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Introduction

For most of the 18 years that I have been producing transcripts for the
analysis of naturally occurring conversation, I have been timing silence in
tenths of seconds.While I try to be accurate, I have not givenparticular
attention to the phenomenon of silence per se, and have been content with
rough timings. (So, for example, I started out using a stop-watch but in 1968
it broke and instead of replacing it I switched over to the method favoured
by amateur photographers, simply mumbling ‘no one thousand, one one
thousand, two one thousand ...") And while many regularities have
emerged from more or less unmotivated scanning of the materials, over the
years I have not noticed any of particular interest by reference to the

silences.

One possible reason that unmotivated scanning did not turn up any
silence-relevant regularities is that silences in conversation occur in a wide
range of lengths. For example, in the following array of intra-utterance
silences following an ‘uh’, i.e. in the same sort of environment, there are
silences ranging from approximately 0.2s to approximately 3.4s.
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g(l) [GTS:1:2:3:R:3:S0] ((face-to-face))
en: And then I'work (.) I work at Jake’s Ju i
. ug and I goin the
— and I: uh (0.2) put all the {bottles in ba_:ckg, ©

2) [Rah:A:1:(6):1-2:S0] ((telephone))

Mr F: Got them sorted out the: tent’s: the tent’s up and
everything, -

Jessie: Ye:s,

Mr F:

— A:nc} uh:m (0.6) uh I've just given them a mea:l so: )
they’re gonna be uh it’ll keep them warm for awhile

(3) [PB:3-4:22:50] ((face to face))
Merle: It was so depressing registering for classes next quarter
— becau:se, u:im, (1.3) “tch! (0.9) I: you know if I don’t
get through Oh I've got to tell you. You're gonna die
- l_aughmg. (0.4) Dennis and I were talking a:nd uh (1.3)
hh Oh see- in September I’m gonna go over there .

C)) [NB:II:2:R:8:SO] ((telephone))

Nancy: Y is: i i

Emm); : ou know for all of this: u[llolll:terol ]s1ve thou:ght
O -

Nancy: bus[mgss,h "hhhh

Emma: Mm; [hm,

Nancy: — A:nd ghm (1.8) "tch I can’t remember one: (.) one of
the f:{kids had said in his thin:g u-something abou:t . . .

(5) [SF:11:22:50] ((telephone))

Mark: Well wl'lg_’s gonna be at this party Friday night. So I can
get excited about coming.
Bob: Well the old crew hopefully, “°uh*
0.3)
( ): "khhh'hhhhh

Bob: — Uh:::: let’s see. hYou know:: basic uh::(2.0)uh:::oh:,hh
— (2.2) cre:w, o

(6) [Goodwin:AD:7:R:14—15:SO] ((face-to-face))
Bart: — Keegan used to race uhruh- uhr it was uh:m (0.4) used
— — torun uh::m. (3.4) oh::: sh::it. (0.3) uh::m (0.4)
Fisher’s ca:r. ’

Let me note a potentially problematic feature of my silence-timings.
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In Fragments 3 and 4, the silences are counted, not from speech-object to
speech-object, e.g. from ‘uh’ to a word as in Fragments 1, 5 and 6, or from
‘uh’ to ‘uh’ as in Fragments 2 and 5, but from ‘ub’ to either an inbreath,
as in Fragment 3, ‘Dennis and I were talking a:nd uh (1.3) 'bh’ or a
tongue-against-teeth click, as in Fragment 3, ‘becau:se, u:m, (1.3) "tch!’ and
Fragment 4, ‘A::nd uhm (1.8) “tch’.

I have been timing the silences that way, without thinking about it. Now
that there is reason to think about it, I would want to continue this kind
of timing. Specifically, what can be seen is some sort of shift in activity,
whether it be from silence to an utterance’s next word, or from silence to
another ‘pause filler’, or from silence to some non-speech (or pre-speech)

sound such as an inbreath or click.

There are yet longer intra-utterance silences. I do not happen to have
any which fit into the above array, i.e. immediately preceded by ‘ul’, but
here is one that comes close, preceded by ‘uhm’ (0.3) "tch’. And this
five-second silence is the longest intra-utterance case I have come across

so far.

@) [SBL:2:1:8:R:7—8:SO] ((telephone))
Nora: I thought T knew] | HER you know who: 1 thought it wa:s?

Bea: Nyo:,
Nora:— 'Uh: izt I thought it was uh:m
0.3)
Nora: ‘tch
* (5.0)

Nora: — Oh::-:{gee: uhm u-one of the women who’s eh: ex president
of the woman’s clu:b, "hhh and one of the most deli:ghtful
woman I (.) women: I know in tha:t u-She was QUR:: uh
counselor: one year? when I was on the boa:rd.

Bea: Oh:. No I duh«

Nora: And she:’s a (.) perfectly deli:ghtful woman and I tell you:
uh the light was Kind of in my eyes, and I th- L:spoke to her
because I thought it was she and I: thought=

Bea: = M—hm]hm
Nora: — - well gee 1 didn’t know
> 1.2)

Nora: — I'll think of her name in a minute well any | wa:y. 1 thought
it was shel:.

Here, the announcement of a name has been set up as the point of the story.
Perhaps because of its special status, the speaker permits herself such a long
time to search for it. She then tries a good tactic for remembering, which
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it;nt]s ;seilia;? fort lilt. fShe then tries a good tactic for remembering, which
on the forgotten item by building a sentence i ich i
: e in which i
E?l;uvia(lg Xﬁgr) She mfay bg starting on something like ‘Well geécl (lltl(;‘:’l:
: was a friend of Bea’s’, or ‘I didn’t know (NAM
Py - g i E
bridge’. This second try also failing, she resumes talk muc(:h more )rg?c)lll?d

Occu;l“lix: tfl(:;er%]m?g .aliraly provides a glimpse of the range of silences which
aterials I’'ve been transcribin h i
which no silence-relevant Seed to mutivate. fartes i

ch n phenomena emerged to moti i
) : ivate further in-
estigation and thus greater accuracy in the timings. The following rep(l;;t

consists of data which, it se
’ ems t 1 H
phenomenon. 0 me, provide glimpses of such a

Biography of the phenomenon

conversaion analyss by s Duteh colengae. Homens vominoe e
‘ ' gue, Hanneke Ho

zv(ﬁ]r;u:lgd with some proble:matic interactional bits in mz::?izrs' SS:: ::(Si

colle acg:an e,nzg;ir gl:n commenting on her analyse.s I would occasionally refer

1o lragmen my own qlaterlals. Thu‘s, a little corpus of a certain ‘type’
iteraction began to build up. And it was in this little corpus that

possible silence-relevant phenomenon emerged. Here is thep t'a y

comment (the three Dutch fragments translated by Houtkoop into Igirgllgil;t

Something a bit eerie is beginning to crop up in these materials:

[M-F]  ((M phonesF, talks to someone else who calls F to the phone
Fragment starts with F’s first utterance)) .

F: Hi Mar(t), are you coming too?
— (1.3)
M: Hello: Frank. ((smiling))

[M-S]  ((Same situation as the M-F call))
S: We:ll van Noort. What’s up.
M: Hello Sjoerd.
— (1.2)
M: Hey how was your party last night?

-P]  ((P is the Answerer-Not-Called of the above interchange))

You’re the first one to ring at the new house!
Yeah. ' ’

SFE

_____———-—
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0.7
M: Oh yeah?
P: Yeah.
— 1.3)
P: Well I'll call Sjoerd.

