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I. INTRODUCTION

Discourse is language use in the large. It is more than the use of sounds, words,
or sentences. It is extended activities that are carried out by means of language.
Originally, discourse was synonymous with conversation—the word discourse
comes from Latin discursus *‘conversation.”” Nowadays, it also includes stories,
novels, newspaper articles, speeches, lectures—any extended but circum-
scribed piece of language use created for a coherent purpose. In common
parlance, the term discourse is reserved for the ongoing activity. But that
activity comes packaged in bounded units, each with a clear entry and exit.
So we will want to speak not merely of DISCOURSE as an activity but of DIs-
COURSES as discrete units of that activity. This chapter is about the production
= of discourses.

Many discourses are spontaneous, produced without detailed planning be-
forehand. These include everyday conversations and extemporaneous narra-
tives. Other discourses are the carefully crafted products of unhurried writing,
rewriting, and editing. These include novels, newspaper articles, letters, plays,
prepared lectures, and radio news reports. The processes of creating these two
types of discourse are quite different. In this chapter, 1 confine myself to
extemporaneous discourses, for it is there that we see the processes of produc-
tion 1n their most telling form.

A. Two Views of Discourse

What, then, is a discourse? It can be viewed as a product, as an object that
gets produced by people speaking. This is a position that has evolved largely
among lingunists and philosophers. It can also be viewed as a process, what the
people speaking actually do, a position that has been developed mostly by
sociologists and anthropelogists. These two views are different in what they
imply about language use in discourse.

The first view, in its simplest form, is that a discourse is a text or sequence
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of sentences that is coherent by virtue of its internai linguistic structure (Halliday
& Hasan, 1976; van Dijk, 1972, 1977). Let me cail this the TEXT view of
discourse. Here, for example, ts a minimal discourse.

My sister hurt herself yesterdny. She stepped on a rake.

What makes this a discourse is that the two sentences could form a coherent
segment of a conversation or novel. A discourse, then, is 2 linguistic unit larger
thanr a sentence and having one er more potential uses. It is anafogous to a
sentence rather than an utterance: It is a linguistic type that is divorced from
any particular speaker, addressee, or circumstances in which it is actually used.
This view evolved from the study of sentence grammars, so the goal is ordinarily

10 specify the linguistic preperties that make disconrses coherent and able to .

serve the purposes they serve.
The second view is that a discourse is a joint activity carried out by an
ensemble of two or more people trying to accomplish things together (Atkinson

& Heritage, 1984; Button & Lee, 1987; Goffman, 1971, 1981; C. Gooedwin,

1981; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974}. Let me call this the FOINT ACTIVITY
viEw of discourse, The idea is that conversations, steries, and other discourses
are nol created by speakers acting antonomously. Rather, they are the emergent
products of an ensemble of people working together. Even stories told by single
narrators are the outcome of such a process (Sacks, 1974). According to these
arguments, we cannot understand what a discourse is as a product without
wnderstanding how it was created by means of this process.

B. Product or Process?

The joint activity view has many advantages over the texi view, at least for
the study of spontaneous discourse. Consider the coherence of a discourse.
According to the text view, this is a property of the text as a linguistic unit.
Just as we can examine the intemal structure of a sentence and decide whether
or not it is grammatical, we can examine the intermal structore of a discourse
and decide whether or not it is coherent, Bul this is simply wrong. As we
will discover, the coherence of a discourse, whether it is a conversation or a
menologue, emerges from what the participants are trying to accomplish as
they preduce the uiterances they do (Morgan & Sellner, 1980; Sacks et al,,
1974). We should not took for linguistic properties that distinguish possible
from impossible discourses, for there are none.

1t is also wrong to view discourses as purely linguistic objects—ltexts are
purely linguistic objects—for discourses include moch more than the senterces
uttered. They also encompass: gestures with the hands and face (Bavelas, 1590;
Bavelas, Black, Chovil, Lemery, & Mullett, 985; Bavelas, Biack, Lemery, &
Mullett, 1986; Bavelas, Chovil, Lawrie, & Wade, 1993; Chovil, 1991; C. Good-
win, 1981; M. H. Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Kendon, 1980, 1987; McNeill,
1985, 1992; McNeill & Levy, 1982; Schegloff, 1984}; tone of voice representing
anger, surprise, and amazement; nonsyntactic expressions such as oh, yes,
well, and okay; metacommunicative comments suchas uh, um, like, andy'know;
and a wide range of pauses, repairs, interruptions, and overlapping speech that
would not be considered part of a text (see later). These features are nbiquitous
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in spontaneons discourses yel are excluded on principle from the text view of
discourse—-and most other product views as well. In contrast, they fall directly
out of the joirt activity view. Their presence in discourse is a mystery until
we view discourse as a joint activity.

The text view has come down 10 us primarily as an account of written
discourses—stories, essays, novels, descriptions, and contrived examples like
the woman siepping on the rake. But the fundamental form of discourse—indeed
the only universal, spontaneous form—is face-to-face conversation, and that
isa very different beast indeed. A written disconrse is to a face-to-face conversa-
tion as a stuffed grizzly bear is 1o 2 live one. We may learn a great deal from
imspecting the lifeless remains in the corner of a moseum, But to understand
the real thing, we must seek it out in its natural habitat and study how it actually
lives.

In this chapter, | view discourse primarily as a joint activity. My reasons
are practical as well as theoretical, for most research on spontanecas production
comes from investigators with this view,

I, DISCOURSE AS A JOINT ACTIVITY

People do not 1alk just 1o hear themselves speak. They talk with others to get
things done. Think about conversations you initiate with others. You talk with
a department store clerk to buy some shoes. You call up your sister Lo get a
st address. You discuss with your spouse what groceries to shop for. You
!ell a colleague a joke 1o amuse her. What you and your partner do each time
IS carry qut one or more joint Lasks, joint enterprises, or what 1 will call JOINT
PROJECTS: you buy shoes from the clerk; you get an address from your sister;
you and your spouse decide what groceries to buy; and you amuse your col-
league with a joke. These are not descriptions of texts or acts of speaking.
They are descriptions of projects you achieve jointly with your partner by
means of your 1alk. Discourses are ordinarily, perhaps always, initiated and
carried out to complete such projects. The participants do not always finish
the projects they start—for a variety of reasons—yet that is what they ordinarily
uy 1o do. One of the fundaggental issues of discourse, then, is this: How is a
discourse created by people initiating and carrying out joint projects?

To begin, let us consider a telephone conversation from a large corpus of
_Bri}ish conversations (Svartvik & Quirk, [980). In (his transcription, a comma
indicates the end of a tone unit, spaced dash and spaced period indicate Jong
and shorf pauses respectively, colons indjcate stretched vowels, and adjacent
pairs of phrases in asterisks (e.g., *seminar* and *yes*) indicate overlapping
specch (8.3d.230).

t _Unless otherwise noted, the other spontancous examples in this chapier come from the
Svartvik-Quirk corpus as well, Each is marked by text number (s.g., 8.3d) and beginning line {e.g.,
30).
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i A. {rings)

2. B. Benjamin Holloway,

3. A. this'is Professor Dwight's secretary, from Polymania College,

4. B. ooh yes, —

5. A. uh:m . about the: lexicology *seminar,”

6. B. *yes*

7. A. actually Professor Dwight says in fact they've only gor iwe more m .
wh:m sessions 1o go, becouse [ didn't realize it it . finishes at Easter,

8. B. I see, yes, *ulum*

9. A. *so* it . wonldn't really be .
10. B. much point, . *ro*

1t A. *no,* . (laughs)

12. B. OK right, thanks very much,
13, A, OK . *bye*

14. B. *hye,*

This is a brief but complete disconrse between Alice, Professor Dwight’s secre-
tary, and Benjamin, Professor Dwight’s student. Alice initiated the call to
compiele one major joint project—to give Benjamin a message from Professor
Dwight—and they succeeded. Unremarkable as this conversation is, it illes-
trates four elements of all joint activities—personnef, accumulation of common
ground, action sequences, and grounding.

A. Personnel

If a discourse is a joint activily, it needs personnel—at least twe partici-
pants—and every discourse has them. The conversation here has two— Alice
and Benjamin. Their PARTICIPATION ROLES, as 1 will call them, change from
one action o the next. When Alice savs about the lexicology seminar she is
the speaker and he the addressee. yet when he says yes overlapping with
seminar, he is the speaker and she the addressee. Paniicipation roles are roles
in’particular joint actions.

Participation roles proliferate when there are more than two people {Clark
& Carlson, 1982a; Clark & Schaefer, 1987b, 1992; Gofiman, 1976). The first
contrast is between PARTICIPANTS ('ratified participants,” Goffman called
thefh} and nonparlicipants, or OVERHEARERS. The participants mutually befieve
they are engaged in the speaker’s joint action al the moment, whereas overhear-
ers do not. Participants divide into speakers, addressees, and SIDE PARTICI-
PANTS. The addressees are **those ratified participants who are addressed, that
is, oriented 1o by the speaker in a manner {o suggest that his words are particu-
larly for them, and that some answer is therefore anticipated from them, more
so than from the other ratified participants™ (Goffman, 1976, p. 260). The
other participants are side participants. Overhearers divide into iwo lypes.
BYSTANDERS have access 10 what the speakers are saying, and their presence
is fully recognized. EAVESDROPPERS have access to what the speakers are
saying, but their presence is not fuily recognized. Professor Dwight, for exam-
pie, might eavesdrop on another line, These participation roles apply as much
to written as to spoken discourses, but there they are nearly invisibie, and they
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are ignored in most analyses. We might picture participation roles in a set of
conceniric regions like this:

Tola} Audience

Recognized Audience

Participants

Primary Participants

[ “speaker” “addressees™

“side participants”

“bystanders”

“eavesdroppers”

The participants in a discourse also have what I will call PERSONAL ROLES.
Alice and Beajamin are, first of all, individuals with their own identities, beliefs,
feelings, and desires. In this task, Alice and Benjamin also have professional
identities. She is Professar Dwight's secretary. and he is Professor Dwight's
student, and they are talking to each other in these roles. Notice that she
identifies herself, not as “*Alice Jones,” but as **Professor Dwight's secretary,
from Polymania College.” In other calls she might identify herself as “*Alice™’
or ‘‘Miss Jones.”' Personal roles alse apply to written discourse, but are ignored
in most anabyses.

B. Accemulating Common Ground

The participants in a joint activity can succeed only by coordinating on their
individual actions. This is so whether they are paddling a canoe, performing
in a musical ensemble, playing tennis, shaking hands, waltzing. or conversing
on the telephone. Failures of coordination regularty lead 1o breakdowns in the
joint activity. But two peaple can only coordinate by making rather strong
assumptions about each other. What are these assumptions, and how do they
change in a discourfe?

