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ABSTRACT
PROCESSES AND CONSEQUENCES OF CONVERSATICNAL STYLE

Deborah Frances Tannen

The study examines the linguistic devices which make up
conversational styie, and the effects of their use in interaction with
others whose styles differ and with others whose styles are relatively
similar. A1l speakers seek to fulfill the universal human wants to
feel connected to other people and tc be ieft alone. The appiication
of broad operating principles (conversational strategies) in the
service of these goals results in clustering of devices which yield
co-occurrence expectations associated with particular styles.

Based on two and a half hours of conversation taped at a Thanks-
giving dinner, the speech of six participants is analyzed. The
devices making up each person's style are isolatzd and shown in
operation in interchanges with the other pavtiﬁipants. When habitual
use of and expectations about the intentions of particular devices
are shared, communication is rhy;hmféa]]y smooth and demonstrably
satisfying. However, when ;u:hﬁuse and expectations are not shared,
conversation breaks down rhythmically, and participants show evidence
of discomfort, confision, or dissatisfaction.

Dimensions-a]bng which devices differ include: relative personal
focus of tepic; paralinguistic features such as pitch, loudness,

pauses, voice quality, and tone; pacing through overlap, timing of
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utterances with respect to preceding utterances, and rate of speech;
choice of lexical items and syntactic forms. Devices employing

these features include: the use of questions; expectations about

overt demonstration of enthusiasm: methods for getting and keeping the
floor; tcpic cohesion; telling of narratives in ceonversation; and
irony and humor.

An integral part of the analytic method is playback, during which
participants individually listened to the tape and explained their
understanding of what was going on. This made it possible to
ascertain the impressions the conversation made upon each participant;
how such impressions compared to the conscious intentions of the
other speakers; and how their use of conversational devices contri-
buted to those impressions.

While each speaker in some sense exhibited a unique style, there
were patterns within the group by which some participants used many
devices in similar ways, while others clearly differed, with the
resuit that devices were more "successful" when interactants shared
expectations about their use. In a broad sense, one subgroup was
operating on a strategy which placed the signalling load on interper-
sonal involvement rather than honoring first others' need not to be
imposed upon (hence a “"rapport-based" strategy). In the others'
system, the signalling load was often on the "considerateness" (or
defensive) function, with frequent resuitant focus on objective
rather than personal matters (hence a "decontextualized" strategy).

The three whose strategies were most similar and whose styles
tended to "dominate" the interaction were from similar cultural

backgrounds, having grown up in New York City. Two whose styles
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differed were from Los Angeles, while the speaker whose style
differed most noticeably had grown up in England. Although there is
no inherent disposition toward particular stylistic devices associated
with cultural background, yet ethnic, national, or class identifica-
tion often involves one, while growing up, in social networks in
which particular linguistic devices are regularly exercised and
thereby learned. Thus an understanding of conversational style
explains in part what often appears as clannishness among members of
certain groups or prejudice on the part of others. Similar conversa-
tional styles contribuie to the pleasurable sense of "harmony," of
“being on the same wave length," that often accompanies conversation
with speakers of shared background, while djsparate styles create a

sense of dissonance which can lead to mistaken judgments about

others' attitudes, abilities and intent.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS OF CONVERSATION

John. You do lecture in Engiish, don't you?

Philip. Yes, but in philology, not Titerature.

John. Philology? Deon't you find that incredibly tedious?

Philip. No, it's exactly the right subject for me. I'm
fascinated by words.

John. Only one at a time, not in a sequence.1

(Christopher Hampton, The Philanthropist)

Linguists in recent years have concerned themselves increasingly
with words spoker "in a sequence" -- the language of conversation.
This empnhasis reflects the conviction. that, in the words of Filimore
(1974): "The language of face-to-face conversation is the basic and
primary use of language, all others being best described in terms of
their manner of deviation from that base." The study of language in
conversation is not new in linguistics; it is faithful to the holistic
view of language which characterized the work of Jespersen, Bloomfield,
and Sapir. For example, Sapir (1921): "Again, language does not
exist apart from culture, that is, from the socially inherited assem-
blage of practices and beliefs that determines the texture of our
Tives" (p. 207).

Tne field of linguistic pragmatics represents the attempt to in-
corporate social knowledge in formal syntactic analyses of sentences.

The bulk of work in indirect speech acts (Cole & Morgan 1975) fails in
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this category. However, it soon became ciear that social information
could not simply be mapped onto a static model of sentence structure.
As Fillmore {1972) put it, "when an analysis requires that much use of
brute force, the facts that Ted to the analysis are much more inter-
esting than the theory which got reshaped to incorporate them."

The zeitgeist extends beyond academic disciplines as well. A

recent issue of The New Yorker contains an article about family ther-

apy (a movement inspired by Gregory Bateson whose work will be dis-
cussed presently). In an extended interview reported in this article,
family therepist Salvador Minuchin points to this very concern with
context as the reason for a recent shift of interest from psychoanal-

ysis to family therapy:

"Psychoanalysis is a nineteenth-century concept,"
Minuchin sa*d. "It's a product of the romantic idea
of the hero and his struggle against society; it is
about man out of context. Today, we are in a his-
torical period in which we cannot conceive of non-
related things. Ecology, ethology, cybernetics,
systems, structural family therapy are just dif-
ferent manifestations of a concern for the related-
ness of our resources. Family therapy will take
over psychiatry in one or two decades, because it
is about man in context. . . . Family therapy is
to psychiatry what Pinter is to theatre and ecology

is to natural science." (May 15, 1978, p. 76).
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One might add to Minuchin's 1ist, "as pragmatics and sociolinguistics
are to Tinguistics."

Thus "context" is part of ana inseparable from the meaning of any
sentence in discourse. This organic notion of context is made explicit
in the work of Wallace Chafe (1970) and John and Jenny Cook Gumperz
(1976) and underlies the work of Charles Fillmore (1976) and Robin
Lakoff. Lakoff (1974), for example, puts it this way: "It is sometimes
argued that pragmatic phenomena . . . are indeed out of the purview of
Tinguistics, since they are not, strictly speaking, grammatical phenom-
ena, but rather reflect all sorts of non-linguistic facts about the
speaker, his environment,and the real worid. My pesition is that this is,
technically speaking, balderdash. If two sentences are apparently
synonymous, and an addressee reacts one way to one, and another way to
the other, he is discriminating between them on Tinguistic grounds."

A concomitant of this holistic approach to language is the rejec-
tion of the structuralists' distinction between core and marginal

features of language. In fact, it is often the case that analysis

-h

ocuses con the features which would have been dismissed as marginal
(see for example Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz 1976 and Labov and Fanshel
1977). In precisely this vein, R. Lakoff has shown repeatedly that
the Chomskyan distinction between competence and performance is un-
tenable (a clear argument for this hypothesis is found in Lakoff
1978). Numerous studies in pragmatics have led to this conclusion.
Just one example is Deborah James' (1972) study of interjections,
which concludes that hesitaztion phenomena which had been looked at as
clear examples of performance must in fact be considered part of

speakers' competence. Close examination of phenomena previcusly
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ascribed to "mere" performance consistently results in the discovery
that they are not randem but, as James found for interjections, sys-
tematic and hence part of the underlying structure of language.

Moreover, the movement within linguistics to examine the language
of everyday conversation reflects a trend which can be seen in other
fields as well. Philosophers (Wittgenstein, Heidegger) began to study
the language and actions of everyday 1ife. Speech act theory (Austin
1962) furthered this tradition of seeing meaning as language use, and
Grice (1975) demonstrated that the language of conversation is gov-
erned by systematic principles. (Searle 1975 discusses the nature of
such principles and their relation to syntactic rules).

While Tlanguage philosophers thus advanced the theory of conversa-
tional analysis, anthropologists began to feel that in analyzing the
behavior of people of other cultures, perhaps the best way to approach
them was to study their use of language in everyday interaction.

Hence the flourishing of studies in ethnography of communication,
associated with Gumperz and Hymes (1964, 1972), with its numercus
studies of speech events (for example Basso 1972, Frake 1972).

Thus recent work in speech act theory and cognitive anthropology
has made crucial contributions to the understanding of language in con-
versation. Language philosophers and speech act theorists have laid
the groundwork for a theory of meaning in conversation. Ethnography
of communication nas given us the speech event as the unit of study,

and a cross-cultural perspective.
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Studies in Conversational Analysis: Ethnomethcdology

Some of the most systematic and voluminous work in conversational
analysis has been done by sociologists called ethnomethodologists, who
were among the first to go out and record and carefully transcribe
large bodies of natural conversation. Students of Garfinkel (1964),
Goffman (1952) and Cicourel (1973), ethnomethodologists chose conversa-
tion as an exemplary locus for the sociological study of human behav-
ior, with a view toward demonstrating that everyday behavior is sys-
tematic and rule-governed. In particular, Sacks and Schegloff and
their colleagues and students (Sudnow 1972, Turner 1274, Schenkein
1978) have focused on the sequencing of conversational contributions.

It is hard to imagine that in 1970 Yngve could write: "No one
has made any kind of a systematic study of how turn changes in dialog"
(p. 567). Sacks and Schegloff made "turn-taking" a household (or at
least a departmenthold) word.2 With this as their main site of study,
they have amply demonstrated that conversations are "accountable," by
which they mean "describable" (i.e. "one can give an account"). They
have shown this to be the case for sequencing (Sacks, Schegioff and
Jefferson 1974), telling puns (Sacks 1572), choosing a word to refer
to a place (Schegloff 1972) or a person (Schegloff and Sacks 1974),
beginning to close a conversation (Sacks and Schegloff 1974), and so
on. In all these analyses, the authors attempt to find order in sur-
face mechanisms without reference to meaning. The syntax and para-
linguistic features of sentences are considered, not the content or
semantic postulates nor situational context operating. Herein lies
both the beauty and the fatal flaw of this approach. By ignoring

meaning, they are able to amass an impressive array of evidence for
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the structural systematicity of conversation, their express purpose.
However, the neglect of meaning and context Timits the scope cof their
analysis. It should be noted that, in fact, Sacks' work includes
extremely perceptive interpretive insights. (This subjectivity is a
source of complaint by Labov and Fanshel, 1977). But the main theo-
retical thrust of ethnomethodology is to locate structural order.

Moreover. in seeking to discover what is systematic in conversa-
tional control mechanisms, ethnomethodologists are concerned with ways
in which speakers operate similarly. They are not concerned with, and
therefore have not taken account of, ways in which speakers system-
atically differ from each other in their use of such mechanisms. This
is not to belittle the significance of the work they have done, but
rather to point up the need for further work -- such as the present
study.

Adrian Bennett (1978) points cut a problem which arises from the
ethnomethodolegists' approach. In his paper on interruptions (a phe-
nomenon which will figure prominently in the present study), Bennett
quotes the following passage in which Schegloff tells how he distin-

guishes between "cverlap" and "interruption.”

By overlap we tend to mean taik by more than a speaker
at a time which has involved that a second one to speak
given that a first was already speaking, the second one
has projected his talk to begin at a possible completion
point of the prior speaker's talk. If that's apparently
the case, if for example, his start is in the environ-

ment of what could have been a completion point of the
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prior speaker's turn, then we speak of it as an overlap.
If it's projected to begin in the middle of a point that
is in no way a possibie completion point for the turn,
then we speak of it as an interruption. ("Recycled

Turn Beginnings," public Tecture, LSA Summer Institute,

Ann Arbor, 1973).

Prior to this, of course, Schegloff has defined “possible completion
point" as a function of syntactic and prosodic features of talk.
Bennett shows that the notions "overiap" and "interruption” are
not so easily distinguished; they are in fact two different orders of
things (cf Bateson 1972 following Bertrand Russell), "logically dif-
ferent types.® While overlap is essentially a descriptive term re-
ferring to the observable phenomenon of speech coinciding in time, we
cannot know when an interruption has occurred unless we look at the
content of the utterances and the reactions of the participants. Is
thematic progression maintained? Is the overlap intended and inter-
preted as cooperative or obstructive? Does it echo, build on, con-
tradict or have nothing to do with the preceding comment? Surface
phenomena alone yield pragmatic ambiguity. An overlap may or may not

be intended and/or perceived as an interruption.

Linguistic Studies of Conversation

A major breakthrough in the study of conversation within lin-

guistics was The First Five Minutes: A Sample of Microscopic Inter-

view Analysis by Pittenger, Hockett and Danehy (1960). This work

picneered the close analysis of a short segment of natural dialogue,

recorded and carefully transcribed and annotated, with focus on
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paralinguistic features such as voice quality, intonation, pitch, am-
plitude, and phonological details of pronunciation. Hockett and his
collaborators thus established the value of microanalysis., and the
significance of contextual information in understanding language in
interaction. Finally, they drew heavily for their theoretical frame-
work on the work of Gregory Bateson.

A major recent contribution to the Tinguistic analysis of conver-

sation is Labov and Fanshel's (1977) Therapeutic Discourse. The

authors acknowledge the overriding influence of ethnomethodologists

in conversational analysis, but note that Sacks and Schegloff do not
attempt to give a complete account of any single body of data, pre-
ferring to scan large bodies of data in order to show how they reflect
the single phenomenon under study. Labov and Fanshel attempt to
arrive at an approach which does give a complete account of fifteen
iinutes of a therapeutic interview with Rhoda, a 19-year-old ancrexic
patient.

The authors note that they began with the assumption that Labov's
(1970) previous research on sociolinguistic variable features of New
York City speech would yield insights into the conversational process
between Rhoda and her therapist. They found that this was not the
case.3 The approach that did turn out tc be useful, instead, was that
of Pittenger, Hockett and Danehy.

Labov and Fanshel begin their own analysis with a summary of the
major findings of Hockett et. al. These bear repetition here as well,
for they form the basis of an interactive approach to conversation:

1. Immanent reference. " . . . No matter what else human beings may

be communicating about, or may think they are communicating about,
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they are always communicating about themselves, about one another, and
about the immediate context of the communication.”

2. Determinism. "The only useful working assumption . . . is that
any communicative act is, indeed, culturally determined: the indeter-
minate or ‘'accidental’ residue is non-existent."

3. Recurrence. . . Anyone will tell us, over and over again, in
ur dealings with him, what sort of person he is, what his affilia-
tions with cultural subgroups are, what his 1ikes and dislikes are,
and so on .... The diagnostically crucial patterns of communication

will not be manifested just once."

4. Contrast and the Working Principle of Reasonable Alternatives.

There is no way to understand a signal that does not involve recogniz-
ing what the signal is not as well as what it is."

5. Relativity of Signal and Noise. "We can communicate simulta-

neously in many channels, via many systems. Sometimes we may choose

to focus attention on one channel, and as long as this focus is main-
tained, certain simultaneous events in other channels can validly be

regarded relatively as noise.”

6. Reinforcement: Packaging. "Most of the signals that people

transmit to other people are packages: but in the normal course of
events we are apt to respond only to some of the included ingredients,
allowing others to pass unncticed or to register on us only out of
awareness. The phenomenon . . . is clearly reilated to what psychia-
trists have traditionally called over-determination. . . . One
observer may hear anger in a patient's deiivery of a passage, while
others detect remorse or depression or self-pity. They may all be

right, in that the actual signals may reflect all these contributing
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factors in a particular varying balance . . . . The wise working
assumption then is that always no matter how many possible contribut-
ing factors we have itemized, there may still be others that we have
overlooked."

7. Adjustment. " . . . Continuous recalibration of communicative
conventions is always to be expected in transactions between human
beings -- . . . communicating and learning to communicate always go

hand in hand."

8. Tne Priority of Interaction. "A man knows what he is doing, what

emotions he is feeling, what 'choices' of response he is making, only
by observing his own behavior via feedback. This input via feedback
is subject to the same kinds of interpretation as is the input from
the communicative behavior of other people."

8. Forest and Trees: The Dangers of Microscopy. "There are impor-

tant properties of things and events that are not invariant under
change of scale . . . . Lengthy concentration of attention on the one
event can easily blow up in significance far out of proportion to its
original duration and its actuail setting. One must not mistake the
five-inch scale model for the fly itself."

This last finding is the subject of emphasis by Labov and Fanshel (and
is germaine to my own study as well) in their discussion of the co-
existing overwhelming benefit and great danger of this approach: "the
paradox of microanalysis." At the same time that expanding details of
interaction for ciose scrutiny yields an enriched picture of what is
going on, it simultaneously changes that picture and gives an unre-
alistic vision of the proportions of the details within the whole.

Thus, Labov and Fanshel, in their analysis, offer "expansions" c¢f what
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is "meant" by each utterance in the conversation that makes up their
data. They realize, nonetheless, that any statement of what was
"really meant" sounds, in a basic way, different from what was
actually said. "Mitigation," for example, in the form of hedges,
indirectness, hesitations, and so on, not only makes a statement sound
less hostile or aggressive, it yields a sentence which is less hostile
than its paraphrase without mitigation. Form and content are one;
paraphrase does not yield identical sense.

In their microanalysis, the authors rely heavily upon paralin-
guistic features such as intonation, hesitation, voice quality, and so
on -- and in this their focus is reminiscent of the work of Gumperz.
Certain key utterances are analyzed by use of acoustic displays.
Hesitations and pauses are illustrated with a variable-persistence
oscilloscope, and pitch contours with a reai-time spectrum analyzer.
However, many significant aspects of utterance quality are describable
only by use of such descriptive terms as "exasperation” (p. 150) and
"tension" (p. 269 and elsewhere).

Another important insight reported by Labov and Fanshel is their
working hypothesis that "the fundamental coherence of conversation is
reflected in connections between actions rather than connections
between utterances" (333). Thus they necessarily depart from a purely
linguistic analysis of sentence meaning in order to take into account
what speakees. are doing interactionally by their talk.

Finally, Labov and Fanshel's analysis is much enhanced by the
method they call "playback" (a term I will adopt for my own method),
in which the researchers play back the taped conversation in the

presence of the therapist, asking her to respond to and explain, from
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her point of view, what transpired. It is unfortunate, however, that
playback was carried out with only one of the participants in the
dyadic conversation -- the therapist. It is understandable that the
authors did not deem it appropriate to engage the patient in playback,
since that would have provided input into the therapeutic process.
Yet insofar as the analysis is intended to reflect on conversation in
general (viz. the subtitle, "Psychotherapy as conversation"), the fact
that playback yielded insights into the point of view of only one par-
ticipant makes for skewed data.

This drawback calls attention to what is perhaps the most signif-

icant weakness of Therapeutic Discourse: the therapeutic bias, which

is not examined. The assumption that the therapist is psychologically
weil while the patient is not, yields biased views of their Tinguistic
devices. For example, thrcoughout the analysis, the therapist is seen
as exhibiting intentional behavior, while the patient is described as
exhibiting expressive behavior. Moreover, the analysis often seems
defensive of the therapist's behavior. Thus at one point. her utter-
ances are described as "the therapist's precautions"; we are told she
ic "pressing quite hard" (307). Her hesitations are justified on
rational grounds: "Rhoda's resistance tc the interpretations already
made is a sufficient warrant for this uncertainty. The therapist
knows that Rhoda resists direct suggestions. and she is searching

for a way of leading Rhoda to interpretations of her own behavior

that are natural and acceptable to her" (308). Such fealties are
inescapable, perhaps, for a therapist (such as Fansheil), but 1in-
guists would be better served by an analysis of a conversation in

which both partners could he interviewed after the fact, or by a
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balanced assessment of the impact of the conversation on both parties.
For example, there is ample linguistic data that goes unexamined which
might give insight into how the therapeutic situation itself affects
participants: the very fact that Rhoda has a name, but the therapist
is merely "Therapist"; what is the significance and effect of the ther-
apist referring to Rhoda‘s mother as "Mother™ rather than "your
mother"? What kinds of questions and statements is each participant
allowed to make within the therapeutic paradigm?

The weakness of the therapeutic bias in terms of linguistic anal-
ysis can be seen in the confusion which arises between the intentional
and the expressive nature of paralinguistic phenomena. In discussing
the crucial verbal devices of hedging, hesitation, vague reference,
indirectness, and so on, the authors employ the term "mitigation" --
which focuses on the intentional aspect of such devices. Its simul-
taneous role as an expressive device is much less discussed -- that is,
the fact that speakers produce speech marked by mitigation not oniy pe-
cause of the effect they wish to create but also (perhaps more) as an
involuntary response to the emotion they feel about what they are
saying.

This expressive function of mitigation is invoked at times, in
accounting for Rhoda's speech, but not the therapist's. Whereas the
therapist "pauses," Rhoda "hes%tates.” Thus, in describing the ther-
apist's mention of Rhoda's weight problem, Labov and Fanshel say she
"uses many mitigating devices to reduce the impact of her inquiry.

She approached the question indirectly, using such vague reference as
two things, which she does not expand. She continues with another

vague refarence, it. which is equally unclear. . . . At the same time
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the tempo slows, and she pauses for almost two seconds after with and
pauses again after your, before presenting the loaded word weight'
(300). This account attributes intentionality to the therapist's
speech. Not only does she "pause," but she "approaches the question”
and "presents" the loaded word. The authors do not take into account
the fact that the issue of Rhoda's weight is loaded for the therapist
as well as the patient; she may be nervous about broaching tnis sub-
ject, just as much as Rhoda is. It is likely that the expressive and
intentional functions of mitigation generally dovetail -- that is,

the same need which would prompt the therapist to feel nervous about
the subject would also make it useful for her to mitigate, in terms of
Rhoda's nervousness. The analysis offered, however, does not see this
dual process.

Note how different the account of Rhoda's verbal behavior is.
When Rhoda broaches a difficult subject, she "stammers, chokes, inter-
rupts herself, and then bursts forth with extra heavy stress on the
first available verb" (252-3). The words "stammer," "choke," "burst
forth," and "first available," are all skewed to portray Rhoda as
behaving unintentionally. VYet again, the authors tell us that Rhoda
“interrupts herself" but when the therapist exhibits the same surface
phenomenon, we are told, "the therapist begins with one approach and
changes midstream to another" (300).

An interesting theoretical question arises as an effect of this
interpretive bias. At one point in their analysis, Labov and Fanshel
describe Rhoda's response to something the therapist has said as "more
negative than anything we have seen so far: an eloquent silence of

13 seconds" (313). This silence is bounded by a comment made by the
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therapist. Therefore, the length of Rhoda's silence was determined
not by her, but by the therapist. In other words, the biased view of
the therapist/patient roles obscures the cooperative nature of conver-
sation.

Despite these weaknesses, Labov and Fanshel break new ground in
conversational analysis. Although they make-an-atiempt, in an early
chapter, to sketch out some preliminary "discourse rules" to account
for the derivation of meaning in conversation, their own illuminating
insights in actual analysis are based not on these "rules" but on the
interpretations made in the "Expansion" and "Interaction" components
of their analysis, where they employ their knowledge of social norms
and their observations about the interaction. The principles under-
lying interpretations, then, are those of Hockett, et. al.: micro-
analytic attention to paralinguistic features of speech. My own

approach in the present study proceeds in the same tradition.

Conversational Style

Paralinguistic features of speech, then, are the linguistic means
by which meaning is encoded in language. Particular use c¢f such
features in particular ways constitutes conversational style -- that
is, all the subtle and not so subtle Tinguistic and paralinguistic
devices by which speakers convey meaning in language, as a result of
which Tisteners form impressions not only of the message thereby com-
municated but also of the personality, attitudes, and abilities of the
speaker.

Robin Lakoff (to appear) notes that "style" in its largest sense

refers to all the aspects of a person's behavior that are popularly
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thought of as "character" or "personality." She observes, moreover,
that, based on the perception of some elements c¢f a person's behavior,
we draw conclusions about that person as a whole and develop expecta-
tions about what other behavior they might exhibit. An example Lakoff
cites elsewhere (1977) is that "we are surprised if one affects
Victorian manners and dresses in tie-dyed shirts and cut-offs”

(p. 222). That is, people expect "coherency" and “consistency" among
elements of others' behavior, inc]uding their dress, mannerisms, and
speech. The codification of these "co-occurrence expectations”
(Gumperz 1964; Ervin-Tripp 1972) amounts to a grammar of style.

Perception of style operates in the way Bartlett (1932) hypo-
thesized for memory: in sweeping over a newly perceived person or
scene, one grasps a small number of elements, associates these with a
familiar schema and postulates the existence of the entire schema
which is reconstructed in recall. In this sense, a grammar of style
assumes a "frames" or "schema" approach which underlies much recent
theoretical work in 1inguistics (for example Chafe 1977 and Fillmore
1976) as well as other disciplines (see Tannen 1979b for a summary and
discussion of theories of frames, scripts, schemata and related
notions in a variety of disciplines).

Speech -- the use of language in all its phonological, syntactic
and paralinguistic variety -- is cone element of the schema of behav-
joral characteristics which make up personal styie. It would be
ideal, ultimately, to 1ink an analysis of Tanguage use with a compre-
hensive analysis of other elements of behavior, At the very least, a
Tinguistic analysis should correlate verbal with proxemic, kinesic,

and other non-verbal communicative channels such as facial expression
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and use of gesture. Robin Lakoff (to appear) has begun to relate 1in-
guistic with personality style in the psychoanalytic paradigm. In the
present study, however, I will concentrate on the linguistic channel
per se -- and, specifically, on language use in a single circumscribed
context: informal talk at a dinner gathering. I will seek to expli-
cate the Tinguistic devices which make up what is perceived as
speakers' styles, and show the processes by which they operate in in-
teraction with those whose styles are relatively similar and with
those whose styles clearly differ widely.

As has been pointed out by Bateson (1972) and his interpreters
(Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson, 1967), one cannot not communicate.
When others are present, silence itself is an act of communication.
(Linguists and anthropologists have long noted the communicative uses
of silence among American Indians, cf for example Basso 1972). Simi-
larly, it is impossibie to talk in no style at all. When people
speak, as when they dress and move, they must do so in some way; what
that way is contributes to the impression others derive of their in-
tentions and personaiities -- in other words, constitutes their style.

Before proceeding to the background of relevant research and then
to the analysis of conversational data, it would be well to say some-
thing about how style is learned. It is not a sophisticated skill
Tearned late or superimposed on already acquired Tinguistic forms.
Rather, it is learned as part of linguistic knowledge in the course of
interaction in the family and home and in what Gumperz (1964) has
shown to constitute speech communities: the network of speakers with

whom one regularly interacts.
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Certainly style is a combination of social influence and individ-
ual differences (see Gumperz and Tannen [in press] for an analysis of
the levels of signalling which tend tc characterize individual and
social differences). Social differences account for the phenomenon
that a person from a certain ethnic or social background can "remind
you" of other people you have met from similar backgrounds, but it is
individual differences which account for the fact that that person
sounds somehow unique, so that you may remark, "That sounds just 1ike
Harry."

There has been much recent research on how children learn to use
devices which constitute style (Ervin-Tripp and Mitchell-Kernan 1977;
Ochs and Schieffelin in press). Anderson (1977) has shown, for
example, that children by the age of four use stylistic variables
(syntax, lexical choice, politeness forms, and so on) in role-playing
characters of different sccial status. The research of Schieffelin
(in press) on the acquisition of language by Kaluli children in Papua
New Guinea, consistently demonstrates that children acquire social
knowledge simultaneously with language structure. That is, as they
Tearn what to say, they also Tlearn how to say it (i.e. voice quality,
pitch and amplitude, pace, and so on). Schieffelin‘s findings for
first language acquisition correspond to those of Wong-Fillmore (1976)
for second ianguage acquisition, showing that newly arrived Spanish-
speaking children in a California bilinguai classroom Tearned Engiish
through acquisition of formulaic phrases, complete with intonation pat-
terns and associated with use in a social context. In other words,
style is learned as part of the intrinsically social process (Cook-

Gumperz 1975) of language learning.
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Conversational Cooperation: Nonverbal Components

The concept of style becomes crucial in tackling the question of
what knowiedge is necessary to establish conversational ceooperation.
How doc people achieve conversation? Recent work in inter-ethnic com-
munication has been successful in establishing independent measures of
conversational success by analysis of non-verbal aspects of interac-
tion.

Frederick Erickson (1976) has shown that successful conversation
is rhythmically synchronous, to the extent that it can be set to a
metronome. Both physical movement and verbal contributions are car-
ried out in time to the beat. In studies of dyadic counseling inter-
views in junior college settings, Erickson found that 1) rhythmic syn-
chrony is greater when interactants share ethnic and subcultural back-
ground and 2) the amount of usable i~formation actuaily communicated
in the interviews corresponds to the degree of shared background and
rhythmic synchrony. This synchrony, then, is concrete evidence for
what is experienced as a sense of "harmony" in successful conversation.

Rhythmic synchrony is made possible by coordinated use cf conver-
sational control mechanisms in Tistenership and speakership. Erickson
(in press) shows that when participants in the counseling interviews
were of different ethnic backgrounds, they regulariy misjudged each
other's intentions as a result of differing ways of signalling that a
Tistener response is expected or given. Erickson notes that speakers
have subtle ways of signalling to listeners that they would Tlike reas-
surance that the listener is still with them, that is, ways of signal-
ing LRRMs {Listener-Response-Relevant-Moments). He found (as

researchers before him had found too) that black conversants tended to
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Took steadily at their listeners when speaking, and to make eye con-
tact only intermittently when Tistening. In contrast, white conver-
sants tended to look steadily at their interlocutors when listening
and make eye contact only intermittently when talking. In communica-
tion between members of these two cultures, the white counselor, when
speaking, often got the feeling that the black student was not paying
attention, because the expected steady listener gaze was not effected.
Similarly, the student often missed the counselor's LRRM signal and
therefore did not give the expected back-channei response (cf Duncan
1974) to reassure the speaker "I'm with you." The counselor then
typically began to repeat what he had said in increasingly simplified
form, untii the student responded. Hence the student concluded,
rightly from his point of view, that the counselor was "talking down"
to him -- aithough neither the student, who had been paying attention
in his accustomed way, nor the counselor could have known what subtle
conversational control mechanisms were throwing them off.

As if Erickson's findings of rhythmic synchrony were not astound-
ing enough, cther researchers have discovered that there exists as
well micro-synchrony (The following research is summarized in Kempton
1979). Condon (1963) discovered that speakers exhibit self-synchrony.
That is, if conversation is filmed and played back on a time/mction
analyzer (i.e. stop-motion projector), physical movements and verbal
contributions are synchronized at the micro-level: speakers begin to
speak, move their heads, blink, raise their eyebrows, move their
bodies and 1imbs, in the very same film frame -- within the same
twenty millisecond interval. Condon later discovered interactional

synchrony. That is, if the conversation is proceeding successfully,
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Tisteners are also in perfect synchrony with speakers, their own
coordinated movements having onset times in the very same film frame!
Such microsynchrony cannot be the resuit of the Tistener's perception
of the speaker's movements and speech. It can only be effected by the
lTistener's anticipation of the speaker's speech and movements, based
on shared rhythm.

Interactional synchrony is found in newborn babies (Condon 1974)
and in non-human primates (Condon and Ogsten 1967). In menkeys, for
example, a microsynchronous interaction begins to break down in syn-
chrony just before the interactants depart from each other. These
findings seem to suggest that at least the disposition to achjeve
interactional synchrony is innate. However, as with the ability to
speak a language without an accent, research indicates that the abil-
ity to synchronize with speakers of a particular language becomes
solidified, while flexibility wanes. Condon has found that micro-
synchrony can be discerned oniy in the interaction of speakers who
share cultural background; in cross-cultural communication, dyssyn-
chrony prevails -- Jjust as it is observed in pathological interac-
tions, such as those invoiving people suffering from autism, retarda-
tion, schizophrenia, Parkinsonism, and so on. This finding is intri-
guing as an indication of the reason one may get the feeling, in com-
munication with speakers from other backgrounds, that there is "some-
thing wrong with them." Erickson has shown that the failure tc achieve
rhythmic synchrony contributes to breakdown of communication. He has
been able to ::.late climaxes of such breakdown in what he calls

"uncomfortable moments."
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Stylistic Strategies

Non-verbal components of interaction are particularly receptive
to systematic study by virtue of their observable nature. They are
correlated, however, with Tinguistic phenomena which simultaneously
contribute to the fact that conversation with some people is "satisfy-
ing" while conversation with others is strikingly less so. The theo-
retical paradigm which most comprehensively accounts for the ways in
which speakers differ stylistically is Robin Lakoff's scheme of com-
municative rapport. tLakoff's system, which had its beginnings in her
Rules of Politeness (1973), goes far to explain how language choice
operates in thelarger context of human interaction.