[DA:2:3-4:SO] ((Two women in the course of a problematic
arrangements-making))

N: She’s going to pick me up Thursday morning.
— 1.2)

N: "hh’t"hhhhhhh=

G: =Uh how early is she gonna pick you up.

Most roughly, these four fragments are pointing to the possibility that
the ‘tolerance interval’ for some problematic interactional bit is just
over one second, whereupon one of the participants starts to do some
resolutional activity. At this point it’s just a curio’.

So went the comment. I began to wonder if this ‘curio’, this ‘tolerance
interval’ of approximately one second, could conceivably be a real
phenomenon. So I undertook a data run, going through my transcripts and
pulling out interactional bits in which intervals of more or less one second
occurred; bits which struck me as, in various ways, problematic for the
participants, where I got a sense that some next action ought to happen
‘now’. I ended up with some 320 cases. And those cases strongly increased
my sense that there might indeed be something systematic going on with
this more-or-less one-second silence.

Roughly, it now seemed to me that there is some sort of interactional
‘metric’ in which ‘approximately one second’ operates, where that metric
has as one artefact a ‘standard maximum tolerance’ for silence of more or

less one second.

Further, some of the materials with longer silences suggested that there
might be an alternative available metric; a ‘gearing down’ to a pacing which
provided for silence-termination at one-second intervals, i.e. at about two
seconds, and if not then, then at about three seconds, etc.

As I was going through the materials, focusing on this more-or-less one
second silence, it occurred to me that the candidate phenomenon was so
easy to see, then if it is indeed a systematic feature of interaction, surely
the many people working with silence in interaction must have come across
it and written it up. On the other hand, if I were doing some sort of selective
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observation, noticin

. .

tl1llence Just paPpens to be more or less one sec
e myriad similar cases in which the silence islo

done on silence w
. ould show the non-signifi
1t seemed to me that I had significa
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g the 320 cases of problematic interaction in which the
ond, conveniently ignoring
nger, then some of the work
nce of one second. That i

! . . is,
got myself into something that other work would

show to be either redundant or wrong.

with
probl

SoIsen
° Samt l(::ut a lrlc:ql{est for references to a literature on silences/pauses
o San l;)me co cjactlon of the .more-or-less one-second silences i
raction. The following are just a few of those sample casesn

(1.1 [SBL:2:2:3:R:30-31:SO] ((telephone))

Claire:
Chloe:
Claire: -
*
Chloe: —

if I say one club and they s i
[what do you E]O Y sy one dlamond

Thats aBU:S:T. isn’t it,

Ye:h then what do you {do:.
(1.2)

We:ll to T me: they h ’ i i
dort knam - aven't explained it to me and L

1.2) [JG:1v:1:1-2:50) ((telephone))

Ronald:;
Maggie:
Ronald:

Ronald;
Maggie:

Ronald:

VR

Maggie:
._)
*>

Ronald; —

I'll get a Ninety Niner ((at
. ast-food
Oh no honey no no no n(o. o meab)
DEeyeh-
No I have to go to the store
a
Jout Tumep 50 1o nyway and get stuff for
I(\gshouting)) NO! We have stuff.
No we don’t Ronald, that’s why I didn’ i
to take for my own Iunch. Y it have anything
So what did you eat.
( (1.0
(edgily)) I at i
{ thge ﬁ 5 _e._e a sandwich Ronald there was nothing
(1.0)
OH.

(1.3) [SBL:1:1:12:R:15-16:SO] ((telephone))

Maude:

I says well it’s funny: Missi: i
is ) iny; Missi:z uh: TSchmidt ih you’d
think she’d help< "hhh W:ell () Missiz Schmidt hs the

one she: (0.2 :nsibili
%cﬁls, (0.2) assumed respo:nsibility for the three

(0.6)
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Bea:
Maude:
Bea:

Bea:

Maude:

VAN

Bea:
Maude:

Bea:

(1.4) [Fr:US
Carol:
Vic:

Carol:

LU

Vic:
Carol:
Vic:
Carol:

(1.5) [SpC:I
Mr K:

Mrs B:

Mr K:
Mrs B:

VAN

Mrs B:
Mr K:

Mr K:
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Ohl*::. *°M-hm, =
=Maybe:lle Ttold me this.
Ah lhah,
o 1.2)
°Uh-hah, ° "hh Isn’t Ther name jus:t plain Smi:th?
0.7
Schmidt.h
(1.2)
Oh I thought it was just S-m-i-t-h:.
No I think it’s S-c-h m-i-d-t, something like that it’s just
Schtmil:dt.
0.3)
Ah hah.

1:2:R:2:S0] (face-to-face))
Victor
Ye:h?
Come here for a minute.
(1.0)
You come h_e_:_[: Te. ]plgase?
TYou can' comeb a:ck=
=I tThave to go to the ba:th{room.=
=°Qh:.°

V:6:13-14:S0] ((telephone))
"hhhhh Well somebody thought that you were in danger
of killing yourse:1f.=
=WELL SUPPOSE I WA:S I: (WEN: WITH) MY:
SISTER AND MY SISTER’S (WITHUH VIBBINUB
anybody).
P’'m sorry I didn’t understand you.
SUPPOSE I WA:S. MY SISTER’S IN HEAVEN AND
EVERYTHING IS BEAUTIFUL IN HEAVEN, (.) AND
I DON'T HAVE TO WORRY ABOUT MONEY OR
ANYTHING E:LSE.

1.2)
HELLO:?
Yes.

0.2)
"hhhhh I’'m:: I'm still here. I'm trying to figure this situation
ou:t.
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(1.6) [W:PC:III:1:1] (telephone))

Sue:

Sue:

Sue:

— Hello:?h
s (1.0)
— Hello::,hh
3.0
H’llo?h

(1.7) [GTS:1:2:38-39:PR:SO] ((face-to-face))

Roger: You don’t have to tell me what it is, just is there anything
~—> wrong with you mentally.
s (1.0)

Dan: — |Uh::::,
0.2)

Ken: In other words y-are y- are you a dope addict,
0.49)

Ken: whh!

Dan: NoT::

Louise: That’s not [mental,

Ken: hhh heh heh
(1.5)

Ken: It’s not?

Roger: Can’t you[analyze yourself? or-

Louise: )s

Louise: ( )

() o y

Roger: — ih You're perfectly normal.

s 12
llzan: — TWel:ll th:7at word perfectly normal is a wi:: [de ]
oger: . acc ORding
to your psychiatry | books. -

(0.5)

(Dan): hhhehchhh

Louise: ® *ifh hih Th] ih°=

(Roger): ° hih-ih°®

Roger: = 'u[] [ eh

Dan: huh” huh huh huh huh hugh ° hu® "hhh

Louise: [( ’ ) 1=

Louise: =[]( )]

Dan: NO::: 'm not perfectly normal according to m(h)y

psych(h)iatry books.

1_—-—
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(1.8) [Owen:8B15(A):43-44:S0] ((face-to-face)) .
Andrea: By the way do you want any lettuces little lettuces?
because they’ve come ou:t very we[ll
Bette: THave they,
Andrea: 1Yeh
(0.4)
Bette: 10h:.
Andrea: — °If you're interested®
*— (1.0) .
Bette: — u:Uh::::m I'm just(tr)- thinking.

The request-letter received several responses: bibliographies, articfles,
and occasionally some encouragement. Glancing through the few articles
that had been sent me, I found two pieces which in some way addressed
the more-or-less one-second silence. The first is from Kraut (1978). Here
are the relevant segments (emphasis added). .

