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Preface

From the very, beginning of sociclogy its practitioners have claimed that
the discipline is primarily concerned wilh analysis and with the .
naturalistic description of social action and interaction. Amongst its
classic fiqures Weber and Parsons insisted that all successful depictions
of social organization must be ‘constructed from representative or typical
‘unit acts'. It is therefore surpris Jng that, until recently at least,
lxttle or no aLtcntlon has been given to the analysis and description of
talk. It is as Lhough practitioners of the discipline did not notice or
realise thé significance of the fact that most social interaction is
accomplished in and through talk.

.In-ignorind.the topic of talk sociolog; has not just been omitting a
subJect on a par with, for example, leisure act1v1t1es. Instead it has
been ignoring a phenomenon that occurs in, and is constitutive of most of
the act1v1t1es that it proposes to study. As Austin reminded us, it is
by talking, and in talking, that ordinary everyday activities get
accomplished. It is therefore ironical that it was Austin, a
philosopher, and not a sociologist, who first proposed the empirical study

v'of how utterances in the course of talk perform the social activities that
they do. 1 It is implicated in his work that "ordinary" talk and con-
versation provides éq empirically availabel locus far the study ofthe

organization of social interaction.

1. J. L. Austin, 'Now to do Things wilh Words', J. 0. Urmson (ed. ), Oxford
University Press, Inc. 1965.
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The seriousness of Lh?s neglect can be appreciated if one coﬁsidcrs that
sociology massively gscsAtalk and conversation both as a methodological
resource to obtain data and as data itself. Qucstipnnaire responses,
interview materiuls, and participant and direct obsurvution;l reports
are obluined as dala from, und through, talk. Cven questionnaire :
responses are a product of,'and feature as a part of, the “conversational®
interaction between researcher and researchee. Such materials are
routinely taken as.expressing ‘attitudes' or evidencing the existence
of 'norms' ‘and ‘values' which are takeé to be revealingof the speaker's
behgviour in other settings. However, because socidlogical research has
not taken seriously the question of how such conversational engagements
work, it has not appreciated the ways in which the sense and meaning o

r ..
a

items of talk are locked into the sequential context of which they ar;
part. In the inferests of testing pre-éstablished theory, or supporting '
a8 model of enquiry, sociologists have categorized talk in terms of ‘
‘attitudes', or as refleciing 'norms', and in so doing have dislocated it
from the conversational organization of which it is necessarily a part.

The character of the activity of the talk has either been taken for

granted, or imposed by fiat, by the requirements of the model.

As Sacks' and othérs have shown many timgs, the activity accomplishéd by

an utterénce, or by lekical'items in the course of an utterance, is
embedded in the sequuintial orynnization, and in other orgaﬁizations, of
the conversation. Th; inéeractivé sense of an utterance, the activity
that it is performing, is constrained by its position in relation to
prior objects, ullerances, or sequences of utterances in the course of the
unfolding talk. Sacks has shown that utterances which might appear

literally to be performing one activity can on closer inspection be scen

tn he narfarmina Aauni ta annbhare Thié mran Anlu ha anaraniatad vhon Fhe
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utterance is considered in relatjon to its place in the.sequcntial

organization of the conversation.
In fact Lhe socioloyist is inclined to characterise his utterances as
though they were produced as de-contextualised truth statements. As a
conscquence of this summary characterisation sociological studies: are

" criticised for the invalidity of their representation of persone', N
‘attitudes', and 'v:.llue::.'.'2 They are also vulnerable to the criticism

. that they use talk and conversation as an unanalysed and unegplicaﬁed
methodological resource in the production of their studies.
By contrast this research is concerned to explicate talk by submitting con-

versation to intensive analysis thereby to explore the fine-grained Ay

nature qf sécial/yction and interaction. At the most general level it is.
cﬁncernéd with teh question of how members of a speech communlty engage in
. the production of socially arganized and orderly 1nteract10n. It examines
ilconversatzonal extracts but it does not do so in order to treai them'as a
resource for the extraction of ‘attitudes’, 'norms'.and *values', nor
does it use them to test preselected theory, nor to sustain a model of
enquiry. Instead the extracts are treated as conversational social inter-

“

actional accomplishments which it is the business of the research to

R J—

systematically characterise and describe.

Such ar analytic concern is of course in part related to certain recent
developments in Sociological Theory. Following Garfinkel and others

stress has been placed upon the achieved, ncgotiated, and in-course-

constructed character of social organization. This view of social order

2. A. V. Cicourel. 'Method and Measurement in Sarialnnav'. New Ynric. Free



iv

has emphusised that the mundane cveryday world is aALhoroughly achieved

" world and that 'data® can be examined in order to analyse and describe

the methods of that achicvement. The argument has been that sociolugy

should not lcave the terms of natural language upexamined but should seek
to discover the melhods and proceddres of their use. The policy rec;mmend-
ation to sociology is that the organization of natural talk be examined
Qith the uﬁdcr#tanding that it is a means by which social organization is

accomplished. Talk rather than being merely a resource for sociological

enquiry represents a pruper subject of sociological enquiry.

The design of this research accepts such a policy recomnendat ion, ex-

the production of natural conversation as a feature of members' "ordinai,

"practices. It works under the assumption that conversation analysis studie

have found rewarding that the organization of conversational interaction is
~
achieved by the manner in which members furnish and follow orderly and

organized procedures.

)

then we refer in this way to interactin as o?ganized or as orderiy, we are
not just suggesting that it ié organized or orderly for the researcher as a
consequenceof the researcher's special capacity to understand, &efine, or
theorise about interaction. Rather, we mean that such inte;actions are
orderly to the procedure$ or co-conversationalists. They are of co&rse
orderly to the researcher in as much as he relies upon his comman-sense

practices. As Sacks and Schegloff say:

The materials are produced be menbers in orderly ways Lhat
exhibit their orderliness and have their orderliness
appreciated and used, and have that appreciation displayed
and treated as the basis for subsequent action.

3. E. Schegloff and H. Suacks, 'Opening up Closings', ‘Semiotica', Vol. 8,
. 1973 . ..



I ia the researcher! q, ar uny beholdert's, capacily to muke sense of lhc

data as a compelent native speaker lhat provides him with thc resources Lo
appreciate the procedures or slructures that co-conversationalists have
oriented Lo in the course of their production; resources thich the
rescarcher/observer must possess in order to foliuw the course of Lhc.Lalk.
Whilst native speakers have the resources Lo furnish and follow such pro-
. cedures, théy do not have the resources to explicate them.
Conversation analféis has centred around Lhe step by step construction of
convers;tion.‘ It has.addresscd the issue of the méthodic ways co-participant
‘in the course of a conversation analyse Lhe procedures thal were invalved 1n
the conatructzun of an immediately prior utterance in order to understand it~
prospective consequentialéty for what they might say next, and for -
| , whqn they might_ say it. Participants also take it that the production or
‘their next’a;terance‘will in its turn be analysed for what others m3y say
next, and for how and when they may say it. Such analyses have exhibited
the ways in which prior utterances are implicative for the produétion of
next utteranégs. In doing so they have exhibited a variety of ways in which
f;j _ utterances are syncrhonised interactionally so that conversationalists

Jointly achieve various conversational organizations.

Investiqating "“Troubles"

Clearly there is nothing new in seeking to investigute 'troubles'. Many
saociologists, particularly those concerned with social prablems have been

concerned to explore troubles; for example, those who have bLeen concerned

to explore the social origins and etiology of troubles. Some have con-

centruted upon the description of the social world and the culture of
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institutions and institutional organizations which socicty has developed in

order to deal wilh troubles. Whilst all these studies have necessarily been

dependent in a variety of ways upon "ordinary talk", they have ignored that 5?3
. @

dependence.

Some of the ways they are dependent can be listed:
1. "Ordinary” talk frequently provides the basis by which persons

are discovered to have "troubles" in the first place.

2. It is most frequently in the course of ordinary talk that
"troubles” become identified and categorized as the "troubles"”

they are.

3. The seeking of help whether in an institutional context or not

occurs by and through ordinary talk.

A3

4. Often the socioloyist's data, as well as the ways in which the

data is collected for studies of the 'troubled' consists of

ordinary talk. -

It is therefore surprising to find how little attention that these studies,
and studies of sociology generally, have given to any analysis of the part
that ordinary talk has played, and plays both in the affairs of the 'troubled’

. and in the production of the studies about Lhem. It is even rare for such
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sludies to repruduce any part of Lhe convérsations that Lhey have cncountered

as data. ‘ .

Generally by this neglect the sociologist has failed to diéblay in any dectail

the manner in which the troubled, and his co-participants orient to thaose
“troubles". This involves the critical question of what those "ttoﬁblcs"
are; what thcy represent. This aspect of "troubles" is available in'con-
versation in the way that the telling of "troubles" struclures the con-
versational interaction. Sociologists' neglent of these mewmbers' orientation
has serious méthodological implications in that a failure to base analysis
upon the phenomena as they are grounded in the lives and understandings of
the interacting persons, makes any analysis liable to the charge of invalidit
on the grounds that the subject of study becomes,lin effect, a study of
analyst's version of the phenomena. | -

P .

As we have suggeéted'tﬁe work of categotizing or coﬁceiving of persbns as
having this‘or that "trouble" frequently occurs in "ofdinary" conversations.‘
Given that sociologists study officially designated troubles, we are consider
ing the kind of conversations that might lead, or might not lead, to
co-participants seeking official H;lp. We are therefore considering the

organization of conversations which themselves organize sociologists®' fields

in ways they have nuither recognised nor studied.

Focussing upon the ways troubles are oriented Lo in the everyday world wve
come to see that for most members of society, relatives, friends, and
acquainlances constitule a set of persons with whom "troubles" are raised in

the course of interaction before any possible question of prafessional help

'is raised. - Participants treat such persons as the proper recipients such
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4 'fl;'lhut only their non-availahility, or their "fajlyrev as co—partiéjpnnls, can

.f;tsanction the turn to professional hclp.”a Given this it is obvious that the

recipients come (o hdndle and pdssjbly to conceive of their "troublev. fThaé
means that Such conversatjonsg have some bearing.upqn ﬁ@@@he: the "troubles»
.are conceived of ag ”self-handleqple" or not, ;n'the Sense that they are not
taken to a professiqpal.
" Some of the daté which has so fap been analyseq_in the course of this

| research suggests that it is possible tq regard at least :ome “trouble"
telling conversations as involving_ongoing negotiation as to versions of t+-

"trouble”. Indeed, some data abpears to exhibit the existence of machinery

.';T_ potentially competing versions of “troubles",

J"By "troubles talk" we mean-meébers' talk about'situations and events that are

':~; Seen as distressful and disruptive of the routines of everyday life, byt which

are essentially self-manageable. The materials that constitute 6ur initia]

i?corpus catch for us the sense that "telling a trouble" seems to have. The

o materials display 3 member's orientation to this sense of g “trouble" as

R Something to be "coped" with, where that “coping" might involve difficultijes

and discomforts. We refer to this description of our phenomenon as g
'provisional specification’, By this we mean to make clear ti,.,i. it is not
an ‘operational definition' or ‘analytic construct® which acts as a benchmark

to control the operations of the research. In fact we are concerned to avoid

4. H. Sacks, 'The Search for Help: No dﬁe to Turn to'.
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binding the research by the wdoplion of either pre-cstablished theory or

pre-sel operational definilions. Tﬁc excitement of Lhe rescarch is that
analylical categories are emerging and are being developed uut.of the data
itself. Throughout the endeavour the rescarch atlempls to aruund its
analytical catequries, its descriptians and formuiatibné of procedure: upon
the revealed orientations of the co-conversalionalists as Lthey dcveiopmentall
achieve the intcraction that constitutes the data. It is of critical
significance that our understaridings of the nature of a phenomenon and its
features are built from the wa;; in which co-participants orient to those
phenqmena in fhe data of our investiyation. A proposal that we have dis-
covered methods whereby memb;rs achieve a phenomcnon or.its features, .

any constraints if we cannot demonstrably show that members are in fact

. . . 5 c 4
orienting to that as an achievement. Therefore research descriptions of a

phenomenon and its features must evolve from an enquiry into the ways by
/

which members arein the "real world" (in the data) accomplishing those

features. The task of description is Lherefore, of necessity, an emergent

task. , | ' L

Some sociologists have continually warned of the dangers of operational
‘definitions and of arbitrarily preceding enquiry with definition 6 ~in
sociology generally. They suggest that Lhe use of operational definitions

not grounded in the actors orientations,.necessarily implies that the

5. See H. Sacks, unpublished manuscript 'Aspects of the Sequential
Organization of Conversation', Chapter 2.

6. H. Blumer, 'The Problem of Lhe Concept in Social Psychology', American
Journul of Sociology (1940), 707-19, and ‘What is Wrong with Social
Theory', ASR. 19, February 1964. A. V. Cicourel, 'Method and
Measurement in Socivlogy', New York, Free Press of Glencoe, 1964. See
also A. Schutz. ‘Concept and Theory Formulation in the Social Scicnces',
Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 51, 1954.




bfoducls of the research will have an arbitrariness. As operational defini-
tions are bused upon the operational requirements of the research rather
than upon the orientations of the members, which should necessarily be a topic

of the rescarch, they involve an imposition by fiat of the researcher's
>

version of the nature of the interaction.

In the research that follows 'troubles talk! interaction will be examinéd
and is found to occur in terms of a sequential and interactional packdge.
The package can be seén as made up of a progressively arrayud set of
categories whicﬁ denote activities which the co-conversationalists properly
negotiate and achieve in the course of the interaction. However, as will be

seen, the package does not regularly occur in Such a way as to reveal =

. the categories we have noticed, nor are the categories necessarily arrayec

in the idealfotqer that we have portrayed. The package is put forward very
tentatively as a model or 'ideal type'. Our observations have led us to the
view that ‘whilst co-conversatioa;lists may not orient-to or conceive of the
éackage as a whole in the co;rse of their interaction, their particularlnéxt

moves or next activities can be and are, monitored by reference to the

overall requirements of a trouble-telling sequential package model. We are

| suggesting that such understanding is available to co-participants and

tentatively propose that the data and its analysis supports this view. IFf
we are correct in this view, then the package proposed, or the roles under-
lying its construction, provide some basis for understanding the basis of

co -conversationalists orientations in the production of their next-utterances.

Our tentative and exploratory moves towards the construction of a model of

this kind remind us of the classic methodoloyical position of Max Weber.

7. Max Weber, The Methodology of the Social Sciences.
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In his methodology of the social scicnces he propused that social organizati
should be studied via the construction of 'local types' which, whilst not
exisling in the wofld, represent a framework for understanding particular
courses or scaucnces of action. It will be remenbered Lhal amongst his
conditions for the construction of an Ideal Type are: that.it be a iggicéllj
possible course of action, adequate at the leQei of meaning and adequate at
the level of causality. Real life "departures" from such a model do not dis.
qualify such.a model but (providing that the model is successfully construct.
are themselves understandable by an uﬁdersfanding of how interactants have

departed from such a model.

O0f course Weber was principally concerned with understanding large-scal

socio-historical movements rather than day to social interaction. However,

the validity, or'otherwise, of his epistomological arguments apply equall&

-~ .
to the study of social interaction and it is thereforeinterestinq. if not

entirely éoincidental, to find them echoed in our study of conversational
interaction. 8 Perhaps it! is more surprising that there has been so little

development of Weber's epistomological position in mainstream sociology.

On the other hand the research categories thaé form the basis of.this
research are not the products of any pre-formulated theory nor of following
a pre-established methodological plan. AThey are grounded in and have
emerged from the data analysed. If we have developed a model which is
reminiséent of the réquirements‘of Webers 'Ideal Type' then it is a model

which has emerged rather than a model that has been sought.

8. It is not coincidental in the sense that Harvey Sacks, the founder of
conversational analysis, was both a scholar of, and critic of, Web:rian
methodology. See his ‘Sociolgoical Descriptions' Berkley Journul of

Sociology, 1966.




On The Sequential Organization of Troubles-Talk

in Ordinary Conversation

Introduction. The Sequence that Wasn't There ' .

In the course of our first year's work with conversationa in wh.tch
people talk about their troubles, a range of relevant topics were located.
These aspects of troubles-talk came to light in an unmotivated scan of the
mterials, We were not pursuing any particular aspect of troubles-talk;
rather, we made ourselves available to whatever might emerge as a possibly
systemtic ‘feature. Included among the Emerging Topics listed in our
Progress Report is the possibility that Troubles-Talk is a package with

standard components in a standard order of occurrence, Again. this pos-

- sible feature was not something we were looking for, but as we noted in

the introduction to that .report. "in general we are intemsted in ‘sequen-
cing both loca.l a.nd general; in the relationship of one utterance to a
next [and] the organization of activities into standardized 'peckages’
with specific components in a specific order".

As we .exami'ned the range of conversations which constitute the
current corpus, we began to get a sense that, although many of the conver-

sations were long and mltifaceted, they were not amorphous, There

seemzd to be a shape to them; a shape which recurred across the range of -

conversa.tions; a shape w!;xich could be sehsed to bes rathor well forméd in
some of the conversations and distorted or incomplete in othex;s. Further-
more, & series of utterance-types were found again h.nd again acx;css the
corpus, A few ¢;f tbese were isolated and considered in the Progress
Report. They seemed to 'belong' in various. positions within that, as yet
dimly defined, shape. Thus, at the time of. the Pbogress Report we had a

strong, if vague sense of troubles-talk as a sequentially formed phenomenon,
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and a secd collection of clements whicﬁ might oohstitute the components

~out of which a troubles-telling ‘'sequonce’ _ia constructed,

The prospect of gaining some analytic control over large chunks of
conversation such as those we were confronted with was exciting,-and we
decided to direct our attention to an investigation of troubles-talk as a
coherent, sequentially organized qnit. While the sort of an#lysis of
conversational interaotion which we practice tends to focus on very smli;'
ocrystalline bits of the conversational machinery, we have ar‘xuongoing' )
interest in the analysis of what Hax"\;ey Sacks talks of as the "big pm;k-
ages”. 1In a lecture of April 12, 1971, he notes that the ways we tend to
work with talk; i.e., by "characterizing some two or three utterance
sequence which occurs. in s;m larger fragment, completély ignores how the
sequence fits into that fmg'meqt, 01; how it is part of the analytic packe
age that is being developed."” He goes on to say:

It turns out that one central problem in building big pack-
ages is that the ways of dealing with the utterances that turn
out to compose the package as single utterances or pairs of ut-
terances, etc., may have almost no bearing on how they get dealt
with when an attempt is made to build a larger package.

That 1s to say, the operation is not at all addative. It is
not an operation in which one develops adequate and interesting
characterizations of some® utterance or some smaill sequence and then
assembles them into a package. It does not work that way at all,
So that information about utterances and their organization for
smaller units might be done which would yield a discussion of all
the utterances in some fragment and would not tell us anything
about somas such larger packsge as we might try to get at. Thus,
certain aspects of the work you might do on ‘sequence' won't do you
any good in trying to packege longer sequences. Indeed, they might
be misguiding in that you would figure that you have dealt with
some pair in soms fashion, and even in a sequential fashion, and
thereby not see the- potentiality for building a larger pacimge, for
which the way you had studied the smaller sequence did not have
mich bearing, or had only some relatively intricate bearing.

The investigation of long sequences as coherent matters, as
compared to simply studying, utterance by utterance, a long
sequence which you then have as an, in some way connected, series
of small fragments, is at a rather primitive stage, assuming that
it 1s going to develop.

(April 12, 1971 pages 1-3, slightly edited)
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As a background to our investigation of troubles-talk aa a big
package, we had, then, an ongoing interest in that type of phenomenon in
general, and a sense that what must be sought was an overall design and
function, by reference to which the various discrete e'.'lements co&ld be
seen to oparate. And indeed a scan of the troubles-talk corpus yielded a
gross sense of such a design and function. A aeriei of reourrent,
Positioned elements were found which _could be grouped into a mugh segmn-
tal sort of order. And that order could be characterized in terms of (1)
& trajectoried alignment of attention to the trouble vis-a-vis attention
to the normal, routine requirements and proprieties, and (2) a correlated
alignment of intersctants vis-a-vis each other,

In the Progrcss Report it was proposed that a cehtral feature of
troubles-talk was tha constant tension between attending the trouble and
attending to b.min'-ss as usual, The troublea-talk package seemed to us
apeoificany de;igned to move elegantly and fluently between those polar
relevencies. We could bcgin to artay the segments and thair elements, and
to charccterize their work by réference to such a function. The basic
design seemed to us utterly simple, There is a trajectory which starts
out attending to tusiness as usual, moves gradually towards en attention

to the trouble‘, arrives at an intense and uncontaminated focus on the

- tx'ouble. and then moves back to an attending to business as usual, Inter-

Actionally as well, a simple corresponding design seemed apparent. The

interactants start out at a distance appropriate to theair routine conversa-
tion, become gradually clo:ser, arrive at an intense intimacy as the
trouble is focussed upon, and then return to a _more distant relntionstiip
as they ro-engage with business as usual,

However, these considerations were based on a template or model of

» the troubles-telling Sequence constructed out of extracts of the mterials,



Specifically, a detailed examination of the materials did not yleld a

single 1nstn.nce of troubles-talk in which the candidate sequence was
" present, element by element, or even segment by Ssegment, in order, To
8ot & sense of what we were confronted with, we show some of the' results
of one of our attempted 'coding' runs. Ove/r the year ;ce had been locat-
ing and positioning the element-types as they ought.to occur in sequence,
‘starting with a rough assignment of numbers, from (1) "How's your foot?"
through (10) "Never mind, 1t'11 all come right in the end", to (11) exit
from the troubles-talk, gradually re.fining_the system to catch the seg-
mental ordering of various elements, now from A.l.a."How's your foot?"
through E.ﬁ.a."Never mind, 1t'11 all come.right in the end"'. to F. exit
"from the troubles-talk, The results of a run using the latter coding were
only slightly less problematic than the results of a run using the former,
mugh coding. Fctx_' seven fragments, we show the results of each run.
@) [NB:II:5:2-4R]
o (1), (3). (Ge), (#), (7). (8), (9). (5). (7). (8), (9), (6), (8),
(9), (20), (11) -
(A.1), (A.2), (8.1), ([B.2.]),(c.1.), (C.2), (c.3), ([c.2]), ([D])
- (e, (c.2), (c.3), ([rD.
i(2)  [W:Pc.IrT:2-3) . |
oL . @@ s, @ @, a0y
S . e, ((B2]). @1, (B2, ©3), (O, 5, @)
(3 [vo1(s):x15:4-5]
(1), (2), (1), (2), (3), (%), (5), (6), (T), (8), (5). (8). (9),
(7). (8), (9), (10), (11)
(A1), (a.2), (A.3), (F), (A.2), (-A.3)), ([B.1]), ([B.2]). (c.1),
(c.2), (c.3), (c.2), (c.3). (D), (c.2), (c.3), (D), (E), (F)

l. The bracketed items indicate problemtic, bi-valent, dubious instances.

-
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Ty (FDrr:88rem:1-2) |

(). (4, A1), (5), (6), (7. (9), (10), (7). (9), (11)
(a.2), ([-A.3]), (B.1), (B.2), (c.1), (c.2), (B.2), ([E]), (c.1),
(E), (c.2), ([p]). (F)

(5) [Rah:B:1:(11) :3-5]

| (3). (8), (11), (2), (4), (6). (7, (1), (6). (9), (10), (9),
(10), (9). (10), (9), (6). (7, (10), (11)
(A.2), ([-A.al). (B.1), ([B.2]), (E), (A.2), (B.1), (D), (E), (D),
. (B ([ED), (c.1), (c.2), (), (F)
(6) (MB:11:%4:1-2]

(1), (2. (3), (&), (1), (6), (). (8), (7). (6), (9), (3), (6),
(7). (11)
(A1), (A. 2), (B.1), ([B.2]), (c.1), (c.2), (C. 3). ([c.2]), ([n]).
([ED). (c.2), (c. 3). [F])

4- 9] [Campbel1:4:5-7]

@ @, ) 6 ), M. (1), ), (6, (51, (20), (12)

([a. 1]), (a.2), (c. 2). ((s.1)), (v); ([-ED). ([c. 2]), ([oD). (=), (®
The various coding runs, whether rough or refined, shosed th2 actual

instances of troubles-talk to comprise very messy versions of the candidate
_"i;;eq.uence, to say the least., A question, then, was what sort of sequence
‘were we pvopos:l.ng? Was it som* sort of philosophical/logical construct,

an ideal-type not to be subJef:ted to such a requirerent as that it actually

" occur? In as mich as it 1s our aim to locate, deseribe and then analyze

" obJects which &ctually occur, 1f that is what we had come up with, then the
'.Ns.ultu vwere of no interest to us, Whatever consideration we did of

troubles-talk would not be done by reference to a troubles-talk 'sequence'.

However, it can be noted that in the several actual series shown

above, although wo do not get straight runs of (1.2,3...9, 10, 11]
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or [A, B, C,. n, E, F], for one, ths talk tends to run off within a con-

strained set of elements; i.e,, tmubles-tal_k elements might be charae-
terized as occurring in a 'disordered! rasthn. Secondly, although the
elements are 'disordered', there is nevertheless a very gross sort of
observable order; i.e., the data tend to start off m‘the low numbers or
alphabet-initin-l letters, end end up in the high numbers or alphabet-
subsequent letters. That 13, our initfal vague sense of a set of compo-

nents occurring 1n order was not, as we supposed, vague because we had not

yet carefully enough inspected the data, where then the investigation was

now a mtter of turning to a close inspection of the data out of which a
clear and retined Sequence would emerge. Rather, our initial vague sense
was accurate. What emerges from a close inspection of the data is Just

that sort of array of elements which might aooumte]y be characterized as

‘_j'.vaguely orderly. Our initial sense of ths phenomsnon was not to be

accounted for as"'a'product of casual perusal, to be improved upon by

“ ‘eareful exemnation. What we saw is what we got.

A question then was, what bkad we got? Was this a designedly loose

-{ convocat:lon of elements, in which case ths articulatory work we were Pro=-
posing for it was not, at least in the elegant, fluent way we proposed,
part of its design, or were we seeing instance after instance of a tightly-
| -deai.gned sequential package being actualized in variously distorted ways?
It 18 certainly the case that for ths various sequence-types we have
j_r_"""_f‘.located. described and analyzed, we find mis-shepen, incomplete, variously
l::.'.pmblemtic instances. It was at least conceivable that while the‘re is an

exlstlxxg elegant, efficient dosign to carry out a particular function, it

Just 80 happens that on ocoasion after occasion after occasion of its

relevance and use the 'templete 8sequence is being dietorted.

One thing was clear: Tmubles-talk does not occur as a consecutive
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- . Sequence of ordered elements, The Question was, is that a dcoie;n feature
of the troubles-talk package (perhaps a featire of 'big packages' in gen-
eral); i.e., is the Sequence designedly gross and flexible and thus well
.able to handle a range of contingencies it might, perhaps predictably, en-
coun;:er over a long stretch of interaction? Or is the observed gross
ordcrmg a byproduct of recurrent incidentals; 1.e., 1is 1t that the packagc

' 13 designedly tight and elegant, but that on any given Occasicn of 1ts use

| somcthing is happening in that interaction which is pmducing a ‘'disordering'

T of the Sequence? That 1s, were we looking at something gross but strorg,
or somthing elcgant but weak? On any given occasion of its occurrence
would it be most apt to say that the pacinge is going alright, or that it
is going awry? One further possibility was that while thc consecutive
unrolding of the package might be a desiéx: feature, 1ts observably dis-

on‘lered occurrence is not accountable in terms of a particular conversation

- with its particular events, but is an artifact-of troublcs-talk in its .
_Telationship to other types of activities. That is, that the 'disordered'
occurrence 1s accountable by mfcrence to a or some rnther gencml

- problems that troubles-talk encounters and/or generates.

Coming to terms with these possibilities required oclose analysis of
troublcs-talk on a single instance by single instance basis, and a collec-

" tion of materials was subjected to preliminary analysis, In that regard

ws note that many of the single-instance analyses were extensive and
- elaborate. In the Interests of economy and clarity we ha.vc tried to

4':':-_, constrain ourselves to only as mich detail a8 seems necessary to captune a |

given phenomenon by reference to which a givcn fragrent is being developcd
Soms of the more extended, elaborate analyses yilelded phenomena and gener-
ated research questions not direotly relevant to troubles-talk per se. ,

Many of these were si;nply noted and set aside for future attention. Others
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gonerated data-searches and collections which were useful in the analysis
(3 at hand, for example, indicating that we were on or off track in oux; sense
of the activities we were examining, but constituting, as well, a prelim-
inary stage in the analysis of those phenomena in their own right. While
the extensive and elab§rate1y detailed aimle-instance' analyses incorpo-
rate and address these various phenomsna, the shorter, simplified versions
-used in this report do not. Following are soms of the phenomena encountered
'in our analyses of tmbles-talk which generated data-search and collections,
1. Abandoned and Subsequentiy Repositioned Utterances
2. Post-Gap Aotivities (Backdowns, Recycles, Recompletions, etc )
S. ngnant Confirmations ("Yup", "Oh yeah", etc.) as Attending
to ths Significa.nce While Withholding Explication of Inquired-
. Into Matters '

4, "Good." as an Especially Terminal-Implicative Assessment

5. Doing'-'Granting' (via lexical items and/or intonation contour)
6. "Yeah well" as a Dismissor of a Prior Utterance
T. Where-Am-v;We-Now 'Ibpical Negotiations 1n. which an Utterance my
be part or Current 'I'Opio or Inaugurating a New Topic
We take it tat these phenomena, soms of which will assuredly be developed
and will comprise or be incofporatet'i into future m;e.eamh papers, are spin-
off products of our investigation of troubles-talk. |
‘The results of our single-instance aﬁa_lyses suggest that iﬁ'case.

— after case we are seeing a pﬁtentially tight sequence going é.wry. Fur-
ther, it appears that the problems encountered by the sequence are not
moidental; are not best characterized by reference to a rarticular inter-
action and its events, but are general problem-types which recur across

fD *  the corpus of troubles-talk,

The investigation proceded in altermating phases; 1.e., a rough
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scan of the data for an initiel array of sequence combonontx was tollqwedﬂ" ‘

by preliminary single-instance analysis ‘whiqh, in tum, resulted in a
rofining of the candidate sequence, the refined sequence itself leading
to a refining of the single-instance analyses, ‘We do pot follow.this
altcrmation in our report, but present the results of our investigations

(which we take to be not at all in a finished state, but stopped in

‘progress, still refinable, still tentative) in two discrete sections, |

In Section I we present utterances taken from troubles-talk, arrayed
as a.n oxdénad serices of components‘ of the candidate sequence, and consider
the topical/interactional work such a design can accomplish. In Section IY
we present a collection of single-instance analyses of larger fragments of
troubies-talk, end consider the.problem-types confronting the candidate

sequence, : -
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Section I. The Candidate Troubles-Telling Sequence

Inspcctioﬁ of the corpus of conversatians in which troubles are talked
about yields a series of recurrent elements which can be grouped into a
rough secgmental sort of order, out of which a candidate packa.ge my be
built up. The rough segmental order is as folloua.

A, Appmach

‘B, Arrival

C. Delivery
D. Work-Up
E. Close Implicature
F. Exit

Within that segmental ordex-ing & series of elements are found which
may occur singly or in combination within a particular segment. Following
is an array of ele_ments grouped according to segment. The array is not
exhaustive of t!;s ;lemnts recurrently found in troubles-talk, and the
orderings and formuilations provided are preliminary and subject to revisit.m.
It will be noted that some sSegments have a rich collection of elements
while others do not. This disparity of richness and thinness tends not so

mch to reflect the phenomena as it does the current state of the investi-

" gation. For some of the segments we have proposed an ordering of elements.

These are numerically ordered within a segment, For som? of those ordered
elements we have listed some devices, alphabetically or in small roman
numerals, These devices mmy stand in alternation to one another or may

oceur in combination. Thay are not intendedly sequentially ordered in this

- array.

A. Approach
1. Initiation

&, Inquiry
b. Noticing
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| _ 2. Trouble-Premonitor
C} .- . &. Downgraded Conventional Response .to Inquiry
b, Improvement Markep
G, Lead-Up
3. Premonitor-ﬂegponse
B. Arrival
I Announcement
2. Announcerent Re_sponse
C. Delivery
1. Exposition (Includes déseriptions of symptoms, events, ete.)
2. Affiliation |
3. Affiliation Response

Work-Up (Includes diagnoses, prognoses, reports of relevant other
experiences, 'relationalized' remedies, ete.)
P _

Close Implicature .
a. Optimistic Projection ~

, L b. Invokati«.m of the Status Quo
c. Making Light of the Trouble

Exit
a, Boundarying ofe

i. ~Conversation Closure

11. Conversation Restart

111. Introduction of Pending Biographicals

iv. Reference to Cetting Together .
b. Transition into Other Topics _
/,:3 'Following is a series of arrays in which actual instances of troubles-
e talk elemants are grouped into segments organized by reference to the

candidate packrge, The arrays are not exhaustive of the actual instances,
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but are designed to give a sense of the recurrence of any givén element

while providing for as economical a display as possible.

A. Approach 1, Initiation a. Inquiry

If a coparticiapnt knows about the presence, or possible presence, of

a trouble, he can inquire intb its current status and thué initiate talk

about the trouble.

"A.l.a.(1) [MB:1:6:13¢¢R]

Ls How:'s your foo:t.l

A.l.a.(2) [MB:IX:3:10ffR)

E: . How 18 your arthritis, You still taking sho:ts,

A.l.a.(3)  [W:PC:1:(1):42f]

J3 How is your back anyway,

A.l.a.(h) [JeI1(a):3:ex:1]

Ada(6)  [roT(t):9:1]

Ls Are_you dying?
- .

A.l.a.(5) [campbellzl;;s]

A: You feeling better nov;.

.
- qom

J: . [How are you] feeling now.

A.1.2.(7) [Campbell:?:l]

A: hHow are you feell:ng.

1.

As 1in our Progress Report we attach a Guide to the Transcript Con-
ventions. Likewise, we note that the transcripts in this Final
Report are rendered in standard orthography in an attempt to make
them somewhat easier to read. So, for example, a fragment appcars
in the master transeript as follows. ‘

I: Cuss ah thou:ght ‘h well az'ee duun something en- 'ee ‘eez

fri:ght'n tih $sa:y you knoh,
It appears in the report, rendered in standard orthography, as follows.

I: Cause I thou:ght ‘h well has he done something and- he he's
. fri:ghtened to ¢ sa:y you know, ,
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A, Approach 1. Initiation b. Noticing

Whether or not a coparticipant has prior kicirledge of a tmublo, he
my be promptcd by sowething in the talk to notice a possible irouble,

A.1,b,(1) [TCI(b):7:1] ((Opening unrecorded, L is caller, i identi-

fying herself to C. )) .
L: . Jo:dy's mothe:r?
(0.6)
Cs ((hoarse)) oh Yech
Le [Jo-dy Lih- tempi,
C: ((hoarse)) Oh; ye
(0.2)

L: = Are you s1::ck,

A.1.b.(2) (Rah:a:1:(2):1]

T Re:dcar three oh five two?
I: Thom:s?
()
I: Has Mummy gone shopping,
T: No shz 8 ;till hare do you vwant her,
003
. It Is shs in be::d, -
H No2
: Re: :ght thank you,
T: ( )?
(0.%)
I - hgm m-mghm,
. (5.0)
Js khhbh-huh khh-huh khh *hhh Hello thare I[da ‘hhhh
I: —~ . Chs dea:r me:.
J: khhe ‘
I: —-. A[(m) You still've got 1:t. : :
Je khh.

However, troubles-talk is so arranged that a coparticipant need not

know about the presence of a trouble 'to effectively initiate talk about it,

‘ ~ As can be seen in the following array (for example, in Fmguants A. 2 a.(%4),

A.2.a. (5) and A.2.a.(6) below) a conventional "How are you?" recurrently
can stand as a first component in a troubles-talk package, the trouble
emerging in response to such an inquiry.

A. Approach 2. Trouble Premonitor

An elaborate consideration of this phenomeron was presented in the
Progress Report. Essentially, with such an item as a Dovngraded Conven-

tional Response or an Improvesent Marker (1i.e., instead of somasthing 1like
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"Fine", an item like "Oh, protty good" or "Detter”), a speaker can orfent
his coparticipant to the presence of a trouble, or if the trouble is

alrcady lnown about, then to the continuing state of trouble,

A._Approach 2. Premonitor a. Downgraded Response to Inquiry
A.2.a.(1) [campbe11:7:1]

As hHow are you feeli:ng.
M: = Oh: not so ba: :d?

A.2.a.(2) [Tcx(b):9:1])"

Js [How are you] feeling now.
M; ~ Oh::? (.) pretty good I gue:ss,

A:.2.a.()) [NB:II:3:10ffR]

E: How is your arthritis.. You still taking sho:ts,
L: - Ye: :ah, well it's: e-it 8 alri::ght

A.2.a.(%) [16:2]

Az *hh How've you bee:n.
B: -~ *hh Oh:: survi:ving I guess, hhh!

A.2.a.(5) [ma/zrv:nga]

E: . What's new with yous.
(0.7)
Ly -~ Nothi :ng, () really, _

A.2.a.(6) [NB.II.&.I] ((Opening unrecorded, N is caller))
E: Hi: honey how are yo[ .
N: Fine how Te you,
E: =  “khhhhhhhhh, Oh:: I'm pretty goo:d

A.2.2.(7)  [W:FC:1:(1):1] '

Js How are you[g_mm. . '
M: =~ : *hh [9_13 I'm not too bad,

A. Approach 2. Premonitor b. Improvement Marker

A.2.b.(1) [W:PC:1:(1):2]

M: How 1is your mother by: the va:y.h

(.)
J: - We:ll ghe 8 a:,h bit bette:r,



/’) | J:
P:
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As

and the Improvenent Mérker, we find another sort of Premonitor, the Lead-

“A.2.b.(2)

15.

(Fr:1m:17:1] ((Cpenirz not shown, P 1s caller))

Hi::. How are you, hh[(hh)

. I'm alri :ght that's what I hhvas
gonn{h)a a:sk you:.

(0.2)
Um, pretty- g- I'm much better this afternco:n.

an alternative to the Downgraded Conventional Response to inquiry

Up.,

‘ This item can indicate the presence _of something possibly untoward and/or

begin to exhibit the nature of the troudble. ‘While the Lead-Up is used in

resporse to Irquiry (as in Fregments A.2.c.(1l) and A.2.c.(4) below), it

tends heavily to occur in those instances where .talk about a trouble is

being initiated by the teller.

A. Aporoach 2, Premoni‘or c¢. lead-Un

A.2.c.(1)

A.2.c.(4)

J:

e d

A.2.c.(S)

S:
D:

oL

-

_ [¥B:11:5:2-4R] -

Wrat's new with you:.
‘hkh Oh I went to the dentist

(1B:IV:14:1]

Almost everybody won somethinrg but=
=uhh, [huh-h.h has h.]

PRIy

-

(0.2)
Ah:::I teen to tke do:ctor

[FD11:88ffR:1]

.LT. 's a clg ~Bss, just honest to goodress,
(0 2)
Y[eq.n I =Iow what you :::ean.J
lever seen so 7any people’in my life. ‘nrhhh
Yean,
(0.4) - :
We got a (.) We got a little bit of it out te:re, -

(Rah:I1:2-5]

How S De:z anjway.

O

Yes te's eh he: he went for his exray:s, on Fri:da: :7?
[#:PC:1II:1:2]
Oh I should finish 1n. about an hour,

Goo: d.

LT Mhmaca *tah Nl t#+'a 211 haan Farran{ns ke ora
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.. R.2.0.(6) [Fr:CSI:i?ff] ((Multiparty, V is finishing a story)) .

Ve Ca.&.,e that- that's (his poliey). -

J: Hey Victor,

V: So I :\r. \rave to say)

J: - The rext time you see me I'am gonna be lookdng 1lixe be-ll you
know why,

A.2.¢c.(7) (JG:1:8:1] ((Phone call for someone who is not at home))

M: Well Mister Hanson? um:: hh he went to his band practice
- toda::y, ‘hh°p°hh A:nd u.h[ ’
e C: To whe:re?

. ((ca 7 lines omitted re. where Called has gone))

M: —~ to: uh practice a:n::d u-I don't no:-:w uh where he went
from the re, I:ee uh h.nuh ‘hhuh ‘hthh I r: I really couldn t
tell you where he went from the re .

A.2.c.(8) (Pah:3:1:(11) :301]

J: Anyway she Just rang up and I said oo well no Ann"s en: off

to Yorth Or: .‘.sby.

A: = Ch:. o well Ann s (absolutely in) a pig st,{ cause the two

hed.s':e come this morning.the new be: :ds.

A feature 6t‘ these Apvroacn dgvices is that they can te systematically
ambiguous as to their troudles-imlicativeness, As wés discussed in tne
Prosress Feport, they are avallable to troubles-disattentive/resistive

L
responses by cogarticipants, So, for exarple, of ihe acove-listed Approach

: _deVices, several are responded to in such fasnion.

:.(1) A.2.a.(4)[1G:2]

A: *hh How've you bee:n.
B: ‘hh Oh:: survi:virg I zuess, [
Ao - .— ‘a*'.‘ cru'l

--ff(a) A.2.c.(3) [FDII:88cfR:1]

B: We got a (V) We got a little bit of it out re:re,
C: — Eh not too mch though huh,

(3) A.2.c.(8)[Ran:B:1:(11):3£2)

A: Ann's (absolutely !n) a Dpig sty cause the two beds've come
this moming.tre new te: :ds, °hhhh An:d uh but o[nlj one

J: = That was quick that was quick them coming,
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(4) R.2.¢.(7) (JG:I:B:LJ

M: I don't ¥no:-:w un where he Hent from the:re, [:2e uh hhyp
‘rthah T I really coulda't tall you where he weat frop
th_e_:m h[e nay J .

C: -~ . (I tell you)1s he pra- Is he prohn Plaming to go

to:: Las Vegas next week? ; .
However, this ambiguity also provides. an oppprtunity for a copartici-
pant to exhibit receptiveness to the possible trouble-premnitory work
beix;g done .. Recurrently a recipient of a possible tmuble;premnitor will
exhibit that he is tracking the item as on the way to further talk, as not
in itself assessable (as in Fragrents (1);(3) ab;ve) or disaissable by
reference to other ratters (as in Fragment (%) above). Rather, he pro-
duces a .'continuer'-, an item which excects and is ready {o receive further

talk,

A. Approach 3, Premonitor Sesconse

R.3.(1) [W:pc:1:(1):2]
-~
J: She's a:,h bit tette;r, . .
M - :'E:_u_-'_l . - . g
A3.(2) (Fr:H3:11:1]
| J: I'a much tetter this afternoo:n,=
P: - =Ye:q,
COA3.(3) [NB:II:5:2rfR]
| E: I #ent to the dentist and=
L: — =Yea::h,
A3.(4) (¥B:IV:1%:1] _
E: I been to the do:ctor hhhhk=
L: - =Yean? )
A.3.(5) (Pah:11:2-5]
I: fle went for his gxray:s, on rrida:y?
J: - eeYe:s:,
A.3.(6) [Fr:Tc:I:1:9]
S: Wendy ard I have been really having problems,

G: —~ M-hn, i : .
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Of interest in these resgonses 1s that while they exhibit an aler:-
:) ness to further talk, for {tass which might o‘herdi..e Le treated as ,.hen
and there assessable or recelptable as 'news' (see, e.5., A.3.(5)). they
seem to bte specificzlly attentive to, and fitted to, the ambizuously
premonitory character of the prior utterance and do nof commit thenselz-les
to, for examplé, hearing a trouble underway when it is possible that a
t.;rouble is not in fact underway, in the Progress Repoit it was proposed
that the pressure towards business as usual is a centrally oriented-to
feat\.:re of troubles-talk. The fact that when there is any response to
possibly trouble-premonitory talk it is either weizhted towards no trouble
(as in Fragments (1)-(4) pages 16-17 above) or is sbecifically, recogniz-
ably 'neutral' (as in Fragments A.3.(1)-A.3.(7) above) constitutes anotrer
aspect of an orientation to btusiness as usual, Specifically, as the
troubles-talk is bteing antered, we see a strc_mg alizgnment with busiress as
9 uéual and an ambi'gix.ous alignment with trouble,

B, Arrival 1, Arnnouncerent

fecurrently a troubles-teller procedes flmm an Approach device to an

- Announcement of the trouble across the range r‘of recipient responses; 1.e,,
| ac;ross silence, as in Fragments B.1.(1)-3.1.(3) l:elc;vw, across disattention/

resistance as in Fragments 2.1.(%) and B.1,(S) below, and across '.neu‘.:ral'

receptiveness, as in Fragments B.1. {6) and B.1.(7) btelow.

B.1.(1) [Fr:1c:1:1:9]
- Js The next time you see me I'm gonna be looking lixe he:1ll you
know why,
(0.7) -
J: - Cause e:very damn one ot‘ these teeth coming out,
B.1.(2) (W:PCIII:1:2]
S: ‘hhhh Uh:m::: ‘tch Ch it's 211 been happening he:re ((this

with clogzed throat)) ukhh Oh~ God, (.) the voice 1s going
-~ now, °‘hhh (0.2) en de ot buirgled yesterday,
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B.1.(3) (vB:11:4:1]
E: “khininhrhoh, Oh:: I'm PC2tly £00::d I had a 1ittls o:pé‘ration
- on ry toe thls week.I had to have (.) toenall taxen o:fr,
B.1.(4) (sDI1:83¢cR:1]
B: We got a (.) We got a little bit of it out he:re,
C: Eh not too much though huh, B
B: - We:I1, (0.4 Ch I got hurt a little bit last night.
B.1.(S) [Rah:B:lz(ll):)fr]
A: Ann's(absolutely in) a pig sty cause the two beds've coome
- this morning.the new be:ds. °*hhhh A:nd uh but O[nly one -
Js * ( )
J: That was Qquick that was Quick them coming,

A: ~ Not too bad, But there's only one rattress with 1it, They don't
Inow where the other mattress is, -

38.1.(6) (Fr:1c:I:1:90f]
S: ‘t *hhhhh Well Vendy and I have teen really having Droblams,
G: M-hm, A
S: ({confidingly)) °ha And yesterday I talked to her, ‘hahh A:n-
- (0.3) apgarently rer rother is terminal,

8.1.(7) [MB:11:5:2rR] .
E: "hhh Oh I went to the dentist anda
L: _[[Yea:i[h. = . -
E: - un:::“Cod e wanted to pull a to_otn[a::d rake me-.a new go:1d uh
L: ahhhhn!'/J
1 E: - ‘hhhhhh (,) bridge "for (.) ZI:G5T hundred dollars,

B. Arrival 2, Announce-ent J2sponse

In contrast to the range of resronses which follow the Approacn
devices considered above, the Announcezent is recurrently followed by an

item which marks arrival at the topic which was so far bteing approached,

- And trere seem to be two types of Announcement Response; one which marks

arrival and elicits further talk on the matter but does not necessarily
align recipieat as a troub'les-recipient. 2s in Fragments 8.2.(1)-3.2.(3)
below, and one -which commits recipient as, now, a troutles-recipient, as
in Fragments 8.2.(4)-B.2.(6) below.