1. Common Ground

Two people take for granted, or presuppose, that they share certain knowl-
edge, beliefs, and assumptions——and they each presuppose that they both pre-
suppose this. The totality of these presuppositions is their COMMON GROUND
(Stalnaker, 1978). It is the sum of their mutual knowledge, mutual beliefs, and
muiual assumpiions (Clark & Carlsen, 1982b; Clark & Marshall, 1981; Lewis,
1969; Schiffer, 1972). Two people’s common ground can be divided inlo two
main parts. Their coMMUNAL common ground represents all the knowledge,
beliefs, and assumptions they take to be universally held in the communities
to which they mutually believe they belong. Their PERSONAL common ground,
in contrast, represents all the mutval knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions they
have inferred from personal experience with ¢ach other (Clark, 1993; Clark &
Marshall, 1981).
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Alice and Benpjamin belong to a diverse sct of cultural groups, systems, or
networks that I will calf cultural communities. Alice, for example, might view
herself as a member of these communities: the British, the English, London
residents, members of Polymania College. ciassical musicians, the Catholic
church, and Arsenal soccer fans. Within each community, there are facts,
betiefs, and assumptions that every member believes that almost everyone in
that community takes for granted. She might assume ail Londoners know where
Piccadilly Circus, Regent’s Park, and Sohoe are, what the Bakerloo Line, Madam
Tussaud’s. and the Tate are, and so on. So, once she and Benjamin reach
the mutual belief that they are both Lordoners, she can assume that all this
information is part of their common ground. And that goes for universal informa-
tion in all comimunities they establish comembership in (see Fussell & Krauss,
1989, 1991, 1992; Jameson, 1990; Krauss and Fussell, 1991). it is no accident
that strangers often begin conversations by establishing the communities they
belong to (' m from California—where are you from? I'sr a psychelogist—what
do you do?), for these can instantly create vast areas of common ground.

Alice and Benjamin's personal common ground is based insiead on openly
shared experiences. Some of these experiences are PERCEPTuAL. Once Alice
and Benjamin have viewed or heard something together—for instance, they
jointly saw a glass fall off a table or heard a tefephone ring—they can assume
that event is part of their common ground. Other join? experiences are CONVER-
sSATIONAL. When Alice said to Benjamin This is Professor Dwight's scoretary,
Jrom Polymania Collepe and they established he had uaderstood her, they
could assume this information was also part of their common ground. Acls of
communication are successful only when they add as interded 1o the partici-
panls’ common ground,

2. Adding 1o Common Ground

Common ground 1s important to a discourse because it is the background,
the context, for everything the participants joinify do and say in it (Clark &
Cartson, 1981; Clark & Haviland, [977; Gazdar, 1979; Lewis, 1969; Stalnaker,
1978). To see how, consider another joint activity, a chess game.

When two people meet 1o play chess, they each assume an initial common
ground for the game. As communal common ground, they might presuppose
the rules for chess, proper chess etiquette, each other’s rankings, and other
such information. As personal common ground—operhaps they have played each
other before—they might assume mutual knowledge of cach ¢ther’s strategies,
weaknesses, appearance, personal habits, and more. All this forms the initial
context for the game. Once the game starts, the two of them add to their

. common ground with every move they make. White’s first move adds to the
initial common ground, creating a new commeon ground. Black’s nexi move
adds to the newly created common grovnd. And so on. Each move is taken
with respect to the current common grouad. For good chess players, this
censists of more than the current state of the board. It represents the history
of that game—how the board got that way. It includes their previous strategies,
blunders, revealed weaknesses, and so on. The point is this: Common ground
accumulates with every move, and each new move is taken, and interpreted,
against the current commen ground,
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i jami i versa-
So jt goes in discourse. When Alice and Bemarmin 0pe1_1&d _1h‘e1rﬁ:;>[nmm’e
tion, they oo began with an initial common gr(_mndf B;:_g]:n;:r?n.sg |c]ephone;
jamin ray, reli British convention lor tels
Benjamin Holloway, relied on a BI phones
b ,'“.ving one’s name, and Alice relied on the same _commun grloum.i_]? n ??z“"
l"! g]lha! as his name. Nex!, when Alice said This is Professor Dwight sg.round
ar ) f their common
i ssumed as part O
. from Polymania College, she a: D ; Ny
:EOE ’l{;njamin was acquainted with Professoer DWIghl from Po]yman:ia (':100“:?113
St?c would not have made this assumption of just anyone. She]'mfaﬂ-.ea: o the
person who answered onty after they established the mutuaf belie
jamin Holloway. ' ) )
Bemsa:::'ery publit': move in a discourse 15 taken and interpreted agamslu;[*lle
Lricipants. Their currenl common ground,
1 common ground of the partxcip ¢
;ur\i::ercohas tws parts. The DISCOURSE RECORD includes alt :I;e ZC;TT]-:;
0cnn'ufl tf)ey sake 10 have accumulated in Ihe discourse proper ant w
gr

i 3 1 the
have publicly accomplished in it The rest is OFF THE RECORD. So what th

i i i iscourse
panticipants do in a discourse Is viewed both against ihe accurmulating d

record and against off-record common grount.

C. Action Secjuences

ing joi jects.
The participants in a discourse work to complete overarch]ng Jo:]rgnszmmicc
Thes]; generally divide into smaller joint projects ;_:erformed m;eqad acﬁ.ons e
and Benjamin’s conversation, for example. consists of three oro:

sequence.

I. A and B open the copversation (i_ines 1-4)
1. A and B exchange informalic_m (hr_les 5-12)
Hi. A and B close the conversation {lines 13-14)
Each of these actions divides into further actions in sequence. Action I, for

example, consists of these iheee actions.

Ia. A and ngen the telephone channet (lines 1-2}
1b. B identifies himself to A (1_;ne 2)
lc. A identifies herself to B {lines 3-4}

i tions—A
jvide in simi Al these actions are JOINT ac -

i and 11 givide in similar ways. h T ¢ A
:r?ct!“glsdging something together. Not only is the entire conversation a J
activity, but so are its parts.

Why are two actions taken in
second action is CONDITIONAL ¢n

sequence? The commenest reasor is that }he
the completion of the frst. The second ac';}}?.n
| come second i common ground is to accumulaic in an pr!deriy way.tio:‘s
eeount for much of the sequencing in Alice and Benjamin’s conversd h._;_
T e (;'rlhem cannot exchange information wntj] they have t:open'jeqt 1 <
Thcv::‘s[:n?on: they cannot close the conversa'lion un'ul they h_ave oApe;::hels ::]e
cani d oul ther main joint project—exchanging the information. AD e same
Cm:siefo(rmmany subactions. So these sequences are dBlC]T{l]FIE? r‘\m_nyw e
i(;ice and Benjamir are trying to say, but by what they are Jqlmui ;yl;,‘fcgmcy
The most basic device for sequencing 1n conversation is
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PAIR (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). The prototype is the question—answer pair, as
in this actual example (4.1.75):

A. well has she brought vou all your things then?
B. ves

Adjacency pairs have two parts. a first pair part and a second pair part. The
two parts beleng to different 1ypes, here question and answer, and are produced
by different speakers. The crucial property is CONDITIONAL RELEVANCE: Once
A has produced the first pair part of one type (a Guestion), it is condijtionally
refevant for B to produce a second pair part of the right type (an answer).
Notice how the two parts must be in this order. B cannot krow what 1ype of
response is appropriate until A has compieted her utterance, revealing it to be
a guestion that expects an answer of a certain type (yes or no). Adjacency
pairs are inherently a sequencing device.

Adjacency pairs ase really MINIMUM JOINT PROJECTS. What A is doing in
asking B a guestion is PROJECTING a task for the two of them to complete—the
e)fchzmge of information specified in her question. If he is willing and able, he
_w:il answer the question, not only taking up the proposed project, but compleiing
it. That makes adjacency pairs jdeal building blocks for dialogues. Many dia-
log_ues consist almost entirely of adiacency pairs, Alice and Benjamin’s conver-
sation is replete with them.

Adjacency pair Example

Part 1. Summons A. (rings}
Part 2. Response B. Bewjamin Holloway

Part 1. Assertion  A. rthis is Professor Dwight's secretary, from Polvmania
College i
Part2. Assent B. ooh yes -

Part 1. Assertion A, wiun . about the lexicology *seminar®

Syes*

- actually Projessor Dwight says in fact they've only got
we more m . uhm sessions 1o go, because | dlidn’r
realize it it . finisies ar Easter
I see, yes

> o

Part 2. Assent
Part ], Assertion . so it . wouldn’i really be .
. much point,

Part 2. Assent . no

Part 2. Response . 0K,

Fart 1, Good-bye
Part 2, Good-bye

. *hye*

B.
A
B
B
Part 1. Thanks B. thanks very much
A
A
B. *bye*

Tl_\e,pauern here suggests that overarching joint projects, like Alice and Benja-
min’s exchange of information, are accomplished through a sequence of mini-

T
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mum joint projects, and they ave. But how? That is a question we will return
to later.

D. Contributions

When Alice says she is Professor Dwight's secretary from Polymania College,
it looks as if she is acting on her own, But she isn’t. She is not making an
assertion to just anyone. She is making it 10 Berjamin. To succeed, she must
get Benjamin to atiend to, identify, and understand her utierance precisely as
she is issuing it. That alone requires joint actions.

Alice and Benjamin, however, must satisfy an even more stringent require-
ment. Recall that for a discourse o be orderly, the participants must keep track
of their accumulating common ground. Now for Alice’s assertion to ger added
to her and Benjamin’s common ground, she and Benjamin must satisfy a
GROUNDING CRITERION: They must reach the mutual belief that he has under-
stopd what she meant to a degree sufficient for current purposes (Clark &
Schaefer, 1989; Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986). The process of reaching this
criterion is cafled GrounpING. During their conversation, Alice and Benjamin
must ground each utterance. What emerges from the grounding of an uiterance
is whal has been called a CONTRIBUTION.