Seventy four subjects listened to a 5-minute excerp? from a 51mul'ated
interview in which a female applicant applied for a job asa dormitory
counselor. When the male interviewer asked if the candidate smokfad
marijuana, he gave the impression that he either strongly opposed its
use or supported its use. The job candidate answered either that sh_e
did not smoke it and found its use distasteful or that she smokgd it
recreationally several times a week. Her answer was preceded by either
a 7-second pause or a I-second pause. . .. _ .
The paralinguistic cue was manipulated by insﬁrtmg a 7—secgnd partially
filled pause between the interviewer’s marijuana qu?stlon and the
candidate’s answer. Four seconds of blank tape, an ‘uh’ spoken by the
candidate and taken from another of her answers, and 3 seconds of
blank tape were spliced into the interview, starting at thg l:ast sounds
of the question. This length of silence seems to b'e at the limits of tl.zose
that appear in normal conversation . . . Thus, thesilence . . . was noticed
by virtually all subjects but did not appear unnaturally long to them.
In the other version, no silence was inserted between the question and
answer, and the naturally occurring hesitation of approximately 1 second
was retained. . . . The most interesting results involve the pause... The
7-second pause increased subjects’ suspicion f’f the candidate when
they were already suspicious. Compared to subjects who heard only the
candidate’s denial of marijuana, the subjects who heard a long.pause
and then the denial thought the candidate had been less candid and
lied more in the interview ... Compared to subjects who only heard
the candidate admit to smoking marijuana, subjects who he.ard a long
pause and the admission thought she had been more candid.

A ‘STANDARD MAXIMUM’ SILENCE IN CONVERSATION 175

In the first place I found it interesting that in a simulated interview, the
‘naturally occurring hesitation’ after a problematic question was
‘approximately 1 second’. In effect, another datum for my collection, from
an altogether different type of talk. Second, there is some evidence that
at least this author did not find anything of particular interest in silences
of that length. Over the course of the article the more-or-less one-second
silence is relegated from ‘a 1-second pause’ to ‘the naturally occurring
hesitation of approximately 1 second’, to nothing worth mentioning; i.e.
the relevant materials are thereafter described in terms of the subjects

hearing ‘only the candidate’s denial’ or admission, in contrast to those ‘who
heard a long pause’.

The sec?nd piece comes from Butterworth (1980).

Moreover, between-sentence pauses in reading tend to be roughly of the
same length, 1.0~1.24 seconds, whereas in spontaneous speech they vary
considerably, with many over 2.50 seconds, reflecting varying cognitive

demands of speech as compared with reading (Goldman-Eisler, 1972,
emphasis added).

This statement strongly raises the possibility that I had been engaged in
selective observation and was just not attending to the many longer silences
in the ‘spontaneous’ materials with which I work. On the other hand it was
interesting that approximately the same silence which I was treating as a

possible ‘standard maximum’ for conversation constituted the standard for
‘between-sentence pauses in reading’.

At that point I put the matter aside because the work involved in
(dis)proving the possible phenomenon seemed overwhelming.

A possible complementary approach to the candidate
phenomenon

In August 1983 I'started typing up several hundred pages of retranscrip-
tions I had done when I first arrived in Holland (careful rehearings for a
project on the organisation of overlapping talk). As I was typing up these
materials, with several hundred pages passing before my eyes in a
concentrated batch, it seemed to me that the longer silences tended to fall
into a cluster of about 0.9s to 1.2s independent of any specification of the
activities in the course of which the silences were occurring.

Given the obvious ‘considerable variation’ of silences in conversation
(cf. Fragments 1-7 and Butterworth, 1980), it had not occurred to me that
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be a fruitful way to develop the possibility of
a ‘standard maximum’ silence. But now I wondered if a simple counting
procedure might not after all yield something. So I did another run, through
some 168 transcripts, altogether some 1,860 pages, collecting and counting
all silences of nine-tenths of a second and longer.

‘statistical’ procedures would

The data run yielded a couple of striking results. For one, there are
some 951 occurrences of silence of 0.9-1.2s, i.e. of ‘approximately one
second’, compared to some 328 cases of longer silences. Secondly, if the
candidate ‘standard maximum’ cluster of 0.9-1.2s is compared to the next
longest cluster, 1.3-1.8s, there is a tremendous drop-off. The 951 silences
of 0.9-1.2s are followed by some 92 occurrences of silence of 1.3-1.8s.

Parenthetically let me note that several months later I did my own
timings of the Houtkoop fragments, and came up with shorter intervals than
her 1.3s, 1.2s and 1.3s (see p. 169-70 above).

[M-F:GJR]

F: Hi Mar(t), are you coming t00::?
— 0.9

M: eh 7 Hello Frank,

[M-S:GJR]

S: We:ll van Noort. What’s up.

M: Hello Sjoe:rd,

(0.3)
— (): (1.0) ebh hh
M: He:y how was your party last night?

[M-P:GJR]
P: You’re the first one to ring the new house!
M: Yeh-
(0.7) ((not retimed))
M: Oh yeah?
P: Yea:h.
— (1.0)

P: ['hhhh]Well I'll call Sjoerd.

(0.3)

Among the 328 cases of longer silences there are five especially long
ones, of 6.2, 6.5, 6.5, 7.3, and 16.4s. Three of the five, the two 6.5s and
the one of 16.4, occur in close proximity in a conversation between two
secretaries on a coffee break, examining a train schedule.
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(2.1) [Owen:8B15(A):29-30:SO]

Andrea:
Bette:

Andrea:

Andrea:
Bette:
Andrea:
Andrea;
Bette:
Bette:
Andrea:

Bette:

Andrea:

Andrea:

Bette:

Bette:
Andrea:

( ):
*E_
Andrea:

Bette:

Andrea:
Bette:

I think I(’rlnzg)onna have to get up the night belfore
t@ Check with the station and (.) ask them what the fir
Flrlz;m that goes on Good Friday is and- B

Wonder if I could advc;rtise in th
anyone who’s going up. © gred centre for

1.9
Be worth trying,
(1.0)
Hmm:.
(6.5)
If it was an ordinary day.hh
(1.2)

They’ve got really earl trains::

i early (.) trains:: (0.2) um other

=If it was an ordinary day you’d be alri:ght.=

=Th[ere’s pl_gnty[l T
Ye:ah.

(1.0
Welll (;hcl:)- (1.3) the fi:ve forty three:, (1.4) Well it
would- be- it would be the only matt -
pussible one in faet. ony mater of: the.only
0.7)
But I mean ih- aga_i:n if I got up at (0.3) four o’clo:ck
to get a train at five forty three I may just as well Etay
at Heathrow overnight anzway[in f_a]:[ct.
We:ll" “Ye:s::
() B
Ye:s

It’s not gonna make that much (.) di
of 12 .) differ
amount of sleep I get, () difference to the

(1.9)

(16.4)
It’s the weekend after °next®
oOh:,o

Five forty thr@[;,
Ye:h,

°‘Mm:,

(1.0)
J'’kGu::h (Ihh ho(h)pe), hhhuhthuh huh-uh-Thuh-n
[ HAY
hmh-hmh
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Andrea: ‘uh’ih Th_n_h[huh huh ‘hhbh Theh ‘he:h
Bette: ehh-heh-heh
*E > 6.5) .
Andrea: °The latest trai:n down on (.) Thursday,

i ittin
The 7.3s silence occurs in a conversation between two young women g

in a sunny corner at a neighbourhood block party.