Philiscpher H. P. Grice (1967) postulated the existence of a

cooperative principle: that utterances in conversation are designed

to fulfill a purpose. He then devised four specific maxims which
determine how utterances are to serve the cooperative principle.

These are:

1. Say as much as necessary and no more. (Quantity)
2. Tell the truth. (Quality)

Be relevant. (Relation)

B~ w

Be clear. (Manner)

The violation of one or more of the conversational maxims, then, can
be assumed to be serving a purpose. The process of determining that

goal (or meaning) is conversational implicature.

Noting that speakers in fact violate Gricean maxims more often
than they observe them, Lakoff hypothesized that they do so in service

of the higher goal of politeness in its broadest sense -- that is, te

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



23

fulfill the social function of language. She devised a system which
represents the universal logic underlying specific 1inguistic choices
(i.e. indirectness, preference for particular lexical or syntactic
forms) in the form of three principles originally called "Ruies of

Politeness" (later called "Rules of Rapport").

1. Don't impose. (Distance)
2. Give options. (Deference)

3. Be friendly. (Camuraderie)

When violating Gricean maxims, and hence cuing meaning through conver-
sational implicature, speakers observe one or another of these
“rules." Furthermore, each of these rules, when applied in interac-
tion, creates a particular stylistic effect, as indicated by the terms
in parentheses. That is, preference for honoring one or another of
these politeness principles results in a communicative strategy which
makes up style. Or conversely, conversational style results from
habitual use of Tinguistic devices motivated by these overall strat-
egies. Distance, Deference, and Camaraderie, then, refer to styles
associated with particular notions of politeness. (Note that these
terms are part of Lakoff's system and do not necessarily have the con-
notations associated with their use in popular parlance).

In this system, then, Distance (resulting from application of R1l,
Don't impose) prototypically applies in a formal situation. It gov-
erns the use of technical language. In addition, it is the prirciple
by which one would choose an indirect expression of preferences, so as
not to impose one's will on others. When I ask my guest, "Would you

1ike something to drink?" the person who replies, "Thank you, that
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would be nice," may be seen to employ such a strategy. The reply is
depersonalized, in a sense. It should be emphasized, incidentaliy,
that the characterization "Distance"” is not meant to imply that those
who employ this strategy are "aloof," "standoffish," or "distant" in
their personalities -- or at least that they do not necessarily intend
to be so, although they may seem so to some observers (particularly
those who prefer a different strategy). The term "Distance" refers
to the separation that exists between interactants or between speakers
and their subject, which results from the application of R1, “Don't
impose." Such behavior can nonetheless seem quite friendly in inter-
action, to those who expect devices associated with this strategy.

Deference characterizes a style that seems hesitant, since its
operating principle is R2, Give options. It governs, for example, the
use of euphemisms, which give the interiocutor the choice of not
understanding their referent. Use of this principle in interaction
may give the impression that the speaker does not know what s/he wants,
since s/he is giving the option of decision to the other, although, as
with Distance, the use of the strategy may bz merely conventionalized.
Lakoff (1975) points cut that women often (and certainly stereotyp-
ically) employ this strategy, resulting in the impression that they
are fuzzy-minded and indecisive (Subsequent research has corroborated
Lakoff's hypothesis). When asked "Would you like something to drink?"
a person employing a Deferent strategy might reply, "Whatever you're
having," or "Don't go to any trouble."

Camaraderie conventionalizes equality as an interactive norm and
honors the principle R3, Be friendly. This is the strategy typified

by the stereotype of the back-slapping American, or the car salesman
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who first-names his customers. The person who walks irto my house and
says, "I'm thirsty. Do you have any juice?" is employing such a
strategy. As with preceding examples, the impression made by such a
linguistic choice will depend upon the extent to which I share the
expectation that it is appropriate to employ this principle in this
situation. My friend may be 2assuming I will be pleased by the testa-
ment to the closeness of our relationship. If I share his/her strat-
egies, I will agree. 1If not -- if I feel, for example, that a 1ittle
RI (Don't impose) might have been nice -- then I may get the impres-
sion that this person is "pushy."

Lakoff's system applies to linguistic choices on all levels. For
example, in making lexical choices in talking about sexual activity,
technical language such as "copulation" maintains Distance between
speaker and hearer and between both of them and the emotional contert
of the subject. It is formal and is appropriate for scientific dis-
cussions. Euphemisms such as "doing it" deny not the emotional over-
tones but the actual subject being referred to; the hearer has the
option of not confronting the subject directly. Thus such a choice is
associated with a Deferent strategy. Finally, the use of colloguial
language such as "getting laid" would be appropriate only among equals
in informal settings. The association of these various lexical
choices with particular settings then yields the possibility of styl-
istic variation created by usage in other settings. The shared social
knowledge of expectatijon of one register rather than another, in other
words, makes it possible to signal metaphorical meaning about the
relationship and the situation at hand. For exampie, the use of col-

Toquial language in a public setting is associated with a particular
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style: it is a way of communicating the image "I'm just folks," and
"We're all equals." At the same time, however, such usage of in-group
language in a public situation may offend some listeners -- those who
do not honor camaraderie as the highest goal, but would appreciate
distance more.

An example of just such style shifting is found in a scene in the

movie Georgie Girl. A woman (Lynn Redgrave) has an affair with her

roommate's Tover (Alan Bates), while the roommate is in the hospital
expecting Bates' baby. When she discovers that the roommate gave
birth just at the time that Redgrave and Bates were in bed together,
Redgrave 1is suddenly repelled by the thought of what they were doing.
In talking to him about it, she waves her hand vaguely toward the bed-
room and says, "We were ... in there ... rolling around." Her vague
gesture, her hesitations, and her use of euphemisms ("in there,"
“rolling around") are all part of what Lakoff terms a Deferent style,
her use of which, in the context of at-home talk with a Tover, serves
to dramatize her wish to dissociate herself from what she is talking
about. The point is not that she is actually "being deferent," but
that the use of linguistic devices associated with one setting, when
applied in another, has metaphorical significance.

In her recent work, Lakoff (in press) envisions the strategies of
Distance, Deference and Camaraderie not as hierchically ordered but
rather as points on a continuum of stylistic preferences. One end of
the continuum represents the application of Gricean maxims, which for
her purposes Lakoff refers to as Rules of Clarity. In this style,
only the content of the message is important; speakers evidence no

involvement with each other or with the subject matter. At the other
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end of the continuum is Camaraderie, governing situations in which the
emotional involvement between speakers and between them and their sub-
ject matter is maximal.

Each person's decisions about which strategy to apply, to what
extent, in a given situation, results in her/his characteristic style.
That style, then, is made up of a range on the continuum, the partic-
ular degree of camaraderie or deference, for example, shifting in re-
sponse to the situation, the people participating, the subject at hand,
and so on. Each person's notion of what strategy is appropriate to
apply is influenced by a combination of family background and other
interactive experience.

As Lakoff points out, unalloyed clarity (a situation governed
entirely by Gricean maxims) almost never cbtains. People prefer not
to make themselves perfectly clear because they have interactional
goals served by the Rules of Rapport which supersede the goal of
clarity (Lakoff 1976). Those higher interactional goals may be

broadly subsumed under the headings defensiveness and rapport. They

correspond, respectively, to a camaraderie strategy and a distance/
deference strategy. Thus I may prefer not to let you know just what I
mean, so that if you don't Tike it, I can deny (even to myself) that

I "meant" any such thing. If I don't tell you what I want directly,
and you prefer not to give me what I want, I need not feel rejected
and you need not feel guilty, because I never really asked for it.
This is the defensive benefit of indirectness. On the other hand, if
you do give me what I want, how much sweeter (for both of us) if it
appears that you gave it to me of your own choice, not because I asked

for it. As I have discussed elsewhere (Tannen 1975), people like to
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feel that they are understood WITHOUT explaining themselves. Indirect-
ness then can be a testament of iove, proof that "we speak the same
language" in the deepest sense. This is the rapport function of in-
directness.

Brown and Levinson (1978), building on Lakoff's work, identify
two aspects of politeness semantics as negative and positive face.
Their notion of negative face corresponds to Lakoff's defensiveness
function, and to her Distance strategy: "the want of every 'competent
adult member' that his actions be unimpeded by others." (Hence the
Lakovian operating principle, Don't impose). Brown and Levinson's
positive face corresponds to camaraderie and to the rapport function:
"the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at Teast scme
others" (p. 67). Negative and positive politeness strategies then

4 . .
grow out of these wants.  Brown 2nd Levinson's terms on record and off

record correspond to what linguists refer to as direct and indirect
speech.

In a now classic study, Brown and Gilman (1960), discussing the
significance of pronoun choice, focus on "two dimensions fundamental
to the analysis of all social 1ife -- the dimensions of power and
solidarity” (p. 253). These dimensions are yet another reflection of
the binary distinction of Lakoff's two functions of indirectness and
Brown and Levinson's face wants. Solidarity is another way of ex-
pressing rapport; it is the goal of positive face. Power, cn the
other hand, is the dimension the exercise of which provokes defensive-
ness and negative face. Power is associated with nonreciprocal T--V
pronoun use, with the possessor of power using T. Solidarity is

associated with reciprocal pronoun use (Lakoff's camaraderie, a
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situation of equality).

It has been suggested (Dreyfuss 1975) that indirectness is the
strategy of choice of those in a position of poweriessness. According
to such a hypothesis, this would explain why American women are charac-
teristically more "indirect” than American men (my own research
[Tannen 1976] provides some evidence that this is so). Such an anal-
ysis is implicit in Lakoff's (1975) original work as weii. Dreyfuss
suggests indirectness is the only way a one-down person can manipulate
within a relationship without redefining the relationship in a
Batesonian sense (Bateson's notion of metacommunicative framing will
be discussed later).

Thus, a number of different strands of research converge to
elucidate a crucial bipartite dynamic in the form of defensiveness/
rapport, negative/positive face, power/sclidarity, all reflecting the
overriding human goals of interpersonal connection and independence.
These universal goals then motivate the use of indirectness and other
Tinguistic devices in conversation. Preference for serving one or the
other of these goals, and ways of serving both of them, determine
speakers' conversational styles. The fact that these goals are uni-
versal makes communication possible. However, the fact that the two
goals are conflicting, and that there are a great variety of ways of
serving them, makes for widely varying styies, and hence for imperfect

communication.

Processes of Conversational Style

Lakoff (1978) shows that the basic transformational functions

(addition, substitution, deletion, and permutation) operate in
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personality as in language. For example, she points out that the psy-
chological process of repression is a form of deletion by which an
element present in underlying structure does not appear in surface
structure. The psychoanalytic process of reaction formation corre-
sponds to substitution; an element present in underlying structure
appears in a different form in surface structure. Through these pro-
cesses, Lakoff demonstrates, verbal strategies exhibit ambiguity and
paraphrase functions. Just as one sentence may have two differant
deep structures (e.g. Visiting reiatives can be a nuisance), so
oehavior can be ambiguous. I may continually flick my hand across my
face because there is an elusive strand of hair in my eyes or because
I have an obsessive delusion that there is something obstructing my
vision. Similarly, just as two different sentences may have the same
deep structure (e.g. active and passive forms), so behavior can be
paraphrastic. Feelings of insecurity can be expressed by habitualiy
putting oneself down or by habitually putting others down. (Exampies
are my own).

These basic grammatical relations, then, function in conversation
and contribute to the dissonance which prevails in interaction between
speakers with differing styles. This process has been analyzed in

detail in the dialogue from Ingmar Bergman's Scenes from & Marriage

(Lakoff and Tannen 1979). Pragmatic synonymy (paraphrase) can be seen
in the way the husband, Johan, and the wife, Marianne, use different
Tinguistic devices to achieve similar ends. In order to avoid unpleas-
ant topics (for example, their marital problems), Marianne charac-
teristically uses excessive verbiage about trifling details or a bar-

rage of questions, both associated with a camaraderie strategy. Johan
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employs the distancing strategies of sarcasm, pontification, and pom-
pousness. Pragmatic homonymy (ambiguity) is the phenomenon by which
they use the same linguistic devices to achieve different ends. For
example, Johan and Marianne both employ rhetorical questions. However,
Marianne's questions attempt to draw Johan into her idealized vision of
how their 1ife should be, while Johan's function as taunts, hence to
drive her away.

Whenever a speaker in interaction uses a device which the inter-
locutor understands as intended, a situation of pragmatic identity
obtains. This is the ideal, the goal, of communication. In as many
cases, however -- perhaps more often than we would 1ike to belijeve --
misunderstandings arise as a2 result of pragmatic homonymy and synonymy.
(The distinction between understanding and misunderstanding is an
idealized one. In actual interaction, speakers and listeners acnieve
varying degrees of understanding of each other's intentions. That is,
a listener may form an imprassion that corresponds more or less ciosely
to the model the speaker is operating from. It is probably the case
that precise fits -- the experience 6f having one's listener perceive
precisely what one intends, with all its associations, connotations and
overtones -- are relatively rare (if not impossible), and that complete
misunderstandings -- the experience of having one's listener perceive
quite the opposite of one's intentions, or something utterly unrelated
to one's intentions -- areequally rare).

An example of pragmatic homonymy can be seen in the following
example. A first-year graduate student (Mary) arrived at a meeting
attended mostly by experienced graduate students. While waiting for

the meeting to begin, Mary introduced herself to the others present.
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When one of the other students, Sue, told Mary her full name, her fel-
low students remarked on the fact that she had given a new last name.
Mary asked Sue whether the name change was the result of marriage or
divorce. On hearing that Sue had gotten divorced, Mary offered the
information that she nerself was recently divorced and had-recently
resumed use of her maiden name. She then asked Sue a series of ques-
tions, such as when she had gotten divorced, how long she had been
married, and so on. Years later, Mary had occasion to learn that Sue
had been offended by her barrage of personal questions, which she had
taken not as an expression of interest but as imposing, intrusive, and
overbearing. Mary had been operating on a camaraderie strategy, seek-
ing to make herself and her new acquaintance feel good by behaving as
if they were friends and could talk freely about theor common personal
experiences. Sue, however, expected Rl to apply (Don't impose), so
Mary's approach did not make her feel good at all. Instead, she con-
cluded not that Mary was friendly but that she was nosy. In other
words, a situation of pragmatic homonymy prevailed by which the verbal
device "offer and ask for personal information" had different meanings
for speaker and hear‘er.5

An example of pragmatic synonymy has been presented and analyzed
(though not in these terms) in Gumperz and Tannen 1979. The conversa-
tion took place between close friends, as A was preparing Z&inner for

them both:

(1) A: What kind of salad dressing should I make?
(2) B: 0i1 and vinegar of course.

(3) A: What do you mean "of course"?
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(4) B: Well, I always make oil and vinegar, but if you
want we could try something else.
(5) A: Does that mean you don't 1ike it when I make
other dressings?
(6) B: No. I like it. Go ahead. Make something else.
(7) A: Not it you want oil and vinegar.
(8) B: I don't. Make a yogurt dressing.
[A prepares yogurt dressing, tastes it, and makes a face.]
(9) B: Isn't it good?
(10) I don't 1ike yogurt dressing.
(11
(12

Well if you don't like it, throw it out.

What never mind? It's just a 1little yogurt!
(14

.

A

B

A: Never mind.
B

A: You're making a big deal about nothing!
B

)
)
(13)
)
(15) YOU are!

This interchange resulted in both speakers feeling that the other
was being uncooperative and difficult. Discussion of the incident
with both parties after the fact revealed that when A asked (1) "What
kind of salad dressing should I make?" he expected B to say something
1ike, "Oh, make whatever vou want," or, at most, "Why not make some-
thing creamy?" In other words, A was operating on a deferent strat-
egy (giving options) by asking (1) and expecting B to reply in a way
that returned the options to A. The use of such verbal devices
associated with one strategy or another is conventionalized. A speaker
does not consciously refer to the operating principles, but rather

instinctively expects or utters verbal forms that correspond to them.
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A was not intending to be deferent. He simply spoke in a way that
seemed obviously appropriate.

Expecting, therefore, to be given the option of what salad
dressing to prepare, or at least a negotiation ("Make something
creamy”), A was thrown off balance by B's reply (2) "0il and vinegar
of course." Yet B later explained that his reply meant precisely
"Make whatever you want." He intended "of course" as a self-mocking
ironic comment on his own unimaginative eating habits, implying there-
fore that it would be best for A to decide what kind of dressing to
make. It might be paraphrased as, "Weli if you ask me I'm going to
say o1l and vinegar because I'm so dull, that's what I always make;
since you're more imaginative, wny don't you decide for yourself and
make whatever you like." The situation is one of pragmatic synonymy:
different ways of saying what amounts to the same thing.

The yogurt dressing example also iliustrates the phenomenon

Gregory Bateson (1972) has identified and dubbed complementary

schismogenesis. This is a dynamic in which two interactants exercise

clashing behavior, such that each one's behavior drives the other into
increasingly exaggerated expressions of the incongruent behavior, in a
mutually aggravating spiral. A classic example is that cf a couple,
one partner of which tends to exhibit dependent behavior, whiie the
other tends toward independent behavior. The "deperdent" partner
tends to cling out of fear of losing the other. This clinging aggra-
vates the “"independent" partner's claustrophobia, and incites him/her
to seek more independence. The resuiting drawing away gives evidence
to the other partner that s/he had better cling more tightly lest the

other drift further away, and so on, in an ever widening gyre. (Note
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that the process does not necessarily begin with the behavior of one
or the other partner but is a spontaneous outgrowth of their mutual
behavior). Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson (1967) give numerous
examples of this dynamic in interaction.

In the yogurt dressing example, one speaker, A, becomes increas-
ingly adamant in his determination to honor B's preferences, and con-
sequently in his conviction that B is bossing him around, as he sees
expressions of B's preferences in his speech. B, on the other hand,
tries harder and harder to convince A that he is not expressing his
preferences at all, with the paradoxical result that he appears more
and more demanding. He goes from the ironic "of course" (2) to a sug-
gestion "we could try something else" (4) to a general imperative
"Make something else" (6) to a specific imperative "Make a yogurt
dressing” {8). This last was intended as proof of good faith, to make
it abundantly clear that B is willing to eat any kind of dressing. In
other words, "yogurt dressing" stands for "something other than oil
and vinegar." A, however, takes it 1iterally, as a demand for yogurt
dressing.6 Thus A and B were caught in the grip of pragmatic syn-

onyms.

Frames and How They Are Signalled

Another Batesonian concept operating in the yogurt dressing
example is that of frame. (See Tannen 1979b for a discussion of how
Bateson's use of the term relates to its use in other disciplines).
Bateson shows that no message can be interpreted except by reference
to a superordinate message about how the communication is intended.

"Play," for example, is a frame within which a bite or a slap is iiot
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intended as a hostile action. The metamessage "this is play" signals
the context within which a bite or slap does not stand for what it is
known to mean: aggression.

This explains the process of irony by which B's comment “o0il and
vinegar of course" in the yogurt dressing interchange, while sounding
peremptory, was not intended to be so. B's metamessage, "this is

irony," is cued by a combination of intonation, voice quality, facial
expression, gesture, plus the expectation that such usage is appro-
priate in the situation. These subtle signals, however, are opague to
A (or to anyone unfamiliar with their conventionalized usage), who is
not attuned to the signals and not expecting use of irony in that way.
In other words, A does not recognize the frame.

The way in which frames operate in interaction has been the focus
of much excellent research in ethnography of speaking and cognitive
anthropology (Gumperz and Hymes 1964 & 1972). This research tradition
emphasizes the merging of linguistic and social phenomena, seeing lan-
guage as-an integral part of social activity. The unit of study
isolated by these scholars is the speech event, and they are inter-
ested in how speakers use language to create those events.

In a sense, the focus on speech events is parallel to develop-
ments in philosophy of language, insofar as both trends contribute to
a theory of meaning as use. Van Valin (1977) explains that
Wittgenstein's notion of meaning as use entails that even what might
be considered purely referential meaning has no substance without an
understanding of use. He demonstrates, using Wittgenstein's own
example, that the word "hammer" can have no "meaning" to someone

unfamiliar with the way irn which a hammer is used. This amounts, in
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effect, to a frames approach to semantics (Fillmore 1976). The name
“hammer," 1ike the object “hammer," can be understood only by refer-
ence to a "frame" or set of expectations about human behavior which
includes the use of a hammer. This insight is substantiated over and
over in ethnography of speaking research. For example, Agar (1975)
shows that it is impossible to understand the language used by street
junkies unless one understands the event structures which give rise to
it.

The question remains, however, for linguists, of how the dynamic
notion of frames operates in language, given an interactional model of
speech events. The interface between macro sociolinguistic theory and
micro linguistic anaiysis is to be found in the work of John Gumperz
and his associates.

Gumperz (1977) demonstrates that speakers signal what activity
they are engaging in, i.e. the metacommunicative frame they are operat-
ing within, by use of paralinguistic and prosodic features of speech --
i.e. intonation, pitch, amplitude, rhythm, and so on. Gumperz calls
these features, when they are used in signalling interpretive frames,
“contextualization cues."

Adopting a cross-cultural perspective, Gumperz has developed a
method for investigating the operation of contextualization cues by
examining situations in which they fail to work: specifically, situa-
tions of culture contact in which participants interact with others
who do not share their conventions for signalling meaning. At the
same time that the culture contact situation provides the theoretician
with a heuristic device for analyzing the operation of contextualiza-

ticn cues, the theory provides a way of understanaing the breakdown of
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communication which occurs in such situations. In other words, in
addition to addressing the theoretical question of the nature of
social knowledge in language use, the method also offers an invaluable
tool in the understanding of practical and wubiguitous social problems
arising out of culture contact situations such as are found in modern
urban environments.

Gumperz' method involves isolating the operation of contextuaiiza-
tion cues by comparing conversationai interaction among in-group mem-
bers with cross-cultural interaction. One example Gumperz (1978) dis-
cusses at length is a public address in which a black activist alien-
ated his primarily white audience and got himself arrested for threat-
ening the 1ife of the United States president. At a Sproul Plaza
rally (at the University of California, Berkeley), the speaker repeat-
edly intoned, "We will kill Richard Nixon." Cumperz shows that the
speaker was using rhetorical devices of black preaching style as well
as a black coiloguialism, "kill1," to convey the meaning of destroying
Nixon's influence, not his 1ife. Had the intended meaning been to
assassinate the president, the appropriate colloquialism would have
been "waste," or another appropriate metaphorical term. The rhetor-
ical strategies employed in this speech are shown to operate in an
example of black preaching taped from a radio broadcast, and inter-
views with members of the black community testify to the fact that in-
group members made the same interpretation that the speaker later
professed to have meant. .

Gumperz has done considerable research as well in comparing the
contextualization systems of speakers of Indian English with those of

speakers of British and American Engiish. He shows that speakers of
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Indian English consistently have trouble getting their ideas 1istened
to and appreciated in conversations with speakers of British or
American Engiish. In one study Gumperz (1978b) reports on research

in an on-the-job culture contact situation which shows how contex-
tualization cues operate. Indian women newly hired to serve meals to
employees at a London airport cafeteria were considered surly and
uncooperative by both customers and supervisors. The employees them-
selves felt that they were being mistreated and discriminated against.
Taperecording interaction-and playing it back in a workshop setting
revealed that use of language was playing a large part in the trouble.
For example, when offering gravy to customers who had chosen meat,

the Indian women said: "Gravy." Their falling intonation was quite
different from the rising intonation with which British women, when
serving, offered: "Gravy?" Listening to the tapes in mixed groups of
Indian and British employees, the Indian women 2=xpressed their feeling
that they were saying "the same thing" and couldn't account for the
negative reaction they were getting. The British women then pointed
out that the different intonation patterns yield different meanirgs.
Whereas the question, "Gravy?" uttered with rising intonation is under-
stood to mean, "Would you 1ike gravy?" the same word uttered with fall-
ing intonation sounds like a statement and is understood to mean,
“This is gravy. Take it or leave it."

In this way Gumperz' approach accounts, in part, for what may
otherwise be ascribed to "prejudice" or "discrimination," but may in
fact be attributable to the systematic misjudgment of the intentions
and abilities of those from other cultures or subcultures who employ

contextualization cues in different ways. This is not to adopt the
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polyanna stance that discrimination and prejudice do not exist, but
simply to note that they are aggravated by concrete differences in
language use.

The degree to which cultural background is shared is reflected,
then, in the degree to which use of contextualization cues is con-
gruent -- that is, whether speakers can gauge when others have made
their points; when interruption is appropriate; what interactive frame
is operative; what is the relationship between comments. Members of
similar "cultures" but different "subcultures" may be able to manage
these conversational control mechanisms, but yet misunderstand others'
uses of such devices as irony and indirectness, as seen in the yogurt
dressing example. (See Gumperz and Tannen 1979 for further discussion
of this phenomenon).

The ability to participate appropriately in a discussion of any
sort depends upon the ability to signal and comprehend the relations
between elements within utterances and across utterances -- in other
words to tell what someone else's main points are as distinguished
from background material, and to make clear one's own main points and
their relations to background material -- in other words, to maintain

thematic progression (Gumperz 1977). The crucial nature of this

ability can be sensed from the feeling of discomfort that arises when

you can't tell what someone else "is getting at," and therefore cannot
determine what your response should be. Keenan and Schieffelin (1975)
discuss this phenomenon in conversation as the function "topic."

Their notion of topic corresponds to Gumperz' thematic progression.

In fact, it is thematic progression that is at issue in many lin-

guistics papers dealing with "topic" as a syntactic phenomenon, as
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well as in recent studies of "cohesion" (Halliday and Hasan 1977).
The crucial distinctions made by Chafe (1974) between given and new
information and between new information and contrastiveness, are also
concerned with this matter of tying things together and cuing the
relationship between elements within uttered material.

Michaels and Cook-Gumperz (1979) illustrate what can happen when
thematic progression i narratives is signailed differently by members
of interacting groups. They have studied narratives told by black and
white children in a first grade classroom in Berkeley, California. The
teacher expects a "topic-centered" narrative strategy which corre-
sponds to that employed by white children in the class. Hence she is
able to identify their talk as narrative and understand the point of
their stories. In contrast, the black children employ a "topic-
chaining" strategy which the teacher is unfamiliar with. Therefore
she does not recognize their talk as narrative; rather she gets the
impression that the children are "just rambling," and she cuts them
off before they make their points. The black children use intonation
to cue topic shifts within their talk, but Tike the contextualization
cues used to signal irony in the yogurt dressing example discussed
earlier, the signals of topic shift in the black children's talk are
lost on the teacher who is unfamiliar with the devices. In this
setting, the resuits of differences in ways of building and signalling

thematic progression can be tragic indeed.

Coherence Principles

The process of contextualization includes the cuing of expecta-

tions about what meaning is 1ikely to be communicated and organizing
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principles by which meaning is made into discourse. Both these phe-
nomena seem, on first glance, to be "basic" and "given" aspects bf the
world, but comparative research quickly shows that they are among the
most relative of phenomena.

The work of Alton Becker demonstrates that the arrangement of
information in discourse varies greatly for speakers of different 1in-
guistic and cultural backgrounds. He has shown that many of the tex-
tual constraints considered basic to Western notions of coherence are
not operative, or less compelling, in the rhetoric of Malaysian lan-
guages he has studied, while other constraints ootain. He has shown,
moreover, that such coherence principles operate on every level of
discourse and contribute to, at the same time that they grow out of,
people's attempts to achieve "coherence" in the world.

For example, Becker (in press a) shows that the constraints of
temporal unity and causality which are basic to Western textual coher-
ence are not to be found in Javanese shadow theatre. Rather, Wayang
nlots hinge on coincidence. While events need not be presented in
the temporal sequence in which they occurred, they must begin, end and
pass through certain places which are determined by convention.

Becker (in press b) has shown too that coherence on the sentence
level and on the textual level within a given language adhere to simi-
lar constraints, developing from related "coherence princioles." He
shows how a single sentence in Classical Malay carries the hearer
grammatically (through clause structure) and rhetorically (through
sentence structure) from its actor outward to the landscape through
which s/he moves, that is, from language to nature, as well as

(seemingly paradoxically) from generality to particularity. Thus, “the
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figure a sentence makes is a strategy of interpretation filling in
subjectivity, temporality, referentiality, and intersubjectivity

which . . . helps the people it is used by understand and feel coherent
in their worlds." It is for this reason that communication with
speakers who speak the same language is necessary for mental health,
and again -- on a less extreme plane -- communication with those who
use the Tanguage somewhat differently makes people doubt their "coher-
ence" in the worid.

Polanyi (to appear) shows that not only how a story can be told
is dependent upon cultural constraints, but what a story can be about
is equally constrained by cultural convention. Polanyi's hypothesis
recalls C. Wright Mills' (1940) classic analysis of "vocabularies of
motives.” Mills points out that people feel the need to give reasc.s
for their actions (to themselves as well as others), and that what
"reasons" are possible, while appearing inherently logical, are
actually agreed-upon conventions. In other words, one learns what
kinds of explanations are regularly offered by others and will be
accepted by others as "reasonable." In following a conversation --
any conversation -- hearers must share with speakers concepts of what
is appropriate, logical, and reasonable, in order to understand what
they are getting at.

Such an inherently social view of language is found most system-
atically and eloquently explicated in the writings of Erving Goffman.
Goffman (1959) identifies the kernel unit of interaction not as the
individual but the team: "a set of individuals whose intimate co-
operation is required if a given projected definition of the situation

is to be maintained." Thus, the ways in which people organize their
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experience of the world for talk, and what they choose to say about it,
is conventionalized and culturally-determined.

Culturally-influenced appropriateness judgments have been the
focus of cross-cultural research in a number of fields. Much recent
work in the area cof cognition has prompted a shift in emphasis from
the postulation of differences in cognitive processes to the concept
of "“functional cognitive systems" (Cole & Scribner 1974) -- that is,
what people consider appropriate to do with perception. In the same
vein, Bruner (1978) questions the conclusions of Russian psychologist
Alexander Luria, in a review of a recently-released study which Luria
conducted in 1932. Examining differences in cognitive style between
illiterate and educated peasants, Luria indicated that his illiterate
subjects employved functional and concrete reasoning rather than
abstract reasoning. After examining Luria's data, Bruner notes that
the peasants' reasoning, though different, is "abstract" in its own
way. He observes: "Most of what has emerged from studies of
Africans, Eskimos, Aborigines, and other groups shows that the same
basic mental functions are present in adults of any culture. What
differs is the deployment of these functions: what is consideré& an
appropriate strategy suited to the situation and the task" (p. 88).

A similar conclusion is drawn by Ekman {(1979) in his studies of
facial expressions. In an experimental situation, Ekman exposed
Japanese and American nurses to grisly and disturbing photographs,
under dual circumstances: first when they were alone, and then in the
presence of an investigator. He found that when they were alone, mem-
bers of the two groups showed comparable facial expressions. However,

in the presence of an investigator, the American subjects continued to
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display the same expressions while the Japanese subjects masked their
disgust with smiling. Based on these and reiated experiments, Ekman
concludes that facial expressions of emotion are universal, but mem-

bers of different cultures differ with regard to display rules: that

is, when they deem it appropriate to allow others to witness those
expressions. (It is easy to imagine the effects on cross-cultural
communication of the use of different display rules -- for example,
in a situation in which one considers it appropriate for a person to
show distress and finds instead that the other person is smiling).

My own research on cross-cultural narratives (Tannen 1978 and to
appear) furnishes examples of the same phenomenon. In connection with
a project directed by Wallace Chafe, twenty American and twenty Greek
women viewed a short movie (of our own production) and then toid, one
by one, what they had seen in the movie. The resulting narratives
demonstrated that what the Greeks and the Americans considered a task
appropriate to answering the gquesticn "What happened in the movie?"
were quite different.7 The narratives produced by the Americans evi-
denced the fact that they were performing a memory task. They in-
cluded as many details as possible (with the result that their nar-
ratives were significantly longer), and they fussed over temporal
sequentiality and accuracy of detail. In contrast, the Greeks seemed
to be trying to tell satisfactory stories. Tneir narratives were
often structured around a theme, and they tended to omit details that
did not contribute to that theme. They furnished "interpretations"
about characters' motivation and judgments about their behavior. On
the whole, both groups succeeded in their apparent goals: the

Americans proved themselves able recallers, and the Greeks proved
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themselves able story-tellers.

