be olficially addressed.
This skittish use of more or less than
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a speaker's whole statement may, of
course. be something that the speaker
induces. Thus, as Roger Shuy has re
cently sugpested, when a doctor asks
Iwo questions at the same time, it is
likely 1hat the patient will have the
rather enforced option of deciding which
b answer:

D: «Well how do you feel? Did vou
have o fever?s
P: aNps™,

D And in vour lamily, was there anv
heart problem? Did you wake up
short of breath?s

P aNow™

Further, statements can be made with
the cleay undersiunding that It is not
their ordinary meaning that is to he
mldressed bul something alse--an ironie
or sarcastic interpretation, o joking un.
senlousness, the accent In which they
are delivered, and a host of other akey-
ings», thee transformative power of which
seems 1o have largely escaped hnguistic
cifort at appreciation, let alone concep-
tunlization, unti] relatively recently ™ In
brief, statements very often have a de
mand funclion, establishing what aspect
or element of them is 1o be responded
to, But of cowrse, speaker's implied in.
torpretive demand can often be lofi un.
satistied as long as some sort of mean.
ingful response is possible. A respanse
that casts backward in time beyond
the prior statement or abstracts an
aspect of a statement or focuses on o
particular piece of a statement, all this
without emcouragement or even anti
cipation on the pamt of the inital spea.
ker, can nonetheless leave him with tha
semse thal he has satisfied SVstem cone
straints, that the response he evoked
has done so, too, and, further, that the
ritual considerations have been satisfied
or at least not unaccepiably violated,
When, therefore, T earfier suggested that
cited interchanges might be meaningful
because he who originally supplied] the
second pair part has done our job of
uncovering the initial speaker’s meaning,
I was uncritical, A respondent cannot
make evident that he has understood
the meaning of a statement, because in
a sense there isn't one. All he can do is
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respond to what he can display as n
meaning that will carry- -although, of
course, he may effectively sustain the
impression (and himself believe) that his
a is the the.

It should be apparent that an encounter
itself can he a subject for response.
Thus, when (as Schegloff and Sacks have
commented) a spreclosings hazs  been
given, the recipient can respond by in-
troducing a fresh statement in a manner
suggesting that his remark is knowingly
being introduced out of order®, The pre-
closing is the immediate stimulus of
the last-minute contribution, but, hehind
this, concern is being directed to the
closing that is being posiponed,

The sense in which an encounter itsell
can be what a response refers to leqds
us to reconsider o basie [ssue, namely,
that a statement looks Farware 1o, and
counts on recelving, a reply. For just
as more than the prior stalement can
be the subject of a reply, so also more
than the consequent reply can be the
anticipation of a statement. Thus, (he
dpening statement: «Have you got a mi-
nuteds can anticipate, and receive, such o
reply as: «OF courses, but this is certainly
not all that the opening implied, For the
intent is to open up a channel of com.
munication which stays open Biyanil
the hoped-for reply that ratifies the GpEn-
ing. Indeed a stntermnent that bears on
the management of some phase trang-
ition of the business at hand may an-
licipate no specific response, at least
of an overt kind. Thus, Sinclair's vecent
suggestion about classroom tasks: the
bracke! markers employed (o voice the
fact that a task episode has terminated
or is about (o begin (eg, «well, okay,
now then=) may be emploved not io
clicit a response but to help with the
cadence and pulsing of activity *. (Here,
along with asides and «reacting movess,
we have another example of utterapces
that fall outside the statement-response
format).

3. Another characteristic of rESPOnsEs.
An individual can, and not infrequently
does, respond to himself. Sometimes
this will take the form of an actual
verbal reply to the semantic content of
his own ullerances:
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«Do you think they would do that for
you?s (pause, ostensibly for recipient’s
possible réply, and then, with tising
stresg) «They certainly would notls™,

More commonly a erefllexive frame
breaks is involved, the individual res
ponding «out of frames to some aspect
of his own justpast utterance:

Also there’s a guv at Princeton wvoo
should talk to. Richard... (Christ, I'm
bad with names. T can see his face now
and 1 ecan't remember his last name.
I'll think of it scon and tell you)s ™,

All this, perhaps, is only to be expected,
lfor sself-respondings seems to satisfv a
basic condition of meaningful communi.
catlon; a move in the form of a state
ment occurs and the next move de.
mensirates thal the prior one has been
beard and seen (o be interpretable and
relevant, Note, we have added reason
lor distinguishing the notion of emeoves
from that of a speaking, since here, once
again, the same turn contains more than
one move, Moreover, it is evident that
the notions of speaker and respondent
can pet us into trouble unless we keep
in mind that they refer not to individuals
as such, but to enacted eapacities, Jusi
as a listener can selfselect himself as
next speaker, so, oo, apparently, can
apeaker,

4, All of which should prepare us for
the fact that what appears to be an
anomalous statement-reply form may not
be anomalous at all simply because re.
plying of any kind is not much involved.
Thus the basic pair known as a greet.
ing exchange: Tt turns out that the two
rarts of such a round can occur simul
taneously or if sequenced in time, the
same lexical item mav be employed:

A aHellos,
B: «Hellos.

The reason for this apparent licenss is
that the second greeting is not a reply
to the first; both are reactive responses
lo the sudden availability of the parti.
cipants to each other, and the point of
performing these little rituals is not to

solicit a reply or reply to a solicitation
but to enact an emotion that altegts to
the pleasure produced by the contact,
And no disorganization tesults from the
apparent overfapping or repelition: in-
deed, if circumstances can be seen to
prevent ome of the particlpants from
easily performing his part, then the
exchange can be effected through a single
person’s single offering, Nor, then, need
the following greeting.in-passing be as
strange as it looks:

Ar «How are you?s
B: aHis,

for a question is not being asked nor an
answer provided,

3. And s0 we can turn to the final point,
If & respondent does indeed have con
sidlerable latitude in selecting the ele
ments of prior speaker's speaking he
will refer to, then surely we should see
that the respondent may choose some
thing nonlinguistic to respond to. Res.
pondent can coerce a variety ol objects
and events in the current scene into o
statement to which he can now respond,
especially, apparantly, something deriv-
ing from someons wha could be a spea
ker,

A: (Entérs wearing new hal)
B: (Shaking head) «No, [ don't
like ite.

If such a remark is seen to leave matters
in a ritually unresolved state, then the
refroactively ereated first speaker can
properly close out the interchange more
to his satisfacton:

Ar (Enters wearing new hal)
B: «No, T don't like: f1s.
A: =Now I know it’s rights,

giving us a standard three-move inter
change, albeit one that started out with
something that meed not have been
ireated as a statement at all and must
be somewhat coerced into retrospecti-
vely becoming one. In general, then {o re
peat, il is not the statement of a speaker
which his respondent addresses, nor
even a statement, but rather anything
the speaker and the other participants
will accept as a statement he has made,
Bringing together these various argu-
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ments about the admixture of spoken
moves and nonlinguistic ones, we can
begin to see how misleading the notion
of adjacency pair and ritual interchange
may be as basic units of conversation.
Verbal exchanges may be the natural
unit of plays, novels, audiciapes, and
other forms of literary lfe wherein
words can be transeribed much more
effectively than sctions can be described,
Natural conversation, however, is not
subject to this recording bias - in a word,
not:subject o systematic transformation
into words. What is basic to natural talk
might not be a conversational unit at
all, but an interactional one, something
on the order of: mentionable event
mention, comment on mention - giving
us a threepart unit, the first part of
which is quite likely not 1o invelve
specch at all,

111

I have argued that the notion of state.
mentreply is not ns useful ns that of
stademant-response in the analysis of
talk. Now we must see that the notion
of a statement itself is 1o be questioned,
True, o statement is something worth
differentinting from a response, As sUg-
gested, statements precede responses in
sequence time, Statements orient liste.
ners to the upcoming: responses, 1o
what has come up. Conversationaliste
seem more al liberty to choose a siate
ment than 1o choosc a response, And
most important, a speaker is free fo
make statements about matters that
theretofore have not been presented in
the talk, whereas he who makes a ra
SPONsE must more atiend to something
that has just been presented, although,
of course, he mav construe this material
in an unanticipated way. Statements
elicit; responses are elicited.

Nonetheless, there are problems. Persons
who provide responses no less than
those who provide statements, attend to
back channel effects for g continuois
guide 1o the reception of their contribu.
tion. And in both cases, one must wait
for the aclor to decide what 1o address
himself to before one can know what
is going to be said. And just as an imme
diately prior statemoen may be needed
il one is to make sense out of the re-
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sponse which follows, so the response
which follows will aften be necessary if
une is to make sense out of a statement
one now has before oncself, Also, just
as an addressed recipient can - whether
encouraged to or not - respond to some-
thing smaller or larger than the spea:
ker's statement, or to only an aspect of
it, or even te nonlinguistic elements in
the situation, so, too, a statement can
be addressed to something more than
the immediately expected rasponse, Just
a5 o response need only be restricted in
orientation to what it can make intelll-
gible, so also a statement,

And bevond the system constraints of
intelligibility, there are the somewhal
more ritualized constraints of |opleali Ly
Often the subject matter must be ad-
hered to, or a proper bridge provided Lo
another, or, if o new conversation is 1o
be initiated, then the statement which
opens it must demonstente that  this
opening has proper warrant, To all of
these conversational demands, state-
ments must  themselves  provide an
appropriate coplng seon to be such, and
in a sense therehy conslitute FESPONSes
lo these constmints.