2.2) [Goodwin:SO:Clacia:7-8:SO]
Donna: 1t was pretty ni:ce.It really wa:[s,

Tanzi: °(Yeh)’=
Tanzi: =°(it[ wa:s Y e.h.)
Donna: It was nice and it was clean:,=

Tanzi: _pRight. _ _
'D:nna: _Dit was Lew: and they[(h a: d)]<you know like made the

i °Right.°
Tanzi:
: =be: d, (0.5) °fuyrniture (and stuff.) .
1;0:::- berds and, (09 [(You) had (choice) furniture.=
T:nzi: =Right. Well we had that over in our p- uh, (0.8_) g-ThEy
' had bought that for our house. °When they furnished the
house.®
(2.5) .
Tanzi: °(But it was different) there’s no dou:bt about it.
** (7.3) heres| )
i there .
IT)onn-a: Whose car is that down the [BYE BYEENIOY YOUR
anzi:
BRO::CCOLI PIE::,
0.4)
Donna: Broccoli pie::,
(0.6)
Tanzi: She’s going to her sister’s house.

In the coffee break materials of Fragment 21.11 thc;tii)ng slirlleer:lcleosorl?iz;);
i ied by one or another of the wo
well be unproblematically occupie e o ot 2.3
i he block party materials O g
through the train schedule. Int T anied by both
is sood reason to suppose that the long sile :
alsgelrf gsganning the surrounding scene, each the.reafter speaklrzig‘arll)z);
reference to things they noticed in the scan; Donna asking about a car,

calling to someone.

i i . While
The remaining longest silence occurs In a telephonc(a1 call o
face-to-face environments provide more resources for, and recu y
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house such unproblematic long silences as the two above, telephone
environments do permit of at least a few, such as the following, in which
one of the participants is writing down an address given to her by the other.

(2.3) [DA:2:5-6:S0] ((Goldie had started to give her address, ‘ten

forty two ...’ earlier and had interjected
some other matter.))

Goldie: Alright now you] take the addre:ss and if she doesn’t
know how to get here then she can uh-call me.=
Netty: =Yah.
(0.3)
Goldie: Alri:ght, [(that’s)-]
Netty: Tenfor'ty two what.hh
0.49)
Goldie: I beg your pardon?=
Netty: = Ten forty two what.
0.2)
Goldie: ee-u-ri:ght eh: eh-Sou:th Shenandoah,
*— 3.0)
Netty: Ten forty two: s-Sou:th Shenandoah.=
Goldie: =Ye:s,
(0.3)
Goldie: A:nd uh you may tell he:r that it is, (0.3) about a half
ablo::ck, (.)sou:th, of Olympic.
**_s (6.2) -
Netty: Is- eh, wha-what part of uh::::=
Netty: =[[ul- ]uh-
Goldie: It’s'Los Angeles it’s eh:: (0.4) It is Los Angeles,
)
Netty: Ye:s,
(1.0
Goldie: L:t’s near Beverly |Hills.

The silences of from 6.2-16.4s in these three fragments can be seen
to be occurring in quite different activity bits than those in which the
candidate ‘standard maximum’ silences tend to occur (see again Fragments
1.1-1.8). Indeed, when such activities as examining a train schedule,
scanning the scene, writing down an address are not occurring in these
fragments, and the participants are engaged in back-and-forth talk, the
longest silences tend to fall within the candidate ‘standard maximum’. For
example, in Fragment 2.1 there are five of 1.0-1.2s, two of 1.3-1.4s, and
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then two which suggest the ‘alternative metric’, of approximately two
seconds.

And the ‘statistical’ run yielded yet a further glimpse of the possible
phenomenon of an alternative metric, a gearing down to a slower pace with
silence parsed second-by-second rather than in small units culminating at
approximately one second (cf. Fragment 2.1 just mentioned, the five-
second silence in Fragment 7, and in Fragment 1.6 the three-second silence
before the third ‘Hello”). For example, a small group of transcripts showed
an interesting pattern of silences. In 16 conversations ranging in length from
three to 65 pages there are very few silences above the candidate standard
maximum of 0.9-1.2s, none at all of 1.5-1.8s, and then a little flurry of
silences of 1.8-2.2s duration (Table 8.1).

TasLe 8.1 A pattern of silences in a small subset of conversations

Transcript: 12345678 910111213141516

No. of pages: 627 7 31513 7126529 6 9 6121061

Silence(s) Total
0.9-1.2 - 12223341911 9 7 3 5 233 106
1.3 .- -141-2----212 13
1.4 - - - - - -1 -2-1-2-22 10
1.5 e - - - - - 11 -1---13 7
1.6 T 0
1.7 e e e m e — — - - - - - 0
1.8-2.2 111111112222444%6 34

And in transcript 16 there is another gap between the six more-or-less
two-second silences and the range 2.8-3.2s, where another two silences
occur. (The pattern in these materials suggests that perhaps I should in the
future treat the ‘target cluster’ as starting at 0.8s rather than the arbitrarily

chosen 0.9s.)

Continuing exploration

Given the results of the counting procedure, it seemed useful to
continue with it. From August to September I worked both ‘interactionally’
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angi .‘statistically’ with the candidate phenomenon;
a'ct|v1ty-types‘ and environments, and going through ,a
simply counting up the silences of 0.9s and over.

looking at selected
dditional transcripts

For example, I i i
ple, I collected instances of ‘innocuous’ occurrences of the

13
sta . , . . .
ndard maximum’, i.e. in the course of activities which did not

recommend themselves as interactionall ;
. y problematic an
collected in the primary data run, p d thus were not

Having used the phenomenon of intra-

of the wide range of silences (see again Fragments 1-7 above, with its range

0f 0.2-5.0s), I decided to explore i i
, plore it for possible consistency. i
are a few cases taken from that second data run. "% The following

sentence silences as an example

3.1 [Owen:8B15(A):34:SO] ((face-to-face))
Andrea: — The biggest check I ever wrote out was: (1.0) 'k two

hundred and thirty fi:ve (.) pounds

(3.2) [SBL:2:1:6:R:1:SO] ((telephone))

Bea: ‘hhh I'm jus:t servin:g um
0.7)
Bea: "tik’hhhhh
Tess: Dessert(I imagine),
Bea: a bowl of 1] ce cream and some:::

— b-little: home made* (1.0) cake cookies or something

(3.3) [Goodwin:DP:38:R:SO] ((face-to-face))

Beth: you know what I mean?
Jan: True. True.
Beth: —

We were much younger and, (1.0) lots of stuff you
know, like a lot less settled in a lot of wa:ys?

(0.6) o
And uh, (1.7) whereas no:w, you know even with the
Second one, ‘hh it’s it was mo:re, (0.9) u-uh::-uh
(1.2) like deliberately.

Beth: *

LN

(3.4) [NB:IV:10:R:14:SO teleph
Emma: M[m hﬁm?] ({tclephone))

Lottie: — A:nd he c’ame in about * (1.0) ®let’s see® five thirty,
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(3.5) [PB:3-4:16:SO] ((face-to-face)) .
Merle: JoLee’s kind of cranky toni:ght.
(0.4) .
Merle: Probably ’cause we didn’t put her to bed until ten=
Paul: =[[ hh

Merle:  — 'last night hhh But uh:m (1.2) I know JoLee used to
get kwan- cranky, you know really bad.