B.2.(1) [1B:1v:13:2]

L: His rmother's real low.
E; - Oh really,
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-

(MB:rv:4:1]

fud 12£% = last anight.
(1.0)
He[zot- ma:d and went off uhh huh huh!
¢ )- .

(0.4%)
Did he really?

(FDII:88ffR:1]

Oh I got hurt a littie bit last night.
You did, '

[w:PcIII:1:2¢1]

We zot bu:rgled yYesterday,
Nah: no::.

(B:11:5:27fR]

God he wanted to pull a tooth[and make & ]a new zo:1d uh
ahhnh'! -
‘hanhkhh (.) bridge for (.) EI;GHT hundred dollars,

°Ch:: sn:i:t.>
(Pah:B:1:(11) :3¢f]
Sut there's only one mattress with {t. They don't

the other matiress is.
Oh: no:.

\now where

C. Celivery 1. =xposition

- . ]
To enhance the sense of the possible tightness of the troubles-telling

racxage, we will stay with 'the fragments displayed in 3.2, above,

n four

of the six instances we find a strict progression from 3.1, Announcement to

B.2. Announcersent Pesponse to C,1., Exposition.

c.1.(1)

L:
E:

L:

*»

=(

[iB:1v:13:2-3]

His mother's real low.,
Oh really,
(0.6)
His dad wants him to come ta:ck and gosh Zarl doesn't know

what to do you know 1t's a- Kind of a problen? if you're
gonna stay there, and- ‘hh you gotta go tack, anywaye

Mm hm, .
You know it's- an::d poor LCad's all by himself,
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c.1.(2) (@:1v:4:1-2)
| E; Bud 120t me last night.
1-0) -
E: He[got- ma:d and weat off uhh huh huh!
L: ( )-
(0.4) .
L: Did he really? .

E: -~ Yeah, ‘hh We were Supposed to have gone out to dinrer with

Phil and Martha we were over thers watching the £3:%e and,
‘hhh he had a teer, and T had a m-rartini, and then we caze

- over here and un-lee I krad your thing th-thawing out you

. know, that ri:.ce stuff. And I thought well if we don't g0

out I'll have that and- ‘ch ke says well you imow, you've

gotta put that tack in the rih- ‘ph you don't put 1t back

in the freezer,hn when you- take it out, and I said...etc,

C.1.(3) (FDII:88ffR:1-2]
B Oh I got hurt a little bit last nignt,
C: You diad,
8: Yean,
C: What happened to you,
B: - Well I (.) like to lost ry 1ittle finger they had =e 1n
Surgery for about three and a half nours getting { ).
C.1.(4) [#:PcIIZ:1:2f1] |

S: Z{e/sot tu:rgled yestarday,

D: Nah: no::.

(078) .

S: —- *Ye:h,® 'hh (Claire) the zirl at the Sack fla:t, So IZ've Leen
at trs police station all dinner ti:me, (0.8) sxfng 4o
1:dentify this ra:n. (0.3) Cause te, I answered <he cdoo:r
fir:st you see, -

In Fragoent 2,2.(5) the Zxposition follows, but. not i=mediately, That
it dqes not follow immediately -2y nave in part to do with the emergence of
a priority act.ivity generated by ti-.e. ;ar'ticulai' Announcecent Res;;onse which

_oceurs in this case; i.e., "*Oh:: sa:i:t.*" In general, cursing and obsaen-
'ity can be usad as a di'spl.ay of intirmacy. 3Such an item is nécumntly
followed bty recipient affiliation; 1.e., recipient confirms ttﬁat it 1is

appropriate to use such lanzuage in this 1nteraction.1 In Fragment B.2.(5)

1. For a consideration of otscenity as an invitation o intimacy, see
G. Jefferson, H. Sacks and E. Scregloff, "!lotes on Lauztter in the
Pursuit of Intimcy," in J. Screnkein, ed., Studies in tre Orsaniza-
tion of Conversaticnal Tnteraction, Vol II, Academic fress, rorth-

soning,
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it appears that reciplentship of and affiliation with an obsce’nlt& is
given priority ovar a move Into the Zxpostition, And this mmen:.a:-;-
oriority my have cons2quences for the sequ—ence. Spectfically. We noted
that the Announcerent Response 1{s in the first place of & particular sort,
one which 1is espscially troubles-receptive (see Fage '19), as such, it may
tend to coni;rge with a component of, not the Arrival Segment, but the
Delivery Segment; 1.e., with a C.}2. Affiliation which. recurrently follows
—_—
an Exposition.(see pages 24LL below), Trou'bles-teller's own affiliation

may then constitute a sequentially ‘appropriate next move to a C.2, Aff1)-

‘{ation; l.e., acC.3. Affiliation Response, whereupon tmubles-mcipient

can properly understand that the announcement of an exhorbitant price in
itself comprised tre E‘.xpoéition: that the sequence is now ready to move
on to the D, Work-Up sezment, an appropriate component of which she now 3
provides ("That's a big: _tr_.at'; a big uh;:: Simnick."),

As it haprens, such a condensed version of a troubles-telling {s not

to be, At a recurrent locus of '1ntermption' of one uitersnce by another,

i.e,, as troubles-recipient's utterance zoes into a 'search' (that is, at
"uh:::"), troubles-teller launches the Exposition, thus putting to rights

& sequerice which we TAy NOW See as having gone tezporarily awry.

C.1.(5) [¥B:I1:5:2-4R]

Es God re wanted to pull a'j:_o_gth[and /ake me.a new z0:1d un '
" L: ahhan!

o “nhinhn {.) bridge for (.) EI:GHT mindred dollars,

L: ~ *Ch:: sh:i[:r'.. .

E: ~ . Shit, (.) is rigat.

L: ~ That's a 'big: that's a big uh:::=

E: - -'hhh[ge Won't.try to save this tooth.This is a new dentist=
L: 5immick.r .

E: =He says it's zot to- deh doesn't hhurt me at 2::11 you now

and he took all my gxra::ys and then I awg I 30; and [ ‘¢

"hhhhh he wanted to gull it and I said God no I:'m not ready
to have my tooth pulled toda:y, (.) Edith went with me and
(1.0) we were gorna 80 to lu:nch and I wasn't ready Jou inow

€0 1n and kave my tooth pulled
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In Fragrment B.2.(6) it epp:acs that we are losing the candida'te'

Sequence altogether, The Annsuncenent Response 13 followed by an ftem

-which qualifies as an E B.a, Clos e-Impllcative Optimistic Projection,

"It'1l turn up I expect." Tt turns out that what has. been understood by
troubles-recipient to be 'the trouble' and strongly responded to as such
with "Oh: no:" is tut one of several aspects of a mlti-t‘eceted trouble,
The Optimistic'ProJection closes dewn a;ttention to that aspect of the

trouble and 15 followed by Approach to and Arrival at a next aspect.

-‘Further, that the multi-faceted trouble i{s teing delivered in Just this

way; 1.e., by. an Optimistic Projection for an initial aspect and a re-
introduction procedure for a ngxt aspect may in part have to do with the
nature of the Announcement fResponse. Again we note that it is especially
troubles-receptive and may con;rerge with a C.2, Aff1liation. In this
case, the Optimistic Projection which follous it may be dealing as much
with the interactionsal 1n'plications of such an item as its sequential
implicativeness. This iasue is considered in detail at “g°s 25¢L btelow.
C.1.(6) [Ran:B:1:(11) :32¢] _ b
| A: But there's only one mattress with it, They don t xnow
where the other mattress is.

Je ~ Oh. no:.

A: -~ So anyw~ay weh- Tt' 11 turmup I expect, ‘hh So we've been

sort of trying tois: rea:':'?_'xéed bedroom, ‘hh and it was
What I' d forgotten was they're (7) Six inches wi:der than
~- the others, ‘h So the room looks ( 5} so clut..e“ed now,

The foregoina consideration of elerent C. FPelivery 1. Exposition in
its recurrent and proposedly designed relationship with elements B, Arrival
1. Announcement and 2. Announcement Pesponse stands as a capsule version of -
the sort of argument we are developing. Specifically, we are arguing that
instances in which the elements do not occur in strict order are not to be
understood as counter-cases, nor is the fact that there are many of them

to be understood as evidence for a vague, loosely organized sequence,
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: R_ather, we are arguin.; that each 1nstanoe in which the elezents do not
/-) .‘ t‘ollow in strizt order is to ke treated as an accountadla disordering of

a tizhtly organized sequence, and to be examined in detail for Specifie,
perhaps systeratic, sources of such disorder. Such an arsument fs readily
enough rade when there are also many 1nstaxices of a st;‘ict ordering, as {s
the case for the B.1.~ B.2.~C.l. serfes. It is problematic when there are
_ho available instances _ot' a strict ordering, as is the case for the pro-
posed sequence of which tnis series s.ta.nd.s as a component. 2And it is
possible that, for .example, 'big pac.lmges' my be adequately characterized
as a collection of tizhtly organized sequential nodes which thezselves are

loosely linked and intarchangeably positioned over the course of the talk.,

C. Celivery 2. Affiliation — 3. Affiliation Response

rollowing the C.l. Exposition we recurrently find a series in which

" the troubles-recipient exhibits Affiliation (with an expression of 'empathy'
and/or an affilza.tive formilation), and troubles-teller's sutseguent talk
v'.aopee.rs to be produced specifically in response to that exhibited affila-
-‘ -tion, i.e,, we fiind troubles-tellers producing emotionally reign.ened talk;
: ,A'-letti.ns go' and/or turning to or confiding in the troubles-recipisnt., To

get a serise' of the reciprocity wnich seems to be involved in thesa two

'7'7{ji.ve1enents we show them in tandem. And to get a sense of the 'emotional

heightening' of the C.3. Affiliation Response, as well as thre potential for

a tightly ordered sequence, we show these two elements as tbey follow acC.l,

Exposition component

c.2.~c.3.(1)[¥B:Iv:14:2]"

E: I have to take two tub baths with tar in it every thhhhh da: 1y?

L: Yea:h?
- . E: hhhhh And I have to have ointment oy put on four times a da:y
3 and I'm under:: violet ra:y for a few seconds, a:nd I zot a

shot in the butt of vitamin: (O. 2) A::, s,
(0.5)
L: - Jea:sus,
E: — 71 Lo:ttie, horest to Go:d you know, I Just broke out terribly

-uh- hhlben I le-eTt ho: oe. An:d, T Jjust- Just zy le:gs

O N Y
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C.2.~C.3.(2) [J6:I:19:1:0014 Trans]

M: I teen taking antiblotics evar since Sunday,

S: Ohh, h

M. And uh T w-h-h-en I 11a down or when T 82t up {t feels like
the m::flesh 1s pulling off of ry benes,

S: —~ How awful, . “

M: — Oh I have listen I was in such eéxcruclating pain yesterday

and the day before that T really 1 Just didn't Xnow what to
do I Just pullad my hair,

C.2.~¢C.3.(3)[HG:2]
N: But he just like o:pened up, (0.6) & lo:t you know of (0.4)
the Pimples I ha:vel=
He - =Eoh::, .
N: - It (Just) hu:rt so bad Helen I was ery:::ing,

C.2,~cC.3.(4) [rm:rv:u;aj

E: Isn't this ridiculous, and, and Phil and ‘artha waiting out

there to zo out to dirnner, and I red to 30 tell them- Isn't
he ridiculous, ' —

~(0.9)

L: = FHe's crazy,

~(0.6) i
E: = Oh:: God dammit. I safd 1t's too tag the toat dida't stink

yestercay, and that-‘n-zuh-tha-I stouldn'tTve satd tha;t,
But, (0.4) ‘teh’nhrh Iottie, I c2n't do anything ri:3q%,
honest to God, I can't,

CD2.~ C.}-(S) [FI':E'E:II:G]
Je It bhappened wi‘:hin_: minutes, ‘phn Within a Falf hour the

house was Bo:re I guess,=
P: =  =Ohh:: Ghod,

J: So 1t's Just 1.1:ke, .we wouldn:'t, we Just wouldn't've beesn=
P: [hhnh] -
» J: =here.hh You kno:w, :
e P: - "t1Oh i i ::1 1 :sba:by..
J: [Th'é're's no way it wasJit was Jus":t, we're Just lucky I
guesss, -
“ P: =  “hhkh Ckay y_ait[a minute I don't imow if you're cryi-ing tute
sl - Je ' So) ’
o P: = =T hhh(h)achhhm uh hm: . *hahe
J: ’ [(hhhhh hu?r_x)]

J: = =h I wes guh- I- ziddle of the nizht la-ast night I wanterhd
hhto khe(h)all (h)y(h)ou *mann!

A review of the three segrents of the proposed troubles-talk package

shown so far reveals a serial shifting of aliznoent as between teller and

recipient; roughly, a movecent from distance to intimacy, Likewise, across

the three segments there arpears to be a serial shifting from an ensazement
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with the proper procedures of ordiﬂary conversation to a focussing on the

trouble 13 its own right. Whken the Fackage {s run off in order, thén, it

provides for a series of moves across which participanis to a troubles-
telling can mitually achieve a locking in, to the trouble and to each
other, and likewise a disensaging from the topical and relational proprie-
ties of business as usual, By reference to such a progression this third
segrent constitutes the topical and relational heart of troubles-talk an
intense focussing ?pon the trouble and upon each other,

o Given the above characterization of the C.2.~ C.3. pair, the array of
instances raises an issue of some possible in+ erest. On reviewing the
array we rsalized thrat all of its instances are taken from Arerican data,
whereas each of the other arrays comprise a mixture of Aoerican and Brit-
ish data. A check through the corpus from which the array was culled

revealed that in the current British corpus of troubles-talk there are no
instanc-; of tnis pair=d-ut+erance srenomenon; no instances of troubles-
recipient Affilistion follcwed by a troubles-teller 'letting 30! As with
the discovery of no instances ot a tightly org_nized troubles-tellirg
Sejusnce, we treat the fact of no instances of the C.2.~C.3. rair in

; tish troubles-talk as accountable and research 5erarative. We therefore
undertook & brief examination of the British materials on this issue.

That we do not fird the C.2.= C.3. pair is not to say that we do not
find_recipients exnioiuin° affiliation or tellers producing rmaterials
intensely focussed on‘a trogble. We do. What we do not find is the emo-
tional reciprocity of the .American materials, So, for examplé, in the
following fragment, a recipient recurrently exhibits em;athy, and the

raterials are quite excruciating,
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(1) (1a:5705:145:577wD.5 ]

R: they think that 1t's conjunctivitis but they don't xnow heid
- a (.) stick and he wa[s Playing with, it= -
M: - °.'-'.1|:0h::::::.’J
R: =and I% don't know if the Stick went into his e:ye:,
002) : - -
M: -~ ‘hhhe::::uhhh °*awh (Jes£us)" .

U-0::r 1f 1t's(.)Just conjunctivitis
- but op_[: he was up on the table you knojwe

M: - 'Ohh:::-:s-:-:::-:"

R: =getting all tals:::stuff 1:.n and,
) -
M: - h, °*Ohhh::: s2.°

Re . "They pour ointment all u-in this; eeyw
M: = aWhat a sh:;: (ame) ° T

R: 1iquid stuff bright red and ‘hh

M: - ‘ [’(wshh)'

Although recipient is producing a ‘series of empathetic displays and
although the talk is intensely focussed on the trouble, we do not get a |
sense of teller 'letting zo' op 'turriL')g to recipielnt'.- The materials are
not _i‘ormtted to exhibit respo&sivenesa to recipient's empathy, They are,

rather, fomgtgd-_as a rfelationally 1ndepen§ent, diagnostic/descriptive

h)

telling.
Or. for example, in “he follcwing fragﬁent, while again the raterials
are itensely focussed on the tm-uble, both teller and reciplent format the _ .

talk as diegnostic/descriptive rather than, say, 'emotive!,

1. In ftne detail we can note a moment where recipient may be taking a

. cue to produce an exhibit of empathy, from teller, At one noint in
her talk, teller produces an "oh:" whereupon recipient immediately
produces an 'oh'-formed emtathy, ‘

R: 1f it's (.) Just cohJunctivitis tut og[: he was Up on the table
M: . -'Ohh:::::::::—

As it happens, teller is producing a device which we tegan to aotice
in the course of our inquirfes into troubles-talk, which arpears to
be quite general, which we have set aside for future exploration,
Specifically, such expletives as "on", "God", etc., are recurrently
used attendant to a Sub-topical shift, And the "oh:" in this case is
being so deployed. Teller is shifting from a welghirg of the possi-
bilities of acecident versus illness, to a description of the remedial
procedure, That is, in this case, reciplent appears to ke taxing as
an affiliatlve'cue, an item which was deployed for expositional pur-
poses, . :
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(2) [(Campbell:4:5-7]

B: I think 1t was food polsodlag (1ast nignt) cause.I[was
A: )
3: I'm 3%111 42itin:g you &nuw,hh ‘hn Stomach pains Spewed)'
last ni:ght, and .
A: Yeuh .
B: ‘hhhhh , , ¢ .
(0.3) '
B: hh=
A; =Yeah proh- it'se
B: -g_h[ronic diarrhea as we-e-11,= ((sounds very 111))
A: (That's what)
B: -Ju[st before I went to bed and ‘t°h.hhhh
A: (Sounds 1ike 1t) - [Yea:]h

And in the followirg fragment a display of exrathy is followed by a..
prototypic E.f.a. Close-Implicative Optimistic Projection (cf. Frazment
C.1.(6) page 23), o
(3) [Rah:B:l:(ll):é]

A: there's mu:d from the front doo:r ri:ght up. to trad ‘hn

: trai:led up and down to the garage with screwdrivers and,
God knows.what ( ).] ~

Js — R:s:ldea:r,

A: - Sever aind 1t'll all come right in tre ernd,

Such configurztions do show up in the Avzerican raterials, For enmﬁle.
in C.2.~¢.3.(5) pPage 25, we find a troubles-teller procducing talk wnich

does not acxniowledze or overtly respond to tmubles-rgcipient's several

displays of empathy until troubles-recipient literzlly calls a halt and

© . announces her empathetic tears, And 1;1 the following Acerican frag::eht we

find a troubles-teller both talking across a recipient's Frotestations of

_empathy, as in Frazments (1) and c.2.~ C.3.(5) above, and following one

such protestation with an instance of an E.Z.b. Close-Implicative Invokation

of the Status Quo; i.e., prbcedi.ng in a fashion similar to tkat of Fragment

(3) above,

(%) [rc:11:4:1]
N: Oh I was Just tired and exhausted and,
L: Mm[hm
N: -And T had too much water Lila.



L: We:: 1l
N: {And I Just uh thought I was gonna die, (with {t),
L: — [Oh dea;:r
. [darling, )
N: - And T, coulda't breathe you know,
L Mmhhm“.
N: It they hadn't've brought me that ambulance with the oxygen
I don't ¥now whether 1'd've been here or not.
L: — Oh no hh Oh, I'm so sorry to hear this,s weetheart,
N: —= [!dell it's alrizht now

they got rid of the w_ater

A possible pattern emerging from the current corpus of British and
Arerican troubles~talk 1s that in the American data intense raterial the
topical 'heart of the mtter can be and recurrently i3 occasioned by arnd/
.or serves as an occasion for a mutually achieved reciprocal exhibition of
intiracy, with a troubles-teller observably 'letting go'b, épeclficaily in
response to a recipient's dispiay of empathy. We do not find such a con-
figuration in the 3ritish data. There we find what mizht be a topical
'heart of the matter’, independent of a relational ‘heart of the matterp'.
Intense nzte:ials are produced which are neiiher occasiored by nor cserva
as an occasion for an exhibition of intiracy, a troubles-teller's 'letf.i.n.g
biso'. IOn occasion we find in-our corrus that American cozarticizants are
R usi.ng the ‘*British option'., But so far we do not find Zritish copartici-
pants using the 'Acerican option'. The closest we come to a C.2.~C.3.

reciprocity in the current British corpus are the following frag-ents.
(5) [Rah:1r:4]

J: I can't leave him f'or[tao hours if I'm 1f he's crying whene
Vv n:No.
J: =I've left him for one.

(.)
Ve - OCh: dear me,
J: So: I euh you know as I say I didn't get t[o typing, *Im
Vs - Oh:::: y 're

well tie:d dow:n aren t[you.'
Well I am rea-[lly-]"'a
OYe.

Jg -~
Ve

Note in this case that an emrathetic discplay, "0_13: dear me" is not

reciprocated by the troubles-teller (cf. Fragments (1) and (4) above),.
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It 1s a more measured display, a formulation, which is, equally mzasuredly,

. ’
D reciprocated, And in the following fragments, we find a series of measured
reciprocals,
(6) [W:PC:l:(l):’%:S] '
J: Her docton never ca:lled again you (know7)
M: : [f‘to-- aren't thej funny.h
J: Ye :S[°( )
M: It's ridiculous real[ly you know,]
. J: I mean 1t's no’t §00cd encugh,=
M: =1t isn t. It isn t.
J: No H : .

(7) [0'Hare:B:JPcpss:1-2]

N: . There's no: shrame,
G: - No shame oh-u no,
N: Shame is go re,
(0.4)
G: . And th{
N: Isn't 1 tte.
G: (they) Oh it's 89:ne
N: ~Oh::: lon 2z03
G: [Go.ne.
N: ‘Shane is 30:re ‘hh and 1t gives it u ha:rd to tho:se that en
T.) bee: :n brought up properly -
G: It does
N: Doesn t 1[
G: Ye::s 1t does

. L
It appears that there are two distinctive procedures Wherepy 'reci-

'procity' in troubles-talk can be achieved, One procedure employs

expressions of troubledness, the other formulations of troublesoreness.

orient to achieving x’eci:mcity while nar‘.:icicants to Britisn troubles talx

seem to be not so strongly orien ed to tnis feature. Secondly, participants
to American troubles-talk achieve reciprocity by means of the 'expressive'
device, while participants to British troubles-talk, on those occasions

3 when they do move to achieve reciprocity, do so by means of the 'formula-
tive' device (specifically declining to activate the 'expressive' alterna-

tive option although it nay'be‘available, as in Fragments (1), (4) and (5)
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Above). TIn short, in conirast to rich of the American data in which co-

Particizants recurreatly can be swen to te oriented to emtioral 'release®,

in the Britisnh data coparticipants can be Seen to be oriented to emotional

- 'restraint!',

However,

the corpus is much too smli to entitle us to a claim of this

sort. At this point we will leave open what is to be rade of the skewed

» distribution across our current corpus, It my be that each instance of a'

non-occurrence of the C.3. coaponent ought to be treated as problematic,

to be accounted for by means of sin.gle-instance anelysis, the results of

Such analysis Possibly yielding some general, cross-instance sources of

non-occurring C.3. components, Or it 2y turn out t'hat the éumnt corpus

1s 1in fact catching an instance of cultural difference, such that a some-

what different Sequential desigzn will have to be developed for British as

) opposed to American troubles-talk, Specifically in terms of the C. -Celivery

segrent and 1ts components and functions,

D. Work-Up

-

We have doneln,o detailed a,nﬁlys,is of this Sezment. We simply note

that it s recurrent in troubles-talk, and :at it can consist of a range

of activities, including diagnoses, reports of relevant (similar or contras-

tive) experiences, "relationalized' rezedies and prognoses. Such elements
are found, singly or in various combinations, in the following fragments,
~ D.(1) [NB:IV:13:6¢¢] |
o ]

Marien said T looked like & @SS you know I've had a dress on
and ‘hhnhhh :

Uh huh,

But uh, un since I been eating that dam TURKEY, T HAVE 0O
I:TCHING? I HAVE NO PRO::EL2MS AT ALL. and- some of thosa

SCALES are Just dropping off and no {tching no NOTHING.
‘hh hh hhhhhh

[Maybe your problem“is, mea:t,
YEAH TEAT'S WHAT I TOLD EUD. I THINK I'LL JUST EAT TURXEY.
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(0.5) o _ ,
‘hhh Lot of law-aw- It's got a lot of o1l in it, and uh 1t's
good you know, -
Yah well see I didn't have that o°n my diet. I mean you know,
Yeah,
I can eat that ‘hn put you imow uhr:remember, (0.6) on God 1
can't think of her name, Dorothy y
. ((ca 9 lines omitted, memory search))

[ 4

OH I REMEMRER H=E:R.
Well she had migrane headaches.
Yeaho—_—
(0.6)
°t*hhh and they found out that every time she ate a hamburger
she had- un:: she got' a headacre,
Isn't that something,

.So, she g-Just Quit eating uh Q_agmrsers.
D.(2) [JcI(S) :X15:4-5]

Aﬂ‘“ Jesus, = v
=But z[ou can't find anythin:g, Mar(vin)
We:l1, [I didn't (.) realize that- eh
that was going g:[n. c2ut u h]
. t0h the:11,

Ch: u(h) I- (.) I: uh:: work for Inis comrany and there
were for .ty two Salesmen and I'm the only one lerft,
[Y_e_:a.h-- - ' :
I'1l de da;med,
(003) - :
It's rough. - .

“0.4)

;gidn't Isalize that Pete,

Ezt uh: (.) I do fee:l (.) from: (.) indications that thirgs
are starting to: (0.%) stir a 1ittle bit,= , :
=We:1l that's wrat I heard the Other day that they were getting

to piek up a litf.l['e- bi_:_t,]_
Ye ah,

=But u certain: (.) things #1:11 do trat you know they're- ru-

they're BOMD to.["nhh in certain industry,
Y

ah,
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D.(3)[Fr:7c:1:1: rr]

S: ‘t*hhh So ste's very vary ugset,

G: — Well how longz did trey rive hep,

S: Get thi:s, Fifty percent chance of tarue years,

0.7)
" G Well that's not bad at a::11.a .

S: =I kno:w, )

G: -~ I mean t_ny(s)g_o_:d. Some people find out and they've only got
like six mr:nths, »

S: —~ “hhhhhhh hoh: I was talkdng to this friend of
Wendy's the other day. ‘hh whose father, (.) colla sed,
They found out he had a brain tumr, Ard he died the next
da:yo T
— (1.0) ) :

G: ~ ‘tch'hh.hh. Well (.) I mean there's I=2son to be upset on her

* rr to] : - -

S: S: _:re.]

G: But-/(.) there's also r=ason to(.)feel very lucky.

S: = “hhhhbhhhh Well I Took at it this ~ay, . . ., ete. —

D.(%)[Rah:1:3]

J: ‘hh And I came Bome.We:11 re was in téars: *upn So:: that
was it, T - T

Ve O[_!p:. - :

J: ~ I don't know why:, T don't ow what had urset hia I'm
sure=

: =0h: dear.= . -
: =But T nhadn't teen g9osne :c_{-_.attlors I wes oa.]ck:-
s - No : 2,
H -[[N‘ o, ]
4 here b efors six,
: Ch:: heck, - - ~"
(.) ’

Vs = And T rang _._I_oy_:_gg up last nigiat thindng she was having rep
testh out you now Jokn kad §re o Lordon.for an interview
to see how she was, ‘hn She was out at thre elub wasn't she
and left Su:san who is only te:n, '

: Ye::s, s
: in:: on ner ovm.Ske’d te on uh 10:- own t{1 about ralf past
ele:ven, °*(That 1[8 Teally)e* : :

T ‘ Ch: well this is 1t

Be
T:
B:

T:
B:
T:

B:
T:

=((

':D;(S)[SE:1£1:1:7-8.]

He does the things he needs to- the errande= > .-
Mm hm, mm hm, ’ :
and things like that. Cnce in awhi- I think one day a week he
Plays golf, . :
Uh huh,[( )
And other than that, why uh hew
=Yes, But uh you see no improvement,
(2.0) .

in her condition,



. y.  Bg It's uh in ways, yes, [uh and, and uhm,
AT Mm hm,
T: - Woll that moana she could go on for a long, long time,
Bs Unfortunately. -
T uh without really completely recovering,
B: Yeﬂo :
T: I mean in her condition, °
B: Yes, o .
T: - U::ehuh. Well, ‘tch my that mn has really a challenge doesn't
B: [Oh. mdeed.[( )- g
g, - She probably doesn't really know what's going on.
. 4 m. . A
Ts Or does she,
B: No, I don't think so.

Tz = Nos::. Well, we never know dear, that's what uhg uh marriages
bring Sometimes,

T: But we Jjust never know,

B: Mm hm. o . . .

T: =  Well, it's a good thing he has money dear to uhm do the right
thing. .

B: Yes,

T: And the thing he wants to do,

B: Yeah, i ) -

T: I'm sure he does,

At least it can be noted about these fragments that while they my

" . atart out focussed on the trouble they do not end up that way, In contrast

to the C. Delivery segment with its intense focus on the trouble, the D,

WOrk-d'p seens recurrently to position the trouble by reference to more

general circumstances. If the segments proposed so far are considered in

terms of a trajectory with C. Delivery having altogether disengaged the
tx"ouble from the proprieties of business as usual, treating it in isolation

ard in its own right, recurrently (at least in the American data) the inter-

_actional apex of the trajectory, then the D, Work-Up my stand as a re-
"articulation of the trouble with the world at large, a re-engagement with

the proprieties of business as us;xal, and (at least in the Amsrican data)

& return to a more conversation-standard interactional distance,
In short, whatever else the D, Work-Up segment and its elements may be
designed to do, it recurrently appears to be preparing for closure of the

troubles-talk, Whatever else may be achieved by the proferring of a remsdy,
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the introduction of relevant other experiences, diagnoses, pmsnc;s‘"' oto.,

the occurrence of such items may be reodgrxiznbly invoking the relevance of,
now, a move towards closure,
And indeed, several of the above fragments are closely folldwed by a

. move out of t,roublea-talk.

D.(1)[NB:IV:13:6¢1]
. E: Isn't that something.
Ls So, she g-just quit ecating un hamburgers,
E: ‘t’hhhhhh Well T tell you Lottie, I slept so teautifully last

g night, GCod . we took a lo:ng long walk and came back, and we
went to bed at eight thirty cause it was a long trip for Bud
up and down let's face it there[was hardly any traffice

Ls - : Yea::h,

E: =yesterday morming, °‘khhh but God we left at six then he had
to go to wo:rk, and You know and then ba:ck down here, tut-
Ghod there was hardly any traffic muih- a lot of people were
off yesterday.

L: Yeh ¥e went home Thursday ni:ght,

© D.(2)[J6I(8) :x15:4-5]

Pr out u-certain: (.) things wi:ll do that you know they're- ru-
they're BOUND to. °hhh in certain - industry.

M: _ Yah, '

- (0.2) :

M: Yah,

P: Different things'l} pick up when it- begins to be Spring of )
the yea:r and everythi:ng, -

M:  *Yah,*®

P2 ‘hhh But I think 1t'11 iron itself out,

M: I sure hope[so.

P: -

I'11 see you Tuesday.
. D'(5)(SBL:1:1:1:7-8] .

‘ T Well it's a good thing he has money dear, to uhm do the right
e thing. ) : .
B: Yes.
T: And ths thing he wants to do,
B: Yeah,
T: . I'm sure he does.
Bs Mm hm

T: =  Well listen Bea, I'll probably see you Sunday then.
And in Fragment D.(3), an elaborately extended Work-Up is brought to a close

and followed by exit from the troubles-talk..

-



D D.(3)[Fr:TC:1:1:6¢f:Extended]

S

S:
S
- G:
S

S: -

*hhhhhhhhh Well I look at it this way. you lnow, her mother,
is over sixty. -

. ((ca. 51 1ines omitted; Work-Up)) .

You know why: for three Years shoul.d she be miserable ‘t°hh
when she can have a few months of reasonable—(.) contentment,

(0.3)
You know I teh- Anyway 11; 8 & hunk of ahit goes on I don't
have to tell you. .

(0.7)
hmhhh *t *hhhhhhh BUs:2:T ’hhhSO HOW AREYOU-?

In Fragment D.(%) we do not find an e:d.t from the troubles-talk, We

do, however, find the introduction of what can either be anothepr aspect of

the tmuble or a topic in its own right. In another conversation, with

. another coparticipant, the story of Danny s cbesa match 13 used as an exit

G from talk about this same trouble, focussing on a cliff-henger decision

which everyone is anxtously awaiting. (data not shoun) In Fragmnt D.(#)

- the faot ot the chess toummnt 1: announced, and then there is a momen-

tery silence.

We take it that this my eonstitute a delicate instance of

a Hhem-Are—We-Non Topical Negotietion (see pege 8), Speoifically, having

| arrived at a place where closure of tha troubles-talk has becoms relevant,

‘ehould copartloipant topicalize this item in its o right (see, e.g., the

~ topicalization of a Lead-Up item in Fregment (3) A.2.e. (8) page 16), then

_ that might well be the direction the talk would take. In the absence of

response by eoparticipant, troublos-teller my be entitled to take it that

the item has been seen as, indeed. & Lead-Up item to some next aspzgt of

the trouble,

In her next utterance she produces a next Isad-Up component,

3 | now clearly fitted to the troublesoms situation, and an Announcemant.
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D.('l)[BAh :I:3:Extended]

Ve She was out at the club wasn 't she and left Su:san who is
_ only te:n, - ‘
- Js Yo::s.
Vs uh:: on her own.She' d be on uh lo:- own ti11 about half past
ele:ven. **(That S really)e*
Js ) [Oh° well /this ia it~
Jg - Well eh- uh- in fa:ot uh Danny was playing in the chess
tournamr)xt. . —
(

\£3 -Didn t yous:

Ce Js ~ *hhh And he didn't get in so I didn't go: typing last ni_:_g,ht.-.

Note that the troubles-talk is not simply continued or returned to e

is re-engaged. That is, we find a Ssequence of A, Approach 2.q. Lead-Up

followed by B, Arrival 1. Announcement and 2, Axmétmcemnt Response., This
may have to do with the sub-topical character of this next aspeat of the
trouble, or it my have to do with its 8equential displacednesa. or perhaps
my specifically be oriented to the near brush with olosure.

That the tmblea—moipient did not take up the potential new topic

_ may be due in part to the fact that While the troubles-talk had arrived at
.. a pPlace where closure was becoming relevant, 11: had not yet reached a

point where closure was imminent. Bringins troubles-talk to a point of
o ,fli"'iminent closure appears to be the work of a discrete un.it. in which we
A ‘_ find & range of Close-Implicative elements,

' ‘E + Close-Ymplicature ¢

We find a range of close-implicative elements whioch my occur singly

. or in combination. These include such items as Optimistic Projections,
o Involati_on of the Status Quo (i.e., a re-engagement of the trouble with
. ordinary everyday activities), and Making Light of the Trouble, An array

of cach of these element-types .18 shown. To get a strong sense of their

close-implicature, fragments were selected for the arrays in which a can-

didate Close-Implicative element is closely followed by a move out of the

.troubles-talk,



E. Close-Implicature a. Optimistio Projoactions

E.g.a.(1)  [Jcx(s) :X15:6]
P: = "hhh But I think 1t'11 iron 1itself out,
M: I sure hope[so. . .
Ps ~ - lI'11 see you Tueaday,
E.ﬁ.“(a) . [mgazlg(ll) :6] . P E v ape ey ERRE L SR TN SRS
A: = Never mind 1t'11 8ll coms right in the end,
. Js - Yeh, Olay you go and get your clean t Serg opm. .. .., ...
A: . X Yes,
e )
Js ehh hhahh(h)I'11 see[you in a _t_‘ew]minutes
A ' -See you then -
E.f.a.(3) [XB:1:6:13r¢R:3)
E: = I think 1'11 mke 1t. ’
L: [[03_8_3Yo '
E‘ ¢ ninn ﬁl‘i:ght.
L: - I'll see you next week then, .
E.g.a. (%) [Rah:MB:2 :4-5] - a ’
Q- R: ~  He'1l r'eoover.hnge[u ‘hebhh -
.. B: - Yeh well he- he said he'd give us a
. tirn(kle)? ‘
Rs Yeh he mi:ght coms later so,
Bs Oh: fair enough mate yeh, ‘hh[h
; Re - ‘tch N
y . Bs Yech, ( )= v
R - -See you later then
" E.g.a.(5) [MDE:60-1:2:2-3]
y | M: = So: in the long run, °hhh it (.) probably's gonna save a
o little tims an:d energy, .
T: Okay, : ' ' :
M: But Doree:n probably (0.8) 1s either at the airport or
¥aiting to hear from him he's :
T: _0_:_14!?. . N
M: -~  ‘hhhh So: you're ba:ck,
T: Yah, ] . '
E.f.a.(6) [NC:TT:4:3] ((Also includes E.Z.b. Status Quo))
N: = Well honey I'm gonna be alright the doctor says I'm doing
- . fiﬂQ.
3 L: ‘hh Well 1isten as far[aa I'm-
Ng - AndIthinkIcangohomnowina
few days, as long as Pau}_i_ne'a thero.[you see,
Ls ’ Yeah,



e 0 Lg Well I would think so, °hh- : ‘
j) e Ny [,(If I had to do the shopping, )
-+ Ls = And honey you'll be a lot more comfortable at homs than you
will[ge there,

Ns h:: definitely. Definitely,
L: = Oh::, "hh Well listen dea:r, I think I'm coming in Tuesday
 Ef.a(7)  [Fr:HB:IT:11-12) "' d
o J1 =  So: m-everything'll be good ande
Ps ~That's good. - '
. J1 = M:aybe °t°hh maybe next weekend if you and Freddy

want to come up,

,E‘ Close-Implicature b, Invoking the Status Quo'
. E.f8.b.(1) (Rah:A:1:(2):1-2]

I: You're not in bed are you.

Jt =  No:™o :no I'm-]I'm going shopping.ehh heh heh

Is h: havell disturbed y o u.d - [Pandonz

J: =  I'm just going shopping I'm la:te actually, 4heh heh
I: ' [¥en we11 1

wondered whether you were still in be:d or (0.2) or going
‘ = T.) out shopping? or what. °hhh Well there's eh: few things
: . arrived for you, : - -

- 4 E_-ﬂ.b..(Z) [NB:Ii‘ﬁ: 10ffR:?-3]

WL By Mine's on the outside of the nail down by the cuticle Jjust be
o & little ti:ny brow:n spot then i1t'1} grow up through I've
=~  &ot pail polish on no:w so:, S

Ls [ [ *Yeah*

% By = tpgo hide 16,
oL (.) _
S 0 L Ye:ah, -
TS T BEr e ‘hhhhhhhh Okay honey well I'l1 talk with you next week

l"'é;}e's.'b. (3)  [W:FcIII:1:2-3] '

L 8 Oh: God we had the (.) police round all (0.2) all ni:ght,hh
’ = It was hectic. °hhhh So[I hardly got any wo:rk done,
, beep beep beep beep beep beep (13X)
. Sz~  So: g_ox(:seg;lently I didn't get any wo:rk done hardly,
T - 8z Anyvay,
S T (2.0) |
D; ~ So you think- Can you coms out for a drink tonight,

3 E.f.b.(4) fw:PcI1I:2:9]

S: I spe:nt (.) a long time talking to this: C.I.D. man at the
) office, He was really ni:ce, 'h[hh
' Yg_:ao




4o,

St Cause he s~ he had to ask me occupa:tion you lmow-o.hd[]: said
- Mg Ye:h
St =  ‘hh I'm a student soclology in erime and de:viance believe it
O:F not. So he was: ‘hhh really chatty you know,
Ms | | = )
M: Y_o_:[s
S "‘He was really ni:ce, ; .

Ms Ohs:::, ' : .
S: - So it was quite entertaining afternco:n rea(h) 11y,
M: =  Yeh- your da:d's he:re, - )

St Ohs,h
k E; Hello 1love,
E.Z.b.(5) [B:1v:10:10-11] .
E: I'm not gonna have this thing with Bu:::d, and and un ‘hhhh
<  uhdah-you Imow uh:: whatever's to be's to be that's all
: Lottie, [a.nd this-
Ty . Ls Yeah,

E: = If this Thanksgiving thing doesn't tura ou:t, I've got the
turkey and I'll cook the dam thing, and freeze part of it
and give Jou some of it or,

(1.0
L: Oh. .
. (0.%4) -
L Uh, no I don't want any, No. I- that's olay, I din't, I don't

- really want any, Oh well you gonna- ge- uh fix the:: thing
for Thanksgiving anyvay aren't you?
E: = Why sure I'm gonna fix the turkey, I'm getting it thawed ou:st,
' so[I thought I'd just go ahead up to that Ealboa Market, ~

L: Yeh. :
E: They deliver, and I went Up and put my order there at °hhhhhh
kruh hh quarter of nine. They didn't open til nine, 1t was
A such & beautiful moming. So I[Just-
Le This morning?
.Es Oh God Lottie it was beautiful down hare,

L — Ih- I g-it was wa:rm? It felt rih- Well it was real warme
E: _[[Mm hms ¢

S 3 down at Palm Springs. Gee it was gor-"hh but 1t was-
E; : . : ‘The wind blew
_ didn't it,
Le Yea:h. Toda:y. And last night 1t really blew,
(0.5) ' ‘
Es >
(0.7)

L: =  And yesterday we went down to- town, see they're about
eighteen miles from uh, Palm Springs. :

In Fragment E.ﬂ.b.(s) we note, for one, the presence of a recurrent

'substitute Optimistic Projection', "Whatever's to be's to be". Secondly, in

the movement out of troubles-talk we note a candidate instance of a Where-

Are-We-Now Topical Negotiation (see page 36 and page 8), in this casé. by
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roforence to talk about the weather, Specifically, while weathen-falk my
constitute a 'tmnsltion topia', it my noi'stand a8 a topic in 1ts own
right, and, as Sacks points out, may o?emte as a version of a How-are-you
sequence; 1.e., in the ways that people tal;k abou't the weather, ;:!;ey can
be, and can be understood to be, exhibiting how they feel.! mus, 1n
Fragmnt E.4.b.(5), it my be unclear, and negotiable, that the weather-
‘talk constitutes an exit from the ﬁroubles—talk or that 1t is part of ap
elaborated closing segment of the tx_vubles-talk.

E.f.c. Making_ Light of the Trouble |

E.ﬁ..c.(l) [NB:IT:5 °3R]

E: Go:ld's at a pre :mfum no:w, ‘hhhh end my God I'm not even the

$£0::1d 13 Just sitting In my mouth it's mot in any too:th
Iou lnow what I mea:n the tee th are Juat]

L: ~ - ., lWho's gonna see(h)ee it 1s
anybody gonna look up the(h)re to see if you go[t g0ld or no:t?

E: ~ . eHHHHhhhhhhhh

E: = bargh hargh agh agh agh ’hh[hh

Le oo ) v*Mmersas, @ .

E; - : WHY DON'T YOU COME DO:WN
FOR A MINUTE SOME TIME TODA::Y. . 4 |

Lz Yeh I _W_i_:[ll I was just :

E: .

AND LOOK AT YOUR EEAUITFUL SWEATER,
Ef.c.(2)  [Campbel1:4:.6]

As *Oh dear,* ' .
B: But uh, (0.3) “tsk (st1:11.)
A: - Well you .E;vbably got at least a week,

: (o.
B: What of thi:s:, i

. (0.3) .
A Noa w?ek l):efore you die:,
007 '

B: =  COhhh yhheh heh heh uh—'_h_fih_[_hg
As It's & rare disea:se,see.
B: Yeh yeh yeh,
As '(_Y_—[eh yeh.)
B: Anyway.

.)
B: [[(y_o'll see) .
Yeh I'11 8ee you later,

1, See Harvey Seoks unpublished Iecture 5, February 13, 1970, pages 8-9,
for a conaideration of weather-talk as a "transition topic’ and as a
version of a How-are-you sequence. .
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[Mc:11:4:8-9]

And T wanna tell you Nora, you and I don't need, any of this
sadness, at all, L

‘ No darling. And-and You know I,
I'm very happy and nutty as thoy come. And how can you improve

HEH! °hh Listen sweetie I missed you, °hh I been hoping you'd
come up but not while it's quite so hot

[J6Ir1:16:2:6014 Trans]’

I think I'm going through withdrawal though
. (0.5)

hehhehhehhehhehhehheh'

ha ha=

=°hh Oh Go:d you're too much ‘hh[h '

But it's wearing off

Yea:h ' .

So let's see. I ought to get out of Saint Mark's about -- two

thirty (1.0) I ought to be at your place by a quarter of three

to three ) o -

Okay hon

[FrifB:11:11] ((Also E.4.b. Status Quo and E.f.a. Op. Proy.))

(h)I mean really *if you® called this morning T don't mow

what T whhould(h)'ve do: ne,
. Wuhhbheh (h)yeh ri[s h t .y ‘hhh
, T But I was-even able
to A(h)my called befhho:re, ‘hhh and she even made me laughheh-
heh!™ -
[m she mehh

[huh [e_hgz_!‘ '
‘nhhhh e-hheh albout schoo (h)oo(h)1 of a(h)a(h)11
th(h)in(h)gs. ' .

. : ( (c;. 16 1lines omitted re, incident at school))

And she ha-she had to 1ie to Missiz Se:lvin. T said oh that's

: wondhher[m(h)u(h)l

That's w(h)ondei-rhm[ right ]
: . *hh! Said I'm

glad fo see things
chh!

*nh!= - -
=‘hhh Nothing's changed _u_llhhh[h
. neh hhm- [hhm

*hhh

*nhhh So: m-everything’ll be good ande
=That's goo[d.