To complicate matters even MOre, Wi
find that responses themselves can e
acceptably read as calling For a FESPOTISE
to therm, as when o question ds answered
with a question, and this second asling
15 accepted as an answening to the first,
(It is even the case that should two
individuals mest under circumstances in
which both know that one of them is
waiting for the other's answer to a parli-
cular question, the other may apen the
conversation with the awaited response).
It follows that the tarm statement itself
might be a little illsuited, and we might
wani to look for a word encompassing
all the things that could be responded
to by a person presenting something
in the guise of a response. Call this the
reference of the response. Our hasic
conversational undt then becomes refe-
rence-response, where the reference may,
but need not, center in the semantic
meaning of the talk just supplied by
previous speaker. And now the issue of
how chaining occurs in conversation
becomes that of how reference-tesponse
units are (if at all) lnked.

You will pote that this formulation ra




ther oddly recommends a ‘backward
look to the strocturing of talk. Each
response provides its auditors with an
ippreciation not only of what the re
spondent is saying, but also of what it
is he is saying this about; and for this
latter intelligence, surcly auditors miust
wait uniil the respondent has disclosed
what his reference is, since they will
have no other wav of discovering for
sure what it will be. It is true, of course,
that -some wverbal pronbumcemends can
be seen 1o condition respomses closely,
especially, for cxample, when social
arcangements have underwritten this, as
in Interrogntion sessions; but this mode
of constratnt s precisely what provides
these oceasions with their special and
iniwicdunl character, And it a5 true, of
course, thal when we examing or preésent
a record of o conversation - renl, Iterary,
or got up - and read or listen backwards
and forwards i i1, the indeterminacy [
am speaking of will be lost 1o our sen-
se5. For as suggested, in many cases
we nesd only rend on (or listén on) a
liitle and it will be clear that the refe
rance proves to be only what we readers
expected  thus encouraging the illusion
that' its selectnon was determined all
plong, But, of course, the issue had not
réally been settled until the moment the
purported respondent provided his pur-
ported response, Only then could the
actual auditors (ler alone we readers)
actually have known who the person then
beginning to speak was to be and what he
has hit upon 1o respond to outl of what
had already pone on. Even when listeners
can propecly feel that there is a very
high probability that the forthcoming
response will address itself in 2 certain
way to & certain aspect of what has
besn stated, they, musl wait for the
outcome before they can be sure® A
similar argument i to be made concern:
ing place of transition from one speaker
to another, If a speaker mayv provide
additional tramsition poinis after his
first one is not taken up, so it follows
that e will not know which of hiz offers
s to be accepted until it has been, and
we, upon reading a transcript, will only
know whiclh possible transition point
was taken up, not why an earlier actual
tme or later possible one was not used.
Nor is that the end of 3. For after it

e

has been disclosed who will be speaking,
and at what precise point he will take
up his speaking, and what reference
his speaking will address itself 1o, there
is still the open question of what he
will say--and no interchange is so per-
functory as to allow a first pair parl
to totally constrain a second pair par
in that connection.

In sum, we can find lots of sirips of
verbal interaction which cleamly manifest
a dialogic form, clearly establishing a
difference belween statements and re-
plies (and consequently jumping along
an interchange at o time), but this dif
ferentiation is sometimes hardly to be
found, and in any casc i variable. In-
stead of replies, we have leas Hdy re-
sponses. Such responses can bear so
little on the immediate stotement thal
they are dndistinguishable from  states
ments; and statements can be so closely
guided by understandings of what con-
stitutes an appropriate topic as to be
reduced to something much like a re
sponse,

It follows, then, that our basic model
for talk perhaps ought not to be dia-
losic couplets and their chaining, hul
rather a sequence of response moves
with each in the serics carving out its
own reference, and cach Incorporating
a variable balance of function in regard
to  statement-reply  properties. In (he
right setting, a person next in line to
speak can elect to deny the dialogic
frame, accept it, or carve out such a
format when none is apparent. This
formulation would finally allow us to
give proper credit to the Iﬂe'xihiht}f of
talk--a property distinguishing talk, for
example, from the interaction of moves
pccurring in formal games--and to see
why so much interrupting, nonanswer-
ing, restarting, and overlapping occurs
in .

We could also see that when four or
more persons participate, even this de-
gree of flexdbility is extended, for here
statements and teplies can function as
part of the running effort of speakers
gither to prevent their recipients From
getting drawn into another state of talk
or to extend the cast of their lalk, or,
contrariwise, to induce a division, {Thus,
a speaker who has obtained the atten
tion of one participant may shift his
concern lo the next person in ling, ne.
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glecting someone who can be assumed
to be committed in favor of SOHTEOnEe
not yet recruited), Similarly, an addres
sed recipient can turmn from the addressar
to initiate what he hopes will be a =e.
parate state of talk with another party,
minimizing any lendency to reply in
arder to invoke the boundary required
by the conversation he himself is foster.
ing. Nor does the issue of splitting end
I Two out of three Or more coparti.
cipants can enter g Jocular, mocked-up
interchange in which each loyally plays
Gul his appropriate part, ostensibly
providing  appropriate statements and
ostensibly responding with appropriale
replies, while all the while the other
partivipants look on, prepared 1o entler
with a laugh that will Jer the jokesters
off the hook, assuring them that their
S¢l ploce  was appreaiated--and  with
this taciful apprecindon provide a e
Spense 1o a statement which iz jteelf
an unserious dialogue embedded in a
less lightly toned encounter *. (Here
instead of a story being narrated, it iy
40 a manner of speaking. enncted, but
1o dess to be treated as ap embedded
whole), Maore commonly, the difference
between what is said and what is meant,
and the varlons different things that
can be meant by what is said, allow
a speaker 1o knowingly convey through
the same words one meaning to one
auditor and a different meaning (o
additional meanings) 1o another. Far if
slatements or responses can draw their
iurm-;:mtabn-ii}- from the knowingly joint
experience of speaker and hicarer, then
4 speaker with more than one hearer
is likely to be able to find a way of
sustaining collusive communication with
one of them through the winks and
under-the-breath remarks that words
themselves can be tricked inio provid-
ing. (This threeparty horirontal play
can be matched in twiperson  talk
through the nse of innuendo, the com-
mon practice of phrasing an utterance
5o that lwo readings of it will be re
levant, both of which are meant to be
received as meanings intended but one
deniably so,

30, too, we wonld be prepared to ap:
preciate that the sockal setting of falk
not only can provide something we
eall ccontexts but alag can penéetrate
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into and determine the Very structure
of the interaction. For example, it has
been argued recently that in classroom
talk between teacher and students it
can be understood that the teacher's
purpose s to uncover what each and
every pupil has learned about 2 given
matter and to correct and amplify from
this base, The consequence of (his edoe.
ational, not conversational, imperative
is that classroom interaction Can come
to be parcelled out into threemove
interchanges:

Teacher: query

Pupil : answer

Teacher:  evaluative comment
O answep

the word «turns here taken o menn
sequencing of pupil obllgations to o
ticipate in this besting process; further
more, it is understood (hat the leacher's
concern is to check up on and extend
what pupils know, not add to her know.
ledge from their Enowledge ™ and that
it would not be proper for a pupil to
Ity to reverse these poples®,

Iv

Given an interactional perspeotive tha|
recommends smaoves gs g minimal unit,
that is concerned with ritual comstraints
s well as system ones, and thai shifts
atiention from answers o replies and
then from replies tg responses in gene
ral, we ean return to perfunctory inler-
changes and make a closer pass at
amalyzing them,

l. Take, for example, a standard rerun
signal. A simple embedding can appa-
rently result, this involving a  +side
sequences whereby one two-part exchange
is held open so that another can ocecur
within ft:

Air It costs fves,

B «How much did ¥ou savis
[r"!.:'.' *Five dollarss,

Bi: «I'll take itn,

This is {apparently) an sunthearings, In
the case of a misunderstanding, some-
thing less tidy can result, something
less neatly parceled into bwo-part ex-
changes:



T

(1) I «Have vou ever had a history
of cardiae arrest in vour
fammily M+

(ii} P: «We mever had no troubl
with the polices.

(lii) I} «MNo. Did you have anv heart
trouble in your family?e

(i} P: «Oh, that. Not that 1 Know

ol ¥,

The struciural difference belween an
unhedring and a misunderstanding s
to be found in terms of how the diffi-
cully gets corrected. With unhearings,
the recipient signols there is trouble;
with misunderstandings, the speaker
Consequently, unhearings can be nicely
managed with  turns containing  only
one move, but misunderstandings lead
to o Pwodanove Lhird turn, its Liest part
sigmalling that trouble has ecourred, and
ils second providing a rerun, Therelore
(i) could be seen as an clision and
contraction of something like this:

i fa) D owNo, tha's not what T osaid

P aWhat did wou s

i «Did wvou have any  heart
trouble in vour fmmily?s

and its collipse into ong turn perhaps
based on the maxim that in serious
matlers, anvone who misundeérstands
another will rather be corrected than
protected. Note that (iv) is more com-
plicated than {iii). For although elision
doei: not seem involved in what the
speaking accomplishes, 1t still seems that
three different kinds of work are ven-
tured, indeed, three different moves, two
involving system constraints and one
invalving ritual cnes. A ploss might go
like this:

1., «Dhs, [Now I see what you reall
said and 1 tell you that 1 doj.