The Greeks and Americans differed as well with regard to how
their narratives reflected the fact that they were telling about a
film. The Americans showed themselves to be media-wise. They used
jargon associated with cinema ("camera angle," “"soundtrack," and so
on) and were preoccupied with criticizing the film-maker's technique.
The Greeks, on the other hand, made a point of finding the film's
message. Both groups, then, were performing the narrative task in
ways that were triggered by their "frames" or "structures of expecta-
tions" (R. N. Ross 1975) about what was appropriate. Having seer the
same movie, they differed in what aspects of the film they deemed
appropriate to verbalize, and by what coherence principles they
organized those elements into narrative. I have shown elsewhere in
detail (Tannen 1979b) how such expectations influence verbalization on

all levels of discourse.

Oral/Literate Tradition

Releated research findings which bear strongly upon the results
of this cross-cultural narrative study emerge from work on the rheto-
rics of oral and literate tradition. (For a summary of recent
research in this area see Rader [to appear]). A number of investigators
have hypothesized that strategies associated with one or the other of
these rhetorical traditions can be employed in either mode. For
example, Walter Ong asserts, in an interview with Altree (1973), that

as a result of literacy:
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You get a highly developed linear, sequential thinking
that goes on only in a very Timited way in oral culture,
not in this protracted way. Oral cultures typically
organize thought in "sayings": formulas, proverbs,
aphorisms, and the like. Once you get writing, this
earlier organization is slowly phased out or mini-
mized.... Once you had writing, you could become famil-
jar with the kind of sequential thinking that you do in
writing. Then your talk could reflect the kind of

thinking that writing enabled you to do. (p. 18)

In other words, the kind of organizing principles that yield "seguen-
tial" or "linear" rhetorical structure is associated with Titeracy but
can be found in oral Tanguage as well.

Others have come to similar conclusions. Goody (1977) notes that
writing, and formal schooling with which it is inextricably inter-
twined, made possible and placed value upon the skills of repetition,
copying, and verbatim memory, all of which are unnaturai as well as
unoral. In contrast, memory in oral culture is creatively recon-
structed according to a known schema. (In this Goody is building upon
the work of Lord 1960). Goody, 1ike Ong, notes that oral tradition is
not repiaced by literate; rather, the two modes coexist in modern
society, a fact which causes a certain amount of confusion, since
there arises a "gap between the public literate tradition of the
school, and the very different and indeed often directly contradictory
private oral tradition of the family and peer group" (Goody & Watt

1962). Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz {1973) point out that American and
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western European societies have conventionalized literate rhetorical
strategies for oral use in many public situations.

This distinction between oral and written rhetorical strateaies
is not absolute, but is useful as a heuristic device. It corresponds
to what Bernstein (1970) called "elaborated" and "restricted" codes.
It is a great misfortune that Bernstein's hypothesis was misinter-
preted to imply Tinguistic deficit in Tower class speakers and egre-
giously misapplied. In fact, the "elaborated" code which he found to
characterize the speech of upper class members may be seen as the
"decontextualized" rhetorical style of written tradition. The
"restricted" code of the Tower classes is then the ingroup-associated
rhetoric of oral tradition -- highly dependent upon familiar contex-
tual information.

This last distinction is made by Olson (1977) who suggests that
written statements, while depending urpon prior agreement as to rules
of argument, present the bulk of meaning in the text itself. In con-
trast, oral statements appeai to common experience for meaning: that
is, the meaning is in the context. Both Robin Lakoff and Margaret
Rader (personal communication) point out tha% Olson's hypothesis that
“the meaning is in the text" of written language is idealized. Anyone
lTooking closely at any written text can quickly see that there is a
mass of social knowledge the reader must have in order to make sense
of written statements. It is true, nonetheless, that the degree to
which unstated assumptions and references underly arguments is greater
in spoken language (that is, casual spoken language, not the formal

rhetorical styles which have been influenced by literate tradition).
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It 1s clear that not all spoken language adheres to the rhetoric
of oral tradition, while not all written language is governad by the
rhetoric of 1literate tradition. This phenomenon is at the heart of
research by Keenan {1977} on planned and unpianned discourse. Keenan
questions the view current in child language studies that communica-
tive strategies acquired later in a child's development replace ear-
lier strategies. She suggests instead that strategies learned later
are simply added to the child's repertoire. In verbalization, then,
adults continue to use the full repertoire, but when called upon to
engage in unplanned discourse, they rely more heavily on structures
and skills acquired in the first three or four years of Tife.

Keenan's observations explain Labov's (1962) at first jolting
assertion that “the highest percentage of well formed sentences are
found in casual speech, and working-class speakers use more well
formed sentences than middle-class speakers. The widespread myth that
most speech is ungrammatical is no doubt based upon tapes made at
learrcd conferences, where we obtain the maximum number of irreducibly
ungrammatical sentences." The mode of verbalization called "written"
by Goody, Olson and others is clearly planned written discourse, while
the mode called "oral" is unplanned oral discourse. It seems likely
that the highly grammatical nature of casual speech which Labov
attributed to working-class speakers corresponds to oral unplanned
discourse -- hence making use of structures and skills learned early
in 1ife and used constantly in casual talk. The ungrammatical speech
of "learned conferences" which Labov refers to reflects the attempt by
highly Titerate' speakers to create the complex structures of written

planned discourse in an oral mode, making use of structures learned
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later in 1ife and used only in circumscribed and specialized situa-
tions: hence their imperfect realization.

Yet another strand of research whose findings correlate with
these is that of Beatriz Lavandera (1978a) who has found that speakers
of Chicano Spanish as well as speakers of Cocoliche (a variety of
Spanish spoken by Italian immigrants in Argentina) avoid use cf com-
plex conditional tenses by using discourse strategies which do not
require them. For example, they habitually employ direct discourse in
telling stories ratner than indirect discourse (e.g. "He says, 'What
do you want?'" as opposed to "He asked me what I wanted.")

Lavandera's research shows that it is not the case that such speakers
do not know the conditional forms. When asked to construct sentences
which require them, they are quite able to do so. It is simply that

they prefer the strategies which do not require them.

Rapport vs. Decontextualized Strategies

Considering findings by all these scholars, I have hypothesized
the following phenomenon: users of in-group or localized speech
varieties such as Cocoliche, Chicano Spanish, or certain New York City
dialects (perhaps also speakers of Bernstein's "restricted code") may
be employing verbal devices associated with family and home in more
settings than do speakers of standard linguistic dialects -- in other
words, the rhetoric of oral tradition rather than literate tradition.
For example, the structures which Lavandera has found to be preferred
in such "dialects" build on a strategy of camaraderie -- that is, they
evoke interpersonal solidarity. Direct discourse is more evocative of

emotional involvement and interpersonal immediacy; it is more highly
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contextualized, one might say, than the indirect discourse which is
intuitiveiy reiated to the decontextualized tone of literate culture
and written tradition. Like so many elements of literate discourse,
indirect discourse is a linguistic device which remedial writing
students have a great deal of trouble mastering (cf my own experience
in teaching them).

The implication is not that speakers of such styles consciously
attempt to invoke solidarity when they speak. Rather, their habitual
ways of talking, learned in interaction within the ingroup, have con-
ventionalized the use of verbal devices associated with a camaraderie-
based strategy which is associated with oral tradition, as opposed to
a Distance-based strategy associated with iiterate tradition. Camara-
derie, as Lakoff (in press) explains, is the strategy which recognizes
maximal interpersonal involvement between speakers and between thim
and their subject. Distance, on the other hand, denies interpersonal
or emotional involvement -- hence the association with decontextu-
alized, Titerate rhetoric of schooling and other formal settings.

Considering the social reality of groups whose dialects we are
discussing, it is easy to postulate that strategies which capitalize
upon interpersonal involvement would be preferred. Borrowing terms
from two related paradigms, I have chosen to refer to the strategy
associated with Titerate tradition as "decontextualized," in order to
avoid the possible negative connotations of "Distance," and the strat-
egy associated with oral tradition found in in-group talk as "“rapport-
based," in order to emphasize that interpersonal involvement iz

thereby in focus.

Tz
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The rapport/decontextualized schema sheds 1ight on much recent
research, including my own on Greek and American narratives (see p.
45). Insofar as the Greeks in my study sought to tell good stories,
they were exarcising skills associated with oral tradition. This
relates as well to their preoccupation with finding a message in the
film and in interpreting and judging characters' motivations. In all
these aspects, it is the interpersonal involvement which is paramount.
By contrast, the Americans in the study, by performing a memory task,
decontextualized the speech event.

In another cross-cultural study (Tannen 197%9a) I compare strat-
egies used by Greek and American informants in interpreting a short

conversation:

(1) Wife: John's having a party. Wanna go?
(2) Husband: O0Ok.
(3) Wife (later): Are you sure you want to go?

(4) Husband: OK, let's not go. I'm tired anyway.

In choosing variant interpretations, more Greeks than Americans
favored the interpretation that the husband's response (2) "OK" did
not mean that he really wanted to go to the party. Rather, they
believed that he was going along with what he perceived as his wife's
indirect indication in (1) that she wanted to go. The reason most
often given by Greek respondents to explain why they made this inter-
pretation, was the husband's lack of enthusiasm in his response "OK."
This finding corresponds to results of quite a different kind of study
by Vassiliou, Triandis, Vassiliou and McGuire (1972) to the effect

that Greeks place more value on enthusiasm and spontaneity than do
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Americans.

Related to this "enthusiasm constraint” is another phenomenon
which I dubbed the "brevity effect.” In explaining vihy they made cer-
tain interpretations, many respondents in both groups referred to the
“"brevity" of the husband's (2) "OK." However, all Americans who made
reference to the brevity of "OK," did so to explain why they believed
the husband really wanted to go to the party. They reasoned that the
brevity of his response shows he was being casual, informal, and hence
sincere. This interpretation is based on the assumption that in an
in-group setting, one will say just what s/he means. In stark con-
trast, Greeks who mentioned the brevity of the husband's "OK" did so
in support of the interpretation that he did not really want to go to
the party. Their interpretation was based on the assumption that, in
an in-group setting, resistance to the other's will should not be
expressed directly, so it will be expressed by saying little. The
strategy is a variation of the adace, "If you can't say something
good, don't say anything."

Thus for the in-group setting posed, the Greek speakers in my
study evidenced a communicative strategy by which enthusiasm is ex-
pected in a sincere expression of one's own preferences, and brevity
is expected in expression of unwillinaness to comply with the per-
ceived wish of a close partner. The American respondents revealed
less expectation of enthusiasm and stated that brevity is associated
with the direct communication of one's preferences. In the first
system, the signalling Toad is on interpersonal solidarity through
expression of enthusiasm. In the second system the signalling load

is on the content which is therefore taken "at face value."
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Moreover, in interviews in which respondents discussed why they
chose one or the other interpretation, Greek subjects more often per-
sonalized their analyses. That is, they reported having made inter-
pretations by reference to their own experience, saying things like,
"Well, that's how my husband does it," or, "If I were the one..."
Americans, on the other hand, were more 1ikely to try to be "objec-
tive" in their analyses. As with the narratives told by Greek women
in the film experiment, the Greek approach is more personalized and
exhibits strategies associated with social interaction rather than
the deperscnalized, decontextualized approaches used by American
respondents which are associated with formal schooling and literate
tradition.

The findings of other researchers can also be understood in terms
of the rapport/decontextualized distinction. For example, Courtney
Cazden and Frederick Ericksor have directed research on communicative
strategies in bilingual classrooms. Their initial research indicated
that not only Anglo-American teachers but even Chicano teachers
praised Anglo-American children more than Chicano children in mixed
classrooms. Researchers Arthur Vera and Robert Carrasco began to take
part in Chicago bilingual classrooms and thereby discovered that what
was going on was more subtle than was at first suspected.

While they did not praise Chicano children publicly, the Chicano
teachers found opportunities to praise them in private. At those
times they also thanked them for having performed well for the benefit
of the teacher. This contrasts strikingly with what has been observed
by Sarah Michaels (personal communication) in her role as participant-

observer in an ethnically mixed elementary school in Berkeley,
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California (in connection with a project directed by John Gumperz and
Herb Simons). Michaels notes that the white teacher in her classroom
praises children publicly for their performance and regularly reminds
them that they are performing not for her but for themselves.

The white and Chicano teachers in these studies use strategies
resulting in different teaching styles which are consistent with the
rapport/decontextualized distinction. By refraining from singling
children out for public praise, the Chicano teacher honors the impor-
tance of the children's mutual solidarity. The motivation of pleasing
the teacher encourages the child to perform well in school, based on
the interpersonal connection between the child and the teacher. In
contrast, the anglo teacher's strategy of public praise is iixkely to
engender competitiveness in children (such competitiveness is indeed
observed in Michaels' study and not in the Chicano teachers' class-
rooms). Furthermore, the anglo teacher's de-emphasis of her personal
connection with the children leads her tc urge them to perform for
their own sakes. In striking contrast, the Chicano teacher, when
oraising Chicano children, regularly takes them into her lap, car-
resses them affectionately, and calls them endearing pet names -- all
devices associated with a family, in-group rapport system.

Just as coherence principles operate on all levels of verbaliza-
tion (Becker in press b), so the rapport/decontextuaiized strategies
can be seen to operate on the lexical as well as the discourse level.
For example, Hi11 (1978) demonstrates that speakers of Hausa regularly
employ an "in-tandem prototype" when talking about spatial relations,
while speakers of standard American English employ a "mirror-image

prototype." 1In other words, if there is a rock sitting between you
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and a tree, a mirror-image prototype would prompt you to say that the
rock is in front of the tree, while an in-tandem prototype would

prompt you to say that the rock is behind the tree. By the latter pro-
totype, it is as if you envision the tree as marching in tandem with
you, oriented in space just as you are. Hill suggests that such a
prototype is "largely generated by dynamic interaction" (532). Build-
ing up on this research, Aronowitz and Hill (talk at UC Berkeley
February 1979) found that among students in New York City schools,
inner-city black speakers were more likely to employ the in-tandem
prototype than were their white classmates.

The spatial relation prototype Hill describes as "in-tandem” can
be seen as an outgrowth of a rapport-based strategy (the "dynamic
interaction", in his terms). The model js based on interaction in
which one attributes to others the spatial orientation one experiences
oneself, this postulating maximal connection between the other and
oneself. Again, I do not mean to imply that this operates on a con-
scious or literal Tevel. Surely a speaker of Hausa does not feel any
more connected to the tree than does a speaker of standard American
English. The point is simply that the relationships conventionalized
by habitual ways of speaking have built on solidarity-based strategies
associated with oral tradition in the one case, and on the decontex-
tualized strategies of Tliterate tradition in the other.

This distinction will figure prominently in the analysis of the
conversational style which will constitute the bulk of the present
study. It will be seen that the devices preferred by certain speakers
in the extended conversation analyzed, are determined by a rapport-

based strategy -- i.e. one which honors, above all, interpersonal
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connections, and is more concerned with establishing rapport than with
taking care not to impose. It is a system which is preoccupied with
the rapport function of indirectness -- seeking the higher good of
feeling that "we speak the same language" and "we are equals.” In
other words the signalling load is on the interpersonai connection.

By contrast, other speakers in the group operate on a decontextualized
strategy. They are more comfortable talking about non-personal sub-
jects. They operate on a system which strives to serve the defensive
function of indirectness -- seeking tne higher good of not violating
people's need to be left alone (nor one's own, in the form of self-
exposure). The examination of the consequences of use of particular
linguistic devices in interaction between people whose styles thus
differ, sets in relief those devices which go unnoticed when inter-

actants share styie.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

1. This is how the last 1ine was spoken at a 1977 production of this
play by the Berkeley Repertory Theatre in Berkeley, California. 1In
the published script, the 1ine reads, "Individual rather than censecu-
tive."

2. I feel it appropriate to acknowledge here.a personal debt to Sacks
and Schegloff, which in itself may be a testament to the impact of
their work. When I attended the 1973 summer LSA Institute in Ann
Arbor, Michigan, I was a writing teacher who was finding out what lin-
guistics might be. Two of the talks that most inspired me during that
crucial summer were those by Sacks and Schegloff. In his talk,
Schegloff covered various blackboards with tiny writing giving
examples of conversation from telephone talk and proceeded to show
that what seemed at first "random" was systematic, orderly, and finely
coordinated. It is this sudden revelation of order where there seemed
chaos, of the arcane in the seemingly commonplace, that is the stuff
of which both science and wonder are made.

3. Other variation theorists as well (cf Lavandera 1978a) have begun
to question whether the most interesting linguistic phenomena can be
studied purely through quantifiable variation studies.

4. It is difficult to resist the urge to relate a personal anecdote
here, to bring home (1iterally) the significance of the distinction
between defensiveness and rapport, or positive and negative face
wants. I once had a friend, and a very good friend he was, who asked
what I thought people's greatest drive was. I answered without hesita-

tion, "the need for community." He did not agree; he thought it was
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"the need for independence." And so it happened that we did not re-
maip friends. It came about, however, that we met and discussed this
same question more than a year later, by which time my friend had
grown rather tired of his single Tife, and I had grown rather fond of
mine. I told him that I had come around to his way of thinking: I
now agreed that people's greatest drive was to be independent. He,
for his part, told me he had changed his mind as well and decided
their greatest need was for community. This eternal back-and-forth
seems attributable to the existence of both these basic drives. We
had independently hit upon the very same two basic wants that Brown
Levinson discerned, and the basic strategies which Lakoff had noted
before them.

5. The outcome of this relationship is a case in point of the pos-
sible effects of awareness of stylistic differences. For a pericd,
the two women met regularly in the university setting and found each
other's behavior disconcerting: Mary was often hurt by what she per-
ceived as Sue's aloofness and continued to offend her by her unwitting
intrusiveness. After a while, however, the two got to know each other
and had occasion to discuss their respective styles. They grew to
1ike each other and enjoy each other's company at school. They did
not, however, seek each other's company in social settings. The
knowledge that a person is using a different strategy may make their
style comprehensibie, but it is not 1ikely to make it enjoyable.

6. Readers will be interested to know that speaker B in this example
is the very same person who figures prominently in the conversation
which will be the basis for the present study, in which he is called

Karl. It will be seen in that analysis that self-mocking ironic
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usages such as "of course" in this conversation, are typical of Karl's
style.

7. I do not intend to imply that there are homogeneous groups called
"Greeks" and "Americans" which are typified by the subjects in my
study. Rather, I use the terms "Greeks" and "Americans” to refer to
those who participated in the studies. While it may be that they are
representative of certain segments of the populations of tneir respec-
tive countries, this need not be the case for the point to be made
that they evidence divergent patterns of verbalization strategies

between them.
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CHAPTER TWO
A WORD ON METHODOLOGY

The present study seeks to explicate conversational style by
isolating the verbal devices used by six people in two and a half
hours of spontaneous conversation. My aim is to show how impressions
participants made on each other can be accounted for by their use of
these conversational devices.

Talk communicates not only information but also images of the
speaker (Goffman 1959). Such conclusions as whether another person is
nice or nasty, reliable or untrustworthy, clever or dull -- and hence
whether one should befriend or do business with her or him -- are
based on a myriad of complex and subtle ways of behaving of which
speech is a most salient component. Conversational devices are the
means by which both messages and metamessages are communicated. They
include such phenomena as what comment to make; when to make it; use
of irony and humor; when and how to show enthusiasm and concern; when
and how to ask questions; when to overlap; use of paralinguistic
features such as pitch, loudness, vowel lengthtening, voice quality
and tone. A1l of these and other devices will be examined as they are
used in a single extended interaction, to understand their effects
when they are used with various other participants.

The analysis reveals that these devices are not randomly dis-
tributed in the speech of members of the group. Though no two speak-
ers use all the same devices in the same way, there are patterns by

which certain devices cooccur in the speech of participants. The
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combination of particular devices makes up the style of each speaker.
The broad operating principles by which particular devices are used
for particular effects are conversational strategies.

In other words, a person may have a style made up of the use of
the following devices: frequent overlap; free offer of opinions un-
related to previous talk; persistence of contributions over several
turns despite lack of reaction from others; preference for loud and/or
high-pitched utterances; contributions timed to latch onto preceding
utterances without pause; few internal pauses; and so on. All of
these devices may grow out of a particular way of fulfilling positive
face wants or the rapport function of communication. The assumption
is that "true friends" do not have to worry about imposing on each
other, and the nicest thing one can do is to act as if "we're true
friends".

The actual friendliiness felt by one operating on such a strategy
does not necessarily differ from that felt by one who operates on a
different strategy. For example, another speaker might use the fol-
Towing devices: infrequent overlap; picking up on topics raised by
others; hedges and hesitations when offering new topics; use of flat
intonation; allowing for silence between contributions, and so on.
These devices may grow out of a particular way of fulfilling negative
face wants or the defensive function of conversation; that is, to
respect people's preference not to be imposed upon. The assumption
is that true friends respect each other in this way.

Any set of devices becomes conventionalized in spesch communities
which employ them, and habitual in the speech of members of the e

group. A “rapport-based strategy” does not necessarily generate
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rapport in an interaction. Rapport is the goal of all interaction;

it is achieved when expectations about the use of devices to convey
particular intent are shared. On the other hand, any device can fail
to establish rapport (or distance, or whatever its intention) when
used with speakers who are not accustomed to its use for that purpose.
This will be demonstrated in the text of the analysis.

The analysis is based on two-and-a-half hours of conversation
recorded before, during, and after dinner at a social gathering on
Thanksgiving, 1978. The gathering was made up of six people of vary-
ing ethnic, geographic, and religious backgrounds, and of varying
degrees of familiarity and intimacy among them. I was one of the
guests at the dinner. Shortly after everyone had arrived, I asked
for permission to tape the conversation. Everyone there knew of my
interest in studying conversation, so no one was surprised, but neither
did they expect me to do this. I had no specific intention, at that
point, of basing my dissertation on this recording. I was in the
habit of carrying my tape recorder with me and turning it on whenever
people didn't mind my doing so during their conversation. On this
occasion, everyone consented. and I placed the tape recorder in the
middle of the table.

The tape recorder used was a Sony TC 150. It is small (7" x 4%")
and has a plain black leather case which covers its metallic shell.
Only the internal microphone was used, to minimize the intrusiveness
of the machine.

There is a paradox inherent in the act of recording (as Fillmore
has pointed out on numerous occasions), if crne is committed bo.-: tc

collecting "natural" data and to being morally responsible by
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securing the informed consent of the participants. So long as partic-
ipants are aware of the presence of the recorder, there is a danger

that this awareness may affect their way of talking. Well, one says,

that's all right, because pretty soon people forget about the recorder.

it is clear that this happened in my study. During most of the inter-
action, the tape recorder's presence was ignored. On the four occa-
sions when it was noticed and remarked upon, the quality of surprise
in the comments ("Are you still taping?") is in itseif evidence that
participants had forgotten it was there. Furthermore, participants
themselves reported that they had forgotten about it and didn't think
it affected their behavior. But this very lack of awareness creates

a problem in another sense. For isn't thejr consent thereby effec-
tively cancelled, as witnessed by the horror with which speakers some-
times react when they suddenly remember the recorder and realize that
something they have just said was taped (this did not happen during
the Thanksgiving conversation).

The issue of "naturalness" is the Tess troubling. For one thing,
as Wolfson (1976) expiains, "natural® speech is simply speech appro-
priate to an occasion. There is not a single elusive form called
"natural” which we must constantly pursue. Moreover, the relatively
large number of participants in the group and the fact that they are
engaged in a social gathering and are friends renders the social pres-
sure far more significant than the presence of the tape recorder. In
other words, people play to the crowd. (This was found and reported
by Blom and Gumperz [1976] in their study of code-switching in Norway.,
as well as by Labov [1972]1 in his research on the speech of inner

city black children).
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The problem of informed consent is more complex. The fact that
consent may be effectively cancelled when speakers forget about the
recorrder's presence may be overcome by securing consent after the
fact. Thus participants in my study iistened to the tape afterwards,
and again consented to its use. What is more difficult, however, is
the question of how "informed" they can conceivably be -- whether they
could anticipate the possible impact of microanalysis. By capturing
the speech of this interaction on tape, I irrevocably altered the
experience for all those who participated. By forcing them to listen
to the interaction after the fact, I confronted them with images of
themselves which would remain with them, whether they liked the
effects or not. By discussing with them and with their friends what
their speech sounded 1ike and what impact their speech had on others
in the group, I created an awareness in them and in those friends
which cannot be erased. When they granted permission for me to tape
their conversation that evening in November, they could not have known
what the effects of this Tater exposure would be. And once the anal-
ysis was begun, such exposure could not be erased, even if they had
asked that the tape recording be erased. I can only hope that the
resulting exposure and awareness, though it cannot always be pleasur-
able, will at least be considered illuminating by my generous if un-
witting subjects.

It is a problem not only for participants, but for myself and for
readers who wish to put the present study in perspective, that the
process of microanalysis leads to distortion as well as insight.

(This phenomenon has been noted in Chapter One, as discussed by both

Pittenger et. al. and Labov and Fanshel). Capturing a person's speech
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for analysis necessarily creates an image of that person and her/his
behavior which is out of proportion to the impact they might have had
in actual interaction. Everyone has had the experience of wincing on
seeing her/himself captured in a photograph -- one's nose looks too
Tong; one's cheeks Took hollow; one has been trapped in a grimace. It
is not that the expression reported by the camera is not "true" (the
camera can only reflect what entered its lens), but the capturing for
all time what was a fleeting moment within a stream of behavior neces-
sarily falsifies the essential nature of the glance. Similarly, any
person's speech can be rendered absurd, comic, bizarre, or foolish, if
it is wrenched out of context and held up for analysis. Yet if it is
not wrenched out of context, it cannct be analyzed. This paradox is
operative in the present study. I believe my analysis is true to one
angle of the picture, but I must remind my readers (and myself) that
it is one angle only. At the same time that what I say about the
interaction is true, there are also many other truths; had the photo-
graph been snapped a second later, the nose might have looked shorter,
the cheeks less hollow -- though they would be,nonetheiess, the same
nose and cheeks making up the same face.

As soon as conversation is recorded on tape, it becomes a new
entity -- a taped conversation, which is different from the conversa-
tion as it occurred. For one thing, as has been pointed out, a re-
cording is fixed in time and available for precise reproduction,
whereas the very essence of talk is that it disappears as soon as it
is uttered and can be imperfectly reconstructed but not retrieved.

In addition, the talk as uttered in the actual interaction is one

channel of an integrated compiex including nonverbal components such
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as facial expression, body movement, gesture, and so on. To isolate
the verbal channel alone necessarily distorts the picture. In some
cases, the loss of the other channels renders talk incomprehensible.
Sometimes meaning can be reconstructed by reference to memory, if not
one‘s own, then perhaps that of another member of the group, or by
retrieval of physical objects which were present at the time. Thus,
for example, at two points in the Thanksgiving conversation, talk
referred to a promotional flyer advertising a recital which one of the
participants would be performing in. The first time I Tistened to the
tape, this segment made 1ittle sense to me. After playing it for
others who had been present, however, I was reminded that we had been
discussing the flyer, and the one whose performance it announced was
able to send me a copy of it, making comprehensibie numerous details
of cur comments which would otherwise have remained opaque.

Despite the exercise of memory and retrieval of objects, however,
there are necessarily segments which will make 1ittle sense, and those
that seem to make perfect sense may nonetheless appear different than
they did at the tiie. Again, what the tape recorder picks up was
necessarily there, but it can only pick up a piece of the interaction,
and no piece can be completely understood without the whole of which
it was a part.

The tape recorder distorts, too, in that it picks up what is
nearest to it. Some voices record more easily than others; some
speakers were sitting closer to the recorder. One participant, Susie,
spoke very softly, and therefore some of her speech was inaudible.
Unfortunately, she was alsc comparatively far from the recorder. 1In

addition, there were ~numerous overlapping conversations. At the
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time, each participant listened to only one of those conversations.
As observers, we want to hear both. In some cases it was possible
through focused and repeated listening to decipher both paraliel con-
versations; in others cases the overlapping talk made one or both
incomprehensibie.

Finally, the tape recorder remained stable, while the people
moved. Therefore, those who remained in the room with the recorder
had more of their speech recorded than did those who occasionally
moved into the kitchen. (I remained seated near the recorder the
entire time, and this obviously played a role in the fact that I made
the greatest number of recorded contributions).

As one catalogues the weaknesses of the tape recorded conversa-
tion to reflect the interaction that occurred, the endeavor can begin
to feel nearly hopeless. But the other side of the coin is this: on
the basis of the recording, we can retrieve much material which was a
crucial part of the interaction, and when listening to the recording,
the participants retrieved a very large part of the experience which
remained dormant in their memories. Furthermore, the isolation of a
single channel is not so dreadful a shortcoming in 1ight of the
redundancy of channels. Information lost from nonverbal channels,
such as facial expressions, gestures, and body movements is not totally
different from that preserved in the speech channel. Rather, it rein-
forces the messages communicated through language.

However, in order to study the taped conversation, we must take
it yet another step further from actual interaction -- it must be
transmitted to paper. Not only is it impossibie to keep the conversa-

tion in memory for the purpose of analysis, but even if it existed in
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memory, we would have to refer to the taped segment to verify how
exactly something was said -- with the result that hours would be
needed to find this or that phrase on tape, and the tape (as well as
the investigator) would be compietely worn out befcie long. A tran-
script renders the taped conversation studyable.

But just as the taped conversation creates an entity different
from the interaction itself, so the transcript is yet another arti-
fact. Replacing spoken words with written ones creates a myth of dis-
creteness -- utterances which were pronounced imperfectly and in a
particular way, are rendered as the complete words, in an idealized
form. The most elaborate transcription conventions can give only the
most primitive and incomplete indication of such features as tone,
voice quality, pitch, amplitude, pronunciation, and so on, which con-
stitute any utterance. My intention was to use the transcript not as
the object of study but as a symbol for the recording; after the
repeated 1istenings which were necessary in order to render the tran-
script, the T1i1t of the talk became a permanent recording in my head
which I heard each time I referred to the transcript. But this
creates a discrepancy between the data as studied and the data presented
to the reader. Each reader will necessarily create a text in her/his
mind as s/he reads the transcribed segments of talk. Only I and those
who have nheard the tape will be "hearing" the same utterances.

Thus there are troubling weaknesses in the use of tape recording
and transcript, yet these tools make the analysis possible. Given our
understanding of the shortcomings, and our awareness of them, we must

suspend them and move on tc make our analysis.
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My procedure, then, began with my recording the conversation at
this gathering. I had brought a 120-minute cassette, so that two one-
hour segments were recorded without interruption. At the end of the
two hours, the tape recorder was left idle for a time. Somewhat
Tater, participants noticed that the tape recorder had stopped, just
as they had previously noticed that it was still running. They
regretted (as I did) that I did not have another blank tape, so the
host produced a 60-minute cassette which he had in his house, and
another 40 minutes of conversation was recorded. In the interim
between tapes, a seventh participant arrived, but one who is deaf and
therefore did not contribute to the talk. (Although he became the
focus of much attention later in the evening, during the period of
taping he was practically ignored).

The fact that I was a participant in the conversation creates
poth disadvantages and advantages in the analysis. One of the members
of the Thanksgiving group, Chuck, turned to me early in the event and
asked, "How can you study the conversations if you're a part of the
conversations and you're the one that's writing the paper about the
conversations and have already made 1ittle theories about what the
conversations do." He had a point there. However, difficult as it
is to reconstruct a sense of an event based only on recorded data, it
would be impossible for me to understand what had transpired if I had
not been there. Ideally, perhaps, had I enough equipment, time and
money, I might have staged an interacticn, observed it through a one-
way mirror, and both video and audio-recorded it. But even if that
had been possible, I would have lost other invaluable advantages.

For one thing, observing is not the same as being part -- what I
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gained in objectivity I would have lost in intuitive sense of what was
going on. And I would then have very different sortsof data. By re-
cording an interaction that was happening anyway -- one that had
significance for everyone present quite apart from my taping it -- I
was able to capture a kind of interaction ("natural" if you will)
which had its own dynamism.

The fact that the event occurred raturally and that I was a
natural participant obviates as well the problem of the intrusion of
the investigator and the experimental situation. The fact that par-
ticipants would be talking anyway, gives the study far greater depth,
I believe, than that of conversations held between strangers in a
contrived situation. Because participants knew each other well and had
histories and connections among them, meanings constructed in their
talk are perhaps a bit harder to grasp -~ they are the result of
meaning jointly created over time. However, it yields, too, the great
advantage of making available to us patterns of usage which do not
emerge among strangers -~ playful routines, subtle irony and ailusion,
reference to familiar jokes and assumptions. People who regularly
interact with each other create a special language between and among
them, a language which is called upon and built upon in their future
interactions (and dies when they cease to interact, which is part of
the pain of severing relationships).