:aybe “t°hh mybe next weelnnd if you and Freddy
wanna coms up, :



" - fragments were chosen in which we could see a move out of troubles-talk
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As we notod in the introduotion to thn E. CJ.oso-In:plieatum arrays,

“ olosely rollowing a candidate close-implicative element, Although that

talk is, for the most part, specifically recognizably not tmubles-talk
f
there my be good reason to include it in a consideration of how" people =«

~ talk about their troubles, and indeed, to fnclude it as an integral part

.. of the troubles-talk package., Rather than treating the talk which follows

troubles-talk as some, any next activity, topie, or business, we take it
that there are good grounds to treat it as a Troubles-Talk Exit Device.

The substantial space we devote to this phenomenon, in which people are

not talking about & trouble, reflects our sense of its importance in a

consideration of the sequentiel organization of troubles-talk, and indeeq,
its bearing on such a general issue as the ‘overall stmctuni organiza~-

tion of conversation'®.

F. Exit a. Boundarying Off

Overnhelmingly in the current corpus, the procedure used to achieve
exit from troubles-talk is to start some altogether new a'ctivity. topie,

“or businesa. We have 1sola.ted several distinctive devices by which

- troubles-talk is boundaried off. These are arrayed below.

P, Exit a. Boundarying Off i. Conversation Closure

The most frequently uséd device in our current corpus is that of
boundarying off and exiting from the tmubles-talk by entering conversa-
"~ tion Closing. Following are but a few Iinstances, selected for clarity
from among those in which the conversation is terminated following an

1. For considerations of the systemtics of conversation 01osinss, see
E. Schegloff and H. Secks, "Opening up closin.ss," Semiotica, Vol 8,
1973, and G. Button, "No—Close Closings," in M. Atkinson and J.
Heritage (eds.): Structures of Social Action (tentative title), Oxford,
MacMillan (forthooming, 1980).
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entry into Closings,
F.ﬁ.l.i. (1)

[NB:1v17:5-6]

Will you help me out of[this,
‘hh 1'11 call him toni:ght, .
(0.%)

[[fd you- o '

"Alright dear,[
And You call me at nine tomorrow mor.n

_ [Alught
darling, I appraeciate it,
Okny,

bye,
g%-bye.

(¥B:1v:9:3]

I've just released myself of everything I'm Just going along

with the ti:de. _

bah heh huh? °*hhhh

[;:dtheﬂndblmmdlllgowtmmﬂn\dndbl O2z22:ws

11 1'11 tell- _

eh! hlmhh Olka(hh)y heh heh

‘hhh I'11 be down in a few minutes

Oz'hY.
(o. 4) .

Q: kay. I'1ll see you.

A*zlright[dear,

Eye bye,

| [J‘GI(S) :X15:6]  +

Bat I think it'11 iron itselr out,
I sure hope[so.
I'11 8ee you Tuesday,

(0.4) :

Mar
[You-] [You re alright.You[can get there,
(¥-)

YA:h.

Okay.
Sea:y,
(.) .
'B!g_[nk you, ]
See y

ou Pete, Bye,
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F.f.a.1.(8) (Rah:B:1:(11) :5)
As Never mind 1t'll all come right in the end,
o - Je Yeh, Okay You go and get your clean trou,sers One
R ) At ’ [YOB.
o A: _[[( ) .
Js ehh hhahh(h)1'11 seo[you in a few minutesm
Ag ' -See you then-] ’
Je - -O[ﬁw love= -
- A: Bye:.
Jl =Buh bE:.
"""" P.f.a.1.(5) [N‘B:I:G:l}ffﬂ:B]
E: I think 1'11 make 1t,

Ls - [[(.)k_a_:y.

hhhhhhhhh Alri.ght,

I'11 see you next week then,
Bye bye,=
=Bye bye,

[RathB:2:3-5]

He'll recover.hhh_ge[h ‘hehhh
Yeh well he- he Said he'd give us a
ti[n(kle)7
~Yeh he mi:ght come later so,

‘Oh:t fair enough mate yeh, 'hhh[h
‘tch
Yﬁ[h, ( )- -
-See you later thsn[: ,
.  Yenh ( ) gonna wait for you to
coms mate, ‘ Co.
_Qhkgz[y ye:h,
(Alright [ )
23"340
Ta ra mate,

[J6T11:16:1-2:0014 Trans ]

But it's wearing off

Yea:h )

So let's see. I ought to get out of Saint Mark's about -- two
thirty (1.0) I ought to be at your place by a quarter of three
to three : -
Okay hon

Olay

Mmm bye bye

Bye (now)

And in the prior arrays, Fragments D.(5), E.f.c.(2) and E.f.b.(2), of

wvhich only the entry into Closings is shown, also 80 to termination of the

econversation, Massively, then, troubles-talk is treated by interactants
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: '/'\‘

a8 a topfo after which thore 13 nothing more to be said, For one, this

may conatitute an findex of deference to the phenomnon of 'troublea'.
Whatever other (relatively ‘trivial') matters might have been introduced
are set aside. Further, that troubles-talk,, massively has such a .conse-
Quence for the course of an interaction may be used as an organizational
device by participants, So, for example, we find mat.erials in which we
éot & sense that talk about a trouble is specifically introduced in ordep
to bring the conversation to a close; 1.e., as a 'last! tople, a topie
after which no more matters should be fntroduced, A transparent fnstance
may be seen in the following fragment, in whiich, in the course of a very
long telephone call (in which the caller has earlier deoclined an offer to
._, ~' close by reference to the expense being incurred by the call), the caller
L . Inquires into a trouble she has Teason to believe has "aleared up".l

: (1) [W:PC:I:(],) .;43._44]

M: Course this 1s the sta:te I'm in at the m(h)m(h)ent
[hh Dih heh huh huh ‘hh.Ca:n't recember things *hh
J2 y:Yea:h, .

M: [[B.rt it ca:me to me.h ]

. I - How 1is your back any-way, g

M: Pardon?
. ((ca. 8 1ines omltted; sorting out the inquiry))

M: - Oh: yes that Cleared up J’a[net,h [_t_hank goodnesa,]
Js = : Did 1t.'They- Mildred said.yi:h
Js: - Ihey rang you: didn't they,

Mg Ye::8::? Oh she did ye:rs:s.
Jz ' Ye:s,

S Me Yg:[su. ‘ '

S Jg . And,h She said that 1-e 1t cleared u[:p.
M: . * e _ﬁ:a:.['hnh'
J3 - : ME:.
Me So I was Jucky tha:[_:_re,
Js . Ye::s,

1. ‘'Past trouble'! is a Phenomenon in its own right, one which we have
done some analysis on, but will not be considering in this report,
One recurrent, perhaps oriterial feature of 'past troubles-talk' is
that it 1s very short, And one recurrent locus of reference to a
‘past trouble' is in the course. of Closings, as a version of what G,
Button, op oit., talks of as 'Solicitudes’,
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M’ Mﬂzno .t.hhhh[hh

Jg e "’9_’[11 .

Ms " So at the mo:ment I'm not so bad apart frop
being d-very tired hh[_r_leh[heh[‘hn‘]'mm ‘huh :

Jg - heh! ml hn Jmn 1 J=

Me ='Bhchhn -

Jg - [_Qh well have & rest, / : .

M: eYe::s I will,

Js ‘ Yg:[s.

Mg eYes:,

Jg ¥ fg[:ka[y then, .

o . Mg Yes'“hhn
M Ri::ght Ja[n_e_t,h :
z Js Have a good tii[m a[nd (
M: : . “hh ‘hh:: Thank yous

((ca. 40 1ines omitted; mald.ng arrangements))
M: _&mmm(n)i(h)sh[t *hhhh '

Js R :ght (h[avc & good.time,) [( )

M: Ri:ght_ ht‘orringing'
J’a.n[ct.

J: Alri[sht]

M: R i_:ght,[fbygz,

£ ( )

Following the cocurrence of what might stand as an E. Close-Impitcative

element; f.e., "So I was lucky the::re,” troubles-recipient cum oloser of

the conversation produces a Close-relevant uttersnce, "We SELR This,

however, is overlapi:ed by talk ;n which 1t appears that troubles-teller
might be introducing further troubles-talk ("so at the mo:ment I'm not so

~ bad apart from being d-very tired") whareupon troubles~nc1pient cum closer
of the conversation produces two Specifically troubles-resistant uttera;xces:
- 1) laushter.2 and 2) a bit of troubles-trivializing advi.c:e,3 a.nd subsequently
7#it1ates entry into a closefseqtience vwith "t0:lay Ehen.".# That is, in a

1. For the Close-relevance of "We:11" (and "Okay") see E, Schegloff and
RGeS « Sacks, op. cit., page 306,

R 2. For the Troubles-resistant character of troubles-recipient laughter,
3 R 8ee the Progress Report, Seotion III, pages 77ff.

Je For the problemtic character of 'advice' in a troubles-telling, see
this report, Section IT, s8ub-saection B.3. pages 158-171.

8, Fora consideration of "Olay" as specifiocally the initial component
. of a 01080-sequence, see G. Button, op. oit,
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e of ways, including the inquiry into a Inown past-trouble, although} .

"

.t 1t 13 not formed up as such, a participant can be seen to be in pursuit

~ "7 of conversation closure.,

Again, then: Massively, exit from troubles-talk is, for all. practical

o pﬁrposea. exit from the conversation itselr, There are, however, a range

of Troubles-Exit devices which do provide for mrthex; oonversation., Fol-

Iowing are several of these, b """ e Gy

F. Exit a.Boundarying ore i1. Conversation 'Restart! '

This device may be seen as indexing the sams sort of detérenc"e to

"troubles' as does the device of Conversation Closure, 1In effect, the

conversation in which a trouble was talked about 1s terminated and a fresh

- Dew conversation is begun, The product is not, then, a single conversa-
v tlon n which troubles-talk is followed by other mtters, but two Juxta-
e posed conversations.

. P.f.a.11(1) [Fi-:,mzr:lziz]

S: You know why: for three years should she be miserable. °t°hn

when she can have a few months of reasonable (.) contentment.
(1.2) - '

You Imow,

We:ll,
(0.3)

You know I teh- Anyway it's a hunk of shit goes on I don't
have to tell you, ‘ ' .-

(0.7)
‘hmhhh*t *hhhhhhh BU:::T?hhh SO HOW ARE YOU:?
[w:Pc:1:(1):3] _ .
I mean 1t's not good e nough.[(i ). .
Con [ge 1sn't,
It 1sn't. :

No::, a
*hhhh And what've you been doing this last week

“ r.ﬁ.a.u(j) [G1I(a) :3-4]

M: But anyway I figure that mybe he can,hh give me Somsthing
to: uh (.) you know bring this do:wn. Cause God I can't
afford to you know, (0.2) get 1iTe tha:t?

(0.3)
S *Ye:ah®
Tl o .. @. (.o‘g)
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‘ F.f.a.11(%) [’ICI(.b) :7:1-2]

C: “t Ogh:: my God I been °hhh running the highest temperatures
you ever sa:w, -

Ls Oh my go:sh '“311 let mo hang up and let You get back to be:de

C: =eh huh uh hhhu- h h u-

L: [So rry]I disturbed you.-‘l *

C: =  «How you doing hon c .

.. F.f.a.11(5) (NB:IV:14:5¢¢]

_.;‘. Es Yeah it's just soaling o:ff, and and uh 1t's Just, every tims
SHENAN . I take a bath and, Soak why they just come o:ff. you know and
S . then that ta:r, I don't Inow what ths-‘°hhh I have to have two
P ' tablespl- s- my tub is really beautiful at home you ought to
see 1t Looks 1ike a niggerss: ‘khh

Ls Oh it's bla:ck hu -2h,

E: [Yea.hhhh

Ls And you just Soak in tha:t . hush,

E: [Yeah.
- (0.5)

E: “tlh How've you been,

We note that the COnversation Restart device is recumntly used to

-4

‘-..oxit from, not troubles-talk per se, but from talk which has becoms inter-
“T;_actionally problgmtic. And in ths above array we see a convergence of

; the two matters; 1.e., detailed analyses of Fragpents F B.a.11(1), (3) and
(5) shows them to bs an exit from not only talk about a tmuble, but talk

; 1n whioh ths participants are having various interactional troubles. The

*"' '.';_analyses on which these claims are based will not be shdwn._ We simply

Exit a, Boundarying Off 114, Introduction of Pending Blographicals

Alt_hpugh closely related in its form and 'ﬁmction to the Conversation
'f'késtart' the Introduction of Pendins Blographicals does not start the
S :‘oonveraation off afresh, but mtroduces an especially warranted new topie.
+ That the topic chosen to follow troubles-talk is of this particular sort
uny again stand as an index of deference to 'troubles' o

F.f.a.111(1) (MB:1v:14:7]

E: ‘hhhhhh But hell if it costs five hundred bucks I'm gonna

— Set- m 11.
L: Well don t you have insur[a.nce on that?.Huh ]
Yeah, [Yea.h : -.Yeah

Es
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Le Oh: . .
- Ls -~ So you're coming down in Ma:rch hu:h?

F.f.a.111(2) [HG:2-6:4]
N:  We:::ll, (0.3) he made me feel bet tep anywa(h)yy -
H: [nnhn.hﬁh *k’hhhhh

(0.3) ~ —

N: -~ So:, ![hat time, .eh hnh]_
H: (Now what)]'hhhhh

N: —~ =Oh 80 we- we: get the tickets when we get there right,]
. H: . Yeah'

F.f.a.111(3) (Rah:A:1:(2):1-2]

I: You're not in bed are you,
J: Noi?no[:no I'm-I'm going shopping.ehh heh heh
- "LOhe ha.ve[_I_ disturbed y o u] - [Pardon?
J: I'm Just going shopping I'm la:te actuelly, heh heh
Is : Yeh well 1

wondered whether you were still in be:d or (0.2) or going
= T{.) out shopping? or what. ‘hh Well there's eh: few things
arrived for you, .

»

F.g.a.111(4) [MDE:60-1:2;:2-3]

M: So: in the long run, ‘hhh it (.) probably's gonna save a
little time an:d egergy.
T: gmya
M: But Doree:n probably (0.8) is either at the airport or
waiting to hear from him he's -
f,, (007) =
Ts O:kay,

M: =  *hhhh So: you're ba:ck.
F.f.a.111(5) [W:PC:1:(1):35]

- Ms hh Well you never kno:w do you som=ti:mes yo[u feel as ifw
o J: ° . ‘ . NO:.
. M: =you don't want to stay in the sa:me pla.:ce, hh
K J: - [(pl_a_:ce.)l-
SR M: -th[at where you've been with your pa:ren[ts: ‘hh
= J: Ye:s. Yo:s,
. (.)
M: ME[S. ‘hh
Js But uh:: anyway,
(0.3)
Ji ’mptlk[( )
M: -~ By the way Jenet did you get my annive:rsary oca.r:d.

[f_qh ye:s
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" P.f.a.111(6) [Rah:11:3]

Js ‘hh That'l) teach hi:m hhen p_g[h.h,
) £ That will ig&ch him yes,
Js . -, ’ ‘hhh he-eh
Jg: —~ hh ng[lia]ten:- hh = .
Is Yeh : .
v Jg - When are you getting your: din_i_ns room suite,
55 Pof.e.111(7) [\B:1v:4:4-5]
E: I'm just a ma:ss of b-1ittle p(h)imp(h)les: :hen heh
. *hhh
Ls ( Oh tha:t's from uh:. (.) [n_e_:rves.
E: ne:::rve-s.hhuhh

(0.%) )
E: =  Are you goin down the desert?

To get a sense of the di_stinctiveness of Pending Biographicals from

other sorts of possible pext topics, we show what we take to be two coxi-

8 [[I believe you. ]

trast cases,

(1) [Fr:Tc:1:1:17-18) -

G: That one week had to be, the Yorst week in my,h (0.2) whole
‘academic 11:[1’0. -

S A__Ij—_H&-_H_A_-E-& HA-HA[ha. [Tkhhh

G: - as a stud‘ent,

S: [[Really. .

G: at Cal State Corona,

S: Really, '

Gs It twa:s,

I mean there wa’'sn't nuh- anything that didn't happen. that
could've happened. ) .

. 8¢ Right,
- Gt *hhh ‘
(002)
G: So,

St =  I'mnot surprized.'hny Listen, u-something lex;y very: cute
happened last night at the Wherehouse, -

G: What,
[NB:11:%:10R])
E: A:nd vh T just am not gonna walk around a lot betzgause uh::,
N: : n::No::,
(.)
N: No:::. Hah-ah.
E; =Ah::, (0.2) it's not worth 1t to be on my feg:t.xou[know
N: : Ye:ah,
N: Rl:ghtz
.)
" N3 -Ah hah?
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(0.2) ' -
N3 - *hhhh 0h I was Just ou:t wa:shing ¥indow:ss: e-a:nq ah (,)
my mothor ca: :1led 80 T came in I thought well while I'nm in

I thought. well: (.) they're -] *hhhhh they're un- Surely
they're U:P. you know 1 new 1t w[as Idnd of a'-[sleep in=

Yeh
Ns =da:y but uh I didn't get home t11 *hinp tho last night %
T mat a very,h very, n:ni:ce gu:y, -
Es Di:d you:::,

In these two fragments the one introduci.ng talk which 1s no longer

attending & trouble neither refers to a matter which is of prior concermn

to them both (as in Fragments F.f.a.111.(1)- (7)) nor specifically addres-
Bes concerns of the new topic's recipient (as 1a a1 but P.g.a.111, (2))

.

Rathsr, they start to tell of an event in which the current necipient was
not involved; an event in tha storyteller's 1ife (as is available in Frag-
| went (2) above, and which we a.saex't to be the case in Fragment (1), the
_ relevant data not sboun).
These two are the only fra.gmenta in the current corpus in which we
' find this Juxtaposition of troubles—talk with a self-attentive story by

the formepr troubles-recipient 'Ihay are gmssh Quite different, In
Pn.gmnt (1) the tmubles-recipient is tmsparently tmubles-reaistive
o and the selt—attentive new top:lc is pmduced as a contiguous disJu.nct
("I'n not surprized. °hhh Listen.,." ). In Pragmnt (2) the tioubles-
:recipient is pProducinz appropriately tmublea-mceptive responses, and the

self-attentive new topic emerges gradually from an utterance which has

;aeveral troubles-attentive features, For one, it might stand u an
Yelided' P H.a. 11, Conversation 'Restart’; 1.e.. "oh I was Juat out wash-
ing windows" might well follow Such an Inquiry as "What have you been
doing?" Secondly, it contains some displays of concern for the prior
(3 o troubles-teller, current topic's recipient ("and I thought..._sgx_:gly
thoy're U:P. you know I Jnew 1t was Kkind of a Sleep in day"),

In various of their detafils they are quite similar, _ For one, 1in



each, the trouble has a dubious status (again, transparently 80 in Frag-. |

ment (1) with its pmtestatibna of facticity and belief, and 1n Fragment

:’:;': . (2) we note that the trouble, a toe Operation, is apparently not serious

. enough to keep troubles-teller from contem‘plating & shopping trif:. albeit
with mininnl_ walking) and thus my not wax;éant the cus';:omry deference,
And we note that in each, although the new topic 1s arrived at differently,

- 1% 18 announced almst identically. In Fragment (1) with "sowething very
. very: ocute happened last night”, in Fragment (2) with ", 1ast night 1
wet a very,h yery, n:ni:ce gu:y," I-:or one, they are being marimd for
t.heir absolute currency; as ﬁrst-opportunity tellings, and are thus
exhibited as especﬁlly wgmnted. Secondly, ths use of "very very" may
constitute a version of & recun.'ent story-intmductory devic;. the 'super.
.htivq assessment’, which, again, stands as & special warrant for a tell-
That tm:_e/two topiocally inappropriate subsequents t9 & troubles-
telling, dubious as the 'troubie' my be, are doubly marked as es?eoia.lly.
werranted, my exhibit an orfentation to, and stand as an attempt to deal
" with, that insppropriateness. By contrast to thess two fragmemts with
B their self-attentive stories, tho troubles-exit device arrayed in Fragments
F.ﬂ.&.iii.(l)-(?) clearly involve the selection of a ﬁtter which engo.ées
" this coparticipant in par:ticylar. The matters being introduced are, that
s, ‘blographically intimte’, Thus, as an alternative to closing the
: | conversation altogether, or start:l;ng it afresh, we find an invokat.ion of
- mtimcy_ a8 a recurrent, and perhaps systemtiec, se.quel to troubles-talk,
And indeed, among the range of tmublgs-exit devices 1s one which can.
be characterized as explicitly 'intimte’, Simply enough, talk which

1. See G, Jefferson, "Sequential aspects of storytelling in conversa-
tion,” in J. Schenkzin, ed., Studies in the Orrantzaticn of Conver-

sational Interaction, Academ;o Press, Inec., 1978,
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- follows troubles-talk rocurrently makes reference to 'being together!,
B We are not intending ;6 point to the massively recurrent 'amngemnta'

"~ which occur in the massively recurrent post-troubles entries into conver-

sation Closings (see F.g.a.1, above), However, the contiguity of Troubleg-

Talk and Closings may provide intemctants/with access to & virtually

'vautonntic opportunity and procedure for invoking the appropriate post-.

h troubles 'tntimacy!. And, equally automtically, the 'Restart'’ device

5'. (see F.g.a.11. above), with its conversation-initial "How are you?" pro-

vides opportunity and procedure for the appropriately invoked 'intimoy'.

‘With the title 'post-troubles references to being together' we wish to

point to a particular type of device, instances of which are arrayed below.

F. Exit a. Boundarying Off iv. Getting Together

F.f.a.1v.(1) [MB:1I:4:1]

Es It wasn't any fun, but I'm better I was: lying on the cou:ch
out in fr ont.] ' : -
. Ng - Oh::Jde: I:'m 30:r[x'y E: ymmass?
E: ’ Ahs- ] -

E: =  ((cutesy)) I am too.Why don't you come and See me.w
N: =  =’hhh Well I was go:nna call and ask you 1f you- Bud was
. Playing golf this aﬁ:er:n_oon if you wanted to g0 ove‘r to

Ro:binson's with me,

: f P.g.a.1v,(2) [NB:1T:5 :2-4R:3]

" Le Who's gonna see(h)ee it 1s anybody gonna 1ook up the(h)re to
gee 1if you go[: gold or no:tz
. Es :
E: hargh hargh 2gh agh agh ‘hh.hn
. Le , [{,’Mm: 222.° :
. Bs = . [tg_HY DON'T YOU COME DOW-N
FOR A MINUTE SOME TTIME TODA::Y. -
Le Yeh I wi: 11 I was just
E: | AND LOOK AT YOUR BEAUTIFUL SWEATER,

) F.,d;a.iv.(zo) (Ww:pCIII:1:3]

all (0.2) all ni:ght,hn
it was hectio, “hhhh SO[I hardly got any wo:rk done,

((beep beep beep beep beep 13 X))

. 8: Oh: God we had the .(.) police round a

S: So: consequently I didn't get any wo:rk done hardly,
S: Anyway,
(2.0)

D; —~ So you think- Can you.coms out for a drink tonight,



. F.'ﬂ.'d:.iv.. ()

-Js
P2
Iy -
' _F.ﬂ.a.iv.(s)
E:

L:
. Bg

E:

E; -

F.f.a.1v.(6)

Ls _[ the byoo- [beauty parlor?
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(Fr:uB:11:12]

So: m-everything'll be good ande
~That's goo[d.

M:aybe °t°hh maybe next weekend 1f you and Freddy
want to come up, -

[MB:1v:10:49c2] @ !

‘hh It hurts when 1t's co in. ‘hh It's es
that heavys ‘hhh[( l.ning I Just th::ick with
. +Yeah?
- Well 1'11 get that to morrow,
l’-You get tha:t, = -

. _'[[]:'11 go up[to the dm.gstom[tommw.

Yeah, And yeh- you-youlsure you don't want me to come
down and get you and take you dow[n and-
N o sweetie,w

I'11-°hhh *hhhh You- ©
No, you go get your hair fixed 1f you want to drive down see
me I'd love to see you,

[SBL:2:1:4:7]
I wasn't tired my arm wasn't tired when I got down there.
Well thatTs good,
Yeah, .
Well I.'m[awfully glad to hear it,
Well- . S .
Well I've been thinking of you, and I think 1t was Monday
evening that I came by to see you,
Yeah, ! T
And uh-~ )
Well suh- I'm soh- I'm sorry T wasn't home,

[Tcx(b):7:2]

I'm wa:lking T can't walk real 809:d you know but I'm wa:lking
[30 [(that's a )]

‘hhiYou s ou :na
from the SOu:th.

(0.3)"
ebh hih heh heh=
=h(hh:
-heh he[h (ha ha)
And T lo::ve 1t,
- "hihh! "hhhh Yeah you sound Just like me I gue:ss,

Ye:h ‘hhh Why don't you come over and See me someti:me,

80 good on the phone I never hear nobody

In Fragment F.g.a.1v.(7) we find explicit intimatizing following some

talk ebout

a trouble, This may have to do with the status of the troubles-

talk itself at the point the approach to a getting-together is begun; {.e.,



. troubles-teller has produced a Possible E.g4.p, 01030-Imp11cat1ve Invoka-
/) ~ tion of the Status Quo ("I can't walk real goo:d you know but 1'nm
- ¥a:lldng") but 1t 41s & downgraded version marking Persistence of the

'tmuble. While an offer of a visit by tmubles-recipient might Be appro-

’
¢

fix_'st Place be in an adequate mlationship, and these two a&re not (Cora
Ococasionally babysits Lily's son). The explicit intimtizibg following
the troubles-talx may be working to invoke a relation.ship adequate fopr
“ Post-troubles reference to getting togethep, :
Q - Across the F, Exit a. Boundarying ofe &ITays, we are struck by a
<. combination of t;;tums; These troubles-tajik exit devices are both

topically disjunctive and interaetionaliy cohesive/affiliativc. Further,

when a next topic is introduced, as 1n F.g.a.111, Pending Biographicals

and F.g.a.1v, Reference to Getting Together, 1t carries a special warrant;
Specifically, 1t ray stand asg g carryover or product of the intimcy
} gexierated in the troubles-talxk,

4

... 8Ny next mattep is approbriate, which selects from 4mong a range of Pos-
8ible next topics those which are Specifically 'entre nous', aAnd 1p
Fragments (1) ang (2), pages 51-52 above, 1t appears that inappropriate

being proferred as otherwise especially warranted,
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3 To got a sense of a combination of topio and warranting which' might
well be excluded from post-troubles-talk occurrence, we show the following

two fragments, which we take to be commonplace non-troubles-talk materials,

(3) [Ran:B:2:(14):8] ; )
Vs ‘ Well keeg it Jessie cause 1'11 See you before the twenty
8econd I've got soms more books here to takn baok[g:u See,
Je ' t right,
Js Well ah no I was gonna take 1t in for you and get the tioket.=

‘ . \ £ =Oh no- it doesn't matter Je-ah actually I think it's one on

. Vera's ticket any racte I think 1t's.in the name of Manners
’ Jt [0 h ¢+ ¢ .]

I3 _((Oh ye- hhhi (heh heh -ghs-s .

\£] but I'm not su're, but one of them m:[lou know, J-

Jt ~Ihis 13 th- R

Vs So~- 1'11 Xtake them all in, .an:q uh:m

Js [Ye:s::.

Js Mm, -

(0.3)

Vi [[ghsok them , _

Jg ~ I'm gonna do soms spaghetti an:d (.) n-eh::m meatballs for tea
for this 16t now, - : . -

Vs Oh lovely, :

Js Cause they didn't have u they only had fish fingers and chips
for dinner, ) :

(3 [rcx(b):16:63-64] o

J ‘t But I thought well I'11 go ahea:d, and, ‘hh and pay for it
when it cozes and *he'll npever kno:w, %e :

Ls =*Yeth, ®= ‘ \

Je =®(ve, [got anything) 'lheh-m-l_mh huh e-huh huh huh] ['hhehhh

Ls hheh huh ehhuhd *‘uhhhh ‘uhhhhhhhJhhlppne

I3 Ex[cept when Christmas co[imes 2-a-.--and ‘hhhive

Le **Oh** ' Yeah ‘

Js =he says where'd you get all thahheh heh[Hn huh]

L: | : wehheh ™

Je =huh hu[h huh*huh®.*hne® :

Ls ‘*hhhh Santa Claus, hhheh-h eh,

Js ' - _ *hh ¢ Santa Claus
brou:ght 1t. (in his sle;id). haghthy chn-ho-rheh fuhe

Ls 4 Y el:la h ‘hh

L: =  wUh::;:m, )

Je *hhhhehhhhhh *( ).*

Ls — [l found a recipe: that I'm gonna
try:, .

(0.5)
Ls I thin(ko)

It's u h’:, for popcorn balls that you make it with °hh-‘hh
you molt butter: an:::d miniature Mmarshmallows,
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In thesq two frogments the new topic 1s dinJuncf.ive with the prior
talk, as in the F. Exit a. Boundarying Off arrays, but specifically are
not mrked as especially ‘entre nous'-warrantod. They are the sort of
‘self-attontive' matters we considered in Fragments (1) and (2), but again,
without the special warrant proferred by the 'suporlatfvc assessments' 1in
those materials (although we note Soms proposal of 'oumncy' in Fragment
(3) with "now®, and in Fragment (3) with "that I'm gonna try").

In summry, it appears that a standard, massively occurring procedure
for oéntmuing conversation while exiting from troubles-talk is to produce
& next item which is both topically disjunctive and interactionally |
cohesive/affiliative. We do, however, find an alternative troubles-exit
device, on which 1s not.topically disjunctive and thus does not boundary
off the trouble, but which g.rad:_.mlly disengages from it over a span of
talk, This device moves in what Barvey Sacks talks of as Stepwise fashion,

A gene/x'al feature for topical organization in converS#tioﬂ is

movement from topic to topie, not by a topic close followed by a

topic beginning, but by a Stepwise move, which involves linking up

whatever is being introduced as a new topic to what has just been
talked about, such that, ax far as anybody knows, a new topic has

not been started, though we're far from wherever we bagan; i.e.,

the talk flowed, )

. {from Spring 1972 lecture 5 pages 15-16 edited)

F, Exit b, Sterwrise Transition into Other Topiles

The following three mstances of stepwise transition from troubles-.

talk were selected from among several to show a particular sort of work

which this device can accomplish, ‘Specifically. while each fragment

begins in the course of talk about a trouble, it ends up with a report of
& very good time. .

Sacks notes that Stepwise.movemnt can specifically be exploited to
introduce topically disjunctive matters, So, for example, he proposes:
"If you have soms topic which you can see is not connected to what is now

Seing talked about, then you can find somsthing that is connected to both,
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and use that firat." (From a leoture of February 19, 1971; Pages 1:5-16).

In the following fregment we may be seeing just such an exploitation of

Stepwise movement. Here, a troubles-recipient who may, in the first Place

be alert to the possibility of a topical chaining, inquires into the status

of someone mentioned in passing in some ongoing troubles-talk (see arrow 1).

The response to that inquiry perwdts of the introduction of a recurrent

*troubles-talk component, a D, Work-Up element, a report of a relevant

other experience (see Fragments D.(1)-(4) pages 31-33 above) (see arrow

2).

It Just =0 happens that this troubles-relevant other is one of the

people with whom troubles-recipient spent her holiday, from which she has

Just returned, and about which she had earlier been talking.l! Reference

to this troubles-relevant Other entrains a move into talk about various

aspects of the holiday, arriving at reference to & rather scandalous

incident which had been earlier talked about (see arrow 3).
/

F.p.b.(1)  [NB:IV:10:18¢r]

Es I'm not gonna plan things anymore. I mean this is ridiculous,
0= course I know Mister Cole's sick, let's God let's hope he
gets well, but ‘hhhhh I know the problem hhh you know,hh

"Lt I What does he ha:ve,
- Bg ‘hh Oh ha's got this gallbladder, and uh, they- he's vomiting

and everything they took him to the hospital and I don't now
how long he's gonna be in or what the - well he's gonna be
eighty fou:r, . :

T (1.6)
e 7 Yea:h.[Well-
E: And he's quite a playboy, you know,

.BS Mlllhm'

L: 2= Yeah, you just got to be ocaref-well, see, ‘hh Dwight only has-
one gall bladder? .
(100) M

1.

It appears that troubles-teller recognizes the topical irplications
of this particular troubles-relevant reference to another's exper-
ience. We may have here another instance of a Where-Are-We-Now
Negotiation (cf. Fragment E.f.b.(5) page 40 and Fregment D, (4) pages
36-37). As in E.Z.b. (5), troubles-teller my, by producing a 'con-
tinuer' ("Mm hm") and thus marking a shift from speakership to recip-
ientship, be relinquishing claim to continuation of the troubles-talk
and accepting entry into the other, recognizably imminent, topia.

-

=
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/“\‘

Ls He had- and then he has to be careful what he eats, he can't
A eat anything greasy or anything you know, -
E; Mm hm,
Ls Go:d what a ma:n. He was out there this morning and he- they
have these great big olive trees all over you know,
E; Mm hm,
L And the ¥ind was so bad that the-the-th~ the bmnches were

hitting the house, a.nd God, (0 3) uh, T got up about well,
it was about eight o olock.

Es " Mmchm

Ls [and here he's up there sawing those off, you know,

E; Mmse: [wonderml

: ) ) Man he's( )~

E: ' he's about sixty Beven or eight,

Ls Yeah, Sixty Seven,

E: God love | him,

L: But man, I mean they really. They've really got ul- oh: God
¥hat a houae. You have no idea,
. ((ca. 11 1fnes omitted re. the house))

Es ‘hhhh eh: Is the Swimming pool enclosed with the the gla:ss
bit2= -

Ls =No::, 1t's uh: ou:ts- (.) eh no outside the big (.)  uhs:::-

E: : | Levearm, «

Ls gla:ss doo,rs,

Es ['Ah- hah,*®

) U-T got that m mng,

E: G that's, that's olay, ; *hhhhhhhh

Le [ ]the waterlis, eighty f1:::ve, ] '
Es [Oh I kno'w it.=
E: -Isn t it gorgeous,=

Ls -thzmknwwhenyougetoutitakindotcold

Es (Oh: oh:) Yaq:h.

L: [well it m.] [two o'clock 1in the orning andcthen

E: ['huh]"

E:

[ awh ha.:w, [go I(h)bet that was,(fu:n,) ] ( ‘hhh
Ls 3= "1ast [ *nighte) hhhh hn-hn-hn]with no:

lothes on God it's good, shu-uh huh. h
E: *hh aaaaaaaa::::::"]I sn F[that[exci sting,
"Lg Uh:rs?
Es h: that's wondert u
Ls [Oh:: God we had. we. I never had so

S mich fun fn my 11:fe.
J In the following fra.gment. with the sams participa.nta on a different
occasion, we find a ndmr—imge of the above, the troubles-recipient/
good-time reporter of F.f.b.(1) now being troubles-teller, and the troubles-
) . teller of P.4.b.(1) now being troublea-neoipiqnt/good-time reporter. Again

We can notice a troubles-recipient taking up a troubles-relevant mttep
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which has topic-chaining potential., In this case the theotory is oore

immediate from uptalke (arrow 1) to entry (arrow 2) to arrival (arrow 3).

F.g.b.(2)

[NB:1v:14:13¢1)

But eh-1t's-1t's terrible to keep people alisve and,

[Lgisht.

ou know, and just let them suffer[day in and day out,=

. r:Right,
1t's-

“UThey don't do that with an animal, ((snifr))

(You lmotz iw,)

Yeah,
Oh well bless his heart-well, we don't know what 1t's alle
[((snize)) - |

=about I g-I- (( sniff)) Don't, don't get yourselfa
h I'm not. 1 Juat-youknowIwish]I'd-
Honey you've got to get aho:1d of your (I know)

L: 0~ I'd idnd of 1iked to gone out there ut I was afraid of the

E: 1~

B:

Es
E:
Le

E: 2= Oh God it's terrible, ((snift)) That's

fog I was gonna drive him ins:s~ 1-"hhp hst[n_j;:ght. but,
‘hhhh Oh 1t was
terrible coming down ev[en this moming, ((anire))

But San Diego? I ¢~ I couldn't believe it last night. we
left there about, °hh eleven thirty (.) and it we (.) 1
as clear all the way Up until we hit, (1.0) u-uhs: the,
((snifr))
the uh Fashion Square here in Balboa, [I couldn't believe itw
: : ((snifr))

_[( )

and we went into, you couldn't even see;,

vhy well we ,didn't
get home til two o'closck. God 1%t's~ -

- (0.2)
[[beautiﬁxl-
It was ter-rible 1n to:wn?
*hhhhh
L((smort))

‘h 6h we just got into bed at two:.T wasn't gonna (.) go dowh.
wait let m® turn this fa- uh: (0.5) you know we w- this par:ty
and then we went to another little party a:fterwards and oh I

mt So many f:fa::bulous pees- (.) people and danced with my

poor old toes with no t(h)oenails and T was[m-

‘hbhh hh(h)high
(h)h(h)eels and *hahhhh and oh: we (,) Just had a™(.) beautiful

time,

The following fragment yields a similar pattern to that of the prior

two. Here, however, troubles-recipient's exploitation of the topical

ohaining potential of a troubles-relevant item does not appear to be working

-
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towards a .repore of a good time., On a roughest analysis, tmubles-faéi;:-
ient appears to be working towards a more ger;eralized analog of a reported
good time; i.e., towards 'light conversation'. Again, a troubles-relevant
matter with chaining potential is taken up (arrow 1) and topicalized (arrow
2). Subsequeritly we find, not a placement of a report of a good time, but
& use of the developing materials as the source of a joke ang laughter (see
asterisked arrows). In this case it -is troubles-tellep who, having collab-
orated in the movement out of troubles-talk and having pParticipated in the
Joks and laughter, finalizes the topical shift by herseir offering a Teport

" of a good time (arrow 3), -

F.g.b.(3) [RAh:Izlt-G]

J: . Well I can't leave him fortwo hourse
Vs : [n:No. -
J: =if I'zz ;.f he's crying when I've left him for one,
Ve Oh: dear me, : ) :
Js §o:IeuhzouknawaaIgayIdidn't5_e_tt typing.
Ve ’ ' [81'1:::: you're ]
¥ell tie:d dow:n aren't you : -
 Jdz [ggll Iam _qea:[ny: “Yah, ¢
vz : *Ye: s ® ‘
Js Ye:s you know[cause he do]esn't he hxtes being in on hise
Vs _ ‘Yea: h*
J: =ow:n for[som peg}gliar Ieason and I meane
Ve Y e : h? ,
T «he alvays kno(h)ws: where I'm going a.nd [okh!’hh
\' 3 = L :]: Ye:s,
\ £ ‘[[Yes:. : 11 be —
Js ou know approximately what time I »
Ve L [‘Y e s° lY_g:S.
I Cause Norman said in the morning would I take him to Saltbern

0~ and I said well uh °hin hT don't Ino:w the roads are so ba-ad
I(h) mi(h)ght not (.) make 1:t. B
V: 1~ =No:? No-'Were they very ba:d, Jesscie, ( )]
’ [Ehm- no “it wasn't it's
Just that you can't B2: 30 fas:t you kno w-you-You kn-ow you
[x o : ﬁi.] No . b=
J: =Just have to: be that 1ittle bit more ga_:_['rTa'I\"u‘.
2 ' - - I think it's that
1ittle bit wa:rmer toni:ghte -

‘Tt Oh 1t is 1]1;'3 not so[bad it's::.]really]n ot

\'£ i:sn't 1t It's not qui:telas se]vere-

Jt - T m Py ]

Vs Ltoni:sht, n°ocs. .
Js ( s but it's 1t's eh (.) melted, but T the
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Js If it freec:zes tonight 1t'1]1 be wo:rse tomor ro w mor-n
Vs ‘ : an ( [ tomorrow, J-
Ji (X think,, i
Vi that's “‘the only thing. yre:s,
Js Ye-h
Vi #- Well[I think I] 11 stay in bed in the mor:
b PR Yerh [
Je =] do[nlt bla:me [ ou2[ hh ] ,
Vg 8=~ nhhhnhhnhh heh hech’hk
J: 3~ Hey listen ‘hhh You should have
coms on 'me-ada-y, .
Ve Was :lt goo[-d,
. Je ‘hh Oh 1t was fmr-velous-

Ve _[Oh][was 1t.]

Je fthoroughly en-jo:yed it,

We note that former troubles-teller’ 8 report of a good tim is markedly
fomtted 28 an F.a.ii1., Pending Biographical and is 1ntroduced as a dis-

Junctive new topie ("Hey 1isten °hhh You should have come on 'l'ue:sda_:_y, ).

g WQ also note that the reported good tims is one in which its current

recipient was not involved, save by her formulatedly relevant absence, and
that the mport/ifl;self (data not shown) 1is of teller's own experience of
the event, That i.a, the report is 'substantively' of the type which occura
in Fragments P.g8.b.(1) and (2)° above, post a stepwise movement out of
tmubles-ta.lk and/but s formtted a3 an instance of a type which occurs

v directly adjacent to the troubles-talk; see in particular Fragment F.p.a.
' - 111,(6) pege 51, in which an E.f.c. Close-Implicative Making Liéht‘ of the
- nl‘rouble. is followed by a markedly disjuncted P.g.a.111, Pending Blograph-

This hybrid instance of a troubles-talk e:ﬁt device may stand as

produot and index of its ‘Speaker's relationship with the Stepwise move-

mant which has preceded and arrived at 1t, For one, its speaker, the
troubles-teller, did not initiate the Stepwise movement., ' Secondly, the
movement 1s done across talk about the weather, a matter which, in an
earlier consideration (page 41) we noted as .posaibly ambiguously an exit

from troubles-talk or part of an elaborated closing sogmnt of that talk,
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© towards "l4ght conversation » but through that, towards the introduction '

64.

It 13 at least possible that tmublea-toller, not having inittated the

move out of troubles-talk, is treating the transitional ‘weather-talk as

© 8t111 part of talk about the trouble, where, then, the joke and laughter

stands as an E.fg.0. Making Light of the Trouble, for which the markedly
disjunctive Pending Biographical formt is an appropriate F.f.a.111,

troubles-exit device, However, the transitional talk, which operates by

providing mterials by reterence to which next topics may be introduced

seems to have done its work. That is, troubles-recipient S reference to
staying in bed in the morning may have generated the mention of the last
time she opted out; i.e., on Tuesday., Thus we may be seeing a hybria.
which has been Stepwise-generated and/tut is AdJacency-fomt ted,
Earlier we noted that on a roughest analysis, tmubles-mcipient

appoam to be working towarda nothing more specifig than '14ght conversa-

2 tdon! (pege 62). A finer analysis, on a sli.ghtly extended sweep of talk,

Yields the possibility that the tmubles-recipient is not merely working

of Just ths sort of blandly non-affiliative uaterial; introduced in Frag-

ments (3) and (%), rPage ST ("I'm gonna do some spaghetti and ceatballs
for tea for this lot now", and "I found a recipe that I'm gonpa try:").

. The utterance in question is "We didn't go to have our hair done by the

way", which is introduced Just post the report of a good time which has
itself been introduced Just post the troubles-talk,

. ," F.f.b.(3) [Rah:I:4-6:Extended]

J: it en:ded with a great big ‘bang ehh!i he[h hn I i_m]ped-
Ve : *Oh-huh;:*
Je =mout of the e seat I Jumped
(V): . [(seat),
)
Je [shot about three feet inqthe air I thi.nk*he[h heh]
A\ £3 ®*Oh: :°°:°::' Y e 8¢,

V: =  ‘hh Eh::m, we didn't 80 to have our hair done by the va:y,
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We want to argue the possibility that the matter introduced in this

slot; f.e., into what {s now recognizably troubles-independent’ '1ight
| conversation » Was provided for by an utterarce in the tl‘oubles-talk

itself. However, unlike a stepwise transition segment which relies upon

- the here and now, local occasioning of one matter by a.nother. troubles-talk
is not an environme_pt in which Some, any topic which has been occasioned by

prior talk is properly introduced. In troubles-talk, _one properly produces
troubles-relevant utterances, Therefore. the -atter occasioned by an itenp
in the troubles-talk is withheld and/but from that point worked towards by
means of a stepwise movement out of troubles-talk into 'light eonversation'
an environment in which the utterance in question is properly introduceable,
Specifically, it is possible that "We didn't 80 to have our hair dope"
ma "triggered' or 'touched-off' by the troubles-talk utterance "I didn't
= g__t to typing.” ‘I_‘ha.t is. the mention of Something troubles-teller did not

§ do brings up something troubles-recipient did not do, which, in other cipr-

: cumstances, might be mentioned then and there.]' The similarity between the

~ two utterances alerted us to such a possibility, and the details of the

i ~talk support 1t. Following the candidate ‘trigger' utterance ("I didn't
5_1'. to typing™), the tmublea-mcipient produces an assessment, "You're
!._.11 tie:d do:wn aren't you," 1In general, assessments tend to be close-
implicative, and the occurrence of a&n assessment here may be a deploym=nt
“of that feature. So, for example, in the following fragment taken from

' Inatitutional troubles-talk, a very similar sort of assessment precedes an
" interruption of the tmubles-talk

3 1. For soms considerations of the phenorenon of 'touched-off! talk, see
‘ the lectwes of Earvey Sacks, e.g., Fall 1967 Lecture 5 page 11,
April 17 1968 pages 1-8, Winter 1969 Lecture 1 pages 4.7, See also

Jefferson, "Sequential aapeots of storytelling in conversation," op.
cit.
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(1) [src:10:3:9] ((re. a Posaibly suicidal chila))

M: Cause this 11ittle guy will stand in the railroad tre-uh traox
and holler (.) where's the trai:.pn whero is the trai;n,
(0.3) —— -
Kz Ah‘_t__m[ho
M; And that's what he's done before 18 stand there (he's)
standing at the last Mminute and Jumps awa:y,
(0.7) -

K: =  Oh:. Well that that that's 8erious xind of uh behavior and 1t
could be extremely dangerous. °hh ‘hhh Do you want to hold on
about half a minute? ((to locate a phone number) )

In each case a troubles—reoipient can be characterized as

i.nterruptins the conversation. In the case at hand we Propose it is pre-
paratory to moving out of troubles-talk, While in Fragment (1) the

troubles-recipient removes himself from the conversation altogether, in

the case at hand the troubles-recipient may be seen to be disengaging from

the tmubles-tal}t.- Specifically, following the display of a sufficiently-

expounded trouble, the tmubles-mcipient produces a flurry of acknowledg-

ment tokens and nothing more ( "'Yﬂi"x.‘" "*Yea:he", "Ye:hz" "y::_‘gzs.",
"Yea:, ") "eyege Ye:s."). we asat;rt but do not attempt to argue that- such
flurries constitute attempts to hasten a coparticiﬁant's talk to its close,
The flurry continues until the point at which troubles-teller produces an
utterance with topic-chaining potential which is taken up by the troubles-
recipient and turned to the stepwise movement ocut of tmﬁbles-talk into -
'light conversation' considered above, .
That 1s, having, by similarity between two utterances occurring at a
distance from each other, located one as a possible 'tr.lgger' of the other..
¥We are in a position to track the talk in such a way as to see that imrﬁedi-
ately following the candidate 'trigger! utterance, procedures are initiated
which can a) promote rapid occurrence of the 'touched-ofe* materials, and

b) set up an appropriate environment for that occurrence,
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That the worked-toward utterance does not appear as the environmnt

becomes ripe may be a product of the Very ripeness of the environment,

That is, in fine detail, Just as troubles-recipient 43 adding a fey more
particles of laughter to this bit of 'light conversation', troubles-teller,
having completed her cheery riposte, takes a 'preparatc;ry inbreath ang then
launches the good-time report which was itsels possibly triggered by the

* immdiately prior utterance and is, in fhe current environment, pProperly

introduceable then and there,

- Ve Well I think 1'131 Stay in bed in the mor: cning
J wl do[n't bla:me [you?]_ S
\ £ nhh hnh hnhlhen

Tg ~ _[‘ hh [ %}];isten—'mm You should have gome on Tue:sda:y,
V: - heh he'h°h . ' - -

In as much as the good-time report preserves the environment of 'lisht
conversation?, the Preemptive launch does not foreclose, Hzt'(again)

displaces the introduction of the touched-off mtter. And into that

. ) environment the now doubljr-di;placqgi mterials are introduced, '.l‘ha method
by which 1t is intr;duced is strixingly similar to one of the two fragments
¥Weé proposed to ba excluded from post-troubles-talk occurrence, whose new

| ;t:.opics wWe proposed to be similar to that in the case at hand; l.,e., to
- - Fragment (4) page 57, with its "I found a Tecipe: that I'm gonna try:".
L In that fragment, and in the extended version of the case at hand, page 63,

We find that the introduction of new, blandly non-affiliative materials into

77 an environment of 'light conversation' 1s effected with an identical series
of components produced in an identical order, Just as a current Speakex'

'starts to laugh (arrow 1), coparticipant produces an acknowledgment token -

NN
;

(arrow. 2); i1.e., Intersects a iau.ghing appreciation of prior talk with an
) . item which stands as an altemative response-type and my shift the trajec-

tory initiateq by the Joke and 1ts attendant laughter.l This is followed by

. Qne Toffaranm LY O PR M 2 __2s s - . .. « e e

-—

I
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an object which may apecitically be deployed in these particular circum-.
C} -« stances to alert coparticipant to this speaker's intention to take the

< wi floor; 1.e., "*mn Uh:::m," and "°hh En::m," (see arrow 3)e And thercaftepy

= by the introduction of new mterials,
{1) [Tcx(b):16:63-64]

Js "hh 4Santa Claus brou::ght it, (in his sle:d),
J: 1~ hn Eih [hﬂ-hn]_ .
. Lg 2= [_Y_ OJ: ah, :
It =heh b [ Bhhhehhhh
Lt 3~ ‘ehn Uh::l:m,
Js -( [ )® o o
L: 8~ I found a recipe: that I'm gonna try:,

(2) [Rah:1.3-6 :Mended]

Js I Jumped (.) g[ihot about three feet m]the air T thinke
Vs . : I R - =
~ Jt 1=  athe h heh :
‘i} - Vs 2~ ,-[Y e s]:.
.:._"'v‘ v: }_. .hh[ﬂz :m.-
J2 .