2. «Thats. [Although 1 didn't get vou
the first time arcund, what yvou said
comes [rom a corpus of guestions
nol unfamiliar to me that 1 can
readily deal with].

3. «Noi that 1 know ofs, [An answer (o
the now correctly heard question].

Here, resolving the interchange into
twoemove couplets doesn't help very
much, For althongh (1) and (#) can be
secn as o two-part exchange of sorts,
(1) 15 & rejection of (i) -amnd a restate-
ment of (i), and (iv) is a redeing of
(i) along with a defense agaiost (i)
Observe that an admitted Failure to hear
(an unhearing) need expose the unhear-
ing rocipient to nothing more depreca-
tory than the imputation of inattentive-
ness. A misunderstanding, however, cau-
ses the misunderstanding recipient (o
eapose what he thinks the speaker might
have said and thereby a view both of
what he thought might be expected
from the speaker and what the recipient
himsell might expect to receive by way
aof o gquestion-nll this to the possible
embarrassment of the definition of sell
and other that actually comes to prevall,
20 In examiniog (iv) we found that dif-
ferent moves within the same tum ot
talk were sustained by different wards,
a convenient fact also true of the chain-
ing examples given at the beginning ol
(he paper. But there is no resson why
this must be g0, The same words ¢an em-
body different moves in different games:
This dismal fact allows us to return to
the five dollar example of an unhear-
ing and examing some of 8 complica-
fions.

There 15 a way of saying «How much
did you say?s so as to imply a alitérals
veading, that is; a reading {(whether
actually literal or not) that siresses
what is taken to be the stondard mean-
ing of the sentence-its propositional
content-and suppresses. all other possi-
Eilities. But work and carg will be re-
gquired to secure this locutionary effect,
as much, perhaps, as would he requir
ed to speak the line with any of its
other f{reightings.

About these other fraightings, Obviously,
in context, =How much did you say?s
can mean =That's an awfully high prices
- at least in 4 manner of speaking *. And
when it does; the fact that a mowve of
this kind has been made; 2 move which
guestions the homesty and integrity of
the informant, will show up in the rerun
that comes at the next turn, for then
that line {«Five dollars.=) is likely to be
spoken in an apologetic way, its :-ip-L':iEf.l.'l'
commiserating with the unhearer for the
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way prices are now: or in a slightly
taunting fone, meeting the implied accu.
sation head on and not giving way be-
Fore it or, mos complicated of all, in
what amounts to a serious mimicking
af a straighiforward standard rerun, pro-
viding thereby the functional equivalent
of a silence produced and heard as SOme-
thing to take note of, Observe. the
practicality of the customer using a sar-
castic or ironic phrasing of a rerun sig.
niul not only depends on there bring
a4 rerun signal 1o gverlay in this way,
but also upon there being a convention
alized interchange into which the ser-
YEr's respohse to this sally can be neatly
litted-whether «directlys, by openly ad.
dressing the implied meaning of the cus-
tomer's query, or sindirectlys, by in-
ducing through intonation and siress a
special reading of what is otherwise a
stundard  response to a standard e
quest for a rerun. Observe that the
sume general interchange formmt will
allow the customer 1o begin the display
of disgruntlement in another Wiy, name-
Iy, by means of an utterance such ns
aYou gotta be kiddings, which in Qs
i can lead on to <1 know what you
means, or (straight-faced) «No, that's
what it really cosiss, and we are back
once again to the same position: a cus-
lomer who reserves the right to com-
PMele a transaction even as he injects
nede of the fact that he feals the pricing
is out of line. May I add that an impor-
tant possibility in the analvsis of talk is
to uneover the consequence of a particu-
lar move for the anticipated sequence:
for that is a way 1o study the move's
functioning *. One should examine, then,
the way in which a move can precipi
tously bring an interchange to an end
before its' indtial design would  have
prefigured or extend the interchange
after its termination had besn expected
or induce an interchange without using up
the first slot to do so or canse s =break in
steps, as when he who gives up the floor
ina manner to ensure getring it back after
the next turmn finds thay the person who
obtained the floor has managed matters
S0 as 1o undercut the builtin return,
or when someone being presented at
cotrt asks the roval Personage questions
instead of merely answering them, there.
by  commitling ltse-majestd  linguisti.
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cally, for although monarchs may deign
Lo penetrate a comMmoner's preserve con-
versationally, the understanding is that
the exposure is nol to be reciprocaled,
3, Consider now that just as interchan.
ges can incorporate nonlinguistic actions
along with verbal utterances concerning
these actions, so interchanges can incor
parale references to past doings as oo
castons for now doing praise oy Brlarne,
thereby placing responses ta wider cir.
cumstances before or alfter verbal refe
rence to these circamstances and thius
bringing them into the interchangse:

B comes home lrom work, apparently
not having brought what he [rrcmised
ta bring, and shows no sign thal he s
mindful of his fallure,

A wYou forgot!s [an ulterance wlionge
propositional form s that of an
assertion of foct, but here can be
understood  as Blamegiving,  for
here it is to be taken that the doey
of an act can hardly be FEITHTRINT
of what he has donel.

By «Yes. I am SOTTY .,
A «You're always doing e,

Bi: <1 knows,

However, slnee the accuser cannot be
sure of the accused's situation, a tack
ful hedge may be emploved, and some.
times with good reason:

A «Did you forget?s
Bi:  «Mos,
Ax  «Where is itds
:: =It’s in the cars,
J!'-tli 4Wcll?xr
i «I'm on my way out to get its,

an interchange that can be nicely mana-
zed in a more elliptical form:

A : =Did vou foromet?s
Bi/By/B:: «MNb, it's in the s
I'm just on my wav o el i,

Observe that the accuser can extend
this sort of strategic hedging hy asking
a question, the affivmative answer to
which constitutes an aceeptable excuse
for the action at fault, thereby glving
the apparent offender an CASY DpPpOriu-




nity either to demonstrale that indeed
this {or a similarly effective accounting)
cin be given or 1o initinte an admission
of guilt (along with an apology) without
acliually having Dbeen asked for either.
Thus:

A: wThe store was closed by the time

vou pot outte

B: Darn it. I'm
[ of o R

alrmd 11 wase
A «The store was closed by the time
you gol ot s
B: alt was open hut (hev won't have
any: il next weeks,
I e

are possthilities (s initial rounds) the
asker lenves open while actunlly priming
the Tollowing self-rebuke, thereby allow-
ing the blameworthy person lirst
in an apolopgy interchange:

slol

My «The store was closed by 1h
yor gol ol
B (siriking head) <God. I'm somoy
I'm hopelesss
B . o s s

4. Finally, observe how passing  inler
changes can bear on nonlinguistic ac
lHons and balance the claims of diffe
rent games off against cach other, pre
senting us with utterances that are rou-
tine yet functionally complex:

At ‘an mirport & man approaches 2
stranger,.a female, who 15 seated at one
end of a threeseat row. He places his
small bag on the far seat of Lthe thres
and prepares to walk away 1o a
lickel counter.

The basic alternatives opea to the man
seem to ber

i. Leave his bag, civilly dizattend the
sitter (thus neither obliging her 1o
do anvthing nor presuming on her
in-any olher manner’, and go on his
wiay, leaving his bag at risk.

il. Openly approach the sitter in o}
manmer of someone politolv initic
ing talk with an unacquaimied cross
sexed other, saving, for exampl
aHxcuse me, Ma'nm, 1] only be
a mimde, I you're

HEO0E
goimg (0 e
here, would you mind keeping an cyve

on my bag?» (To which the response
would hikelv he a granting of the
reguest or the provision of an
explained decline)

With these possibilities as part of the
actual situation confronting the two, the
following interchange can easily tran:
SPIre:

He: (laconically, olmost safie vede, as
il already lodesd in conversation
with the recipienty «Dan't el
them steal QLo

She: (Immediately uilters an apprecia-
tive conspiratorial @ chuckle  as
speaker continues on his way),