(3.6) [CDHQ:II:100:R:4:SO] ((telephone))
Opal: but they said tha(0.2)t uh:::*u:-:-: some way that (0..3)
*— they would know ho:w uh (2.5) that they were getting
in touch with him > you know what I mean?«
Josh: >Mhm?«

Opal: 'hh[h

Josh: °M[l_hm.°]

Opal: B u -t (.) it was the wro:ng ;1_1_1mber I mean a
— womapn answered an:d uh (0.9) u[h: it was=

Josh: Mhm,

Josh: =[[°hm,°

Opal: just a T1e:sidence

The results of this second run, through a corpus consisting of
intra-sentence silences, are not as dramatic as those of the primary run, but
both the ratio of the 261 cases of the ‘target cluster’ of 0.9-1.2s to the 109
cases of all longer silences (a ratio of 2.5 to 1), and the drop-off from t'he
target cluster to the next cluster of 1.3-1.8s, from 261 to 67, remains
substantial.

I also started retiming and counting the silences in some face—to:face,
multi-party conversations, which are drastically underrepresented 12 the
primary data run. And given that there was now goiod reason toh e z;s/
accurate as possible with the timings, I bogght a digital stopw}e:tct_, n: '
timing the silences both ‘photographer’ fashion and by clock. The lgnbit
are fairly consistent, within a tolerance of about a tenth of a second,
still rough. |

I took samples of half an hour from each of Fhree multl—;ﬁrty
conversations; a group therapy session for teenagers, a dmner'pﬁlr)ty oh wg
married couples and two children, and an afternoon in a neig 1kf)ur ng
upholstery shop where several men are gathered, working, talking,

drinking beer.
I will only touch on these materials. First, I want to note that the longest
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silences seem to support the notion of an ‘alternative metric’. In the therapy
session sample, of the three longest silences, one is approximately three
seconds long and two are approximately four seconds long.

'In the dinner party sample, two of the three longest silences fit the
candidate alternative metric, one of approximately four seconds and one
of approximately six seconds. The other is a ‘nowhere’ (5.6s).

In the upholstery shop sample the two longest silences,

‘ of ap-
proximately three and approximately eight seconds, fit the metric.

I will talk about the possible presence of a standard maximum silence
of about one second by incorporating the results of the counting done on
these three samples into an overview of the results so far.

None of the materials counted for silences of nine-tenths of a second

and over shows as strong a preponderance of the candidate standard
maximum silence as did the primary run. Here are the ratios of ap-
proximately one second to all longer silences:

1. Primary run: 951 to 328 (c.3 to 1)
2. Intra-sentence silences: 261 to 109 (c25t01)
3. Group therapy session: 88 to 42 (c.2to1)

4. Dinner party: 36to 34 (c.1to 1)

5. Upholstery shop: 231010 (c.2 to 1)

The subsequent runs are rather stronger, although much less dramatic
than the primary run, when it comes to the drop-off from the target cluster
of approximately 1 second (0.9-1.25) to the next cluster (1.3-1.8s).

1. Primary run: 951 t0 92 (c.10 to 1)
2. Intra-sentence silences: 261 to 67 (cdto )
3. Group therapy session: 88 to 20 (c25t01)
4. Dinner party: 36 t0 18 (2 to 1)

5. Upholstery shop: 23t07(c3t01)

The difference in strengths of ratio as between about one second and
all longer silences, and as between about one second and the next cluster
of silences raises the following possibility: perhaps it is that when the ‘long’
silences are not well beyond standard maximum, not having geared down
into the alternative metric or gone off metric (or into some other metric
I do not know about), then they tend to occur in the target cluster. That
is, when the ‘base metric’ is orientated to, it is finely orientated to. So, for
example, in the dinner party sample it appears that the base metric is not
as strongly orientated to as in the other materials (a 1 to 1 ratio of about
one second to all longer silences). But when it is orientated to, silences are
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(3.5) [PB:3-4:16:S0] ((face-to-face)) _
Merle: Jolee’s kind of cranky toni:ght.
0.4) .
Merle: Probably ’cause we didn’t put her to bed until ten=
Paul: _hh

Merle:  —'last night hhh But uh:m (1.2) I know JoLee used to
get kwan- cranky, you know really bad.

(3.6) [CDHQ:II:100:R:4:SO] ((telephone))
Opal: but they said tha(0.2)t uh:::*u:-:-: some way that (0..3)
*— they would know ho:w uh (2.5) that they were getting
in touch with him > you know what I mean?«
Josh: >Mhm?«

Opal: 'hh[h

Josh: °M[Lhm.°]

Opal: Bu't (.) it was the wro:ng ;11_1mber I mean a
— woman answered an:d uh (0.9) u[h: it was=

Josh: Mhm,

Josh: ___[[°hm,°

Opal: just a {re:sidence

The resuits of this second run, through a corpus ‘consisting of
intra-sentence silences, are not as dramatic as those of the primary run, but
both the ratio of the 261 cases of the ‘target cluster’ of 0.9-1.2s to the 109
cases of all longer silences (a ratio of 2.5 to 1), and the drop-off from t‘he
target cluster to the next cluster of 1.3-1.8s, from 261 to 67, remains

substantial.

I also started retiming and counting the silences in some face-to‘-face,
multi-party conversations, which are drastically underrepresented in the
primary data run. And given that there was now gqod reason to be as
accurate as possible with the timings, I b01.1ght a digital stopwatch, now
timing the silences both ‘photographer’ fashion and by clock. The timings
are fairly consistent, within a tolerance of about a tenth of a second, but
still rough.

I took samples of half an hour from each of three multi-party
conversations; a group therapy session for teenagers, a dmner‘party of two
married couples and two children, and an afternoon in a nelghbpurhood
upholstery shop where several men are gathered, working, talking, and
drinking beer.

I will only touch on these materials. First, I want to note that the longest
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silences seem to support the notion of an ‘alternative metric’. In the therapy
session sample, of the three longest silences, one is approximately three
seconds long and two are approximately four seconds long.

In the dinner party sample, two of the three longest silences fit the
candidate alternative metric, one of approximately four seconds and one
of approximately six seconds. The other is a ‘nowhere’ (5.6s).

In the upholstery shop sample the two longest silences, of ap-
proximately three and approximately eight seconds, fit the metric.

I will talk about the possible presence of a standard maximum silence
of about one second by incorporating the results of the counting done on
these three samples into an overview of the results so far.

None of the materials counted for silences of nine-tenths of a second
and over shows as strong a preponderance of the candidate standard
maximum silence as did the primary run. Here are the ratios of ap-
proximately one second to all longer silences:

1. Primary run: 951 to 328 (c.3 to 1)
2. Intra-sentence silences: 261 to 109 (c25t01)
3. Group therapy session: 88 to 42 (c2tol)

4. Dinner party: 36t0 34 (c.1to 1)

5. Upholstery shop: 23t010 (c.2to 1)

The subsequent runs are rather stronger, although much less dramatic
than the primary run, when it comes to the drop-off from the target cluster
of approximately 1 second (0.9-1.2s) to the next cluster (1.3-1.8s).

1. Primary run: 951 to 92 (c.10 to 1)
2. Intra-sentence silences: 261 to 67 (c4tol)

3. Group therapy session: 88 to 20 (c25¢t01)
4. Dinner party: 36 to 18 (2 to 1)

5. Upholstery shop: 22t07 (c.3t01)

The difference in strengths of ratio as between about one second and
all longer silences, and as between about one second and the next cluster
of silences raises the following possibility: perhaps it is that when the ‘long’
silences are not well beyond standard maximum, not having geared down
into the alternative metric or gone off metric (or into some other metric
I'do not know about), then they tend to occur in the target cluster. That
is, when the ‘base metric’ is orientated to, it is finely orientated to. So, for
example, in the dinner party sample it appears that the base metric is not
as strongly orientated to as in the other materials (a 1to 1 ratio of about
one second to all longer silences). But when it is orientated to, silences are
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terminated with a 2 to 1 ratio as between the target cluster and the next
cluster.