V: 4~  «We didn't go to have our hair done by the wa.y,

The topic-introductory procedures in these two fragments, one Amer;l.ca.n

-

and one British, are virtually identical. Oup analysis of Fragment (2) and
its surrounding talk has Suggested that the utterance introduced via this
Procedure has been pending for a while (withheld and worked téwards in the
‘troubles-talk from which 1t was 'triggered', and preempted by copa.rtici-
e Pant's good-time report). This led us to examine the surrounding materials
 of Fragmsnt (1) for a ‘similar cifcunst&nce; i.e., the presence of o pending,

'touched-off* mtter, And indeed, 1t is quite transparently avaiiable as
such, The recipe introduced Just post reference to Christmas and Santa |
Claus is for popcorn balls cemented with melted marshmallow and sprinkled
O with raspberry Jello powder; 1.e., a Christms candy, an edible analogue of

& Christms-tree ornament,
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environment, that of troubles-talk, may Specificelly Preclude suc;h an

activity., The withholding of introduction of touched-ofe mterials and

and indeed, the deployment of Sfepwise Transition towards the range of
éounter-tmubles materials shown in the F.g.b. &rrays, constitutes an
index of deference to troubles-talk analogous to .those observed in the

several F;ﬂ.b. Boundarying ofe arrays,

instance of a strqngly troubles-resistive tmubles-recipient at wark,

"Among the range of tmubles-resistive activities, we obserired the inter-

| section of what we can now identify as a C.l, Exposition elemsnt with a

Minus C.2, response; 1.e., instead of the Sequentially appropriate c.2,
Affiliation we find a strong index of Disaffiliation, laughter, which 1s
subsequently accounted fopr as, not ridicule, but a response tp a4 conver-
sation-extemal event, (The mterials‘have been refmnscribed.)

(1) [SBL:IV:G:IQR]

. As but eh: what bappened to m:, uh it started up u-at
' Christms you know the secrond ( )
M; - . hh heh heh ‘hhh hehe

M: _[['@_hhlm]
So 1t7 (.) couldn't be uh emphysema or anything 1ike
tha:t or 1t wouldnTt (do a -
M: A [‘uhh'
M: ~ -’hhh[I wasnr't lau:ghing at &[w Kttty was ‘hmhh
e

At -heh (That's alright)
A Aw:_:_
. M: u~-uh nw[kitty climbed up- (.) and wes hitting me on thew
A: Is-
T Mg =ba:ck like somebody ta:pping me on[the ba::ck,hheh t heh ]
As , o fpg(h}how custe,
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" We take the activity 'response to a conversation-extemnal event' to
be a version of 'introduction of touched-off mtex;ials' ; 1.0, ano;thér
sort of emergence which ia properly withheld in the environment of troubles-
talk. While the beginning and end of Fragment (1) above 1s very, similar to
the beginnings and ends of the F.g.b, Stepwise Transition fragments (1),
(2), and (3) (see pages 59-60, 61, and 62-63 respeatively); 1.e., they all
begin in the course of talk about 'a. trouble and end up with happy-talk,
the 1nter.ior is very diffgrent. In the three F.8.b. fragments the troubles-
talk has been gradually’ exited, In‘Fragment (1) above, it has been aborted,
That is, the introduction of activities constrained by troubles-talk has
brought about a termination of troubles-talk and thus 2 cancellation of
its constraints.

- In the Progress Report we noted that while troubles-talk might be no
more than some particular type;of 'content! Slotted into specifiable

standard conversaﬁional oxga.nizatiqna, it appears that although the pro-

cedures for interaction in general certainly operate within and upon it,

troubles-talk is a discrete organizational domin, shaping the interaction
in distinctive wa}'s': The foregoing exploration of talk which 1s specific-
;lly not addressed to 'trouble’; i.e., the troubles-talk exit devices and
the attendant discussions of such general phenomena as "topic' and 'touch-
;af.fs' » Powerfully enhances our ﬁnderstanding of troubles-talk as |
discretely organized. and consequential for ﬁhe, shape of interaction,
Crucially, we are now in a position to see that troubles-talk may constrain
certain occurrences 1;1 its course, and systemtically shape the talk that

oécurs thereafter; talk which we would otherwise treat as utterly irrele-

vant to a consideration of the phenomenon of 'troubles-talk'.
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We have arrayed a series of recurrent

7.

'I‘mubles-'ralk elements in terms

of a progression through a template ordering, and given some consideration

to the sequexitial logic, the topical/intera

ctional work made possible by

.that ordering of elements, We proposed that this partic_hlar ordering con-

_.st.ttutes an elegant and effective machinery by which the polar and competing

relevancies of attention to business as usual and attention to the trouble

can be managed. Roughly, we found that by
ordering the talk moves from an engsgement
focussing upon the trouble and then to a re
Likewise, the relational distance of copart
sational standard to varying degre¢es of int

‘we offered a system and a function,

- -However, the template ordering is more

is artificial in that we find no actual ins

"fA. artificial more or less, in that we do f£ind

not an index of problems in the running off

. ~the sequence ought to run, Such roughness

one knows precisely what to do, and there a

doing what ought to be done, And for such

pmgressing' through the template
with business as usual to a
engagement with l;usiness s usual,
icipants moves from some conver-

imaoy and back egain, 1In short,

or less an artificial opne. Tt
tances of that ordering. It 1is

& rough tendency to that order-

" ing, The terplate ordering might, then, constitute an over-refined charac-
terization which ought to be relaxed; 1.e.,

this rough ordering might be,
of the Sequence, but the way
might be a feature of Troubles-

. Talk in particular, or perhaps a feature of 'blg packages' 1n general.

been described as highly 'ritualized'.l A feature of ritual is that every-

re known consequences for not

ﬁ:temctional particles as, é.s.,

l. The anthropologist Erving Goffmn consistently and incisively talks of
the 'ritua)' aspects of ordinary interaction, See, e.g., Interaction

Ritual, 1967,

LN
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Greetings, Closaings, Queation~Answer, Compliments, Thank.inga, ete, eta.,

we find that interactants have experienced explicit, overt training;

and being instructed, admonished, reprimanded (e;g.. "Didn't yoy hear the
lady say hello? Well you know you shbuld 8ay hello back,", e.g., "You
‘didn't answer my question,"),

It 1s possible that, especially for 'big packagea',. and for those big
packnges which are not used N times a day each and every day; 1.e., such
big pacinges as that by which Troubles-Talk might be organized, no one has
had step by step explicit, overt training in the Proper procedure, nop has
anyone experienced a one to one relationship between..not doing some action
and being instructed, admonished, reprin'r;.nded (e.g., no one has been told
"Didn't you hear the lady say I went to the doctoﬁ well you know you
should say yea:h?", €.8., nNo one has been told "You didn't empathize with
ﬁy exposition."), In short, it nny:be unreasonable to demsnd of any but
those 'ritualized' smmi1 element; that there be a a;:rictly ordered progres-
sion; unreasonable to Propose that 1if they are not running off that way
then we are seeing a sequence going wrong, _

. We recall Harvey Sacks' remark. that "information about utterances aﬁd

their organization for smller units might , , , not tell us anything about

' . 8ome such larger Rclege as ye might try to get at," and that "indeed,

[such informtion] might be misguiding.” Tt is altogether possible that

we are attempting to force an organization, vihich works for smll units,

' onto units which are not organized in that vay. The fact that people are

not from infancy trained to produce such talk can indicate that the talk
is not required to procede that way; 1.e., at best the striot ordering is
optional,
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On the other hand, we might yot be 8ceing, not a rough ordering,.buf,
& reourrent disordering of an elegantly designed package. So, for example,
various investigations show unscripted 'apontaneoua' storytellings to be
highly stmotured.l However, it 1s alSo mssively the case that .a story
told in ordinary conversation 1s, if nét signiﬁcantly disrupted, in var-
ious ways characterizably (mis)shaped by a range of mtemti?pil contin-
gencies, . | | T

In that regard, we .retux'-n to the notion of 'ritual’ and note that
'ritual’ can handle enormously long sequences with each component in its
proper order, and that people can be trained to perfectly reproduce ‘big
packages' whichAoccur only occasionally., That is, such a package as we
propose for Troubles-Talk has a potential for strict production, just as
do the small recurrent sequences., The difference appears to be that
participants to a ,troubles-tening Aave not been socialized to a ritu#l-
ized, af;ep by step performance ét this activity, Thus, we lld.ght be
studying a Culture which has gotten control of small interactional units,

but 1s not yet able to properly cope with large units, Such an irage

. " projects an evolved-to future in whiéh the proper positioning of soms Nth

component of an occasional_]q-activated large package is insisted upon to
w child and lapses thereof are complained of by any coparticipant. Con- -
versely, we might be seéiné, in the ritualized elecents, remants of a .
ﬁore primitive, rigid version of interaction, tfom which the Culture has
been in the process of devolving as it bec.eomes more mtemctionally

sophisticated., The proJect.ion, then, 1s of a future in which it 1s no

l. See, for example, W. Labov and J, Waletsky, "Narrative Analysis: Oral
Versions of Personal Experience” in J. Helm, ed., Essavs on the
Verbal and Visual Arts, y, Washington Press, Seattle, 19656, pp. 12-44

2. Sece G. Jefferson, "Sequential Aspects of Storytell:ing in Conversation"
op. cit., pp. 219-248 ‘ . B




- ‘7% bother or 1ssue as to whether someone retumns a Groeting, answers a
D . Question, now, later, or at all; where, upon the ooourrence of sugh g
strictly ordered pair, a participant might remark upon the coinoidence
that Just last week something similap occurred, - )
We have, then, two alternative, and we think viabfe approaches to
the encountered actual roughness of the tmublea-taik aequenoe:'l) It is
a design-feature of the troubles-talk package and mist/san bs' built inte
an adequate characterization of the troubles-talx package; where, then,
any encou_ntei'ed roughness in the ordering is already acoounted for and
need not be inquiried further. 2) It is an artifact of disordered pro-
duotion and mist/can be accounted for in an adequate analysis of any
actual instance of troubles-talk,
We do not, at this point, attempt to ch&ose between these alterna-

IR S o

'tives. We do, however, note that the asingle-instance analyses of
P .

troubles-talk ylelded again and again indications that we were not lielye'ing.
a vaguely organized package in which the talk ﬂowed along, taking up
this or that option as the partioipants might see £it, but that we were
* oﬁsewing evidence of disruption. Specifically, aéain end again we were
confronted with circumstances which were strongly problenatig for the
' telling of a trouble, In Section IT we examine some of these mtters,




i Section IX. Som Sources of Disruption of the Candidate Sequence

A scan of the current corpus yielded a range of phenomena which,
8ingly or in oombina.tion, could be seen as Sources of dismption' of the
candidate troubles-telung Sequence, The various phen;mena could be

grouped into two major types; o

; . A. Interactional 'Asynchromz'. Roughly, dopartioipants could be

characterized as improperly aligned by reference to the categories
provided for by and crucial to the orderly progression of the sequence,
B, Activity 'Contamination’, Roughly, the talk s not strictly

constituted by the series of activities provided for by and crucial to
the orderly progression of the sequence, but is rartially constituted by
othsr types of aotivities, with alternative components and trajectortes,
.In-oluded among these 'contaminant' activities are; |

' 1, B.lflding & Case: The 'Trouble! as a Possible 'Misdeed!

2. Negotiating a Plen: The '"Trouble’ as a Possible 'Obstacle"

e

3. Dispute:; The '"Trouble’ as & Source of Contention
. . This ;eotion of the mpbrt is concerned with Some detailed consider-
ation of instances of tha various Sequence-disruptive phenow=na, For
. each, we start with gross instances, to. provide a sense of the phenomenon
| and i1ts potential disruptiveness, and then tum to rathepr finer instances
An which the presence of the phenomenon and its consequences for the

”-'ordarly pProgression of tha Sequence might be rather rore obscure,

A. Interactional ! Asynchrony!

In cach of ths following fragments a trouble 1s introduced by a teller
pu but 18 not taken up, as such, by a recipient; i.e., a coparticipant ias not
D aligning as a Troubles-Reoipient. (See Section I, pages 69~T70 Fragment

(1) as a gross instance of this phenoo=non.) We note that in Fragment A.(1)
beiow, & version of 'contamination' is present; i.e., the talk is very



~ -~ . hoavily loadod with featuros of 'accusation' ang 'oomplaint!, we point
(l) - to a candidate C.l. Exposition component here, and the utterancge whioh
| follows it (see arrows) as grossly instancing 'asynchrony!,

A.(1)[3G1T:21:1-3] ((F 1a caller, M 1s wife of intended call-recipient))

M ‘h wQ_:_I(ll g;x my It ha:ve about iwo minutes of Your ti:me?
0. T N
Ms I: would 1iks to tell you that one of yours ‘h uh brother

. er hi- you kno:w tha Ma:sons down at your clusb "hhh uh:sm;;,

— *ep

h “tik °hhn introduced ny husband toa lady —

. ((ca. 20 1ines omitted; straight monologue) )
Mg - ‘hhhh An:d so ¥hen he went awa;y on Mother's da;y and *hh

- —"

he want away on Saturday evening of (0.3) Mother's Da:y °*hh
and he spent the night (.Y with he:r ang all: day Sunday —
and came» homs around about nine o'clock Sunday ni:ght ‘hhhn
uh he didn:'t sa:y y-one word he Just came in put his
pajams o:n ‘hhh as:n:d uh sat on the couch for about five
minutes and thon he ¥ent in: to his bedroom and went to
be:d, 'hh@ 2n:d vh u-s0s uh then I,hh well you know I was
Questioning about what was go[i ng og:n?

e F: - Well do you h’appen to have
(3 e his phone number? '
M: ‘hhh u No:$? T do not have his phone >number<he: will- ]
F: [ Y- . Do you know where I might
o : reach him? '
14

Note in the first place tha_t the caller has Specifically been offer;ed.
U and ﬁas declined an opportunity to align as a mcipient of som projected

"7 further talks 1., with "may I have about two minutes of your tims?" and

the s.ubaequent (0.8) silence. 1n Section I we considered the workings

o of the A.3. Premonitor Response (pages lfff). The co-occurrence in this

__ case of a declined opportunity to align as recipient of some projected

... furthesr talk and a suﬁsequept powerful 'asynchrony' alerts us to the pos-
-sible significance of such apparently trivial utterences as "Yeah," ete.,
both in a particular position in the course of Troubles-Talk and in po.a-

j) . 8ibly characterizable positions in othar forms of talk,

- ' So, for example, in the following two fragments we see a aimilayr

opportunity for, and declination to produce, a display of recipientship,
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Each of these fragments will be considered Subsequently; Fragment (1)
below in the discussion of B.1, Building a Case, where 1t appears \as
Fragment B.1.(1), pages 89-95, and Fragment (2) below in the discussion of
B.53. Dispute, where it appears as Fragment B.3.(1) Pages 159-160.- Here we
Simply assert that the absence of alignment bodes 111 fof the tmuﬁles-
telling. (See leo Section II, Fragment B.1.(3) Pp.‘ 103-104, and p, 152;)
(1) [verrx(a) :3:2]

Ss Kelly may I help you?= .

M: =Yeah Sorrell this 1s Ma:ggie, *h hhh

S: ' - [HJ.:.

M; =  Listen I:'m going to try and go down to Do:ctor Stee:le

' t°d£3yo .
- (0.7)

() [Fr.ustss7eL] ((V 18 finishing up a story))

Vs Cause that-that's (his policy).

J Hey Victor, -

Vs So I (have to say)

J: =  The next time you see me I'm gonna be looking 11ke he::11 .

. you know why, -

- (0.7)

Ths following gross instance of 'asynchrdny' my also be seen as
partially 'contamipated'. In this case a possible Troubles-Telling is,
| combinedly or alternatingly, a message—gﬁing with the 'trouble! as an

‘excuse!. Here, we point to a candidate B.1. Announcement and the utter-

ance which follows it (see arrows) as grossly instancing 'asynchrony!,

A.(2) [Mc:1T:9:1-2] | | .
Lt Bh Will you tell her T called and T 11 her ‘hh Just as
mich as ever but tell her I can't get in, til next Monday

. or Tuesday because, °hhh I'm having to go to the doctop

with my hip you know I, I had a fall and hurt it.
P: - Uh huh,

L: So “hh It's nothing serious don't alarm her,

P Uh huh, .

L: But™ just- tell her that I'm Just going in for uh therapy
treatments, . -

Ps Uh huh,

L: . ['&_xt' I won't be able to come in ti] next week,

In this case, a 'housekseper' is 'taldng a message', That 1a, a
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B b

oandidate troublos-reoipient may be speaifically relying upon and invok-

i.ng' her status in the occupational category 'hqusekeeper' and the acfivity
j“.f category 'mssage taker' to remin aloof frﬁm the proffered troubles-talk,
While the caller is combinedly./altematingly 'leaving a message' ang
‘telling a tmublo'. the coparticipant is consistently' and only 'taking a
message'. In this regard we can notice that in Fregment Ab. (1), page 76,
‘a candidate troubles-recipient invokes incumbency in the activity-category
'caller' to remain aloof from the troubles-talk, That is, in each case,
the declination to align as a tmubies-mcipient is observa.bly warranted,

and thus may be Seen as accountable in the first Place; i.e., one does not

/
f

freely decline recipientship of a trouble,

The following fragment permits us to see another source of 'agyn-
chrony'. Here the mis-alisnmeqt 8Ppears to be 'topical' rather than
'c.ategorial'. In the course of discussing the plans of one participant

for matching a ﬁair of shoes to a new dress, the other attempts to piggy-
back en entry into talk about hep trouble,

A.(3) [(1B:1V:3:2-3] R
. - L -
E: ‘t°hhh Even ths bone Xid wouldn't be bad with 1t Lottie,
L: ° .I've got & pair of bons dd, but I stiiT think that uh, the
other would- I mean God shoes, you lnow you,can get ( ),
E: . I know it,

L:  ¢rI can-

E: [ I've got 30 many, and T eh and I can't wear hardly any of

- . them for a long length of time, with this toe bit, so, .

Ly - Yea:h, : — . :
Es 'hhmm_h_g_ Well, OKAY, I Just finished my uh, VA::CUMIMING,

Here we notice a version of a B.1l. 'rroubles-Announcement followed by,

not a B.2., Announcement Response,l but an acknowledgment token which is

1. Spsoifically, reference to "this toe bit" in the course of talk on
another topia constitutes an in-pn-s;ing mention which recurrently,
and perhaps properly, is taksn up by the coparticipant with an A.l.a,
Inquiry such as "How 1s your toe anyway." We do not include a cone
sideration of this device in oup report, but a version of such an
occurrence can bo seen in Section I, Fragmnt (1) pege 46, where a
reference to "the state I'm in at the momnt® 1s followed by "How 1s
your back anyway,"*
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at best an A.3 Premonitor-Response (see arrows). Such an item in such a
position might indicate that somothing more than mere mtemn§§ to the. |
trouble will be required to engage this coparticipant as a troubles-
re.cipiont: for example, a new troublesoms development. In tem'or the

talk in progress, with "this toe bit" as a component of talk about shoes,

I R TN

. . ' N
the acknowledgment token preserves the relevance of the ongoing topic,

Tan

declining to isolate and 'topicalize’ this candidate shift in topia,

ey

In contrast to A.(1) and A.(2) above, in which the ‘troubles-tellers
pursue the possibility of a troubles-—tellmg across a declingtioﬁ by ‘a
c.opax-ticipant to align as a troubles-recipient. the tmub];es-t;l;.ér in
this case appears to be drastically sensitive to éuch a declihation. Spe-
cifically, the post~troubles acl.:nawledgment token is followed by an
absolute abandonment of the troubles-talx; indeed, by a move into closure
of the oonversa/ti,on itaelf.1 'mAt is, the abandonment 1is done ' with what,
in & troubles-talk Package, constitutesF.f.a.i. Exit via Comversatiom ..
Closure, .‘ |

| That the abandonmant i1s done in this ¥ay my indicate, both for
W and coparticipant, that indeed, the prior mntion of "this toe
bit" was not Just a topical en pessant, but in fact an attempt to enter
trot;blcs-talk. that attempt now observably displayed as frustrated by an
aotion of the coparticipant (1.e., by the non-troubles-receptive "Yea:n").
- Further, ths entry into Closings terminates not only the candidate
troubles-talk, but the topic to which it was piggybeckad; l.e., the

1. The loud "OKAY" inaugurates a Terminal Sequence which my be expanded
by the introduction of such items as the report of 'what I was Jjust
doing' which occurs here. While such an item has rich potential for
& return to conversation, it my, on its occurrence, stand as an
éxpansaion component of a Terminal Sequence, still on the way to clos-
ure, rather than a retum to the conversation proper, For a considor-
ation of such features of the Terminal Sequence, see G. Button, op.
ofit, St
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discuasion of ooparticipant's shoes, The observable ! eenaitivity lnjght
not unfairly be characterized as a 'sulk'; 1 e., if you won't talk to my
trouble, we won't talk at all, And in that regard we might note the
possible 'mitigating' work done by the cuteay/intimtized pronunciation
of "VA::CUMIMING", '

And it appears that the 'mitigated sulk' {s understood and accepted
by the candidate tmubles-reoipient who counters the entry into Closings
with a topic-initiatow query "You walked homs huh?" (see Expanded A.(3)
below) which, if not explicitly addressed to the "j:_g bit", provides
ample opportunity for troubles-expositional talk, On the other hand,
coparticipent's prior deolinatio_n to align as a troubles~reoipient. and
the under-duress character of the subsequent inquiry my be ssen to be
taken into account by the candidate troubles-teller, Provided with an
opportunity to talk about the troublesoma toe by reference to the walk
homs, she declines to take up such mtters and produces a poaitive as8ess-
ment of the walk, "Oh yeah it's delightful,” '
A.(}) [MB:IV:3:2-3: Expanded] |

-

Lt I've got a pair of bone Kd, but T still think that uh, the
other would- I mean God shoss, you know you[can get ( ).

E: T know 1t.

L: [[I can-

E: Ivasotsomrw andIehandIcm'twearlmmlygg of

them for a long length of time, with this toe bit, so,
: g: Ylmhhhhhhea.h' Well, OKAY, I Just finished my uh VA:-CUlmﬁm‘ »

L: =  You, you wa.lked home huh?

E; - Oh yeah 1t s delightful. But a 1ot of people out,

This fregment, which is 80 topically and sequentially deranged, can
be seen to be enormously interactionally coherent by reference to a nego-
tia.tion as to ths telling or not of a trouble and the grounds upon which
& non-telling will be based, Over a series of moves, a trouble which it
appsared would not be told cdue to lack of recipient receptiveness becomes

transformed, as 1t were, to a trouble which will not be told due to the
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sufferer's turning to a salubrious altermnative,

Purther, it is possible that the 'turning to a salubrious altermnative'

is 8ystematically available as Just that, in contrast to doing trouble-free

talk, Specifically, "Oh yeah 1t's delightful®, 1n its particular environ-

ment, my be a recognizable device for 'talldng positively about a nega-

tive matter', In the following fragment a simflap utterance follows an

dinner on Thanksgiving day, during a tims when the host couple are having
difficulties, see Section I, Fragments C.1.(2) page 21, c.2.~ C.3.(%) page
25, E.A.b.(5) pege 40, B.1.(6) Pages 110-111 and fn.1.(a) page 113,

(1) [MB:1v:13:1]

Es So they came dow:n and had dinner,hh

- LS, Uh hu#_ho - .
E: *hh *hhchh .
L —~ [Has it ni:ce?
- (0'6)
E: - Oh ye:h the turkey was de}_i_ciou

s,
4 [Oh goo:d, ,
E; They stopped by to see Mister Cole on thse vay down, So they
left kind of early but, she said the beh-huh-the bus
schedules wore so, ~'hhh[hard on Sunday to get Grayhou:nd,
Lz ' . Yeah,
o That 18, "the turkey®™ appears to be a subatitute, chosen for its posi-
tive assessability, by reference to which it can be understood that the
'primry assessable (i.e,, the gathering itself) does not lend itself to
positive aSsensment; 1.e., wvas troublesoms, Sqmathing similar may be '
availeble in the reply to the inquiry about the possibly troublesome walk
home, "Oh yeah 1t's delightt‘ul."l Specifically, the "{t" baing essessed

i8 not the walk itself, but the route which "18" subject to positive

1. In each of these candidate instances of 'talking positively about a
negative matter'! we find the tum-1initial "Oh yeah" which seems to

responding. This 1is one featuroe of the phenomanon we refer to as

Pregnant Confirmation, which %o are mvestigating in its om right
(see Introduction, page 8), '
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' @&8seasment, independent of this particulap occasion of walking; i.e., we
note that the report does not propose that it "wag" delightful on that
particular occasion of walldng (on the troublesome toe). Thus, we may be
observing a systematic distinotion between talk.which is recogni;.a.bly
'trouble-froe ! and that which is recognizably a 'tmublé-substitufe'. the
latter Specifically involdng the trouble and providing for recognizable |
"being positive in the face of trouble!,

Fragments A.(l)-A._(}) above are gross instances of 'aaynchmny', in
Which one participant altogether declines tg Participate 1n the troubles.
talk proferred by the other (in Fragment A.(3) that declination is subse-
Quently negotiated), Following is one of sevc;ral rather more delicate _
instances. 1In this case both Micimts (the same as 1n Fragment A.(3))
suffer from a fungus of the nails, one of them ore acutely than the |

&8 acutely as ths returning holiday-mkep's coparticipant. The introduc-
tion of the remedy marks the similarity, e.z., "You know Isabel had hep |
nail takpn off, like you had your toenail taken.off.? and it just about
Klled _her you know, she nearly died a thoﬁsand times and T m telling
her about you." and, e.g., A”It kept ‘hh getting 1ike Jou:rs.you know on
Your toes? bt.méhing up? you know? °hhh and, d-tﬂm-en underneath? and it-
and it really hurt her". The upshot being that "she got that and ih- and

it's never bothered her;"." ‘We Join the conversation Just post the 'upshot!

utterance,

A.(4) [NB:IV:10348-49]
Lt ‘hhhh And get 1t 1n the tube Emm,
Es Alright dear,

L: Get the tube and now, tonight I- I took a toothpick and I1-



.‘T:'-. sl Ls ‘hhh and T put the- eh stuff down in my-uhn Y nailse
@ E: it zhm, —
w ' Ls -you[know, .
E: Ian': this funny you and T would have 1it,
(0.4%) o
E: This is ri[_c_l_i_culous. : .
Ls Everybody's got- °hn Isn't that funny we were 1n

a p- uh[(:):
h God it's terrible 1otti1e, uy toenails- °hhh they

you know, they're jus- dead. Everything's dead. I-I sat out
today and I said my God am I Just dying, It's- 11ke I'm

Lt = No at- we were in some Place, I don't now 12 1t was Bxliock's '
or some place, (0.5) I guess it was Bullock's, And, somebody
was talking about 1t, and T bet there were ‘hhh ten poople
around there, and they all started to say well they had the
same thing

A rough scan of the fragment shows that the ‘asynchrony' here

involves that while both participants are producing troubles-relevant
talk, they are woving in drastically different directions (see arrovs),

The remedy-recipient suddenly launches into Some highly emotional repor-

£ : ~ tage which is followed by a rather bland Treport by remedy-deliverer on

" - the prevalenc? of the mlady. . v ~

“ In slightly finer detail we ‘can notice 1‘:hat the report which follows
the emotional outburst was started prior to that outburst and was inter

rupted by it,

o L: =  Everybody's got- °hh Isn't that funny we were in a p-uh[é:
B - . , E:

Ood it's terrible Lottie, my toenails- *hhh they Just look

80 sick . . . it's 1ike I'm ossified, . :
L: - No at- we were in some place, I don't know if it was Bullock's
~ Where, then, the outburst which interrupted the start on the x;eport is

'sequehtially deleted' by a reoycle of the report. And we note that
-

such deletion is a not uncommon fate of ‘interruptive' op otherwise

PR .

improperly coparticipant-attentive talk, at the level of single-~ and

multi-sentence utterances, and rather large blocs of talk such as stories.]'

1. For a conside’mtion' of this phenomenon, sce Jefferson, "Sequential
aspacts of storytelling in conversation," op, cit.
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A close examination of tho fragment Pormita us to understand ‘how the
'asynchrony' was generated; 8pecifically, how the 'intor;x'uptive outburst !
might have come to be so precariously (mis)positioned. We start by
noticing that the remsdy-reciptent Produces what cag aonstitute a D, work.
Up component; l.e., a commentary on the trouble, Similar to the reports of
Relevant Othepr Experiences (cf, D.(1)-(%) pago&}l—j})»...'.'Ign't. this funny

“that you and T would have 1t " However, the announcing .of Something ags

(1) [Rah:II:10~11:s]

J3 But he's a funny d:d. *hhh He- He was 80 upset k- fo
You know he'd beeq £rying when I'got baok -

And we can notice a partitioning of sufferers, the two relevant ones
being, not, e.g2., "Isabel and I"; 1.e., 'not the two most sc;rel; afflicted,
but "you and I"; i;e.. the two current interactants, Suol; a letioning
un‘.y be designed to achieve a receptive alfgnment by.tha 'cuz-rent copartici-
Pent for the talk to ¥hich "funny® 15 serving as & preface; 1.e., the
"-you and I 18 working as a troubles-relevant intimtizing device,

Further, no response immedintely forthcoming (1.e., post an (0.%)
silence), remedy-recipient appends 2n assessment, "This s ridiculous,”

In & fragment from anothepy conversation between these two pParticipants, we

© — find "ridiculoua" occurring in an utterance which specitica.llf solicits,

Cc.3. Arfiliation Response, a letting go, is appropriately positioned,
(2) [NB:IV:’lza] '

E: Isn't he ridiculous,
(0.9)™

Ls He's crazy,
(0.6)

E; Oh:: God dammit, T said 1t's too bad the boat didn't sink
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.' In a range of materials it appcaru that ridiculous" operates as a
restrained, troubles-resistive gloss for such Spocifications as "erazy",
"terrible" s 6tc., The proferring of the glosa may initiate a Bequence in
which an expectable appropriate next event is the coparticipa.nt at'filia-
tion whioh will, 1in turn, unleash the matters which the gloss has
pProsented 1n restrained fashion,

. | In a range of ways, then, remedy-recipient may be worklivg to set up
an envirbnnnnt in which a C.3. Affiliation Response, a Letting Go, can
appropriately occur, And we note tl;at the program can have been trig-

. 8ered by, and thus have been 1n process since, remedy-deliverer's strong

descriptions of the friend's sufferings, posed by reference to prior-knom
sufferings of the remeiv—recipient (1.e., aho nearly died a thousand
timasf’, "you know on your toes? bunching up?”, etq o)e

So, then are two possible readings of remedy-recipient' 8 talk: as
& D. Work-Up component. or as a C.2.~C.3. initiator; i.0., ag an approach
to a Letting Go. Remedy-deliverer selects the D, Work-Up reading, perhaps
speoificnlly in as mch as {t touches on mtters for which she has L

’ fincident to mlate. That is, the reference to the strangeness of "you and

tnving the trouble my bring to udnd and provide a place for tha tel-
ling of an incident 1n which it turned out that of some random collection
of people, unny of them share that trouble, That is, the talk with whic.h

remedy-recipient my be working towards a Letting Go, Just happens to set

| up a ripe environmnt for a report of Relevant Experienoea of Cthers,

There are features of remedy-deliverer' s talk which might alert the

coparticipant to the alternative reading bei.ng rads and the alternative

direction being taken; for example, the (0.%4) gap and the "Everybody's
got-" which undercuts ths "you and I" Intimatizing., However, as in
Fregment (2) page 84 above, an even.ioxzser gap does not neceszarily
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mko for problems in the Sequence, and the unintimmte "Everybody's got-
Oocours in overlap and is abandoned; 1.e., stands aa a ﬁon—occumme.
Cruoially, the.work by whioh remsdy-deliverer exhibits the here and now
appropriateness of her forthcoming report; 1.e,, the marking of that part
of coparticipant's talk which elicited it, constitutes .very nearly a
straight repeat of that tall; i.e., 1in the environment of "Isn't this
mmy‘ you and TI..." we find "Isn't that funny we...",

As 1t happens, the "we" 1s not the same pairiné as "you and 1" (the
"wa" eonsisting of, not ihe two curr;nt copartioipants, .linut this speaker
and the co-suffering friend)., And the "funny" 1s not, e.g., an afﬁlia-
tive 'echoing' but a preface to this speaker's own forthcoming report,
But in terms of itg observable feﬁtures, the utterance 1s very aimilar to
the prior, _ Remedy-recipient my be monitoring the talk by reference to
the expsctable occurrence of an affiliative item which will take its
Propar plece in/the Sequence leading up to a Letting Go, and thus my be
hearing the near-repétition "Isn't that funny we..." as the actualization.
of that expectation. . - | ' |

One finsl detail. The positioning of the Iestting Go, in the course
of coparticipant's story introduction can be seen, as we have initially
characterized it, as an 'interruption'. Speciﬁca.lly, it finds a 'weak
11ink' in the talk and breaches it at fha.t point; 1.e., 1t starts up just
&8 the utterance hes broken off and gone into ‘search'.

Ls ‘hh Isn't that f\nuwweweminap—uh
E; !

. lon Goa 1t terrible
But there 13 an alteh-xative characterization by which this activity stands
not as an interruptive exploitation of a weak link, but as relieving co-
participant of the necessity of formlly completing an utterance which is
understandablae prior to completion;. So, for example, in the following

fragment we f£ind a slight hitch prior to soms touchy materials, after which,

3 wol.



completed to be fully understood and affiliated with,

(1) [NB:IV:lO:QZR]
. Et *  He can make me 80 da:m mad I gould-

(.
Ls —~ [[Nell that's the way with me: too,
E: bop him

Again, given a workdng towards a C.2,~ C.3. pair in which coparti-
oipants exhibit their affiliation with each other, and given the

introductory "Isn't 1t funny you end I...", the intersection of the pos-
8ible affiliation at a faltering point can oonstitute a 'response to!
rather than an ’mtérruption of' that utterance; an unders:tanding and
uptake of the thrust “ich 1s available in the matertal so far 1n that
utterance if 1t 1a mnitored as 'a pocsible affiltiation in the first place,

Briefly: Each participant- finds herselr with som=thing to deliver,

comment on the distribution of the mlady), Each ig pProducing talk

directed to arriving at her own delivery and hearing the othep's talk by

" reference to thst program; i.e., each is 2ligned as a candidate 'tellep!

. with the other as 'mcipient'. A range of features of the talk provides

for sufrioient ambiguity to permit each pParty to see that the other is
aligned as ‘'recipient' of herse-If es 'teller', until the point of actual
delivéry, when each finds herself confrqntod with an utterly misaligned
coparticipant,

We take 1t that, at least in Part, a source of the misalignment here
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is that the interactants ere dealing with a ‘(more or less) shared trouble,
Several other fragments in the current corims yield this phenomenon, and
it appears that talk about a (more or less) shared trouble is, 1in general,
Susceptible to interactional ! asynchrony', and thus to dismptiox; of the
candidate troubles-telling sequence. | ’

The foregoing array has instanced a recurrent source of disruption of
the candidate 'I‘mublea-’.l‘elling sequence, the phenomenon of 'Interactional
Asynchrony'!, a misalignment of coparticipants by reference to the cate-
gories Troubles-Teller and Troubles-iiecipient. Following 1s a consider-
ation of a second major source of disruption of the candidate sequence.

B. Activity 'Contamination'

In our consideration of Interactional 'Asynchrony' we noted the
presence of 'contaminant' activities; for example, in Fragment A.(1)above
a "trouble' is delivered in part as a 'complaint' and in Fragment A.(2),
es an 'excuse'. We find that there are ranges of activities which can
converge with a troubles-telling; activities which have rather different |
treatments of the event/situation and rather different components and
trajectories from those of a troubles-telling, pér se., Among the range
of 'contaminants' we find three recurrent types: 1) Building a Case, in
which the 'trcuble' constitutes a possible ‘misdeed' (or 1ts consequence),
2) Negotiating a Plan, in which the 'troublo constitutes a possible

'obstacle', and 3) Dispute, in which the 'trouble' becomss a source of
.contention. We will f:onsider instances of the three types, in tum.

B. 1. Building a Case: The 'Trouble' as a possible 'Misdeed’

A dramatic use of ths convergence of 'trouble' and 'misdeed' was
shown in the ITV documentary Medic 1-6 which followed the activities of a
. general practitioner in Bridlington. An emergency case comes in, an

elderly mn with a hemorrhaging ulcer. There is blood all over the sheets,
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1.0 . Of what might constitute g thoroughly terrifysng 88Peot of a "troube!,
~ the Praotitionep makos a teasing 'misdeed', saying to the hemn‘haging
- Patlent, "pop't 16t the laundry lady see thig!"

-

Here, the teasing formulation of 4 'trouble! a5 4 ‘miedeeqd! can serve
to reassure the patient, Fap better to be treated ag misbehaving than ags
bleeding to death, 1n contrast to thig instance, in whipn."uisdggq.'ﬁ;mrlg

.'aa & relief from 'tmuble', the current corpus of troubles-talxk yields
) instance aftep instance 1n which 'misdeeq! is a serious, consequentiaj

- formulation, to which 'trouble! Stands as the ‘relteg! altermative, So,

. the cardidate troubles-veoipient having been witness to the event, We
‘f-\pote 8nother 'contaminant! here: fThe cand.:!.data trouble g génerating an

| :absence from work, and that issue s also being dealt .\d.th.

. [o1z(a) :3:2]

Kelly may 1 help you?e
=Yeah Sorrel} thig 15 Ma:ggie, 'h[hhh
Hi:.,

Listen 1:'q going to try ang 80 down to Do:otop Stee:le
tOdgzy. :
((swallow)) And Sally's at the sto:re,

Ye:ah no she's already gone cause Mae's there,

(0.3
M: Oh:. (.) Mue came in?
S: Yo ah.and She says_no Problem She'd work toda:y 80,m -
M: [°O_13 : olay,e ]
S: =ve're all se:t,
M: Oh fi:ne,
(0.2)
M: ‘hh Bacau:se I(e) (.) You know I told Dother what'q
ha:ppeneqd Yesterday there at the party,h[h a: :Jnd uh,
S: ‘“*Yoah,*

M: = . *hhhhhn (0.2) 1 You know she asked me 1f 1t ywag because 1'q
bad too much to dri:pk and I said no because at the t.1:mow
Ss - ' Tl U TR the g

~~,
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M: =I'd only ha:q,n Jou know that drink and a ha.j¢ when we
were going through the roceiving line, — ’
S: Ri:ght .=

M: =  =“hhhh so whatever it 1s it's&o:t to (.) Probably be my
blood pressure,
S: - That's what 1t Sounds 1ike,

Most roughly, we can note that the trouble is mitially dealt with in
terms of 1ts consequence for the work situation, In finer detatl i1¢
f.ppéars that the fact that it 18 the work Situation which 1g initial1y
dealt with my be the Product of a negotiation, Specitically, the cand{-
date troublea-teller Produces an iten which s ambiguously an Absence-
Relevant Report or an A.2.c. Troubles-Lead-yp; 1.., "I:'m going to try o
€0 down to Do:gtop Stee:le toda:y." (cf. Section I, Fragments A.2.e.(1)
and A.2.e.(2), rage 15), The ambiguity is left to be resolved by the co-

pParticipant and a slot 1s pProvided in whigh guch work can be done (2.e,,

trouble (cf. the Pressure towards 'business 88 usual'), unless som move
is mde to undsrcut that priority; unless caps.r‘ticipax.xt indicates that,
 between us and/or fop this trouble, 1t 1s the trouble which will on thig
Ocoasion be granted priority, 1f that 1s S0, then ths fact that the copar-
ticipant Says nothing, but leaves 1t up to prior sSpeakep .to decide.which
i direction to take, does not mean that the choifce ia ‘open!, Rather, the
prior speaker 1as referred to the standard priorifies, from which -on thig

Cel “occasion thsre will be no reprieve; i.e., prior speakex_‘ is to understand

undercutting of the priority of attention to business over attention to
the trouble, Whereupon, the candidate troubles-tellop addresses business,
'((swallow) ) And Sally's at the sto:re,"

Again, roughly, we can tiote that once the buainesa is out of the way,



91.

the trouble/misdeed 1s taken up. And again in finer detail, we might
note that the way in which it 18 taken up ig8 rather Special. Fop one,

following the conclusion of business there 18 a brier (0.2) silence, One

ness over troubles-talk, -now that the btusiness 1s concluded, the lower-
priority mtter will be taken up by the copartioipant with, e.g8., some

form of A.1.a. Inquiry. No such utterance occurring, the candidate
troublgs-teuer volunteers a .turning to the trouble,

_. Note that this unsolicited troubles-tellins is formatted as somehow
tied to the prior ta]rk, as an explanation of Something; i.e., as a
"Because"-rolated item, "°hh Becau:se I(g) ( ;) You know I told -_n_nther
what'a ha:ppened Yesterday there at tha party"., Although unsolicited, the
telling 1s not Introduced as a mtter of sheer choice but is foz;rratted as
*called for',l

-~

. Such formatting my constitute a device for the introduction of un-
solicited materials, In the following fragmant an unsolicited
'praisevorthy' is prefaced with 'because'. This fragmant required
and rewarded intensive analysis the results of vhich are not shown,
We simply note that the 'because’-prefaced 'praisevorthy' is an
unsolicited, volunteer offering. .

The utterance is produced at a Civil Defense Headquarters in the state
of Louisiana during a flood, by a civilian/stranger to the state, -
ing a lull in the activities the civilian/stranger and the son of the
Civil Defense Commander get into a conversation during which the boy
turns to a wall map of the area and puts the eivilian/stranger to a -

test,

(a) [cpiR:IT:276R] A .

C: Could you- um show- Do you know where we are right now,

M: n-Ye:ah? I'm gonna show you Just where we a:re now let me see,
we're right up here.

C: " Yeah,

M:  on:: four six six two Paridn- Parkinson. Right around the re,

C: s . Yeah,

M: Right?

Cs Right,

Mg - Cause I was out- CAixse I been ferrying back and forth between
hessre an::d Dickson Barrack,

That is, an informtion-bit which the civilian/atranger might well
wagt to announce, which exhibits his usefulness, perhaps his courage,
88 - 711 as his expertise. {a introduced as 'ecalled for' by orior tallk.
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The formtting of this volunteered talk about the trouble/misdced as

'called for' by the talk 1in Progress may constitute & solution to a gen-
eral problem characterized by Harvey Sacks 48 a question which might be
put to any ftems "Why did you Say that?" or "why did you say th-at now?"
(or, as my mother poses 1t, "why are you telling me thia?"), According to
Sacks (Lecture, March 9, 1967, pages 4.5).