Chuck's scepticism about participant analysis had continued:

"You stay there and you're participating in the conversation. But if
you're busy making theories about the way the conversations go, don't
you ever get worried about the fact that you may subconsciously lead

the conversation into the way you want it to go?" I answered, "It's
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a danger." But then I added, "But I don't think I do. I forget that
it's on. I tape myself so much that I really forget." But I admitted
that I could not know how much difference it really makes. Chuck was
unconvinced but generous: “Yeah but sociologists are wishy washy that
way. It doesn't make any difference." "I'm not a sociologist,” I
reminded him. "Well, ok," he said. "What ARE you?" "A linguist,"

I announced proudly.

And this leads me to ask to what extent my methods are congenial
to linguistics. Certainly, during the last three quarters of a cen-
tury, the introduction of the scientific method to the social sciences
has created an emphasis on quantifiability and accountability, which
has made significant contributions to these fields. But it is also
clear that there are basic questions about the nature of numan inter-
action that have not been adequately answered by controlled laboratory
experiments. As Paul Rozin (talk at UC Berkeley summer 1977) pointed
out, given a choice between studying something relatively unimportant
which can be isolated and quantified, and something important which
cannot be, most investigators have opted for the first kind of study.
In recent years, however, there has been a growing sense of dissatis-
faction with this approach, and a return to earlier more humanistic
methods of inquiry. Research in the humanities (for example philosophy
and Titerary criticism) has proceeded to a large extent undaunted by
the rigors and Tlimits of the scientific paradigm,with enlightening and
often inspiring results. It is becoming apparent that it is an unnec-
essary and wasteful handicap -- Tike trying to study interaction with
hands tied behind one's back, ears plugged, and blindfolded -- to

rule out the enormous amount of information and insight which an
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intelligent observer has at her/his disposal as a veteran of human
interaction.

As has been noted in Chapter One, there is a zeitgeist to this
effect, as more and more work is being done in a mode that might be
called "interpretive". The influence of hermeneutic philosophy has
been significant in this regard. In Tinguistics, the work of
Pittenger et. al., that of Gumperz, Lakoff, and Chafe and the most
recent work of Labov (with Fanshel) and of his student Lavandera, all
point in this direction.

The objection will be raised: but how do you know this is what
is really going on? It's just your interpretation. To this I have
three replies: (1) the multiplicity of interpretations (2) internal
and external evidence and (3) the "aha" factor.

(1) The multiplicity of interpretations. I do not offer mine as

THE explanation of what is going on. It is simply one explanation, an
account of certain aspects of a mass of components in the interaction.

(2) Internal and external evidence. Interpretation is not

fished out of the air. The fact that something is not provable does
not mean that it is not .demonstrable. I have followed three proce-
dures which insure that I have not been led astray:

A. There is evidence in the data in the form or recurrent
patterns. I do not base interpretation on phenomena which appear once,
but rather on phenomena which recur. Therefore they are demonstrably
motivated, not random.

B. There is evidence in the data in the form of participant
behavior. For example, misunderstandings or starred sequences are

marked by noticeable kinks in interactional rhythm. Or, if I suggest
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that Speaker A is impatient with Speaker B, I show evidence in Speaker
A's behavior (including and especially speech behavior) that indicates
impatience.

C. There is accountability in the form of two types of play-
back. After interpretations are made, they are checked against the
independent reactions of participants. Does Speaker A report having
felt impatient or give other evidence to that effect (e.g. commenting
that Speaker B was taking a long time getting to the point)? Playback
is the Titmus test of interpretation.

A further objection may be that, since participants know each
other, they have feelings about each other quite apart from the inter-
action. What if their reactions are coming not from the behavior of
the moment but from their history of interaction and preconceptions
about each other? To correct for this possible bias, a second kind of
playback was carried out with objective observers. People who did not
take part in the interaction listened to segments of the tape and
commented on their reactions and the reasons for them. Thus there is
not only accountability but generalizability..

(3) The "aha" factor. My third reply to the doubters of inter-

pretation is perhaps the most significant: If my interpretation is
correct, then readers, on hearing my explication, will exciaim within
their heads, "Aha!" Something they have intuitively sensed will have
been made explicit. Most discovery, ultimately, is a process of ex-
plaining the tnown. When the subject of analysis is human interaction
-- a process chat we all engage in, all our lives -- each reader can
measure interpretation against her/his own experience. If an inter-

pretation is misguided, no large number of readers will be deeply
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impressed by it; it will fade. If it is true, or has grasped a por-
tion of the truth, it will be remembered.

My method then was to record, transcribe, and study the data, to
generate hypotheses, and to engage in playback with participants and
others to check hypotheses and generate new ones. Transcription of
sections used for analysis were checked as well with at least one of
the participants.

During the process of transcription I began to get a sense of
which episodes I would focus on for analysis. First of all, it bears
mention that the most useful unit of study turned out to be the
episode rather than, for example, the adjacency pair or the speech
act. The adjacency pair, more often than not, reflected Tittle of
what was being done in interaction. The speech act too (for example
explaining, questioning) was a means by which speakers weres trying to
achieve some conversational goal. The goal of talk, from the point of
view of participants, was to have some effect on other participants
(e.g. draw out a new member of the group; teil an amusing story). It
was within the episode that I could observe how participants went
about pursuing interactive goals and what the effects in fact were.
(The psychological reality of interactive goals as opposed to speech
acts is noted by Gumperz [to appear].) In general, two kinds of
episodes called out for study: those that were striking because they
seemed to typify an identifiable kind of interaction; and those that
involved apparent dissonance. Just as the starred sentence is for
Tinguists a device by which underlying grammatical rules are un-
covered, so episodes in which conversational cooperation breaks down

can be seen as starred sequences and used to discover conversational
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control mechanisms which go unnoticed when conversation proceeds
smoothly (Gumperz and Tannen 1979) -- in other words, to uncover inter-
actional grammar. Such starred sequences are those in which there is

a noticeable disruption in rhythm, or participants show signs of
annoyance or dissatisfaction with the interaction (i.e. Erickson's
"uncomfortable moments"). Having isolated such episodes and identi-
fied the devices which were misunderstood by a participant, I then
Tooked for other occurrences of the same device in intercharges with
other participants.

Playback was a sensitive process. Since this was the way that
the other members of the group showed me the interaction from their
perspectives, it was important for them to direct the session. I had
to bé careful to wait for them to make comments and not put ideas in
their heads or words in their mouths. Therefore, I gave them control
of the tape recorder. They could stop it and comment when they 1liked,
and start it again when they felt they had done commenting. In the
event, however, that an episode I had singled out for analysis or
another participant had commented upon, was not the subject of comment
by another participant, I did then call attention to the segment. In
those cases I began with the most general questions and only as a last
resort made specific mention of what I thought might be going on or
what another had observed. The playback sessions were recorded for
later reference, and to obviate the need to take notes, wnich might
have hampered the spontaneity of comments.

Playback with Dan, Chuck, and Susie. had quite a different charac-
ter from playback with Karl and Paul. Playback with Karl, and to a

large extent with Paul, for the most part confirmed my hypotheses
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about their intentions. In contrast, playback with Chuck, Dan, and
Susie often resembled field work with native speakers of an exotic
language. They constantly enligntened me about phenomena which I had
found puzzling. This difference highlights a basic aspect of my
study.

I speak with a particular style, and I participated in the con-
versation being analyzed. Moreover, the style I shared to some extent
with two other people in the group “dominated" the interaction. Thus,
my analysis emerges, in its focus, as an analysis of that style, and
the devices used by the other speakers in the group are contrasted
with that. This results from the fact that they never had a chance
to exercise their own devices in extended interaction with each other,
since the faster-paced, more expressive style made it difficult or
impossible for them to participate. Second, I have an intuitive grasp
of the operation of my own strategies. My understanding of the
devices used by myself, and to a great extent those used by Paul and
Karl, was immediate and unequivocal. In contrast, the reactions of
the others in the group and the intentions of their devices often had
to be explained to me during playback.

This imbalance leads to another danger as well. There are times
that the analysis may have a ring of self-congratulation: showing
that the devices my friends and I use are successful, while those used
by others in the group cause troubie. I tried to avoid this; I have
no conscious intention to imply value judgment. My hypothesis is
unequivocaily that any devices are successful when interactants share
expectations about their meaning and use, and any devices can cause

trouble when such expectations are not shared. However, it is the
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nature of conversational habits that 6ne‘s own way of saying things
seems self-evidently appropriate, just as the word for chair in one's
own language seems to reflect what a chair is, while words for chair
in other languages seem like translations. Therefore, this study is
necessarily -- as a result of the nature of the interaction and my own
expertise as a speaker of a particular style -- an explication of a
rapport-based strategy. I have tried to be diligent in my research on
the other strategies involved; I have tried to be fair in my presenta-
tion of those findings. But ultimately it will have to remain for
speakers of other styles to give a full account of the operation of

their own strategies and consequent devices.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE PARTICIPANTS IN THANKSGIVING DINNER

At 4 PM on November 23, 1978, six people gathered for Thanksgiving
dinner in Oakland, California. The guests arrived; they greeted each
other, chatted, then sat down to eat turkey, cranberry sauce and sweet
potatoes. The table was set at the beginning and cleared at the end;
dishes were washed. Guests left; the host closed the door behind him.
And all the while they talked. When the guests returned to their
homes and the host retired to the restored guiet of his post-dinner
house, 1t was from the talk more than anything else that they gleaned
their impressions of the evening and the people who participated in it.

In many ways this dinner in Qakland was 1ike countless others
(some larger, some smaller) that were taking place at the same time,
or were ending or about to begin. But this was a particular place and
time, and these were particular people, gathered at specific times in
their Tives, with histories and hopes connecting and separating them.
We cannot study every Thanksgiving dinner. We cannot study everything
about this one. But we can, and we shall, closely examine the tape-
recorded conversation of the six people at this dinner, and thereby

glimpse the ways in which their talk worked for them on this occasion.
*kkkkkk
The dinner, a potluck (in the style that is popular among people

of this age Tiving in California at this time) is held at the home of

Kar1l, a 33-year-old professional concert pianist and piano teacher.
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The first to arrive are Paul and Susie. Paul, 35, is a management
analyst at a major university. He brings two pies he has made (one
pumpkin, one mince pie). Susie, 29, is a professional performing
cellist and gambist. She has brought a bottle of wine. I am the next
to arrive, bringing cranberry sauce and wine. I am 33 and a graduate
student at UC Berkeley. Finally, Dan and Chuck knock at the door and
I Tet them in. Dan is 29. He is a painter who works full time as a
sign language interpreter. Chuck will be 30 the next day; he is a
writer in the promotion department of Walt Disney Productions. They
bring a bowl of ratatouille and a Targe mixed salad. One more guest
will arrive late, after dinner: Victor, 37, an architect who is deaf.

The guests have come from a range of places. Dan, like Karl,
Tives in Oakland. I live close by, in Berkeley. Paul has driven from
his home in Palo Alto, about an hour away. He has picked Susie up at
the airport, where she arrived from her home in Vancouver.

Traveling back in time. where did these people grow up? Karl,
Paul, and I in New York City; Dan and Chuck in Los Angeles; Susie in
London, England. And continuing further back, where did their parents
grow up, and their grandparents, beginning the process that would lead
to this dinner? Karl's and Paul's parents are Jewish and from New
Yrok, where their grandparents emigrated from Poland and Russia. My
parents were born in those East European countries and completed their
growirg up in New York. This backing up of generations uncovers a new
overlap: Chuck's mother, who is Italian, was born and raised in New
York City; his father is from Los Angeles, of Scotch and English
extraction. Dan's parents too are of Irish, Scotch and English back-

ground, but they grew up in North Dakota and Iowa. Susie's father,
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born and raised in England, was Jewish, and his parents were from
Poland -- yet another mingling of roots. Her mother is American, from
a well-to-do upper New York State family. Thus the ethnic and geo-
graphic strands separate and weave in a braid through the generations.

What bonds of friendship and love bring these people together on
this afternoon? Karl is the hub. Paul is his brother. I have been
his "best friend" for nearly twenty years, since we met at summer camp
when we were 14. Karl and Susie lived together as partners for six
years; they have lived apart for four. Dan is Karl's good friead.
Chuck is Dan's friend, visiting from LA. Victor is Dan's Tover.

And with what feelings and thoughts do they arrive? Karl is the
host. He is pleased to have his friends and family in his home.
Throughout the evening he will be concerned with making people com-
fortable and keeping things orderly and attractive. Paul is pleased
to be with his brother on Thanksgiving, one of his favorite holidays.
He is glad to see Susie and me, both of whom are "1like family," though
he hasn't seen us much lately. Susie is now a guest in the house
where she was once resident, but she notices that she feels quite com-
fortable. It is rather 1ike coming home for a visit to the house
where you grew up: both familiar and foreign. For me, this house is
as near to "my turf" as any house which is not mine. I know well and
Tike everyone who will be here, except Dan's friend Chuck, but I have
heard about him and I expect to 1ike him. My only apprehension con-
cerns Victor. I have had some uncomfortable moments in encounters
with him, and I am hoping they will not be repeated. Dan is glad to
be spending Thanksgiving with Karl and his friends, although he is

perhaps a bit concerned about his place in the group: Karl, Susie,
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Paul, and I seem, in a way, 1ike a unit. Dan is concerned that his
friend Chuck 1ike his friends and be 1iked by them. He knows too that
when Victor arrives, he will have to assume the role of interpreter,
and this will radically alter his interaction in the group. Chuck is
looking forward to the dinner, for he has heard about the people in-
volved and he believes he will find them interesting. He is also a
bit nervous since he will be the only stranger; perhaps he is a bit
intimidated, because people one has heard much about often seem
larger-than-1life.

Each person has professional concerns on her/his mind. Karl is
about to perform a major recital; the following week he will be the
piano soloist with a local orchestra. In addition, his piano stu-
dents, both adults and children, are having various successes and
problems, and he is concerned with their progress. Paul is anticipat-
ing a raise in the near future; he is thinking about meetings and
decisions that have occupied him at work. Susie has come to the Bay
Area to perform a series of Early Music recitals. I am about to begin
writing my dissertation. This makes me something of a participant/
observer in all conversations, including this onz, which I will tape.
(The decision to base my dissertation on this very conversation has
not yet been made). Dan will soon be taking a difficuit test for
certification as a sign interpreter. Chuck has recently travelled
cross-country with the Walt Disney-sponsored whistle-stop tour in
celebration of Mickey Mouse's Birthday. The promotional train ride,

a national event, was Chuck's idea, so its realization is a source of
satisfaction to him. He is also concerned with a creative writing

project he is engaged in.
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In addition to their professional lives, all of these people are
preoccupied with their private lives. Each one is bound in a network
of connections to others not present. Susie has recently suffered a
break in her relationship with the man she has 1lived with since she
and Karl separated. Paul has just separatzd from his wife of seven
years. Dan is being visited not only by Chuck, his good friend, but
also by Victor, who Tives in a city several hours away -- despite the
fact that their relationship has seemed to be ending (indeed Dan has
wanted it to be ending) for some time. Chuck has come to spend Thanks-
giving, and his birthday, with Dan rather than going to visit Bob, his
Tover of two years. Thelr relationship seems to be on the way out too.
Susie is stili performing with her former lover, who has also come to
the Bay Area for the concert series. Dan is uncertain about the sig-
nificance of Victor's continuing visits. Paul is in the process of
piecing together his feelings about his newly-ex-wife and concerned
about the effect of tneir separation on his children. Chuck is expect-
ing Bob to visit him here in a few days. (Only Karl and I are not in
the throes of breakups).

The participants' interests and concerns overlap in some ways and
diverge in others. There are two musicians (Karl and Susie); a
painter (Dan); two writers (Chuck and I); two involved in the world of
the university (Paul and I). Three geographical backgrounds are
represented, as well as relationships of varying degrees of closeness:
siblings (Paul and Karl); former partners (Susie and Karl); former

“in-Taws (Susie and Paul); as well as friends of varying degrees of
intimacy and frequency of contact ranging from Karl and I, who have

been friends nearly twenty years, to new acquaintances (Chuck and
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everyone there except Dan). There are cases of shared ethnic back-
ground (Karl, Paul, and I) and shared sex (two women and four men).
Sexual orientation splits the group yet another way: Karl, Dan, and
Chuck are gay; Paul, Susie, and I are straight. As the conversaticn
proceeds, these and other alliances appear and recede, either dominat-
ing the group discussion or creating parallel discussions.

Each person in the group has a mix of expectations and anxieties
about how the others will feel about him or her and how s/he feels
about the others. As they engage in conversation, their interests
will Tead them into group or dyadic discussions, in which their foci
will temporarily coincide, or just miss each other, 6} miss each other
entirely. Each participant will move to the center of attention at
some point, when her/his interests come into focus. Karl and Susie
will talk about music; Paul will talk about aikido (he is a blackbelt),
and about his children. Dan will be looked to as the expert on sign
language, Susie on cooking, I on Tanguage and communication. Chuck
will be asked about his home and his work. Events in the relaticn-
ships of some of those present will be discussed. At transition

points, and throughout, everyone will talk about the food.
Kok Kkek kk

Everyone expected to "have conversation" during this gathering,
but their notions of what sort of conversation this would be and how
it would be effected was necessarily different for different members
of the group. ATl the myriad and subtle calibrations of talk that
have been discussed and not discussed in the literature created

impressions that each person made on the other people, and ultimately
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the impressions that each had of the dinner gathering as a whole.

In recalling Thanksgiving dinner, Karl said he felt that it had
been a terrific evening. The conversation had been lively and satisfy-
ing; he had had a great time. This coincided perfectly with my own
impression.

Paul's recollection was slightly less enthusiastic. He said it
had been "successful" but not "ecstatic." He recalled that the con-
versation had been "competitive," and he remarked that, although he
can hold his own in such a conversation, he is not fully comfortable
doing so. To explain, he said that he doesn't live in Berkeley or
New York, and most of his friends are not so intellectual as many of
Karl's friends.

Susie recalled that it had felt 1ike a "New York evening." It
was "pretty frenetic and changeable," she said, and she had been inse-
cure as she always is about her "place in a rambunctious crowd." She
said that she loves New York style, so long as she gives up trying to
be a part of it: "As soon as I try to keep up, I Tose track of my-
self." Since she couldn't participate, there were times when she
felt herself verging on boredom. Susie commented that if she had
been at a dinner gathering in England, she would have talked more.
The conversation would have been "more consistent"; the whole thing
would have been more "slow-moving, logical and methodical."

Dan said that he felt the dinner had been dominated by “the New
York Jewish element." He remembered the intensity and the pace, and
reported that he had felt 1ike an observer, unable to quite "fit in."
When I pointed out that he had been the center of attention at

numerous times, he said, sure, he could be the center of attention or
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he could be an observer but he could not just "be part of the flow."
He enjoyed it, he said, but rather as if he had been treated to a show.

Chuck recalled that "the conversaticn had been all over," but he
had enjoyed the dinner very much and gone away happy, feeling that he
Tiked the people he'd met: people who talked a Tot about things they
knew something about. He felt it had been an animated and intellec-
tual discussion.

Participants differed, too, with respect to their recollections
of how much they and others had participated. Karl recalled that I
had dominated and Paul had talked a iot too. He felt that Chuck had
been very quiet, but Dan had talked rather a leot. Susie identified
the "rambunctious crowd" as being composed of Karl, me, Paul, and Dan,
although she later singled out Karl and me as "a two-man team." Paul
recalled that Karl had dominated; he did not feel I had. I had the
impression that Karl and Paul and I had all taken part equaliy, while
Susie and Chuck had been rather quiet, with Dan somewhere between.

In concrete terms, who "dominated" the evening? Table 1 shows
how many contributions each rarticipant made during the two and a

half hours of taped ta]k:l

Table 1

Number of Conversational Contributions

Name Conversational turns
Deb 811
Kar] 594
Paul 417
Chuck 405
Dan 386
Susie 169
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Thus some of the impressions left by the conversation on the various
rarticipants differed radically from each other, and from the evidence
in terms of number of conversational contributions made. What was it
that made the talk seem "great" to Karl and me and "intellectual" to
Paul and Chuck, while Susie and Dan experienced it as something defin-
able as "New York" (and Paul as "New York or Berke?ey").2
A clue to the style difference that accounted for the discrepancy
between impress ons of Thanksgiving dinner, came in the form of a com-
ment by Dan on another occasion during the time when I was beginning
my analysis of the data. He had just met my sister, Mimi, who was
visiting me in California. After he had been talking to her for a
while at a gathering at my house, Dan came up to me with great excite-
ment and animation. "Your sister talks just 1ike you!" he exclaimed.
My interest, of course, could not have been more intense. "Well I was
talking to her," he said, "and I told her that I had been in New York
last summer. ‘'WHERE'!" Dan illustrated Mimi's response by tacking on
the question, "Where," very fast and abrupt, at the end of his ques-
tion, with falling intonation, 1ike a poke. As he said it, he darted
his head in my direction, too, giving the feeling of physically impos-
ing in my "space”. Dan repeated, "Just 'WHERE!' Just 1ike that!",
as if this were the most peculiar utterance he had ever encountered.
“She didn't say, 'Oh, really? Where did you go in New York?' or any-
thing like that. Just 'where!'" Again he imitated the abrupt ques-
tion and jutted his head toward me. "And then I realized," he said,
“that that's what you do. And at first I thought it was really rude,
but then I got used to it. And your sister does the same thing. If

I hadn't known I would have thought it meant she was bored and wanted
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the conversation to be over quickly.”

Dan's comment intrigued me from a number of points of view. That
my sister uses a verbal device which I use is not surprising. But Dan
was focusing on a strategy that both Karl and I use throughout the
Thanksgiving conversation. And the fact that Dan found it so peculiar,
that he might in fact find it rude, was a shock to me. How could he
think my sister Mimi rude? (let alone me). I was glad that he had
“gotten used to it," but I knew enough about communication to know that
if he found such a strategy disconcerting, he weuld continue to do so,
and any forgiveness could come only after the fact. Dan's reaction to
my sister's abrupt question, and his comment that he found it typical
of the sort of thing I do, sent me back to my Thanksgiving tape with
renewed focus.3 Sure enough, I found numerous instances in which
strategies similar to that were getting Karl, Paul, and me in trouble
with Chuck, Dan, and Susie. On the other hand, such strategies worked
just fine when we used them with each other.

In fact, Karl uses precisely the same strategy as Mimi in an
interchange with Chuck. Chuck too had recently been to New York, and

he made reference to that:

(1) C That's what I expected to find in New York was lots
of bageis.

(2) K Did you find them?

(3) C No no what I found were were UH-- croiss? crescent
rolls, and croissant and all that? ... the ... crescent
rolls mostly, lots of that kind of stuff but it was

(4) K Where.
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Karl's question (4), "Where," comes as an interruption and is spoken
with abrupt, falling intonation, just like Mimi's question to Dan. In
fact, the context is almost exactly the same. Karl too does not know
Chuck at this time, and he too is asking, "Where did you go in New
York?" Not surprisingly, Chuck, when Tistening tc this portion on the
tape, agreed with Dan, that the question was disconcertingly abrupt
and clipped. He said that it made him feel "on the spot." His

response was hesitant and reserved:

(5) C I don't know. ... I didn‘t go around a whoie lot for
breakfast I was kind of ... stuck in ... the Plaza

/for a while/ which was interesting.

His answer trails off at the end.
This is an example of the sort of conversational devices which

will be discussed in the following analysis.
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FOOTNOTES TC CHAPTER THREE

1. I considered a single "contribution" any uninterrupted flow of
talk. If another speaker overlapped, and the overlap resulted in the
original speaker discontinuing talk which s/he picked up again later,
the result was counted as two turns. If an overlap occurred but the
original speaker continued without a break in rhythm, it was one turn.
In either case the overlap counted as a turn for the second speaker.
Non-verbal and contentless utterances, such as "mhm" or "wow" were
counted as turns when they were uttered against a background of silence
in between other speakers' turns. They were not counted as contribu-
tions if they were uttered while other speakers continued talking un-
interrupted.

Counts of contributions can be deceptive. For one thing, they do
not reflect differences in Tength of contributions, nor what their
content was. Second, as has already been noted, some people strayed
out of range of the recorder. I was the only one who remained next to
it the entire time; Karl was off in the kitchen quite a Tot of the
time in the beginning. Nevertheless comments made in the kitchen were
audible on the tape, if they were directed to people in the adjacent
dining area. And for most of the period of taping, everyone was
within range. There is also the problem of parallel conversations.

In some cases, it was impessible to decipher either, but in most
cases, at least the outiines of talk were distinguished, and even if
it was impossible to tell what someone was saying, at least it was

clear from the voice who was saying it.
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2. I believe Paul's association of this style with Berkeley represents
his experience of Berkeley -- i.e. visiting Karl and Karl's friends,
many of whom are originally from the East Coast.

3. I also began to notice this and similar devices in my interactions
with other people. For example, at a dinner party I met a fellow New
Yorker for the first time. We were talking animatedly to each other.
At one point she mentioned her brother, and I asked her, "What does
your brother do?" "Lawyer," shz said, tacking her answer immediately
en the tail of my question in a clipped way, with falling intonation.
I enjoyed a rush of pleasure at how smoothly our conversation was
going, but I thought too of Dan's observation and realized that this
was a way of answering that corresponded to the reduced question form

Dan had noted.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

90



CHAPTER FOUR
LINGUISTIC DEVICES IN CONVERSATIONAL STYLE

-

After Thanksgiving was over, I had the impression that Dan's
friend Chuck had been rather quiet. In addition, I was surprised that
there hadn't been greater rapport between us, since our interests
seemed to overlap in a number of ways. Chuck, too, in recalling his
feelings before the dinner, said that, based on what Dan had told him
about the people he would meet that day, he had been particularly
interested in meeting me. This surpr’sed me even more, since I had

seen no evidence of such interest. Listening to our conversations on

tape confirmed my impression that we never "really clicked."

Personal vs. Impersonal Topics

For example, I had tried to draw Chuck out by asking him some

Gguestions about himself:l

(1) DT "You Tive in LA?
(2) C  Yeah.
(3) DT "'visiting here?
(4) C Yeah.

(5) DT What do you dd there?
(6) C uh-- I work at Disney Prosuh? ... Walt Disney ....

[a--nd
~ 7
(7) DT LYou an artist?
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(8) C No-- no. [tonel
(9) DT Writer?

(10) ¢ Yeah--. I write ... gavertising copy.
[tone]

[tone: Self-deprecating]

As I listened to this interchange on the tape, I again had the feeling
I recalled having had at the time it took place: Chuck was being un-
communicative. I was asking him questions to draw him out, and he
kept responding with as little information as possible. It seemed as
if he didn't want to tell me anything. The conversation proceeded

this way:

/ N
(11) DT Hmm. I know a lot of people who are writers in LA,
(12) ¢ TReally? Doing what?

(13) DT gﬁe[éf them 's .. [éeen writing movies and things?

creenplays. verybody's .. scri eally?
(14) ¢ S 1 E body" i? Really?
(15) DT They're all tf}ing to write scr screenplays. [chuckle]

(16) C Yeah. That's what éVerybody does in .. LA is wri?
I Lveah”

try to write scréénp]ays.

(17) DT 'Two of them seem to be doing pretty well.

(18) C Really? They doing TV, or they doing features, or
what.

(19) DT Movies,
fz

(20) € Really?

(21) DT Movies.
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(22) C Yeah if they're doing that they're doing vé?y well.
(23) DT Yeah.

Once the subject turned to the general situation of writers in
LA, Chuck took an active role in the conversation. He showed interest
by volunteering information (16) and evaluations (22) and asking ques-
tions (18).

As the conversation proceeded about LA (Chuck and I were now
engaged in a dyadic interchange; the others were elsewhere engaged),
we achieved a high degree of cooperation. For example, we exhibited a
pattern of ccoperative sentence-building in which the Tistener picks
up the thread of the speaker and supplies the end of the speaker's
sentence, which the speaker then accepts and incorporates into the
original sentence without a hitch in rhythm and almost without a hitch

in timing.

~ /
(1) C Yeah the town's full of would-be writers, would-be

DT 1 know
/ ~ 7 7‘/
directors, would-be producers,
/7
(2) DT would-be actorsﬂ
(3) ¢ Lydh]d—be ictors,
(4) DT Yeah.

(5) C Yeah it's incredible.

I pick up Chuck's series by offering (2) "would-be actors" as another
in his 1ist, and he repeats this as part of his Tist (3). Our mutual

"yeahs" (4) & (5) contribute to the sense of harmony and agreement.
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At another point in this segment, it is Chuck who reinforces my
point.
(1) DT I think everywhere. What's depressing is that when
acc
you think about it, it's probably the same way with
doctors, and dentists,

(2) C Déétors, and déﬁtists, and ... yeah ... and I know . -
[It chuckles]

it's true with Tawyers, so

7/
(3) DT Yeah. .. Most people .. I always figure ... most
C Yeah

.. . 2 <
people just do their jobs and get by ... a--nd ...
P
maybe about tEn percent are really great, and about
\
ten percent are really horrible.

(4) C  .hm

(5) DT and .. maybe another ....-twenty percent on either end

(6) C [/ . ? ./The
7~ ~N

old bell curve comes in again.

(7) DT Yeah

In (2) Chuck picks up my phrase, "doctors and dentists," and adds
"lawyers." ‘Uhen I explain my idea (3) about people's competence in
their jobs, Chuck summarizes the significance of what I have just said
by calling it "the old bell curve" (6), and I agree that this is what
I had in mind (7) "Yeah."

Thus Chuck and I exhibit a flow in our conversation which we both

found satisfying. And yet in listening to the tape I feit that I had
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showed a lack of interest in Chuck by deflecting the conversation from
him personally and allowing it to veer off toward jobs in general. I
can surmise that I felt just the same at the time because I tried once
more to focus on him, with resuits similar to those that appeared the

first time:

(1) ¢ So ....
y

(2) DT So, but that's a permanent full-time thing you have?

So you égt?
(3) C  Yeah.
(4) DT That's good.

N AN

(5) C Uhuh, I just sort of fell into it. I was kind of

7
]Géky, .... and .. I've just been kind of playing with

it .. for a whi]éq-
(6) DT Did you d6 there for that phrpose?
(7) C  No. I went there to pay off student loans.
(8) DT How'd you get that jSB,
(8) C My dad's worked there since 193}.
(10) DT Oh. [chuckle] ~That helps.
(11) C [; didn't get a wr{iing job but I got

Ve
a Jjob 1ike in the mail room.

Listering to the beginning of this segment of the interchange, I
again felt that Chuck was being uncooperative, His monosyllabic
response (3) "Yeah" seemed resistant. Although Chuck offers slightly
more information in (5), he still seemed reluctant to reveal much,

because of his use of hedges ("just sort of," "kind of," "just ...
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kind of," "a while") and internal hesitations. The entire contribu-
tion seemed vague and lacking in information. Frustrated by Chuck's
vagueness, I tried to get him to be more specific by asking (6) "Did
you go there for that purpose?" Again, Chuck's response (7) "No I
went there to pay off student Toans" does not seem to me to answer my
question. I cannot see the connection between paying off loans and
choice of a particular city tc Tive in. At this point a two second
pause attests to the breakdown in communication. I expected Chuck to
go on. Since he didn't, I asked another question, this time a more
direct one: (8) "How'd you get that job?" Chuck's answer to this (9)
is not verbose, but it begins to tell something specific. Uhile I am
responding with (10) "Oh that helps," Chuck begins to talk at length
about how he got his job. For the first time I feel that he is par-
ticipating in the conversation in the way I expected.

During playback with Dan, I got my first inkling of what might
be going on in these interchanges with Chuck. Dan pointed out that
the very reason the conversation became smooth and cooperative when it
did, was that the topic had switched from Chuck personally to an
impersonal topic: LA. He said that he knows Chuck is not comfortable
talking about himself, especially with someone he doesn't know very
well. Suddenly I saw the irony in my own behavior. Just when Chuck
was feeling comfortable with the topic, I became uncomfortable, feel-
ing that I had been rude to Chuck by switching to a more general topic.
Therefore I refocused the talk on him, with the intention of making
him more comfortable, but I actually made him uncomfortable, and the

conversational rhythm faltered again.
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During playback, Chuck volunteered the same perspective. He said
that he feels on the spot when asked to talk about himself, especially
with new acquaintances, and especially about his job. He said that
his initial vagueness in the second quoted segment came from that dis-
comfort, but he finally overcame it to answer my direct questions.