Contributions normatly have two phases: a PRESENTATION PHaSE and an
ACCEPTANCE PHASE. In the presentation phase, speakers present an utterance
for their addresses 1o understand, and in the presentation phase, the addressees
give the speakers evidence they have understood well enough for current pur-
poses. Consider Aman®¥a’s attempt in 1 to ask her husband a question (5.9.518):

1. Amanda. were you there when they erected the new signs?—

2. Bertrand. th-which new *signs*

3. Amanda. *litt*le norice boards, indicating where you had to go for everything
4. Bertrand. no,~that must have been in the year after me, you graduated

In 1, Amanda presents 1he utterance Were you there when they erected the
new signs? This is the presentation phase of her question. The problem is that
Bertrand does not understand her reference to the new signs. 3o in 2, he
initiates the acceptance phase by giving Amanda evidence that he understands
everylhing except the new signs, which she therefore clarifies in 3. So only in
4 does he complete the acceptance phase. He does that by going on io the
second pair part of the adjacency pair initiated by Amanda’s guestion. With
the answer no he implies that he has understood her question well enough to
answer it—well enough for current purposes.

Addressees are expected to provide speakers not only with negative evi-
dence when they haven’t understood something, but with positive evidence
when they believe they have.? Positive evidence has two common forms.

The first is the RELEVANT NEXT CONTRIBUTION, Let us return o three lines
from Alice and Benjamin’s conversation.

* Notice thal addressees provide this evidence, but overhearers do not, and that shoukd put
overhearers al a disadvantage in nnderstanding what speakers mean. Overhearers, in fact, under-
stand less accurately than addressees (Schober & Clark, 1989).
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2. B. Benjamin Holloway

3. AL this is Professor Dwight's secretary, from Polvmania College
4. B. ooh yes -

In 2 Benjamirt presents his anme in order to jdentify himself. In the very next
utterance Alice presents an utterance in order to identify herself as well. In
doing Lhis she provides two types of positive evidence that she has understood
Benjamin's utterance. First, she passes up the opperienily to initiate a repair
of his utterance (“Who?" “Bejamin who?"). And, second, she initiates a
contribution that is the appropriate next contribution given her understanding
of his utterance. Both signals imply she believes she has understood him well
enough for current purposes. Benjamin in turn uses the same technique to imply
that he has understood Alice’s introduction: he goes on with o/t yes to complete
the adjacency pair she initiated.

The second common form of positive evidence is what has been called
BACK CHANNEL RESPONSES (Yngve, [970). Take these two lines from Alice and
Benjamin’s conversation,

5. A. witm . about the: lexicology *seminar*
6. B. *yes*

In 5 Alice presents the firsi phrase of her message from Professor Dwight, and
Benjamin accepis it as having been understood with a simple acknowledgement
yes. With this response, he is claiming to have understood Alice's utterance
so far and is telling her in effect “*Go on.” Acknowledgments like these are
often called CONTINUERS (Schegloff, 1982). Note that Benjamin’s yes is timed
to overfap with the end of Alice’s presentation. This is typical of acklowledg-
ments. By making the yes overlap, he shows he is leaving the floor 1o Aljce.
Other acknowledgments include wh huh, veah, and, in British English, m. In
face-to-face conversation, they also include head nods, siiles, raised eyebrows,
and frowns (Chovil, 1921).

Contributions can take an unlimited variety of forms, for utterances can
be presented and accepted in an uatimited number of ways. One curious but
common form of contribution is the COLLABORATIVE COMPLETION (Lerner,
987, Witkes-Gibbs, 1986). Consider three lines from Alice and Benjamin's
conversation.

9. A so i wouldn't really be .
10. B. much poini, . *no*
. A. *no* . (laughs)

1n 9 Alice presents the beginning of a sentence {so it wouldn't reatly be) and
pauses briefly as if she were searching for the right words 1o complete it deli-
cately. Benjamin, perhaps to save her embarrassment, presents a possible
completion much point. it gives Alice explicit evidence that he believes he has
understood her entire assertion. Indeed, he immediately accepts the entire
assertion, including his completion, by assenting 10 it with no. She in turn
accepts both with an echoed no and a laugh.

So far, then, we have surveyed four elements of a discourse viewed as
a joint activity. (a) Personnel: Every joint activity has participants as distin-
guished from nonparticipants—bystanders and eavesdroppers, The participants
have personal roles both as individuals and as professional or societal agents.

995
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{b) Common ground: At the beginning of 2 discourse, lhe_ parficipahts as]surnel
an initial commen ground, which they infer.un the basis of spared <t ltllJ]ra
groups and prior joint experieaces. Then, with _each aew public n}ove, ey
add to that common ground. They producerand lq[erprel each new EJlFEI‘aFK:c
against their current common ground. (c) Jomnt actions: People pamm_pﬁle !-:n a
discourse 1o carry out broad joint projects. They s_ypxca]ly accomplis _1_esel
projects through smaller joini projects com;_)lclcd in sequence.CTheAgaTJma.
joint praject is the adjacency pair, asin a question and answer. (d) “ontribu K())n;é
Minimal joint projects are themselves accomp.llfhed through c_omnbuuon:. One
person presenls an kerance, and all the participants ground it before prec

tng on.

III. CrEATING CONVERSATIONS

Conversations are not designgd in the large.] _Tl:)ey en-_jerlg]f:_ bgnS %:ggl:[; :ﬁ 1&?1 :‘1;
complish certain thiny .
more people use language to &y [0 ac ) e o
ion initiated by another person, they g ¥
cople agree to a conversation imtia ) )
Eo[inow why the other person initiated it. They do not know w_hfat prmec:js
the other had in mind or whether they wili agree to :a_l;e thex;] up 1512;:;}22?0;
jami he had no idea who wa
When Benjamin answered the telephone, alling or
d Alice proceeded turn by turn.
why. That emerged only as he an Al | You can
+ing it is a crank caller, but once yo

answer a telephone call not knowing it is t
it is, you cam refuse to proceed and terminate the conversation. You can refuse

onti joil fon 1 tion.
to continue any Joint action 1A COGVErsal

Conversations, then, are LOCALLY MANAGED (Sacks et _aL, 1274}. T]r:;
actions people take in conversation are ordinarily parts of joint actions, a
these must be agreed 1o moment by moment. Conversations emerge only asha
result of this process. But if conversations are lo_cally m?naged, how do_ the
participants accomplish their global projects? This question has al surpns:ag
answer. It requires us to consider how turns are created and how larger umts
emerge as a result.

A. Tarns

o
Coﬁversations appear to proceed turn, by turn—one p:rson mlki?;i :-.:) ;:_
time. What are these wrns, and where do they come from? Perhaps[_on o
influential answer was offered by Sacks et al. (197_4). In conve_rcs:uled _,rURN_
argued, the participants speak in units ti_xal are potcnual_ turns—s(c; e
CONSTRUCTIONAL UNITS. These range in size from a single .wor’ hgm hee's
OK) to clauses filled with many embected ClaI:ISCS {e.g.,_ Ailceshs :,t;e o‘n{y o
the: lexicology seminar actually Prafzs.sor Dw;g:; ;’ﬁ);sr:; _tf;zrilr ; oy g
. wh:m sessions 1o go, becalise .

;‘;fﬂf eThn; end of each turn-constructional uni} isa TRANSITION.‘IIIEL?.:;A[I;EE
pLACE—a point at which there may be a change in turns. The participal

follow a set of turn-allocation rules, to quote Sacks et al.:

(£} For any turn, a1 the intial transition-relevance place of an initial wrn-

constructional unit: ) .
(a) If the turn-so-far is so constructed as to invelve the ase of a “'current

i right and
speaker selects pext” technique, then the party so selected has the rigl
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is obliged 10 take next turn to speak; no others have such rights or obligations,
and transfer cccurs at that place.

{b) If the turn-so-far is 5o constructed as not to involve the use of a **current
speaker selects next’” technique, hen self-selection for next speakership may,
but need not, be instituted; first starter acquires rights to a tura, and transfer
occurs at that place.

{c) If the turn-so-far is so consirucied as not te involve the use of a “current
speaker selects next™ techrique, then currem speaker may, but need not con-
tinue, vnless another self-selecis.

{2) I, at the initial transition-relevance place of an initia) turn-construc-
tiona} unit, aeither 1a nor 1b has operated, and, foltawing the provision of ic,
current speaker has continued, then the rule-set a—c reapplies 21 next transition-
relevance place, and recursively at each next transition-relevance place, until
transfer is effected. (p, 704).

The result of these rules is an orderly sequence of turns.

As formidable as these rules look, they are quite straightforward. Suppose
the current speaker is A in a conversation with B and C. If A produces the
first part of an adjacency pair addressed to B (e.g., she asks B well has she
brought you ail your things then?), then A is using a ‘‘cuerrent speaker selects
next” technique and selects B as the next speaker. From that smoment on, B
has the right and is obliged to take the next turn. The cxpectable thing for B
to do, of course, is produce an appropriate second pair part {e.g., the answer
yes). If, instead, A completes her turn without producing 2 first pair part, then
the next turn goes to the person who speaks up first—B or C. If neither of
them speaks, then she is free to extend her turn with another turn-constructional
unit. And so on. These rules, Sacks et al. argued, account for many features
of spontaneous conversation. They allow for the number of participants to
vary, for what they say to vary, for turn size to vary, for turn order to vary,
for conversation length to vary, and for many other such features.

In this model, wrn-taking is governed by competition for the floor. The
current speaker, say A, has the floor until the end of the current tarn-consiruc-
tional unit. At that point, unless A bas addressed B or C with the first part of
an adjacency pair (rule 1a), the floor goes to whoever speaks up first, A, B, or
C (by rules 1b and 1c). If one of them wants to speak up first, they should try
to PREDICT the end of A's turn, not merely REACT 1o it—as in an alternative
model of turn-taking proposed by Duncan (1972, 1973). If they do, Sacks et al.
argued, next speakers ought to time their next turn to begin at the end of the
current turn with a minimum of gap, and they do. In one study, 34% of all
speaker switches took less than 0.2 s from the end of one speaker’s speech to
the beginning of the next speaker’s speech (Beattie & Barnard, 1979). That
would be impossible if the next speakers were merety reacting to the end of
the current turn. The next speaker should also occasionally mispredict the end
of the current turn, and this happens 100. In this example, B overlaps slightly
with A, perhaps because A stretched the vowel in size (Sacks et al., 1974, p.
707).

AL sixty two feet is pretty good si:*ze*
B. *oh*:: boy

In the next example, Caller overlapped with Desk because she apparently did
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not foresee that Desk would add the vocative Ma am to the end of the current
turn-constructional wnit {Sacks et al., jbid.).

Desk. It is a streicher patient *Ma’ am*
Caller. *ii's-* uh yes ke is.

This example also shows that Caller repaired the problem caused by the overtap
and restarted her turn from the beginning. The Sacks el al. model accounts for
precision timing in other phenomena as well.

The turn allocation rules, however. fail 10 account for a number of strategics
that are common it conversation. Here are jusi a few.