In so far as you can be seen as talking to a raised topie,
then to some very considerable extent, that persons come to see
Your remark as fitting into the topic at hand provides for thenm
the answer for how come you said it now, That is, the possible
question is solved automatically, Upon hearing the Statement, a
hearer will come to see, directly, how you came to say that,

Sacks further notes that such a procedure can be‘used to "s1ip something
in" without raising the issue of "Why this?" op "Why this now?®
In particular, the matertals which are introduced as ‘called fopr! by

' . the talk in Progress constitute the build.ing of a case against overindul-

gence in alcohol, and for high blood pressure, as the source of "What'd
ha:ppenedq yesterday there at the party". Introduced &3 they are, they
- may pass as not especially motivated; i.e., they are not to.be Seen a.s‘
mking & special point of getting this thing said, where its availabili;;y
‘a.s espegially motivated c;:uld rai'se the issue "Why are you telling me
this“:’" (both "why th1s?" and "why to me?"),

| In fact, 1t appears that the talk 1s quite especially motivated. Fop
one, specakesr has. good reason to suppose that coparticipant is talking

about last night's incident. Just prior to this conversation she has been

processed through the central Switchboard and has been asked by one of the

operators "Are you dying?".(included as an instance of A.1.a. Inquiry,
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the.intoraotion; i.e., without explicitly asking "What have you been say-
1ng?" and without explicitly proposing "This 18 what to say.” The ro;-
matting of this mtter as 'called for' by, and thus as an embedded |
component of, the prior talk may be accomplice to such a program, ° Accom-
plice to such a program, as well, may be the fact that .the case is not
addressed to the coparticipent but is embedded into a story in which the
case 1is addressed to someone else.t That third party may be serving as a
surrogate for this coparticipant; i.e., the crucial Question is asked
("she asked me if 1t was because I'd had too much to dri:nk") and the ecru-
c1al answer 1s given ("and I said no because at the ti1:me I'd only ha:d,h
You know that drink and a ha:lf..."), but not officially, explicitly, as
betweon thee and m.a C

'J.:he coparticipent produces talk which, on rough anaiyisis, can be
seen to be indicative that what éhe has been saying and will be‘sa.y:lng
selects the innm/:uau.s alternative. She reJect; the alcohol theory, pro-
ducing a "™No:::::" 1in the environment of the storied irquiry about too
much drink, and goes on to ctincu;; with both the report of miniml drinke-
ing ("Ri:ght") and the propos?d blood-pressure theory ("That's vhat it
sounds lika").'. While concurrences are weak and unreliable indicators,
the rejection of the alcohol théory, as a product of some independent
assessment of the incident, might be strong. '

In finer detail, however, it appears that the 'rejection' is also

1. That it is the candidate troubles-teller's own mother who asked the
orucial question my stand as a strong index of what can be expected
from others and my, in part, have motivated the exercise in which
this spealknr is currently engaged,

2. The distinotion between 'embedded' and ‘exposed' conduot of activi-
ties is a general phenomenon. It i1s considered by reference to one
particular conversational activity-type in Jefferson, "On exposed
end embedded correction in conversation, in J. Schenkein, ed.,
Studies in the Organization of Conversationsl Interaction, Vol II,
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best seen as 'concurrence'. Specifically, the "No:::::" does not fol-
low the storied inquiry, but chimes in with the storfed rejection, VIVt
is not until, and procisely upon, teller's self-quoted rejection of the

&aloohol theory, that reoipient produces her own 'mJection' item,

M: she asked me 1f 1t was because I'd had too mich to drd :nk
‘a.ndIsaidp_o[ -
S: No: : 212,

.'Bus configuration is powerfully reminiscent of materials we considered
earlier, in which a troubles-recipient was characterized as 'tald.ng a
\oue' from a troubles-teller, for the production of an intemctionany

reciprocal expression of empathy (see Section I, page 27, Fragment (1)

and footnote 1),

R: 1f 1t's (.) Just conjunctivitis but oh,
M: . . : Ohhz::gs ¢

s ¢®
2

Likewise, recipient's rejection of the alcohol theory may be recognizably
‘taking a cue' from prior speaker; 1i.e., an 'interactionally generated"
display rather than an independently forged conviction, and thus

specifically, systematically, unstable and unreliable.l

1. We take the forsmulation 'interactionally generated' from Sacks, who
considers the phenomenon by reference to a particular activity, the
mking of 'i{nvitations'. Ke proposes that a crucial feature of
'intemctiomlly generated' activities is that they are, recognizably,
'Spur of the moment' matters which do not have the same status as
recognizably indepandently-generated mtters, In the case of invita-
tions in particulsr, in the lectures, Spring 1968 ¥ay 29 pages 9-11
and Winter 1970 Lecture 5 peges 17-18, Sacks notices that recurrent-
ly interactionally-generated invitations are followed by such utter-
ances as "Don't prepare very much", or "No, you core over here";
i.e,, are treated as mitable and negotiable, a very different trcat-
ment from such invitations as might themselves generate an interac-
tion (i.e., those for which soueone phones to mke the invitation).

In a later lecture, Spring 1972 lLecture 6 pages 8-10, Sacks points to
another feature of '1nteractiona11y generated' activities, again by
reference to 'invitations'; that they can bs seen as "ths use of
{that activity] to do som2thing that is itself sequentially appropri-
ate." That is, an interactionally generated activity my not only be
recognizably spur-of-tha-moment, mitable and negotiable; 1.,e., un-
stable, but may be recognizably produced to fulfill some local conver-
sational requirement, and thus not necessarily indicative of tha posi-
tion its speaker might otherwise proffer; i.e,, unreliable. -



tion. Such behavior is altogether common, and we find instances of 1t
at this very precise level of detail in a renge of matters, from exhi-
biting 'recognition’ to deciding whether a prior utterance ought to be
.greeted with laughter, Howsver, in this case, the fact that such behav-
ior can be produced by reference to .this Particular issuye with its par-
ticular altermatives, may be deeply problematiec, revealing that for this
recipient the possibility of alcohol-overindulgen'ce is perfectly viable,
In that regard we note that teller produces an 'override!, pursuing

the interseoted utterance across the overlap and increasing in amplitude

as the overl&pping 'conourrence' persists,

M: I said go[because at the E]J.:m I'd only ha:d,h=
S: - No:::2:,, :
M =you h:owthatgrinkandalazlr. o o

That 1s, we find teller rot marely disattend.i.ng ths problematiq concur-
rence with the storied mJection- of the alcohol thaory, bt.irt preseing on
with the storied rebuttal of that theory and thus, 'embeddadly presenting
it, insisting upon presenting 1t, to the current coparticipant/past and
future carrier of onpe or another version of the incident,

In this fragment, shown as & gross instance of a 'econtaminated!

' troubles-teliing, we see almost nothing of a Troubles-Telling, per se.

With ths ambiguous Absence-Report/Tmubles-Lead—Up we have a potential
troubles-telling, & possible initiation of a tmubles-talling sequsnce,
But 1t is preempted by two higher-priority mtters (business and reputa-

tion), matters which are deeply implicated in th= everyday business-ag-
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The second fragment by reference to the sams incidont occurs two

weeln later, in a cqnversa.tion between the candidate troublos-teller and
" a friend from outside the work situation. Teller has been rocounting a

recent holiday trip she took with the coparticipant of Fragment .B.l.(l),

in which they both competed for the same man and apparentiy teller won.

As we Join the conversation, teller is commenting ubon the losoer's cir-

‘cumstances,
B.1.(2) [U61I(a) :1:0x:1-3]
Ms And 1t's a tremendous frustration you see.
Js ['Yo sah::,*
Ms ‘hh Because You lmow even 1iks (.) oh two Sundays ago she and

I went to a wedding of a very (.) dear 1ittle girl that we've
both worked with..*

Js [Yezghi’
Mg ~ A::nd uh: of courze you know me and my blood pressure the
minute I get (.) you know, (0.3) WHEE:::, and there it

. 80_0_331- -
Js =Yea(h)h,
M: °t°hhhh O:kay so one of my girlfriends had told me that uh

she had been threatened with being fired A
L 4
. ((ca. 55 lines omitted re, threatened girlfriend))

M: So g_nymte this got m» upse:t and then a couple of other
things got m upset, and so T passed the first round of
drinks at (0.2) a:t lunch, °hhhh a:nd uh I went end I got 2
(.) drink for myself on a Second round of drinks.=
Js lea[h,
" M: Well this is a:bnormal for me anywa:y? so: (.) ‘hhh I
had that drink and then we all got in the recei:ving line,

Well all I had a chance for was like (0.2) a thir:d of a
second dri:nk,= )

Jz =Yeah,
Ms which I had put down, .
— Js [ Yeh, ‘
M: ot to drag it through the reg_ieving[line.
J: ] Ri:Shto :
M ‘hhhh So we went to the table? I had a fruit cup, (.) I had
- a glass oi)chnmpagne and iroediately blacked ou:t,
- (o.
Js nYou're kidding, - .
Mg M-mm. ‘khhh So whethar it was the blood pressu:re that had
@ built up because T wase
. Je =Are you prone to do that?
M: Yah,
(0.3)
Je Oh you are,

- M Yas:uh



(0.2)
Me Yery hypertensivow
Js =°Ohs: :: gee.® .
M: This kind of thing. Course Rick checked me la:st
Sunday and saiq aah you don't have‘amr high blood Bressum
I said well then you know kisg my mmg;.. -
Jt =°0Oh (G o:d.)e .
M: (- be:cau;se (.) well Something did 1¢ whetherp
1t was 11ke a to:xic reaction to the frosh frutf T hag I
don't really know what it was but all of 4 Sudden I was (,)
blackeq ou:t,
. J2 *Goshsgs® .
M: Sox Say to the man sitting next to m® I saiq would you get
the lady at the pext table and have her 80 with me to the
Jladies room, I saiq I really feel very ba:d,
J Ya:h, - o
M: ‘t°hhhh So we rent to the ladfes room wel] of course .
1mdiately they calleq a doctor that was at the party and
. he said do you wvant ms to callyouanambufanceandIsaid
no I'm fine 1f you'1) Just leave my alone and Jet = re:st,
hhhh AIright now I was in a cold Sweat, I couldn't get oy
brea:th, '
Je ‘Oh[h ( )e ;
M: ‘hhh Alright first of a1y you do:n't do this when you've
.. 8ot too much 0sze, )
(0.3) :
M: You get ths co:1d sweats when you coms ou:t, of having been
Pazssed out from too much boo:[ze. :
Je Yeah,
Je B[ut not before you g80: d-
M: ‘hhhh
: ) A
Js ( )
M: [Q'NO:::. NEver, .
- (1.2) '
M: We:11? vhat was ths word on Monday at the sto:re? (0.2) M.,
SRR - G0 with Maggle. (0.3) hh Sha gets flapped out and can't —
. mke it, - B
. Js *Oh wo:sz:w,®
M: °t °hhhh We:ll you see during the interim, or waiting for the

marriage ceremony to takes Pla:ce Sorr_e;ll had Said to ma, have
You ever heard from Ba:n. °hhh And I said yes as a matter of
fact I said I hed a (.) da:rling letter from him . , .

Again, this fragment is very mich an instance of Building a Case, and
adequate analysis of the fragment requires an analysis of that phenomenon,.
which we are not prepared to provide. The fragment is shown in the first

@ place 8imply as a gross Instance of the 'contamination' Phenomenon, We
3 . will, howaver, consider somes of its reatuxﬁn.

For one, we note & version of an A.2, Trouble-Premonitor followed by



& veraion of an A.3. Premonitor Response (see Section T pagos 17-18),.

Ms A::nd uh: of course You know me and my blood pressure theg
minute I get (.) you know, (0.3) WHEE---, and there ¢
goe:8,=

J3 =Yea(h)h, -

Roughly, this can be seen as an inversion of the standard A.2,~ 7.3,
configuration‘ i.e., a candidate trouble is posed as femiliar end lightly-
.treatable (in contrast to the 'serious news' projected by mny of the A,2,
elements), and 1s received as such, receipient laughingly concurring,
Such a configuration my process something which might otherwise consti-
tute a "trouble’ » 28 a projected incident in the torthcorning story,
specifically not to become & source of troubles-talk, per se,

However, when the mtter eimrges. it 1is met with a B.2. Announcement

Response; 1.e., 1s treated 83 an Arrival at a to-be-talked-of trouble, -

M: I had % gl;sa of champagne and immediately blacked oust,
3 : 0.4
Js nYou re kdding, '

We can note that the trouble referred to in the 'inverted A.2.~ A3
processing is rather different the.n the trouble which emerges; i.e., high
blood pressure is one thing, a blackout ie another, And indeed, as the
talk unfolds, it agppears that the distinction is relevant; recipient
pursuing the blackout as consequentially different from high blood pres-
sure, teller working to undercut the distinoction, Specifically, recipient,
who has concurred in a display of i‘emilinrity with the phenomenon of high
blood pressure as an attribute of teller, exhibits unfamiliarity with the
phenomenon of blackoute as such an attribute, inaugurating an inquiry
with "Are 4ou prone to do that?® what follows is a delicate interrogation

sequence in which the blackout becomes ambiguously. replaced by, or added-to

with,something akin to high blood pressure; 1.e,, 'twpertension'.
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M: ~ I had % gi;sa of champagne and 1mmed1ate1y blacked ou:t, .
: 0. - -

Js nYou're kidding. : ,

M: M-mm, °khhh So Whether it was the blood pressu;re that haq

_Euilt up because I wase
Je: = = Are JOUu prone to do that ?

M: Yah, : .
(0.2) .

Je Oh you are,

M: Ya::uh
(0.2) , .

M: - Very hypertensivew ‘ UL g -,

' Js =®Oh::rz: gee,®
M: This kind of thing,

follow the announcement of the blackout, but Aintersects an in-progress
accounting fop the blackout wh:lc-h has fncluded a reference to "the blood
Pressure which had built up", Thus, the inquiry "Are you prome to do
that?" might conceivably be 'responding to! that utterance and addressing
the blood pressure build-up r;the_r than 'mtemxpting" that ﬁtteranoe to

L .
- address the Prior-mentioned blackout (cf, the 'response' versus 'inter-

ruption' ambiguity in I-‘raément A.(%), pages 82-83, c'onsidened on pages
86-87). Teller ms.;r be exploiting the possible ambiguity, confirming that
which is in good faith confirmble; _ i.;a.. & tendency t6 high blood pres-
sure, while perhaps Seeming to confirm withouf actually doing so, that

T which cannot in good faith be éonfirmed: 1.e., & tendency to sudden black-

outs,

At one point in the interrogation, tellep proffers an item, "Very
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lwportenaivo;', which might stand as that which is, and has been, bcing
confirmd; 1. e,, a cl.arification now locating what 1t is, specit‘ically,

that teller has a tendency to, and thus replacing ' _blackout' as the mat-

- ter to which they are talkdng. And it 13 possible that the recipient is,

with the affiliative "'Oh--~z gee®*", accepting the substitution without
explicitly addresaing the faat of substitution, and acknowledging its
status as & trouble in its own right, independent of the pmblemtic and
now abandoned issue of a tendency to sudden blackouts,

However, the talk which teller goes on to produce is ambiguous for
the abandonment of a tendency to sudden blackouts, Specifically, teller

produces an instance of a 'generalized list completer!, "This kind of

: thins This. device, which has its home as last of a series of adja-

cent items, can operate on a range of itewms mentioped at various points
in soms ongoing talk assimilating them as CO-members of a list although
they have not occurred in tha prototypical 1ist format; il.e,, adjacently,
Thus, the talk which has been capped with a 'generalized list completer

can have b..en confirming the pmsence of a series of aspacts of a troublé,

- collected as candidate 1ist co~mmbers; 1i.e,, a tendency to sudden black-

outs, high blood pressure, and hypertension. On the other hand in as
mich as these items have not been produced adjacently but are to be list-

assembled from various points in the talk, it is not clear which are belng

invol:ed as list co-members, where perhaps the more distal and dissimilarp

candidate; 1.e,, the tendency to blackouts, was not intendedly assimilated,
Further, 1t 1s not at all clear what sort of event the 'blackout' was.
In particular, the minim] acknowledgment token "M-om," which follows the

1, For a consideration of a range of features of lists, sece Jefferson,
"List congtruction es a task and resource," a paper presented at
the First Germn-British Research Colloquium on Ethnomthodology
and Conversation Analysis, Konstanz, April, 1980 .
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B.2, Announcement Reaponse and is itself followed by a D. Work-Up element,
both invokes and replaces the Sequentially appropriate hext element; l.e,,

& C.1. Exposition, a version of which shows up on a recycle of the intro-

duction of and mspc;nse to the event, °
M: tut all of a sudden I was (.) blacked ou:t,
J: *Gosh::s® -

Mg —~ So I 8ay to the man 3itting next to me I said would you
get the lady at the next table and have her go with me
. to the ladies room. I satd T Teally foel very ta:.d.
However, this version of a C.1l. Exposition refers to post-"blackout '
events and does not focus on the 'blackout' itself. And as the exposition
continues, we find reference to post-blackout Symptoms ("_gaw I was in a

cold sweat, T couldn't get my bre_g:th") posed as 8pecifically not those
which follow "having been Pa:ssed out from too mich boo:ze, "

~ 'passing cut' leaves it altogether unclear what had actually occurred. We
do, however, get a sense that teller did not lapse into nconsciousness,
and that the minima] aoknw}edémnt token "M-mm." which follows the
Announcement Respohse ("n_@'m ld&ding." which,. we take it, 1s addressed
to & strong sense of 'biackout'; i1.e., a lapse into unconsciousness) is
being deployed to permit x:ecipient to retain that l;nderstanding of the

event while the teller has not actually claimed that such was the case,

In a range of ways, then._ the talk is deeply ambiguous, These ambil-

- N guities my be accomplice to teller's menaging talk about the event as

combinedly a Trouble and a component of a Case Building; where the unre-
80lved ambiguity as to its seriousness 1s addressed to the former aspect
and the unresolved ambiguity as to 1ts status as an instance of an

illness-induced tendency 1s addressed to the latter. The unresolved ambi-

guities seem to be managing to preserve the possible facticity of a lapse
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into unconsciousness and a tendency to such lapses across talk whibh'is
in various ways drastically undercutting Just those candidate facts,

In an ecarlier consideration of an instance of Interactional 'Asyn-
chrony' we noted the phenomenon of intersecting a faltering affiliative
utterance with a response to' that utterance; an understanding and
uptake of the thrust which i1s available in the material so far.(see pages
86tf). ' In the materials we are now considering, we note an instance of
that phenomenon at a very delicate moment in the Case Building procedure.
Recipient, who has just been confronted witi'x an utterance which provides
that either the lapse into unconscio;xsness which was invoked earlier did
not occur, or else the circumstances now being described by teller per-
fectly fit the very thing teller is in the course of denyix_xg. is strug-

gling to produce soms Idnd of affiliation with teller's current proposal,

M: *hhh Alright first of all you do-n't do this when you've
’ got too much bog_ ze. :
(0.3)
M: You get the co:1ld sweats when you come ou:t. of having
been pa:ssed out from too much boo: [ze. -

J: Yeah,

J: -~ [ut_g_ot before you go: a-

M *hhhh )
- (.)

J: ( [ )

M: —~ tNO:::. NEver,

Teller, who has started to produce a next ﬁttemce: 1.e., has taken
a pm-speech inbreath', who has d.ropped out of the overlap in deference |
to mcipient s talk, finding the developing affiliation now begin-
ing to falter, launches a high-pitched, high-amplitude 'uptake', exhi-
biting that the affiliatior.x—so-far was perfectly adequate and need not
be brought to formal completion,

One feature of this fragment, which turns out to be recurrent for
the Tmubles-Talk/Case-Building convergence is what, for a Troubles-
Telling, constitutes an enormously protracted and elaborated A.2.e.
Lead-Up,
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M: ‘t°hhhh O:kay so one of my girlfriends had told me that uh

she had been threatened with being fired
. ((ca. 55 lines omittted re. threatened girlfriénd))
M: So g_xwi-ate this got me upse:t and then a couple of othep

things got me upset, and so I Passed the first round of

drinks at (0.2) a:t lunch, °hhhh a:nd uh I went and I got.
a (.) drink for myself on a second round of drinks.

Je -Yea[h.
M: Well this 1s a:bnormal for me anywa:y? so: (.) ‘hhh
. I had that drink and then we all got in the recei:ving

line, Well all I had a chance for was 1ike (0.2) a thir:a
of a second dri:nk,= =

J: -Yea.h.
M: which I had put down,

.’I1 »: [[:eh. ’ .
J: ot to drag 1t through the mceiving[rl!ix:;l;t;
M: ‘hhhh So we went to the table? I had a fruit cup, (.) I
had a glass of champagne and imnediately blacked ou:t,
Roughly, there is a wealth of detail about the cimum;.ancea leading
up to the troublesoms event. One thing we can note is tt.mt the details
are selected for/ their relevance to the troul;le. So, for example, we
£ind a detatiled tracking of the number of drinks consumed, but also what
appears to be a tracking of everything and anything consumed; i.e,, we
al20 find reference to a "fruit cup”. But we can notice ‘that the frufit
cup appears iater as a candidate cause of the 'blackout' ("whether it
was like a to:xic reaction to the fresh fruit I had I don't really know")
and we can notice that another candidate for such deta-iling is glossed as
"lungh": i.e., we do not get a 1ist of wi':a.t was eaten at that point.,
The phenome=non, then, is selective detailing/glosaing by reference
to the trouble being told and/or the case being built. Following are
several instances of this glossing/detailing phenomenon .in Troubles-Talk
'contaminated' by Building a Case. |
B.1.(3) [rcxr(b):9:2]
J: I Just called to mke sure you were you know, (0.2) ‘hh I
didn't know whether you'd gone to work or what you k:no[‘I.

M: :
was going to go: to wor:k,hh ‘hhhh I got a:fter you left I
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Ms thought well I'1l eat some breakfast and then I will go:-
to wor:k.hh -

(0.3)
M: - ‘hhhhh A: A:nd so: I: a:te a uuffin’hh hhhh and chee:se, hh
go 7) ‘hhhhh And then I went to tha bathroo:m? (175) °
hhhh There was,h (1.6) a::nd T had a spoonful of oereal,

Je Mm hm,
M; - “hhh Ar(xd then I got a real bad stomach ache
» 1.7).
M: = Iike (() wl):en- (.) Someone tied a knot in my stomach,
» 0.2
. M3 hhh So I lay dow:n and the next thing I kncm it wee e1even
o clo :hh-hh
J: heh-heh—heh-heh-heh—hih—-hih-heb-
M: =So I didn't g0:.
Je Ah,
(0.3)
Je No that's: okay, -
(0.5)
Je Mh,
(1.2)
J They can get along without you for a day or two,

In this case a trouble '("a_reel bad stomach ache") 1s offered as
part of an accounting for absence from werk. As in Fragments B.1.(1)
and B.1.(2) it ai:pears that the trouble is being offered for attention
in 1ts own right. Dramatically in this caee, :eeipient decl:lnes to
topicalize the trouble, per se, over the course of an offerring and a
re-offering (see asterisks), whereupon teller retums to the accounting
_narrative (cf. 'silence bodes 111', page 77).

Further, we can note that there is-both elaborate detailing (the

1list of activities leading up to the mtmduction of the trouble) and

- _sows glossing which in part may be relevant to the Case-Building aspect

~ of the telk. Speciﬁcally, the description "So I lay dow:n and the next

thing I know it was eleven o clo-hh-hh" is a gloss, For one, teller did

. not "lay down" s she went back to bed. That is, stricken with a stomch

ache, teller did not stretch out on the couch, still committed to the

possibility of a routine day, but went into the bedroom and prepared for

 Bleep; i.e,, committed herself to a day away from work. For one, the .

distinction between couch and bed vis-a-vis commitment to the trouble is
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recurrently found in troubles-talk (see, e.g., Section I, page 54, Frag-
ment F.g.a.iv.(1), "t I'm botter I was: lying on the ¢od:ch out in
front.") And {n this care. Zn subsequent talk, recipient Specifically

formulates an inquiry by reference to this distinction.

J1 ‘hhh You been laying down on the gouch or in the bedroom 1
M: In the bedroo:m Sleeping,
Js: [(Uh huh)

- Seoondly, the description-oompox}ent "and the next thing I Xnow it

was eleven o'clo:hh—hh".tums out to omit details which would tend to

focus off of the trouble and which is possibly sidpping an initial waken-
ing and return to bed, In subsequent talk we find_that teller had been
awakened by the cat and got up to let it out (data not shown). The talk
i1s opaque as to whether or not that was the 11:00 waken_ing, perhaps spe-
cifically being rendered opaque by iwefemnce to the case wl;ich had been

built earlier; 1.q.. the case for the stomach ache having occasioned an

. — _
Intendedly brief lie-down before going to work, that intention defeated

by an illness-induced plunge into oblivion (cf, the ambiguous lapsé into
unconsciousness in Fragment B.1.(2), pages 100-101), |
. Thus, .in concert with the general issue being negotiated here, thet

of the candidate 'trouble' as a possible 'misdeed', in this case, malin-

gering, 1s the specific matter of sleep as a 'symptom' or 'indulgence’,

In the following fragment we find both detailing and glossing which |

1. At the conversation's close we find recipient invoking the distinc-
tion between a 'lie-down' and a return to bed, A standard troubles-
attentive close component, "Get back to bed" is initiated and then
abandoned for the local, problematic terminology.

Jt Well 1listen. Get ba- You lay back down

Several utterances later, the distinction is given 1ts full weight.

Js Are you gonna do anything?or you Just gonna: (2.3) lay
arou:nd.

A simplest distinction between 'couch' and 'bed! s that while one
my or my not be fully dressed when lying on the couch, one ‘13 very
1ikely not dressed when one is in bed. Such a commitment to going to
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&ro accomplice to the building of a case,

B.1.(4%)

Vs

'
[ 1]

Ve

Je
Ve
Je

Ve

Js

A £]
Je
\ £
Ve
Js

-

_No,]

[Rah:I:l-)]
" Where did you get to last night,
(1.0) -
Last- %_ dit (0.2) I didn't go anywhere? .
0.4)

Well Thoms rang to see 1f you were here, ’

(0.7)y "
‘hh *Ohh:::.® hh Well th was it last night. (.) Yes it ww
~That's right it was last ni- ‘hhh No I'd taken No:rman::
eh::m “tlk to the uh (.) Sport Center in=

_[hOhh: terreese he'd[forgotten

Saltbern.’hhh And T lerlt a no:te,

No I left a note for Thomas saying em *hhh eh- I le-eh (.)
because I know he's a 1ittle deyil you kno:w, ‘hh so I bahh!
I (had) left a note to sa:y that (.) I'd be ba:ck., soo:n, ‘hh
And T put the ti:me on it, I said I've Just taken Norman to
the: (0.3) Center.
_Y.QSQ :

The S port Centepr,
*Ahhh b

»

And, (0.7) Well uh (.) *What ti:me was it,® °h T left you at
about twenty to fi:ve, .
_{o.3)

I don't know what time it was J’[_e_ssie I c_a_n't remember z'eally,]

‘Ye:s,® I left here at twenty
to five and there was nobody 1:n.Now I thought he would have
gome with me you se[e, ‘hhhe= ‘

Y_e.:sa
-X[es. y ',
And(Norr)n and I Ppicked Norman up at te:n to:,
100
And then it tu- Well T had to go sfairly Slo:w to Saltbern
‘with the roads being[baid.
It- Yes it[would be:[z e : s,

) : ‘hhh An:ad ;t_h]en I got
back and T (.) Stopped _i_n town Just to buy some buttt_er.
Ca.use[a(.c-).;)was gu]t of butter, | '

*hh Ang%ga}::e home .We:11 he was in tears: ‘hh So:: that was
O | |

I—gon't know w.hy:. I don't know what had upset him I'm sure=
-Qh: dear.=
=But I hadn't been go:ne j._p_at[long I was ba.]clo-

No : ¢ 3

here b’efore six,

Again, we find not only fine-grained detailing (e.g., the very brief
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stoi: in town "juat to buy some butter",I which is itself treated as an
D | accountable and gets warranted with "cause a- I was out of butter"),
‘ but some glossing which my be accomplice to the shape of this defensively
designed building of a case which also has features of a complaint'
That is, we have a report of due care and attention to the boy's possi ble
anxiety at his mother's (unavoidable but only slightly extended) absence,
&nd a report of a somwhat hectic, e]_.ements-braving day at the services
of the family, capped by arrival at home only to encounter this chila
.who is crying for no discernable rea;'.on. That is, the telling is both a |
defense against teller being responsible for the child's tears, and a
complaint about the fact that the child was in tears, |
The glossing in question occurs in "‘hh And T cama home.We-ll he was
in tears: ., . . T don't know why . I don't know what had upset him I'm
O sure,” To get a Sense of the glossing accomplished in this utterance,
| we ahow a conversation which occurs the next day between this teller and
- another eoparticipant. who. it turns out, was also recruited by the boy |

mto his search for his mother. ~In this conversation, the matters glossed’

e

in the above utterance are addressed rather differently,

B.1.(5) (Rah:11:11-12]
+ J2 = You know he'd been grying when I got back bute
I: [H &~d he :.]
Js I was back beforesix.hthman all T d1:.d, was
- Is [ he really.]
S (.)
= J: pick (No: -rman up) ]
. I: l:Well I s7:said to him now(d) you let me know eh
Thoras are You alfriﬁit you(h)know,= :
Je Mm-
I: 'hh Cause I thou:ght °h well has he done something and- he
he's fri-ghtened to tsa :y you kno w,]
J: - [The om}_.z thing I’: could think of
when I came in I could s[ee he'd been ¢ crying'
I: : *Yass,*®
J: . =He said he hadn't,.®
(0.2)
I: *Ya:s

J: - [B.lt- ee-ee °two police ca:rs had* stopped outsi:de .=
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Is =ecYo: : [s?
J: - - ‘h And that whether he thou:ght that I had an

ao[oident or (some)th ing 1 don't ;ho:w. but °‘h
I: I :: kno:w =

Most roughly, the initial reference to the boy'as circumstances 14
1tgelf something of a gloss, carrying an infdrmation.bit. "he'd been ¢
orying" but ambiguating it with a subsequent phrase which implicates,
not an enoéunter with the aftermath of tears, but with then-and-there
orying; i.e., "when I got back” (in contrast to, e.g., "before I got

baek” or "while I was gone", which would be oonsonant with and foous on

the aftermth aapect).]' Not only 1s the utterance itself ambiguous for

its 'content', but 1t 1s immediately re-embedded into the current proJec't.
the building of a case, with "but T was back before six.h ‘hh T mean all
I di: :d, was (,) pick No:rman up", Whatever richness there might be in

Such a report as that the child recognizably had been erying at some

' point and/tut was no longer erying, 1s suppressed by the initial ambigu.

ation and the subsequent re-embedding,
The utterance is strongly “Susceptible to a hearing as a version of

"He was orying when I got back". That 1s, the gloss in the fragment at

hand._ 1like the gloss in Fragment .B.l.(j) may implicate conditions con-

trary to the facts of the matter; in B.1.(3) teller's propbsal that she
"lay down" implicating 'on the couch', in the fragment at hang, teller's
"when I got back" 1mx$licat1ng that the child's erying was current. And,

B 1ike B.1.(3), the facts of the mattepr emerge in response to activities

of the coparticipant; in B.1, (3) 1n response to fnterrogation (see page

1. The analysis whioh treats the initial reference to the boy's circum-
stances as a 'gloss’ and not, say, a sheer grammatical fault, and
which seeks to account for the use of a glossed referecnce to an ¢n-
ocounter with the aftermath of tears in this oonversation, in contrast
to a direct éncounter with tears in the prior conversation, will not
be shown here. o
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105), in the fragment at hand, 1in response to a powerful tuming of atten-

tion to the boy's circumstances.

Specifically, the cobarticipant Competes with teller's case-building

to topicalize the mentioned crying. -

Je . You know he'd been ct‘ying when I got back but
1~ [ et Bk efopratan g ek L g

Y.
That is, a component of a case-building is Specifically greeted as a B,1.
Troubles-Announcement with a B.2, Tmubles-Announcement Response, And
subsequently, specifically when 1t is clear that teller is continuing
with the case-building, coparticipant herself moves to produce some
troubles-relevant talk; 1.e., reports her own attgention to the boy's
observable di‘stmsa and appends a diagnosis, -

I [[Had he really, -]
Je I mean all T « di:’d,
.)

Js — pick (No- rman up)]

I: - ell I s :said to him now(d) You let me lnow eh
Thomas are you altright. you(h) know, =

Je Mms )

I: [’hh Cause I thou:ght °h well has he done something and- he
he's fr:l-ghtened to fsa !y you know, —

was

It i1s then, and perhaps Specifically onlyvth_en that teller offers
her own attentions to the boy, ax;ld the diagnoses thereby generated.
That 1s, teller may find herself called to account for her sSo-far apparent
lack of concern for the boy's observable misery, and/or may discover that
for this coparticipant his behavior is a resource for conversation (other |
than an inquiry into her whemabouts on the night). In any event, it is
following coparticipant’s strong and competitively-produced at'tention to
the boy that teller, perhaps specifically reciprocally, offers a very
different approach to. the boy's tears from that in the prior conversation,
In contrast to the defense/complaint-designed "We:11 he was in tears ., , .,

"I don't know what had upset him I'm sure", ‘we get "The o:nly thing I
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could think of when I came in I could see he'd been | *crying he said he

hadn't.® . , ., But *two police ca:rs had® stopped outsi:de. *h and that

' whether he thou:ght- that I had an accident or something I don't kno:w,"

And, whercas in the fragment at hand, we can see copartic.ipant' aligning
as a 'rroubles-necipient by reference to the child's .distress, we note
that in the conversation from which Fragment B.1.(4) was extracted the
coparticipant at no time offers reference to the boy's distress or her
response to it. His telephone Search has become a resource for an
inquiry into the mother's whereabo'uts and'no more. In this sense, then,
each version of the evenfs may have been, in no small part, shaped by
reference to activities of the coparticipant. |

In that regard, we offer one more fragment as an vinstance of gloss-
ing/detailing 1in Troubles-Talk 'contaminat.ed by', converéing with, the
Building of a Case. Here, an initial glossing of soms delicate materi-

~

als is followed by a detailing, Specifically in response to an aligning
by coparticipant which recurx'-ently does, and may specifican;;designed .

to, elicit such materials; i.e.: the detailing occurs in a C.2, Aff111-

-ation—~ C.3. Affiliation Response configuration,

B.1.(6) [NB:1V:4:1-2]

E: - Bud left me last night,

) 1.0)
E: - He[got- m:d and went off uhh huh huh!
L: ( )- .

(0.4)

L:  pid he really?
E: Yeah. °hh We were supposed to've gone out to dinner with

Phil and Martha we were over there watching the ga:me and,
‘hhh he had a beer, and T had a m-martini, and then we
came over and uh-lee T had your thing th-thawing out you
know, that ri:ce stuff. And I thought well 1if we don't go
out I'11 have that and- ‘hh he says well you know, you've
got to put that back in the rih- "hh you don't put it back
in the freezer, hh when you- take it out, and I said well I
know tha:t,
. (0.3)

E: You know, ‘hhhh And then when he kh- came in when ah- uh
from fishing and I said gee lookit I did all the,hhhh
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B: things with aw-vacuum cleaner I've been all ov;r the v-f-
well, he says well how could you do it- uh:: did you do a
g good Jo:b,hh “hhhh Well that teed me o:ff,lhhn
L: *hhhhuhh huhh[huhh7‘ -

—

E: - “hhhh So he packed his clothes, and he went,
and he says he won't even be down for Thanksgiving, So I
think I'll call Marian and cancel the whole tning.hhm

(2.0) ° .

E: Isn't this ridiculous, and, and Fhil and liartha waiting out

. there to go to dinner, and I had to go tell them- Isn't he
ridiculous, —
(0.9)
L: »~ He's crazy,
(0.6)

E: #~ Oh:: God dammit, I said it's too bad the boat didn't sink

yesterday’ . T ‘

For one, we notice a detailed tracking of alecohol consumption ("he

had a beer, and T had a m-martini"). In this case it appears that teller

is exploiting the Primary Account status of alcoholie consumption vis-a-

vis troublesome events, that status which, in Fragments B.1.(1) and (2),

the teller 1is attempting to u.ndercut.l That 1s, something which is built

- - - e /'

1.

It is not only that alcohol consumption may stand as a general Prim-
are Account, but that for these coparticipants it is recurrently
invoked., For example, in the following fragment, a conversation is
reported in which things rather got out of control. To unravel the
maze of names and relationships here, Isabel and Dwight are newly-
mwarried. Bob is a friend. Joe is the name of Isabel's deceased
prior husband, as Beth is the name of Bob's deceased wife. At one
point in the conversation Bob, perhaps inadvertantly, addresses
Isabel with his deceased wife's name, whereupon Isabel retorts by
addressing Bob with her decased husband's name. '

(a) [NB:1V:10:16]

L: —- They had quite a few drinks at home and then when we went
i down there to eat they had[quite a few drinks=

E: Mm~hm,

L: =and this fella, Bob that owns the place, he goes to, down
to Rancho Las Madrinas, so we had a lot in co[mmon ‘you know,

E: _ ’ Mz :hm,

L: - *hhhhh So he was kind of feeding them drinks and so finailly

(hh)he- °hh his uh, wife that died's name 1s Beth (hh)you(h)
know’hh(h)and hheh’hh so he says well now beth? uh you Just
(hh)be quiet and sh(h)e sa(h)ys Isabel (h)you know and she's
so funny ‘hhh she says okay Joe,h.hh[hah {ha:h!’hhh

E: She-L0h did she,

L: And Dwight is a gentleman you know Oh he doesn't like
anything ‘like that=

E: n:No.

L: -[Course Isabel, she- she watches her Ps and Qs you know,
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1_nto the report as, say, mentioned bt;cause it was there, is in fact a
matter of causal import.,' cf. the mention in Fragment B.1.(2), pagv_; 103, of
the fruitcup which 1s subsequently explicitly Proposed to huve Possible
causal import ("whetler it was like a Yo:xic reaction to the fresh fruit"),
In the case at hand, " the relationship of alcohol cor;Sumption to the
reported trouble is left implicit.

In contrast to the detailing of a possible cause, we find a glossing

of a possible precipitating factor which is Serially uncovered, Note

.that initially the situation is téruulated as "Bud left me"; il.e., as an

action undertaken possibly on his own initiative (ef. Fragment A.(1) page
76, in which a husband has left his wife for ano;.her woman). The leave-
taking is suﬁsequently revealed to be possibly locally- 1nteractiona11y-
generated; 1.e., "lHe got ma:d and went of f", As the Exposition develops,
1€ turns out that, that he got mad and went off had to do with the fact
that a range/ot objectionable things he happened to be doing got teller
mad; i.e., "Well that teed me o:rf"™,

What is emerging, then, is not an abandonment, but the consequences

.of a row, and a row in which teller may have made the '"initial move'

(1.e., the husbend might with perfect justice report "Al1l T said was , , .,
and she got mad!"), However, "Well that teed me 6:1‘1"’ is at best an

obscure carrier of an information bit (cf. Fragment B.1.(3) "So I 1ay-

“.." dow:n" and Fragment B.1.(5) "He'd been erying when I got back", the con-

sideration of this issue op Page 108), That 1s, it is one thing to get
angry, another .*t".o direct-that anger at a coparticipant; and the utterance
does not select on that score. The report of events leading up to the
departure is closed off with telier's contribution still obscure; i.e,,
following "Well that teed me off” we get "§o he packed his clothes, and

he went",
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It 1s only auﬁsequentl,y and, as in Fragments B.1.(3) and (5), spe-

cifically in response to recipient's activities, that the glossed anger
becomes detailed. In this case, the detailing eémerges in a C.2.- c.3.

configuration, in response to a display of affiliation by the recipient.

L: He's crazy,
E:. Oh:: God dammit, I said 1t's 00 bad the boat didn't snyl

What emerges, then, and what my specifically be det'ended“against
in this combined Troubles-Telling a..nd Case-Duilding 1s that a series of
objectionable behaviors which, in circumténces other than the hectic
comings and goings and alcohol imbibings and preparations of ai holiday
Just Slightly less important and demanding than Christms, mi‘ght be tél—
erated are, under these oircumstanees. found to be intolerable and are
responded to with anger which itself is responded to withAanger, the_
enSUing row resulting in a walkout. That is, teller may have, on this
part;lcular occasion, made a fight out of what might otherwise be recur-

rent and acceptabié or at least tolerable behaviors of her husband.

This particular troubles-teIling converges with and is 'contamina-

ted by' the gradual emerging of and defending against, or at least

1. The sort of talk which occurred in the reported Trow, instanced and

- Tepresented by this utterance, turns out to have been consequential, -
In a subsequent conversation, teller reports a conversation with her

~ daughter, in which she was attempting to organize the family's -
.manksgiving_dinner despite the current troubles.

"~ (a) [NB:1v:10:6]
E: [She says] if you and Dad are having a fight, why, Hugh and
I don't want to be involved, I said well we're not fighting,
- and she says well pad Says you want to kill him, and-°hhhhh
and I'd said a couple of things you know I hoped he dropped
dead and uh[: . . }

Le Yeah, T
E: And he said he wanted to kill me and all, you lmow how you
' talk, .

E; I'd never satd I wanted to kill him, or anything like that,
I said I hoped the boat sank or something h . :
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jw excusing/warranting of, a possible 'mizdced'; i.e,, that 1t v;as'the
‘:' teller whio started a tigh.t which resulted fn her hustand's walking out.
The following fragment is of particular interest with regard to the
issue of how and where something may be secn to have started, ;o, for
exarple, in several of the fragnments in this cumﬁt array, that an
'accounting' is relevant, is made evident by the candidate troubles-
'.-1_~ecipient. In Fragment B.l.(1) we have the report of the wother's
inquiry, "She asked me A it was because I'd had too much to dri:nk and
I said no because,..”. In Fragment B.1l. ('l) we have the soliciting of an
account, "Where did you get to last ni-ight," and in Fragaent B.1.(3) we
have an eliciting of an account, "I didn't lnow whether you'd gone to
work or y.hat;"l Similarly, 1n the materials from which Fragment B.1.(5)
was extracted, the business is initiated when the coparticipant produces
‘n account-elicitor, "Eh::: g_hen was it _‘g‘iur:..day. ‘h eh: Thomas rung to
see if you were ge_:x'e.' Fragment .B.l.(7) below is rather more delicate.
In this case, the relevance of accounting emerges from an intfense C.2.~
C.3. Affiliation -seqéence (see Section I, C.2.~ C.3.(5) page 25 for the

c.1. Exposition materials preceding the exchange of empathies),

C T Bale(7) [Fr:1uB:11:6-8] _
iU Pe b o don't Jnow if you're cryi-ing but I hhh(h)a hhhm uh hm-]
i Js l:(hhhh humT '
o Pe =°hhh=
R £ =*h I was guh- I- middle of the night la-ast night I
wanthhedhh tohh c(h)all (h)y(h)ou mnh I;said j_o_q- I=
L. P hh-
: =wish I was at lunch so I could go talk to Penn(h)y hh=
P:  _[Righ(h)heh °h(hhh
J: [(Cause) that's what I was rea:lly,

hh ‘hhh

Anita Pomerants talks of such objects as 'fishing devices!, "where
the telling of an experience serves as a possible elicitor of in-
formtion."
"heard as a matter to account for.,"
phcnomenon, see Pomerantz, "Telling My Side: 'Limited Access' as a
Fisbing Device e 1n Sociological Inquiry 50-)-& 1980 E

Specifically, she pmposes that such a report can be
For a consideration of this

at




‘' o1s.

-
)

(0.2)
3 : Je [[(mt-
" P: Ohhhh,
(0.3) -

J: n-I don't know.I really do feel better now. *hh,hhh

P: [You d-Okny.=

J: =T really really do so don't (0.2) hh don t be upset for me
hhh[hnh *hh , . .

P: u-huh-ah-Well I (h)a:m.=

Js [hhhih-hihjhhhh

P: ~ But- you know”’it-uh-’ hh I said to wself I tried you all
morning long and it was really busy hhhh s2s

. Js: - [Yea-lh. [Yeh I
was sleeping my mther was answering, hh[ -

Ps ‘hh So-

P: A].ri.sht. Then, °right,® that's good. That's good.’hh But so
I've been trying all along and T thouzht mybe that you
took the phone off the hook. so it wouldn t (.) be too busy

hhhh but any- It's t-good that I didn't get to you this
morning cause I Just would've, (0.2) you now. I would've
been more upset than you wehhere Thh thh[h in k hh]_

J hhuh-huh— ]uh

Js o[ hnh ‘hnh! ‘hnh 'hhhhhh]

P: Not more upset.but’you know what I mean.=

-Je =Yhhea (h)hh(h) I(h) do[(hnh)

P: And then I said to myself this
afternoon that (.) vh:m, °pt°hhhh (0.7) ((swallow)) You know?
she's gonna do 1it. It's gonna be a-alri-ight.

(0.2)
I3 (mYeh) I tha.t s that's ex:actly how I feel right now,

In the course of this enormously affiliative tmubles-talk we sud-

L
~7 - denly find a prototypic instance of an account-elicitor followed by an

“accounting (see arrows) .1 This rather drastic departure from affiliative

.. talk is specifically produéed as an embedded insert; i.e., an utterance

';ris started with "I said to myself,™ that utterance is abandoned for the
.;account-elicitor. and the accountings are followed by a return to that
"{\utterance, "And then I said to myself,...” which debouches in an intense
~ display of affiliation. That 1s, the accountinés are oriented to as
problematic, are initiated in such a position as will provide for their

being followed by a retum to an exchange of affiliations.