Here n man 18 taking liconse o (real o

woman with whom he Is unacquainted
as though they were inoa state of «open
tulks, i, ¢, the right but not the aoblign
tion to indtinte brief states of talk al
will, But the price for taking this li-
berty - and what neatealizes: it a8 a li-
berty and therefare permits it - is thal
the speaker not only therchy loregoes
the outright possibility of obtaining o
formal commitment concerning  the
suarding of his bag, but also physically
removes himself from the possibility of
further threatening the sitter with an
extension of the contacl. The recipient
responds with a laugh patently direcied
ta the sally - the little joke that is [o
bring the two momentarily together in
acknowledpement of the theft level at
the airport - and not to the man's under-
Iving need to have his bag puarded.
But the sitter's response does not deny
outright that she will indeed be re-
sponsive to the man's unstated hope,
that prospect being scrupuloushy Ieft
open. The little lavgh that follows the
unscrious command is, then, not menely
a sion of appreciation for a joke made,
but alse evidence of a stratepic position
which neither denies novr accepts the
buried request. (Thus, she 15 free o
leaive before the man returns and is
free to help out without formally having
1o accept falk from a stranger). And this
hedged response to the man's deeply
hedped request 1s what he was all olong
ready to settle for, namely, & hope; not
a promise. Thug, an interchonge that is
entirely verbal and apparently unserious
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can vet draw upon and implicate wider
nonlinguistic matters, such as fuardian.
ship, the rules for initiating spoken con.
tact between strangers, and the like.
Different strips of interaction, different
interaction games, are simultaneously in
progress, each involving a different amal.
gam  of linguistic amnd nonlinguEsiic
doings, and vet the same sireich of
words must serve, Note that here the
words that realize a move in one game
< do so because they can be presented
as realizing a move in another

v

l. Help in the study of rthe structur
ing of interchanges has recently come
[rom  eredinary langunge philosophers,
for these units of interaction appear ito
contain and 16 meld together what stu.
dents of Austin would refer 1o as quite
different speeeh ncts, Drawing on Jahn
Searle's analysis *®, consider that the fol-
lowing argument i possible,

In theary at least, a speaker should
be able to present a statement that
solely reports pure fact (an =assertions)
and receive g reply that simply atlesis
o sysiem constrainis having been sa.
tishied:;

(i} Ar «l think I'Nl do the wrappings,
B: «(Oh»,

Very often, in conilrast, a speaker pre
sents a «directives, that is, words whaose
point (or illocutionary foree) is 1o urge
the hearer to do something, the urging
varying in degree from gentle requests
lo harsh commands,

One hasic kind of directive is aimed
al inducing the hearer 1o impart verhal
mformation on a particular matter, giv-
ing us again the question-answer pair®,
i (a) A:  «Is that the parcel I'm suppo-
sed 1o slart with?s

B: «Yess,

Observe that instead of speaking simply
of system and ritpal constraints, we
might want 1o see B's «Yess as a move
in theee different games; the requested
information is provided but also (by
implication) assurance is given that the
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question was correctly heard, and that
it was not intrusive, stupid, overeager,
out of order, and the like. Cansequently
the following recovery of two prelimi-
nary exchanges is thinkable:

A: «Can you hear and undersiand:
mes

B: «Yess. :

Asi els it alright to ask You a questior
about the WERPing s !

Bi:  «Yese, ;

At wls thoo the parcel I'm supposed
to start with?s

B «Yogs,

The possibility that the asker needs as
surance either that he has gotien ncross
or that his question is proper seems
quite remote here, aned consegueenily
the argument for elision seems extre.
mely labored. But, of course, there gre
lots of cireumstances in which these wao
considerations (especially the ritunl one)
are acutely problematic, being BRPTES:
sed either explicitly in preliminary ex-
changas aor tacitly through intomtion
and stress.

Move on now to a second basic kind
of directive, to the request or commiancd
for a nonlinguistic doing:

iif (a) A:  =Would you put yvour [inger
on the knot?s

B: (puts finger on knot)

Here again the response (a doing) per-
forms triple work: it does what was
requested and simultanecusly affirms
that the reguest was correctly  heard
and deemed to be in order. But now
W can see more readily that directives
involve {among other things) a timing
condition, and this can imply a tacil
back pair, or at least the expansion is
thinkable in which this underlying pos-
sibility is exhibited:

it (b} A «Would you put your linger
on the knot when [ say now?s
«Yegs, :

«Nows,

{puts finger on knot)

w e




=

which almost surfaces in the fellowing;
il (o) Az «Would wou put vour {ing
on the koot nnnnonnnnow!
B: (puts finper on knot)

The examples given here of requestis for
information and reguests for nonlinguis-
tie dolopgs are simpler than ordinacily
found in mature, for there quite com-
monly what Is meant as a request for
mformation or aclion s safd a5 o ro
guest for wves/no information  either
abount having information or about being
able 1o perform an action. (Do vou
knosw the tme?s; «Can you reach the
galt?») So in many examples of both
Kinds of directives a lurther expansion
ig thinkable in order (o recover another
elided back pair:

A «Do you know the time?s
‘Bt aYess,

im: aWhit is it7s

B wFive o'clocks.

Ay «Can vou reach the salt?s

B, ¢ eYuss,

A0 aWould youds

BBy «Yess. (gers i1, gives it).
Ao «Thankss,

Furthermore, although what is «literal-
Iy said in these cases can be so tho
roughly o dead dsspe as to provide the
basis for joking cHterals replies, there
will, as sugmested, be other occasions
when both understandings are relevant,
allowing for the possibilitics of one ul-
terance figuring as & move in four
games: a request for evidence that one is
beéing correclly heard; a request for
information about possessing information
or ability; a request for divulgence of
the mfermation or performance of the
capacity; a stand taken concerming the
soclal prapriety of making these requests,
MNow just as diréctives aim at inducing
words or actions from the addressed Te-
cipient, =0 we can anticipate a class of
speech acts through which speaker com-
mils himsell W a course of action-
scommissivess, in Searle's phrasing-
comprising promises, pledges, threats
offerings, and the like ™.

Commissives are similar 1o directives

in that interchanges involving either can
intimately interweave wornds and actions.
Further, both commissives and  direc-
tives raise the issue of the character
of the mtuml tags tvplcally associated
with them, namely, some wviariant of
please and thank you. Thus:

A =Would vou put wour
firtper on the koot?s
B: (Does Lol

Az: wThankss,
B «'t"s okays,

directive

A «Would vou like me 1o
put my finger on the
knotie

commissive B uY g,
A (Puts [inger on koot

H.: a«aThankss I

Although these politeness [orms consist
of lexicalized verbal utterances, the fecl
ing with which they are spoken is al
wavs an important element; as alreoady
sugpested, the point of employing these
forms is not so much to state somathing
as to exhibit feeling, In turn, we night
want to distinguish this sort of ver
bal doing from a second sort, the sorl
identifiable as involving olassic perform.
atives, whereby uttering ‘a  formulaic
statement in the proper circumstances
accomplishes the doing of something,
the formula and the circumstances be-
ing required, not the feelings of the
speaker®.

Z. A classification of speech acts--such
a5 the one recommended by Searle.
provides us with an opportunity o see
that how an interchange unfolds will
depend somewhat on the type of speach
act Imvolved, especially upon the type
that imitiates the interchange. This, a
simple declarative statement of fact (if
indead there is such & thing in natural
talk) creates a quite different second
pair part from a reguest for information,
and such a request has different sequenc-
mz implications from a request for a
nonkingnistic doing. A scommissives Has
stifl other seguentinl consequences. And
an interparsonal ritual such as o greet
ing proves 1o be linked with-a matching
expression, but now much more loosely
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than is true of other adjacency pairs,
Bt if o I¥pology of speech acts is to
guide us, we must see thar something
equally fundamental s Presumed.

In English, speech acts tend to be
identified with particular syntactic struc-
tures (such as imperative and inter-
rogative forms) and particular lexical
items (such as «pleases and spardons},
the position being that here the locn
tiomary form cditectlys conveys a speech
act, I is said that 1he speech form ean
eliterallys express or realize the corres.
ponding speech act ™. It is then reason.
ed that a particular speech form may
be rautinely emploved in accomplishing
4 speech act different from the one tha
winilld be performed wiere the speech
form o be understood literally, that is,
taken directly, 8o g given speech form
Lin come to have a standard significance
45 n speech act different from its Ji teral
significance ps o speech acl ™, Only one
Hore step is needed 1o appreciate that
ko particulay context, a spéech form
having a  standard significance as g
speech act can be employved in a still fur-
ther way to convey something not ordi.
narily conveved by il- whatever, of
course, it happens 1o say, (Indeed, on ge.
casion the special MEaning conveyed by
i speech form moy consist of its «literals
meamng, as when James Bond leaves
his recently shot dancing partner ai a
stranger's {able, saving that she is dead
on her feer),

Given all of this, an attempt musr be
made to uncover the principles which
accouni for whatever conprast is found
on a particular occasion betwesn what
is said (locutionary effect), what is
sually meant by this {standard illog-
tiomary force), and what in fact is meant
on that particular occasion of use, Fyur
ther, consideration must he given to the
fact that in some cases, Slandard meap-
ing is closely dependent on litera) mean
ing, in other cases nol; in some cases,
particular force is closely dependent on
the standard one leither as a contras;
or as somethine that can redroactvely
be claimed as whay was intended), in
other cases there seems hardly anv rela.
tion at all between them ™,

One problem with this Perspective is
that a set of Prearranged harmonies
tends o be assumed, Specch forms are