1. Acknowledgments. Many acknowledgments, such as Benjamin’s yes in line
6 of his telephone coaversation with Alice, are timed to overlap with the
ends of the ygits they acknowledge (see also C. Goodwin, §986). The overlap
is systematic and deliberate, which flies in the face of rules la-lc. Tradition-
ally, these are therefore not considered turns. But if they are not, what are
they, and how are they to be accounted for?

2. Collaborative completions. Recall that Alice’s utterance in line 92, so
it . wouldn'r really be . , got completed by Benjamin in line 10, much
point. Here, Benjamin deliberatcly began speaking in the middle of a turn-
constructional unit, contrary to rules Ja and 1b.

3. Recycled turn beginnings. Often, next speakers deliberately start their torns
before the previons turn is complete in order to signal they want the next
turn, as in this example (Schegloff, 1987, pp. 80-81).

A: Yeah my mother asked me. I says I dunno. I haven’t heard from
her. I didn't know what days you had *classes or anything.*

B: *Yeah an I didn” know* I didn’t know when yoir were home or—1
was gonna.

Not only does B start his turn early, but once A’s turn is finished, he recycles
the beginning of the turnt in the clear (as highlighted) to make sure A has
attended 1o it and heard jt properly. :

. Invited interruptions. Current speakers sometimes invite addressees to inter-
rupt as soon as they understand, whether or not it is at the end of a tumn-
constructignal unit. Here is an example (Jefferson, 1973, p. 59).

.

A. T heard you were al the beach yesterday. What's her name, oh you
know, the 1all redhead that lives across the street from Larry? The one who
drove him to werk the day his car *was— *

B. *0h Gina®™* -

A. "Yeah Gina. She said she saw you at the beach yesterday.

B interrupted A mid-utterance, and with A’s consent and encouragement.
A and B’s collaborative strategy here goes counter to rules la—lc.

. Strategic interruptions. Other times, next speakers interrupt current speakers
mid-turn for other reasons they consider legitimate. Here is an example
(1.9.83).

A: and as long as I'm in my own — little nit and nobody's teiling me
what 1o do
B: yes

in
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A there doest’t really seem ®anything®
B: *but how* long do you think it'll take them to finish?

When B interrupts A with but how long . . ., he does so because he believes
his question is more pressing at that moment than what A was saying. A
may well agree. This too goes counter to rules Ia-Ic.

6. Nonlinguistic actions. In face-to-face conversation, speakers use a varicty
of nonlinguistic signals that defy aralysis into turns. Suppose you were
talking to Calvin to confirm a story you had heard about him: So you were
ar the theater? and Susan watked in and sat down beside you? and she
didn't say anything? Calvin could answer the first two parts by nodding
animatedly over your questions and the third part by shaking kis head.
His gestures are equivalent to the second pair parts of adjacency pairs, to
answering yes, yes, and no after each phrase. The problem is that they are
nol turns because they are entirely overlapping (see Brennan, 1990). This
goes counter to the turn allocation rules, too.

B. Emergence of Turns

Analternative view of turns is that they are an emergent phenomenocn (Brennan,

1990). Turns—when they do occur—have three main properties: (a) they consist -

of turn constructional units, (b) they are ordered, and (¢) they are nonoverlap-
ping. These properties, one can argue, derive from more basic properties of
contributions and minimal joint projects.

Consider the requirement of nonoverlapping speech. To make a coniribu-
tion, A musl get B 1o attend to, identify, and understand the utierance she is
presenting. If the utterarce has any complexity, she cannot achieve this if her
presentation overlaps with 13's utterance. People cannol successfully attend 1o
two complex tasks at once. So in several earlier examples, speakers repeated
speech that had overlapped, as when Caller said *ir's — * wh yes he is and when
B said * Yeah an I didn” know™ I didn’t know when . . . Yet, when a presentation
is simple cnough, it can overtap and still be attended 10 and understood. This
is standard with acknowledgments { yes and wh huh), head nods, and smiles.
And as Alice and Benjamin’s conversation Hlustrates, it is also common on the
telephone 10 overlap the exchange of bye’s (see Clark & French, 1981).

Consider turn order. For two utterances not to overlap, they must be
produced in cne or the other order. What determines the order? Rule 1a is
simply a statement of how adjacency pairs work. If A produces a first pair part
of an adjacency pair, it is conditionally relevant for B immediately to produce
a second pair part. That selects B as the next speaker. The order is required
because B cannot usually know what the second part should be until A has
completed the first part. Sometimes, however, B is able to perform the second
part overlapping the first, as by nodding, and then rule 1a does not apply. Rules
1b and Ic arise when two preseniations cannot be attended to, identified,
undersiood, or taken up when they overlap, and when the participants still
have joint projects 1o pursue,

Finally, consider turn constructional units. What constitutes such a unit
is not specified within the rules of turn-taking per se. They are units of the
contributions speakers are trying to make and of the joint projects they are trying
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to initiate or complete. They too are jointly determined. They will generaliy
be phrases, clauses, or sentences, but they need not be, as in collaborative
completions, invited interruptions. and other cases.

In short, the participants in a conversatien wilt take tuens when they have
10 in order to be understood or to know what to coniribute. But they ¢an
often succeed with speech that overlaps and turn constructional units thal are
incomplete. In conversation, people’s goal is not 1o follow certain rules of
language. It is 10 succeed in the joint projects they undertake. Their local
concern is not o create turns, but 10 complete their contributions and joint
projects.

C. Pre-sequence®

Whatever the status of turns, conversations are stitl managed locally and interac-
tionally. The participants proceed contribution by contribution and by initiating
and completing adjacency pairs or minimum joint projects. The puzzle is how
they complete larger projects. How did Alice manage lo give Benjamin the
information she wanted to give him? Part of the solution lies in the use of
special initiators to project the larger tasks. These special initiators are called
PRE-SEQUENCES (Schegloff, 1980},

The idea is neatly illustrated with PrE-QUESTIONS. Consider this fragment
of a British conversation (7.1d.1320).

Ann. eh there’s one thing I wanted to ask you

Betty. mhm—

Ann. in the village, they’ve got same of those . i— you're going to gel to
know, . what it is, bui it doesn’t marier really

Beuty. mhmn

Ann. won . those rings, that are buckles — —

Betty. that are buckles

Ann, yes, tha— they they're flat,

Betty. mhm

Ann. and you wrap them round,

Betty. oh yes f know

Ann. and, . you know, . *they're* a linle belr .

Betty. Ym* m

Ann. would you like one .

Betty. oh I'd love one Ann —

The first turn ok here's one thing I wanted 1o ask you is a pre-question. With
it Ann asks Befty in effect whether she could ask her a question, and with
mhm, Betty assents. But does Ann then ask the question? No. She launches
into a series of preliminaries to the question—a description of a belt of inter-
est—and asks her question svould you like one onty after that. What ts going
on here?

Pre-questions are devices for making conversational room to provide pre-
liminaries to questions. As Schegloff put it, they are preliminaries to preliminar-
ies. Ann presents her pre-question as a way of getting Betty to aliow her to
prepare Betty for the question proper. If she had been able to ask the question
straight off, she wouldn’t have needed the pre-qresion. So the pre-question
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and its response constitete a device for Ann and Bety to agree to turn the
floor over 1o Betty for as much space as she needs to get to the question. It
projects a larger, encompassing joint task that consists of three parts: {a) a pre-
question plus a response, (b} preliminaries to a question and answer, and
(c) the question and answer.

A similar device is the PRE-ANNOUNCEMENT and jts response. as iflustrated
here {4.1.790},

Kate. well d’you know what they got

Luke. what -

Kate. they didn’t ger replies from . from most people, — hardly any replies
at all - — [continues]

With well d’you know what they gor? Kate lets Luke know she has some
potential news, and she projects two alternatives. If he already knows what
they got, he can say ‘‘yes” or display the news, and they can go on from there.
M he doesn’t, he can say *'no’" and then she will tell him. He 1akes the second
altcrnmiverand, instead of saying *‘no,™ he takes up her projected task directly
and asks What? So Kate's pre-announcement is designed to get him to ask her
for her news. With it she gets his agreement for her to take as much conversa-
tional room as she needs to tell the news,

Pre-sequences come in a variety of forms, serving a variety of purposes.
They are used in making room for preliminaries to questions, for conditions to
requests, for entire conversations, for stories, for taking leave. and for many
other purposes. Here are just a few common pre-sequences.

Type of Pre-sequence Example

Pre-question A. oh there's one thing 1 wanted to ask you
Response B. mhm
Pre-announcement A. well dyou know what they gor
Response B. what —
Pre-invitation A. Are you doing anything tonight?
Response B. No.
Pre-request A, Do you hauebhor chocolate
Response B. Yes, we do.
Summons A. Hey, Molly
Response B. Yes?
Summons by telephone  A. (rings telephone)
Response B. Benjarmin Holloway
Pre-closing statement A, Well okay
Response B. Okay
A

Pre-narrative - 1 acquired an absolutely magnificent sewing
machine, by foul means, did I tell you about
thar?

Response B. no
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Pre-sequences, then, create local adjacency pairs that project more ex-
tended joint tasks. They initiate the larger joint projects by establishing agree-
ments by the participants 1o let them proceed. Pre-sequences are an ingenious
selution 1o the problem of how 1o achieve global aims by tocal means.

D. Opening a Conversation

How do people create a conversation from nothing? When A (a woman) wanis
to talk to B (a man), she cannot proceed on her own. She must get B to join
her in the activity that will term oul to be their conversation. To create a
conversation, then, A and B must coordinate three things: (a) their enTRY into
that joint activity, (b} the sobY of that activity, and (¢) their EXIT from it. Pre-
sequences come in handy in all three phases. Let us look fiest at the entry.

People do not take deliberate actions without a reason, and that holds for
conversations as well. When A initiates a conversation, she does so because
she wants to accomplish something with B—give him a message, get information
from him, jnvite him to a party. So in opening a conversation with B, she meets
these requirements.

Al. A is willing and able to enter a conversation now.

Al. A is willing and able to enter a conversation now with B.

A3. A is willing and able to enter a conversation now with B to accomplish
Jjoint project P.

Note that 1 is presupposed by 2, and 2 by 3. so 1 can be satisfied without 2 or
3, and 2 without 3. Now when Alice calls Benjamin, she can be sure she meets
Al-A3, but she can hardly be sure Benjamin meets B1-B3.

B1. B is willing and able to enter a convessation now.

B2. B is willing and able to enter a conversation now with A,

B3. B is willing and able to enter a conversation now with A to accomplish
Jjoint project P.