As to the dramatic difference between the results of the primary run
and subsequent runs, there are a number of possibilities. For one, it may
be that the phenomenon is most strongly present in inter-utterance silences.
The primary run was an aggregate of inter- and intra-utterance silences,
while the second run consisted exclusively of intra-utterance silences. For
another, the phenomenon may be most strongly present in those ‘types’ of
interaction by which telephone calls are heavily constituted (with such
exceptions as writing down some information, as in Fragment 2.3, where
then the base metric may be temporarily relaxed), but which in face-to-face
environments occur in combination with other ‘types’ of interaction and
other activities. The primary run was taken mostly from telephone calls,
while the third to fifth runs were taken specifically from face-to-face talk.

Further possible manifestations of the candidate metric

In October I began to look into other areas in which an interval of
approximately one second recurs. One such area is story-telling (which
begins perhaps to converge on the phenomenon, reported on by Butter-
worth, 1980, of reading aloud). The materials are cumbersome, so I will
just show one extended fragment.

(4.1) [Merritt:Egg Story:4-5:50] ((face-to-face))

Halda: she says can I move in today.
Jean: ‘uhh!
Halda: Uh I said uh,
* (1.3)
Halda: well I just don’t know if you can get a- uh:: w-what
uh-uh are you gonna- have you-
- (1.0)
Halda: What are you gonna do about your furniture. and she
said I haven’t got a stick of furniture!
— (1.0)
Halda: And ah- a:nd uh I[says well-
Jean: hhh!
Jean: hhh!
Halda: h(ha)how can you move i:n then. "hh She said,
- (1.0)
Halda: oh haven’t you got a little bed. or uh haven’t you

A ‘STANDARD MAXIMUM’ SILENCE IN CONVERSATION 185

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Jean:

Halda:

Jean:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

Halda:

got a bed- I- you’re not gonna use or a chest of
drawers or something.
(0.5)
or.aLi_ttle, uh, card table or, something? and she
said this- oh it doesn’t matter,_hh— she says, oh:::
s}‘le says I don’t want to- I'm, I'm through(’h_)lToking
I’'m just through looking and I want to ( )- right,
here.
(1.0)
grrrll(lit lsllrl:. says I intend to furnish this house, in antique
(1.2)
And 50 uh,
0.7)
We:l1? huh huh-huh! "hhhh I was so swept off my feet,
l;:gﬁ!so was Ira, we were just both aghast. that,
A:nd uh,[so finally-
( ),
(1.0)
uh::m, I said ye::s, I,
(1.0)
I have a chest of drawer: ?
(and ah. and uhety er:s, that I wasn’t gonna use,
(0.7)
guess we could bring them up with a- "hh
(1.3)
a bed? mattress and spring,
(1.0)
Wel_l uh and I said I do have a card table, ye:s, and uhm
I'said you can, probably use a couple chairs (couldn’t
you), an(d1 s3o) uh. Well, they set up housekeeping
A:nd uh
(1.0)
thrilled to death.
(1.0
Well what I started to say.Talking about your boiled
eggs. One day . ..
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Let me note that this is an older transcript and I do not have access to the
tape. Given the results of various retimings I have done, it is likely that not
all the silences marked as precisely one second are just that, although a
surprising number of the silences do come out at precisely one second in
the ‘photographer’ count, perhaps 0.9s or 1.04s by the stopwatch.

Another area in which the interval of about one second recurs is that
of intra-sentence inbreaths. I only have some preliminary data here,
compiled by spotting a long inbreath in a transcript, finding it on the tape
and timing it. Recurrently the long inbreaths fall into the target cluster of
0.9-1.2s, occasionally going over as in Fragment 4.2g. These are all from
telephone calls.

(4.2a) [SBL:3:3:R:1:SO]
(1.2)

Milly: — but it costs so much to sue: that uh[—'l—lhhhhhhhhh]
hhe says . ..
(4.2b) [TCI(c):11:2:SO]
Irene: See w*e wanted to borrow five hundred dollars: mo:re
— from; hhhhhhhhh; H.F.C:.h
[——(0.9)'——J
(4.2c) [MDE:60-1:7:3:SO]
Sheila: And it- it was] really amazing because if you go to the
realtor::,h
(0.3)
Sheila: th:ey s- "hh ¢-have |hou:ses and they’re about four
— hundred dollars and@hhhhilﬁaround the:re,

(1.0

(4.2d) [DA:2:12:S0O]
Ellie: she kept getting sicker and sicker and uh::::
‘hhhhhhhbh, uh d-ed even when she said she was . ..

- Lll—.10.9

(4.2¢) [NB:II:4:R:22:S0]

Nancy: he said I’d (.) I’d love to (.) get to the beach and
*I,"hhh’hh hh hhhyhe said you live at the beach too . . .
1.0
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(4.2f) [NB:IV:10:R:26:S0]
Emma: He’s gonna be very lealthy °some day.® h *Cause he
got g_:ll .these big co:ntracts with A.B.C: and
- [h_h hh’hhuhhh, oh::: General Telephone .
—(1.1)°— ] =P N
(4.2g) [SF:11:15:S0]

Mark: , '¥1hhh A:nd a:t what point did you find ou:t tha:t uh:
— [ hhhhlh;lhhhh hhe::r uh hhmhh what shall we call him.
0.7)
Mark: ‘t uh:::m, herpuh::m::,
Bob:

Her old boyfriend,

fj came across anoth;r possibly interesting area, that of prolonged
:oun s. So, for example, in one conversation, one of the participants tends
o produce extended ‘uh’s. I went through the tape and timed the longer

ones. There are some 14 of them runni
ng to 0.9s and above, and
them are longer than 1.2s. Here are several. none of

(4.3a) [DA:2:8:50]

Ellie: So(w)-uh when she comes over:,
- 0.9)
ie: — Iipuhiiii; P, TH call you, and tell you
1.0y S
(4.3b) [DA:2:11:50]
Go!die: how did they live uh lately.=
Ellie: — =u-They lived,eh:::::::: far better than a lot of . . .
L—(0.9

(4.3d) [DA:2:15:50]

Ellie: because uhh'hh she left him nothin:g with nothing but
a::: a-a-a thing full : is hea:
—> "hhhhhhhh inguh:::(:):f: \l 1 probutly over his heard
0.9 1.2
(1.0)
Goldie: ‘But uh°[] [But you know
Ellie: uWho knows.]
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Akin to the prolonged ‘uh’s produced by one particular speaker, an
interesting little corpus of intra-sentence silences is generated
singlehandedly, in this case by a man with a formidable stammer. In the
aggregate his ‘standard maximum’ intra-sentence silences occur at a 4 to
1 ratio as against all longer silences, the longest of which is 1.7s. One gets
a strong sense of the possible metric, watching this speaker achieving the
termination of his problematic silences within, upon, and rarely beyond the
standard maximum. Here are just two fragments from that corpus.

(4.4a) [Her:0OIL:3:1:S0]

Barnaby: — "hhh We’ve agreed (.) agree;d to (.) to go: th-(1.0)
sa:me price, (0.7) which i:s twenty six:, 1 a:n:d
(0.2) "hhh if there’s going <goin:g to be any ek(.)
any sor- sort of (0.5) fuss about oh well we’ll: go
an extra five hundred an:d so it goes back to th:em

— — and "hh aw- (1.0) all this: rubbish (0.3) then (1.2)

forget it.