30

liken to be of the samg number and
kind as are standarg speech acts: and
the latter are taken 1o provide a match-
ing for the variety of meanings that
occur in particular contexts. The same
list of possibilities is assumed to be
found in each of the three classes of
cases, the only jssye being which in-
stances of this list are 1o appeir together,
as when, for example, a question s
said but an order js meant or an ordey
is said but an offer |y meant or an offer
is what is usually meant but in (his
case 4 request Is intended ™, (A similar
afgument can be made about the jssie
ol «strengths: the sstrengthe of an ui-
terance is ordinarily attached ta,
indicated by, g st speech form, But in
context a pariieular usope can Comvey
much less or much more loree™, The
Point, of course, is thal although stand
ard speech acts muy form g relativily
small, well-demarcared sel, this applies
largely to what ig said; what 1% meant
sems 10 draw on addition) sels of
meanings, too. For example, the inter.
ruplive utlerance, sWhat?s, presents the
proposition  that something Mas  been
heard and Mocurionary intent of inclie-
ing a rerun, But i very MANY CAses
of actual use, thesp possibilities are the
cover for some sort of bopaling at whar
s seeurring, and these various bogglings
don’t aptly fit into the standard speech
act boxes,

Further, there is a degenerative relation
between what is safd and what is con.
veyed, for the special use in which a
siandard speech act is Put on occasion
can after a time become itself a standard
overlayed meaning, which can then, in
turn, adllow for a second-order 1me o
be employed for still other PUrposes,
For cxample, «f shall hate you if yau
do not come to my partys has (o do
with issuing strong invitations, not with
warning of strone dislike Comnsequent on
failure to perform a particular aot, But
what is hers conveved as opposed to
what is said may well itself he employed
in a mock voice ag mimicry of refine.
ment, And some of theee mockerios
have themselves become rather sian.
dardized, upening up the prospect of a
still further twist between what is sajd
and what is meant, Moreover, two dif.
ferent standardized mermngs  may e
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established. For example, rerun signals
very commonly constilute a sanchoning
move against a speaker, pointedly giv
him o chance 1o recast l]'._ way he has
said something or to proceed now 1o
account for why he did what he has
just reported having done; however, the
satrie signals are also. used in their
more «literals sense 1o accomplish ume
proved eommunication,

1, Commonly, critiques of orthodox lin:
guistic analysis argue that although
meaning depends on context, context
jtsalf is left as o residun] category, some-
thing undifferentiated and global that
is to be called in whenever, and only
whenever, an dccount s necded for any
noticeable deviation belween what s
safd and what §s mennt, This tack fails
to allow that when no such diserepancy
ia found, the context is still crucial--but
in this case the context is one that is
usunlly found when the ulterance oc
curs, (Indeed, to find an utllcrance with
only one possible reading is to find
nn utterance that ean occur in only one
possilile: context), More important, tra.
ditionally no analysis was provided of
what i1 is in contexts that makes them
determinative of the significance of ut-
terances, nor any stalement concerning
the classes of contexis that would thus
emerge--all of which, if explicated, would
allow us to say something other than
merely that the conlext matters.
Here Austin has helped. He raises the
question of how a speech act can fail
tir comes off and sugpests an analysis:
there are infelicities (including misfir-
ings and abuses), restrictions on respon-
sibility, misunderstanding, and etiofa-
tions, namely, the reframings illustrat
ed when an act turns out to be embed
¢d in a report, a pocm, a movie, and so
on” In asking how a speech actl <an
fail, Austin points to conditions that
must be fulfilled if the act is 1o succeed,

A, Consensual

1. The sstandards response, comprising
equivalent kind:
— Five o'clock.
— Yes 1 do. It's five o'clock:

— Sorry, my watch isn't workimg.

this in turn sugpesting how contexts
might be classilied according to the way
they affect the illocutionary force of state-
ments, made in them. And Indecd, the
prospect is implied that a whole frame.
work might be uncovered which esta-
blishes the wvarfety of wavs in which
an act can be reread and a determina-
tive account of the relations among these
severnl hases for meinterpretation.
Say that there is in aoy given culture
a limited conceptual resource for delin
ing situations differently, a limited set
of bhasic reinterpretive schemas {ench,
of course, realized in an infirdle num-
ber of wavs), suck that the whole sel
is potentially applicable to the wspmes
event. Assume, too, that these fundb-
mental frmmeworks themselves form a
framework- -a framework of rpmeworks.
Starting, then, from a single event in
our own culture, in this case an ulter
ance, we ought to he able o show
that a multitude of meanings are pos
sible, that these fall into distinet elassos
limited in number, and that the clas
ses are different from each other in
ways that might appear as fundamontal,
somehow providing not merely an end-
less catalopus but an eéntree to the
structure of experience. 11 will then seem
obvious that the schema of schemas
applicable to (and even derived from)
the possible meanings of our chosen
event will similarly apply to any other
event. OF course, the shape of such
a metaschema need only be limnéd
in to provide the reader with a focus
for easy complaint; but complaints can
lead to what we are looking for,
Start, then, with a conventionalized, per-
functory social litany, one that begins
with As «Do vou have the time?» and
restricting ourselves to B's verbal inps:
response, consider the following unfold-
ings:

varants of a more or less functionally

— There it is [pointing to big wall clock].
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A standard schema of interpretating fundamentally different from the ane
pertaining to clocks Eroves to be the one that both participants are applying:
— No, but T sl have the NMewswieg.
— Sure, Amvway, what ¥OUu wamt won't take bhut a mintte,
— No, I left it with the basif.

A mutually and vpenly sustained fuj) transformation of (ha original {a «key-
ings) proves to prevail:
— [directar 1o actress]. No, Natasha, Turn your head or you'll never rearch
bevond the foottights,
— [librarian], No, that wasn't. the title, bt it wns stncthing Tke that
— [language teacher] That's just fine, Tohann, A few more dimes gy
you'll have the sts right

Indirect medning given direey reply:
— Stap worrying. They'll be here.
— Alright, alright sq I did lose your preser,
— [prospective johnl. How much for the whole nigh?

Procedural problems holding off illocutionary COmroerng

Svstom CORSIENNS not satisfied:
— What did vy say?
— Bitte, ich kann nur Deutsch sprechen
— What dime?

Ritunl constraints nor satisfied:
— I'm sorry, we sire not allowed 1o give gut the time. Pleasi phane T1 G064,
— Nurse, can't you spe I'm trving to tie off this bleesler?
— Shh, that mike carries,

Addressing ritual Presuppositions so that the illocutionary point of Lhe initjal
slatement is denied a1 least temporarily, and a side sequence is establishe
in which the erstwhile respondent becomes the tmitiatar

— Why 1he formality, love?

— Could 1 ask where you learned yvour English?

— Don't you remembey me?

Warranted or unwarranted (reatment of asker’s move ag trickary i this
particular case the assumption being that onpe a claim is established fop
initiating talk, it will come 1o be exploited
— Mo (oo eeling the asker's e¥es and hurrying on away from him an
the assumption that the guestion might be an instance of the now
standard ploy 1o ready a robbery).
— Say, are yoy Irving to pick me up?
— Never mind the time, Peterkins You know vau're supposed (o b in bed,

Jointly sustained fabrication relative to Passers by, e g
— [spy recognition signal]. Yes. Do vou happen to have a match?

Unilateral use of features of interacrion For the open purpase of play or derision

Failure to perform anticipated ellipsis:
=Y Tde .

Use of U ticipated schéma of inlerpretation:
— Yes, do vou have the inclination?
— [in mock Scors accent]. And may T oask what you want it lor?
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4. Anything covered in A through E but reframed for playiul use, e. g
— (Huge, toughdooking black in black neighborhood, on being asked the
time by a slight, middleclass, white wvouth, looks into youl™'s cyes

while reaching for watch): You ain® fixin' to rob me. is vou?

It is some such framework of [mame-
works that we must seek out: it is
some such melaschema that will allow
ug to accumulate syslematic  under-

PART FOUR

What, then, is talk viewed interaction
ally? 1t is an example of that armnge
ment by which individuals come 1o
gether and  sustvin matters  having o
ratified, joint, current, and running
claim  upon  allention, Games provide
another example, for here ihe play
consciously and awaredly mode by one
participant must be attended] to by
ihe other participants and has much
the same meaning for all of them.
Asudden sstrikings event can constitute
mother source for this joint arranpe.
ment; for at such moments, and typi-
cally only for n moment, a common focus
of attention is provided that is clearly
nat the doing of the witnesses, which
witnessing s mulually witnessed, the
evenl then having the power to collapse
persons theretofore not in a state of alk
inte a momentary social encounter, Buy
no resource is more effective as a hasis
for joint imvolvement than speakings,
Waords are the great device for fetching
speaker and hearer into the same focus
ol altention and into the same inter-
pretive schema that applics to what is
thus attended. Bur that words are the
best means o this end doss not mean
that words are the only one or that
the resulting social orpanization is in-
trinsically verbal in character. Indeed,
it is when a =et of individuals have
joined together to mainlam a state of
talk that nonlinguisiic evenis can most
casily. function as moves in a conver-
sation, Yet, of course, conversation con-
stilules an encounter of a special Kind
It is miol positional moves of tokens on
a board that figure as the prime con
cerni; it is utberances, very often ones
designed to elicit other utlerances or
desipned to be verbal responses to these
elicitations,

standing about contexts, not merely
warmings that in another context, mean.
ing could be different.