1. For an array of instances similar to .the arrowed utterances in
Fmgment B.l (7). see Pomerantz. 1b1d.
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A question s, whj the sudden (and problemtic) appcarance of .
i) accountings in an othemi..e 1ntvnse1y affiliative interchange? 1t i1s
possible that this business has bcen generated by Something which
ocecurs in the initial Cc.2.-C.3. pair, opecifically. it 1x possible
that the C.3. element, teller's Affiliation Response, 2 reference to
an urgent wish to talk to this troubles-recipient ( "Middle of the night
* last night T wanted to call you I said oh: I wish...I could...talk to
Penny") has_set. up as accountable the fact that this troubles-recipient
has not made contact until the tol;lowing evening,
In his lecture of May 29, 1968, pages 10-11, Sacks notes thaiﬁ an
" activity may be 'intex-actionally generated' i.e., my be produced to
accomplish some local convgrsational task. "Once, however, that acti-
_ \gity has been done, then it gets dealt with on i*l.:s'own terms, and not
by reference to ‘how it came to be done; 1.e., independently of the sort.
of thing it was directed to accomplishing.” The nesult, he proposes,
-' v. can be a series of activities which appear to be tangentm" to each
R Other. i

-

This characterization appears to handle the occummes in the
v fraguent at hand. That 1s, the item generated out of and directed to
. the business of a C.2, "C.). pair is then dealt with on its own terms,

:"“.iindependent of how it came to be done in the first place. And in 1ts

own te.rms, mference to troubles-recipient's deeply felt absence on the
nisht of the 1ncident readily mvokes the relevance of and elicits an
accounting for her unavailability over the entire next day. And it is
» tra.nspamntly the case that in subsequent talk troubles-recipient is

’ accounting for and mtionalizing the delayed contact (e.g., "I iried
you all morning long and it was really busy®”, "I've been trying all

along,” "It's t-good that I didn't get to you this moming cause I Just

e .. . . -



»

would've, (0.2) you know I would've been more upset than you wehhere
However, that the troubles-recipient was defeated in hep attempts

to reach tmubles-tcller, 1tselsr constitutes an utterly Standapd

accountable event, and troubles-recipient's accounting of her delayed

contact with troubles-teller constitutes g prototypic instanee of an

account-elicitor, which gets a prototypic account (i.e., the arrowed

uttemnées). Again, then, an item directeq to accomplishing one sort

of business (an accounting for delayed contact) is then dealt with on

"its own terms (as an account-elicitor), independent of how it might have
initially come to be done and what it might have initially bec-n directed
to accomplishing, .

And there are further complicétions. While troubles-teller's
accoimt, "I was sleeping my mother was answering”, might be directed to
accounting for _the line being engaged when t.raubles-recipient tried to
phone, it raises problems for troubles—necipient S proposal that "1
tried you all morning long"; i.e., others were getting thmuzh Troubles-

recipient had observably not made it a primary business to get through;

o f, 1 e,, had not simply sat down at the phone and kept dialing and redial-
L ing as one must do to break through on a "really busy" li.ne.

And tmubles-recipient now specirically acknowledges and deals with

',:‘the occasicned relevance of that fact; 1.e., accounts for her failure to
’ mke & project of gettiug through to troubles-teller by offering a candi-
date alternative account. "I thought maybe that you took the. phone off

the hook." 1In the Progress Report we gave some consideration to the

phenomenon of reported 'first thoughts', Specifically as assertions of

'things as they should be'. Here we find & rather similar phenomenon,

& reported conjecture on Some matter, delivered after a pruposed state

of affairs by reference to which the conjecture stands as inaccurate,
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It.'. appears that a loct.xs of such a ¢onfiguration 18 when the proposed
43 ‘actual’ state of affairs implicates a problcmatic account of g copar-
ticipant's activities, So, for example, in the following fragnunt, an
Account elicited in similar fashion to that of I‘ragmz.nt B.1.(75, itselfr
raiscs problems of a similar sort (in B.1. (7). that tmuble..—recipient

" d1d not mke numerous enough attempts, in Fragment (1) below. that a co;

E: I was over to See you yesterda:y, but you must‘’ve been taking
& nap I rang the be:ll, and then T ca:lled you later in the
evening,

(0.7)
E: I don't know where you we:re, May- '
M: -~ [OhIl.l Xell you uhm:; ‘hh 1

uhm ‘hh heard the phone I was watching television, by the
time I got out he[re it'd stopped ringing.

Yah.
E; - Yeah uell I let it ring about ien times I thought well now
mybe you're in[the bathtub,

W - M: - No no::,
ks Ms No, [with the’ tele[vision on you know half[the time you-
E: hhhah heh™ L*hhhn Yea: :ah,
. M: -gon t hear 1t, . .
- The two reported conJectures are similarly fomtted. each follow-

ing a recycled version ot the initial formulation of the attempt to make
". contact. In Fragment (1) the initial formulation is "1 ca: lled you",
the recycled version plus reported conjecture is "I let 1t ring about
;._,‘tfiten times I thought well now maybe you're 1in the bathtub, In B.1.(7)
"the initial formulation is "I tried you all morning long®, the rccycled
- version Plus reported conjecture, "I've been trying all along and I

" thought maybe that you took the phone of'f the hook",

In Fragment (1) the recycled roruulat:lon of the attempt tends to

counter the possible proposal that the phéne did not ring long cnough,

and the reported conjecture tends to support the counter-proposal. In
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~~

) recycled formulation of the attempt tends to concur with the possible
e proposal of insufficiently numcrous nttembts. invoking a now-and-then
tapping in, and the conjeclure tcends to support the initial possible pro-

posal, accounting for the now-and-then tapping in.
liowever, while tending to support the possibnity. that insufficient]..y
numerous attempts werc made, the reported conjecture also proposes this .
Tact as, not a possible inadequacy; 5:.0.. not a ‘misdeed’, but a sensi- ‘
tivity to the trouble. That is, the innumerous attempts are now posed
as a response to the possibility tha.t troubles-teller is denying access
to callers, in which case .repeated attempts would be futile, and, cruci-
ally, would be persisting in attempts to achieve Just what troubles-
teller is being proposed to have been protecting herself against; i.e.,

unwanted intrusion on her privacy. In effect, then, the reported conjec-

ture poses the cuxrent tfoubles-recipient as having found her attempts at
-

contact rejected, and having had the sensitivity to accommcdate to that

rejection by not persisting in repeated attempts to "get to" the troubles-

“ﬂ* -_f,In Fragment B.1.(7), then, an enormously intricate series of

'Acéom:tixags- and case-buildings is generated out of a component of an

ot

rd

Despite this work, in a subsequent reference by troubles-teller to
; the delayed contact, we find that it nevertheless constitutes a
“. 'fajlure', now in two observable ways. For one, it is formulated
as, "if you'd called this morning", where an aclknowledgment of the
. (warrantedly sparse) attempts might use a formulation similar to
that used ty troubles-recipient; i.e., not "if you'd called", but
" "4f you'd got to me" or "if you'd reached me", Secondly, it turms
“":: out that someone else has gotten in ahead of this troubles-recip-
ient (again then, access was not denied, this one just did not try
hard cnough), and has accomplished something which this troubles-
recipient has not. ) ) .
(a) [Fr:HB:I1I:11] | |

Js (h)I mean really °if you® called this morning I don't lnow
what I whhould(h)'ve do:cne,

o uhhheh(h)yeh u[ ght. )

o ) But I was’even
= . able to A(h)amy oalled befhho:re, “hhh and she even made

— Yanswhhhah-heh! . .

i
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oxdurly-pmp,rcsning series within a troubles-talk segment. That s, -
not only do candidate tmubles scem to bLe enormously Susceptible to
‘contamination by' other types of nctivities. 83 in Fragments B.,), (1)~
(6), but talk about a trouble, and the various coparticipant alignments,
obligatiouns, etc., involved therein can Specifically’ zenerate activities
which tend to disrupt the step by step progression of a troubles-talk
sequence, as in Fragment B.1.(7). _ _

The phenomenon of Building a Case, as a 'contaminant' to Troubles-

Talk, although it generates a tension as between 'trouble' and 'mis-

) deed’, is essentially uni-valent, with a particular set of circumstances
as its focus. The second mJjor type of 'contamlnant'. He'gotiating a Plan;

generates a tension between 'trouble’ and 'obstacle', but also introduces

a competing set of cimumtances. A series of instances will be con-

- sidered

- B.2. _N_g_ggtiati_ﬁ‘g;a Plan: The 'Trouble' as a possible 'Obstacle’.

S We start with a gross instance of the phenomenon, 1in which someone
"'phones with a proJect in mind and discovers that the intended copartici-
K pant in that proJect has a trouble which may be con...equential for the

o pro,ject.

[Tc1(b):7: 1-2] (Opening unrecorded; I, 1s caller and is
identifying herself. )) :

Jo:dy's mothe :r?
(0.6)” ' .
Oh }:e[h ((very hoarse, here and throughout the conversation))
Jo:dy Lih- tempi,
" Ohs xeh,
(0.2)
Are you si::ck,
“tch u-Yeh I got the flu,
Roh:s:s::, [Lnah[hnh hn}t_xa-lm-ﬁg]
hhhhh -hh-hk
(.)

[[well that ni:ps it in the bu:d, *hh T was gonna ask you ir
you could l\eep Jo:dy for a c(h)ouple hours but you can 't
if you y,ot the t‘lu::.
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. Cs ‘tch I wouldn't want him around me ho:n,'t['hhhhhhhh j"“"
) . - Cs =cause uh: I ve really got 1t. ’
- (.)
o L: y:Yoru sure-
C: [
(.) '
C: But I'd be glad to do it If T wasn't sick. .
L: e-You sure sound aw;: m1 [( hoarge, )]
Cs ‘t Oh-- my God-I been ‘hhh running
the highest temperatures you evar sa W,
. L Oh my go:sh well let m® hang up and let you gak bagk ta . ha:de
RN Ca =eh huh uh uhh]h hh u- hh u—]
" Ls I disturbed you, PR
Cs =How you d doin hon= -
Ls =Oh Just ﬁ._-ne. .

Most roughly, we note that the trouble is talked_ about by reference
to its consequence for the project; 1.e., will the fact that teller has
the 'flu' stand in the way of bher minding recipient's 1ittle boy. The
presence of a symptom (hoarseness) and the announcement of 'flu' docs not
in itself terminate the possil;ility that the project can be carried out;

- @& feature of the term 'fic' 1s that it is applied to aloost anything, snd

may here be naming something quite nild‘. and a feature of hoarseness is.
that it might be residual and not at all de.bnltat.ing. So, for example,
i in the following fragment, a hacking cough which 1s treated by recipient
as pos;sibly very serious, turns out to be residusl, and specifically no

: 'obstaole whatsoever to the daily routine of the candidate troubles-teller.
| Although this fragment was selected for the Issue of a non-debili-

v tating symptom, it happens that here, as well, the candidate troubles-

' recipient has rhoned to transact some business which will require the
‘-ca.ndidate troubles-teller's coming in to take delivery on some goods; 1.e,,
."the business is dependent on the candidate troubles-teller's being able .

' ."'to carry out the daily routiné and thus the possible troublc constitutes
& possible obstacle to that project.

B.2.(2) [Rah:A:1:(2):1] '

‘hhhh

J: = khhhh-huh khh-huh khh *hhh i!ello there I[g
dea:r mes,

= W
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Js khh=
] -A[re-You still've got 1:t.
Js :
J: Oh yes. I was pretty bad y(h)esterday, ‘hhhh-
wi : . I: [Oh:: dih-
Iz - You' re not in bed are you,
J: - No..no[-no I'm I'm going shopping ehh he heh
Iz — Oh: have[I disturbed y o u:l [l’anlonz .
J: ~ I'm Just going shopping I'mla: ste actually, +hch heh
I: [Ych well T
: wondered whether you were still in be:d or (0.2) or going
= T.) out viopping? or what. ‘hhh Well there's eh: few
' things a rrived for you,
Je [ekhh-hUh ekhhh ]
Js Well goo: d.

Further, it appears that a loc;us of 'unprocessed’; 1. e., non-down-
graded, refercnces to a trouble is following such recipient-soucitations
and elicitations as are found 1n Fragments B.2.(1) and (2) respectively;
i.e., following "Are You si::ck,” we find "‘tch u-Yeh I got the flu."

- _' and following "You still've got 1:t." we find "Oh yes. I was pretty bad
y(h)estenday. Thus, the sheer assertion of 'flu', as well as the

'-f_pmsence of a possible Symptom, are in a range of ways unreliable indices.

And in a range of ways, 1t appears that although the candidate
troubles-mcipiemt in B. 2 (1) announces absolute withdrawal of the pro-

Ject, "Well that ni:ps it in the bu:d," she 1s allowing for and perhaps
to the trouble itself ("You sure sound aw:ful®), Instead, the proJect
px-omte the project. First of all, there 1is a mention of the briefness

- in transparent cases of negotiation vis-a-vis a project, that i1t will

. ) only take a little while is a standard component. Secondly, the proposed

g Y reason for abandoning, the project ("but you can't 1f you got the flu::")

uny be operatinb as a proposal offered for possible confirmation or
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. disconfirmation. Further, the proposed grounds for abandonment of the

project are specifically disattentive to what ousht to be a crucial
concern, 1f the 'flu' is being treated seriously; fi.e.,, it ought not to
oe that the candidate troubles-teller "can't" take on the job, but that .
i1f she 1is sick, the child ought not be exposed to her. Thus, in this
utterance which announces itself as abandoning the project, we find a

minimizing ot‘ the task (only a couple of hours) and of the candidate

obstacle (not serious enough to generate concem about contagion), leav-
| ing it to the troubles-teller, now having heard the nature of the Job,
to conf{irm or disconfim that she "can't” take it on.

And in the utterance which confirms that the project oug,ht to be
,abandoned teller seems to be addressing the seriousness of the 'flu' by

% reference to possible contagion ("I wouldn't want him around me ho:n"),

We note, however, that the utterance 1: ambisuous. It is at least con-
ceivable thnt what is being addnessed is the child as a nuisance to a
-siok person rather than (or as woll as) the sick person as a source of

- )
-eontagion to the child. To understand it as a display of concern for

:'Zp‘xlﬂoper concerns. The utterance itself is ambiguono, as are the ‘subse-

" ;uent elaborations ("_c;auso uh: I've really got 1t" and "But I'd be glad
‘f:'t'b do 1t 1f T wasn't sick").

- - In another fragment we find a very similar sort of ambiguity and a
“':r'.':-‘_very similar series of elaborations. In contrast to the above, however, _
1n Fragment (1) below, the final elaboration is unequivocal. The situ-
ation is this, The adolescent son of divorced parents has driven down

- ) to visit his mother. At some point in the ‘visit his car was vandalized.

. He has left the car with his mother and is now flying home, unbeknownst
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- to his father who i3 expecting his arrival by car, has phoned the mther
) to find out the E.T.A., ;nd is given the news. What we see emerging in
. - the talk is, not a concemn for the boy, but for the car; where a possible
issue is, has the boy been irresponsible, simply abax:ndoning a ;;roblem as
adolescents are wont to do; li.e.. is the boy's status Lthat of sourone wi‘th

a trouble, or the perpetrator of a misdeed?
" (1) [MDE:60-1:2:1-2]

M: ‘hhh So I took him to the airport he eouldn’t buy s
ticket, .
(.)
M: ‘hhhh bee- lie could only get on standby.
(o.))
T: ' Uh hu: [
M: And T left him there at abou:t noo:n.
(0.3)
T: Ah ha:h.
(0.2)
M: A:nd uh,h -
(0.2)
T: - What's he gonna do go down and pick it up later? or
‘ . something 1like (~ )=
M: .[ His _t:riend] )
T: - ell that's aw-ful,
M: . Yeh h[is friend Stee-] .
T: —~ That really ‘makes“me ma:d, .
(0. 2) ~
M: *hhh Ch it's disg_gsti[ng as a matter of f]a:ct.
T: "_ Poor “Joe Y.

The initial assessment ("Well that s aw:ful”) my be an attempt to

'v-;repair what, mtemctionally. might constitute a display of more interest
1n the car's return than in the boy's circumstances, and what, sequen-
‘f;‘:.'.tially. might constitute a move into a D. WOrk-Up segment 1n the
?"tabsence or an appropriate next item to a .1, Exposition. ...pec_!fically,
o -'Asom form of C.2. Aff{liation might be approgriate in the vicinity of the

'description of the bhoy's pmblems at the airport, that description having

been received as sheer 'informtion (cf. Fragnent A.(2) pagc TT with its

non-troubles-receptive "Uh huh"s). The result, however, is the Juxtapo-

sition of a generalized assessment with the statement of concemn for the
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car's return, an environaent in which that assessment migcht conceivably
be heard as directed to the Loy's abandonacnt of the car,
The subsequent asséssment ("That really mkes me mn:d") may be an

attempt to rupair that possible hearing, The subsecquent assc::.s.'um:nt may

. . L]
be specifically 'type fitted' to such a trouble as vandclism and to such
7. perpetrators as vandals; 1.e., selected to clenrly'exclude the boy “—

B Ats referrent. As it happens, however, this assessment 1s also applie-

able to the problenﬁt{c altermative; i.e., to the ‘boy's abandonment of
.. the car. The circumstances descrii;ed here’ may be annlogous to a problem
Sacks addresses himself to in Lecture 27, Spring 1966, that of “hearing
) | ‘or not the correct word where a possible homonym is used,'; 1:; an envi-
Toment which provides strongly for hearing the homonym, Secks refers to

E. R. Leach's "Aniral categories and verhbal abuse" in I.enheberg. ed,,

P Mew Directions _13 the Study of Lanyruage, which points out that “one can
. ' =
. in routine talk, use a set of words which are more or lesc unprinteble
~epithets, and they're not heard that way at all.” Sacks proposes:

o The tabooinz of the hearinz of obscene homonyms-:ls extra-
ordinarily interesting, in that when one has opened up the situa-
tion of obscenity, it is virtually unavoidable to hear almost
anything that could be heard as obscene as, indeed, obscene. Once
there is the possibility of an obscenity having been done, 1t

- takes rather a while to return to a non-hearing of the obsccne
possibility of the words used,

o (Lecture 27 Spring 1966 page 'S edited)

In general, he points out that a given ongoing context may have a
"linear extension in which it is perfectly reasonable to use what has

"_,""Seen developed so far to understand a current item; i.e,, to control

4;..’ . . ) *

.+ what one hears,” such that a "shift" in the direction of the talk will
be heard by reference to the context so far; 1.e., 'incorrvetly’,

It 13 such a problem with which the speaker in Fragment (1) above

’ may be grappling. Specifically, the Juxtaf:osition of a statement of

. concern for the car's returmn and a generalized assessment which, by Its
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&3 | sets up a context in whjch the attempted "shift® of focus hecomes, at
best, ambiguated, and in which a mmdially-dcployed next assessment,
intendedly 'type fitted' to the new matter, emerges as, again at best
ambiguously also hearable by reference to the initial matter. Further, )
under the auspices of the persistent bi-valence of the talk so f:r. the:
.. * recipient's concurrence "Oh it's disgusting”; which. does not explicitly
disambiguate, may be heard as at least possibly concurring with the prior

83 an assessment of the boy's behavlor and not the vandalism, As with

the obscenity problem, once the context has been set, it is “virtually
unavoidable to hear almost anything that could be heard as [blaming the
boy] as, indeed, [blaming the boy]."

_For "That really makes me ma:d" and the concurring "Oh it's disgus-

tins to be unequivocally understood as addressing the vandalism and not

] the boy's behavior. requires application of a very similnr sort of con-
':;v.entional proprieties to those we mentioned by nefemnce to the ambigu-
‘ous "I wouldn't wa.nt him around me ho:n" and its ambiguous concurrence, -
';_fnl_loz:: " in Fragment B.2. (1). .

L In contrast to B.2. (1) » in which the ambiguous concurrence is fol-
1owed by further ambisuity, in Fragment (1) we find the deployment ot'
an utterly explicit, uni-valent item which resolves the ambiguity, and
:which we take to have been produced for Just that purpose i.c.. we
""suspect that "Poor Joey" would not have occurred but for the emergence

°f the ambiguity problem, Roughly, this final assessment. appears to be

the interchange, and to the specitic t.roub].c-type it is addressing. ‘In

:I.t: context, it stands as out of place and over-solicitous, In psychio-

logical terms, the item may be seen to have been generated by the father's
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"“'ambivalcnce towards the boy; 1.e., he doea in fact blame the boy, 1s in

) fact angered by his abandonment of the car, and thus hears his own talk
and his coparticipant's talk as, at best, nof. clearly enough not blaming

" the boy, and thus possibly as doing the very thing he is attempt’ing to

be heard as not doing. In that regard, the "Poor J'oey.." stands as a pro-.

_totypic 1nstahco of the oversolicitousness which accompanies, and is an

D “index of, ambivalence and denial of anger,

In Fragment B.2.(1), however, the ambiguity between concern for the

child and concern for the troubles-t.ener is left unresolved., And it is
possidble that the troubles-teller is producing inten;iedly bi-valent talk;
1.e., 18 indeed promoting an attention to the trouble while not expli-
citly saying "Poor me" and the devil take the child. On the other hand,
thc ambiguity may be a byproduct of an attempt to avoid being seen as
mstructing the mother on the conventionally proper grounds for abandon—l

) 1ng the pm,ject. .e.. that it's not that teller "can't" but that the

‘child should not be exposed to her; and that that ousht to have been the

mthcr 8 first concern. In that_ case, tener's "];' wouldn't want him

":amund me hon » etcetera, might be characterized as xveferring to while

‘_._specificany not explicating those conventional proprieties, where a co-

.and how, her own prior utterance, "but you can't if you got the !‘lg_: ", was

In any event, the ambiguity in B.2.(1) is left unresolved, in con-
tmst. to the rather glaring xesolution we find in Fragment (1). Further,’
g =in B.2.(1) the two ambiguous elaborations ("Cause uh: I've really got

.‘ 1t" and "But I'd be glad to do it if I wasn't sick") are followed by a

- strong attention to the trouble by the candidate troubles-recipient cum
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pursuer of a project; 1.0., "You Sure .sound aw:ful, ( hoarse) ,* 71t
f) o 1s possible that this ~.peuke:'. who had not in the first place atiended
the issue of possible contagion, simply was not orfented to that as an
issue, being firmly oriented to the hope of finding a babysitter, In
subsequent talk we find that she already had attempted to mcruit some- )
one else, but that one was going shopping. That this one has the 'fiu'
my be heard as a version of 'going shopping'; 1.e., by reference solely
- te the issue of availability/unavanability. 4 In such a context, under
¢ .+ , Buch an orientation, the issue of x;ossible contagion nay simply not
o arise, may not be heard as present in the ambiguous responses to her

confirmble/disconfirmble proposal that the candidate babysitter “can't”

undertake the task.

.If that is so, what she will be hearing and concurring with is the

éhild-ss-nuisance to ths candidate babysitter; i.e., a strong attention

to the trouble a.nd not an attention to the child, per se. Thus, her own
subsequent attention to the trouble may be intendedly reciprocal to the

, troubles-teller' S; specifically- accepting and acknowledging as warranted,
tbs refusal to babysit and the otherwise improper reference to the child;
.;‘T?i.c., as a nu:lsa.nce. Her strong attention to the trouble, and its
~response, closely resemble a C.2.~ C.3. configuration of recipient
Affiliation followed Ly teller Affiliation Response; 1. e.. 'letting co’
t.,(cr. Section I, Fragments C.2.~ C.3.(1)-(5) pages 23.25), '.

- Le e-You Ssure sound aw:ful, [ hoarse.) ]

Cs “t Oh:: sy God
the higbest temperatures you ever saow.

I been “hhh running

- However, in the environment of negotiations vis-a-vis a proJect for
which the trouble constitutes a possible obstacle, the exchange bgcoms )
: bi-vslent. Specifically. the C.2. Afﬂlintion constitutes a possible

checkout as to the "real! seriousness of the candidate trouble (here,
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in contrast to the possibility of merely "sound[ing] awful"), and the

C.3. Affiliation Response constitutes a possible offering of evidence

of 'real' seriousncss.
In other mterials we find such exchanges clearly addressed to the
®

'real’ versus mercly apparent seriousness of a trouble. So, for example,

in the following fragment, that distinction is transparently being

: addressed.,

(1) [Fr:us1:57eC]) ((J has announced he's having all his teeth removed) )

Ve Let me ask you this question.
Js Yeh.
Vi - Are you getting toothaches?
(0.4)
J: = NO!
(0.2)

V: ~ [[(Then don't )~

Js But I got cavities! You know e: :very dam one of these teeth
in my mouth I can (move them)?

Ve Ia; s[ked you- ]_

J? I've got,

Vs I asked you a question.,=

J: =Yeh affecting my::e

Ve =Are you [getting,

Js stomach and ry ey es,
. Ve = ; [Are You getting pai:n,
. J3 .Yeah.
A i (0.7)
S In here? (0.7 I get I-I feel a little pain here, (0.5) my
~_eye:s run water and I-I done had a Iriend of mine that we
[experienced the lsame thing.
R £ I ain't talking Wait a min-]lvlei :t & minute no:w=
gt My eyes run water which is-t hreatening my eyesights
e [uill you listen (to me) ]You got influenced-
V: - mListen, v
v o (0.2)
" V: = Youcgot influe nced, by some people.
B £ [Yeh. [eghhh
S Js - egkhYeah,
Ve Your stomach is bothering you and. ‘your eye:;::s,=
. Je =is running wa:ter,= B
V: =are running wate r [
J: And they' re getting a little ba:d? (.) too,
Vs =~ Now somebody told you tha:t's, (0.4) was your tee[th.
J: eghhh!
Js: It's from my teeth I lnow dam well it's from my teeth. I got
' " bad teeth.

Ve - Are you getting pai:n from your teeth,
(0.7
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\'f That's [(what I asked you, ) -

J: - Far as I kno:w, I'm getting pain- As far as I know

I'm getting pain from my teceth,

Vg -~ Well then take them out,

We find what might be called '1ndices of real trouble', oriented to
in troubles-talk as criterial for deciding the seriousness of a proposede
trouble, 'Pain' is one of them. ~ 'Temperature* appears to te another, -
So, for example, in the followiné fragment we ha.ve a delicate instance
of troubles-talk 'contan_dnated by'! the negotiation of a project for which
the trouble constitutes a possible-obsiacle. In this case, however, there
1s no explicit connection made ﬁetween the trouble and the project., The
fragm:nt begins just as the coparticipants are concluding arrangements

for a gathering that evening.

B.2.(3) [Campbe11: n-srr]
A: So I'll get round there about Seven,
B: ‘t’hh Yea:h.
As P:robably, (.) you know, give or take, (0.3) a few winutes
You . feeling better now. :
B: Uh:m mNo:. .
A: *Oh you poor cunt,® °hh
(0.%4)
ee I thinhk it was food poisoning (last night) cause I
[m
).

I'm still gettin:g Yyou lmow.hh ‘hh stomach pains I spewe
last ni: bht. and
' Yeuh .
(0.3)
=Yeah proh- it'se . .
=ch ronic diarrhea as we-e-1]1,= ((sounds very 111))
[ Tha.t r what)
-Ju[st before I went to bed and=
(Sounds 1ike 1t)
-’t h[hhhh
ifh ¢ )
this morning (well) I've hnd this bad stomch.
So I guess the samae's gonna happen tonight.
*Fucking hell,®
(0.8)
B: [[mt anyw,hh '
(ilave you% have you got a temperature, -
. (o ;
= mn:No:. Not that I know of. But I've been 1;etting funny
thinss in front of w ey__-s actually. y :
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In Fragment B.2.(3) we get a sense Lthat the troubles-teller is

attempting to beg off from the gathering uithout saying so in so many
l-t,-‘\“;. ; words, and that troublcs-necipicnt is cheeking out the status of the

proposed trouble as a 'mere excuse' versus a ‘real reason'; { €., ve get

a sensc that they are negotiating the serfousness and warranted conse- ‘

ANy trgrgeey

quence of a propo..ed trouble. And we find two features in this fmgment.

+ which alss occur in the transparent negotiation of Fra;_,ment (1) pages
o 129-130, features which Suggest that Fragment B.2, (3) is, indeed, an
obscure, ambiguous, implicit version of Fragment (1), For one, we find
in each fragment that the response to the 1nqu1_ry into the ;':oresenco of an -
'1ndei of real trouble', which in each case happens not to beb present, is
followed by, not merely an answer-token (Yes/MNo) but by an answer-token

" plus a 'replacement trouble-index'. In Fragment (1):

V: Are you getting toothaches’
/"._ ( L4 )
J: = NO!
(0.2)

' [[('l‘l'aen don't ) L
But I got cavities!

. And tn Fregmnt B.2.(3); | ’
o _A: - Have you got a temperature”
T B = o No:.(g:;:)that I lnow of. Dut I've been getting funny
S things in front of my ex_ S actually.
| . Roughly, troubles-teuer appears to be oriented to a traJectory set
up by such a question as initiates these fragments, 'l‘hat thectory is
possib].y parua'ly actualized in Fragment (1), post a "NO!" which, on
:I.ts occurrence, appears to be 'free-stnnding' 1._3.. 1s rollowed _by an
) (0'2) silence. The possible actualization which follows the siience'
and occurs _sinultanéously witia the 'replacement trouble-index' 1s th()
uttt;rance fragment “(Then don't)" which we take to be a start on "Then

don't take them out", the alternative to which i3 fully actualized n
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subsequent talk; 1.e., to, now, a cont;irmtion of "pain®™ we find "Well
_then take them out.” That 1s, such questions as "...pain?", "...tem-
perature?” are understood by the troubles-teller to be setting up a tra-
Jectory the outcor;n of which will be some decision with regard “to the
seriousness of the tmuble.l Such a trajectory stam;s in contrast to a
possible altemative trajectory, in which the question would be, say, a
specified version of "How are you feeliné?", the outcome of which might
be, for a reported abs?nce of the symptom, "Oh good.” That is, the

inquiry is, and 1is seen to be, consequential for the status of the trouble

and 1its attendant activities, The inquiry is, f.herefom. 'answered to',

the possibility of the trouble being seen as 'not serious‘ is defended

against with the proferring of an alternative symptom.2

And specifically with regard to the issue of 'defens;e'. we note a

second cross-instance feature. In each case, troubles-teller produces

-

v . ~
. & 'kmowledge constraint® marker. In Fragment B.2.(3):

Az Have you got a femper‘é.tum?
(0.4)
B: = n:No:. Not that I know of.

In a lecture of May 24, 1971 pages 9-12, Sacks considers a related

phenomenon in which features of a question permit its recipient to

o . 8ee that "the question 1s part of a line of direction” by reference
“." to which the answer is distinctively shaped. ' .

By contrast, in Fragment B.2.(2) pages 121-122 above, to a checkout
of the possible seriousness of a candidate trouble we get, not "No
but..."™ and an altemative symptom, but a negative followed by an
index of the non-seriousness of the trouble, "No:?no:no I'm~ I'm
- going shopping.” In the light of this phenomenon; i.e., of inqui-
. ries understood by troubles-tellers as checkouts of the seriousncss
of a trouble, we can re-examine the 'delicate interrogation
sequence' in Fragment B.1.(2) considered at pages 93-100 above,
treating recipient's inquiry into the 'blackout', ™Are you prone to
" do that?" as a possible checkout of real trouble, where, then, the
teller's ambiguous addition/substitution "Very hypertensive® my be
S8een as the proferring of an alternative Symptom without explicitly
formtting it as such; i.e., without explicitly acknowledging the
"inquiry as such a checkout and without explicitly ‘answering to' .
that inquiry and'defending against' {ts thrust; i.e., without saying
.. in s0 many words, "No but I'm very hypertensive.®

LS R Y PR
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And in Fragment (1)

Ve _l_\_ne You getting _Eai-ri from your teeth,
(0.7) -
V: g_mt's[(what I asked you, )
J: - Far as T kno:w, I'm getting pain~ As far as I know

I'm getting pain from my teeth,

An instance of such a device was considered by Anita Pomerantz in .
her discussion of tclcphonc calls in which parents of possibly truant
children are being questioned by a.staff member of the school'’s attend-
ance office, 1In this case. the staff member Specifically elicits such
an item in the forrmtting of the question itselr,l
(2) [Medetros:spp:2:1-2] .

M: - *hhhh And uh:::, "hhhh°t you don't knc-w that she's been
homs 111 hu: h,

P: ~ nno::? nott My knowledge I (.) I'm (.) stay at ho:me
’ SO.,h
(003)
M: Mm hm, 't[ hhh
) 43 P I won would know if she was ou:t,

The appearance, in Fragments (1) and B.2.(3) above, of a marker

which is attendant to tra.nspamntly 'defensive interaction. may be
- geen as further indication that such Questions as "Are you getting pain?®

, . ""Heve you got 2 temperature?”, etc., are not simply specified versions

oi‘ "How are you feeling?" but are, and are understood by troubles-teller

'fto be, discovery procedures by reference to the possible scriou,.ness or

: non-seriousness of a candidate trouble

. ._'

Returnin;; to Fragment B.2.(1) we note that in tl'e exchange which is

Aambiguously a C.2,~C.3. Affiliation pair and/or an inquiry into the

"real’ seriousness of the trouble followed by evidence of 'real' serious-

ness, the troubles-teller produces what my be one of the prototypic

1. See Pomerantz, "Catching Them 'I‘ruants » & paper presented at the
. First German-British Research Colloquium on Ethnom:thodology and
Conversation Analysis, Konstanz, April 1980, .

R PR
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'indices of real-trouble'; 1.e., 'temperature'. It is, however, embedded

' . o~ ) . .
; f:) - into a formt via which the very opposite of 'defending against' 1s done;

i.e., the troubles-teller constructs the utterance as a 'letting go' in

response to what she is to be seen as taking to be, not coparticipant's

suspicions, but coparticipant's concern.

And what recipient produces is an item fitled to both valences of

the sequonce now in progress, one which is both an 'outcome' of a tra-

Jectory established by a checkout of the ‘real seriousness of a trouble

(cf. "Well then take them out” in Fragment (1) page 130 above), "Well let

ms hang up and let you get back to bed", and an 'affiliation' with the

sufferer (cf. "Jeesus" et al, Section I Fragments C.2.- c.).v(l)-(S)

pases 24-25 above), "Oh my go:sh®. Whatever ambiguities may have resided

in the talk prior to the announcement of 'righ temperature' are now

utterly vesolved_. The pursuit of the project is abandoned with a

.

troubles-attentive offer to close the conversation. Features of the

"' talk suggest that the offer to close may be primrily being deployed

here as a way to acknowlerige the seriousness of the trouble (which was

- Ls
C:
C:

,;'4".". c.
;. Ls

Ls

'L:“

-

. earlier in doubt) and to close off the negotiation.

e-You Sure sound _gw_:_ml.[( hoarse, ) )

‘t Ohs: my God
the highest temperatures you ever sa-w. .
Oh my go:sh well let m2 hang up and let 101; get back to be:dm

I been ‘hhh running

" -eh huh[uh uhh]h hh u- hh u-J_

I disturbed you. '
=}low you doin hcn-

. =On Just Ti:ne.
It is not merely that the prior tmubles-teller 1mmed1ate1y re-opens

»j.'the conversation. but that the prior troubles-recipient, who has Just

R T offered to close the conversation, 1mnediate1y participates in the conver-

sation s reopening. with not a hitch or a mlssed beat., We notice this

featum because our investigation of conversation in general shows that

Rk

.- recurrently sudden introductions of new maticrs, sudden switchqs in
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diroction, etc., are pmblcmtic. arc accompanied by hitches, gaps ete,,
by spcaker and/or mquests for recycle by recipient (e.s., "Pardon2"
"Huh?", cte. ). or generate such ambiguit.ies as we considered by refercnce
to Fragment (1) pages 124-127 above. It 13 possible, then, thot the
orientation to the talk So far, the orientat.lon which has geher:itc.d the.
offer to close, is an orientation which 13 pPrepared for and immediately
receptive to a move to stay in conversation, That 13. in this case, the
offer to close may specifically be produced by mfemnce to the possibil-
ity of further conversation and, specifically, to a shift away from the
negotiatona-contaminated troubles-talk, Indeed, the offer to close may
aonstitute an 'Invitation' to just such & shift (ef. Fragment A.(3) page
80, in which an offer to close appears to be working by reference to
the current talk and not by refemnce to actual closum, and when we
find a similar no-hitch 1madiate uptake of a return to conversauon
proper) .

In the following fragment we find a rather si'milar canﬁaura;.ion.
In this case, however, ‘it appaa;-s that a candidate tr;xbles-mcipient is
pursning the possible seriousness of a merely apparent tmuble (again,

indexed by hoarseness), while the candidate troubles-teller is work:lng

 to exhibit the mere apparentness of trouble. And in this case what may

be 'contaminating “the troubles-talk is a negotiation as to whether the

: candidate tmubles-teller will. be ﬁ.t enough to go on a planned shoppins

. . ) T . . - . - e - . L el R e

trip the next day. As in Fragment B.2.(3), there is no explicit connec-
tion made between the project for which the trouble mi.;ht constitute an
obstacle, and the trouble. As in Fragment B.2.(3) the project 1s talked
of, and then the trouble is talked of, each in Isolation. In contrast

to that tragment, however, the troubles-teller is proposing fitness.

We Join the conversation as the arrangements for the shopp!:ng trip -
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are being concluded. As it happens, there bas been a co:lncidv-nce One
) :} participant has phoned the other to invite heop along on a shopping trip
V«: ~ to Middlesbivugh,  and the candidate invitee hag announced that she was
Just about to phone the inviter with an invitation to the ldentical Jaunt,

That matier i{s taken up as the arrangements are being eoncluded,

B.2.(4) [Rah:c:1:(16):6-8] ((s very hoarse from "Cause nmnily.".."))
* S £ That'll be fi:ne les. 'nmt 11 be lo4v eqly. :v:  a.n
. I: [ e L ov e] ]
(.)
s~ LR e s, 2 ) '
Js - *hl0h - that' S-that's I-°h’hh Cause funnily T th- I-[thouaht'hh
I: Yes,
J: I wonder if I:da'd tancy 2 run to iMiddles broughe
I:s - [Ye:h ‘
J: =in the mcor; ning. -
I: [Ye(n)eh
J: *hh Mm: .
I: Yema . '
Jz  Cause I was goi- I've been (.) going to go.but T:- (0.2)
today I couldnt be bothered hh heh-heh unh’ hheh
1, (o o P e 2o
Iz - Your voice 13 sti: 11 croaky,
A E ,eh® '
A J: °t It's not- I don't feel bad tho ugh it's no t eh
i s (yo [But 1t's st111
e ‘- _\_r_ery[c roaky. ]
Js : It was a bit t 15!“: last night.pPut my chest is better
e ‘ Is P 00:d.
B ' (.)
I: _'1_'!1_[at's good. § '
J: An:d my voice’isn't 2s bad as it was,
- TIs n:No. o
(.)

No. ' '
J: - [[And I'm I lost it completelx last night after y(h)ou(h) 'q
g(h) [o(h)ne hnh]h u h]huh]

‘ Well this Jis it could hear it going[_xou knou.]

L Je ', . 'hhe'h 1’hh
Js Y(h)es:.
I: = So1I'll get off now or else ih- 1t'11 be going again toni[ght.
Je

J: =  Oh no I've been cleaning be:drooms and things[so~ .
Yes I've done

g
c

the bedrooua and the living roo: :m,

Je Ye:s.

I: And I've dusted the sitting mom and Just l{oovered- I never
move things ou-t. You know,

Js ' No:.:

Is COurse there's nothing there really (0.3) eh: the-ch-the

;itting room wasn't bed at all, , . eto. eto.
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Most briefly, we note that the device by which the troubles;tdlk cum

negotiation re. a possible oi:atacle to a project is closed off, is a
version of F.b, Stepwise Transition (see Section I pages S8ff). 1In this
case we find a single utterance Operating as a 'pivot!. An 'answering

.
to' the proposed Sseriousness of the trouble declines, indced disattends
the offer to close with a displdy of perfect fittness, a return to every-

day chores, "Oh no I've been cleaning be:drooms and things so:".1 1 is

taken up as a "new topic', an exchange of domastig accomplishments, with

. "Yes ;["vo done the bedsoonn and the 1iving roo_:_m". This procedure may

be seen as a classic instance of what Sacks describes as a "linking up
of whatever is being 1ntmduc¢.:d a3 a new topic to what has just béen
talked about, such that, as far as anybody knows, a new topic hasn't been
started, though Qe're far from wherever we began.” (See page 58). A
moment ago they were talking about a trouble ang now they're talking

"le It is possible that the report of a return to everyday chores was

almost introduced a bit earlier with "And I'm-", which occurs after
& series of 'Iimprovement markers' ("But my chest 13 better today.
~An:d my voice isn't as bad as it was. And ITm-"); 1.e., the "And

-  " I'me"® may be a start on "And I'm cleaning bedrooms and things", {n

which case it would stand as a volunteered index of non-seriousness
of the trouble (cf. Fragment B.2.(2) pPages 121-122, "1'y going

of serious trouble., The Possibly immediate return is, however, pre-
empted by activities of the recipient (of. Fragment F.f.b.(3) pages
62-63, the preemption issue considered on pPage 67), and the initially
abandoned volunteered index of non-seriousness is reissued as an
'o.nswerixu to' recipient's proposal of serious trouble, We take it
that on its own, "And I'm-* is altogether too fragmentary to warrant
such a consideration. It 1s this shard of talk which generated the
data-scarch for, and collection of, instances of Abandoned and Re-
positioned Utterances (see page 8), and the work done so far on that
eollection indicates that the "And I'm-" and its sequelae may be
‘operating as we Lave described.
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about household chores. There has been no topic completion and no topic-

mitiation. As Sacks has 1t, "the talk flowed,"

WS .w1th regard to the utter smoothness of the flow, present in Fragment
| B.2.(1) and characterized in the consideration thereof as an Thdication
that an offer to close my sjecifically orieht to and perhaps invite fu;--
ther conversation which shifts away from a prior topic (in that case

. ¢ troubles-talk cum obstacle negotiation, see pages 1)‘0-155). we note that

2_ - 1in Fragment B.2.(4), the case at hand which 18 also a candidate instance
 of troubles-talk cum obstaclo-negotiation, the offer to close s followed
by continuation of the conversation, and that continuation is equally

smoothly taken up by the one who made the cloge-offer.

I: = So I'l1l get off now or else 1h-it' 11 be going again toni[ght

Js
J: Oh no I've been cleaning be: drooms and things[so:
Is —~ Yes I've done

the bedroons and the 1iving roo: :m,
That s, again without a hitch or a mizsed beat, the new trajectory

13 taken up. Specifically, the “Yes" is positioned precisely upon a

completion point of the pivqotal' utterance (as in Fragment B.2.(1) the
[-] equal signs mdicate absolutely no bmak between completion of "How
lou doing hon" and “Oh Jjust fi:ne." ). It is in this sense that we talk
. -’_'.‘-‘___w_o_t the offer to close as a ‘device'., It appears. that 1s, to be a metho-

dic topic-shift procedure, specifically oriented to the possibility of a

*.shift in topie, specifically prepared to participate in the new topiec,

And most briefly with regard to the troubles-talk as an 1m§11cit
.. negotiation re. troubles-teller's possible unfitness for the planned
..sho’pping trip, we note first of all that the 'noticing' of the hoarseness.
does not follow t.hg first dramatic appeax‘gnce of hoarseness, which occurs

in the utterance referring to the coincidence.
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(
J2 Cause t'unnily I th- I: [thought *hh
I: Yes.,
Js I wonder 11‘ I:da'd fancy a run te Middles broughe
I [Ye:h
J: =in the m ormm.;. —
T: (Ye(h)on ]
J: ‘hh Mm:,
I; - Yeah, ' ..

Rather, the noticing followa the announcement of an abundoned plan

., to mke that shopping trip today.

J: Cause T was goi— I've been (.) going to go.but I:- (0.2)
today I oouldn t be bothered heh.heh unh° hheh
I [no[ J_ [

Iz ~ Your voice 1is sti:11 croaky.
In Fragment B.2.(1) we find a similar configuration of concurrence
followed by a 'noticing'. In that case, a project is being x;e_Jectcd on
- the grounds of 111 health. And in that case we find the troubles-recipi-
ent 'concurring' ("nNo::::,") and thereafter producing a ‘noticing' ("You

Sure sound aw-ful. ( hoarse.)" see page 121). 1In Fragmnt B.2.(4),

the case at hand, this configuration of ‘eoncurrence' ("n: No No.") fol-

lowcd by a 'notioing' ("Your voice is sti:11 croaky"), is produced by
reference to a project abandoned on what are proposed as nc'i particular

".-_-"-"-grounds (1‘.01.. *I couldn't be bothemd").

It is possible that the 'noticing' in Fragment B.2.(3) is operating
similarly to that of Fragment B.2.(1); 1.e., 1s focussing upon and inquir-
2_"‘1113 into the significance of an observalle index of possible illness.’ 'I‘he
_\ "' difference between the two fragnents is that 1n Fragment B.2.(1) the

. noticing follows a strong assertion of illness ("Cause uh: I've really
got 1t") while in Fragment B.2.(%4) the 'noticing' follows a proposal of
abandonment on no particular grounds, where, however, an index of possible

particular grounds for abandonment (1.e., 111 health) 1s available in the

talk (1.e., the observable hoarseness),

And in that regard we note that the troubles-teller herself may be
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wsy - dealing with the possible relevance of tle hoarseness to the neport. of

an abandoned plan. In the announcement of the abandoned plan to go
shopping today we find a repair: "Cause I was €0oi- I've been (.) going

to g0." We take it that this 1s a start on "...I was €0ing to go today
but...", and that such a proposal implicates a definite Plan and thus
i perhaps a definite reason for 1its abandonment, That Proposal 1is aborted
e and is replacged by & proposal of a weaker, more generalized; one-of-thesge-
days intention "I've been (.) going to go." For such an intention. one

an find that on any particular day one hasn't happened to get around to

it.

”

It 1s possible that the replacement of a developing Wbmcemnt of
a definite plan with its possible implication of a definite account for

- abandonment, by a generalized intentfon and its appropriately general{zed

account ("but today I couldn't be bothered" ') constitutes an attempt by
troubles-teller to undercut a connection which she herself sees as becaon-
g ing available in the Juxtaposition of item (reported prior intention to

' :'go shopping) and delivery (in a-hoarse voice). !That s, that a connec-

.-<'~  ”i:ion is in fact available between the abandoned prior intention to g0

- shopping today and the hoarse voice, oan be seen in the work that troubles-
".""-teller does to undercut that connection,

Seoondly, we note a proposal of possible recurrénce.

- Je I lost it conpletelz last night after y(h)ou(h) 'd
. £ Well this Jis it

could hear it going[lou know, ]
o J: 'hh_Q.'h tJhh

V: Js Y(h)es

S SRR So Ir'11 get off now or else ih~ it'11 be going again
L . tonight.