Thus I began to see one of the major differences in Chuck's and
my strategies: expectations about appropriate topics of talk between

new acquaintances.

The Enthusiasm Constraint

In order to understand Chuck's view of this interchange, it will
be useful to back up and lock at some earlier interchanges between him
and me. Bateson (1972) noted that it is possible to achieve different
views of interaction by punctuating the stream of behavior in different
places. That is, at the same time that a certain event (X) can be seen
as an action causing a reaction (Y), it is simultaneously in jtself a
reaction to a preceding action (W). And the event (Y) which occurs as
a reaction to X will in turn trigger the succeeding event (Z), in a
continuous stream. Thus, my conversation with Chuck about LA and his
job must be seen in 1ight of our preceding interchanges.

Earlier in the Thanksgiving dinner gathering, the conversation
had turned to my work. Chuck asked what kind of analysis I do on con-
versation. In response to my explanation, he commented, "That's Tike
Erving Goffman kind of stuff." His comment provoked the following

exchange:
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(1) C
(2) bT
(3) C
(4) DT
(5) C
(6) DT
(7) C

(8) DT

(10) T
(11) C
(12) DT
(13) C

(16) DT

(17) C
(18) DT
(19) C
(20) P

Ve
That's 1ike Erving Goffman kind of stuff.

.’ . s
You know Erving Goffman?

I}

[

7/ 7/ Ve . N
Oh veah, I love his books.
Oh, how do you know? T 3iust mé% him.

7/
Oh did you?

Yeah.
f'a1ways wanted to meet him. I read his books ... a
book .. Asfﬁums. first but that's all
DT Yeah-
because
I didn't read Asylums but I know it's one of
C “But

/7
the brilliant ones.
And I just ...[;gad another one.

Did you read Stigma?

No. But I've got
It's wonderful.

I've got ... three or four 6%her ones
that-are 1ike that.

L Presentation of Se]f[;n Everyday Life

resentation of Self in
F <1

Everyday Life ,[ u--m

A--nd uh Relations in Public, ... and
Interactional Ritual,
Right. Interactional Ritual.
I néver read thét one.
/YéEh I've got tﬁét one./

What is this?
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I recall, when I think about the Thanksgiving conversation, that
I felt frustrated at the time because I wanted to hear what Chuck
thought of Goffman, and he did not tell me. Yet as I listen to the
talk on tape it sounds to me as if I am not giving him a chance to tell
me, because I keep cutting him off. My comments (8) (10) (12) (14)
and (16) all are timed to overlap with Chuck's talk, and they all seem
Tike interruptions, preventing him from saying what he began. How
couid my conversational device (interruption) so obstruct my purpose
(find out what Chuck thinks about Goffman's work)?

When I Tistened to other parts of the tape, in which I talk to
Karl and Paul, I got an insight into what may be going on. I was try-
ing enccurage Chuck to tell me, not by waiting for him to talk, but by
showing him my own excitement and exuberance. The message is in the
very pace which I am creating: "See how excited and interested I am?
I can hardly contain myself." I expect Chuck to become equally ex-
cited and shout me down. What throws this conversation off, is that
each time I overlap with Chuck, he stops what he is saying. That is
wny I end up looking like (and feeling like) a bulldozer. From my
point of view, Chuck reacts 1ike a basketball player who purposely
hurls himseif to the floor when an opponent touches him, so that the
umpire will think he has been pushed hard. By contrast, in conversa-
tions with Karl, I become excited and overlap and shout, and Karl
matches my volume and shouts right over me -- some of the time. Other
times he stops and I continue. The overall effect is a balanced
interchange. (Examples of this will be presented later).

The overlap-as-enthusiasm strategy is reminiscent of the

"enthusiasm constraint” I discovered for Greek speakers (Tannen 1976
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and 1979a). it is reminiscent as well of a behavioral pattern I have
seen on numerous occasions in Gresce. When two men become involved
in an argument in a public situation, they often shout loudly at each
other, and it is very commen for one of the two to raise his hand to
attack the other physically. Invariably, however, before he can bring
his arm forward into his enemy's face., someone -- any other man in the
vicinity -- will grab his outstretched arm and restrain uim. It is
the knowledge that someone will restrain him that makes it possible
for the man to take a swing, and the backward swing of his arm is the
complete message to his enemy: "I am angry encugh to hit you." I
suspect that if no one stopped him, and he succeeded in punching the
other man, the attacker would be as surprised and mortified as tne
victim. The message is in the swing, not the attack. Analogously, my
message in conversation is the excitement and exuberance that urges me
to talk Toud and fast with my interlocutor. It is not my intention to
hog the floor. I fully expect that others will talk over me.

Although Chuck does not participate in this way when I talk to
him about Goffman, his verbal devices come closer to such a strategy
when we operate as a duet (Falk 1979) in talk with a third party.

This happens when Paul asks what we are talking about:

(19) C ~/Yeah I've got that one.j
(20) P [what is this? What is he? What is he?

(21) DT He's a socio]ogist,[who's so brilliant. You have to

(22) C He's just incrédible. He's just
DT[/? ? / —>
C ‘incredible. He's witty.
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DT a pleasure reading. [Yeah. You guys have

Which one? Asylums?

\

T of ‘em.

i}

(25 ¢ A
(26) DT Read Asylums,
(27) C  Yeah, that's a good one to read.

(28) DT And the other one I? well read S1:1'Lgma:|
C LYeah 4 mm

(29) P The what?

(30) DT Stigma.

(31) C Stigma?

(32) DT Well maybe read Presentation of Self
first. =/ 227 /

(33) C [;nd he does real strange things yknow he goes

to he talks about géﬁb]ers and all this kind of stuff

and makes all these ané]ogies ... and jt's really /?/

In this segment, Chuck times his contributions to begin before I
have done talking (22, 27, 33); we make similar comments simulta-
neously (21, 22); he ratifies my comments (26, 27); and he echoes my
words (30, 31). He also volunteers information and opinions (33).

In playback, Chuck noted that when I questioned him about
Goffman, he was intimidated. For one thing, he felt I was the "expert"
and he the "novice," and therefore anything he might say would reveal
his relative ignorance, so he preferred that I keep talking. He was
operating on a defensive strategy. I, however, was operating on a
rapport strategy. Starting from the assumption that we were equals,

I tried to establish rapport by throwing cut everything I could think
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of associated with the topic: for example, 1listing the names of
Goffman's books. In prorotypical complementary schismogenetic fashion,
this had the effect of overwhelming Chuck and intimidating him even
more. He commented, during playback, "See how well you know Goffman,
now you're rattling off the names af all his books?" The fact that I
had not read many of them did not come through; it was overshadowed by
the impact of the 1ist. However, in talk aimed at Paul, who did not
know anything about the subject, Chuck said he felt free to show off
what he knew. This highlights the fact th;t wiereas a speaker may not
employ a certain strategy in one situation, s/he might well employ it
ina different context. Preference for one strategy or another is not
absolute, but context-sensitive.

In the discussion with Chuck about Goffman, I do the same thing
that I do in our later talk about LA: I get a sense that I am doing
too much of the talking, so I try to turn the conversation back to
Chuck. The result is just the same as it is in the other discussion:
Chuck's strategy becomes more defensive.

(1) DT Eut 5ﬁyway. ... THow do vou happen to know his stuff?
—_—
(2) ¢ Cause I réad it.

(3) P ¥hat do you do?q

(4) DT L/ ? ? -jare you in ... sociology or anything?
7/
(5) C  Yeah I read a Tittle bit of it.
[rid]
(6) DT Hm?

7
(7) C I read a little bit of it.
[red]

(8) DT I mean were you ... uh studying sociology?
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(9) C No.
(10) DT You just heard about it, huh?
yd
(11) C Yeah. No. I heard about it from a friend who was a

sociologist, and he said read this book, it's a good
I+uhuh

book and I read that book, an
P DTEuhuh? Plhuh

(12) DT I had never heard about him before I started studying
1ingd§stics.

(13) C  Really?

(14) DT Yeah.

In answer to my high-pitched question (1) "How do you happen to
know his stuff?" Chuck says (2) "Cause I read it." This seemed (and
seems) to me to be begging the question. Chuck seemed to be resisting
the obvious question of how he happened to read it. Further, he spoke
with a tone that suggests slight annoyance, as if to say, "I read it,
of course. How else?" Paul reacted as I did, since he asked (3)
"What do you do?" at the same time that I asked (4) "Are you in soci-
iology?" (During playback Paul attested that this was indeed his
reaction). That is, both Paul and I expected Chuck to tell how his
1ife -- and most Tikely his work or education -- led him to Goffman's
books. My question {4) represents my characteristic tactic of asking
with a more direct quastion, when I do not get the information I
expect. Again Chuck's answer (7) "I read a 1ittle bit of it," does
not explain how he came to read it. Predictably, I follow up by
restating my question assuming he didn't understand: (8) "I mean were
you ... uh studying sociology?" Again, Chuck's answer declines to

give more than the information immediately requested: (9) "No."
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At this point I apparently give up trying to elicit information
from Chuck. However, the matter does not feel closed to me, so I
supply a plausible explanation of my own: (10)"You just heard about
it, huh?" Here I seem to be coming to terms with the fact that Chuck
is not going to furnish the sort of answer I expect, so I settle for
my own reconstruction of his unstated answer. At just this point,
Chuck comes through with what I expected four conversational turns
earlier: (11) "I heard about it from a friend who was a sociologist."
Again, Chuck was reluctant to offer information in a field in which he
felt I was more competent. Chuck noted, during playback, another pos-
sible factor in his reluctance to offer information about the source
of his familiarity with Goffman's work. The friend who was a soci-
ologist was someone Chuck had lived with for many years -- hence, an
asscciation with personal matters, which he did not want to talk about.

This conversation about Goffman preceded the one about LA and
Chuck's work ( p. 91). The two interchanges exhibit roughly the same
pattern (cf Pittenger et. al., "recurrence"). Throughout these conver-
saticns, I had the feeling that Chuck was withholding and resisting,
and I had no idea wny. I kept trying to rectify the situation by
talking faster, asking him more questions, being more enthusiastic,
saying more, and focusing more attention on him personally. It now
seems likely that all these devices had the effect of further stimy-
ing him.

There are at least two major stylistic differences operating
here: notions of content (what it is appropriate to talk about) and
control devices (how it is appropriate to talk about it). The idea

that it is "polite" to talk about personal matters, that people Tike
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to talk about themselves, seems like a "given" to some speakers (e.g.
me), while for others it is equally obviously not true. Note, of

course, that the setting determines appropriateness judgments. Chuck
may well Tike to talk about himself with a close friend, if not with

someone he has just met.

The Machine-Gun Question

To me, the way in which I asked questions of Chuck: with high
pitch, rapid rate, fast pacing with respect to preceding comments, and
reduced syntactic forms, all signal familiarity and casualness --
hence rapport, designed to make the other feel comfortable. However,
my questions made Chuck feel "on the spot," rather like my sister's
question tc Dan ("Where." p. 86). Questions of this sort operate
effectiveiy in other segments of the Thanksgiving conversation --
specifically, in interchanges between Kari, Paul, and me.

For example, note the following %egment. At this point, Paul has
commented that his son's teacher believes that television has Tlimited
children's fantasy 1ives, and Karl corcurs. I then ask Karl and Paul
a series of questions, fast and at times high-pitched, just like those
that I earlier asked Chuck:

(1) K I think it's basically done ... dgﬁage to children.
[EON@=mmmmm e e e R :

s N <
-...(That what good it's done is ... outiweighed by ...

the dsmagi. [very sober tone throughout]
/
(2) T Did you two grow up with television?
/7 N\ / .
(3) P Very little. We had a vaﬂn the Quonset

(4) DT LHw o1d were you when your

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



106

parents got it?
7/ \ ~
(5) K We had a TV but we didn't watch it all

7 7 s
the time. .... Ve were very young. I was four when my

—

parents got a va

(6) DT Lyou were four?

(7) P I even remember tHat. ...... 1 don't remember/ ?? —

(8) K ~1 remember they got a TV—
before

P 2/
Ve
K we moved out o%lthe Quéﬁset huts. In nineteen fifty

N
four.
(9) P I remember we got it in the Quonset huts.
Pe
(10) DT [chuckles] You Tived in Quonset huts? ...."When you
were how old?
~ . 7 Ve
(11) K Y'know my father's dentist said to him what's a Quonset
/
hut. ... And he said God, ydﬁ must be younger than my
7 Vs N 7
children. .... He was. .... Younger than both of us.
S [sighs]

The pace of this entire segment is fast, with much overlap and
littTe pause between utterances. My questions may set the pace, but
the responses are equally fast-paced. Paul and Karl overlap with each
other (7,8) and latch utterances onto preceding ones (5,9) (The term
“latch" is taken from Schenkein 1978). My question (2) is latched
onto Karl's rather slow-paced and sober observation about television
(1). My next question (4) is timed to overlap with Paul's answer to

(2). (Since Paul and Karl are brothers, they are equally able to
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answer). My questions in (10) are high-pitched and fast: "You lived
in Quonset huts?" is a response-question, showing my surprise, and
"When you were how o1d?" asks for more information in just the same
tone.

My question (2) "Did you two grow up with television?" represents
a shift in focus of the conversation, putting Paul and Karl on the
spot in a personal way, whereas they were previousiy talking about
television in general. They both quickly take up this new tack, and
in their responses they interrupt and repeat each other to answer in
tandem. By the time I ask (4) "How old were you when your parents got
it?" Karl has just begun to answer my question (2) with his comment
(5): "We had a TV but we didn't watch it all the time." He goes
ahead with this comment and then continues to answer my second ques-
tion by saying, "I was four when my parents got a TV." It is interest-
ing to see how the constructions of the two sentences reflect the
shift in focuc of Karl's statements. His first sentence in (5) "We
nad a TV but" echoes Paui’s "We had a TV" in (3). Karl's second sen-
tence in (5) picks up the phrase "when my parents got a TV" from my
question (4)"...When your parents got a TV."

There are two intricate patterns of synchronization here. The
first is Paul's and Karl's "duetting" (Falk 1979), as they both talk
about their childhood recollections; that is, they jointly hold one
side of the conversation. I, meanwhile, am timing my questions to
come either as interruptions or at the precise end of Paul's and
Karl's sentences -- extremely rapid fire. If my rapid questions come
at a time when Karl is not prepared to stop talking, he either answers

when he is ready or ignores the question completely, depending on how
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much more he has to say. The first phenomenon has been seen (5). The
second can be seen when Karl ignores my question (10) "You lived in
Quonset huts? ... When you were how 01d?" Instead of answering, he
tells a Tittle story (11) which he has thought of in connection with
Quonset huts.

Note too the compressed nature of the question (10) "When you
were how old?" as opposed to the standard form, "How old were you when
you lived there?" The full form would have taken longer to utter, and
would have signalled its interrogative intent syntactically. The ques-
tion as uttered is a reduced form; it is shorter, and its interroga-
tive intent is signaiied most saliently by sharp rising intonation.
The result of this reduction, combined with the accelerated pace of
utterance, is that the question relays the conversational ball faster
than would "normally" be expected -- just 1ike the reduced question
"Where" which was discussed earlier (p. 86). The effect is intended
as a rapport device, by which the metamessage is, "We are such good
communicators, we don't need full forms." However, when used with
somecne who does not share this system, the effect would most Tikely
be (1ike Dan's reaction to the reduced question "Where"), "Let's get
this conversation over with because you're such a bore."

In addition, the fast pace, reduced syntactic form, and high
pitch of this question are intended to connote casualness, to signal
the message, "Answer this if you like, but iT you have something else
to say, go ahead, because this really isn't all that important.” This
message gets through; Karl takes the option of not answering the
question. It is not the case that the question overlaps with some-

thing he has already begun to say, as in (5), where his statement
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begins immediately after my question (4). Rather, there is a long
pause of 1.5 seconds after my question (10), before Karl begins his
story (11). As I listen to the tape, I do not mind in the least that
he has chosen to tell this story rather than answer my question. I am
pleased that he realizes that I would Tike to hear what he most feels
like teiling, and that he does not “stand on ceremony" by feeling he
must answer every question I happen to ask. His lack of compulsion
about answering my questions frees me to toss them out as exuberently
as I like.

At another times, Karl permits my interruption to change the
course of his talk. For example, later in the same episode, he com-
ments that people 1iving in the Quonset huts had rats, and he con-

tinues:

(1) K Cause they were built near the swéﬁp. .... We used to
/7
90 ... hunting fréés[dn the swamps,

Ve N . 4 ~
Where was it. Where were yours?
F acc

7
(3) K In the Bronx.
e b ~
(4) p In the Bronx. In the East Bronx?
7
(5) DT How long did you live in 'it?‘{
(6) K iﬁear the swamps? .... Now
there's a big cooperative building.
(7) P Three years.

(8) DT Three years?
[breathy tone]

In this segment, Karl permits my overlap to become an interruption.

When I ask (2) "Where was it? Where were yours?" he halts his
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recollection about hunting frogs in the swamps (1) to answer my ques-
tion in (3). However, when my next question (5) comes: "How long did
you live in it?" he is still answering my previous question with (6)
"Near the swamps? ... Now there's a big cooperative building?" 1In
other words, he has taken one question (2) and allowed it to determine
his next contributions, but he ignores another (5) because it is toc
soon after his answer to (2). My question (5) is actually answered by
Paul, who is not otherwise engaged (and who throughout the evening is
attentive to my questions and needs, as I am to his).

When Karl Tistened to this conversation on the tape, he affirmed
that it was a fine conversation. He was not troubled by my rapid
questions; he felt they showed interest, and he found their pace appro-
priate to the dvnamic nature of the talk. It was just this dynamic
quality, he averred, that made the conversation satisfying. Paul did
not find the pace unusual ejther, but he noted that he was having some
trouble staying in there.

There are many other segments of the Thanksgiving dinner conversa-
tion which show that Karl and I use rapid questions in the same way.
In one, Chuck is again the unfortunate target. The beginning of this
segment has already been reported and discussed (p. 87). It is the
discussion in with Chuck mentions his trip to New York, and Karl asks
him where he went there ([5] below). Following is the rest of that
segment.

(1) ¢ 'Thgk's what I expected to find in New York was 1Bts of
acc
b5§e1s.

(2) DR Yeah lots of bagels and when you go to Bdston you
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expect to find beghs.
(3) K [Did you ff;d them?
(4) C "No no. What I found were were uh-- ... croisa?
crescent rolis? and croissant? and aii that? .....

thE .. créscent rolls mostly. Lots of that kind of

stuff. But it was
(5) Where.

(6) DR Croissant.

/ 7 AN
(7) ¢ I don't know. ... I didn't go around a whole lot for
breakfast. I was kind of stuck at ... the P15§a for
pp

a while which was interesting.

/
(8) DT Ydu dayed at the Piaza?

(9) C Yeah.
(10) DT "Hooooooooo!
(11) K Were yéh on the Wést Side at all?
acc

Karl responds to Chuck's comment (1) that he expected to find
bagels in New York by asking (3) "Did you find them?" In this he cuts
off the end of Dan's humorous observation (2). Chuck's reply (4) to
Karl's question is fairly long but repetitive, slowed down by a filler
(uh--), a false start (“croise®"), repetition and rewording ("crescent
rolls", "croissant", “crescent roiis®), empty phrases ("and all that?,"
“that kind of stuff"), and pauses. Karl interrupts this reply to ask
(5) "Where." The contrast between Chuck's diffuse and repetitive (4}
and Karl's abrupt question (5) could not be more dramatic. In (7)

Chuck replies to Karl's question with another diffuse contribution.
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(7) begins with a hedge ("I don't know"), proceeds to a pause, has

more hedges ("a whole Tot," "kind of") and has more pauses before
reaching the contentful answer that he ate breakfast at the Plaza Hotel,
after which his voice trails off. It has already been postulated

(p. 88), as confirmed by Chuck, that the abruptness of Karl's question
probably took him aback and therefore slowed him down even more than
ordinarily might have been his style.

No sooner does Chuck get this information out, than I ask a ques-
tion which is really a back channel response: (8) "You stayed at the
Plaza?" In this instance, as has been seen elsewhere, rephrasing
Chuck's statement as a question is meant to show great interest: his
words have made an impression. Chuck's muted and characteristic
response (9) "Yeah" is met with yet another exclamation from me, this
time a high-pitched non-:2rbal one: (10) "Hoooooooo!" At this point,

Karl jumps in with (11) "Were you on the WestSide at al1?" His ques-
acce

tion is spoken quickly, with high pitch, ends with marked rising in-
tonation, and is Tatched onto the preceding utterance.

In another segment of conversation, it is clear Paul too uses the
strategy of quick questions to show interest. In the second hour of
taped conversation, Dan is talking to the group about sign language.

He has just explained the three signs he knows for the word "Christmas"

and told what they symbolize.

N
(1) DR So-- and this is the one that's Berkeley. This is
the BE?ke]ey ... sign for .. foq:ggristmas

7
(2) DT Do you figure out

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



(3) DR
(4) DT

(5) DR

(6) DT

(7) DR
(8) DT

(9) DR

(12) DR
(13) P

those .. those um corresandences? or do? when you
DR/?/

Tearn the signs, /does/ somebody téﬁ]s you.
Oh you mean~watching it? like

[iause I can imagine knsﬁing that s%ﬁn, cee
and not .. figuring out that it had anything to do with

the decorations.

No. Y you kngh that it has to do with the

o
decorations.
7
~Cause somebody tells you? Or you figure]
DRENo
. e
1t out.
7 ~
Oh. ... You you talking about me, or a deaf person.
LYeah.'l You.
You.
7 N e
Me? uh-- Someone tells me, usually . ... But a lot of
~ 7
em I can teil. I mean they're 6Bvious. .... The better

N - N
I get the more I can tell. The longer I do it the more
I can tell what they're talking about.
..... Without knowing what the sign is.
huh. L'That’s interesting.j
But how do you
\ /s
Tearn a new sign?
N 7
How do I learn a new sign?

Yeah. I mean supposing ..

v
Victor's talking and all of a sudden he uses
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e
. 7 . 7/ .
a sign for Thanksgiving, and you've never seen it

before.

My questions (2) (4) and (6) and Paul's questions (11) and (13) are
timed to overlap or latch immediately onto Dan's preceding comments.
In contrast, Dan's comments follow our questions after norma! or even
noticeable (5, 12) pauses.

My question (2) about whether Dan figures out the sign symbolism
for himself or is told about it, not only is latched onto Dan's fading
comment (1), but is spoken loudly, and whereas Dan was making a general
statement about sign, I am suddenly turning the focus on him person-
ally, as I do in previcus examples with Chuck and Karl. I now know
{from Dan's comments during playback) that abrupt questions catch him
off guard. Tharefore he is taken aback at this point and hesitates by
rephrasing the question. I then interrupt Dan's rephrasing to give
more information to illustrate my question {(4). The fact that Dan
hesitated indicated to me that I had not given him enough information;
however, the real trouble was not that, but the suddenness of my ques-
tion and the fact that it shifted from a general to a personal topic
without outward warning. What Dan really wanted was a slower paced
conversation.

Dan answers my question (4) by commenting (5) on my iilustration,
but he does not answer my initial question (2) of HOW he knows that
the sign symboiizes a certain thing (the Christmas sign symbolizing
decorations was an example). I therefore use my now familiar strategy
of asking again, becoming more specific. My question (6) "Cause some-

body tells you? Or you figure it out.” is latched onto Dan's comment
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(5) "You know that it has to do with the decorations." Once more Dan
stalls by asking (7) for clarification of the question. Again

his question comes after a filler, a pause, a slight stutter at the
beginning of his sentence: "Oh. ... You you talking about me...". And
yet again, I clarify in machine-gun fashion: (8) "Yeah. You. You."
Dan then answers my question to my satisfaction and is rewarded with
(10) "huh" and a comment "That's interesting," which overlap with his
answer.

The rhythm of this interchange is most peculiar. As with Chuck
in the LA discussion (see p.91), the rhythm is a pattern of answer-
question, pause, answer-question, pause. Normally, a question-and-
answer are seen as an "adjacency pair" (Sacks, Schegloff), and in a
smooth conversation, they are rhythmically paired as well. The dif-
ferences in Dan's style on the one harnd, and Paul's and mine on the
other, however, create pauses not between an answer and the following
question, but between our rapid questions and his delayed answers,
Each resultant "rhythmic pair," then, is made of Dan's answer and the
next adjacent question. This is typical of the way in which stylistic
differences create obstructions in conversational rhythm. The jerky
rhythm is created by the difference in expectations about how much
time should appropriately lapse between utterances in the conversation.
(It has been seen that Chuck is perfectly capable of overlapping and
interrupting in other conversations, and Karl, Paul and I allow Tong
pauses during other sorts of talk -- for exampie, a serious discussion
of emotional problems).

A variety of linguistic devices make these questions seem like

machine-gun fire: some combination of the devices of hith pitch,
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reduced syntactic form, fast rate of speech, and directness of con-
tent. In addition, the effect of all these devices is increased by the
pace with which the question is fired in conversation: the time that
is permitted to elapse before the question is posed. In this, the
quick question is one aspect of fast pacing that is one of the most

salient characteristics of the rapport-based strategy under analysis.

Overlap and Pace

In the discussion presented above (p.l110) about New York, Karl
and I are so quick with our responses, so animated in our interest in
New York as a topic of talk, that Chuck gets Tost in short order.
Karl's question (11) "Were you on the West Side at all1?" does not
spark a discussion with Chuck about his visit to New York. Rather, it
iaunches Karl and me, and to some extent Paul, on a discussion of our
own about New York. We fire and answer questions and overlap in the
continuing discussion.

In answering Karl's question about whether he went to the West
Side, Chuck mentions a restaurant he went to downtown. Karl then cor-
rects, "No, I mean the Upper West Side." Chuck says he doesn't know,
so I hypothesize for him that he did not go there, and I ask a ques-
tion to verify this. The question (1), however, elicits a terse

response from Chuck. The one it engages in conversation is Karl:

/ i . s
(1) DT Probly not. Dju go to the Coliseum?

acc
(2) C No.
(3) DT Probly he didn't go to the West Side.
acc, p
(4) K ol iseum?!

f
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(5) DT Thdt's where the beginning of the West'Side is.
ace
(6) K Oh right.
(7) P rHwhat's the Coliséum.
[/?/
(8) DT Fifty ninth and uh--

K

(9) C [sings] Ea--st Si--de, We--st Si--de.
7
(10) P What is it.
7

(11) DT What is it? It's a big exposition center.
(12) K  And office building.

DR ~/?/
(13) P [jBy fifty ninth. And Columbus Circle.
(14) DT meJ
(15) K Remember where'W I N S used to be?
(16) DT No.
(17) K -ljhen they built a big huge skyscraper there?
{18) DT No. Where was thgt.

/7
(19) K Right where Central Park West met Broadway. That
acc

[:bui1ding shaped Tike that. [Makes a pyramid with hands]
{20) P

7

DidrI give you too much? [re turkey]
7
[ By Cclumbus Circuit? ... that Columbus Circie?

(21) DT
L ~
(22) K Right on Columbus Circle.
7 e
Here's Columbus Circle, ...[here“s Central Park West,
(23) OT Now it's

Ve
the Huntington Hartford Museum.

~ 7~
(24) P That's the Huntington Hartford, right?
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(25) K Nuhnuhno. ... Here's Central Park West, heére's
A DTtYeah.

d N
Broadway. We're going north, this way? ... and
T uhuh
< ey g \ d R
here's this building here. The Huntington Hartford is
on the Soﬁ%h side.

is
(26) DT [on the other? across. Yeah, rightrightrightright-

right. ....
And nSQ that's a new building with uh--
(27) K [jAnd there was ... L and-l —ighere was a?
stores here, and the upper second fleor was gTI ﬁ §i
oh--

... And we Tistened to--
(28) DT Now it's a round place with a-- movie theatre.
(29) K Now? there's a roun? No. The next .. next block is but
. but .. this is a huge sk§§craper right there.
DT LohJ oh,
yeah.
(30) DT hm
(31) X It's amazing.
(32) DT I never knew where ¥ I N E was.
(33) K That was my haunt cause I went down for children's

concerts.

Beginning with Karl's question to Chuck about whether he went to the
West Side in New York, Karl and I launch an intense discussion of the
goeqraphy of Columbus Circie. We were joined occasionally by Paul,

but Paul noted during playback that he does not know New York City as
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well as Karl does, since he never 1lived in Manhattan as an adult;
therefore he felt somewhat intimidated during this discussion. The
pace of this conversation is extremely rapid, and includes compiex sub-
topics within the overall topic of Columbus Circle. For example, Karl

asks
(15) R remember whererWINS used to he?

WINS is a NY radio station that was popular when we were young. I
answer (16) "io," but Karl proceeds with (17) very quickly, as if I

had not answered this way at all.
(17) Then they built a big hugy skyscraper there?

I repeat my negative reply (18) "No," and ask "Where was that?"

As Karl explains to me where WINS was, there is rapid and Toud
overlap as Karl, Paul and I all repeat each other's phrases to show
agreement. I suggest (21) "By Columbus Circle?" (which is not a real
question, since its location in Columbus Circle is the reason Karl
brought WINS up in the first place). Karl repeats this phrase (22)
"Right on Columbus Circle," timing his agreement to overlap with my
utterance. He has had a clue in the form of my faise start (21)
"Columbus Circuit" and therefore need not wait for me to complete the
correct phrase. Karl then continues his explanation, with hardly a

hitch in timing:

(22) K Right on Columbus Circle. Hé;é's Columbus Circle,

P
here's Central Park West,

I then interrupt his explanation (22) to show that I understand well
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enough to supply a new landmark of my own:

7
(23) DT Now it's the Huntington Hartford Museum.

\ /s
(24) P That's the Huntington Hartford, right?

It is particularly interesting to note Paul's contribution (24).
Paul is able to use his familiarity with the rhythmic patterns of
our talk to participate, even though he is not familiar with the
material under discussion. Paul suggests “That's the Huntington
Hartford, right?" quite as if he had reason to believe that this is
correct. In fact, he is “piggy-backing" my erroneous comment (23).
It is highly unlikely, were he to mistake Karl's geography lesson
independently, that he would make precisely the same mistake that I
did. It seems clear, therefore, that he picks up my comment (23) and
uses it as the basis for his own (24), waiting just long enough after
I began talking for him to know what I would say. He took a calcu-
lated risk, assuming that I would be right. Although I was wrong, and
hience he was wrong, he did succeed in participating smoothly in the
interchange. This is a testament to the fact that sharing conversa-
tional style in the form of pacing and overlap habits is sufficient
for participation; specific knowledge of the topic is not.

Since the building Karl has in mind is not the Huntington Hartferd
Museum. Karl tells us that we are wrong: (25) "Nuhnuhno," backing up
to repeat his explanation in precisely the same intonation that ne

began in (22):

/ e
(25) K Nuhnuhno. ... Here's Central Park West, here's

Broacdway
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I am now even more anxious to show that I understand, since I have

been wrong once, so I complete Karl's sentence with him:

(25) K The Huntington Hartford is ismon the SOUTH side.
(26) DT “on the other? across.

Yeah, rightrightrightrightright.

My quintuplet machine-gun "rights" (26) correspond to Karl's triple
machine-gun "no's" (25); I need a few more to counteract my previous
error (23).

This segment demonstrates as well how our rapport strategy,
urging us to reach agreement, throws us into exaggerated forms of our
habitual style when it is threatened. Since I do not really under-
stand which building Karl has in mind, I am even more eager with my
overlaps and offers to finish his sentences about where it is. The
rapid-fire "no's" and "rights" are a symptom of this too.

The next way that I try to rectify my error and show understand-

ing is to offer my idea of what is there now:

(26) DT ....~and iow that's a new building with uh--
(27) K [And there was ...Land J there was

rd
a? stores here, and on the upper second floor was WINS.

... And we listened to--

At this point Karl is following up what he started in (15), that is,
the location of the radio station. Since he chooses to override my

overlap (26) with his explanation (27), I repeat it:

(28) DT Now it's a round place with a-- movie theater.
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The next Tine of conversation is a most intriguing form of evidence

for the drive to agree. Karl says:

(29) K Now ?there's a roun? .. no. The next .. next block is

but ... but ... this is a huge skyscraper right
I oh

there.
I oh, yeah.