Maybe he cannot talk now (he is in the shower); maybe he does not want to
talk to her (ke is mad at her); maybe he cannot take up her proposed project
(he has never heard of Professor Dwight's seminar).

A must therefore engineer B's entry into 1he conversation in steps. To
establish Al and B1, she rings B's telephone. She is willing and able to talk
now, and if B is too, he will answer, krowing that whoever is calling is projecting
& potential conversation, perhaps with him. The result is an adjacency pair, a
sumions and a response (Schegloff, 1968, 1979).

1. A. {rings B’s telephone)
2. B, Benjamin Holloway

A’s move shows her willingness to talk, and B’s response shows his. This, of
course, is a pre-sequerce that projects a potential conversation between A
and B.

To establish A2 and B2, A and B must be willing and able to proceed once
they mutually know who they are talking to. Alice and Benjamin achieve that
mutieal knowledge in these turns.
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2. B. Benjamin Holloway

3. A. this is Professor Dwight’'s secretary, from Polymania College
4. B. ooft yes -

_Beng_]min’s opening response identifies him 1o the caller, and Alice™s next turn
J_denuﬁes her to him. His identification is grounded by her going on, and hers
is grounded by his assent oo/t yes. His assent plus pause is also an ’in\'itation
for her to proceed. So by line 4, A and B have established nat only Al and
B1, but AZand B2. Note that in establishing mutual knowledge of their identity
A and B also establish a vast network of personal and communal commu:;
ground, which is essential to everything else they do in the conversation. No
wonder they establish their identities as early as possible.

'N.e)f[, to establish A3 and B3, one of them, A or B, mus! prepose the first
main joint project the twa of them are 1o carry out. Which one is to do this?
Oxrdinarily, it is A. She would net have initiated the call without a reason—with:
out 2 broad joint project in mind. Here is what Alice does.

5. A, whom . about the: lexicology *seminar®
6. B. *yes*

With 5 she introduces the first topic, and with 6, Benjamin acknowledges it
and shows a willingness to consider it further. With these moves, they have
embarked on the body of the conversation, carrying out the main official busi-
ness of the call.

Openinga tc}ephone conversalion, therefore, ordinarily meets requirements
Al through B3 in four steps.

Step 1. Commo_n channel. A and B establish a common channel,

Step 2. Shared identity. A and B establish mutual knowled ge of their identities
personal or professional. ’

Step 3. Jo;ln( willingress. A and B establish a joint willingness to talk to each
other.

Step 4. Firs_l topic. A and B establish a commitment to consider a first joint
project.

The_se steps are _sometimes more elaborate, or problematic, than Alice and
Benjamin's opening suggests. Here are two variations,
People often answer the telephone with a simple “*hello,”” and that can
greally complicate steps 2 and 3 {Schegloff, 1968, 1979). Consider thi
) B 54
{Schegloff, 1986, p. [15). ' s example

- (rings)

: Hello::,

. Hilo, Clara?

Yei,

Hi. Bernie.

Hi Bernie.

How're you.

'm awright, how're you.
Ckay:?

Good.

> Laura there? {first topic}

FPOEORQROEOW
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How do Clara and Bernie establish mutual knowledge of their identities? Bernie
initially is forced to identify Clara from the voice sample in Hello and from the
fact that she was a potential answerer of the telephone. They joinily establish
her identity when Bernie guesses Hllo, Clare? and she confirms it with yeh.
Bul wha is he? All Clara has to go on is the voice sample in H’tlo, Ciara? and
the fact that he guessed who she is. She does not seem to know {at least, she
gives Bernic no evidence), and they cannot go on uatil she dees. So Bernie
says Hi, giving Clara another voice sample. Bernie's Hi seems entirely super-
Auous given he has aiready said *“hello,” but it is not superfluous as evidence
of his identity. Clara still gives no evidence of recognition, so Bernie is finally
forced to identify himself, Bernie. She returns with an entbusiastic Hi Bernie.
This too would seem superfluous given she has already said **Hello,™ but it is
used also to show her newfound recognition. In openings like these, then.
people do not identify themselves until they have to. They give their partners
the chance to recognize them first, and that gives their pariners a feeling of
personal achievement.?

In calls 1o “*directory enquiries,”” the British counterpart io North American
~“information,” the operator’s first turn is nonstandard, and this can also lead
to complications {Clark & Schaefer, 1987a}. Here is a Lypical opening.

Customer: (rings)

Operator: Directory Enquiries, for which town please?
Customer: In Cambridge.

Operator: What's the name of the people?

In her very first wrn, the operator not only identifies herself {Directory Engui-
ries} but also introduces the first topic {for which town please?), presupposing
she knows why the customer is cating. This is odd, of course, because it is
ordinariiy the callers who expect 16 introduce the first topic. Indeed, some
customers got confused, as in this call.

Cuslomer: (rings)

Operator: Directory Enquiries, for which rown please?

Customer: Could you give nte the phone number of um: Mrs. um:
Smithson?

Operator: Yes, which town is this at please?

Customer; Huddlestion.

Operator: Yes. And the name again?

Customer: Mrs. Smithson.

In this call the customer introduced the first 1opic Could you glve me . . . @5
if heshad not even heard For which rown please?

3 fg the Netherlands (and presumably clsewhere), the 1wo participants normally idemify
themselves immediately, as in these ranslations {Houlkoop-Steenstra, 1986).

Caller: (rings)

Answerer: With Mies Habots.

Caller: Hi, with Anneke de Groos-

With Mies Habors is short for ‘You are speaking with Mies Habots.”
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Opening 3 conversation, then, is subject to many conasiraints. The main
ones come from what the participants need 10 do ic enler any joint activity.
On the telephone, there are added constraints from conventioas for answering
the telephone, but even these appear 10 have evolved to satisfy the primary
requirements for entry into joint activities.

E. Closing a Conversation

Closing a conversation is shaped by other requirements. A and B’s main problem
is that they have 1o leave the conversation together. If A left unilaterally, B
might be offended, because he would think he was still in a canversation with
A when he was not. Toleave together, A and B must satisfy three requirements.

1. A and B mutually believe they have completed the last topic.
2. A and B mutually believe they are prepared to exit.
3. A and B mutually believe they are exiting now.

As in the opening, A and B satisfy these requirements in steps. Let us consider
closing a telephane conversation (Scheploff & Sacks, 1973).

The first task is to agree that the last topic is complete. A may be ready
to close a conversation when B is not, because he has another topic o bring
up, oF vice versa, so reaching that agreement is tricky. The characteristic
solution, according to Schegloff and Sacks, is for one person, say A, to offer
a PRE-CLOSING STATEMENT, like yeah or okay, to signal a readiness to close
the corversation. If B has another topic to bring up, he can do it in response.
If he does not, he can accept the statement with yeah or okay, and that opens
up the closing section. So a pre-closing statement and its response constitute
a pre-sequence: They project the closing of the conversation.

As illusiration, consider the end of 2 conversation belween a mother and
a daughter, June and Daphie (7.3h.1012).

l. June. yes

2. Daphie. thanks very much

3. June. OK?

4. Daphie. right, *I'll see you this*

5. June. *becanse* there kow did you did you beat him?

6. Daphie. ro, he bear me, four one (. laughs)

7. June. four one .

8. Daphie. yes, . I was doing quite well in one game, and then then I

9. June. ok, how disgusting
1. Daphie. yes .

11. June. GK, . *righr*

12. Daphie. *righe*

13. June. see you tonight

14, Daphie. right, bye

15. June. bye love

16. Both. (hang up telephones)

In 1 and 2, June and Daphie complete one topic (an exchange of information
not shown here), and this is potentially the last 1opic. In 3, June seems to offer
a pre-closing statement (OK?), and in 4, Daphie ireats it as one when she
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accepts il {right) and begins the closing section {I'll see you this evening).
Instead, June raises another topic—Daphie’s squash game—and that takes
precedence. Once this topic has run its course (5-10), June offers a second
pre-closing statement {(OK . righty which Daphie accepts (right), and the two
of them enter the closing section proper (13—16).

Once the last topic is closed, the participants still have to prepare for their
exit. If they are acquaintances, they may want 1o reassure each other that the
upcoming break does not imply anything wrong with their relationship. The
break is not permanent. They will resume contact in the future (Goffman, 1971}.
Here are five minor projects people often accomplish in taking leave, ard in
this order (Albert & Kessler, 1976, 1978).

1. Summarize the content of the conversation just completed.

2. Justify ending contact at this lime.

3. Express pleasure about cach other.

4. Indicate continuity of their relattonship by planning for future contact
either specifically or vaguely (**see you tonight'").

5. Wish each other well (“*bye’’).

The last two actions often gel conventionalized as farewells. Action 4 is ex-
pressed in such phrases as see you, auf Wiedersehen, iot ziens, au revoir, and
hasra la vista, and 5 in good-bye, good evening, guten Abend, goede dag, bon
soir, adieu, bon vovage, buenas noches, adios, and shalom. With these acticns,
the participants reach the mumal beliel that they are prepared to exit the
conversation.

The final preblem is to break contact together. On the telephone, that means
hanging up the receivers. Now, if A hangs up before B, that may offend B
becanse it ends the joint activity vnilaterally. So A and B try to time their
breaks 1o be simultaneous. They work up 1o saying “'bye™” together, at which
moment they begin replacing their receivers. If they do this just right, neither
of them hears the click of the other’s receiver.

F. Making Room for Narratives

When A is 1atking to B, she cannot launch into a narrative on her own. She
must gel B to agree to dispense with their torn-by-turn talk for the moment
and give her room 1o complete the narrative. The basic requivement is this.

NARRATIVE REQUIREMENT: The participants in a conversation mutually
believe that they want A to tell a particular narrative now.

A and B must therefore agree that: {a) they both want A to tell the narrative;
{b) they want this narrative in particular; and (¢) they want it teld now. How
do they manage this?

Narratives can be introduced by either the prospective narrator or the
prospective audience. The simplest method is for a member of the prospective
andience to request a particular story now, as here {1.3.215).

Barbara. ow did vou get on at your interview, . do tell us

Appabel. . oh ~ — God, what an experience, — — T don’t know where to
start, you know, it was just such a nightmare — — [proceeds to give a 30 minute
narrative]
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Barbara proposes a particular joint project—that Annabel tell them now how
she got on at her interview—-and, in the second part of the adjacency patr,
Annabel takes up the proposed project with a 30 minute narrative. But what
if Barbara does not know Annabel has a particular story she wishes to teil
now? Then Annazbel must arrange for Barbara to wani her (o telf 5t now, as
she actually does here (1.3.96).

Annabel. J acquired an absolurely magnificent sewing machine, by foul
means, did I iell you?