'. We find a similap occurrence in Fmgmnt B.2.(3); i.e., an expositt on
oi‘ & trouble followed by a proposal of possible recurrence.
' B [vomiting, diarrhea] and ‘t°hhhhh this morning (well) I've

- had this bad stomch “So T guess the same's gonna happen
togisht. )
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About Fragmsnt B.2.(3) we propoaed that the troubles-telley is
| attempting to be excused f!‘Oll a gathering planned for tonight, without
saying so in so many words, by raising the possibility of recurrence of
last night's symptoms.. In Fragment B.2.(4) we take it that thé troubles-
recipient 1s doing som version of warning thc troubiea,teucg that. .
unless she gives the trouble its due éam and attention she might not be
.« able to go shopping tomorro.w (as she was unable to go today),

o v

without saying so in so many words; again. by raising the possibility of
recurrence of last night's symptoms.

A major difference between the two fraémenj:s is that in Fragment
B.2.(3) the relationship between symptoms (vomiting, diarrhea. ete.) and
projected course of action (the gathering) 1s transparent; i.e., the
symptoms which might recur tonight are of a sort which plainly coustitutc
an obstacle to such an activity as participation in tonight's zathering
In Fragment B. 2 (3) the relationship between symptoms (hoarseness, loss
~ of voice) and projected course of-action (a shopping trip) 1s obscure;

‘ 1'.0.. such symptoms are not necessarily debilitating, and that last

rlfi"intended shopping trip is in the first place not at all obvious (indeed,
':_'5. it appears that troubles—teller has specifically done work to undercut
suoh a connection), and thus, that a reference to a possible recurrence
of voice-loss tonight is involdng possible consequences t‘or tommw's
.v__vshopping trip. becomes altogether problenatic.
L In Fragment B.2.(3), then, the talk is managed such that one could
fﬂjnot say Qith certainty that ﬂ.:o troubles-teller is invoking a connection
z?-._between Symptoms, recurrence, and .proJect.ed course of action, but on§

- could say with certainty that such a mlaﬁionship is available for the

invoking. In Fragment B.2.(%4) the talk is mnaged such that, not only

‘night's loss of voice had any bearing on this morning's abandonment of an

e
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oould one not say with certainty that such a connection is being invoked

(in this case by the troubles-recipient), but one could not say with cer-

. tainty that such a relationship 1s available for the invoking, 1n the
first place. ’
In that regard, we offer a fragment in which, 1ike Fragments B.2.(3.)

. and B.2,(3) above, that a trouble might constitute an obstacle to a pro-

* ° " Ject is not available in the troubles-taik ttse1r.l Further, in this

| case it 1s not at all clear that a copaﬂicipant is aligning as a troubleg-
recipient beyond some initial 1nqu1..r1es, one of which is weighted towards
the eliciting of a report of improvement (“You getting over 1 :t2") and my
be accomplice to the implicit issue of the trouble as pos.';lble obstacle
(cf. the simi].arly-weightec} inquiry in Fragment B.2.(3), "You fceling

-_bitter now", which in that case 13 placed immediately adjacent to the ar-

rangements for tonight's gathering).

B.2, () . [C;mi:bell :7:102] ((Opening unrecorded))
: (;‘::’) falri::gntz -
(Aye:?) '

hHow are you | feeli:ng.
Oh: not so ba::d?

You getting over ig_:.‘.'-
.YQ Sah[_éit
Uh- hh

bit empty You lmozw,

In Section I we observed a possible distinction as between British
and American troubles-talk; i.e,, a tendency in the former towards
'restraint' and a tendency in the latter towards 'releszse' (see
pages 26-31). Ve here note another possible distinction, by refer-
ence to Fragments B.2.(3), B.2.(4) and B.2.(5). These are all
taken from the British corpus, and we find nothing quite like them
in the American corpus. We might characterize this 'British option'
as a matter of fmplicit ncgotjation—via-ad,]acency rather than expli-
cit relating of the competing issues, which is what we find in the
American corpus (see €.8., B.2.(1) pages 120ff, and B.2.(6) pages
- 147-158 Lelow. We note that in B.2,(6) there my be an initial at-
tempt by the troubles-recipient to negotiate the project as an inde-
‘pendant matter, without referring to the possibly competing trouble,
but very soon an explicit relationship is proposed, .

.0
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A: Ye:h.Well ¥hat are you gonna have for your tea:.m
) M: =I don't inow ye:t, -
) (0.7)
Az hOhssere.
Ms Gotta watch me step.hh
(0.4) . S
A: Yeh I'm Jjust wondering hh (0.3) °*hh T, don't know; weh I
don't lnow what to give you, - T
Ms You don't lmow what to give me, ‘
As nlio(h)o. -
M: khhuh huh *( (ond)e”
. A: I'11 give you a 1ittle bit of chicke:n.
. M: Y-eh: ha-u Mm:, -
: S ( ) 1litfle breas:t of chicken.=
M: -No[::::: )
Ae heh 1’hh huh huh huh huh.
M: nh hnhe - - .
Az ="hhhh Wha:;t?
Mg NO:::. .
A Ch:: well what do you wa: :nt, hh
M I don't know, -
Ag *hhh Oh we::11, have some tu:rk(h)ey
M: nNo:::. :
A: “hhh (.) eh hih-huh *hh Have some sausag es. ]
M: . S Nuh-
. M:  Oh:; ye-e-[oh,
~ Az _ heh hehh, heh heh heh he h heh heh‘hheh
) M; - | Lehon) (hoend =
" Ag 000 my god well what've you heen doing. ((smile voice))
M: . Ah::n not- (n)T ain't been doing much? (all day) I been
You know (to get) a few things, (0.5) I had a hai:rcut
(0.3) %ot me slippers, -
A: Ye::h,
(.)
M Got me pants,
(0.2)
A: ’ Yz:h. R :
Me Took me clothes in this morning,
- Ag *Yea:hz* ‘
R ) And eh::, (0.5) He's bringing me a pair of shoes along
Do tomorrow, _ '
. (.)
Az Ye:h? N
M: Cause he's going out ( ) the morning,
) (0.3) .
Ag Mm:mm2=
M: =An::d the best train we can catch is quarter past twel:ve.

It is only after the troubles-talk. is well behind them that we find
3 reference to a Journey in preparation (subsequent data makes it clear

‘that it is these two participants who will be traveling together), As
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in Fragsonts B.2.(3) and B.2.(4) above, there i3 no explicit connection
‘ > mde between troubles-teller's condition and its possible consequer;ces
for the project. And in this case, in contrast to Fragments B.2.(3) and

B.2.(4), 1t appears that the troubles-recipient 13 not prepared to attend

the trouble as cven potentially serious.
It i1s, however, possible, but systematically no more than merely
+ possible, that the tioubles-recipient is offerring aid to recovery. That
is, the attention to troubles-teller's eating might be troubles-relevant.
It might also be a standard business between these two. Thus, the refer-
.ences to food might be in response to indices of trouble, or might con-
stitute a shift in topie, apecii‘lcally disattending the indices of
trouble, We focus on the problemtic section.

Mg - bit empty you kro:w,
A - Ye h.Well what are you gonna have for your tea:.=

- Mg =T gon t know ye:t,
‘3 ) . .. (007) :
= A: HOhssss, s
o M: —~ [Gotta watch me Step.hh
’ (0.%) '

A: =  Yeh I'm just wondering hh (0.3) ‘hh I: don't know. weh I
don't know what to give you,

L
© Twice we find an index of trouble ("bit empty...” and "Gotta watch
\ ms step.hh") followed by an' acknowledgment token plus reference to food.

‘The initial reference is formed as an inquiry into troubles-teller's plans

. ‘and 13 responded to as such. The second veference indicates that troubles-

o ':'mcipient plans to feed the troubles-teller. .
As it happens, this aer:les is a not uncommon pmcedure whereby such
activities as ‘offers', 'requests’ » '1nv1tations » ete,, get done without
. explicitly producing ‘an offer', 'a request', 'an invitation'. Also not
‘uncommon is that the recipient of thc initia]. reference treats it at

'face value'; i.e., does not take it up as what it is not (yet) exbl fcitly |

shown to be, as troubles-teller's "I don't know yet" can be talking about
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t.ho‘ state of his own plans for teodlné himself, as fnquired into by the.
troubles-recipient's "wm';t are you gonna have for your }_g_a:." And we
find this phenomenon occurring independently of, e.g., shared biogﬁﬂiy
via which a reciplent of one of these obJects ought to lmow what it is
doing.l Thus, the data is obscure as to whether thi; 1S new, troubles-
relevant behavior, or a staqdavd business between them; i.e., whether the
troubles-recipient is addressing or disattending the indices of trouble.
A most troubles-resistive characterization of recipient's activities
by reference to troutiles-teller's ‘profermd indices of trouble is that
the materials which follow the acknowledgment t_oknns are references to a
standard business Letween these two, such that following an index of

trouble we are finding a shift to mundane, troubles-free matters; 1.e.,

1. Following are two fragments in which, shared biography to the con-
trary notwithstanding, interactionally delicate: matters (a 'request’
and an ‘invitation' respectively) are produced without explicitly
being made, and are taken initially at 'face value'. In Fragment
(a) below, a little boy phones his nother at work and produces what
might be an inquiry into her concerns, is treated as possibly such
an inquiry, and then becomes ¢learly a matter of his own concerns.

=7 (&) [0GsIval]
R - What do you want to eat for dinner.

" M: = I don't know sweetie T haven't even given it a thought I've

been busy.= .
- Rg = =(Neboochee)- I'11 get a Ninety Niner.
S Mg 0Oh no honey no no no no no. No I have to go to the store

anyway and get stuff for your lunch and all.

.. And 1in Fragment (b), following some cozy gossip, one participant an-
W pounces a forthcoming party and subsequently talks by reference to
. coparticipant's ability to attend; i.e., gets an invitation done
without explicitly doing 'inviting'. In this case, the coparticipant

siastic ‘announcement receipt' when unequivocal 'invitauo_n' occurs.
(b) [Kam:I11:4] _ ‘
A: =  Uh next Saturday night's a surprize party here for p-Kevin.

. (0.2)
A: - °p! And If you can mke 1t,
S OH REALLY::::,

That 1s, the enthusiastic response is withheld until it is made ut-
terly explicit that the announcement.'s recipient is being invited.
. Further, the stlence is understood for its import Ly the inviter,

wha thovrinan annande $he an Poee abicoca ——os Y POV, -

offers no response to the 'announcement' component, producing an enthu-

-
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troubles-recipient is declining altogether to address the indices of

trouble, Houcver; some details of the utterances which follow the in-

dices of trbuhle scem to be attending the prior talk in a particular way.

Roughly, the indices are possibly being 'dismissed! Y:la a form;t. which

consists of an aclmowledg,mni ;oken plus a warrant ‘for no mrtheé talk )

in the direction posed by the prior utterance, - o

| Following are three instances of what we take tobokox;e 'tomt“f:);l

doing 'diémissal'.l In Fragment (_1), that an ‘urging' 1s bemg dismissed
1s warranted by a display that the coparticipant is already perfectly

. ;l;uins. In Fragment (2), the dismissal of an 'expmsﬁon. of 'cc;ncem'
is warranted by an exhibit. that the recipient is, in principle, not up-

, set by the candidate sour¢e of upset (and in this case we find an expli-

cit 'dismissor', "So what"). "And in Fragment (3), the dismissal of a

coparticipant’s show of commitment to a task on current speaker's behalf
18 warranted by an assertion of tin triviality of thc task itself, wi‘th,;
: an explicit 'disndSSor'. "'It"s not. that big a deal”.

- (1) [JG:1:8:6] i

T Mg I do wish that you would uh: _go[along with him,y
c: ~ Ye:ah. [iie1l tel-’te11 nim

e tell him I:'m Ready Andy.
(2) [NB:IV:4:13) .

SR Le Gee I'm sorry to hear that,

e 1 Well don't let it upset you.

Lz - hYeh, well I have this all the ti:me, so wh(h)at

These instances are taken from a collection specifically directed:
to a slightly different object; 1.e., to "Yeah well" (see page 8); .
i.e., to a turn-initial unit rather than a response plus a new
start. A few of these latter were included as possibly related,
but we do not yet have a comprehensive collection. (See also Frag-
mont P.f.v.(1l) page 59 for "Ye:ah. Well-" as an attempted sub-
topical shift, Fragment (1) page 118 for "Yeah well™ as a preface

- to a 'dismissive' counter-proposal, and Fragment B.3.(6) pp.166-
167 for "Yeh °h Well..." as ‘dismissive' of some unsolicited
_advice.) ' -
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) [‘mI(b):lG;j9] ((J 1s mearching for a toy for one of L's s children))

Js We're still tryim; to find a parkhhhhinhhghh lo(h)o(h)ot,
coe Je hhihhh °Gonna look (.) see if[we can.f 1ind one ,°]
& : Ls ~ Ye :ah, J_el]. 1t's not that

big a deal if T don't find one .
The fact that "Ye:h Well What are you gonna have for your tea:.
and “Yeh I'm just wondering hn (0.3) °nh 1. don't know, weh I don't know
. what to give you" might constitute warranted dismissala of indices of
troublc, provides for a more troubles-attentive characterization than
does aAn utter declining to address those indices. That is, this device

" may be reoosnizably being deployed to provide for a warranted non-exercise

. of the topical possibilities of the prior utterance:. Specitically in
o this case, troubles-talk is being discouraged. And that treatment of it
can be understood to be warranted by materials which exhibit that the
troubles-recipient is already attending to the trouble without need of
further exposition (cf. Fragment (1) page 146, an 'urging' dismissed by
= reference to its recipient's already being perfectly will{.ng and thus in

In Fragment B.2. (5). then, not only is the posaibi‘lity that the

_'tmble m.izht stand as an obstacle to their plans altogether unavailable
'1n the troubles-talk, but that a candidate troubles-recipient is doing

-cny but the most minimal attention to the trouble is problematic; %. e.,

talk 18 being at worst disattended, at best dismissed,

He turn to one final instance of troubles-ta’lk 'contaminated by'

‘ ‘we note a possible attempt to produce a tacit negotiation (cf. Fragments
B.2 (3), pages 130¢f, B.2.(%) pages 1351f, and B.2.(5) pages l42ff, and
K tootnoto 1., page 142),
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J:.,'_»'..;,.fi-r B.2.(6) . [NB:II:’C:I!‘!‘] ((Opening unrecorded; N is caller))
E ) g E: Hi: honey how are yo[
ST N: Fine how're you.
E: “khhhhhhidh, Oh:: I'm pretiy goo::d I had a 1little o:peration
on my toe this week. I had to Lave (, ) toenail takcn o:ff,
(0.2)
N: *Wh [ . . [
Es l(xh)hh Oh:: I have a ‘ungus and I had an mr:_e_etion.
Es It s a[hell of a (s--)] '
N: Oh:::°: : 3 tE:mmm:;,
. E; ((nasal)) Isn"t that aw:ful,
S N: ‘hhhh Well vhat a shame.Did you have to go 1n the ho:spittal?=
Fe E; =nNo:s I Just had a lo-cal dea:l and uh it wasn't any fu:n
o but I m better I was:, 1lying on the cou:ch out in fr ont.
DU N: [Oh::]::-
by . N: =~ «I:'m¥so:rry E; mmat s ;2 '
B E; [Ah:- J -
E: - ((cutesy)) T am too.Why don't you cone and sce me.=
N: - ="hhh Well I was go:nna call and ask you if you- Bud was
playing gol? this afternoon if you wanted to go over to
Ro Ro:binson's with me. I ve got to uh ‘hhh I have go:t.hh
t.h=
E: [Ah ha-]— -
" N: =‘hhh a couple of things to wear Emma I (.) _J_st don't have
enough clothes to: to go to work in.
E: *Nm- -mm, ©
N: [‘p ‘hhhh at a:l1,

- N: ¥~ *hhhh Can you wa--lk"h

- (0.2)
N: *It'd be too hard for you?'
E: _*Oh:::ss darling I.don't kno:w® uh it' s:bleeding a little...

" 'Ii.v'l‘hc introduction by troubles-recipient of a Plan to go shopping

_ tosether my qualify as an F H.a.1v, Exit from 'I‘roubles-'ralk via Reference

""Ato Getting Together. And, similarly to Fragment B.2.(4), :lt may be using

a troubles-releva.nt prior utterance as a topical pivot' (see page 137).

;'rhat is, following a C.2. Affiliation, "Oh:::: I:'m so:rry E:mma::?", we

'tlnd a version of a C.3, Affiliation Response. "I am too.Why don t you
come and see me" (cf. Fragment C.2.- C. 3.(5) Section I, page 25. in which

;—":a C.2. Affiliation is followed by refemnce to a prior wish to bLe with

9 the current empathizer, "l-dddle of the night last night I wanted to ca11

: . you"). 1In this topical-sequential context, troubles-teller's ‘invita-

tion' may be strongly weighted towards, not just any routine visit, but

&
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"‘n 'sick call’,

However, the invitatfion is treated by its recipient as altogether
exclusive of 'tiouble’ : .as the inauguration of new matters, as is the
'pivotal’ uttcranc'e in Fragment B.2.(4). If any attention is given to
the sequential situatedness of the invitation, it is to 1its rccognizably.
: 'mtaraotionally generated' character which, for one. provides for its
. lutability, and secondly for the pr?priety of a standard response to such
objeots; 1.e., a 'counter invitation' (see footnote 1, page 94). Other-

wise its situatedness in troubles-talk is disattcnded. Specifically,

the counter-invitatiori is offered as conditional upon the routine con-
tingency as between these coparticipants ("well I was gonna call and

ask you 1f you- Bud was playing golf this afternoon..."). That is, the

proposed project is not, now, shaped by reference to the {:rouble, does
not, now, becom _eontingent upon whether or not the trouble is debili-
tating, but 13 slnped by reference to the ordinary run of affairs; 1. e.,
-':‘;'as usual, 13 contingent upon whether or not coparticipant's husband is
out for the day. -

“  We take it that what is being proposed here without saying so in
:.so many words 1s that, having heard the report of the trouble. the
;_:itmubles-recipient takes 1t that the trouble w111 not interfere with |
;_tho plan. And this proposal my be warranted by features of the
i'troubles-talk I-‘or one, we note a version of a checkout as to the
;seriou..ness of the trouble, tollowed by a version of a disconfirmation
éplus altemative index of ‘'seriousness (cf. pages 131-133). 1In this case
‘ .the checkout is done with "Did you have to go in the ho:spital?” and the .
| disconfirmation plus alternative index with m_‘go:: I Just had a _{O:cal

‘ | d;azl and uh it wasn't any fu:n". Not onl},is the 'alternative index'

.. - exceedingly weak, but it is followed by an 'improvement marker' plus an
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index of commitment to lusiness as usual, "but I'm better I was: lying

on the cou:ch out in fro;w." (sce pages 104-105 ). Secondly, troubles-
- teller has, in a range of ways, produced recognizable 'past-trouble'
i talk; e.g., brief and downgraded (see page 46, footnote 1), T;mt is,
in a 11.:..e of ways, troubles-teller may have been recognizably using
the trouble for its 'intimacy' feature; i.c., as ; way to occasion and

promote acceptance of the invitation, in the first place (see pages 36~

. ‘48_for another sort of exploitatiog: of a feature of troubles-talk; i.e.,
~ " to close the conversation) 2

Independent of the ways in which the troubles-talk is being shaped,
the way the talk, in general, 1is being shaped may be accomplice to the
initial ﬁwitation. Specifically, a telephone conversati:on can be in-

strumental to setting up an in-person conversation. And a recurrent

feature of such 'instrumental' telephone conversation is thst brief ver-

’ ; sions of matters that will be talked of at length in person are produced;

.

Another instance of possible exploitation of the 'mfimcy feature
.. . to occasion and promote an invitation may be seen in the following
ST fragment. again by ret‘erenoc to a possible 'past trouble',

. ,.(.) [rc1(D) :7:2]

C: -’ How you doing hon=
. L =Ch _J_ust ; fi:ne.
. Cs = [ We:ll I: ] heard about your accident-
C: =I'm sorry to hea.r that.
- Ls Oh::::: tha:nk you it's sure been the most Pim‘ul ( ) of

all my li:fe put together a:ll my- pain does not conmpa:re

' to this foo:t.ceh heh-heh. ]_lla (ha
" C: an [Can you Ywa:1lk good now?
Ls I - wa: lking I can't walk real goo:d you know but I'm wa:lking

C: —~ hhiYou s o u ¢ n d”so good on the phone I never hear nobody
" from the Sou:th.- .

0.3y
Ls ehh hih heh hehy [heh he[h (ha ha)
C: hthh And I lo::ve 1it,
L: *hihh! ‘hhhh Yeah yo _You sound Just 1ike me I guc:ss,

“Cs — Ye:h °hhh Why don't you cone over and 9ee me someti:moe,
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a 'preview', as it were, of the forthcoming in-person interaction, coxi-

versely, léi)gthy elaborated versions of mtters being talked about occur

- in and exhibit that this is, or is to be, a telephone conversation which

is non-instrumental, but in and of itself constitutes "the visit'., So,
for example, in .the following fragment, in a oonvers'ation which opens
with "I was Jjust eh ringing u'p to say 1'11 be coming down in a moment,"
caller at one point initiates some gossip, which is explicitly proposed
as curtailable by reference to the impending in-person visit.
(1) [Rah:1:9] '

T Js ‘h What's happenins next 4doo:r they moving +1n or moving
out I couldn't de[ci :de, 1»heh heh]

Oh: Y no. » u-e
the news when you come down,

Vs - h::m I'11 tell you all

Thus, in a range of ways, troubles-teller's shaping the talk about
the trouble to occasion and p'romote acceptance of an invitation to a
visit provides a warrant for troubles-recipient s assessment of the

tmble as no obata.clo to the phnned shopping trip. And, as noted no

' .reference to the trouble is made in the protfcring of the eounter-
mvita.tion o And thus, at 11:3 outsot. the negotiation as between atten-
TR - ‘-"::t:l.on to the trouble versus an ordinary day is being conducted in a

"A'fashion similar to Fragments B.2.(3)-(5). IHowever, as the talk progres-

" ges, the relationship of ‘the trouble to the plan is made explicit.

Ns ir you wanted to go over to Ro: bineon s with me. I ve got

’ to uh hthhavesot.hht[ L}Eh‘

E: Ah:ha-

N: «‘hhh a couple of things to wear Emm I (.) Jgst don't
have enough clothes to: to go to work in.

E: 'Mm-[nln.

N: P hhhh at a:ll,

N: - *hhhh Can you wao-lk’h
(0.2)
N: =  °Tt'd be too hard for you?‘
E: =~ “Ch::ss darling I don't kno:w® uh it's Dbleeding a little...

Most briefly, we note that the making explicit of the relationship

, between the trouble and the plan may be brought about by an observable
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reticence on the part of the troubles-teller, including a 1vcognizable
abscnce of response at a poini’. where, although talk is still going on,

the invitation has for all practical purposes been adequately delivered;

i,e,, after "m:b:binson's".:l .

»
L]

Once the trouble is given explicit attention, there is a return to

troubles-talk, per se. Although troubles-teller initiates her talk

. * about the trouble as a consideration of the shopping invitation (1.e.,

. with "9_h::=: darling I don't kno:w"), she very rapidly moves into sheer

.exposition. and the talk continues along Lhose lines for several aminutes

T ‘(data not shown). And in this case, we may see. that the lengthy exposi-

tion is produced once it has become clear that the troubles-recipient

will not be making an in-person visit; 1.e., that this telephone conver-

sation will, in and of {tself, constitute 'the visit'.

We further note that the fact that the troubles-recipient will not
~

be making an in-person visit is made utterly clear without saying so in

" 80 many words. And on this issue ‘we find both parties doing tacit nego-

5'1. The observable absence of response to the invitation may start a bit
" earlier, at a ‘recognition point' in "Ro:binson's". So, for example,

An the following fragments we find responses initiated at a ! recog-~
/" nition point' in the course of a key word. , . .

(a) [FD:IV:441rR:7]

Hs I don't lmow if you know Marvin lia: nson. | '
' / “Yeah °I know him,

“. Le
(b) [cDHQ:IT:10011] _
Js Alright now, in- in getting, calling for your bruther,
his name is also Ro berts,
Rs: . : 7 [No. )
(o) [G:AD:G3R] ((at a Joke's punchline))
B: and took mhhy 1‘11'[tghzz c(h)e(h)ents )
C: /" than-hnn-hnn-h a h-’ha:h-ha:h

. For a consideration of 'recognition placement' as a systcnatic de-
vice, sce Jefferson, "A case of precision timing in ordinary con-
versation,” Scmiotica, Vol IX, 1973, pages S56-69.
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absonce of imdiate uptake by the troubles-teller, the troubles-recipi-
ent produces falk which e:xhibits the shopping trip as an 'imperauve';
‘ | i.e., not Just_ a pleasant way to spend an aftermmoon, and Specifically
 ties it to the requirements of her Job ("I have go:t.hh to gﬁ.l’x ‘hhh a
couple of things to wear Emma I (.) Just don't have enough clothe.s to: )
to go to work in") .1 As a work-related imperative.', it is not open to

. ‘negotiation; i.e., it is not a matter of here is some free time, shall

it be spent shopping or visiting an invalid friend. The choice will be,
‘ .either they go shopping together ox: they do not get together. That this
is the choice, and that this means that th_ey will not be z_etf.ing together
is exhibited without saying so in so many words, by both partnies in the

subsequent talk; i.e., in troubles-teller's lengthy and elaborate exXpo-

_. | sitional talk, and in troubles-recipient's responses which are talke-

.. encouraging and/o_ccasionally soliciting of further talk (dafl:a not shown).
At one point, however, the initial invitation to'a 'sick call' is
e :';ve-rﬁised and re-declined, this til;;a utterly tacitly. In this case, the
matter is referred to in a similar position to that in which the initial

_ invitatfon occurred; i.e., post a C.1. element worthy of C.2. Affiliation,
_gi;ultaneousl;; with the occurrence of that item; i.e., at an especially
',f'ii-.ripe position in a troubles-telling sequence. .
é.z.(s.a.) [NB:I1:4:6-7) 4

' ' E: Then he gives you those (0.2) codiene tablets and you're

+ le The formlation of the shopping trip as a work-related imperative
' may specifically be :ueclected for the local negotiations, It
appears that in fact the ‘imperative’ is of a rather different
nature, As part of the exhibiting that this telephione call will
constitute 'the visit', the former troubles-recipient produces an
enormously long and elaborate story of her meeting with a "very,h
yery, n:ni:ce gu:y" (see Section I, Fracment (1) pages 51-52 for
the arrival at this announcement). 7That the altermative '{mpcra-
tive' 1s being selected utterly locally may be seen in the slight
hitch prior to its production; 1i.e., "to: to go to work in."

hd . c . g . R - -




Es - [lﬂm on L.S..D. and I was,vo:mi ti:ng, and
} N: Ycah lzm hm,. ] [Yeah,]
E: ‘teh! .
N: - [[Oh:::: $2 go::sh( )]
E;: -~ ‘hhhhhlso everybody's been nice in the apart“ment Just like

with my le-g ihhlhh heh heh fhuh]

Yeo----a--uh::. * .
N: . Well you- people thould be nice to you Emma, ‘you're a,
' thoroughly[nico person to be nige to. ' '

o Eg Oh:: well it was-
E; - They all coms | up and see how,I am and I had to have: my foot-
* N: [well Su:re,
E: ' =upon a p__llow for two days, You Tnow and- "hhAmhhh
N: [Ynh?
E: But hcney it's gonna be alright I m sure
N: Oh I'm Sure it's gonna e alri:ght,
E: " Yeuh,
N: Oh:: do:ggone., I [ thought maybe we could-]
E: I'd 11 ke to get “some little=
. N: [Yeah. .
E: slippers but uh, -
(1.0)
E: *hhhhh I Just don't think I'd better walk it's bleeding a

tmbit.-. -

Briefly, troubles-teller's reference to the activities ot her neigh-

bors is a proposa.l of troubles-appropriate behavior, and stands in con-
_ :tnst to the pmposed activities of the cumnt troubles-recipient. And.
_ith@le recipient otfers lavish ap’pnecia’tion of the warrantedness of that
ﬁ‘ " behavior, the warrant proposed by troubles-recipient is an in-general

ont:ltlement ("you're a, thomugh.ly nice person to be nice to"); i.e.,

mgkes no mferenoe to the trouble as an entitlemsnt to attention (er.
3 ,tho ‘as usual' continsency proposed in the initial round of negotiations, '
page 149, .no reference being made to the trouble as the possible obsta-
cle) Again, then, the possibility of an in-person visit is raised and
‘ ‘declined, this time with both parties- undertaking tacit negotiation.
o Immediately upon the tacit declination of the tacit invitation, the

- prolonged troubles-exposition 1s exhibited to be available for closure

with a prototypic E.#.a. Optimistic PmJeciion. "But honey it's gonna be

alright I'm sure®. That close-implicative httorance is immediately
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followed by a return to expliocit negotiations regarding the 'counter-
_) invitation'’; 1.e., the shopping trip. That is, both rounds of troubles-
talk have the sams outcoms, debouching in negotiations by reference to

the shopping trip,
We say that the close-implicative utterance is: followed- by a ﬂutm-n
to explicit negotiations "1mned1ately » advisedly, (oot Toughly, the:. -
-~ utteranco which follows the Optimiatic PmJectiom 1.e., the: 'reassurance’
' "Oh I'm sure it's gonna be alri: ght" my be po:lntim to the fact that
+ such a matter as the prospeat of longterm recovery is not the issue, but,
rathar, the issue is troubles-teller's immediately local aituation; l.a,
tho possibility of her going shopping this afternoon. T!nt. and how
this utterance is operating in such a wvay remains to be explicated. At
this point we leave as an undeveloped assertion that it Il possibly -

mvoldng the relevaneé of the shopping trip.

Following this possible Invokation of the shopping: trip we find: an
= :.,_k."‘uttcnnco for which we do have some grounds to propose it as mo.gnizably
- ',lnoving into talk about the shodplng trip; 1.0.. tmubles-ncipient' 'Oh-

) '%do-ggone." We propose it as an analog of caller's receipt of the

" ‘f.-"f,-'.""j_announcemnt of trouble :ln Fragmnt B.2,(1) pages 120frf; i.e,, a version
L 'f‘f’?’or "Wen that ni:ps it in the tu:d". Both utterances belong to a class
of, say, 'disappointment unrkzrs' referrir.g to the project for which thc
"tmuble constitutes an obstacle. And in Frag:uant B.2.(1) as well as the
rra.gment at hand, the 'disappointment marker' is :lmd:lately followed by
a i an explication of the possibly defeated pmJect: in B.2.(1):

L: - Well that ni:ps it in the bu-d ‘hh I was gonna ask you
if you could keep Jo-dy for a c(h)ouple hours

~ and in B.2.(6), simultanecusly by both parties:

- N: . Oh:: do:ggone, T [thought unybo we eould-]
E: like to get ‘some littlew

-'I € nnara
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the 'disappointment mrker' and 1mmediately addresses the matter to

which it refers, while, however, maintaining the ‘relevance of the trouble,

now specifically posed as grounds for undertaking the Shopping ;.rip; i.e.,
L4 . .

to get' Some slippers for her painful feet. ye note thes alacrity with

" which the troubles-recipient. having abandoned her own reference to the

~ coparticipant's husband just walked out on her,

e

‘project, takes up teller's proposal, the "Yeah" occurring by reference to
whatsoever 1t might be .that teller might want to get; i.e., not avaiting
the specific, and as 1t happens, troubles-relevant item, "slippers", At
this fine level of detail we can again;see the shéppim trip as being
treated by tmubles.-recipient as utterly independent of the tlroublo.I

In the followir.ug fragment we find another 'd_isappc_»intment marker!
preceding, and understood by its recipient to be invoking.. the plan for
which the tmuble.stands @3 a possible obstacle., In this case, troubles-

-

recipient is about to leave on vacation, and has been informed that her

RN ¢ ) [NB:IV:#:MT] - i
e, Lt Will you be DOWN HERE MONDAY AND TUIB[DAY (ALL BY-)
.. . E: . Yeatho
: N (1.2)
L —~ Oh sh::oot,
~E: = Well you go on and gg[nou-
Ly - ' - You want me to can cel it?
E; - . [‘hh NO::.
E: Oh God no Lottie, for heaven sake . . . —

~3

w3
DR

 Most briefly we note that the initial query may be perfectly trans-

pé.rent as addressing the possible competing status of the trouble and

fthe Projected trip (i.e., if troubles-teller will be "down here Monday

1. Once a troubles-relevant version of the purpose of the shopping

: trip has been introduced by the troubles-teller, it is selzed upon
and put to work by the troubles-recipient. As the negotiations
continue we £ind her offering "We:11 do you want me to be to jJust
Plck you- can uh- you get into Robinson's so yuu can buy a 1little
pair of slippers?" _ . : .
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and Tuesday (all by [hers:elr])" then perhaps the trip ought to be aban-
doned. Tho point is that troubles-teller can and does treat it as no
more than a question to which a simple fectual answer, "Yeah", is appro-
priate. While the "Yeah" may apecifically be designed to not diacoum;,e
& possible outcome of that 1nqu1ryz i.e., an offer of abandonment of ths.
trip, at 'face value' what has occurred is a factt;nl inquiry and a factual
&nswer. By contrast, the 'disappointment marker' is immediately taken up.
for its implications, and may be unavoidably takeable up; i.e., the *face
value® of a "disappointment marker! may be to urge that somcthing‘ pos-
81ibly being foregone be carried out.

Thus, in Fragment B.2.(6), the 'reassurance’ may be not only cooper-

. ating in a closure of the troubles-talk in which the implicit negotiation

by reference to a 'sick call' had been embedded, but may be pointing to
the relevance of. its ‘counter proposal’ ; 1.e., the shopping trip. And

clearly, the 'disappointuaut nnrkir' constitutes a retum to explicit

.~

. Which 1s to say that the long Troubles-l-:xposition (data not sho\m)

tums out to be boundaried on both sides by the invitation and its

oozmter-invitation. That is, the Expositiqn had been mitiatod when it

'beom ¢lear that the troubles-reoipient will not forego a shopping trip
";' : fto make a ‘sick call' (and thus will not be participating in an in-
_i';porson troubles-telling sossion). And 1t eventually arrives at what we
: ;','i‘tah to he a tac:lt negotiation by reference to the 'sick call', now em-
';:beddod into the Exposition segment (where perhaps such a visit will now
be seen by troubles-recipient to be warranted by the reported suffel;insﬂ
included in the exposition, t;wse mtters not available in the brief,

nstrumental version delivered initially). When the embedded, tacit

negotiation yields the same result as the initial, explicit version, the
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1

_tmbloe-telling itself 1s brought to possible eclosure, That the

) : tmubles-telllng is etmctured in this way Suggests that it is strongly
' accomplice to the elicitation of a visit by troubles-mcipient in the

first Place; 1.e., that the ocandidate 'rroubles-'rclling Sequence 1s.in a

range of ways being subordinated to, what in this case constitutes a pri-

ority matter,

A crucial feature ot the phcnomenon,

. .

Negotieting & Plan which has

a 'trouble'! as a possible obstaole', is that the trouble can be seen as

i v—‘~,a.-'3i Tl

irrevocably answerable to the ongoing, ordinery concerns of ordinary

troubles-recipients. The t‘onowing array of instances of another mJor

Source of disruption of the candidate sequence suggests that the problem

does not reside in the category ‘ordinary troubles-reciptent! with 1ts
| attendant 'on'.unary ooncerns', but' that the trouble my find itself ans-
‘ .werable to the Specialized conecerns of ‘experts' » 83 well, The problem-
. et:lo tmubles-;cipients in these 1nstances are not pmfeesionals' but
| can be seen to be in various ways exhibiting expertise by reference to
the trouble, where that exhibiting of expertise is diamptive of the

troublee-te].k and generates dispute., We note that the instances were not

oollected for the expertise feature, but 8imply as cases 1.n which dispute

‘*'"eu':exged out of trouhles-telk. A review of the fragments yielded this

ether feature,

B.}. Dispute: The 'Trouble' as & _Source of Contention

e In an earlier consideration of inquiry into 'real! versus merely

_ e_pperent seriousness of a trouble, pages 128ff, we showed a fragment

f tﬁﬂ.ch we take to be an instance ot Dispute in Troubles;l‘alk (Fi'esneni.
(1) pages 129-130). A study of this ‘contaminant! necessarily requires
. consideration of ‘dispute’, ‘argument?, 'disagmement', ete., in its own

right, as the consideration of Case-Building in Troubles-Talk required
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,‘.a'nalysis of aspects of ‘case-building', ‘defonse’, 'aecounting", ete.,

' and a discussion of Negot.iatibns in TrouﬁleS-Talk engaged us in con-
siderations of 'counter-pmposals' 'invitatlons', etc. We are not at
this time in a position to do such work on the phenomenon of d;.amte'
nor do we take :lt t:ut. an appropriate pmoedure would be to show candi- )
dato instances without supplying analyses.. As a sort of compmmise we
un show & few fragments from a Point at which recognizable troubles-
talk 1s occurring to a point at which mcognizabla d.lsputc is occurring,

and thus at least provide a glimpse of the phenomanon.

B.3.(1) - [Priusx:5772) ((V 13 finishing a story))
Ve Cause that-that's (hia policy).
Je Hey Victor,
Ve So I (have to say)

The next time you see me I'm gonna be looking 1ike he:ll
you know why,
(0.7)
((:aus. e: v;ry dam one of these teeth coming out,
»™ .

=bottom and top.

(007) ’ - .
Doesn't matter you still be Yyou wo:n't you James,
S-uh::::::, Yeh I guess 80-MAYEE ( ) when I see that

dentist (come at u) with that dam needle I'm ready to r:run

1like he:11, (. ) I don't mind eh pulling them but he coming at

ms that needle's what I can't stand.l.AH[HAH HAH HAH! )
(Use)- Tell him-gas,

‘hh Huh? .
Tell him gas,
(0.%) .
Uh- No I don't (want no sa[s. no) I wi-I will take it, -
Well let me ask you this Question,

- You Imow?

Iet me uk[you one ques[t:lon.

I 11 take it. Yeh righ .t
[l‘.et me ask you thie
question,
Yeh,

Are you getting toothaches?
NOS ) o '
(0.2)

[[('rhen don't )-
But I got cavities!

s
. Although we take it that the .'diapute' starts with froubles-teller's

DY S NS SR e Tt L e o " e Lone -
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*NO! But I got cavities!" we can notice that from the start of the
tmubloa-telling there is & rather strong ! asynchrony’, Specii‘ically.
‘we find the candidate troubles-reoipient declining to pnrt.icipate in

the A. Approach Segment, remining silent post an A, 2 c. Icad-Up although
opportunity has been provided for an A.3. Premonitor Resporise, and 'ahain.
declining to produce a B.2. Announcement Rasponse,. eventually denegrat-

‘'ing the trouble ("Doesn't matter you still be You wo:n't you James"),

and again, post the C.1. Exposition we get, not a C.2, Affiliation, but
sou advice which undercuts the whole thrust of the Exposition ( "’rell him
£28"). And when it appears that the troubles-teller finds the pmspect
of gas even more problemtic than the needle, the candidate tmublcs~
recipient px-ocedea to check out the need for the whole business in the

firat place; 1.e,, tmuble:-teller ia treated as miking an unnecessary

. ‘russ about an unnecessary operation.

" While this thorouzhly troubles-resistant alignment, by a candidate

5 tronbles-recipient who ends up gemmting a dispute, is draratic, it

. tums out to be a version of a range of pre-dispute nlignments we find

[ 2

_in other materials, So, for example, in the followi.ng tragment. prior
to the emergence of dispute we £ind a troubles-recipient in various ways

. exhibiting an 'asynchronous' relationship to the trouble and its tener.

ﬁ;;.(a) [HG:2r2:5]

‘N He really hurt me he goes I1'm sorry, *hh wehh’hh I ghho
B th(h)at doesn't make 1(h)t ™ a(h)n(h)y better you Imow he
was Just (0.4) so, e~he didn't mean to be but he was

really hurting m[o

H: - ‘t Well does 1t- look all marked u: 2 p?=

N: =nNo:, it's alr- it's 3 alright, Jjust in a couple places
but I can cover it u:p,= .

He =Yea:h,

N: But he goes, (.) he:- he goes You have a really mild case
he goes, .

Hs —~ Of wha.-t,
[You]sh- A:cne-e,=

N:
He -Oh[: 2,
N: uid]lou]ahouldn't even won'y abou-t. it.
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(0.4)
N: And that made me feel good he- I guess he gsces some pPrutty
bad ca:ses= ‘
Hs -Y[o a h, ]
N: coms 1:°n or something You lmow,
N: So he gave me these pills to ta:ke 2= )
Hs - =What.Tetracyclene? .
Ng ‘Pt No: cause I used to take that and {t didn't he:1p so he

gave me something 8:lse .=
“3 ind -!iu_"o

. (0.2) :
Ne He sai:d- you imow, (0.2) sonetines Tetracyclene just
doesn't he:lp.
L= (o.By |
N: Also he said that (0.3) ‘t what you ea:t, (0.2) and how you
wash your face has nothing to do with it .
(0.8)
H: You're _k_i_ddin[g.
N: nNo:,
(0.%)
. N: He says it's al) inside you it's an emtional thing and, *hhh
S ar:nd,
H: - Xeah]but what you ea:;t 1f you eat greasy foo:d

-

For one, we note a Place for a C.2, Affiliation occupied by an
inquiry into wfut. for them, might be the real, consequential serious-
bness‘ of the trouble. These are two young women who are géing Vto the
"_‘Mtheatn tonight. There is always the possibility of meeting eligible
: " young men. If troubles-teller is "all marked up” their combined chances
| m drastically reduced. In response to a report of 'pain’, troubles-
‘*xfecipient inquires into the important issue; 1.e., what coﬁsequences will

. .'11.1113 trouble have for her, )
A subsequent display of disorientation ("or w_ha;:t"); while it may
"':'_(_;or My not be legitimte at this point in the talk, is recurrently an
pindex of recipient resistance. And the requirement that the "cQse" be
Specified may be an exhibit of an orientation to expertise, lciowledgea-
bility, ete. . -

Further on, when the display of knowledgeability ( "mf.Tetmey-

c¢lene?”) turns out to be WIrong, we can see troubles-nec'ipiunt theu-atter




recognizably 'reserving Judgomnt® on the adviseability of the "sSomnthing
3 . else”; 1.e., in the "_I_IE:."' and the silence which follows troubles-teller's
o invokation of the doctor's assertion that "sometimes Tetracylene Just

doesn't he:1p" there is no concession to the possible unhelpfulness of

We want to note a Phenomenon which appears in this fragment, as well
‘as in others. Although we set ourselves the task in this report to be as
economical as possible, we beg indulgence for a lapse, and introduce a

phenomenon for a feature which, ir physicists can invoke it, surely we

80clologists may; 1.e., its charm, We take what is occurxjii;g in this
S fragment to be a version of what liarvey Sacks calls Practical Mysaticism.

In a lecture of March 5, 1969, Lecture 9 pages 14-16, Sacks is consider-

ing various features of a fragment in which one woman is recommending a

. book on Extrase:nspry Perception to another; a book which the xt;comender
: has borrowed from a third party and thus cannot lend to the current ;:o- _
participant, Following is an excerpt of the conversation,

3 (1) [snu,a:x:?:'irr] -

© Be Actually- this book 1s a un Danual practically, he tells
: you how, :
M: =  See, uh:: I wonder 1f they don't have that in uh:; 1s 3¢
. an expensive book? ‘
S - I would guess 1t is, but the- the price has been clipped
v off of the cover, you know, L
. Mg Mz hm, :
S (1.0)
o Be Cause someone else asked ms that,
T Mg Mm hm,
pu e : (2.0) .
M: Cause I[thought I might- : .
B: So I looked, and the corner's been clipped off.
M: - Uh huh, I thought perhaps I wouldn't mind getting eh the-

- or perhaps I could get it from the library.

~ . Sacks makes the following observhtiona.

’ A lot or People are amazed at other people's gullibility,
.- "Imgine all these people who believe in E.S.p." Now, one has to
coms to appreciate the way in which psople believe in E.S.P. I
- want to introduce a term, and it s not to be heard in the way,
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for exnmple, a title of a book would be heard, The term is Prac-
: tical Mysticism., What I mean when I say that people are ‘praci-
) | cal mystics' ia captured in this oonversation, For one, at one
point one of them asks, "Is 1t an exponsive book?"

Now, imagine yourself a really serfous believer in E.S.P.
and then consider the sorts of uses that E.S.P. would have, For
example, obviously you could use it in the stock mrket, Now sup-
pose I came to you and said, "“You really believe in E.S.P. Well,
here's a book. T guarantee it. I want $50,000 for 1t." wWwhatever I
asked, 1t would only set up the task of getting the money,

Now, 1it's routinely the case for people who belfeve in E,
* S.P., in the sense that they operate with it, they use it all the
time, that their belief in E.S.P. has a 3Special character as con-
pared to their belier in other things. Fop them, a book about
E.S.P, is stil]l a book, and you'd just as sSoon wait two weeks to
borrow it than buy 1t, even if it was $2.95. 1If it costs $8.00
you'll get 1t out of the library,

The lesson 1s that when you go about disparaging people
who believe in E.8.P. you have to try to figure out what does it
mean to believe fn E.S.P. It's probably quite different than
believing, for example, that the car that is bearing down on you
doesn't see you. You don't then figure, for example, "Well, what
is it going to cost for an operation?” but you jump. And I'm
8Sure that these ladies would Jjump. That is, for things that any-
body knows are practical things, they'1l behave practically. And
indeed, they behave practically with respect to E.S.P. Whioh is

" to say that while they say they believe in it and they talk a good
deal about it and they go to metings and they use it all the

Hé find a similar phenomenon in Fragment B.3.(2) above. That is,

- whnc the doctor has introduced his patient to this theory of the em.
Lt:lonal basis of acne, which troubles-teller formulates as "something

K 3 éew they're discovering';, nevertheless the doctor has pms;zr:lbed,and the
. ﬁtient has a:cceprted’ medication, The medication is treated in t.xtter
~-'-::’..-1.:.|dependenco of the .embtion theory. And we can note thaf this partition-
_.ﬁirli.v.ngvbetwe'en. say, the 'wonderful' and the 'practical’ 1is pPreserved by
o the thoroughly resistive reciptent who, throughout the Interaction has

been seeking and finding ways to pick at and undercut teller's presenta-

aisan. . tion. Specifically, the troubles-recipient does not herself prcpose‘ the

Q incongruity of troubles-teller's espousal of the 'wonderful’ (data not

shown) and reliance on the ‘practical’.
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- Fragmont B.3. (2) my Le Seen to instance Sacks'

Proposal about
.. ) .
.. '"practical mysticism', posed 1n terms of E.S.p,, that "they're not

B staking any money on 1t," In B.3.(2) we ¢an see that, for the emotion-

-conversation from which Fragment A.(4) pages 82

-83 was excerpted, in
| ‘which a new-found remedy 1s being introduced,

(1) [NB:IV:10:32ff]

L: She nearly dfed a thousand times and I was telling her about
E; Yeah, .
L: *hhhh So anyway, she got this, v1 :dafoam, and, 1 bought soms

down there and I put some on my nails last night and put

- on some tonight. *hh And she said that was the only thing
that healed them.