(4.4b) [Her:0I:3:9:S0]

Barnaby: The:y s:aid (.) said i-k (.) who it i:s ih-ih-eh-
— up- appar- apparently it’s a Mister:(b) (1.0)
*— Mister(b) (1.7) Blumford °

Discussion

The possibility of a metric for conversation which has as one of its
artefacts a ‘standard maximum’ silence of approximately one second
emerged via a few fragments of problematic interaction (see pp. 169-70).
Ironically, had 1 transcribed those materials in the first place, then
examining them the possibility of such a metric would not have occurred
to me (see p. 176; the one-second interval marked in the second fragment
would not have been noted in my own transcript; it is there to show the
interval that Houtkoop was timing, disregarding an intervening sound.
Thus, that fragment would only show 0.3s silence.).

Although I became interested in working up some procedures by which
to prove or disprove the presence of such a metric, I have, at least so far,
not found a way to make use of the phenomenon in the sort of
sequential-interactional analysis I do. However, the possibility of this
metric has become an instrument for monitoring data, such that much
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materials t.han those from which it emerged, materials such as intra-
sentence_ silences, inbreaths, prolonged ‘pause fillers’, and stammering,
become interesting, not only because they seem to support the notion of

such a metric, but they become animated in a way that was heretofore
unavailable.

o Some of the intra-sentence silences have taken on a particular
vividness; for example, those in which a speaker is searching for a word
Sometimes the search extends beyond the candidate standard maximum'
(Note that Fragment 5.3 terminates at the ‘alternative metric’.) .

(5.1) [NB:I:5:5:SO] ((telephone))

Bud: *— And if you can bring uh (1.4) Buster Brown along with
you? why bring him along.

(5.2) [Goodwin:84:AD:41-42:50] ((face-to-face))
Lenny: but some guy up in, Ed Shaller or somebody up in,
*— (1.5) Detroit built this engine and he’s got over twelve
hundred dollars just in the engine,

(5.3) [Campbell:7:6:S0] ((telephone))
Mac: *— Well it’s: it used to be s:: eh::, (1.9) "hh only three bo:b
to get down there

But recurrently the search is resolved at the proposed edge of the
‘tolerance’ for silence.

(5.4) [SBL:2:1:6:R:1:S0] ((telephone))
Tess: You’re only ha]ving six aren’t y ou, |
Bea: . Eh- 'No I’'m having
te-e:n.hh’hhhhhhh (0.3) u-But uh:m hhh (0.3) j-See
— four for bri:dge and six for: (1.0) 1 Tripoly.

(5.5) [SBL:2:1:8:R:1:S0] ((telephone))
Nora: — _A:nd uh:*: uh:: she pro:bably wrote a: (1.0) a paper o:n
it?

(5.6) [NB:I:1:25:S0O] ((telephone))
Bud: .I’ve got San Juan Hills phone number here in (my)-
— in the uh, (1.0) phone book,

— ..
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(5.7) [TCII(a):14:2:SO] ((telephone))
EJ: Is he a ma::le?

(1.0)
Croff: — I had him (1.0) demaled.

(5.8) [PB:3-4:20:SO] ((face-to-face))
Merle: — But wuh-u-we haven’t[sgcn them since, (1.0) September
Paul: °Mm hm?°

(5.9) [SBL:1:1:12:R:12:SO] ((telephone))
Maude: At least I llike her{ I: you know what I mean she’s a
— lfo:rthri:ght uh (1.0) HARDWORKING . ..

(5.10) [GTS:I:2:49:R:SO] ((face-to-face))
Ken: I thought that was against their uh (0.6) their code of
— (0.9 _gt_h[ics to uh

Louise: Their code of ethics is not to advertise,

(5.11) [SF:1I1:16:SO] ((telephone))

Mark: hAnd what was your immediate reaction to that.h
(1.3)

Bob: Oh:: I guess I was:: uh::hh[hh

Mark: hhhmhhh=

Bob: — =Well let me see::. (1.0) Plea::sed?h

See also Fragment 3.1.

Perhaps the most interesting in terms of an orientation to the candida_te
metric are the word searches which are not resolved at the proposed point
of ‘standard maximum tolerance’, but where some activity occurs. Again,
there are longer intervals. (Note that Fragments 5.12 and 5.14 terminate
at the ‘alternative metric’).

(5.12) [NB:IL:4:R:20:SO] ((telephone))
Nancy: e-he’s drivin:g his uhm (.) au:nt Hellen, up to uh f::
— . (1.9) °*Oh h*ell® where does she llive. Up (.) nea:r
Sarta(b) not s-uh:m (0.3) T Oj*ai.

(5.13) [Goedwin:AD:7:R:14-15:SO] ((face-to-face))
Bart: Keegan used to race uhruh- uhr it was uh:m (0.4) used
~> to run uh:m, (3.4) oh::: sh:it. (0.3) uh:iim, (0.4)
Fisher’s ca:r. [This is Fragment 6]
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(5.14) [SBL:2:1:8:R:7:SO] ((telephone))

Nora: — I thought it was uh:m (0.3) “tch (5.0) oh::-: gee:
uhm u-one of the women who’s eh: ex president of the
woman’s cluzb . . . [This is the first part of Fragment 7]

And it is rather interesting that in each of these fragments, selected only
by reference to the above ‘standard maximum’ silences involved in a
word-search, the long silence is terminated with a particular type of
exclamation in various degrees of ‘nicety’ (‘Oh hell’, ‘Oh shit’ and ‘Oh gee’).

Recurrently, however, some activity occurs at the proposed edge of
the ‘standard tolerance’ for silence. Fragment 5.15 stands somewhere
between resolution and some activity, a possible solution.

(5.15) [Goodwin:84:AD:23:SO] ((face-to-face))
Bart: What’s his na:me.

0.5)
Cal: — Harry uh, (1.0) Schirmer? Shure?

(5.16) [Owen:8B15(A):41:SO] ((face-to-face))
Andrea: — You can ge:t eh:::m (.) grape (1.0) I don’t know what
they call it grape juice or grape extract=

Bette: —nMm:,
Andrea: or somethi[ng in]Boot’s::
Bette: Mm:,

_—

(5.17) [S:PRP:7-8:SO] ((face-to-face))

Ann: I'got- uh my- my evening gown was uhm uh crepeback
satin. The rea:l hhea:vy sa:tin.
(0.5)
Ann: — in the uhm (1.0) "tch! uh: what do they ca- princess cut.

(5.18) [NB:II:2:R:15:SO] ((telephone))

Nancy: e-He: had uhm (.) "t’hh fi:led a complaint with the
schoo:l, (1.0) 't[’hhhhh]hh
Emma: °Mm:,°

Nancy: — that he thought Mister Bradley: (.) was uhm (1.2) “tch
uh::m(0.5) condoning hhhhh "hhhh u[h t h]in:gs S
Emma: ()

In the following two fragments both participants produce some activity
at the edge of the proposed standard tolerance.
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(5.19) [NB:III:3:R:2:S0O] ((telephone))

Emma; We just had a vo:dka Barbara and I: just had a ni:ce
great big double vo:dka and we’re having a barbequed
- (1.2)
Emma: []g h :]
Bud: Some- “Something?