Now when an individual is engaged in
talk, some of his utterances and non-
Bnguistic behavior will be tnken to have
a spoecial temporal relevance, belng di-
rected to others present as something
he wants assessed, apprectated, under-
stood, now, [ have spoken here of o
move, Now it scems that sometimes the
speaker and his hearees will understand
this move to be primarily a commeni
on whnt hos  just been sold, In thot
degree allowing us Lo speak of a ro.
spanse; at other times the move will
be primarily seen as sometling to which
a respomse i3 cnlled for, n which dogree
it can be called o statement,

And the possibility of éach feaves -
dically open another possibility, nomely,
that some mixture of the two will oocur
amd in such a way as to discoumge the
value of the differentiation in the lirst
place. Left open also will be the status
of the reference and also the question
as to whether or not the move involves
action or talk or both. What we are
left with, then, is the conversational
move involves action or talk or both,
What we are left with, then, is the con-
versational move carving oul a referénce,
such that the reference nnd the move
may, but meed not, he wverbal. And
what conversation becomes then is a
sustnined strip or tract of referencings,
each referencing tending to bear, but
often  deviously, some retrospectivily
perceivable conmection o the immedia-
tely prior one.

In recommending the notion of talk as
a sequence of refercnce-response moves
on the part of participants, such that
each choice of reference must be awaited
before participants can  know  whal
that choice will be (and each nexl
speaker must be awalted before it ean
be known who he is), [ do not mean
to argue against formalistic analysis,
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However tortured the connection can
become betwesn last person’s falk and
carment  speaker's utterance, that con-
nection must he explored under the
auspices of delerminism, as though ail
the degrees of | reclom available 1o
whomsoever js about to talk can some-
how be mapped oul, conceptualized, and
ordered, somehow neatly grasped ang
held, somchow made tosubmit 1o the pat-
terming out effected by analysis. IF COn
fexts can be grouped inig Ategories
according to the way in which they
rentder the standard force of an utter
ance anapplicable and principles thus
developed o delermining  when  this
meaning will be s aside, then such
musl be allempted, Similarly, SOqUeC-
Mg must be anticipated and deseribed,
We must see, for example, that current
speaker's shift fvom the ordinarily meant
meaning of lost speaker’s statement 1o
anordinarily exeluded one, with humo.
rous inlent, can lead 1o g Broan inloned
jsintly and simultaneously by all ather
participunts and then ehun 1 serious-
NEss; o the maneuver can lead to the
tempornry establishmeny of & punning
rule, thug Encouraging an ANSWerng pun
Iram next speaker, Standard SOQUENCes
are thus involved, by these are noy
sequences of statement and reply but
rather sequances at g higher level, ones
regarding choice with Tespett (o reach
and to the construing of what iz reach-
ed for. (A compliment stems  tomlly
different from an insult, but a likeness
is involved if cach has been alicited by
its kind). It is thus that uniformities
might be uncovered in regard to refe
rence selection, including how standard
Utterances will he tonstrued as a re
lerence basis for Tesponse. In this way
we could recognize hat falk is full of
lwists and turms ang Yot go on o exa-
mine routinized sequences of these shify.
ings. Conversational moves could then
be seen to induce or allow affirming
INOVes or countermoves, bt this game.
like back-and.forik Process might betier
be called interplay than dialogue,

And with that, the dance in talk might
limally be availahie to us. Withour djf.
fidence, we could attend fullv to what
it means to be jn Play and we could
Zain  appreciation of the considerable
resources available tg -a speaker each
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time he holds the floor. For he can
use what he is pleased 1o of the im-
mediate séene as the reference and con.
text of his FeSPONsSe, prroviding oy 1hat
intelligibility and decorum are maintain.
ed. His responses themselves he can
present with hedges of various sorts,
with routipe reservitions, so  that h
can withdraw from the slandpoinl, angd
hence the self, these remarks sl
ordinarily imply, Partwiy through his
tarn he ean break frome andl introdyee
an aside, alluding 10 EXLFAnCous malters,
or, reflexively, to the current ellory
communicaifon now in Progress. iy
own- -¢ither cage temporarily Prosenting
himself to hig listeners on n changad
footing. And after he js astensibly finish.
od speaking, he can beqt his listoners
to the punch by gesturing o final hrag.
Keting comment on whal he hag Just
s and upon the Person who would
Cngage in such a saving, this Cormrment,
too, requining a shife in stance, the
taking up ol a pew relationship to, g
ew footing with, his atdience, And in
artfully managing this sequence of gl
tered footings, he can but succeed, how.
ever else he [ails, fn ax tending the chol-
ces in depth available to the speakers
who Follow. -.chajces as to. what to ad.
dress their own remurks to, Every con.
versation, ji SCCmMS, can rofse jrself by
its own bootstraps, can provide i1s par.
teipants with something o flail gr,
which process in its entirety can then
be made the reference of an aside, this
side remark then responsively Provoking
& joking refusal tg disatbend it, The
box thay conversation stuffs us into g
Pandora's,

Bul worse still, By selecling occasions
when  participanys have tacitly agreed
Lo erient themselvas 1o stereotyvpes about
conversation, we can, of course, find
that tight constraints obtain, thal, for
example, a statemen by A will be fol
lowed by a demonstration Irom B that
he Found this slatement  meaningful
and within bounds, and here sopplies a
'esponse that displays the relevance of
this statement and relevance [or it
And we can collect elegantly structured
interchanges,  whether by  drawing
On occasions when incldental mujyal
impingement ix handled by perfunclory
politeness on both sides, or conversely,



when two individuals are positioned to
stustain having a verbal go at each other,
or better still, by drawing on literary
texts, Bul there are other armangements
W draw upon., Individuals who are on
familiar, ritually easy terms can find
themselves involved close together (whe.
ther jointly or merely similarly) in a
nonlinguistic doing climing their m:

altention, While thusly stationed,

amongst them mav occasionally
his passing thoughts aloud, half to him-
splf, something equivalent to ser
yawning, or humming, These we
cill on and allow the license availahle
v these sustaining an open siate of
k. An adjacent hearer can elect |
let the matter entiroly tacilly

one

e
speak

PSS,

framing it as though it were the sto.
mach rumblings of anothér's mind, and
ontinue op undeflected from his task
involvemets or can hit Lo the vent-
ing as an occasion (o bring the remadning
company inte a fodus of conversational
attention for a jibe made al the expense
of the person who introduced the initial
distraction, which efforts these others
support, and if declin

xching 1o
wovide no display of excuse for
so. Thus the whole framework
of conversalional constraints--hoth sys
tem and ritual--can bécome something
ta honor, W0 invert, or to disrepard,
depending as the mood sirikes. It's nol
the lid ean’'t be closed: there is

no Box
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real sahfectmmaifer Comtlniily belwnech currentlye
cuding and proposed ropic, merely deference to
the peed for Bt, (Less precarious bridges are found
when one Individual smatchess annsher's siory wilh
ane from his own repertoire),

= i il 0.

M See Cuoffman, Reletiony (o Padfie, op,
BI-5d

# A point mode by Stubbs, op, e, p, 19,
# Leomard Bloomifield, Lasgoage (New York ) Henry
Holt and Company, 1946}, p. 170, Bleamficll's def:
nition scems o have been a little  optimistic,

it P
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Grommeatical elements of well-formed senfomeed can
b |J|.- ciident an neighboring senlences
o, PR ¥l

) ]i.-.- w'l11|..|| Zelllg Hareds In S:reecioeral L
{Chirapn: University of Chicago Plicsenin
1951Y po 14, delines uticranes. Hloomficld, of
apparen:ly nloo wéed cuticrances 1o refor
doxie during e Luin

1 Busan Phitipy, in «The ITnvisible Culivire ;. Comm-
fertlon tn Ll an pnd Community. on the Warm
rinjy - Rsisey unpublished Th. . 4
tion, Departinent ol Anthropology, Undve
Pewnsy'lvanin, 14 P 18y has suaggosied o
torm npeik in this Imiler eommectio
have in plades Tollowed her prociice. as well
Sacka' locutlon, <=n ten's Anlks

U Horvey Sachs, locture notes, University of (Calis
liirs wp 1REY

oA ul-n. mide, pnd made wall, bie F, McH
ainginlr ¢ al,, «The Lnghsh Used b
Fapiles, wnpubimhcd T Hepar]
the parlod Seprember 19 !
L See Beving  Gollman,
Boblw-Meveill, 19511, po 35
i @il pe 15811, Sincluir el
A A Belack et ml
i wumewhol wmbtpr wiy

H Balluck ev ol o et pp. 118030

n.Silences durfag the completion of o move diffe
ey Dpgure, recomunending concerm [od copr
ma much s viianl, matters:s Thius dhery
Beon dillerense bodween no«juncture |
g oMy pi encoding  unit
cluvaes @il ode accured
firnt ds Hkely 1o be e e the
s more [ikely 1o e seen as oo breall in
Hure spe Donald 5. ]5!-*.-I'|:|r « Hiesi itnt
irarria el Bncodlings, Lavguee

(15650, 145:158; nnil Allen
Movemenl Sy Ehythm Rel
o Hpecch
et
Moy Yol s 1952y,
L] 'l.-'jj'lﬁniu _I_[:.l]:u,*.._ «The Bthoography of Lingobstic
Intnitiony ol ‘Warm Springes, ey presewied @l
NWAWE TII, Georgetown University, Ociobker 15,
1\, op, 18