Barbara. no

Annabel. well when [ was . daing freclance advertising ~ [proceeds 1o give
a 5 minute narrative)

In the initial adjacency pair, Annabel aliudes 1o a story and asks Barbara if she
has told it to her, and Barbara reptics no. The two of them clearly take the
adjacency pair to be more than a guestion and answer. They treat it as a PRE-
NARRATIVE that licenses Annabel to tell her story, for she immediately launches
into a 5 minute story.

How do pre-narratives work? The question was taken up in detail by Sacks
{1974) for jokes. The cardinal rule for jokes. Sacks noted. is this: Don't tel]
people a joke they have already heard. So prospective joke tellers must ¢heck
whether their audicnce has heard the joke they want to tell. They may do this
by giving a brief précis of i1, **Did you hear the joke about the President and
his dog?"” They must alse check for the other requirements—does the audience
want 1o hear the joke, and if so, now? What holds for jokes largely holds for
any type of narrative, as illustrated by Annabel m her pre-narrative. She first
gave aprécis of her story, Y acgiired an absolutely magnificent sewing machine,
by foul means—a blatant advertisement for the story—and then checked
whether Barbara had heard it before, did I relf you? Only when Barbara said
no did Annabel take them 1o be joindy committed to her telling the narra-
tive now.

Where, then, do conversations come from? The evidence I have summa-
rized suggests they are created by people trying 16 accomplish extended joint
projects piece by piece. Conversations are a joint activity, so the participants
have to establish apreement among themselves at each momeat on whai they are
doing. That requireslocal management, and so {he parlicipants in & conversation
appear {o procecd turn by turn. On closer look, however, these turns are an
emergent phenomenor. They arise as the participants try to contribute to the
conversation, grounding what they say, and as they try to complete joint proj-
ects. To construct more exfended joint projects, the participants often exploit
such pre-sequences as pre-guestions, pre-opening summons, pre-closing state-
ments, and pre-narratives. They use local means to accomplish global aims.

CREATING NARRATIVES

Narratives seem different from conversations, because they seem to be pro-
duced by individvals speaking on their own. Once Annabel is asked how did
you get on ai your interview, , do tell us, she appears to held forth by hersell
until she is finished, But appearances belie reality, Narratives rely just as heavily
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on coordination among the participants as conversations do. It is simply that
the coordination is hidden from view. o )

What needs to be coordinated? When Annabel tells about her job interview,
she is engaged in a joint project: Sheis trying to get her addre.ssees .m experience
vicariously selected parts of what she cxpcrien::eq at her interview, and_ that
requires their joint commitment toa coordinated action. Her ongma! experience
was at turns hilarfous, exasperating, disappointing, and ncrve-rack_m_g, and _she
wants her addressees to understand how. At the center of such a_]mnl_ll'l'o.l_ect
i$ a SFTUATIONAL MODEL, a mental representation or model o_f' the slt.uanon
being described (¢.g., Johnson-Laird, 1983; Miller, 1979; van Dijk & Kintsch,
1983). Annabel and her addressees jointly expect the addressees to create_such
a model of her job interview as she describes it ar{d there_by to experience
selecied aspects of the situation as she herself experienced it.

What does it take to coordinate on sitnational models? Unfortunately, too
litile is known about what they are, what they contain, how they work. Yet a
model of an individual situation $ probably represents or presupposes at least
these elements (Morrow & Clark, 1988).

1. An observer O, ordinarily the narrater, with a particular viewpoint
On SZ. The spatial and temporal frame of reference determined by O’ s viewpoint

3. Individual objects, states, events, and processes located with respect
to O's Frame of reference

4. Os focus of aitention within the frame of reference

3. O's experience of changes in the objects, states, events, and processes
as § upfolds in time ) o

6. Changes in O’s viewpoint and focus of attention within the frame of
reference

11 is not easy for narrators and addressees to coordinate on these el_emems.
How they manage relies in part on the way the narrators formulate their narra-
tives. Let us see how.

A. Intonation Units

One of the most conspicuous features of spontaneous narratives is that they
emerge in bursts of words about one clause long. Consider an f:xcerpl from
one of the *‘pear stories,” narvatives that Chafe (1980} and his colleagues
recorded by asking people 1o describe what happened in a short film about
pear-pickers. In this transcription, pauses are represented in seconds by the

numbers in parentheses, slight breaks in tempo by double periods, and stretched
vowels by dashes (Chafe, 1980, p. 28).

a. (1.15) A—nd (.1) then a boy comes by,

. (.1} on a bicycle,

. the man is in the tree,

. (.9) and the boy gets off the bicycle,

and . . leoks at the man,

. and then (.9) uh looks at the bushels,

. and he . . starts 1o just take a few,

. and then he decides to 1ake the whole bushel,

TR om0 G TR
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Each line represents a relatively clear unit of production. These units have
becn called tone groups (Halliday, 1967}, tone units (Crystal, 196%; Crystal &
Davy, 1975; Svartvik & Quirk, 1980}, intonation groups (Cruttenden, 1986),
intonation anits (Chafe, 1992), information blocks (Grimes, 1975), idea units
(Chafe, 1979, 1980), and lines (Gee. 1986). For convenience I will adopt the
IETm INTONATION UNIT.

Intonation units, as the name implies, are defined by their intonation or
prosody, roughly as follows.

1. Intonation. Each intonation unit is identified with a single prosodic contour
that ends with a terminal contour.

Prosadic contours and terminal contours are not defined by any single property.
According to Chafe (19%92), an intonation unil may have one or more of these
features; (a} pauses preceding and following the intonation unit; {b) acceleration
at the beginning and deceleration at the end of the unit, often finishing with a
lengthened word; {¢) a decline in pitch level; {d) a falling pitch contour at the
end; and {e) creaky voice at the end. In the pear stories, for example, 88% of
the intonation units were preceded by pauses, Which averaged about | s in
fength. In conirast, creaky voice appears 16 be found much less often.

Although intanation units are defined by prosody, they tend to have proper-
ties 2-6 as well {Chafe, 1979, 1980, 1992; Gee, 1986).

2. Focal accent. Each intonation unit tends to have a single focal accent—a
point of highest perceived pitch or Jondness—ordinarily at or near the end
of the unit {see also Halliday, 1967).

3. Finile ciavses. Intonation units tend to be single finite clauses, that is, clauses
with finite verbs (verbs with tense). When they are not finite clauses, they
are ai least constituenis, uswally smaller than finite clauses. In the pear
excerpt, five of the eight intonation units (a, ¢, d, g, and h) are finite clauses.
Two more (e and f) are predicates with a single finite verb. The remaining
intonation unit (b) i a prepositional phrase.

4. Entry problems. In narratives and other discourses where planning takes
time, intonation units are sometimes interrupted at or near their beginnings
with hesitations, repeats, or repairs. In the pear excerpt, there were pauses
before three of the eight intonation units (a, b, and d). There were slight
breaks in tempo after the first or second word of four intonation units (a,
e, f, and g). And the first word was stretched in jntonation unit a.

5. Length. The intonation units in Chafe’s pear stories were six words long on
average and Jasted two seconds. They varied in length, of course, but less
g0 than other units—Ilike sentences. This appears typical for spontaneous
narratives.

6. And. In narratives, intonation units often begin with and (then), but, or so.
Five of the eight intonation units in the pear excerpt begm with and, three
of these with and then. In Chafe’s pear stories, about 409 of the intonation
units began with and. This property is not surprising. Intonation units tend
1o be finite clauses, and in narratives, successive events tend to be deseribed
with finite clauses conjoined with and, and then, or so. This is a point we
will return to. '

These six properties suggest that infonation Units are a basic unit of plan-
ning. To get intonation (Property 1) right, speakers need fo plan the entire
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intonation unit in some detail. They need 10 plan its length to know how high
a pitch o start on and when 1o decelerate. They need to plan whether or not
it is a question to know which terminal contour to use. They need to plan what
is new information to know where ro place the focal accent (Property 2). Indeed,
finite clauses and other constituents of about six words (Properties 3 and 5)
are just the units, according to research on slips of the tongue, that speakers
ordinarity formulate at one time (see Bock & Levelt, this volume). Finally, the
entry problems (Property 4} suggest that in creating difficult narratives speakers
take more time before each intonation unit to plan it and are often still formulat-
ing parts of it as they begin to produce i1 (see also Boomer, 1965; Ford, 1982;
Ford & Holmes, 1978).

Intonation units are more than just units of linguistic formuiation. They
represent the way narrators think about what they are describing. Narrators
appear to attend to one part or aspect of their situational models at a time and
to express what ihey are attending to in a single intonation unit {Chafe, 1979,
1980). That would explain why intonation vnits tend 1o be single clanses. It
would also explain why they each express “‘one new idea,”” a single increment
of new information, in a constituent containing the focal accent, and why the
rest of the intonation unit expresses piven information (Chafe, 1992; Gee. 1986;
Halliday, 1967). Itis for these reasons that intenation units are sometimes cajled
information blocks or idea units.

Tdea units like these shounld be ideal for listeners trying 1o build their own
situational models. With each new intonation unit, listeners are led to focus on
a particular part of their evolving model and construct one new addition to it.
In the pear excerpt, they build on it by first introducing a boy coming by, then
pulting him on a bicycle, then returning their attention to the man in the wee
(mentioned eartier), then retwrming to the boy 1o create him getting off the
bicycle, and so on. When parrators produce intonation unils in an orderly way,
listeners are able to form a smooth, piece by piece construction of the situational
maodel they were intended to build.

Despite their appearance, intonation units are also shaped by the andience.
Note first that intonation units are alse the building blocks of conversations.
Most turns consist of an integral number of intonation units, often just one,
and these are the units that get grounded. The intenation units in narratives
are no different. The audience takes active part in shaping them—accepting
them as having been understood or forcing them to be reformulated or ex-
tended—by producing or withholding nods, smiles, ard *‘uh huh”s {Bavelas
et al,, 1993; Chovil, 1991; C. Goodwin, 1981}. In turns 30 words or longer
in the Svartvik-Quirk corpus of British conversations, there was an explicit
acknowledgment Like “‘yeah' or **m'" every 15 words (at the median), and they
occurred at or near the ends of intonation units (Orestrom, 1983}, But what
goes unrecorded on audiotape and in atmost all transcripts are the many smiles
and nods of acknowledgment, These should be especially prevalent in narratives
because verbal acknowledgments get suppressed when there are two or more
addressees and when narrators tell jokes or fictional stories. And in parratives,
the andience can always interrupt 1o clear up mishearings or misunderstandings,
and they often do (Polanyi, 1989; Sacks, 1974). Indeed, many narralives are
created bit by bit through prompts from an audience, or by two narrators telling
a story to a third person as a sort of duet (Falk, 1979; Polanyi, 1989; Tannen,
1984).
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Narrators, then, appear to treat intonation units as presentation phases of
assertive contributions to a discourse. They look for their audience to accept
these presentations by nodding, smiling, saving “"veah™ or “'uh huab,” showing
continued interest, or acknowledging with some other signal. Narratives are
just a special type of conversation. Like other conversations, they proceed
contribution by contribution, each of which is completed through the joint
actions of speaker and addressees. It js just that in narratives the turns are
longer, and the methods of grounding are less obvious.