(5.20) [Her:III:1:5:1:SO] ((telephone))

Heath: ‘'hhh Ah: he thinks that it’s uh as much as anythin:g
ah:m a um:
— 0.9)
Joan: ary:thritis.
Heath: [uh

I find myself surprised that this doesn’t happen more often, i.e. that
recurrently only one participant moves to terminate the silence at the edge
of the ‘standard maximum’. It may be mere chance but the participants of
Fragment 5.19 are husband and wife, and those of Fragment 5.20 are
brother and sister. Conceivably there is some organisation or range of
organisations which provide for only one participant to terminate the silence
in various interactional circumstances, where, then, the fact that the
participants here are ‘family’ to each other may constitute another instance
of ‘relaxation’ of certain ‘rules’ among intimates.

Another case of ‘some activity’ occurring at the edge of the proposed
‘standard maximum tolerance’ can be seen in the second part of Fragment
7. The discussion there refers to the resumption of talk ‘much more rapidly’.
Perhaps that can be more closely specified as ‘at the standard maximum’.

It seems to me that the foregoing series of arrays indicates that the
metric which provides for the ‘tendency’ reported by Butterworth (1980),
of inter-sentence pauses in reading to be ‘roughly of the same length,
1.0-1.24 seconds’, is operative in ‘spontaneous speech’ as well. Clearly it
is not as consistently manifest as other systematicities in conversation, for
example, the ‘tendency’ of a first greeting to be followed by a return
greeting. And most likely it is not as consistently manifest as is the 1.0-1.24s
pause which occurs in reading — otherwise it surely would have been
reported.

I am tempted to amend the Butterworth (1980) characterisation of
silences in ‘spontaneous speech’. It may be that although silences in
conversation ‘vary considerably’ compared to silences in reading, this does
not mean that in ‘spontaneous speech’ the silences are determined by sheer
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‘cognitive demands’ (see, for example, Fragments 5.15-5.20 and Fragment
7 where silence is resolved although the ‘cognitive problem’ is not). Rather,
it appears that the same metric is present in both forms of speaking,
perhaps, say, less strictly adhered to in conversation, or perhaps in a more
complicated form. For example, the possible ‘alternative metric’, the
gearing down after one second to a parsing which provides for ‘next’
termination points at two, three and four seconds etc., is one possible
‘complication’. There may be others.
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Glossary of transcript symbols

[ A single left bracket indicates the point of overlap onset.

] A single right bracket indicates the point at which an utterance or
utterance-part terminates vis-a-vis another.

= Equal signs, one at the end of one line and one at the beginning of a next,
indicate no ‘gap’ between the two lines.

{] A combined leftiright bracket indicates simultaneous onset of the
bracketed utterances. It is also used as a substitute for equal signs
to indicate no ‘gap’ between two utterances. This relationship may be

shown as:
E: Yah,=
L: =Tuh hell with im.
or as:
E: Yah,[]
L: Tuh hell with im.
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Numbers in parentheses indicate elapsed time in silence by tenths of
seconds. For example (1.3) is one and three-tenths seconds.

4

A dot in parentheses indicates a tiny ‘gap’ within or between utterances.
It is probably no more than one-tenth of a second.

Underscoring indicates some form of stress, via pitch and/or amplitude.
A short underscore indicates lighter stress than does a long underscore.

Colons indicate prolongation of the immediately prior sound. The length
of the colon row indicates length of the prolongation.

Combinations of stress and prolongation markers indicate intonation
contours. If the underscore occurs on a letter before a colon, it ‘punches
up’ the letter, i.e. indicates an ‘up — down’ contour. If the underscore
occurs on a colon after a letter, it ‘punches up’ the colon, i.e. indicates
a ‘down — up’ contour. In the following utterance there are two
pitch-shifts, the first, in ‘venee:r’, an ‘up — down’ shift, the second, in
‘thou:gh’, a ‘down — up’.

J: it’s only venee:r thou:gh,

Arrows indicate shifts into higher or lower pitch than would be indicated
by just the combined stress/prolongation markers.

Punctuation markers are used to indicate intonation. The combined
question mark/comma [7] indicates a stronger rise than a comma but
weaker than a question mark. These markers massively occur at
appropriate syntactical points, but occasionally there are such displays
as:
C: Oh I'd say he’s about what
ha:lf?arentchu Robert,

five three enna

And occasionally, at a point where a punctuation marker would be
appropriate, there is none. The absence of an ‘utterance-final” punctua-
tion marker indicates some sort of ‘indeterminate’ contour.

Upper case indicates especially loud sounds relative to the surrounding
talk.

The degree sign is used as a ‘softener’. Utterances or utterance parts
bracketed by degree signs are relatively quieter than the surrounding

talk.
A subscribed degree sign indicates unvoiced production.

A subscribed degree sign in parenthesis [(b)] indicates an ‘incipient’
sound. For example:

E: you couldn‘ev’n putcher hand ou:ts:I:DE the CAR
ih jiz: (b)buirn. T
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word

"hhh

wohhrd
(h)

s

And in the speaker-designation column, an empty parentheses plus
?egree sign [( )°] indicates that an unidentified speaker sounds like a
emale.

A subscribed dot is frequently used as a ‘hardener’. In this capacity it can
indicate, e.g. an especially dentalised ‘t’. Usually when it occurs under
a ‘d’ it indicates that the ‘d’ sounds more like a ‘t’. And, for example,
under a possibly ambiguous ‘g’, it indicates a hard ‘g’. Under a possibly
ambiguous ‘th’, it indicates a hard ‘th’.

Another sense in which it works as a ‘hardener’ is to indicate that a sound
which is implied in the spelling of a word but is not usually pronounced,
is indeed pronounced. For example, in ‘different’ and ‘evening’, which
are usually pronounced as ‘diff’rent’ and ‘eev’ning’.

The subscribed dot is also frequently used as a ‘shortener’, for example,
in ‘the’z which is pronounced as ‘thee’ or ‘thuh’; if ‘the uh:’ is shown,
then it is being pronounced ‘thuh’. )

It can also indicate a trilled ‘r’.

A pre-positioned left carat indicates a ‘hurried start’; in effect, an
utterance trying to start a bit sooner than it actually did. A common locus
of this phenomenon is ‘self repair’. For example:

Monday nights we play, (0.3) < mean we go to ceramics,
y'see it’s diffrent f'me:.eh £'(.) the othuh boy:s

A post-positioned left carat indicates a ‘sudden stop’.
A dash indicates a cut-off.

Rightlleft carats bracketing an utterance or utterance-part indicate
speeding up.

A dot-prefixed row of hs indicates an inbreath. Without the dot the ks
indicate an outbreath.

A row of hs within a word indicates breathiness.

A parenthesized h indicates plosiveness. This can be associated with
laughter, crying, breathlessness, etc.

The florin sign is, for the time being, used to indicate a certain quality
of voice which conveys ‘suppressed laughter’. I have not yet settled on
a symbol for this phenomenon.

An asterisk indicates ‘creaky voice’

A ‘gh’ stuck into a word indicates gutturalness.

An ‘I’ preceding an ‘v’ softens the ‘r’. This device is used frequently in
my transcripts of British talk. Thus, for example, ‘part’ is shown as ‘pahrt’,
‘court’ as ‘cohrt’, etc.
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Series Editors: Howard Giles & Cheris Kramarae

) Empty parentheses indicate the transcriber’s inability to hear what was
said. The length of the parenthesised space indicates the length of the
untranscribed talk. In the speaker-designation column, the empty
parentheses indicate inability to identify a speaker.

(word)  Parenthesised words are especially dubious hearings or speaker-

identifications. C O n V e rS atl O n .

(D) A nul sign indicates that there may or may not be talk occurring in the
designated space.

(@) Doubled parentheses contain transcribers’ descriptions rather than, or in l \n I n te rd I S CI p I I n a ry
addition to, transcriptions.
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