LR AT ™ o,

4 Close recordings end onndysis of chronfc se
are fvailabde in Marforie Goodwin®s Ph, Dc d
totion, Unjversity of Pennsyvlvania, forthe
Sce alsp ber unpublished paper, «Aspects of
Socizgl Organlration of Children's A :
Procedures gnd Rezourced for Reéstrocturi
ticmse, 199%, An atbempl ot strocturs] an
some standard edult gambits is made |
Relations e Pubdic, oz cw, PP J.J].'.t'-
[orms of these mversioanry -4 ponstiinie the
reparise Mays nnd other literary = these
neat packaping: of spgression being tsken as the
agence of conversalion, when in fact they ame
prahat :-I'.- I|||'I||i||t.' laust II:|:|1 "\-}t:l I s f!u.\.'l

iy Toadligrs e

pp. 135150

r'rlv.‘ Fiven 1o rrnkma open 1l1'u= =0
who nire the mature practitioners here. In g ny
thy preat entalopue  of oy terchanpes
wag  publisked some time opo in umeE in
connection with children by Lewis 'I?:-Ln.':L"F
providing the Enplishry with limgmistic models o
Ioflow In the pursult of bokering art Form,
oAk reported and onplyeed in Philips. op. it
1. 1t

orbid., p. THG,

" Hellack «1 'ali, ap el pp. 1819

" Of eourse, sentenpes con hove struchumml mmbi

a%s

al'|'.|r|- airplanes can be dingerouss has two
paossible  menmings, But  like a
re, these "t possthilities e
clezrly  eatahlished “solely by the 1
h thus refains the power all on
do the work regulred of 1 a8 wn
of what lingunatic analyais con  dis
The same can ha =abl Tor  deiclic
=ir analysis treats cfusyes of terms whose
carry meaningn that oo than-lac kel
noa l|r|..|_|.|| way, but the poolvsis ifsell oppa-
i3 mod himdered In by osway by oviriue of
to o draw o these termms as  Hlustrations,

Th

i ol conatronined by Iindexicals 15
mails . «The man just it my hall
me rmdically fgnomant of whe

aaned wherd It wWent, i
CTL T the warld [ram tha physieal
il npafal standpoing of the speakie; Dul Juse
seboiialy  thile sentesnce mll by lizell cin be
I { ‘my an o apgearently pbeat Drvd AHuseeptlon ol
thin Inddevical Jeature of ajusls, smys and wiheres,

= Cunler, ag, P 17
EFET Ing esception |= providisd by b
Tl v formmatate rules for tho svallde pere
lormarne ol varlous apedch nels  (such wim

cpibesta, allers) and theedfore  eeerpliz
clrctmmmstances oo which allefonte
meanings are imputed. Sew Grice, op; eft Jobn
. Scarte, sIndirect Speech Actas,  unpuhlished
i David Gordon and aorpe Lakall, «Cojver-
| Posiulatoss, in Pag Clcago Liv.
e Soviedy (Chi v Deparvemiont of Lloguistics,
siey. of  Chle WW7LY, prp. O304 Willam
d Dhwvid Fonshel, Thergpenrte Dieourde;
apy atd O fadfliom, Chap, 3, sRules ol
in press; amd Suwisn BrevineTelpp, «Iy
ere: The Seructusy of Ametican Divegtivesn,
i Sopis forthooming, Ono  problem
of work. W fer is that it rends to
ering a surt ol check et Individuals
in the tare clicumstances whan J|||.!3.I
uncertain &8 to intended ||||:u.||i|'|g.
. in short, when wsual determinonts
). How ndividuals areive ot an cotiva
mtton on all those  occasiomy  when the
experience mokes this ensy and instone
is not much explored, this exploration
ather diffic o uideriake from o sltting
Mest promising of sli, perhaps, s the
by Gordon and Lakoff, ep eit, poT
at is conveved as oppoded oo what s said
marked grammatically through the distel-
f particular words in the sentence, Whelher
&atribrution determines the rcoding to b
or merely confirms § might still he an open
L= e s
op: et pp. S4EE
op. ., nprgues for o distinction betwien
snal maxims and conversational dees, the
special to talk. However, although
sima thal seem special 1o an effective com-
1 svsternt allow us b account for certain
sittons, implications, and  laconicltles in
reason [or formuisting the maxims in
lace - other maxims of conduct allow
({E3]

COTEErTH

sthe dotng them 0 werbal

wnder the term  scompletivess,
has recently. argued that  the ’:l_trlli.TIl.[‘
e of o nonlinguistic ace by an Infanl anil
ming comment by o parent is o very bonde
way in whith the child = Induced tor arcyloge
the stream of behavior into repeatable; idontifinble,
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terminally-hracketed sepments, {See Terome Bruner,
aThe Ontooenesis of Speech Actes, in Peter Coflest,
ed,, Svciel Rufes ond Socit Rehovior. Department
ol Experimental Psychology, Oxlord University,
1974, multigraph, p. 755 In later years the parent
will monitor the child's behashor, ready to respond
with & verbal or gestural  sanction cach tine o
lapse in poveptnble fonduct ocurs. Ontopenetically,
then, it could be arpucd that ane basic model far
talk {in ndditan 1o a greeting version of statement
and reply) i deed nnd evaluative ceument. And
what we thke to be g tdy adincency pair Iy often
4 threepart interchange, the first part being a bit
ol improper nr cxemplary ooncuc

* Willard Van Ouine, Marherratioal Lopfe, rev. el
[(Mew York: Harper mn Row, 18823, [

% Sinclafr er al., op. o, . 80

W Bee Marilyn Shatr, «The Comprehensbm of Indi

reel  Dhrectives: Can Two-YenridMds - Shut  the
DNoorts paper presenied ai the summer  mooting,
Linguistit  Soclety  of America, 1974, Amberst,

Missachiseris

¥ Brving Goflman, Freme Analyils (New York:
Harper and Row, 1978) . S03504,

" Another expression of this paelbility is found Ir
Tz lendeney, noted by Roger Shay (e Prohbems of
Communiention in ihe Crose Cultural Medical T
terviews, Werking Papers in Sociolimgmivics, Mo,
1M, Decembyr WM, po M) far w respondednt  fo
provide  increasingly  truncatsd MUIS-ANKWErE o
progeesiive llems In 5 sorles of fuestions, he
serlen coming thus 1o lunction sunéwhal as o
wingle whole

alt's timo for vew e AnLWEr
fnodd, looking a1 her waich: SOPEN Your mouth g
Mitle wider when vou pcak, and abwave say *‘vour
Muojasty's, al anly wanted o see what the garden
wan e, o Mafestve, Tl rights, said the
Queen, pptting ber on the bead, which Alice didn's
likka at all: |

LAY 7 T

A fhid,

YA useful current statement may be found in John
1. Gumpers, «Langusge, Communlcstion nnd Public
Megotintions,  in Anthropolopy  ond  the  Public
Inrerese: Fieldwork gmd Tireory, Pegmy R. Sanday,
ed, [Mew York: Academic Press, forthooming),
M Scheploff and Sacks, opy ofr, under the term
smisplacement markings, 319330

1 McH. Sinclpir and B Confthard. Towarass
an Anvalysls of Nscourse: The Enslivh Died by
Prachers and Pupils (Londos: Cford  Universine
Press, 175), p, 22. These wrilets pae the t#rmm <fra.
mes here. A peneral tréstment of bracket markers
may be found in Goffman, Ereme Analyiis, op
it pp 2512689,

# It:should be added thoe performers of all kinds
- Ancluding, interestingly, auctionetTs - can find it
Impractical le Various reasons o en2ape o achual
fepartee with members of (he audience, and o
i5 A subslitile cnd wp feeding themselves their
DWI SICments 1o meply 10 or making a2 siatement
in the name of & member of (he auiliente, to which
they can  then respactd,  Engendered, ihus, on
situntional grounds, is expropriation of the dialogic
other,

* Out of frame commante open up the possihility of
being incorrectly Framed by reciplenis, in this cnee
henrd as part of the unparenthesized material
Here speakers will be particularly dependent  on
obtalning back channel vxpressions from  hearers
conlirming that the refruming has beey eflectively
conveved,  And  bere radio spoakers will have a
very special problem, being oot off “from  this

fawe, the Quoen
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source of confirmation. They can It deil with
this lasue by laughing at their pwn eut of Tradmg

comments, assuming im elect the role af the
Hatener. bt this tack will haya the effect of
intorrupting the flow of urleranees ond of unilag-
lining & foke, the merit of which [s often tlependent
an its striking the Resrer oy o woll-trmed 1throw.
avway fine, an interjection that the intorfectar
can  maks offhandedly and  withour missing a
stroke. [0 consequonce there has cmergod e
sdisplaced Brackets. The speaker mokes no JriLse
after his aside has terminnted, Kels eatablished
in the next line of his main text, snd then, pire
wav through this, and whiln continuing o with
this text, allows his vole to bulge vut o ltele
with a laugh, n lough his hearers Iedantly would have
contributed right alter the Feome Btenking romark,
were they [n the studlo with him, Whit s AT
aocomplished, in «Moct, 18 o parerthesized pares.
thesis. The snnouncer's [tile Inugh allows him ta
starid  back fromi the peraon who saw 1it (o
dhsseciate himsell by mesns of n wiy maida [ram
the text he wan  required oo rend, A, this
distancing from  distance sermetlmes tnkes  the
spenker back to the pasitlon the serlpt arighally
adlorded  hikm,