B. Sentences and Sections

Narrators create at least three units that are larger than the intonational unit,
One is the SENTENCE (Chafe, 1979, 1980; of. Gee's, 1986, sTanzas). In the pear
excerpt, the sentence ends with a period, which marks an intonation that is
heard as feminating a sentence. Most sentences consist of a series of intonation
units {an average of four in Chafe’s pear stories), but unlike intonation umits,
they vary enormonsly in length, Just as intonation units appear to describe a
single focus of attention, sentences appear to describe a single center of interest
(Chafe, 1980).

Sentences in turn combine to form larger units called NARRATIVE SECTIONS
(Gee, 1986), which correspond roughly to paragraphs in writlen narratives
{Chafe, 1979). Like inlonation units, sections are defined in part by their
prosody, as reflecled in these two properties. i

1. Constituency. Sections consist of intonation units.
2. Termination. Sections tend to end with a falling-pitch glide.

Yel sections appear to be created 1o deal with a single topic and perspective,
as reflected in the next three properties (Gee, 1986).

3. Topic. Sections have a single large topic or theme.

4. Perspective. Sections reflect a single place, time, and set of characters.

5. Parallelism, The sentences of a section, and their intonation units, tend to
fall into parallel structures or patterns.

1t is as if narrators create sections as they focus their attention on successive
pieces of a single scene, and when they change scenes, they terminate one
section and start another.

Sections are yet another basic plarning unit in rarratives. The most striking
evidence js the added hesitancy and'indecision that narrators display ai their
enkry.

6. Entry problems. Sections tend to begin with increased hesitations, repeats,
and repairs, and with intonation units smaller than a finite clause.

In the fr_)!luwing excerpl from another pear story. the narmator begins a new
section in the third fine, as judged by others reading a transcript with the
problems edited cut (Chafe, 1980, p. 44).

(45} And . _ as ke’s holding onto the handiebars
he t takes off with them.
(1.1) Un—(.7) then (4) uh—2.1) a . . girl on a bicycle,

. _.___..-....._!
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(1.15) comes riding rowards him,
. in the opposite direction.

Tt took this narrator 6.25 s (the highlighted stretch of speech) to get from the
end of the previous seciton to o girl en a bicycle, the first solid phrase of the
next section. These planning difficulties are typical as narrators enter new
sections that change the topic and require new perspectives (Chafe, 1979, 1980;
Gee, 1986; Gee & Grosjean, 1984). New sections, one might say. begin at
discontinuities in the experience beinp simulated.

The largest unii is the narrative as a whole, which consists of one or more
seclions. These units exhibit the usual entry problems for a section, but in
exaggerated form, as in this stari of a pear story (Chafe. 1979. p. 167).

(4.25) Um . . it starts ont . . there’s a (3.3) well,

(1.43) the-— landscape Is like nh— a f— (2.35) sort of peasant landscape
but it isn't really farmlond,

it's like an orchard.

(.6) it’s a small orchard,

(.65} and— uh— (.53) it’s green.

As Chafe noted, this narrator had tronble deciding what 1o focus on first. She
began with the first event {if siaris eut), switched to the first character (there’s
a). then fell back to the physical setting, which would be needed for her audience
to build the proper situational model. She even had trouble deciding how to
describe the setting—a farm but not really a farm, like an orchard, but a small
one, & green one. She worked hard to start her addressees off on the right
meode],

C. Perspective

When you tell a 3-year-old, say Tommy, the story of Little Red Riding Hood,
you want him to create a situational model of what happens to Hood on her
way 10 her grandmother’s house. You want him to view what happens from
particular perspectives. In the first scenes, you might have him follow Eood
as she puts bread and wine in a baske1, sets out for grandmother’s house, and

«Mmeets a wolf. Later, you might have him follow the wolf as it goes to grandmoth-
er's house, locks her up, and takes her place. You must get Tommy 10 take
first one perspeciive and then another.

Perspective is a complex notion with many subtypes. (1) SPATIAL PERSPEC-
TIVE |5 the physical point of view an observer takes on an object, You would
choose between “"The wolf went into Grandmother’s house’™ and **The wolf
came into Grandmother’s house’” depending on whether you wanted Tommy
to view 1he scene from outside or inside Grandmother's house. (2) TEMPORAL
PERSPECTIVE is the view an observer takes on events in time. You would choose
“The woif was lying in Grandmother’s bed’’ or **The wolf lay in Grandmether’s
bed™ or even “*The wolf is lying in Grandmother’s bed”” depending on how
you wanted Tommy to conceive of the event at the momeal. {3) FIGURE-
GROUND is the observer's implicit focus of attention—what is taken 10 be figure
and ground. You would choose between “*There were beautiful flowers along
the path’' and **The path went through beautiful flowers'' depending on which
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you wanted Tommy to focss on—the flowers or the path. (4) CONCEPTUAL
PERSPECTIVE is one’s conceplual stance toward something—for example,
whether vou would refer 1o the wolf as "a wolf'* or as *a polite stranger.”” All
these subtypes of perspective, and others, are essential to coordinating on the
construction of situational models {see, e.g.. Schober, 1990, 1993},

One type of perspective that is special 10 narratives is FOREGROUND and
BACKGROUND, The idea is that narrators divide what they say into two structures
(Grimes, 1975; Hopper, 1979; Hopper & Thompson, 1980; Labov, 1972; Polanyi,
1989; Potanyi-Bowditch, 1976). They treat one set of events, which Labov
called the NARRATIVE EVENTS, as the foundation of the narrative. These are
the FOREGROUND of the parrative. Everything else is BACKGROUND.* Ia the
pear excerpt, these are the narrative evenis.

a. (1.15} A—nd (1) then a boy comes by,

d. (.9} and the boy gets off the bicvele,

e. and . . looks at the man,

f. and then {9} uh looks ar the bushels,

g. and he . . staris 1o just take a few,

h. and then he decides 10 1ake the whole bushel.

Marrative evenis esiablish the temporal basis of the narrative, so they are
described in strict chronclogical order {except at the beginnings of flashbacks
and flashforwards), In this excerpt, they are introduced by and or and then,
which mark chronolegical order even more explicitly. The background is used,
in contast, lo comment on, situate, or otherwise evaluate the namative events,
as in these intonational units from the pear excerpt.

b. (.1) on a kicyele,
c. the man is in the tree,

These two elements siteate the boy's coming by and the man in the tree, two
pieces of information needed for the foreground.

Narrators distinguish foreground from background by their choice of con-
struction. If they want to specify moments in time, they must describe elements
that resemble clock ticks. They should choose puNCTUAL events like coming
by, getting off, looking, starting, and deciding, becaust these can be ordered
chronologicalty. They should not choose durative or nonpunctual elements like
being on a bicycle or in a tree or knowing os not finding something, which can-
not be ordered chronologically. Indeed, as foreground narrators prefer events
of the following types (Hopper & Thompson, 1980); (1) goal directed events;
(2) punctual events {e.g., ki1 vs. sleep, or iake vs. have): (3) volitionai events
ook at vs. see); {4) affirmative events (find vs. not find}; and (5) reai events
in which an agent acts on a patient, Narrators have additional methods of
martking such events as foregrounded. The common way in English is to express
them in independent clauses (not subordinate clauses) and in the simple past
or historical present tense (not in the progressive). Some languages, like French,
reserve a special narrative past for these clauses.

* The terms FOREGROUND and BACKGROUND are not the most feliciteus terms, since the
foreground is often not as important to the narrative as the background. To add confusion, the
foreground js sometimes cailed the backbone of the narrative; other times, il is called the skeleton
{Labov, 1972).
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Narrators therefore divide intenatjon units into foreground and background
in order to coordinate with their audience on the construction of situational
models. The andience keeps track of the main story line events by identifying
the foreground of the pamrative—the narrative clauses—and they elaborate,
situate, and modify these events by identifying the background. If the narrators
have done their job right—and most do—the audience should find it easy 1
identify which inlonation units are which.

Narrators can gel their audience 1o create an even more vivid situational
model, as Schiffrin (1981) argued, by expressing the foreground not in the past
tense but in the NARRATIVE PRESENT. Consider this narrative excerpt from a
woman describing being trapped in a statled car (Schiffrin, 1981, p. 48).

We just prlled into this lor

it was just in this lor

and all of a sudden ihe buzzer sounds

and all these guys hh come kil out”

and we dide’t know whar t* do

cause we were siek.

so we asked some guy

' come over an’ HELP us.

So he opens ihe car

and everyone geis out except me and my girifriend.
We were in front

we just didn’t feel like getting oui.

And all of a sudden all these sparks start © fly.

Most of the time the narrator expresses herself in the past tense. And yet, for
certain intonation clauses (highlighted), she switches to the historical present.
She does this, according to Schiffrin, as *‘a way of making a past event sound
as if it were occurring at the moment of speaking—a way of making it more
vivid™ (p. 57). This way the narrator helps us represent the experience in a
situational model as if it were happening right now.

Nagrators choose their utterances, then, to get their andience to represent
a situation from just the right perspective. That perspective helps the audience
create the imaginary experience as the narrators are themselves creating it,
with its sights, sounds, emotions, and actions.

D. Narrative Organization

Narratives come with an organization. This has been shown in literary and
linguistic analyses of both written and spontaneous narratives. But where does
the organization come from? Surely spontanecus narrators do not begin with
a total plan, or ontline, and then fill it in with the details. They seem rather to
begin with certain goals, and what they say is determined by the moment-by-
moment consiraints they iry to satisfy en rowte to those goals. The organization
of narratives is not pre-planned. It emerges. Here we will examine only & few
features that shape its emergence.

We have seen that narratoss, 1o be effective, must enable their addressees
10 initiate, build on, and complete their mentat representation of the situation
being described. They must satésfy at least these two related requirements.
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Connectedness. With each new inonation unit, narraters musi enable their
audience to add the intended increment to the situational medel at just the right
point.

Witli-respect-io-ness. Narrators must enable their audience to create each
new element in a situation model with respect to other elements in the mode].