E: Vi:dafoam,

L: - Ycah, Ard I- T Payed a dollar:: uh~eighty three for 1t but
) then it might be a little cheaper here, '

As Sacks proposes about ‘practical mystics', "fop things that any-

. body Jnows are practical things, thgy'll behave Practically.® in this

aligns as an advice-giver _

11 him gas", *(Then don't [take -them' out])")

[¥B:1:6:13¢¢R]

How:'s your f00:t.m

=‘t‘hh Oh: 1t7s healing beautifully;,
Goo

—

H do .
[‘.['he other one may have to come o:ff on the other toe
I've got 1t 1n that but it's not infected,

(0.8)
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Why don't lou use some stuff.on 1t.
1y 1've got peroxide I put o:n

it but uh hhhh the other one 18 hea, healing very wo:ll: I
lookod at it the other day I put a new ta:pe on it every
da-y s0 hhhh[
Why don't you get that nay-uh::: Revlon
nai-l:::

[ ‘hhh Well that 8 not therapeutic Lottie really 1t says ,
on the (0.4) thi:ng e-th-when you g-ah this pero:x xide 13-
uh: kind of uh, hh “hhhchh '
[mt do you mean uh th—l.l do ctors
use -j;t. E128%

(sBL:2:1:8:2]

I was thinking this moming, I was having a little trouble
in the bathroom, and I thought oh. boy, I-n-I-uh- uh this
business of getting up at six o'clock and being Yeady to
eat, is uh- is not for me, [heh heh -

Uh huh, Well, uh th-((clears throat))

Somehow you[endure it.
) There's an- there's an answer to that too.
(2.0
hhhh A physical answer t(hh)o hhh
You mean taking laxative at night.
No, auppositories.['l‘hat takes- '
Well, it doesn't always work for ms Eea.
No?

- It didn't work this mmins.

[mI(b) :9:1] ((J bas offered an A.l.a. Inquiry))
My head feels (.) better, : -
*Uh | huh,®

(1.5)

[ih ukhh

Well that's goo(h)d,

(1.3)"
Take (.) you kno:w make sure you're taldng (. ) plenty of
vitamins and

(0.7)
Ye:h?
you know drink plenty of m-ter.

(1.0)
‘t°hhhhh Can't drink water when you're slee:ping,

' . In the three above fragments and in Fragment B.3.(1), the ‘alignment

v.‘ot a troubles-recipient as an advisor occuri very early in the tmubles-.

~ talk, the submitting of remedies oocurring perhaps specifically 'prema-
turely'; i.e., an element of the D, Work-Up segment which has strong .

.. eclose-implicature (see pages }4-3'5 18 introduced before a troubles-telling
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_has really gotten started, And it. 13 possible that the advice 15 botng
resisted as much for that featurc as for the nature of the advice itself,
where we note that various sorts of recommendations, ¢.8., of remedies,
recipes, machinery, holiday venues, shortcuts. ete, etc., may be accep-
ted and taken down in Ereat detail although mcipient hag no intention ’

... of using them; 1.e., acceptance or rejection may bo in great part an in-
teractional matter.

And 1t appears that 'interactional mttor" names something othey

A ‘than proper sequencing and sheer o;'oss-participant accord. So, for

example, in the following fragment, we find advico being positioned in

" what would seem to be an appropriate troubles-tolling segmant; i.e.. in
' & D. Work-up segment initiated by the troublea-teller. and emerging as

‘" ;f : the logical outcome of a diagnosis of fered by troubles-recipient and

ooncumd in by troubles-tener. Novertheless. the advice, when it is

" delivered, 1s disputed.

B.3.(6) (Rah:1T:12-13] | -

- You know he's a funny little in.s secu:re 1 ittie'boy:-
[«Y e: h, J

-isn['t he:.
Bsh-uh b]ut the point is Jessie don't torg__ no:w.’h

(0.3)
Eh:m (.) He was so: closo to *Cordon® wa:sn't he.=
=Hoe wa,8 ve r y ]

[’Woll this is it

you see ::,® [Mm:.
Andnowhesfg_no. And

he thinks fxou IS gonna go as well you s .ee:,
Well I think this
is it[(but it- 1t's) ]Oh

Well ih- S o [bo patient with him gourse we::

, don't mi:nd,
But 1t gets me down a bit you know[Io mean I ca:n't
(Loo k.)~
Ica:n"t m:ve? you lmow he says where Jou goi:.n g,
- - : [(wnt)_ “[we11l"
[I've to:14d y]ou
Iz - [ Just fsond him round here for a[couple of: hou: .rs
Jg ~

ehh! °hh [nut then
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v J: = (tha-) mt[xou know ¢I:da IJnovcr €9 t&nywhere do TI::.
/‘} : I: ¢ Y [f:: lkn]ow-
J.. Is =Ye:ah, ; - -

The disputed advic; is abandoned, and reissued at a next appropri-
ate place; i.e., again after some diagnostic work 1n1:t1ated by ‘the
troubles-teller and participated in by the candidate advisor,

B.3.(6.a.)  [Rah:Ir:13-15] '

T * Js ~ But he's alright 1r there's somebody else he::re,
ity I: ‘_Y_e[a Yy € 8°y1because
Js But it's Jus:t]q when he's onJhia owcn he d.oesn't like
Is : ) (n e]ha:t‘es]"
Js -[being on]his ow:n] -
I t h at ’house o’n his ow:c.n. :
J: 1Y£: :ah.
I: He ha:tes it.'h[h
Js I suppro:se you know: 1.t
I: _ ell [Yeh-

IR (.) -
o I+ =  Ih-ih-it Let him cause T mean it's not all that long you
Sl In-ow Jus:t o

Js ~ Yeh ‘hlWell you see it's different for me:.ceh for (.)
. the other boy:s be[cauae they always had each othe:r.

N ¢ Yeh - =

w0 X E:xaotly,

| On this round, the advice is minimally acknowlédged and the diag-
o ‘ :
* nostie talk returned to (cf. the consideration of 'dismissors’ including

"‘Ycah. Well...", page 146) .1 . The candidate advisor again participates
._" ‘ in this next round of diagnostic talk and upon its closure yet again
étfora the advice, which is, egatn, disputed.

_:;J s be[cnuse they always had each Oothe:r.
R ¢ - ‘Yeh

1. It 18 at least possible that not only is the type of talk which
preceded the advice retumed to, but the very utterance which had
been abandoned by reference to s.ame overlapping talk preceding the
advice. That is, "I Suppo:se you know: 1t" may be a start on
"...1t's different for the Qther boy:s...", abandoned in overlap

.. and then reissued post a minimal acknuwledgment of the advice (cf.

" the consideration of another posaible instance of Abandoned and

o "~ .Pepositioned Utterances, page 137 footnote 1).
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I Eixactly. Where Tho, ms-
. 3 ( )[(u.ut) lyess,
) I: [[w ©e1l1 he ]
‘ Js Well there's o’:nly Da:nny and they fight like the (devil)=
I: =uWcll thi s _i_s 1:t.-E tly. yars
J: [ehhhhh hh]_ [heh]heh] [ hhhhh -
J:
I; — |:So Just] (.) ulittle patience with him cause Is don't
mind you know that, —
Jz - Yeh but th-1h-_1t* s-]_
I: [Ya‘o
. J: =  «=You know it's I try: I try to be pattient hh.a ha ha I.:da
Is [I E:.:_o.wj a.ndJ-
J [eh' ' -
XI: it's easy for mes to say th[is,
Js:

hhhe-hhh Oh--[ dearie m]g_:.
e @ : Yah,

I:

From an array selected simply as instancing the phenomenon of Dis-
pute in Troubles-Talk, a rather particular source of dispute has emerged.
In Fragments B.3.(1) end. (3)-(5) ‘dispute’ appears to be a product of a

combination of 'interactional G asynchrony' and the '{mproper sequencing’

of a particular C activity; i.e., a 'premature’ offering of advice by a
‘ troubles-recipient. In effect, no sooner is the trouble announced than
the advice is proti'ered. And in the B.3.(6)-(6.a.) materials we find a
candidate advice-giver orientingf'_to both those features; 1.e., working .

T 4o set up a proper interactional and sequential context for an advice-

8ivins. ) |
{ " Specifically, over a seriee of recycles, the advice is 'interac-

' .‘tionally synchronized'; i.e. » 18 produced subsequent to displays of

' '_":"_'accoxd between troubles-teller and troublea-m.cipient cum candidate
e.dvice-giver, and 1is 'pmperly sequenced'; i.e., is produced in a latter

‘Tmubles-'ralk Segment, subsequent to, and proffered as a 'logical out-

~come of', a standard D. work-Up component, 'diagnosie' Where, further,

there may be an independently powerful relationship between 'diagnosis'

and ‘advice' » the latter specifically implicated, and entrained by, the

formey, .
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However, we also find that over a aerics of recycles, the 'inter-
) actionally synchronized', ' properly sequenced® advice is, again and
agaj.n, reJected/disputed. As we noted earlier, asserted acceptance or
rejection of advice my have little to do with the nature, quality,
relevance, etc., of the advice itself, or with the advice-recipicent's
intentions to use it, let alone whether or not, having been by-assertion
faocepted or rejected, the advice is actually used, That is, acceptance/
rejection of advice appears to be n conversation-~local phenomenon,

In Fragments B.3.(1) and (3)-(5) the advice has not been conversa-
tion-locally processed to promote acceptance. And in those fragments,
the advice is rejected. But in Fragment B.).(G)-(6.a.) the ;dviee is,
repeatedly, conversation-locally processo.d to promote acceptance, and
is, repeatedly, rejected. That is, it appears that whether or not the

advice 1s processed to promote acceptance, it gets rejected, Again, as

we noted earlier, rejection is nota.n automatic outcoms of advice-giving,
We are, therefore, led to wonder if perhaps the pr.oblen lies in the par-
ticular environment into which the acivice in these cases is be:lng intro-
"™ " duced; 1.e., that of Troubles-Talk, . C
. N - In that regard we can notice that while the categories Troubles-

‘ Teller and Troubles-Recipient constitute a fitted pair, not only do the

;:catesories 'rroubles-'reller and Advice Giver not constitute such a fitted
"‘.j"pair. but in terms of the general convarsational categories, ‘speaker'

. and recipient', both occupy the same category, that of 'speaker', with

' the coparticipant as proper 'recipient'. Upon the proferring of advice

by a coparticipant, a Troubles-‘reller is shil‘tod into incumbency in the

appropriate paired category vis-a-vis an Advice-civer. that of Advice-

Recipient, and in more general terua. is transformed from a 'speaker' to

a 'recipient' of ongoing talk,

A
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Thus, the accepting of advice my bring with it removal from the
catogory 'Pmubles-'reller and loss of whatever perquisites that tmubles-
relevant category and its attendant conversation-general category, |

'spoaker’, may entail, Correlatively, tha delivcring of advice ney bring
with it removal from the category Tmublea-Recipient and acquital from )
whatcever obligations that troubles-relc—vant category and its ’t:tendmt
oonversat ion-general category, ‘recipient!, may entail,

In sum, the prorrering of advice in the course of 'i'roobles-'l‘alk,

.with 1ts new, and reversed, set of categories and i'.heir attendant rights

and obligations, ‘my implicate an altogether differcnt form of talk; i.e.,
not Troubles-Telk but that which various interaction analysts call the
Service D:counter, in which the criterial categories are, say, Service-
Seeker and Service-Supplier (the relevant subcategories in this case
bei.ng Advice-Seeker and Advice-Giver)

In such an environment, someone with a trouble m:( conduct himself

'as recipient-eleot until such tims as the Advice-Giver is prepered to

deliver the sought-for advice, whereupon the Advice-Seeker assumes full

""""”mcipientship. And it is that environment in which the earlier-mentioned

*powerful relationship between 'diegnoeis' and 'advice', the latter spe-

_ citicelly implieated and entz'eined by the former" properly resides.

Clearly, there is a strong convergence betueen Troubles-Talk.and the

o Service Encounter. But that convergence my be problematic in Just the
V wnye that the convergence of Troubles-Talk with Building a Case, and the

‘eonvergence ot 'rroublca-'ralk with Negotiating a Plan are problematioc;

i.e., my provide for 'contamination' of Troubles-Talk with procedures
and componenta of the convergant Service Eucounter, and foi- a disruption
or the Troubles-Talk Sequence,

The reocurrently-found rejection of advice in 'rroublee-'i‘alk my,
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then, be accomplice to an attempt by Troubles-Teller to preserve the
status of the talk as 'rroubles-'ralk with its particular shape and
consequcences for the interaction, and to maintain incumbency 1n the

g

category Troubles-Teller with its particular and general perquisites,
. In contrast to Building a Case, in which the 'trouble' alternates )

with possible 'misdeed' » and Negotiating a Plan, 1in which the 'trouble’

alternates with possible 'obstacle' » the Service Encounter Preserves

the 'trouble’ as a 'tmuble. The problematic alternation resides at a

.different level, It appears that in Troubles-Talk the focal object is

the 'teller', while in the Service Encounter, the focal object is the
*trouble’. To bring home this distinction, we turn to a phenomenon
which emerged 15 years ago and has been lying around in a notebook since.
- The phenomenon emerged in the course of transcribing tapes from an
eémergency ambulance service. An overall sense of the ‘essential indif-

ference' of the service agency to "person' becare eryatellized in an

- utterly recurrent sort of intercha.nge between ageney personnel and var-
.,iouﬁ parties phoning the ageney on behalf of a stricken person. The
‘“.""'cellers recurrently found themselves confronted with the Cargo Syndrome.
‘ Speo:lﬁcally, the agency wanted particular information about the caller
- and did not want that same information about the sick or injured person.
' 'I'he problematically distributed information was particularly 'person? _ |
'I'.'L.: 'lndexical'. someone S name. In terms of sheer efficiency, the agency

A'nould have benefitted by requesting the surfemr'_s name although they

had no practical use for it, because callers on behalf of sufferers in

various ways insisted upon the relevance of the sufferer's nams. Fol-

'lowing is an array of instances of the Cargo Syndrome.

In the first place, the relevance of 'eurrerer's name generated in-

Quiries on that issue when & series of form-questions had been gone
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through and the agency had not solicited sufferer's name,

(1) [A:1v:57)

A: May I have your name please,
C: Missuz Bradley?
A: First- name? *
C: Loretta? .
A: Oka:y?
( pause )
A: And the phone number you're calling from,
C: Broadway 8even, one six, three three,
. Az Okay,
C: And this 18 for Doctor ‘Edletack,
A: Okay, this is to[uh-
Cs ~ _ 1 Do you need the patient's name,
A: - Uh. nO. ° "
(2) [A:x:87]
A: He is landing at Merrill Fleld.
C: Right.
A: Okay,

C: —~ A:nd uh do you need the patient's name.
Az = No::, no 1t won't be necessary,

Recurrently, callers volunteered the name, thus disrupting the

‘orderly progression of the form-sheet Queationing (transparently 20 in

Fragments (%) and (5) below). -

-_v()) [A:1v:35] ' T )
. A:  What's your name again please{sir.
' C: F. T. Galloway.
C: =~  G-a~1l-1-0-w-a-y, and uh it's uh:: the man's name is B111
4“'.":'(~) [A=N37h]. | ' N ‘ . - . . . -
ST Ag | May I have your name pPlease, -

C: =  Yes. This 1s uh Missiz Lowe. L-o-w-e? and the child's name
is Bartholemew, fifteen months olad, ’

. ( pause )
As —~ And now your rirst name,
C: Annette., :

1. The 'hesitation marker' prior to the negative response may be exhi-
biting an orientation to the problematicness of that response (cf.
Fragment B.2.(3) page 130 1n which, to the question "You feeling
better now", a problematic negative is hesitation-marked, "Uh:m
mNo: " This exchange, and ita problematic character, is considered
in the Progress Report, page 39), . .
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(5) [A:1:20]

Az I'11 have them out there approximately at six then,
C: [kay.

A: [and-

C: -~ And the enplovee's name is Randall.

A: -~ Uh no., May I have your name pleass, *

In the following fragment, caller volunteers the name, and subse-

quently produces a pre-completion uptake of the 'thrust! of a question

‘which has broken off ("what's the-"). The pre-completion uptake shows

the question to have been heard as a requeat for the sufferer's nams.]'

(6) [A:r:35] -

Cs —~ I have a lady who came over t‘mm next door. Missiz Effie
. Ellis, and her husband is on the Jo:b., And I called a
doctor and he say to get her to the hospital right away.
Q=
A: —~ What's the-
C: — Effie Ellis.

Finally, in the following fragmanfa. the relevance of the sick or

injured party as ‘a nameable 'person’ is consequential for the hearing

~ that it is their name which has been requested.. In the first of these

_ L
_ fragmsnts we find a combination of indices of an orientation to the rel-

v'.evance of sufferer's nam: first, a checkout as to which names was
_ requested, and subsequently a volunteering of the name, as in Fragments
. ?..(3)-(6) above, |

(N [A:1:18)

- A: 'May I have your nams please,

T My na:me?
A Yes..
- Cs This is Missuz MeCoughlin,
C:  M-c-¢-0-u-g-h-l-i-n. .
A: 1’“. O)Gy.

1. For consideration of pre-completion uptake of a prior utterance at
a point of 'faltering', see pages 86ff and page 102,

) '_of the request for caller's name., ‘Speciticany, callers are not certain.
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A: Your first namo-
C: ~ : And the lady's name is Misa[uz-
Ag -~ . : Your fixst initial,
C: My n- my name is uh Beth, B-e-t-h,
(8) [A:1v:113) .
As What is your name please, : ’ o
C: = My name? (.) 1s Ginny Selmur.hh
A S-e-1, m-u-r, :
C: Yes sir,

A
C:
A:

-

" (9) [A:1:98]

And uh, may I have your name please?
Uh, my name's Rostermann,

‘How you spell that,

R-0-8, T-e-r. M-a, n-n,
Olay, and uh, first name.,
HMine, Fred.hh

(20) [A:1v:41]

A:
C:
A:
C:

Could I have ;'(our name and phone numter in caae[I have to=
. : -(

)

- [call you back,

amnes ?
”5"’-'7“-)

C: = It's- I:: didn't hear you sir, IR o
As Could I have your name and phone number in case I have to
call you back, - o :

C: Oh yes, Uh::m, my name is Missiz Rudd, B-u-d-d.
[A:1v:3]
Az What was your first nams please,
C: =  Mi:ne? Eleanor.
As Eleanor, Baxter,

e ’ ( pause ) :
C: = My first nam? (.) or her first[nam.

. Ag : Yours,

- Cs Ya: th, Eleanor,hhh

AR ¥ . O:ka::[y. ' '
C: hehh

It appears that the 'uscntial .concem' of a Service Supplier is
. with the despatching of a task, and whatever activities, information,
o efo., are oritical thereto. In the above fragments we see the agency
confronted again and again with a 'non-e;aential matter', We take it

g that the confrontation in' these fragments is a fine-grained 1i1dex of



175.

& orucial distinction between Troubles-Talk and Sarvice Encounters; i.e,,

the distinction between focus on 'person' versus focus on 'the trouble',
respectively,

A similar sort of 'confrontation' may be occurring in Fragments B.3,
| (1) and (2)-(6) pages 159-168. Upon the offering of advice, an incipi- )
- ; ent or ongoing Troubles-Telling converges with a Service Encounter,, with
“ the concomuitant shift of relevant categories and activities, and, a
well, the concommitant shift of focus, away from the troubles-teller as
. 'person’, to the trouble as '_a problem to be efficiently aolvﬁ'. Again,

then, the rejection of advice may be accomplice fo & rejection of those

'shifts; an attempt to presérve the interaction's status as Troubles-

Talk with its particular categories and activities, and its focus upon

& matter to which the converging Service Encounter is essentially indif-

'terant' i.e., that of teller as ‘person’', in contrast to, say, a mere

. bearer of the object of 'essential concern', the trouble itself.

Sum L - .

. .’_v In tho Suomary to Seotion II we posed two viable alternative approa-
.}ches to the observable roughness of the candidate troubles-talk sequence
“encountered 1n actual hxstancos ot troubles-talk: 1) The sequence is
_.';desisnedly rough. a.nd accountable-for by reference to such issues as

its function. 2) The sequence is designedly tight, the roughness an arti-
fact 'ot disordered production, and accountable by reference to problematic
icoal or general contingencies. Detailed analyses of upwards of twenty

; v;....__instances of troubles-talk suggest that the latter characterization may .
' hold. .

D '» | " Certainly it is the case that the talk is not flowing unproblema-
tically from one to another elemsnt or s;zgment in & manner which is

adequately char;cteriied as the taking up of options from among a loosely

EPONES T . oa e
o4 . a - . .
-
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.packnged variety, as one might pick this op that particular item from a
D ‘ bag of licorice allsorts according to onec's appetite, The materials we
' have examined are recurrently, chnracterizably problemtie; grossly so
and in fine-grained detail, And many of the problem; lend themselves to,
or become observable in the first Place by, a characterization of the
talk in terms of a strict sequential progression and disruptions thereof,
S In the Introduction to the report we raised the alternative possi-
| bilities that the Sequence might be gross but strong, or elegant but
weak. In as much as we see recurrent evidence of 'dismption'. it appears
--that the .latter is fhe case. Certainly there is evidence of weakness, not
only in the absence of 'strong local control' as between the various
sequence oomponents: i.e,, the absence of the sort of powerful sequential

implicativeness of a prior to a next which may be seen in the small 'ri-

| tualized' mehineries such a Greetings, Closings, Question-Answer. efe.,
eto..l but 1 the enormous Susceptibility of the phenomenon to 'contami-

3 nation' by converging 1ssues and procedures.

e Further, on occasion, trouplee-t,alk appears to be, say, self-contam-

1natablex i.e., in the course of "pure* troubles-talk 1ssues may be

’ generated which are Specifically problematic 1n that they introduce mat-

' ‘;ters belonging to one or another of the convergant issues w:tth its alter-

:mtive procedures.

L And further, although the Sequence may be designed to rluently navi-

‘ga.te the polar relevanacies of attention to a trouble versus attention to

businese 8s usual, it is constantly encroached upon. and recurrently

bneeched by the pressure towards businesa a3 usual, to which talk about

. _;I'ta trouble appears to be 1rrevooably vulnerable. and to the concerns of

) : l. Fora conslderation of the general phenomcnon, Adjacency Pairs, see

Harvey Sacks lectures, 19010-1972 in particular, Spring 1972, lec-
. tures 1 through

- -
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which a 'trouble' appears to be irremediably subordinate and accountable.

Also in the Intmduotion. we raised the possibility that 1f the
sequence is adequately characterized &3 ocourring in a 'disordered' fash-
ion, then that disorder might be acoountable, not in terms of the particu-
larities of a given conversation, but as a matter of .a or some rather )
general problem-types encountered or generated by troubles-talk. We taka
1t that the arrays of instances of 'Intoractional Asynchrony' and 'Activity
Contamination', this latter with its three sub-types ‘Building a Case',
'Negotiating a Plan', and 'Dispute’, exhibit the generality of the sources
of disruption of the candidate sequence.,

From the inception of this project we have asked and asked again
whether 'troubles-talk' is a phenomsnon in its own right, or perhaps no
more than a matter of content' and otherwise no more than a 'story' or
l: 'topi'c', etc., like any other. And again and again, analysis of this
or that npec; of troubles-t':alk shows it to be very much a phenomenon in
its own right. The amy'; of instances of 'Activity Contamination' are
particuiarly infoi-mtive on this issue., Specifically, 'content' which
might be classﬁ'ied as 'a trouble' occurs in talk which is not at all, bor

only partially 'tmuhles-falk', and, indeed, whether or not it is a

' "trouble’, and whether or not this is 'troubles-talk' is under negotia-

 tion. 1In short. 'troubles-talk' nm;as a specific organization.

Fimlly, in the oourse of a considemtion of one of the general
sources of disruption- i.e., of 'Dispute » another ‘contaminant® emerged,
that of the Service Encounter, in which the relevant activity might be
characterized as 'solving a problem' (of, 'huilding a case' and 'negoti-
ating a plan' as sonverging, contaminant activity-types). This conver-
gence .1s of particular interest in a study of how people talk about their

troubles, in that on what, for tnc other contaminants is the locug of
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’ alternation; 1.e., the 'trouble’ (which my alternatively constitute a
) 'misdeed’ or an ‘obstacle'), this lattor contaminant remains more or

less stable, the locus of alternation residing elsewhere, Thus, while

gation of Building a Case, per se, and Negotiating a Plan, per se. a

! follow-through of issues raised in the new arrival brings one immediately

~

back to some version of Talk about a Trouble, per se.

Specifically, the locus of alt..emation touches on the 'identity' of
_the troubles-teller, In ‘l‘roublea-‘ralk. teller conatitutes 'person’. In
the Se;'vice Encounter, teller constitutes ‘trouble-carrtier' . That this
is the locus of alternation while the 'trouble remins more or less
stable, my be particularly problematic in that in both talk-types the

‘trouble* is being attended, and it my be not unreasonable to propose

that in talk about 'trouble!, attention to the trouble is the criterial
feature, such t/hat attention to the tellex? as 'person' is, 1f anything, a
. secondary feature and thus its absence in the "problem solving' ictivities
'ot the Service B_mountex' is of no great moment. That is, that what we .

are proposing as two alternative, problematica.lh. converging talk-types

are, for all practical purposes. not convergant but identical Talk
about & trouble is talk about a trouble.

We take it that the altemation as between 'person' and 'tmublea- :
carrier' matters; that indeed we are observing two altogether distinctive
y ﬁelds. We are not, however, in any way proposing that the Service
...~ Encounter become ‘essentially concern.ed' with troubles-teller as 'person'.

Such a concern carries with it an 'esaential indifference' to the trouble,

r v-" which gencrates a stringent requiromant t'rom uh.lch the Service Encounter
3 . may specifically offer relief,

As 1s abundantly evidence in the current corpus of troubles-talk
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materials, both those included in this report and those which were not,
3 & 'person' 1s one among ;thera, one who participates in the ongoing
everyday activities of the community; one who goes to work, jJoins his
frionds on shopping trips, listens to their storiea,' rejoices .in their
good timss, tells them of his own good times, etc. eta, And the caveat ’
to troubles-teller as 'person' is that he remain one amng others, that
he be answerable to the requirements of the colmunity. If he declines
to do so, he gea.sea to be 'person'.. Thus, while the concerns of the
Service Supplier may be simplistically characterized as 'repair and
mintenance', the oom;ms of the Troubles-Recipient may be, equally
simplistically, characterized as 'continued function, regardless'.
Which 1s to say that while the Service Encounter may be deficient in
‘human’ terms, its alternative may be 'mterially! pernicious.
| Nor does there appear to be a reasonable solution. The two 'essen-
tial concerns' and their conconu:ltant ‘essential mditterencea' seem to
bo mtually exclusive, And it appea.rs that a 'trouble' 1s a.dequately
"enough mandged by a shunting be'tween the two eavironments. We note,
,_:.“tinally. that sufferers ot a trouble do not welcoms & combining of the
P 'I:wo distinctive environunnta. As we have seen in the various instances

of 'Dispute' which may specitically be generated by and resistive to tie

contamination of ‘& Troubles-Telling by a Service Encounter, when it

a appears that a Troubles-Recipient is beginning to align as an Advice-
_.'-"Giver' l1.e., as a Sewice Supplier. the Troubles-'l‘eller takes counter-

" measures, It appears that just as the two categories, Troubles-Teller .
l.nd Advice-Giver are problennticany misfitted, 30 are the two categories.
Advice-Seeker and Troubles-Recipient.

M Specifically, a practitionor who responded to a B. 1. Announcement
w:l.th a B.2, Announcement Receipt such as "Oh: no:", or to a C.1.

..
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Exposition component with a C.2. Affiliation such as "Jesus", niéht‘ be
suspocted of 1ncompetence'. Further, such response-types provide for a
wamhted 'letting go'! by the troublea-teller, and such enotional reci-

procity my be unwelcome by an Advice-oeeker. So, fqr example. in oux-

> Yoo

very small corpus of Institutional Talk about a 'rrouble. we find one

practitioner who, in a range of ways, strikes us as sott' At one point

e ey e e

in the course of an Advice-Seeker's C. 1, Expoaition. he produces an utter-
ance which is unique in our limited Institutional corpus, a mild c 2.
Affiliation, "Oh my." And at that point we find an instance of an
American invoking the 'British Option'; 1.e., declining to produce a C.3.
Affiliation Response, but rather. as in some of the British mterials.

simply continuing with an interactionany independent expoaition (see

Section I pages 26-31).
(1) [SPC:IO:}f&]

M: And he has gotten to the point now whex-e he: (.) 1s so-
.conmsod and everything that hc gets (.) the two: geople
: mixed u:p and he thinks this daddy's the other one.
Ks - Oh
Mg ~ l‘he:x! he doesn't want him to' get close to him and that's
(.) one reason why he wants ((sounds 1ike she 1s fighting
. tears from now on)) to: uwh:: °hhh right at the ti-me when
" he's having an- wuh- one of these 10.2) uh: I don't lnow
whether you'd call it Spell or what (0.7) °t but when he
feels like this. (0.3) thit's when he wants to kill himself ,

It 1s possible that the speaker 13 speeifically resisting a manifes-

" -7f~' ‘- _tation of a c.}. Atﬁliation Responso which is, in fact, occun'ing; i.e,,

it is possible that the mild, but perhaps powerful in this environment,

c. 2 At‘fniation "Oh my:" has bmught her to the tears she is now fight-

1. In this regard we notice a not uncommon phenomenon, a possible pun-

1ike invokation of what is happening, and its unwelcomeness. Just
post the C.2, Affiliation by whict Advice-Giver 1is locally aligning
as a ‘rroubles-necipient; i1.e., is becoming perhaps over-personal,
spoaker refors to a problemtic _¢loseness, in the utterance "Then

L NP PORPNEY O S
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,:) In short, it is from Troubles-Recipients, in an envimnnv:n£ of a
Troubles-Telling, that a Troubles-Teller properly receives and accepts
affiliation, and from Service-Suppliers, in an environment of a Service

Encounter, that a Service-Seeker properly receives and accepts advice,
Cross-environment proferrings of Affiliation and Advice turn out to be .
problematic and specifically, rejected.

Conclusion .
We are satisfied that there are numerous good grounds to char;cter-
1:. the materials we have examined as mstances ot an elegant, tightly
organized sequenco, which, in our current corpus, is never actualized,
and may in general be actualized at best utterly rarely. And a gross-
’ est account of that non-actualization is that there 1is no environn.)ent
in which the sequence can opf:innlly occur; no environmeni.:’ which is not
} in _various ways ‘hostile to certain elements of the sequence.
- In the case of storytoning; we find one environment, that of c.o-_
conversationalists, which is. hostile to an optimal teuing, but we also
find an environment, that of Performr-Audience, which is favorable ‘Eo
an optiml telling. 1Indeed, it appears that when a storyteller produces
| a atory, he is orienting to that environment and relying upon Audience
_ beha.vior from h.ts co-convorsationalists, where, massively, co-conversa-
B - tionalists deol:l.ne to align as Audience. and thus, mssively. story- .
| tellings in conversation are in various ways observably mis-shapen.
For talk about a trouble, however, there is no single environment
: ‘\.th.ioh favors optimum pmciuction of the sequence. The analog of the
{ optiml storytelling environment; i.e., the Institutional environment,
is hostile to the Affiliative component of troubles-talk. So, e.g., in

.- -

our two excerpts from the same Institutional interaction, we sec an

Advice-Seeker resisting affiliation by Advice-Giver (Fragment (1) page
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100), and somewhat luter in the interaction, Advice-Giver produojng a
]

formalized, dingnost.ic version of an Affiliative, and Spacifiocally

doploying even that as a device to soften an interruption or the conver-

ment (1) page 66), ‘ : .

It would appear that in order for the sequence to occur in its

« optimum form, any person with whom the Affiliative component is appro-

priate would also have to be an accredited Service Supplier. and any
person with whom the Service eomponent is appropriate would also have to
be a proper Troubles-ﬂeoipient. In short, the Sequence requires that
ones friends and relatives also be practitioners.

Thia characterization invokes the tribal situation, in which re-
lationships and skills are distributed throughout ap enqrmously concen-
trated group, and thus a person with whom one may confidently ery, is
very likely to be someone from whom one may confidently accept advice,
And thus, as well, being possessed of & trouble does not tend to under '

ocut one's status as one among others and generate pressurization towards

| ‘business as usual, since mny of the same people who are ‘essentially

concerned' with this party as 'person', are also essentially concemed'

o with the trouble of which he bappens to be Yarrier!. It 13 equally a
mtter of business as usual to engage 1n remedial activities as it is

“ to engage in ‘personal! aotivities.

II.‘ with regard to the possible transition status- of the gequence, as
either evolving toward total ritualization or devolving from such a
condition, the same sort of issue emergec with regard to there being
no single environment favomblo to optimum production of the sequence.

In this case, it is possible that the sequence 18 devolving from a.

Recalling the fantaaizing we indulged in, in the Summary of Section
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i situation which, were it to be replicated currently, would require that

'3 each person had his own fx"i'en'd/mochanic, mother/oprthanologiat, brother/

| veterinarian, uncle/solicitor, eto. eta. To adapt to current circum-

stances, the sequence may hbe decomposing into two distinctive s.equences,

one in which there 1is no provision for Servicing, and one in which there

;o 18 no provision for Affiliating. That 1s, there would be no provision

3 for a proper Troubles-Recipient to offer advice, nor would there be pro-
vision for a Troubles-Teller to 1nduce such an activity; 1.e., the D.
Work-Up segment would not be a component of a hvubles-Telling Sequence
(the recurrent reports of Relevant Experiences being subsumed as a
strictly Affiliative component of the C. Delivery segment), Likewise,
there would be no provision for an accredited Service-Supplier to prof-
fer empathetic responses, nor would thexvg be provision for a Service-

(D Seeker to mducc such activities; i.e., the C. Delivery segment would nc.ot

| be a component of a Service Encounter (the C. 1. Expositian being xvephced

by a Q-A formt in which the practitioner solicits strictly relevant

| )

"'+ With the sequence Still in a transitional state, however, we find
: 'h'oubles-l‘eners and Troubles-neeipients attempting to rationalize their
::j.._"talk: to provide for it as more than a merely 'phatic' exchange (rather
tha.n treating such a talk-type as itsels deeply remedial), with what turm
-'_out to be problematiec attempts at problem-solving And we frind ex-vice-
) ”SQekex-s and Service-Suppliers attempting to huuhnize their talk; to pro-
‘_;‘Avido for it as more than a merely 'instrumental’ exchange (rather than
tnating such a talk-type as itself 1ntensely relational), with what tum
out to be problematie proposals of understanding and comnisemtion. We
close the report with an instance of what we take to be a misbegotten

. hybrid of Troubles-Talk and Service Encounter, with all the ugliness of a .
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‘ ~ H: But- uhm- they won't be a definite a:nswep,

a: to my problem,
) a:nd when Stop taking them I can't sqe any rcason why: I
‘ S than't revert to feelin:g, exactly the same as I have been
g, feeling. -
L: No no[ah- I g~ I guess 1 can offer an A:nscwer,u
, He -
L: ~ =A different answer cause I had (difficulty with) numbep
: three:, ’ : .
(.)

Hs ( ) :

e L: [[A: ind 1 since had a fou:srth. *hpnn And while I (,) that
i : During that t1:me my weight went up to twelve Stone.Now in
Tact I'm:: uh only five fog:t.'hh[h -

_ : A:n:q
Hs - Well I don't hl[vo a weightl-
e problem - -
Ls - U h:m, .
: (.)

Le ~ ee-Well you Mmy not have a weight problem but that was

form of stre:ss, I[maan louTve got your depr‘hfession.-
H: ' Ye:s, '
L: =‘hhh Uh:m:: and 1t. it (.) really I looked terrible I'm
only five foot, Now my wWeight now 1s eight and a ha:1f, Now
- the fxayweg{.d it . . . -

The various Services being supplied here are in no way designed for

I that the reciplent is "a trained nurse W30:1f", and the introduction of
3 ] . .
.. overweight as a Relevant Experience is argued to be irrelevant; "Weil I

::_4: don't have a weight problem, "l The attempt to undercut the anonymity of

Y neither one nor the other but a worst
Bo'ssible _version of each; i.e., unwarranted affiliation ¢ompounded by
apt Servicing.

" 1. 1In response to this utterance, Service-Supplier cum Troubles-Recip-

. ient produces a device which 1s indexical of deeply problematic in-
teraction, Having brought an utterance to a completion point and
having lapsed into silence, she starts to talk again with a 'contin-

. uation', "A:n.d uh:m", That object is introduced post a recognizable

" 'disagreement inftiation', "well I don't...". That is, sceing that a
'disagreemant' i3 under way, a prior Speaker produces talk which

C utterly disattends that a response has been initiated at all, For a
ER oonsideration of this phenomenon, see Jefferson, "The abominable 'Ne?'

"'3:» -7 - an exploration of post-resnonse mrsuit af vasnanea ® 4. o wativoma



184,
cﬁatum observed in mid-moult,
) Thase mterials are 'exnerptod from a B.B.C. radio broadcast recorded

80ms years ago, in which a panel of experts offers advice to telephone

callers. A woman'ig reporting difffculty n handling her young children,

exacerbated by a tendency to depression, for which her doctor pPrescribes -

antidepressants, which she would prefer to manage without. Two of the

coAdilul2nes . A - ¥ A

_ » banel respond. Each of them attempts to combine Service-Supply. uth ot
Tmublea-necipiency; the first by p.ntacing the advige with a tdrml
‘sympathy! token and a. Report of a.Rolevant Experience, the second by
formatting the advice as, again, a Report of a R01e§mt Experience.

(1) [JRE:A:I-#] ' .

. H: ‘hhhh And I want to know 1f there's anything that you can
. . do:, or you can help me with uh:m (.) coping with a
situation 1ike this withou- ah. ( Y resorting to pl:1lls.
(0.3) o
— M: = We:ll Harriet, " May I say you know first of all: how (.)
: 3 Sympathetic T am to your difficulties. Uh:: I under_s_tand
- thenm yery well in fact my children were born while I was
still a Studen:t, and in mny ways I: spent as mich time .
looking after the young children as m(h)y wi(h)fe did.°’hhhn
A:nd uh: (.) you kno:w, the Strength of (.) young children's
deman:ds, SVer on one's ti::me they're never satisfied with
anything simple there's always some difficulty and always
Some problem. ‘hhhh Now whilst we hear a great deal of

women have just as mich 1f not mo:re, .°hh Now having said
tha:t (.) let's jJump a 1ittle bit fu:rther and if I can
explain to you a little why people get depressed, -
. ((ca 34 1ines omitted; elepentary'explanation of
_ . depression and antidepressants)) .

M: - It's rather lile a bandage round an ankle. The bandage is
doing no good to the ankle at all 1f 1t's been Strained. But
it's giving 1t a bit of sup&:r[

t.
S H: Ye:s: well (.) Well that's
R what I fee:1:. But I feel that (.} uh:m ‘hh I lnmow they will
: = holpme. I'ma:-a trained nurse myse:1f .=
u"a-.,;r. - Mt .X[.‘_h.?

/3 Hs And I know I've seen ( ") & lot of People but (.) 1
- ' inow perfectly we:11. that 1f I take the tabiets for o period

, of tims (,) they will help me,
M: Mm hm
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e» "The abominable 'Ne?': an exploration of post-response
pursuit or response,” in p. Schroder (ed.) Dialogforschung. Institut
fur deutsche Sprache, Mannheim (in press),

«» "On exposed and embedded correction in conversation,” 1n
J. Schenkein (ed.) Studies in the Organization of Conversational
Interaction, Volume 1I, Academic Press, Inc., (fortncoming 1981).

in : +» Sacks, H., and Schegloff, E., "Notes on laughter in the
I pursuit of intimmcy," 1n J. Schenkein (ed.) ibid, )

";_._ . fabov. W., and Waletsky, J., "Narrative analysis: oral versions of per-

sonal experience,” in J. Helm (ed.) Essays on the Verbal and Visual
Arts, U, Washington Press, Seattle, 1935.

Leach, E.R., "Animal categories and verbal abuse,” in Tenneberg (ed.)
: New Directions in the Study of Language, 1965. '

Pomsrentz, A,, "Telling my side: 'limited access' &3 a fishing device,"
.. 1in Sociological Inquiry 50:3-%, 1980. :

es "Catching them truants{" a paper presented at the First
German-British Research Colloquium, op cit. . :

*Sacks, 'H.. transeribed unpublished lectures delivered at the University
: of Califorr.ia, los Angeles and, from 1969 on, at lhe University of
- California, Irvine, as follows,

o e Spring 1966 Lecture r

o - Fall 1967 Lecture S

o . .An article by Harvey Sacks which has not been cited but is relevant to
& study of 'talk about a trouble’ 1s "The search for lielp: no one to
turm to," in E, Schneidman (ed.) Essays in Self-Destruction, 1967.
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1973.

May 29, 1968

Winter 1969 Lecture 1

March 5, 1969
February 13, 1970

Winter 1970 Lecture 5

February 19, 1971
April 12, 1971
May 24, 1971

- Spring 1972 Lectures 1-6§
Schegloff, E. and Saoks, H,,

"Opening up c¢losings,” Semiotica,
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Guide to the Transcript Conventions

Scquerncing

:{ - [ As

) 3

~—

~
>
L)

] P:
. A:
- Az

Ps

A:nd the:n, Mister Nevins, °*hh
may put hisg defeu[se.
Mm,

M—hm.
‘hhhhh The woman thst made the
dress I can't say to her , . .

Well thert hing 1, s )
that Jou would 1/ike

And you walked gu‘r: of the shop
wearing the Sandals.e

I will th_e_:n[ask you 1if there=
Mm
=are any questions,

and the date that I actually
received them: =22,

(0.7)
And you walked out of the 8hop

Wearing the Sandals,

A:n:a, (.) you'm entitled to
call any witnesses . , .

Production

P

and did you get an extension.

you're entitled to call any
Witnesses to Support your
clai: :m? 1 you have any,

We:ll. () I don't know? I
suppose , , ,

A_single tracket’indicates the
point at which one utterance
is overlapped by another,

Double braclkets indicate that
two utterances start simultan-
eously,

A single right-hand tracket
indicates the point at which
overlapping utterances or
utterunce components end vis-
a-vis one ancther,

The equal sipns indicate no
intexval between the end of
one piece of talk and the star+
of a next., This convention is
used as between ore speaker's
talk and ancther's apg as
between parts of a same

. speaker’s talk.

Numbers in parentheses indicate
elapsed time in tepths of

seconds. 4

The dot in parentheses indi-
cates a very brief silence,

say, 1/10 second or less,

Punctuation symbols are not
used as grammatical markers,
but for intonation. So, for
example, a 'question' may be
transcrited with a comma or a
period while question-marks
may be used for utterances wh
which are not 'questions'. The
(2] indicates not fully rising
intonation, ' .



K1 — A:
As

As

H;

Hs

H:

A:n:d, (-) you're entitled to
call any witnosses to sSupport
your clai: 2y 1€ you have any,

A:n:d, () you're entitled to
call any Witnesses to support
your clai::m? if you have any,

your clai;:

your clai:;:

your clai::m
your clai::m _

I've took it- uh:s I've . . .

*Yeh*’
I said to her tuhat's thi:s,

It isn't clea::r, from your
Sta:tement, y-what you're
‘cl_a_i_:m. .

Can we no:w (0.3) look at. fhi:
(0.2) uh:: (0.7) atspu:te . . .

It isn't clea::r, from your
sta:tement, y-what you're . . .

‘t°hhh A:n:d, (°) you're . ., .

i1,

Colons indicate that the prior
sound is prolonged. Te more
colons, the longer the sound,

Underscoring indi_cates various
forms of stressing and may
involve pitch and/or voluues

The relationshi between under-
8core and colons indicates pitch
change (or non-change) in the
course of a word, In "claf::m"
Pitch rises at the end, in ~
"clai::m" pitch falls at the
end, in "claf::u" and “clai;::m"
pitch does not change in the
course of the word, the former
being 1lightly stressed, the
latter teing heavily stressed.

The dash indicates a 'cut off"
or 'hitch'.

The de e si indicate that
the talk they bracket is Jow in

~ volume,

An upward arrow indicates
strongly rising pitch in the
word or sound which follows,

A downward arrow indicates
strongly falling pitch in the
word or sound which follows,

A dash over a lettef indicates
that the sound is long; in this
case, "thee",

A dot under a letter inlicates
that the sound is short,

The |hhh| indicatés a breath;

preceded by a dot, an inbreath,
without a dot, an out-breath.
The longer the [hhh] the longer
the breath, .



. 111,
S (h) B: Well that's goo(h)d, The [h] in parentheses within
, & word indicates oxplosive

breath as in, e.g., laughter
Md cl'yllleo .

E;: WEIL LET ME SEE HOW THE:: the Upper case indicates ve hi
ball rolls here, - volume, i . &h
Miscellaneous
P: I mean why should I pay (out) Single parentheses indicate that
' " for a brand new dress, transcriters are not sure about
the words contained therein.
Je Lile- ( )- somsone tied a Empty parentheses indicate that
' ot in my stomach. nothing could te made of the
L : sounds, The Speaker-designation
T G: I Jumpsd outta ths eh seat T -  golum is Lreated similarly.
: [Jumped :
(L): “(seat),
Fine how'r you, ((clipped)) The double parentheses surround
: - descriptions of the talk, as
((cutesy)) I am too. with "elipped" and "cutesy", or
: ' stand in place of an attempt to
((1aughs)) transcribe some utterance as in

"laughs" and "clears throat®,
((clears throat)) .