™ Schegloff and Sucks, apeoell, 209 provida an
cxtreme atatement: «Finding an utternnos tiy b oan
anvwer, o b accompllshing angwering, connot be
achieved by reforonce to phonslagicnl, myntietio,
wmantic, or logienl features of the Gtternnce itsell,
bur only by consulting its sequentinl placemant,
ef-, its placoment ofter o questions

One problem with this view Is that while throwing
back upon the asker's quesiion the burilan af -
termining wioe will qualify as oo answer, | Implies
that what i1 a questlon will. frsell hiwe to ke
determined in o lke manmer, by relerenca to the
sequence jb . establishes- -s0 where can ong wiar?
Another issue i that ‘this  formulatian lepves no
way open for disprool, lor how could éne show
that what followed a particular question wai in
ho way an answer to |17 Gronced, an LLlLurur_mc
which appears to provide no answer to o prior
question can fall polntedly, 5o that part of jta
meaning iy, and s meant to be, uaderstood in
reference bo 4 not Belog o proper answer -an
implication that the adjacency pair Tormat fself
helps us to explicate. But surely assessments gho
how podtited 15 the rejection of tha claims of n
question cam vary greatly, depending on whei]:gr
it [+ the quedtioner of ndnanswerer to whom ang
appeals, and in fact there sgems o be no-absalute
reason why an individual cant deliver & next pe
mark with no eoncern at all for s failere 1o
address itself to the prior question, Fioally, to
say that an aoswer of @ sort can certainly. he
provided to & prior questhon without employing
the canventional markers of an answer {and that
the slot itsell must Be attanded. nat what ap-
paresitly gets put inte i) necd not deny that ans-
wers will rvpically. be marked phonologieally, 5.
tactically, semantically, etc., aod that thesa mar
kers will be looked to ns o means af deciding 1hat
what has been said §s an answer,

* Another glimpse of this sort of complexity can
be found in Jefferdon’s Mlustration of the whiird-
roittals, o5 opposed o the everticals, interplay of
mives In & mult-person  conversation.  Sce Jel-
lerson, op. cit.. p, 306,

* Sinclole et al., ep. e, e, o 88 Shuy, op,
cit, o 12, also provides examples of threeismime
may. Ridilles might be thoughl to have o throe-
fove structure: (1) questlon, (2] thought  pod



B

piveup, (3 atswer, Again, ke puarpose of ibe
asked: person’s move i not o informn the asker
about the answer butl to show whether he is smact
enough 1o uncover what the asker already Knodwvs
Hut herg the Inferaction Talls f indecd the
correc) panswer Iy wncoversd (unlike the asking
dong by feachers} or if, upon being told the nns
wer, the asked person docy not do an appresi
stpleas, this . lnler constiluting o fourth m
8 Sifcladr el al,; ap. el e 1M

8 The frut two lioes are drown Trom Shoy, op
it o 22 and #re reab; the second two I have
ticsfect mmvsell, nnd aren't,

B Tiwo kinds of qualifications are always poccsaary

First, ihe translntion from what bs sabd 10 what
& mieant I8 necossarily an  ppproximation. One
should ‘renlly moy, . . .con mean somcthing like
Thai's an swiully high price's. Bul 1 inke this
to bBaopn nsisnee of apormatively residual  ambhi
guleys, More ings 11, an uilerance declgned 10 be
mode n canvenlence of, tha intendeld 1o be avcep
ted sofely far whal 0t Indirectly conveys, never lus
onfy this significance: «apart {rom the inherent am
hipuliy’ of this signifieance, Por, as esiod, o
dipsgtly-mode  statement Inevitalily leaves s 1
lier In @ diiTérent strategle positicon Irom the
in which an indirectly equivalent stalement w
leawg Nl For expmple, i B regipicpt taked vio
lent exception 1o whal a speaker meant (o Convey
Indlrectly, the epeaker can alwiys take the line
that be meant the Meml mesning all along

. Agnin, see Goffman, Relafions in Public. op; el
Py 171:183

& Punn angd other sdouble meaniegis e
doulile  meanlogs, for without the occurme
the stralght mearing In the contest. in which
occurs (nnd thus in the contet which allows |
s ooeurd the eophisticated inepning could nof be
Intraduced. There is thus a hiersrchical ordering
ol the wn meanties, that js of the cnmarked
ond  marked forms; one muesi be introduecible
bielore the other can be introduced.

& Tohn B, Searle, <A Clwssification of Tlocutio-
nary - Actss,  unproblished paper

A directive In the sense that «] reguest that
i 61l mes i5  implied. See Gordon

il

kalf, op. p. 6f; Searle, A Tl - "
opy iy, pi 1N
0 Senphe, oA Classillention .. s, o pp. 2728

B MNote that ol classical per
menved it at least two pemes, ocoe tho! of ind
ming hsarers about, say, the nome to be given,
the: bid fo) be made, the judpment to be ren-
dered, nnd the: other that of achieving this
numing, bidding, Iudging (Here sse Searls
eIndirect Speech Actss, ap € L) Wo are (e
along  In° heving this capacity. Every maove in
o board game slmilarly figures. both Inf
what mowe the player is o teke . and
mitting him  to having taken this move. Here
sop  Gofiman, Ewcowrfers, op. ¢ p 45
M-aLiterals here & 8 wonderfulle confusing no
ton, . something thal  should constitute 5 top
of linguistic study, not a concepiunl fool fo
use in moking -studies: Samelimes 1he dictionary
meaning of ‘one or more of the words of
ultarancsd e meant, although how that  meaning
is nrrived a1l & lefl an open question. And ihe
l.||'_|l_1cr]:|'i.r|§!, CcOmmomsener notion (s prokersied that
o oword in lislation will h & general, hasic
o monl downslossartly meaning, that this basic
mepning s sustnined dn how ihe word i@ ooom-
monly. uied in phrases and  clauses
L many cives words nre used smetag

to comsey something  that they den't  really

as recently suggested) [Shate, op, el
cance may be learned  beford Dis
is  mppreciated,
A gpood example of this lattet, one that did
show Tospect For lnguistic doctrines of the
can be found in the once-popular Jobm:
wwrel, wherein o - ms viice  repesting
ooly the [emale name and n fomola wvedce e
prating only the male ne manngee 10 convey
wh timing, stress: and  other  puealnguistic
curs o complota. seduction. Dostoyessky s verslon
b reviewsd In VUK, Volodinow, Mareoen  awd
i Philos af L i (Mew York: Somlinar
Press oy, pp.  W-108 anel L. 8, V¥ygnisky,
Br e Laegrage (Cambrldge: MIT Pross,
np. 4L
Hero, as EevinTrpp, ef, cif, suggenls, mis
undeorstundigs  are 1o be tedi W0 plap  se
protonded  misundersiandings, oponly o
sentatidings, condern by apeaker
winpcing, eic
seert o have o apecial commliment
grradvals of directives, Thew atart with n
thar s marked synmectlcolly  and  phong
beginning  with  lmpemmtive  Terms and
to the warious smitigmtioomes untll some
o waie wish s baliog sald, And there
dies Ae=m 0 b on o genersl socinl undevatonding
thuit such n serles existe:  witness the lect thot
e serdes By drawn upon as B resouren wlhen
ing joking  mowes.  But  owhat o st oof
il any fand i only ome) any paciieular
social clecle of wsers actuslly employs and whnt
relatfon  this may  have, I any, fa . the  pgrom
marlan’s  siereatypes s an open  questien, no
donbt fo be differsntly answerad by every group
ane mikeht  study, Here sze the wsolul anobysls
in ErvinTripp, op
% John L Auscin, How o Do Th
(Mew York: Oxford Univer
12.24

el

srgs with Words
E3Y, pp.

u Borrowed from Chartes I, Flllmors, «May We
Come In?s . Sémlopica IX (1973), 100, who not
provides some  (lustratiens (in connection
hiz -article’s title), bur alse goes om to
an injunction: <We must allow ourselves,
of all, to dlsregard the infinite range of
situations in  which the senfence Was

ar merely  prosousced,  rather  than
mav be that somebody was osked, for
to pronotnce  four English  monosylla-
ing heavy atress ond rising  intostatlon
ong, amd he accidentally  came up
kar of o Foreign
ating 4n  English

on the
with  our seolencs;: or & 3pE
languages might have heen in

semtepce he ooge  overheard;  or o librarian

have been réading sloud the title of a
short stars. Singe the properties of  this Infinl
mnge. of possi W% are o in N way
d By the structure or mezning of this
particular sentence this whole set of pos itles
can safcly be seof aslde as an wninteresting pro-
blema, Here 1 think Fillmore is over-despaiving,
confusing  members and  classes. Thers i3 an
unmmamigeable number of diflerent  ways o sen-
e ¢an figure, but perhaps  notb ose0 many
- of woys it can fgure, - and the delmealion
wl these clssses con be nn Interesting problemn,
That cifferent students w41l he [ree B come up
with  differs elasges does not undermine  the
value of examining wvarlous ollempts o soo
which seems currently the most uselul.

=
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