In (29) Karl begins automatically to repeat my phrase "now it's a
round building with a movie theater," to ratify my offer of under-
standing. But in fact he cannot dc so, because I have been wrong
again {(in fact I haven't any idea at all where WINS used to be), so he
must stop himself from agreeing, to correct me again. The false start
is a testament to the strength of his tendency to repeat an inter-
locutor's phrase which has been offered as a show of rapport. that is
to incorporate their offer into one's own statement. It is interest-
ing to note, too, that Karl's correction (29) "this is a huge sky-
scraper” is a repetition of his earlier statement (17) "Then they
built a big huge skyscraper there?" "Huge skyscraper" seems to be
operating as a formulaic phrase; and after all this heated negotiation,
Karl is right back where he began with his description.

Now Karl and I have finally agreed upon the site for the building
that Karl is talking about -- or at least he has disabused me of my
specific confusion of it with another building. There is then a slight
pause, in which I say (30) "Hmm" and Karl says (31) "It's amazing,"
both of which seem 1ike contentless utterances meant to fill the quiet
after the storm. Then, in (32), I explain why I have been so inept in

placing the building Karl has tried to recail:
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(32) DT I never knew where WINS was.

In (33) Karl justifies his greater expertise and perhaps also his

intense preoccupation with getting the geography of the area right:

(33) K That was my haunt cause I went down for children's

concerts.

Susie's reaction, when Tistening to this interchange on the tape,
was to laugh. She noticed, first of all, how the topic of New York got
taken away from Chuck. Then she commented on the intensity of the dis-
cussion which Karl and I became embroiled in. "I find it incredibly
funny," Susie said. "I Tove it. It's ultimate New York." What she
found funny was that Karl was so intent on establishing just which
street and which building he was thinking of, and that I shared that
earnestness. Susie remarked that while she Toves listening to such
discussions, she could never participate in one because she couldn't
distinguish between what's important and what isn't. "I would never
talk so intensely about something so insignificant," she said. It
seems to her that in a New York conversation, anything is important,
just by virtue of being talked about. To her, the Coliseum discussion
is a great sound and fury signifying nothing.

The fact that Susie felt she could not distinguish between what
is important and what isn't is strong evidence that different signal-
ing systems are at work (cf Gumperz). In contrast to Susie's reac-
ticn to this discussion as remarkable, when Karl listened to it on
tape, he had no particular reaction, except to smile and note that it

had been an enjoyable evening. To him (as to me), it was just a good

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



124

conversation.

Thus, rapid rate of speech, overlap, and latching of utterances
are devices by which some speakers show solidarity, enthusiasm, and
interest in others' talk. The resulting fast pace greases the conver-
sational wheels when speakers share expectations about use of these
devices.

It is probably nct a coincidence that this interchange, which
seems typical of "New York" style in its intensity, pace, overlap,
Toudness, and emphasis on rapport, was about New York. It seems to be
the case that a conversation about a certain ingroup or about issues
associated with that ingroup often triggers use of verbal strategies
associated with that group. Many New Yorkers have reported that when
they talk about New York, especially with other New Yorkers, they find
themselves using exaggerated New York style. This is natural, since
verbal strategies, when shared, are part of what gives people the feel-
ing that they "are on the same wave length," It is the comfort and
ease of using a shared cormunicative system that makes it pieasurable
to talk to people of shared background, althcugh the feeling may not
be consciously attributed to that factor.

It is interesting to note that Susie mentioned that she "Toved"
Tistening to a conversation like this one, even though it seemed
strange to her. She 1ived with Karl for six years, so for her such
conversation is associated with him. If she has positive feelings
about that conversational styie, those feelings necessarily come from
her feelings about her history with Karl. Susie noted that when she
first met Karl's family, their way of talking (i.e. exhibiting charac-

teristics of the Columbus Circle discussion) was overwhelming to her,
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and & bit offensive. (One can't help but recall here the split-screen
scene from Woody Alien's film Annie Hall, contrasting the dinner talk
of his New York hero and his mid-western heroine, exaggerated for comic
effect, of course). But because of later positive associations, Susie
now finds such conversation nostalgic. Attjtudes toward speech styles
are necessarily associated with attitudes toward the people one has met
who exhibit those sty]es.2

It is quite clear that not everyone feels positive about people
who use such conversational devices. A recent article in New West
magazine (Esterly 1979) tells of the work of Gerald Goodman, a psy-
chologist at UCLA who beljeves that fast talkers are a conversational
menace. He calls them "crowders" (thus evincing his bias, as perhaps
my own bias emerges in my choice of the term "rapport"), and offers a
training course (at a price) which is designed to help them learn
"patience."”

Goodman sees overlap and latching as obstructive moves: "“A slow
talker may actualiy be allowed to end his thought, but then the other
person immediately starts talking, and that contributes to a feeling
of not being understood or appreciated or taken seriously. And, of
course, if you get two aggressive, crowding people together in com-
petition, there's a chain reaction and no communication "{ p.69 )
Goodman is expressing the view of the decontextualized strategist.
From another perspective, that of those operating on a rapport strat-
egy, the fact that interlocutors understand and appreciate each other
is an assumption; the signaling load is on rapport: showing interest

and enthusiasm through pace.
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Goodman's view, however, clearly expresses the perspective of
many non-‘“crowders". Dan and Susie were disconcerted by the rapid pace
and overlap that dominated the conversation, to the extent that it made
it difficult for them to participate. Dan commented, "I'm amazed at
how you guys talk over each other -- saying the same thing at the
same time. When I have a conversation there are pauses." Dan remarked
that his parents often interrupted each other, but he had the feeling
that this meant they wanted to block each other out. In this, he is
expressing the view that Goodman holds of crowders: that is, that
overlap makes communication impossible. However, examples of the con-
versation at Thanksgiving dinner demonstrate that for some people over-

lap not only does not impede but in fact enhances communication.

Mutual Revelation

The Coliseum discussion contains yet another important phenomenon
which is part of the conversational style of its participants. 1In

(32) I make a statement about my own experience:
(32) DT I never knew where WINS was.
Karl responds to this by making a statement about his experience:

(33) K That was my haunt cause I went down for children's

concerts.

This is a device by which a personal statement is intended as a
show of rapport. By this strategy, the speaker expects his or her
statement of personal experience to elicit a similar statement from

the other. Thematic cohesion is established by the metamessage: "We
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are intimate; we both tell about ourselves; we are both interested in
hearing about the other's experience."

The effectiveness of this device is dependent upon the sharedness
of the system. A friend recently told me about a disconcerting dinner
conversation with a man she had just met. During this initial conver-
sation, the man began to regale her with personal revelations about his
past and his life. My friend could not help herself from asking him,
“Why are you telling me all this?" The man expiained, "Because I want
to get to know you." This seems at first patently absurd -- how could
he get to know her by telling about himself? Yet his strategy makes
sense it his personal revelations were intended as an invitation for
her to follow suit -- in fact, for one who shares such a system his
revelations might be sensed as an imperative to follow suit, since
resistance would be an obvious refuscl to participate.

The device of mutual revelation is part of the rapport strategy.
It fits in with the image of conventionalized camaraderie which was
illustrated in ChapterOne (p.31 ), in the example of the two graduate

students. It also figures in a passage in the novel Daniel Martin by

John Fowles. The narrator comments, with reference to an American

couple seated at the protagonist's table on a cruise ship:

The American pair seemed to have been abroad long enough
-- they had been in Cairo some four months -- to have
quelled that least attractive (to Dan) of national charac-
teristics: the need to overwhelm you with personal infor-
mation and then demand yours. The occasional conversation

at lunch -- it was properly a rectangular table for six,
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which allowed them some separation -- was almost English

in its generality. (pp. 506-7)

The preference for personal topics and the expectation of mutual reveia-
tion which the narrator associates with Americans comes from a rapport-
based preference for conventionalized camaraderie. The commentator,
incidentally, is naive in his observation that the couple have given

up this "typically American" device because they have been abroad four
months. It is highly unlikely that peopie would change strategies that
quickly -- if ever. It is more 1likely that the hero has come in con-
tact with Americans who operate on a different strategy, one closer to
his own, and closer Chuck's.

The strategy of mutual personal statements need not be so dra-
matic as extended or deeply intimate revelations. It operates on a
subtle level as well as in my comments and Karl's about WINS (p.123).

In this system, the interpersonal connection is the source of
thematic cohesion. The rapport function -- that is, the notion that,
because of our interpersonal connection, we are interested in each
other's reveiations -- is assumed. If such an assumption is not
operative, or if an interlocutor is not familiar with the mutual-
revelation device, then the most appropriate response to someone‘s
personal statement would be a reaction to that stated condition or
opinion. In other words, thematic cohesion would be established on
the basis of content (hence the strategy is decontextualized rather
than rapport-based). This is the strategy upon which Chuck operated
when I was trying to get him to talk about Goffman's work (p.103).

Using the mutual statement device, I said,
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DT I had never heard about him before I started studying

Tinguistics.

This represents the same device which I used in my comment to Karl
about WINS. I expected (and when I Tisten to the tape, I again expect)
Chuck to respond with a similar statement about himself. Instead,

Chuck kept the focus on me:

C Really?
DT Yeah.

with the result that the interchange came to a temporary halt. Not
surprisingly (knowing what we now know) the one who did pick up on my

ploy was Paul:

P  That name js familiar but I don't I din know I didn't know

anything about

Another extended interchange between Paul and me demonstrates the
operation of mutual revelation. The discussion took place immediately

after the Goffman discussion.

~
(1) DT Do you read? ....
(2) P Do I'réad? ...

N\
(3) DT Do you read things just for fda?

(4) P Yeah. .... Right now I'm reading Norma Jean the

Té;mite Queen.
[Taughs]
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\ Vs
(5) DT TWhat's that? .... Norma Jean like uh-- .... Marilyn
.f.'
Monroe?
(6) P It's .. No--. It's a book about ...... a housewife

'[tone} dec
/22/
(7) DT Is it aTndvel or what.

\
(8) P 'It's a,n6§e1. [tone: selif-deprecating]
[tone]

(9) DT ‘Yeah?
(10) P Before that .... I read The French Lieutenant's Homan?
"Have yoirread that?

d

(11) OT TOh yeah? = No. Who wrote that?

(12) P John Fowles.

(13) DT Yeah I've heard that he's good.

(14) P 'H&'s a,gréat writer. ‘T think he's one of the bést
writers.
~---1DT: hm

(15) DT /?/

e ~
(16) P 'He's really good.
[tone] [tone: earnest]

(17) DT 2/
< \
(18) P But I get very busy. ....rY'know?
\ /
(19) OT LYeah. I? .. hardly ever

~N
read.

N e
(20) P What I've been doing is cutting down on my sleep.
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(21) DT Oy!| [sighs]

(22) P And I've been [K Taughs] ..... and Irs
Ve
(23) DT [I do that too
- <. I
but it's painful.
-
(24) P XYeah. Fi--ve, six hours a’night,

and
Ve AN 7 Ve
(25) DT Oh God, how can you do it. You survive?

N J/ AN
(26) P Yeah late afternoon meetings are hard. .... But out-
DT : mm

side of tﬁgt I can keep éBingrpretty well
(27) DT LNot sleeping enough is
- . - N ~
terrible .... I'd much rather not eat than not sleep.
[tone] p
[S Taughs]
{tone: "concern"]
e
(28) P 1 probably should not eat so much, it would .. it
would uh ... sé&e a lot of t?he.

(29) DT If I'm /like really/ busy I don't I don't I don't eat.

I don't yeah I just don't eat bui[l

(30) P 1?7 1 tend to spend a
\ . s < .
Tot of time eating and preparing ani[/?/
(31) DT Oh-- I néver
\ s
prepare Tood. ...... I eat whatever I can get wy
-~
hands on.
(32) P Yeah.
-

Paul and I exchange & series of mutual observations about our own

habits. With (19) I show that I understand what Paul means about being
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busy by saying that I hardly ever read (presumably because I too am
too busy). In (23) I do the same in response to his comment that he
cuts down on sleep. In (27) I sympathise with his statement (26)

about getting tired at late afternoon meetings by stating what my own
preference would be. In (28) Paul makes a comment about his eating
habits; in (29) I describe mine; in (20) he reiterates his, and in

(31) I reiterate mine. It might seem to some observers that we are

not "communicating" at all, since we both persist in talking about our-
selves. However, if one is familiar with the mutual revelation device,
it is clear that we are showing our understanding of and concern for

each other's statements by offering comparable personal statements.

Bonding Through Rapport-based Devices

Throughout Thanksgiving there is a significant amount of bonding
between Paul and me. We Tlisten to each other; we encourage each other
to speak; we have a number of dyadic talks, or at least talks in which
the main dynamic is between us. This is partly explainable by the fact
that we have known each other for a significant length of time, al-
though we have not been "friends" during that time and have not
socialized together much. It may also be attributable in part to the
fact that we are both now single. But certainly the continuation of
interchanges between us is at Teast in part due to the fact that our
styles are rather similar, and therefore we find talk between us easy
and satisfying.

There is evidence throughout the taped conversation, for example,
that Paul ard T use cverlap in similar ways. This has been seen

already, in the above example (pp. 129-131). Paul and I both timed our
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comments to overlap with or immediately latch onto those of the other:
Paul's comments (22), (24) and (30) and mine (19), (23), (25), (27)
and (31). Paul responds positively to my sudden focus of attention on
his personal 1ife. When I turn to him and ask (1) "Do you read?" I use
a rapid, abrupt question, introducing a new topic unexpectedly. After
a brief hesitation in the form of restating my question (2) "Do I
read?" Paul not only answers the question but supplies specific infor-
mation (4) about the book he is currently reading. That is, rather
than just answering my question as Chuck did with "Yeah," Paul volun-
teers added information which gives matter for further talk. I then
ask him about the book, but it is apparent from (6) "It's .. No--.
It's a book about ...... a housewife /??/" that Paul would have gone
on to say more about it even if I hadn't asked. He begins by saying
"It's," and then has to stop in order to answer my question with "No,"
and then continues where he had started, with a sentence that now does
double duty as the answer to my question: "It's a book about a house-
wife." As with Karl in earlier exmaples, when I interrupt Paul in the
middle of a sentence he wants to finish, he continues trying to say it
until he succeeds. See, for example, (22) and (24), in which Paul
makes three attempts to say that he sleeps only five or six hours a
night.

When Paul finally says that he sleeps so little, my response is
immediate: (25) "Oh God, how can you do it. You survive?" Note the
deletion of the auxiliary to render the reduced syntactic form of

the question, a device discussed earlier.
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Expressive Phonology and Intonation

An aspect of Paul's and my styles is "expressive" use of phonology
and other paralinguistic cues. For example, my question (5) "What's
that?" is Toud and high pitched. It will be seen in a Tater discussion

- (p.169) that I use this device with Chuck and Dan, with the result that
they stop talking in 3urprise, wondering what caused my outburst. In
the present segment, the high pitch on "What's that?" is echoed in the
way I end the question as well: The last syllable of "Monroe" has very
high pitch. It seems highly 1likely that my use of this pattern was
triggered by Paul's Taughter as he finished saying the title of the
book he was reading (4).

In responding to my exclamation (5), Paul uses sharp contrasts in
pitch and voice quality to signal the message, "I know this is a silly
book." His pitch on (6) "No" is very low, and he draws out the vowel,
then utters the sentence with slowed pace. The same signals function
in (8) when he explains "It's a novel." Shifts in pitch also function

in Paul's evaluation of John Fowles:

s - s
(14) P lhe's agreat writer. ‘T think he's one of the
lpéét writers.

(16) P 'He's really,good.

The pitch is very high on the beginnings of the sentences ("He's" and
"I" in [14]; "He's in" [16]), and very low on the emphasized words at
the ends of the sentences ("great writer" and "best writers" in [14];
"good" in [16]). The contour which results signals great earnestness

and sincerity.
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When Paul says {20), that he has been cutting down on his sleep,

I respond with a Yiddish non-verbal expression of suffering: (21)
"Oy." I am thus expressing sympathy for Paui's loss of sieep. My
choice of a Yiddish "response cry" (Goffman 1378) functions in a num-
ber of ways, based on a rapport strategy. First of aii, I utter the
cry as if it were an expression of my own feeling, thus taking Paul's
point of view to show that I empathize with his feelings. Second, the
fact that I chose a Yiddish expression signals, through metaphorical
code-switching (Blom & Gumperz 1372), Paul's and my shared ethnic back-
ground. At the same time, however, the exaggerated nature of my
response -- the fact that I utter "oy" with a great sigh -- is a way
of mocking my own usage, so that the utterance is ironic. The humor
of this response is not Tost on Karl, who has been engaged in a paral-
Tel conversation with other numbers of the group, but who, on hearing
my exclamation, laughs Toudly. (It will be seen, in the section on
humor, that this type of self-mocking, stylized ironic usage is typical
cf Karl's own humor, and that I am his best audience when he indulges
in it.)

I continue the device of expressing exaggerated concern for Paul's
loss of sleep in (23), (25), and (27). These comments are all spoken
with marked stress and breathy voice quality that express exaggerated
and stylized concern. The entire interchange, thus, exhibits marked
pitch shifts and exaggerated stress which gives it a sense of expres-
siveriess and empathy (to Paul and me).

My interchange with Paul ends with observations about dating.

Paul volunteers the information that following his separation, he went

through a period of dating a lot, but now he has decided that he does
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rot find that satisfying. I make a generalization (a device typical
of my style) that his experience is "normal." At the end of our ex-

change, both the rhythm and content of our comments effect harmony and

conclusion:

(1) DT Well that's a vé;y usual pEEtern. I mean I think when
you suddenly find yourself single, of cdﬁrse what you
want to do is date a lot. .... In fact I would think
it would s remain interesting for about a yéér.

N
[Taugh] Tﬁgn you get bored.

P
(2) P We--11, I think I got bB?ed. [DT Taughs] Well 17 I
acc

-

mean basically what I feel is what I really like ...
is pégple. And getting to know them ﬁé%]]y wéi1. And
you just can't get to know .... ten people-really

[breathy]

ygl].[onu can't dg it.
P

(3) DT Yeah right. Y'have to there's no? Yeah
there's no t{&e.

(4) P [There's not time.

(5) DT Yeah .... ‘'strue.

t the beginning of (2), Paul takes my words "Then you get bored," and
restates them. By pausing, and by contrasting the drawn-out "well"
with the clipped, fast "I think I got bored," he creates a humorous
effect. He uses pauses to highlight the kev words "people" and "ten."

The word "ten" is also emphasized by breathy voice quality, and the
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words "really well" are also uttered, the second time, with a plosive
emphasis. Paul's statements (2) and (4) flow in a continuous stream,
ending with "You can't do it. There's not time." However the phrase
"There's not time" echoes my words in (3). My "Yeah ... It's true"
in (5) marks the agreement that seals the discussion. The end of the
talk is also signaled by the quieting down of the tone -- our voices

are softer; our talk is slower. It is like a fade-out.

Persistence

Throughout the Thanksgiving dinner, our cornversational behavior
shows that Paul and Karl and I operate on the assumptions that if
someone wants to say something, s/he will find the time to say it. By
this system, the burden of the speaker is not to make room for others
to speak nor to ascertain whether others want to hear one's comments.
Rather, the conversationalist's burden is to maintain a show of rapport
by offering comments. That others wiil want to hear whatever comments
one has to make, is taken as given. The fact that one makes this
assumption is in itself a testament to rapport. Similarly, one assumes
that others know that one is interested in hearing whatever comments
they may have.

Thus, one of the characteristics of our style is that Paul and
I persist when we have something to say. This has already been seen in
some of the preceding examples. Both Paul and I persist with contribu-
tions for two, three, and four tries. For exampie, in the following
segment, I am explaining a paper in which I have written about dif-
ferences in conversational pace. I have told Susie that she has

appeared in an example in my paper, and I am explaining the difference
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between Susie's and my turntaking style, as discussed in that paper:

KJ’/? / was waiting ? >
u--m

(1) S hat Susie would .. was .. was sort of had
? /] Kp/cutting/ everything off before she /?/

- . = - !
learned* to ‘wait for a moment of silence before making a

contribﬁfion, .... and I? was taught to never let there
\ e
be any silence. ..... So I would jump in. [laughs]

[Taughter]
(2) P That's really
(3) DT "Dju /2/ ?'Did you?’B{én't I tell you thatyl wrote that=>
(4) P [f’noticed
that
[paper? "Oh yeah. [Taughs]
(5) P rActually f’noticed that balance a 16% .. with people.
(6) DT'[I should send you a copy.
S LYeahsi
(7) P Y'know there are sSme people I have to be vé}y verbally

aggréssive with cause they never let ... a moment of

silence devéﬁop, and other people, /?/

Paul begins his comment four times. the first three timed to coverlap
with my talk. The first three tries (2), (4) and (5) fail because I
do not stop for him. By (6), however, I have finished my conversation
with Susie about the paper in which I mention her, and therefore Paul

succeeds in making his comment. It is amusing that Paul is
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illustrating the very phenomenon he is (and I am) talking about. That
is, he has to be "very verbally aggressive" at that moment, because I
am the sort of person he is (and I have just been) referring to, who
does not LET a moment of silence develop. (Paul here is exercising a
device that is peculiar to him and is seen numerous times throughout
the tape. He repeats something that someone else has just said, but he
says it as if he just thought of it himself. It was seen as well in
the Coliseum discussion (p.120) when he echoed my suggestion that Karl
had in mind what was now the Huntington Hartford Museum.)

At yet another point in the conversation, Paul makes four tries
before he gets the floor. 1In this case, there is much simultaneous

talk as people are sitting down to dinner. Paul tells a joke:

(1) K So should we 'dd that?LrShouid we start withrthe white
DT:Sure? [
—, (2)p Didju hear
about the? ..,lady, who was asked,
(3) DT [I'm gonna get in there, right?
(4) C Okay.

)
—> (5) P Didju'hear?
)

\ .
R UWe have to sit b6& girl boy.

(6) D
(7) ¢ Boy girl boy?

— (8) P Didju hear about the lady who was asked,
(9) C Lﬁhere's only two gir]s-f

(10) DT What?

e
- (11) P Did you hear about the lady,who was asked ... Do you
dec ¢ LBoy girl boy-

J ~
smoke after sex?
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/ /s
(12) DR I don't know I never looked. [tone: mimicking, nasall

(13) DT And she said? What?
(14) P I don't know I never. Tooked.
(15) DT Ok [chuckles]

Paul attempts to begin his joke in (2) (5) and (8) before he finally
gets to tell it in (11), because everyoneelse isconcerned with sitting
down to dinn~r. Karl is talking about the wine (1) and the rest of us
are talking about seating arrangements. When Paul finally begins his
joke (11) with audience attention, Dan supplies the punchline (12) in

a nasal, twangy voice that is disguised to mimic the speaker in the
joke. There is no evidence that Paul is disconcerted by the obstruc-
tions to his joke-telling, nor that he hesitates about whether or not
to tell 1t, once he has made up his mind to do so, despite what might
well be taken as lack of interest from the others. Paul's only adjust-
ment is a slight deceleration and overarticulation in (11) when he pro-

nounces "Did you hear about the lady who was asked," and a noticeably

emphatic tone in (18) when he repeats the punchline. These do not
sound annoyed only emphasized.

Following is an example in which I persist with a comment I wish
to introduce. The topic of discussion has been Chuck's participation
in the cross-country whistle-stop tour sponsored by Disney Productions
to celebrate Mickey Mouse's birthday. Dan remarks (boasting for Chuck
in a way that friends frequently do) that Chuck may get to make a

similar trip through Eu-2sne.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



141

(1) DR Y'knoew they might get to go to Europe? ..... And do the
same thing in Eﬁ}ope? In the spr?ag?
(2) P Oh rea]]yq

(3) oT Lgea11y?
tOh—-.

(4) K
.f

/
(5) P That sounds Tike fun.
—, (6) DT [Did
~
(7) C LAnd take the trgin tour through Europe.

-, (8) DT Did you ..{serve a function

N
Except wouldn't it it be nice if you had a
acc

(9)y p

1ittle more t{he there?

(10) C  Yeah? We--11 we /22 / discovered that. ... But we
also know .. we found out we .. found out the man who
owned all the .. the who boﬁéht all the cgrs from the
6}ient Expféss. c... S0 we'll got all .. éét all the

old cars from the Orient Expréés and stick them all
[I chuckle]

together. ..... and take it.
p

(11) K fWhat was the 6}ient Epréss?
- (12) DT'[Were yéh serving a fdﬁction on the tour, or did you
just get to go a1659.
(13) C I was just invited along. ... It was 6} idéa and
things Tike that y'know cause I worked on the show.
p, acC ——

I try to start my question in (6) and (8) but am superseded by

Chuck (7) and then Karl (9). I finaliy ask the question in (12), this
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time not giving in to Karl's competing question (11}. (Notice the
balance in Karl's and my alternating interruptions of each other).

On another occasion, when the meal is finished and things are
being cleared away, Paul makes three attempts to bring up the topic of
dessert. None of them is reponded to, so he drops the matter.

Such examples of speaker persistence are not found in the speech
of Susie, Dan, or Chuck. They do not persist more than two tries. For
example, the following segment represents the most "aggressive" try
Susie makes during the dinner conversation. Karl and I were question-
ing Dan about sign language. Our discussion began with Karl asking Dan
how to say "discrete" in sign language. Several turns later Susie asks
Dan how he said discrete, but Dan is still busy answering another ques-
tion that was posed by Karl and me. Rather than continue to try to get
Dan's attention, Susie turns to someone else to pursue her question.

At that point, Dan does direct himself to her to answer, but he does
not really give her the information she requests. Nonetheless, she
lets the matter drop.
(1) DR Mo. I don't think si? ... No. I don't think Victor
DT They don't?-

v
would .. ever say that.
DTLHuh?-

(2) S What what what was discréte?
P

(3) DR You'd use tﬁ?s. Inform. Inform.

(4) S Did he tell us what discrete was?
p

(5) DR u--m, dis u--m ... There's different ... wa?, there's
p uhuh 3
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different[ways of talking about it.

7
Are there dictionaries of sign?
P

(6) P
(7) DR Yeah.

Following is an extended segment of the dinner conversation in
which Karl, Paul and I all simultaneously persist in talking about our
own topics, with 1ittle or no response from anyone. This segment

occurs while we are eating.

(1) oT 1 wonder how Gur ... gréﬁdparents and ﬁérents %E]t
(2) P Lcranberr_y sauce.
about Thank§g;ving.
(3) P Créﬁberry sauce.
(4) DT It wasn't their 'h3liday.
(5) P It's a wonderful h61iday.

(6) P Is that the cranberry sauce?
p, acc

(7) DT I wonder if they did if
(8) C —(Qne holiday a year for stuff
for stuffing yourself?
(9) P {:Y'know what we should really have?
(10) K Couldfwée get this off the table?
(11) DT Ly ? /14.
Y'know if they used to do it for the kfas, or whether-?
(12} p Id Tike it offs
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7
DT they really felt it.
P the tab'le.J

\ -
(13) K It kéeps coming back on the'table. It mist have a

A
will of its own.—=

- v — o - - o

[That's 211 1 can say. [clipped, mock sober tone]

(14) P LWé& should have more ﬁépkins.

(15) K uh? well]]

(16) S _ﬁé?]'s parents ... feel it. ... Thé} feel,
. réé]1y strongly

(17) K )@d}e they do. "Yeah, it's a Eajor

uh ....

N N
(18) P It's g1ways been my favorite holiday.

(19) DT Well I wonder how
(20) P except maybe for ... Pésach

(21) DT [Neﬂ your

- N
paren? their parents were born in this country.

(22) S Yeah.
(23) DT But my parents
~ / -
(28) P [to C} Are you Jewish? JYou're not Jewish.
acc J

I introduce the topic (1) of how "our parents and grandparents
felt about Thanksgiving," since they were immigrants to the United
States. In making this statement, incidentally, I am bonding with
Paul and Karl, to the exclusion of Dan and Chuck, whose parents and

grandparents were born in this country, and Susie, who is British
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(much earlier I addressed the same question to her -- asking whether
she had internalized Thanksgiving as a holiday. In this sense, my
bringing up the topic again is in itself a form of persistence with a
topic of interest to myself). I pursue this topic over seven more
turns, in (4, 7, 11, 19, 21, 23). I continue trying to make my point,
as others either ignore my topic or respond to it in a way that misses
my point. During the same conversational segment, Paul talks about the
food over five turns -- three concerned with cranberry sauce (2, 3, 6)
and two with napkins (9, 14), none of which excites any response from
others. Karl, for his part, takes two turns about the tape recorder
(10, 13).

Paui's remark (5) "It's a wonderful holiday" appears to be a
response to my second try (4) "It wasn't there holiday." Paralin-
guistically, it echoes the sound and rhythm of my comment in an almost
poetic way. His choice of the word “"wonderful" echoes my verb "wonder"
and the sound of "wonderful" echoes the initial consonant and the
rhythm of my "wasn't their." (Sacks, in his lectures, noted the
tendency of speakers to choose words just used by interlocutors or
that use sounds which appeared immediately prior. He calls that pro-
cess "sound selection.") However, while Paul's response (5) coheres
with the rhythm and topic of my remark (4), it does not cohere with my
ccrment. Whereas I am making a point about the feeling of immigrants
for the holidays of their new country, Paul says something about his
own feelings for Thanksgiving.3 He does this again in (18) "It's
always been my favorite holiday." Paul is empioying the strategy I
have discussed previously (p.126) of making a personal statement as a

conversational contribution. However, I have not been making personal
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statements, but rather have been irying to elicit a theoretical dis-
cussion. Therefore, I am rnot satisfied with his contribution and per-
sist in trying to get the conversation to focus on the topic as I see
it.

The one who picks up on my point most closely is Susie (16)
"Karl's parents feel it. They feel really strongly." It is clear that
Susie {s answering my guestion, since she uses the expression "feel
it" which I use in (1) and repeat in (12). Susie's remark (16)
directly answers my question about how our parents felt abbut thanks-
giving. However, there is an ambiguity in my use of the phrase
"parents and grandparents." What I meant was "my parents and your

grandparents" -- i.e. those who came to the United States as immi-
grants. Since Karl's parents were born in this country, my question
does not apply to them. However, in responding, Karl picks up the
focus of Susie's remark, not my initial question. Paul, however, is
still on his own tack: expressing his own feelings about the holiday
(18, 20).

I continue trying to explzin what I had in wmind (21, 23), but I
am finally cut off by Paul, who turns to Chuck with a new question
(24) "Are you Jewish? You're not Jewish." Paul asks this in just the
way that I asked questions of Chuck in segments discﬁssed earlier
(pnp. 91,95). It is easy to see what led Paul to this question. His
comment about his feelings about holidays led him from Thanksgiving to
a Jewish holiday, Pesach (Passover) in (20), and this led him to
wonder whether Chuck was Jewish. Chuck answers; I do not hear his
answer correctly; there ensues a discussion about my hearing, and then

the conversation turns to the food. My observation about immigrants
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and Thanksgiving is never picked up.

In this segment, then I persisted over seven turns in attempts to
make a point. Paul pursued other points over five turns; responded to
my remark without responding to my point, twice; and finally turned the
discussion off my topic entirely. Karl pursued his own preoccupation
with keeping the table attractive, with only a brief ratification from
Paul (12). No one eise acknowledged his remarks at all, and no one

moved the tape recorder.

Tolerance for Noise vs. Silence

Thus, Paul, Karl and I pursue our own interests in talk. When
Chuck says something (8) “One holiday a year for stuffing yourself,"
he is responding to Paul's remark. Susie's comment (16) responds to
mine. They do not toss out new, unrelated ideas of their cwn, simply
because they thought of them. The overall effect of three speakers
all persisting with their own topics is a period of diffuse talk.

A concomitant of the persistence device, and the assumption that
one's thoughts are of interest, is a tolerance for such distraction
and diffuse talk, which is related to the tolerance for overlap. When
Susie, Dan and Chuck listened to this segment on tape, they noted that
it sounded odd (to say the Teast) to hear Karl, Paul and me pursuing
different topics at the same time. Chuck volunteered that his conver-
sations tend to stick to one topic at a time. In contrast, it sounds
quite natural to Karl, P2ul and me for various topics to be tossed
about until one is picked up and developed. Such simultaneous topic-
raising is a necessary outgrowth of the strategy we are operating on --

the assumption that it is appropriate for speakers to introduce new
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topics just because they thought of them, and that a topic should not
necessarily be dropped simply because it wasn't picked up on the first
few tries.