As simple as these requirements took, they help shape the emergent orpanization
of narratives. To sez haw, let us consider two lypes of narratives: narratives
of personal experience, 2ngd narrative descripitons.

1. Narratives of Personal Experience

Spontaneous narratives of personal experience, according to a study by
Labov (1972; cf. Polanyi, 1989}, tend to divide into six parts.

1. Abstract (a brief summary of the whole story). An example is Annabel’s
I acquired an absolutely magnificent sewing machine. by foul means,

2. Orientation (a stage sefling about the wha. when, what, and where of
the siory}. In some narratives, the orientation appearsas an identifiable sentence
Or seclion, as from this teenaper’s stery: I was on Sunday and we didn’t have
nothin’ to do after I—afrer we came fram church. Then we ain't had nothing
10 do. In other narratives, it is incorporated in the first intonation units of the
complicating action, as in the hightighted pieces of Annabel's continuation.

well when ¥ was . doing freelance advertising -
the advertising agency

that I . sometimes did some work Jor .

rang me

3. Complicating actjon (what happened). Annabel continues with rarrative
clauses ¢highlighted) that raise the peint to be resolved in her narrative.,

and said um - we've por a client

who wants um — — a leaflet designed .

10 g0 o 5— wh instructions flow to use g sewing machine
and I said I haven’r used a sewing macline for years—
and uli he said well . go along and 1alk to them

and [ went along and tal—

and I was quite honest abour ir

I said you know I . I haven’t used ane for years

She then continires with a series of intonation units describing what happened.

4. Evalvation (*‘the point of the narrative, its raison d'étre: why it was
told, what the narrator is getting at,” Labov, 1972, p. 266). The evaluation is
often not a separate section, but is expressed in background clauses set in
among the complicating actions and the resolution. In Annabel’s complicating
action, the evaluation is expressed in the intonation units that are not high-
lighted—who wants um - — a leaflet designed, . to go to s— uh instructions
how to use a sewing machine and and I was quite honest gbout ir.

5. Result or resolution thow the complicating action got resolved). Annabel
eventually completes her story by returning to her original point, how she
acquired an absolutely magnificent sewing machine, by foul means, and adding
a twist about her ignorance of sewing machines.
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5o I've got this fabulous machine
which I — in facr and in order 1o use jt
I have 1o read my insiruction bookiet
cos iI's so complicated

6. Coda (a signaj 1hat the narrative is finished). In Annabel’s r'larralivc. lhf:
reselution itself signais the end of the narrative.® In other narrauves.vfherz IS
a separate signal of completion, such as **And lhat’§ what haPpened. Co acs1
*‘bring the narrator and the listener back to the point at which they entere
the narrative”” {Labov, 1972, p. 365).

These six divisions reflect, in part, narrators’ attempts o satisfy the require-
f connectedness and with-respect-to-ness. .
mcn;asc?ore Annabel intreduces her story, she and Barbasa have a snuaponal
model of their here-and-now. To get Barbara into the story-world, she intro-
duces it with respect to their here-and-now by means of the abstract. \;m;_m [a:
acquired she makes the story-world an actval world in her own past, and wit|
sewing machine she tntroduces the central t_élernent of the story. )

Before Annabel can describe any events in the story-world, she must situate
it more precisely and populate it with the needed players and props. She doe_s
this in her orientation. With when [ was doingfreefancr:t advertising, she speci-
fies the past fime more precisely, and with the advertising agency that 1 sotne-
times did some work for, she introduces the main protagonist. In effect, she
and Barbara zoom in on a closer perspective of the story-worid.

In the complicating actipn and evaluation, Annabel takes Barbar? through
the episode itself, She establishes its lime course by the c}.wmnuloglcal order
of her narrative clauses. She satisfies the requirement of w1th‘respectkto-nesg
by relating the first event {the advertising agency . . . rang) 1o the backgroun
time (when I was doing freelance advertising). anfl then the _scconfj event li
the first, and so on. With each new section, lhfzre is a new orlcn_[allt}n, Wh?C
gets related to the previous orientation. And so it gees. The complicating action
cannot be resolved, of course, uniil it has been completed, so the resolution

rily comes after the complicating action.
nec%f::e yAnnabel has led Ba.rharpa through the entire ep_isodF, the two of them
must zoom out to view it as a whole and return to 11_1e_ situational mcde_l of ic,
here-and-now. Annabel accomplishes this by describing h_er current sm::lauog
(I've got this fabulous machine, etc.). Other narrators do it with codas ("'An

*s what happened'').
1hmlflm’ralore: };];e really guides. Starting from the here-and-now, tl.ley show
you the stary-world as a whole {with the abstract}). Then they zgom in on that
world, orient you to its features, and guide you from one narrative eveni to
the next until you reach the resolving event. Then they zoom back out to the
here-and-now, The six divisions emerge as they try to connc_ct each new e]eme:nt
to elements already in the model. The point is even clearer in narrative descrip-
tions.

5 In jokes, 100, the resouti the punch Ii jgnals the end of the joke. It would be
superfluous Lo add “And that's it.""
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2. Narrative Descriptions

Ir a study by Linde and Labov (1975), about a hundred New Yorkers were
asked Could you teil me the layout of your apariment? Despile the many
ways they could kave described their apartments, most of them guided their
interrogator on an imaginary tour, as in this example (p. $27).

You walked in the front door.

There was a narrow hallway.

To the left, the first door you came jo was a tiny bedroom.
Then there was a kitchen,

and then bathroom,

and then the main room was in the back, tiving room, I guess.

Each tour was systematic. (a) It bepan at the front door. (b) When visitors
came (o a one-room branch, they looked into it but didn't enter. (¢} When they
came 10 a branch with rooms beyond the first room, they always entered. And
(d) when they reached the end of a branch, and there were other branches 1o
traverse, they jumped back instantaneously to the fork point where the other
branches originated. Because of guidelines a, b, and c, the visitors saw every
room, and because of guideling d, they didn’t view a cul-de-sac twice, once
going in and a second time going out. When people were asked, in other studies,
to describe a single room, they took a similar teck (Ehrich & Koster, 1983;
Ulkmer-Enrich, 1982). They generaliy led their addressees on gaze iours of each
Foom,

With these apariment tours, the New Yorkers were about as explicit as they
could be about creating situational models. They often made their addressees the
tourist, the person from whose point of view the tour was being experienced,
by having them do the walking { you keep walking straight ahead or now if you
turn vight) or the viewing (you would find or you see a window). These tactics
satisfy the requirement of connecledness. With guideline a, the tourists tie the
apariment-world to the front door, the single mosi prominent point they can
retate 10 the here-and-now. And with guidelines b, ¢, and d, they relate every-
thing back to the front door.

Recalt that, with the requirement of with-respect-to-ness, narrators place
things in their mode] with their choice of figure and ground. The main point in
describing an apartment or a room is 1o say what is where, In the apartment
tours, narrators located a path with respect 1o the front door and then located
objects with respect to that path, as in And on your left, you would find the
master bedroom or In the corner stands a cabinet. 1 was lypical 1o menrtion

the ground first (your left and rhe cabiner) and the figure second (the master’
bedroom and a cabinet) (Ehrich & Koster, 1983; Linde & Labov, 1975).

People’s choices of figure and ground, however, are tightly constrained by
their conception of with-respect-te-ness between objects. Consider an analysis
of room descriptions by Shanon {1984). The contents of a room, he found, fit
this hierarchy.

1. the room proper

2. parts of the room: the walls, floor, and ceiling
3. windows, doors

4, major pieces of furnitare
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5. objects with a definite place of their own
6. objects without a definite place of their own

Al the top of the hierarchy are the permanent, highly predictable contents that
can be taken as common ground, as part of people’s general schema or frame
for a room. At the bottom are the optiopal, movable, more particular objects
that cannot be taken as common ground. This hierarchy was directly reflected
in people’s room descriptions. Objects not yct mentioned were more likely 1o
be introduced with definite descriptions (like the floor) the higher they were in
the hierarchy {cf. Brewer & Treyens, 1981). Conversely. objects not yet men-
tioned were more likely to be introduced in subordinate clauscs (like curtain
in a closet that has a curtain across iy the lower they were in the hierarchy.
The same phenomena are manifest in apartment descriptions. Major but not
minor reoms may be intreduced with definite artictes; and major rooms may
be introduced as subjects of clauses, but minor rooms only in complements
(Linde & Labov, 1975).

What this hierarchy reflects, really, is people’s perspective on the room’s
contents: what they see with respect to what. In Shanon's study, objects at
level 4 were virtually abways described with respect to those at level 4 orabove,
and analogously at each other level, A chair was described as in front of a
window; the window was not described as behind the chair, The hierarchy
acconnted for 97% of such descriptions. Presumably, these reflect the narrators’
focus of attention in their situational models. The chair was represented with
respect to the window, and not vice versa, Narrators try to get their audience
1o add objects that cannot be taken for granted with respect 1o those that can.

Narratives, then, emerge as people try to get others to build a model of a
narrative-world. Narrators 1ry to satisfy many constraints as they go along.
Because people have a limited focus of attention, narrators and their audiences
proceed one intonation unit at a time, grounding each one as they go along.
Because people need to build situation modefs that are connected, narrators
get their audiences to add each new element with respect to what they already
have. They try 1o maintain consistent perspectives and to signal changes in
perspective. It is these constraints thal organize narrations inte intonation units,
sentences, sections, and whole narreatives.

Narrating is a skill. Some people are good at it, and others not. 11 takes
children years to learn hew to te)l a decent story, and some never get very
good at it. You may know people who are fluent, articulate, and attentive to
their andience and yet stilf unable to 1cll an effective story, What makes storytell-
ers good, in the end, is their ability 10 draw us into their siory world, to make
us see and feel what is happening, to get us to join them in building a vivid
situational model of that world, So far, we have only a glimpse of how storytell
ers do this.

VY. CoNCLUSION

This, thenr, has been a selective tour through the production of spontancous
discourse. We have looked particularly closely at two features of the landscape.
The first is the social nature of discourse. Discourse is an activily carried out
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by two or more participants working jointly, and that requires coordination at
all levels of planning and execution. One result is that discourses are managed
locally, Their global organization is onby an emergent ouicome of that process.
The second feature is the purposive aature of discourse. People engage in a
discourse nol merely to use language, but 1o accomplish things. They want to
buy shoes or get a lost address or arrange for a dinner pariy or trade gossip or
teach a child improper fractions. Language is simply a tool for achieving these
aims. Discourses are joint activities of peeple trving to accomplish goals beyond
language, and the course they take is governed by the purpose and partnership
of the participants.
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