What speakers of this system cannot tolerate is the alternative
to this strategy: silence. That is, if speakers do not toss out what-
ever comes into their heads, and if topics are dropped after one or two
tries, there will necessarily be periods of silence in conversation
between topics. In fact, it is likely that the devices of the rapport-
based system grow out of the intolerance for siience. This opposition
is noted by Goodman as well: "1t may come as a bulletin to crowders
that one of their options is S-I-L-E-N-C-E." Again, John Fowles notes
this aspect of contrast between communicative strategies of American

and British speakers. In Daniel Martin, the protagonist, who has been

Tiving in California, visits his native England and immediately breaks

the rules on a British train:

When we drew out of the station the elderly woman opposite
me glanced up at the ventilation window. It was slightly
open. A minute later she glanced again. I said, "Shall
I shut it?"

"Oh well if ..."
I stood and shut it; and received a frozen grimace, meant
to represent gratitude. from the Tady and two or three
covertly disapproving examinations from my male fellow-
passengers. I had committed the cardinal sin not of

shutting the window, but of opening my mouth. No other
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caste in the world [are] so certain that public decency

and good breeding is silence . . . (139).

The system described by Fowles is the polar oppesite of that exhibited
by Karl, Paul and me in the Tharksgiving talk: one system seeks com-
fort in interaction, the other in silence. The fact that Susie grew
up in the environment Fowles is describing may have something to do
with the fact that she is the most silent of the members of the
Thanksgiving dinner.

Thus the participants in the Thanksgiving dinner conversation
showed different expectations with respect to what is appropriate to
say and how it is appropriate to say it. Karl, Paul and I shared the
tendency to feel comfortable with personal topics of talk. We showed
interest by asking machine-gun questions and used marked shifts in
pitch and amplitude to show enthusiasm. In addition, overlap and fast
pacing were cooperative devices, contributing to the enthusiasm effect.
We operated on a stratagy which puts the signalling load on rapport:
that is, we assumed that irrelevant topics were of interest because we
thought of them, and we persisted in our introduction of topics far
Tonger than did the other speakers. Thus we showed a high tolerance
for noise and diffuse topics as opposed to silence. All these devices
operated to give the conversation its "frenetic" tone, and to estab-
lish among us a sense of rapport and successful communication.

The other members of the group: Dan, Chuck, and Susie, did not
participate in the use of these devices. During the interchanges in
which Karl, Paul, and I used them, the other members were silent or

participated only minimally. In dyadic interchanges with Chuck, I
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clearly violated his expectations about topic and pace, and Dan and
Susie remarked during playback that the fast, expressive, overlapping
conversation seemed odd to them. Their lack of experience with such

devices made it impossible for them to participate.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

1. Transcription conventions are gleaned from three sources: those
developed on the Chafe narrative project; those developed by Gail
Jefferson and used by ethnomethodologists (Schenkein 1978); and those
used by members of the Gumperz project, based on transcription conven-

tions developed by John Trim. Those conventions which are used:

. noticeable pause or break in rhythm (less than .5 second)
... half second pause, as measured by stop watch.
an extra dot is added for each half second of pause, hence,
.... full second pause
..... second and a half pause, and sc on.
- marks primary stress
N marks secondary stress
underline marks emphatic stress
CAPS marks very emphatic stress

T marks high pitch on word

! marks high pitch on phrase, continuing until punctuation

marks Tow pitch on word

, marks low pitch on phrase, continuing until punctuation

. marks sentence-final falling intonation

? marks yes/no aquestion rising intonation

? is the standard linguistic symbol for glottal stop

o 1is the standard linguistic symbol for the phoneme "schwa"
("uh")

-- indicates lengthened vowel sound
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—» indicates sentence continues without break in rhythm (look
for next line)
, marks phrase-final intonation ("more to come")
. spaced dots indicate ellipsis
Musical notation is used for amplitude:
p piano (spoken softly)
pp pianissimo (spoken very softly)
f forte (spoken Toudly)
ff fortissimo (very loudly)
acc spoken quickly
dec spoken slowly
The above notations continue until punctuation, uniess
otherwise noted.
/?/ 1indicates inaudible section.
/words/ within slashes indicate uncertain transcription
[brackets] are used for comments on quality of speech
[tone] Took for explanation of special tcnal quality
Penned brackets between 1ines indicates overlapping speech.
[j Two people talking at the same time.
Penned brackets on two 1ines]
indicate second utterance

Tatched onto first.

2. Note however the possibly patronizing and certainly distancing
effect of the amused observer stance. It is rather 1ike saying.

"Oh, aren't they cute?" (Thanks to R. Lakoff for pointing this out).
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3. Lakoff points out that Paul may have taken my comment as an
implicit criticism of Thanksgiving -- i.e. "not a holiday for every-
one' -- and may be contradicting that. Nonetheless, his comment does

not build on my point as I intend it.
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CHAPTER FIVE
NARRATIVE STRATEGIES

Integrally related to expectations about pace, overlap, rate of
speech, and other conversational devices which have been discussed are
expectations about the ftelling of narratives in conversation. A1l of
these devices operate in the telling of stories just as they do in
other forms of talk, but in addition, there are verbal devices which
are specific to the telling of stories,

The notion "narrative" is not a discrete category but a prototype.
Some verbal texts are more narrative than others. The prototypical
narrative (or “"story"; I will use these terms interchangeably)
recounts events which occurred in the past., However, there are numer-
ous instances of talk which resemble narrative in some ways but not in
others. For example, during the Thanksgiving conversation, Paul sum-
marized an article he had read in a sociology journal about adopted
children, and Chuck at one point described Victor signing. Neither of
these verbalizations seemed quite 1ike narratives because they did not
recount events. At first, Chuck's seemed more narrative in that it
told about something he saw. But Chuck referred to Victor in order
to justify a point he was making about the difference between sign and
spoken language, and his listeners reacted not to his experience but
to his observation about language. In that sense, Paul‘s summary of
the article he had read more closely resembled a narrative, because
it triggered a series of stories about adopted children. However, I

did nct count either of these accounts as narratives. In order to
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isolate a certain segment of the data for analysis, I decided to con-
sider "stories" only those accounts which adhered to the strictest
definition; that is those which told about past events.

In ali, 48 narratives were told during the dinner conversation.
There are significant differences in the number of narratives told by
different members of the group (see Figure 1). Karl told the most (15);
I was a close second (13); Paul came next (8); Chuck, Dan, and Susie
told fewer (4 each). This hierarchy corresponds tc the sense that most
of the participants reported, that Karl was the most "dominant" par-
ticipant, followed by me and then Paul, while Chuck, Dan and Susie had
participated much Tess.

Since some participants spoke more than others, the sheer numbers
of narratives told may be misleading. Therefore, I calculated the num-
ber of narrative turns as a percentage of the total number of turns
spoken by each participant (see Figure 1). This yields slightly dif-
ferent results. Karl still emerges as the most given to story-telling,
with 6% of his turns devoted to narratives. However, Dan and Susie are
close to him, with 5% of their talk devoted to narrative. This con-
trasts with the face that Dan and Susie are the two participants who
spoke the Teast number of turns during the conversation. Furthermore,
Paul and I switch places with respect to percentage of talk devoted to
story-telling (Paul 4% and I 3%).Chuck is the speaker least given to
narrative talk; only 2% of his turns are devoted to telling stories.

Looked at in connection with other aspects of storytelling, these
statistics are revealing. For example, the low percentage of narra-
tive turns in Chuck's talk correlates with his observable reluctance

to volunteer information about his personal experiences. Thus, he
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Figure 1

Use of Narratives in Thanksgiving Conversation

Average
number of | Percentage | Average
Total number Total number | words per | of turns number of | Number of
Total number | of narratives | of narrative | narrative | which are words per | stories told

Name of turns told turns turn narrative narrative | in clusters
Karl 594 15 36 23 6% 46 8
Deb 811 13 21 45 3% 80 5
Paul 417 8 16 40 4% 81 6
Chuck 405 4 8 47 2% 94 0
Dan 386 4 18 34 5% 154 2
Susie 169 4 8 21 5% 43 0
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tells three of his four narratives in answer to direct questions by
others (the fourth is about a cartoon strip he read as a child). Chuck
is the only speaker in the group who is directly questioned in this
way.

I tell 13 stories during the conversation. The most striking
fact about them is that 7 of the 13 are told in support of someone
else's point or matching someone else's story. In contrast, Karl tells
three stories which contradict scmeone else's point, and, even more
uniquely, 8 of his stories either offer his own experience, unasked or
even urrelated to what has been going on before, or explain some ref-
erence or remark that he himself made immediatley prior to the narra-
tive. This may have contributed to the impression Paul reported that
it had been Karl, not me, who "dominated" the gathering,

It is interesting that Karl and Susie tell the shortest stories,
on the average, and they have, on the average, the shortest number of
words per turn. Karl's narrative turns contain an average ¢f 23 words
and Susie's 21; his narratives have an average of 46 words each, and
Susie's 43. Thus while Karl teils a lot of stories, the stories he
tells are comparatively short. This seems to reflect the fact that
his story-telling style is succinct. He does not give iong orienta-
tions or explanations. Susie's stories are understated, But despite
that (or because of that) she has a hard time getting the point of her
stories across to this group.

Paul's stories are all personal, and half of them are about his
children. Furthermore, Paul is particularly apt to tell stories in a

round.
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Story Rounds

One way in which stories function in the Thanksgiving conversation
is in story rounds. Ethnomethodologists noted that stories in conver-
sation are often told in clusters or sequences (Ryave 1978). However,
I use the term "story round" to refer to a particular kind of story
cluster, in which speakers exchange stories of personal experiences
which illustrate similar points. The stories told in rounds during
Thanksgiving differ in some ways from the stories told in other con-
texts. For example, they require little or no orientation section;
that is, the speaker does not begin by introducing the story with
something Tike "Did I tell you what happened ..." or "You'll never
guess what happened..." The very juxtaposition of stories furnishes
thematic cohesion. (See for example stories presented on pp. 174 and
177).

21 of the 48 stories told during Thanksgiving dinner were told in
a total of five rounds. The first round consisted of three stories
about sex differences in language; the second round was made up of 5
Storjes about people the speakers knew who were adopted; the third of
five stories about summer camp; the fourth of five stories about freak
accidents; the last of four stories about children and sex (There was
at Teast one more story told in this round, but the tape ran out
shortly after I began it, so it is not included in the anlaysis.)

The story round device clearly belongs to the rapport-strategy
members of the group. 219 of the 21 stories told in rounds were told
by Karl, Paul, and me. Chuck and Susie told not a single story in a

round. In contrast, € of Paul's 8 stories were told in rounds.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



159

The story round is another example of the failure of purely sur-
face phencmena to elucidate what is going on in interaction -- in this
case, to show the difference between a story cluster and a story round.
Just as overlap is a surface phenomenon, whereas interruption is an
interpretive category (Bennett 1978), so a story cluster is identi-
fiable simply by reference to the contiguity of stories in conversa-
tion, but the existence of a round requires the establishment of
thematic cohesion in an appropriate way. For example, Dan's partici-
pation in the story rounds yields different results from those of the

other three.

Contrastive Narrative Strategies

An examination of Dan's four stories supports his recocllection
that he had been able either to be the center of attention or to
observe the interaction but not to "be part of the flow." His
stories, on the average, were strikingly long: an average of 154
words each (see Figure 1). This length is not approached by anyone
else. Clearly, the effect of telling long stories is to keep the
speaker the center of attention.

Dan's longest story is one in which he tells about an episode on
a television program. Ostensibly, this story is part of a story round
about adopted children. The round was triggered by Paul's summary of
the article he read reporting research to the effect that the children
of adopted parents have IQ's closer to those of their naturai parents
than their adoptive parents. Karl immediately offered a story about
a student and then another about a friend who were adopted and were

very different from their adoptive parents. Dan followed with a story
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about some cousins of his who were adopted. {This story will be
presented later). I then told about someone I know who is adopted and
"sticks out" in her family; Karl comments on my story (he knows the

person I am talking about) by saying

. -~ e -~
K Y'mean just because she talks 1ike this. But'anybody

In saying this, Karl mimics the person in question by speaking in a
Toud, nasal, and rasping voice. Several turns later he says, seri-

- ously, "She's just very loud."
At that point, Dan begins a story about a satirical sketch he

saw on the television program Saturday Night Live:

(1) K She does look different? She's just very loud.
(2) DR Speaking of which they had the Loud family. Remember

[DT Taughs]
- N Ve
the Loud family? On Saturday Night Live?
(3) K What was the Loud family?

(4) DR Dju hear about that? THEY TALK LIKE THIS.
p

[Taughter]
(5) K I know 1ots of people in New York who talk Tike that.
(6) DT rYou don't .. yknow the Loud family.
(7) DR II-/ ?7? / the Loud family.|
(8) K (@re they all

(9) DT It was a thing on té&evision called An American Féﬁi]y.
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There ensues a brief discussion contextualizing the Loud family. When
everyone is agreed upon who they were, Dan tries to begin his story
again, but there is still confusion about what they have to do with

the television program Dan has referred to:

(10) DR So they had the-Loud family.

(11) P l:So they're gonna be on? The whole
family's, gonna be on?

(12) DT Where.

(13} The .. Saturday Night Live?

(14) DT ~No. No. /?/

(15) DR[jNo, last week they had the LOUD family. On Saturday
Night Live. And it's 1ike ... and the and the parents
are trying to FIGURE OUT ... WHY THEIR KIDS,... just

ALIENATE,

Dan then proceeded to tell about the satirical sketch in which a family
named Loud constantly velled at each other, without realizing that
they were doing so.

The connection between Dan's story and the one preceding it is
the reference to people who are loud. Like Karl, Dan imitates the
Toud speech in his narrative. Karl's "she talks 1ike this" is echoed
by Dan's (4} "THEY TALK LIKE THIS." However, there is a problem with
thematic cohesicon. Dan has a lot of trouble with his orientation
section before he can launch his narrative, Paul and Karl are both
confused and ask a series of questions showing misunderstanding (3)
(5) (11) (13), before they grasp what Dan's story is about. Dan
finally goes ahead with his story (15) without explaining to Paul that
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it is not the Loud family themselves but a satire about them which he
is telling about. Presumably, Paul caughit on while the story was
being told.

After Dan tells this extended story, recounting the details of
the television episode, I comment, "A11l on the pun of Loud, huh?" In
a subtle way, my comment is (though was not consciously intended to
be) a censure; it is as if to say the story was too long to illustrate
a pun. In addition, it seems to betray my feeling that the connection
by pun is not sufficient to warrant inclusion in the round. Thematic
cohesion is established in rounds through the stories having similar
or opposing points.

Nonetheless, Dan is the only non-New Yorker who participates in
story rounds at all. On two occasions, he contributes stories to
rounds which do cohere in an appropriate way. However, there are some
other differences which emerge in terms of pace and formulating the
points of the stories.

Following is a narrative which Dan told with Chuck's participa-
tion. In the immediately preceding conversation, I have been talking
about men's and women's language and have told about an upcoming lec-
ture by a woman who teaches men who are about to undergo sex change
operations nhow to talk 1ike women. After general exlamations about
and reactions to this announcement, Dan teils about a conversation
that he and Chuck had the night before with a friend of theirs named
Randy. (Kari and I also know Randy). Dan's story is about sex and
voice quality, and therefore it is appropriately coherent with the
topic of the round. There is much interest among the group members in

Dan's story. However, there is evidence that some of the other
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members of the group expected stories to be told somewhat differently
from the way Dan (with the help of Chuck) was telling it.

It becomes clear that I feel Dan and Chuck do not get to the
point of their story quickly enough. This can be seen in my repeated
questions which serve to "prompt" them to tell the point. (Overiapping
talk by Karl and Paul is occasioned by the timer going off in the

kitchen during this interchange).

7z
(1) DR Well ... what was Rgﬁdy saying last night? ... He was

talking about y'know he works Randy works at

theLuh [name of firm]? At ... [place of firm]? ....
C“Right+
Something he works with ch?]dren? ceee ;éhguage
deve]opment?
(2) C Yeah he he does .. 1éﬁguage evaluation
on ... autistic a--nd .. all those .. kind of children.
DR Lyeah~

[timer goes off in kitchen].

(3) DR Crazy chi]dreﬁq

(4) K fWhat time is it Paul?
So what was he égying.

(6) C He was talking about

l}Wenty five till
Twenty five to?
{%here was a there was a

R There was a staff conference

C Right. A staff conference.

DR And they were ... these incredible, ... these
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(14)
(15)

[gp 2 v

~~
—
~
o
(]

(23) DT

(24) C
(25) DT

(26) DT

(27) K

(28) C

psychiatrists? ... got up there ? ....
Clmhmd p K [chuckles] hm

Ve
What were they doing.

164

{from kitchen] Karl you're having /?/ problenic back here.

Well they were talking about sexual identity and all

this kind of stuff. So this ... SBe woman waé]

LOne

g -~
woman was talking about .. the gay voice.
K L./?/J

~

~ Ve i
Yeah the gg& voice. She was talking about gay voices.

DREThe gay voiced
And Randy was sitting there simmering.
Right. /2/
[WEét was he'sgying.

They were wondering whether or not it was .. hormonal.

Whether the~gay voice was hormonal.

"WHAT!
ff

'Yeah. Whether the gé} voice was hormonal.
LYou're kidding!

Wo--~w.

Oh God!
P

Or whether it was 1é§rned behavior, or was w whether

it was ... uh learned behavior, o--r genetic, or
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hormonal or what.{:/? as they were gonna /

Ooo that makes my skin creep. ....
p.dec

(29) K

In Tistening to this conversation on tape, I reexperienced my
impatience with Dan and Chuck for not getting to the point -- that
Randy had been present at a meeting at which "experts" were discussing
the question of whether the gay voice was hormonal. Three times I ask

questions to prompt Dan and Chuck to get to the point:

(5) So what was he saying.
(13) Wnat were they doing.
(20) What was he saying?

The first two questions do not necessarily show impatience. I
offer such prompts to other storytellers as well. However, the third
prompt (20) clearly shows impatience, in the raised pitch on the
stressed word "saying." Furthermore, I have piayed this segment to
others of backgrounds similar to mine, and they have remarked (without
prompting from me) that Dan and Chuck are having a hard time getting
to the point of their story. During playback, Dan noticed my ques-
tions as well. I was surprised, however, at his explanation of what
was going on.

Dan noted first off that he began his story (1) in a "weak" way:

(1) D Well ... what was Randy saying last night? ... He was

talking about y'know he works Randy works at
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the .. uh [name of firml? At ... [place of firm]?

CLm’ghtJ
. Something he works with ch?ﬁdren? cees Léhguage
p
development?

Dan pointed out that he started with "Well," then paused, and generally
sounded as if he wasn't very sure of what he was saying. Although Dan
did not say so, the unsureness comes also from the filler ("uh") the
repeated pauses, false starts, and the question intonation at the ends
of phrases. Dan said that he was hesitant first because he wasn't
sure people would want to hear the story. Second he said that, al-
though he knows perfectly well what Randy does, yet he spoke as if he
didn't and Tooked to Chuck for confirmation, to cover himself, lest
Chuck contradict him. Finally, he wanted to draw Chuck into the con-
versation, since Chuck was Dan's guest and friend and Dan felt "pater-
nalistic" toward him in this setting. Chuck, on the other hand, re-
called that he was hesitant because it was really Dan's story, and he
too was wary lest he make an error that Dan would then contradict.

In addition, Dan said that he was fishing for just the sort of
encouragement which I supplied with my questions. These questions
were reassurance to him that his story was of interest. Dan noted,
however, that he did pick up a slight sense of impatience in my tone,
and that that wmight have reinforced his hesitance. Chuck indenen-
dently noted the same phenomenon during playback. He remarked that
had I not asked any prompting questions, he might well have discon-
tinued the story. However, coming as they did, my questions made him

wonder what I wanted, which then made him feel hesitant about saying
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anything: hence the tentative sense of his narrative. Both Dan and
Chuck thus were operating on defensive strategies, "covering them-
selves" as it were, preferring to err by saying less, whereas Karl and
I would sooner risk error by saying more.

Dan also pointed out, with characteristic perceptiveness about
language processes, that at the same time that I asked (13) “What
were they doing?" Karl uttered the sound "hm" in a way that Dan re-
cognized as characteristic of Karl and syncnymous with my question.
That is, Dan hit upon the notion of pragmatic synonymy. Karl's “hm"
was also a way of encouraging Dan to go on while evidencing some
impatience. Dan said it sounds to him as if Karl is holding himself

back, forcing himself to be patient with Dan's slower pace.

Dan's idea of telling a story presupposes a certain hesitancy
it is appropriate, he explained, to give an indication of what one has
to say and then see if anyone picks up on it, rather than imposing the
story whether others Tike it or not. This strategy honors Brown and
Levinson's negative face want, or Lakoff's Rl "Don't impose." How-
ever, Dan's strategy is exaggerated in this interchange. Feeling a
bit insecure in the setting, he begins his story even more hesitantly
than he otherwise might have. This increased hesitance then arouses
Karl's and my impatience, and the evidence of our impatience rein-
forces his Teeling that he is not fitting in very well. In other

words, we have once more a situation of complementary schismogenesis.

Expressive vs. Understated Evaluation and Response

Dan explained another peculiarity of this interchange as well.

After (24), when Dan and Chuck have told the point of their story
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(about the gay voice being hormonal), there is a series of pauses in
the conversation. After a 2-second pause I say (25) "Wo--w", and
after another pause of a second and a half, Karl says (27), "Ch God!"
Both Karl and I, in our usual tandem fashion, fill the pauses with
loud and marked exclamations in response to Dan's story. Dan noted
that he didn't think that would have happened if it had been one of us
telling the story. My first reaction was to disagree; it seemed to me
that such exclamations are typical of Karl's and my style. However,
I realized after consideration that what made it different was the
fact that we were uttering these exclamations against the background
of silence. In a conversation in which one of us is telling a story,
such exclamations ordinarily come as overlaps or at least rapidly
paced in the interchange, where they have the effect of greasing the
conversational wheels by enccuraging the narrative teller. In fact.
I suddenly wondered why these long pauses occurred in the midst of
the narrative.

It is only after another pause of a second that Chuck continues

the story, rather hesitantly:

(28) C  Or whether it was learned behavior, or was w whether
it was ... uh learned behavior, o--r genetic, or

hormonal or what /as they were gonna/

Dan explained that he and Chuck interrupted their story and paused
because of my reaction (23) "WHAT!" My sudden, loud and high-pitched
exclamation stopped them because its marked paralinguistic features
were unexpected. Dan and Chuck wondered what was wrong, what my out-

burst could mean, and they waited to find out. This, then, created a
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pause that was completely unexpected and unexplained for Karl and me,
so we filled it with exclamations (1iking nothing less than silence in
a busy conversation). Only after ascertaining that I wasn't going to
follow up my shriek with anything else, did Chuck continue what he
began in (24), still hesitant as 2 result of his uncertainty about the
significance of my extreme reaction.

Dan's insightful observation about this dynamic was proven cor-
rect, as the same phenomenon occurred when I was talking to Chuck
during playback. We were listening to the taped segment about Goffman
which has been referred to earlier (p. 98). On the tape, Chuck
offered some observations about Goffman for the first time. Shutting
off the tape recorder, Chuck commented that he felt free to do this at
the time because he was addressing himself to Paul, not me, and Paul
did not know anything about the subject. This insight was so helpful
and interesting to me that I showed my appreciation by exclaiming,
"Oh---- How interesting!" My exclamation "Oh---" was sudden and drawn-
out, and I said, "How interesting" in a voice that showed intensity
through exaggerated low pitch and thick quality. As soon as I said
this, Chuck stopped short, and there was a fleeting look of astonish-
ment on his face. I immediateiy tried to repair the situation by
repeating, "That's interesting," in a more matter-of-fact way:
faster, more clipped, with higher pitch. Suddeniy I recalied Dan’s
exegesis of the effect of my extreme reaction to their story about
the gay voice. I asked Chuck if my extreme response had stopped him
just then. He admitted that it had.

This experience also demonstrates how awareness of stylistic dif-

ferences can operate. I could not help responding to Chuck in a way
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that I "knew" would make him unforfortable because my response was
automatic. However, once the utterance was out, and 1 saw his reac-
tion, I could catch what had happened and comment on it. Thus we could
understand our reactions to each other's styles, although we could not
change them.

During playback, Dan pointed out yet another instance of pragmatic
synonymy. This one contrasts expressive as opposed to understated
evaluation. ("Evaluation" in this sense, following Labov 1972, is a
speaker's way of showing her/his attitude toward what s/he is saying).
He noted that Chuck's (28) and Karl's (29) were synonymous, although

on the surface they could not have been more different:

(28) C Or whether it was léarned behavior, or was w whether
it was ... learned behavior, o--r genetic, or
hormonal or what. ~/? as they were gonna/

(29) K Ooco that makes my skin creeep. ....

eu---.

Chuck's (28) seemed to me to be a straightforward (if somewhat discur-
sive) statement, without judgment on the part of the speaker. Yet Dan
pointed out that Chuck's running together a 1ist of alternatives in a
monotonous tone, ending with something hedgy and mumbled 1ike "or
what," is his way of belittling what he is talking about, of showing
that the ideas he is reporting are repugnant, and he wishes to dis-
sociate himself from them. Karl's (29), with its slowed pace, delib-
berate emphasis, exaggerated and metaphoric statement of his reaction,
and nonverbal expression of disguse ("ew--"), is his way of dis-

sociating himself from the subject, because he finds it repugnant.
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Karl uses marked intonation and voice quality to show disgust; Chuck
uses extra words and monotonous tone. Chuck's is a style of nuance
and understatement, Karl's of expressiveness and overstatement.

A similar contrast can be seen in the discussion that immediatley
follows the one about the gay voice. It is the discussion of adoption
which is sparked by Paul's summary of the article he read reporting
research showing that the IQ's of adopted childrein are more closely
correlated with those of their natural parents than those of their
adoptive parents. As soon as Paul finishes his observation, Karl
exclaims, "Oh, I believe that!" and I say, "Oh, of course," and laugh.
karl's exclamation is timed to immediately follow Paul's comment with
no pause, and mine immediately follows Karl's at an equally fast pace.
Karl's comment is loud and mine is high-pitched. Once more it is in-
teresting to see that we operate as a team; if our strategies are
similar to start with, the response of one seems to trigger that of the
other.

Following Karl's and my loud respcnses, Dan and Chuck agree with
us with the muted responses "uhuh" and "mhm" respectively. Duriag
playback, Chuck said that he did not react so swiftly and openly to
Paul's remarks because he didn't know how the rest of us felt about
that sort of argument (i.e. heredity vs. environment). As usual,
Chuck was honoring the defensiveness motive of indirectness.

In listening to this segment of the tape, I felt that it was rude
of Karl and me to react so precipitously to Paul's observation and
reject it out-of-hand. 1 felt that I would not have done so on my
own; not that I would not have felt that the results of the study were

obvious, but I would not have said so in such a peremptory way, had
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I not been echoing Karl. I expected Paul, during playback, to admit
to having felt hurt. Quite the contrary, Paul remarked, on hearing
this segment, that the precipitous response, dismissing his ccmments
as obvious, was a verbal device he himself uses. He said, "It was the
sort of thing that drove [my former wife] crazy about Tiving with me.
She would consider that a put-down, whereas I expect people to say,
'Well Took! It really IS interesting'." Thus Paul verbalized one
aspect of the rapport strategy that has been discussed: the expecta-
ticn that, having something to say, speakers will say it. It is not
the burden of the interlocutor to make it comfortable and convenient
for others to express their ideas, but rather to be free and spon-
taneous with reactions. In answer to my direct question of whether
Karl's response sounded 1ike a put-down at Thanksgiving, Paul said no:
"It sounds 1ike Karl." Then he added, with some satisfaction, that
the conversation continued on his topic for some time, so ciearly

people had been interested, and therefore it was not a put-down.

Getting to the Point

As has already been noted and as Paul himself observed, the IQ
topic sparked a story round about adopted children. Karl told two
storijes about adopted children he knew; I one; and Dan one. Dan's
story cohered thematically and contributed to the round, but there is
evidence that Karl felt he did not get to the point in the way he
expected.

Let us compare Karl's and Dan's adoption stories and the reac-

tions they triggered from listeners, Here is Karl's first story:
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(1) K In fact one of my stidents told me for the first time,

I taught her for over a yéér. .... That she was
adabted, and then I thought .. ?uh? ... that explains
D acc

. so may things.

(2) DT What. That she was -

(3) K Cause she's so-- d;%ferent{from her mother
(4) DT Smarter than she

should have been? or sfﬁpider-a
than she should've been. [chuckle]
(5) K [It wasn't smart or stapid, actually, it was just she
was so different. ...... Just'gijferent.
DT hm

In response to Karl's story, I express doubt of his premise; I remark,
"But you often find kids that are quite different from their parents,
don't you?" and Susie supports my objection: "That's seems very
unusual that that that the kid didn't pick up his his unnatural
parents' .... characteristics." To prove his point, Karl tells

another story, about a woman that he and Susie had both known:

DTthe ... sort of

(5) K Re%ember what Deborah Lincoln? Debby Lincoln told us?

(6) S hat.
(7) K That she met a half sister?EY? ? /]
P?/? This article ?/
When they were thf;ty years 01d? .... that .. she had

- e .
never met before? It was a half sister? It was

fgiher'slcﬁﬁld. ..... And they had all the same
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Dan then told a

(12) DR

(13) K
(14) DR

174

mannerisms.

[Reactions]
But they could have gotten the mannerisms from the
A
[No. The father didn't 1ive with the other kid. Or
didn't Tive with Débby. ... I don't remember.

[You're

right. That's very weird.

So---
[creaky voice]

story which supports Karl's point:

My u--m ... my alnt's two kids are adopted, and they
were both adopted from different .... famili? different
mothers.
Yeah. And?
And they're just'd{%ferent from each other
~

7
and different from anyone in my family. .... They're
K hm

S ~
not like each other at all.

In comparing Karl's story (1-4) to Dan's (12-14), I noticed that

the effects and rhythm of the stories were quite different. For one

thing, the focus of Karl's narrative is his own personal reaction to

the information that his student was adopted. That is, while the

point of the story is to demonstrate the fact that adopted children are

more like their natural parents than their adoptive parents, Karl
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dramatizes this point by recreating his emotional experience. In con-
trast, Dan tells about his aunt's two children without saying anything
about his participation or how he feels abcut it. In this sense,
then, Karl is employing a rapport-based device: the personal involve-
ment between himself and his subject matter is paramount. In con-
trast, Dan's strategy is decontextualized: he tells about the content
without involving himself personally.

It is highly likely that this difference -- i.e. Karl's expecta-
tion that a story will be about the speaker's feelings about whats/heis
saying -- contributes to Karl's dissatisfaction when Dan tells his
story. Karl's prompt (13) "Yeah. And?" is clearly impatient. Examin-
ing Karl's story, I noticed that I prompt Karl during his telling.

But the nature of the prompting and the effect of the story-plus-
prompts are quite different.

Kari's story is told in a series of alternate up-turned and down-
turned clauses. His opnening statement (1) "One of my students told me
for the first time," ends with rising intonation. The next clause,

"I taught her for over a year," is spoken quickly, with rather Tow
pitch, ending abruptly with falling intonation. The intonation and
pace mark it as a parenthetical remark within the surrounding sentence:
“One of my students told me for the first time that she was adopted."
The continuation of that sentence, "that she was adopted,” also ends
with phrase-final intonation (i.e. "more to come"), while the final
sentence in the contribution (1) "that explains .. so many things," is
spoken quickly and abruptly, with marked falling intonation. This
rising clause falling clauss contour carries the reader rhythmically

through the narrative. At the end of (1), there is a marked sense of
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finality. I believe this explains why I chose that moment to offer
(2, 4) "What. That she was smarter than she should have been or stu-
pider that she should've been." This question feeds Karl his next
line. It does not show lack of understanding of the point of his
story, nor impatience with him for his pacing. In fact, Karl does not
wait for me to finish my question (2) but goes right into his explana-
tion (3) which overlaps with my question {2). For my part, I go

right on with my question even at the same time that he is answering
it, and Karl incorporates my question into his continuation/response
(5). Thus Karl and I overlap during a considerable portion of his
story, and there are no pauses between question-answer components, but
rather they weave into each other to make an inextricably intertwined
story/response entity.

There is a similar rhythmic pattern in Karl's second story (5-11).
Again, there is dramatic shifting from high pitch and rising intonation
on three clauses (shown in the transcription by question marks) fol-
lowed by marked falling intonation ending on very low pitch on the
forth clause, "It was her father's child." At that point there is a
Tong pause (1.5 seconds) before Karl delivers the climax in a fast and
deliberately matter-of-fact sounding coup: "“And they had all the same
mannerisms." The pauses in Karl's narrative are all functiona1.1 The
first pause, after "thirty years old", could not be seen as fioor-
relinguishing because of the sharp rising intonation on the preceding
phrase. And the pause just before the final sentence in (7) follows
the rapidly spoken clauses and therefore seems deliberate, not hesi-

tant.
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When Dan begins his story (12), he begins, as he did his earlier
story, with a number of cues that show hesitance about what he is
about to say. First there is a faise start ("my"), then a filler
("u--m"), then a half-second pause. Within the story, he pauses after
"different" and then has another false start: "famili? different
mothers,” It is then that Karl asks (13) "Yeah. And?" Thus it seems
likely that Karl's impatience is also sparked by the fact that Dan's
pauses, unlike Karl's, are seemingly random rather than dramatic
devices. In this sense, Karl's prompt is designed tc help Dan along:
rather 1ike saying, "Okay, don't worry about background. I'm with you.
Now get to the point." In contrast, my prompts to Karl during his
story asked him to elaborate upon a point he had already made, not to
get to the point.

If Karl's prompts (7) indicate dissatisfaction with the way Dan is
telling a story, the dissatisfaction works both ways. In another seg-
ment, it is clear that Karl does not tell a story the way Dan expects.
At the very beginning of the taped conversation, there has been much
overlapping talk and parallel discussions. At one end of the table,
Kar1l has been showing Dan pictures of his little niece (Paul's child),
and he has commented that "she iooks 1ike a 1ittle girl already.”
There is some intervening talk. Paul, Susije, and I have been dis-
cussing cowboy boots. Karl suddenly switches to our conversation and

his voice prevails over the entire group:

7 ~
(1) K I have a little seven-year-old student ... a 1ittle
7 -~ .
girl who wears those. ...... She .. is too
p J
(2) DT She wears these? [chuckle]
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much. Can you imagine? She's séven years old, and

acc
she sf%s in her chair and she goes .... [squeals and
acc — 3
squirms in his seat].
(3) DT Ch-- Go--d. ... She's only SEVen? [tone: repugnance]
[tone----] _ N
(4) K And I say well .. how about let's do so-and-so. And
acc
) =\ =N L. 7.
she says ... Ukay. ... Just iike that.
[squealing]
(5) DT ~Oh-----
[
(6) DRL—What does it mean.
p,acc

~
(7) K It's just so ... Tshe's acting like such 1ittle girl
p

already.

In telling about his student (1-4), Karl does not actually state
his point at all. Rather, he illustrates it by mimicking the child's
"girly" mannerisms and speach. My response is instant: (3). (I also
use the characteristic strategy of repeating back an element of Karl's
story in echo/disbelief: "She's only seven?") I did this, in milder
form, in (2) as well. My response (3) is expressive through exag-
gerated intonation and amplitude. When Karl finishes his story (4),
Dan and I respond simultaneously: I groan in commiseration (5) but
Dan asks (6) "What does it mean?" Karl's explanation (7) is a
repetition, in almost the same words and in precisely the same syn-
tactic paradigm with the same intonational pattern as he had said just

before, when showing Dan pictures of his nijece:
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Earlier: "She looks 1ike a Tittle .. girl already.

now (8): "She's acting like such a little girl already."

Karl made this earlier remark to Dan; I was engaged at the time in the
vzvz11el conversation with Paul and Susie about boots. So Dan should
have been more 1ikely to understand Karl's illustration of the same
phenomenon in the story about his student. For me, the point of Karl's
story represents a change in focus; the connection to "boots" is only
superﬁcia].2 Nonetheless it is Dan who misses the point of the story.
During playback, Dan said he still felt that Karl hadn‘t reaily
told the point of his story. I got the impression that Dan hadn't so
much been unable to understand Karl's point as he was annoyed that
Karl hadn't really made it; that is, hadn't told the story right. Dan
noted that even after he asked Karl "What does it mean?" Karl's
exnlanation (7) "She's acting 1ike such a 1ittle girl already," does
not explain what he is trying to say about her, Dan noted that "such

1}

a little girl" to him meant "just 1ike a person,” or "grown up," as
opposec to "like an infant." What Karl meant and should have said was
that she was acting Tike a "coquette." Dan continued that it made him
uncomfortable for Karl to squeal and squirm in his seat, imitating the
girl's manner. This acting-out of the story seemed to him a breach of
good taste.

In Tistening to this segment, Chuck noted that Dan's question (6)
"What does it mean" was making overt what he himself might have won-
dered. That is, although he guessed that Karl meant that the girl was

acting too coquettish, he would have wanted that made clear, 1 then

asked, given that he had a pretty good idea of what Karl meant, why
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would he ask in a way that showed no comprehension at all? Chuck
replied that that way he would not risk making himself look fecolish,
in case he had gotten the wrong idea. Once again, in Chuck's and
Dan's system, it is better to refrain from committing oneself, lest
one be wrong; in mine, it is better to make a try, because the rapport
value of having understood correctly is potentially more important

than

selane .t

the nossible negative value of having been wrong.

There is probabiy another level of interaction that contributes
to the swiftness with which I participated in Karl's story and the
distance that Dan felt. The point of Kari's story was expected to me.
It is the kind of observation that I might make myself, that I have
made numerous times. It is the sort of thing that Karl and I observe
to each other, based on our mutually and repeatedly reinforced atti-
tudes toward sex roles. In this way, shared strategies extend to ex-
pectations about what will be said, and what can be assumed about
others' attitudes, in the spirit of C. Wright Mills' (1940) notion of
vocabularies of motives. For Karl and me, it is obvious that it is
undesirable for 1ittle girls to act stereotypically feminine, and we
expect each other to tell stor.e: with this as their point.

Karl's strategy in demonstrating rather than describing his
student's manner is similar to the one he uses in the earlier example
(see p.174) about the student who was adopted. When he says, in that
story, "and then I thought ?uh?," Karl does not explain what he
thought: "This child is so different from her parents." Rather, he
dramatized his own reaction by demonstrating his surprise througn a

schiwa-1ike sound bounded by a pair of glottal stops.
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Meaning in Intonation

It is part of Karl's style to tell a story the point of which is
in the intonation rather than the verbal content. This can be seen
strikingly in the following example. I have commented on how attrac-
tive the table is; Karl has put nuts and tangerines with leaves around
it. A humorous discussion followed about "making things pretty," in
wnich Dan suggested that the reason Karl Tikes to make things pretty
is that he's gay. Paul then said that he also 1ikes to make things
pretty, and he's not gay. Amid general laughter, Karl said to Paul,
“But do you make things as pretty as I make them?" He said this in a
mock-taunting tone, Tike a child razzing his brother. Paul picked up
Karl's game and responded in kind, saying "Prettier,” also 1n mock-
taunting tone, so that the two of them seemed to be figuratively
sticking their tongues out at each other. Everyone laughed at the

joke; there was a brief pause; and then Karl told this story:

(1) K LLE%]ie said to me ..... Can I have that can I have
that pen to play with? .... And I said)

(2) OT Lzhat pen to
play with?

(3) K I was playing.. with apéﬁ.She said. Can f/have that
p,acc
pen to play with? .... I said N6, take tﬁ%s pen. She
said Ng I want that pen. And I said ... I'm playing
with this pen. ... She said ... Wg coulda just been

acc

/ -
four years oid.

Karl tells tnis story as an illustration of another incident in which
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he engaged in mock-childlike fighting, just as he and Paul just did.
The cohesion between the two incidents is in the intonation used by
him and Paul in the one case and by him and Leslie in the other. He
never states that point; it resides in the intonation pattern and the
Jjuxtaposition of the stories. As Karl tells the story about his ear-
Tier conversation with Leslie, he recreates the tone and voice quality
with which they spoke, in the same way that he mimicked his 1ittle
student in the other story. Moreover, he begins the story with no
“orientation: i.e. introduction or contextualization. He simply

leaps into the narrative event.

As usual I have a response after Karl's very first sentence. In
this case, I question the context, because he has jumped into the
story without explanation, so the thematic cohesion, which resides
in the intonation, has not vet become apparent. He begins (1) "Leslie
said to me," quite as if he had already been talking about Leslie.
Therefore I ask (2) "That pen to play with?" Using only intonation as
a cue, I repeat his phrase to ask, "What are you talking about?" My
question barely slows Karl at all. He explains quickly, with Tow
amplitude (3), "I was playing with a pen." The way in which he dis-
misses this explanation -- a miminal explanation -- of the context,
indicates that this is not where the significance of the story lies,
so it is not necessary to spend much time talking about it. Karl then
returns to his story immediately, with hardly a hitch in timing at all.
He backs up and begins again from the beginning: (3) "She said. 'Can
I have that pen to play?'" Since his story depends for its impact on
the intonational pattern of the interchange between him and Leslie, it

is necessary for him To give the entire sequence without interruption,
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starting from Leslie's first request for "that pen to play with" up
to the intonation climax, (3) "We coulda just been four years old,"
which is spoken very fast, with very abrupt falling intonation.

The strategy of backing up and starting from the beginning to
preserve an intonational pattern is the same that Karl used in the
earlier example (see p.117) of the Coliseum discussion. There Karl
began, "Here's Columbus Circie, here's Central Park West," but was
interrupted by Paul and me suggesting (errcneously) that the building
he had in mind was the Huntington Hartford museum. Karl then said
"Nuhnuhno," quickly dismissing our error (much as in the present
example he dispensed with my question about the context of the pen to
play with) and then began again with the same intonational pattern:
"Here's Central Park West, here's Broadway." The fact that the words
have changed a bit -- that is, "Central Park West" and "Broadway"
have replaced "Columbus Circle" and "Central Park West" respectively,
does not change the rhythm of the sentence; the intonation pattern
remains just the same, and this is what gives the talk its shape.

In addition, it is interesting that Karl uses the same rhythmic
pattern to signal the climax of this story as he used in the story

about his student who was adopted (p.173).

From p.173 (1):
and then I thought .. ?uh? ... tﬁgt explains 56 many things.
Present example (3)

. <~ e
She said ... We coulda just been four years old.

After Karl tells the story about Leslie and the pen, there is

general Tlaughter. Then Paui says to Dan, "You missed it," and Dan
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says, "Yes I did." Once more Dan has missed the point of Karl's
story. Listening to the story on tape, Dan commented that he could
easily see the point of Karl's story, but he thought it fell flat.
Again, the problem seems to be not his inability to follow such

lTogic, but the sense that this is not how a story should be told.

Cooperative vs. Impatient Prompting

I wondered about the difference between prompting someone in a
cooperative way and dragging a story out of them. The contrast
between these two prompting phenomena emerges in a comparison of
stories told by Paul and Susie, and how I react to them.

Cooperative prompting questions can be seen in the following
story. Paul has just commented that he wonders how his children's
view of 1ife is affected, now that he is having relationships with new
women. As he is talking, the entire group is listening and reacting,

but it is I who actually prompt him in the storytelling:

(1) P I mean .... y'know Jamie, .... waking up each morning

with some .. new .. ]Eﬁy in the house. [others laugh].
[Taughing]

7
...... Did YOU stay overnight last night? WHERE did
acc

YOU SLEEP. [laughter] .......... I slept in your
DT Yeah [laughing]

daddy's bed." ... "Wﬁére did mytgggdy sleeps [laughter]

(2) DT What'd she say.

A 1ittle further on in the same talk, I prompt Paul again:
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(3) P The other day he said ...'Why were you guys making <o
[Taughing]
~
much noise?" [laughter]

(4) DT "Did he really? .... And what'd you %ay--.

At first my questions seem similar to my questions of Dan (see p.163)
when he was telling about his friend's experience at a meeting. How-
ever, on close inspection, the instances of questions are really quite
different. My questions of Dan are trying to get him to be specific
about what he has thus far only hinted at. That is, in that inter-
change, Dan suggests that what his friend Randy heard people saying at
the meeting was somehow related to what I have mentioned about women's
language, but he hasn't said what the connection was. Therefore I
ask, "So what was he saying?" then "What were they doing?" and again,
"What was he saying?" A1l this time, I have the feeling that I have
not been told what the point of Dan's story is.

In the present interchange, Paul has begun and stopped his story
too, but he seems to have stopped on purpose, for effect. The loud
laughter of the group confirms that his point has been appreciated.
When I ask Paul (2) "What'd she say?" I am prompting him to continue,
to tell the next T1ine. My question comes after a long pause of four
seconds, filled with general laughter. This is the same thing that is
geing on in {4), when I Tollow a high-pitched exciamation, “Did he
really?" with the prompt, "And what'd you say?" My tone shows appre-
ciation of the significance of the moment Paul has described. "Did he
really" is spoken with exaggerated intonation to show that Paul's

story has had an effect, and the last word "say" in "And what'd you
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say?" is drawn out and spoken in an exaggerated intonation contour
that shifts from high to Tow pitch. Thus the question serves both as
a prompt and as an additional back-channel show of interest in the
story as it has proceeded thus far.

In telling this story, Paul uses intonation and tone to frame
direct quotations. He does not introduce reported speech by saying,
"He said" or "She said." Rather, he mimics his son's and his girl-
friend's speech. The fact that he is quoting is communicated by the
tone, intonation, and voice quality.

Throughout the Thanksgiving dinner conversation, Susie has a hard
time getting herself heard. She speaks in a2 soft voice with high
pitch and lots of pauses within her speech. According to her own
report, she generaliy waits for silence before saying something, and
she does not find many moments of silence in this fast-paced conversa-
tion. Susie has had much experience with conversations of this sort;
she Tived with Karl for six years. But conversational control habits
are learned early (Anderson 1977; Schieffelin in press) and are auto-
matic; once tney have solidified, continued exposure does not result
in acquisition of a new system. It merely intensifies one's feelings
about one's inability to understand that system, or rather one's feel-
ings about the people who behave in a way that has different meaning
in one's own system. This explains the research finding (Vassiliou,
Traiandis, Vassiiiou, and McGuire 1972) that increased exposure to
members of different groups leads to increased rather than decreased
stereotyping.

When Susie does find a place to inject her speech into the con-

versation, her troubles are not over. It is consistently difficult
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for her to pursue a topic until her complete thought is out, and it is
difficult for Paul and me to figure out what her main point is. For
example, note the following interchange in which Susie tells what she

ate on the plane from Vancouver to California that day:

(1) S Oh I was amazed to see the uh ... the meal on the
d?;p1ane today.

(2) P What was it?

(3) S Itwas ... a bggei with cream cheese .....

(4) DR-What's this?

(5) P [For Tunch?

(6) S At,lunch, ... a bagel with cream(cheese

(7) p LThat's .. that's
Air Canada, right? ... um Pacific

(8) DT A .. a bagel

~
and cream cheese?
(9) S [

It was United. j A bagel and cream cheese, ...
acc

and a whole pile of ham.

[Taughter]

Susie begins her story at a point in the conversation when there was a
brief pause. So far so good. She begins by stating the background for
what she wants to say (1), much as Dan began his story about his friend
Randy (see p.163). Susie's opening also is characterized by a pause,
and the filler "uh" plus repetition of the determiner "the" give her

contribution a hesitant quality.
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Paul gives Susie the encouragement she awaits when he asks (2)
"What was it." This seems to be cooperative prompting. Susie then
continues with (3) "It was ... a bagel with cream cheese...". This
statement ends with steady intonation and a pause. Paul then asks (5)
“For lunch?" It is clear from the tape, and Paul stated as much during
playback, that he had the impression that Susie had finished her story.
Indeed most informants who listened to this segment made this inter-
pretation. Since Susie stopped after "cream cheese," and her intona-
tion did not rise, Paul assumed that her complete story was that she
had been served a bagel and cream cheese on the plane. But after Susie
answers Paul's question {8) "At Tunch," she backs up to repeat "a bagel
with cream cheese." Again Paul asks a question (7) about which airline
she was on. I interrupt Paul (who has interrupted Susie) to respond to
her story by repeating what I,1ike Paul, think is her already uttered
main - point. Yet again, Susie answers Paul's question with (9) "It
was United" and then backs up and repeats, "a bagel and cream cheese,"3
but this time she says it quickly, with a sense of urgency, and pauses
for only half a second before adding what has been the point of her
story all along -- that the bagel and cream cheese were served with
"a whole pile of ham." The ham is ironic because bagel and cream
cheese are typical Jewish food, while ham is non-kosner and typically
non-Jewish. The fact that this is a more significant point is attested
to by the loud jaughter which follows Susie's mention of the ham. Karl
exclaims, "That's disgusting."

During playback, Susie said she couldn't understand why Paul kept
interrupting her story to question her about irreievant details. 1In

other words, Paul's and my prompts seemed obstructive to her. The
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reason for them was that Paul and I had not understood the point of
her story -- indeed, missed the fact that she hadn't gotten to the

point yet -- and were trying to show interest in what seemed 1ike a
rather dull story.

Paul and [ didn't expect Susie to pause before making her main
point, without indicating through intonation that more was to come.
For Susie, the pause is necessary. In (9), she succeeds in communicat-
ing the fact that more is to come by rushing through "a bagel with
cream cheese" very rapidly with a breathy quality, but she still
pauses before adding "and a whole pile of ham."

A similar situation arises when Susie tells of another experience
later in the conversation. The talk has focused on hands. Karl has
commented that short, stubby hands are better for playing the piano.

Susie says,

< -~ . . .
(1) S I shook hands with Rubinstein once? ....[And his hand
rd
(2) K Yeah we did
togéther.

d Ve
(3) S TThat's right. 'We were togé%her. "asn't it incredible?

(4) X Oh it was 1ike a cushion:
[Taughing]

(5) DR What's this?
(6) S I ...we shook we shook hands with Ribinstein.
(7) K [-RJBinstein's hgﬁds.j
(8) DT And he had?]—
(9) S His hands | .... —
DT Short stubby hands?
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Just as Karl asked Dan in the earlier conversation "Yeah. And?"
(see p.174), here I ask Susie (8) "And he had? Short stubby hands?"
My feeling as I listen to this on the tape now coincides with what I
appear to have felt then -- that since Susie brought up the fact that
she shook handsvwith Rubinstein, she should have continued to tell what
it was about his hand that was remarkable, after (7). Since Karl had
been saying that short stubby hands are good for playing the piano, I
supply this as a plausible point for Susie's contribution. (It is
typical of my style to supply a point if someone else does not provide
one when I expect them to). In fact, that is not what Susie had in
mind. While Karl had taiked about short stubby fingers, Susie had com-
mented, "and you need thick pads on the end." However, she said this
in such a Tow voice that it was almost inaudible and it was not picked
up on.

The conversation continued this way:

(8) DT And he had?|—
(9) S His hands| ....-
DT Short stubby hands?
S They were
Tike ... jelly. They were like .... they were like ...
Kla famous concert pianist.d
pﬁ%ty. ... Jdust .. comp]éfe]y 56¥t —
DT £ Really? ¥
and{]{ﬁp. -... Just mush. It was as though there
K tmush [DT chuckles]

-~ -
was no bone. 1
K Land warm.

(10) DT And short stubby fingers?
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(11) S Short stubby fingers but just ... tsially covered
]

with ....
(12) K fat.
(13) s fat.

Here again is Susie's characteristic strategy of pausing before

uttering the crucial word:

_
(9) They were 1ike ... jelly. They were like .... they were
Tike ... pu/tt_y.

In (10) and (11) Susie and I almost exactly replicate the devices we
both used in the bagels interchange. When I ask {(10) "And short stubby
fingers?" I am supplying, with question intonatioit, the point of
Susie's story. She lets me krow that this is fact, but not the point,
by repeating what I have said quickly and with low pitch, and then

proceeding to the real point, which she utters after a pause:

(11) Short stubby fingers but just ... t5£a11y covered
with .... fat.
K fat.

In the bagels example (p.i87), I repeated, with question intonation,

“A bagel and cream cheese?" and Susie repeated these words quickly then
continued, after a pause, "and a whole pile of ham."

The fact that Susie pauses before saying the key word often leads

some cthers of us to conclude that she is done. When it is clear that
she is not done, her pause sometimes tempts Karl to supply her with

the word, as if the pause is evidence that she is having trouble
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finding the right word, and he wants to help her out. In answer to

my questioning during playback, Susie said that she does not mind that
kind of "help"; it makes her feel protected and cared for. Certainly
this is the spirit in which Karl offers it. It is clear, however,
that many people do not 1ike that kind of help, as evidenced by such

familiar comments as "Don't tell me what I'm going to say," or, "Don't
put words in my mouth." The writer of the New West article, for
example, begins by stating that he is a siow talker, and he complains,
"But my deliberate gait results in ... problems: All my life, for

instance, people have been finishing my sentences for me" (Esterly

1979, p. 67).

What the Point Can Be

An even more striking discrepancy arises when Susie tells a longer
story. The only extended story she tells during the taped conversa-
tion, it occurs late in the evening, which may account for the fact
that she felt comfortable enough to offer a story. A flyer advertis-
ing a concert series featuring Susie's group is lying on the table,
since Susie had brought it out earlier in the evening in connection
with a discussion of cartoons. The flyer is illustrated by cartcons
(See Figure 2). At this peint in the conversation, I notice the flyer
and ask Susie whether she did the lettering. She answers that she did
and adds that the illustrations were "done" by Howard Pyle (the
cartoonist). Chuck makes a comment about the cartoons, and Susie then

continues:
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(1) S VYeah. .... Yeah. .... It's & wonderful poem that goes
f
with the .. with the .. d?ﬁtures. ... The-- ... the
. rich 18dy, ... uh ... takes in the pig? And makes

him her friend? And decides that she's going to make

him into a gé%t]eman. .... So he becomes a géﬁt]eman

and falls in love with a .. falls in Tove with a 1ady.
. And ... anc tThen ne he proposes to the Igay, and
all he can say is ..Tuhee?whee?. [chuckles] .....

And that's

N

7
(2) DT Who turns him into a pig?

(3) C No. He s a pig.]

(4) S Helgé a pigg'j
(5) DT LHe s a pig
C JRight.

(6) S And the rich lady ... decides to bring him up, ... to
be a géht]eman.
(7) DT And he acts like a géntleman, except he ... 166ks

Tike a 5%9?
[S Taughs]
(8) DR ~And all he can say is
(9) S [And he learns he 1earn;].... he learns to dance, and
and and have the elegant .... the grgées, ... of the
elegant ﬁgn, ...rbut
(10} DT [And how does it end.

(11) S He proposes to the 13dy? And all he can siy, ... when

. -~ . _[F
he opens his mouth is"whee? whee?.
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(12) DT (chucklel And then?]—>
(13) s [ And thien]
DT Does she acéépt him?

(14) S No--. Look. Look at the last h?bture.
f

) DT What. She's .. looks uh she .. sCowls at him?
) S Yes.

(17) DT She says is this the thanks I get?

) S [laughs]

It is clear from my guestions and remarks (2, 7, 10, 12, 15 and
17) that I simply do not understand the point of the story. My ques-
tion (2) "Who turns him into a pig?" shows a lack of attention; if I
Tisten to Susie's story on the tape, I easily see that the character
pegan as a big; gut my other questions reflect a sense of bafflement
that I experience anew each time I listen to the story. To Susie, how-
ever, the point of the story is obvious. When I ask her (10) "How does
it end?" she merely repeats (11) what she already said in (1): "He
proposes to the lady? And all he can say when he opens his mouth is
whee whee." By way of "explanation," she adds the phrase "when he
opens his mouth." To Susie, this is the end; the fact that a lady
would not marry a pig who can't talk is self-evident. This is similar
to what happened in the earlier example in which Karl told about his
1ittle girl student's behavior. When Dan asked what he meant to point
out, Karl responded by repeating something he had said previously
which to him seemed transparent but to Dan was begging the question

(see p.178).
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During playback, Susie admitted that my responses were most dis-
concerting to her. It seemed as if I was not paying any attention at
all. Her annoyance can be seen in her reaction to my questions and
comment at the time. When I ask (12) "Does she accept him?" the way
Susie says "Ne -" (11) is most strident for her: her voice is much
Touder than usual, and she draws out the vowel. She then says, "Look.
Look at the last picture." She clearly feels that if I only pay
attention, I'11 get the pcint. 1 do in fact look at the picture and
describe what I see (15), but I still dc not get tiie point. From my
perspective, if I am to suspend realistic judgment to accept that a pig
Tearned to dance, why should he not also learn to talk? And if a Tady
would raise a pig in her house and dance with him, why not marry him
too? The very long pause of 5 seconds following (14) attests to my
confusion.

My questisn (17) "She says is this the thanks I get?" is a charac-
teristic attempt to supply an explanation when I feel no satisfactery
one has been offered. It reveals yet another misunderstanding of
Susie's story. I am under the impression that the lady who raised the
pig and the lady he proposed to are one and the same. I have gotten
this impression from Susie's intonation in telling the story. When
sa. ., "the rich lady, takes in the pig," and when she later says that
the pig "falls in Tove with a lady," the emphasis is on "lady" in both
cases, in the same way. I would have expected her to differentiate by
saying, "He falls in love with another lady." In rapid speech, "the
lady" and "a lady" are indistinguishable. From Susie's point of view,
however, my question was very odd. But rather than confront me

directly, she responded by laughing (18) and letting the matter drop.
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In this case, there are clearly cultural differences causing
problems. In playback, Susie expiained that the obvious meaning of
the story is allegorical: the pig repr~sents the bourgeousie, and the
point is that no matter how much you educate and dress them up, their
basic nature will not be changed. Neither I nor any other person at
the Thanksgiving dinner nor any other American for whom I played the
story, was able to glean this meaning from it, nor any other meaning
either. By contrast, another native British informant who listened to
the story said immediately, "Oh yes, the story shows that you should
not get involved with those who are fundamentally different from you."
When I asked if it might have reference to class differences, she
said, "Oh yes of course." Similarly, but disastrously, I told the
story to my hairdresser, who is of working class British background,
while he was cutting my hair. Not only was he visibly insulted by the
story, but I walked out of his shop with the worst haircut he had ever
given me.

In addition to differences in expectations about what stories can
be about, there are clearly differences operating about how stories are
told. Like Karl in earlier examples, Susie did not overtly state the
point of her story; she left it to her audience to draw the conclusions.
Her strategy is to not impose, not insult her audience by hitting them
over the head with the point. But her style differs from Karl's in
that intonation and direct discourse are not used to dramatize the
point either. Susie's style combines the lexical understatement of
Karl's with the paralinguistic understatement of Chuck's styles.

It is characteristic of our styles, too, that of all those who

Tistened to Susie's story, everyone admitted in playback that they
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didn't get the point, but only I verbalized my confusion -- with the
results that have been seen. Chuck, for example, said that he would
never risk offending Susie by making it so obvious that he didn't see
the point. Thus Chuck's defensive (or considerate) strategy pays off
in rapport, while my rapport-based strategy (assuming positive inter-
personal relations) cause interpersonal distress. In other words, the
feeling of rapport is the result whenever strategies are shared. The
use of a rapport-based strategy with others who do not share its
principles and devices can lead to just the opposite of rapport: a
feeling of being imposed upon, or, in Goodman's (Esterly 1979) terms,
crowded. MWays of telling and responding to stories, then, are an

integral part of conversational style.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

1. To say they are functional does not imply that they are consciously
calculated.

2. Such a superficial coherence is acceptable to introduce a story
because this is not a round. It seems that within this system, just

as personal statements have a certain priority, stories have even
greater priority. Once a round has begun, however, cohesion is more
strictly constrained.

3. It's interesting to note that Susie says "a bagel with cream
cheese,” her first two utterances, but I say "a bagel and cream cheese."
For me this is formulaic. When Susie ratifies my echo of her utterance
in (10), she switches to and. This is apparently the effect of the
echo which she is now uttering, There are numerous examples in the
conversation of people repeating things that they would not ordinarily

say, because the person they are echoing said them that way.
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CHAPTER SIX
IRONY AND JOKING

One of the most distinctive aspects of any person's style is the
use of humor. Through intonation, pace, voice quality, and non-verbal
signals, a speaker can frame an utterance or string of utterances as
"not meant iiterally." Such stylized usage can range from sarcasm (in
which the intent is not humorous, and often hostile), to irony (which
might excite a smile or chuckle), to a joke, in which the main purpose
is to entertain. Close examination of the use of ireny and joking by
members of the Thanksgiving group (there were few instances of sarcasm)
contributes further insights into their styles.

Roy (1978) notes in an extended study of irony in conversation
that irony vs. non-irony is not a binary distinction but rather a con-
tinuum. Clearly there is some subjectivity involved in classifying
utterances as ironic or not (just as there was with classifying utter-
ances as narrative). Roy points out that there are problems with the
traditional definitions of irony as "meaning the opposite of what is
said" or "meaning something different from what is said." To arrive
ata satisfying definition of irony would require a mejor study in
itself. In general, I regarded statements as humorous or ironic if
they seemed not to be meant 1iterally and seemed to be intended to
amuse.

Cutler (1974) notes the following intonational cues of irony:
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1. nasalization of all or part of an utterance
2. slower rate in all or part

3. exaggerated stress on one or more parts.

In many cases these cues were present in utterances I judged ironic,
but certainly not in all cases.

Figure 3 shows the number of turns and percentage of turns devoted
to ironic or humorous statements by members of the Thanksgiving group.
The speaker who shows the greatest use of irony and humor is Karl, with
64 of his turns classified ironic or humorous. In this his use of
humor correlates with his use of narrative. I am next with 58 humorous
or ironic turns, but since my total number of turns is greater than
Karl's, the percentage of his turns which were ironic or humorous is
even more significantly greater than mine: 11% as opposed to my 7%.
Interestingly, the person next in line in terms of number of ironic or
humorous turns is Dan. In other words, Dan and Paul switch places, as
Karl and I switch places, in terms of absolute use of irony and humor
as opposed to absolute number of contributions. Strikingly, the per-
centage of Dan's turns which are ironic or humorous is 11% -- equal to
Karl's percentage. In stark contrast, Chuck emerges as the member
Teast given to humor or irony. Although Chuck's contributions in
absolute number of turns was almost as great as Paul's and greater than
Dan's, yet his use of irony or humor is much less -- only three more
contributions than Susie (10 for Chuck; 7 for Susie), and only 2% of
his turns are devoted to irony or humor -- by far the least in the
group and far less than Dan's. Chuck's use of humor correlates

with his use of narrative which also accounted for only 2% of his
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Use of Irony and Humor
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Number of Total

ironic/humorous number of Percentage of turns
Name turns turns ironic or humorous
Karl 65 594 11%
Deborah 58 811 7%
Dan 43 386 11%
Paul 19 417 5%
Chuck 10 405 2%
Susie 7 169 4%
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turns. This difference may account for the different impressions made
by Dan's and Chuck's participation in the group. On hearing the re-
sults of the turn-count, several members of the group were surprised
to Tearn that Chuck had talked as much as he had. We had come away
with the impression that he had been very quiet. But in listening to
the tape, looking at the transcript, and learning of the turn-counts,
we realized that Chuck had in fact bgen quite an active participant in
the conversation. Similarly, we had thought that Dan had participated
more. Susie, for example, when referring to the group as a "rambunc-
tious crowd," had included Dan, but not Chuck. Yet in number of turns
taken, Dan was less active a participant than Chuck, and more talkative
cnly than Susie. It seems likely that the impression that Ban had
participated more than he had, came from the fact that he cracked a
lot of jokes. This implies that use of humor makes one's presence
felt -- at least the kind of humor that Dan employed (we will see what
kind that was, presently).

Paul was next after Dan, with many fewer jokes -- 19, as opposed to
Dan's 44, my 58, and Karl's 64 -- and a smaller percentage, as well:
Paul devoted 5% of his turns to irony. Susie is right next to Paul in
terms of percentage -- 4%, but in absolute number of ironic turns, she
is at the bottom of the 1ist with 7.

Thus some of the differences in style which characterize the mem-
bers of the group can be seen in the amount of their use of humor and
irony. Even more, the kind of humor that each person employed was
distinctive. It seems 1ikely that "brand of humor" is one of the most
highly individualistic aspects of a person's style. Thus it has been

seen that in expectation of conversational control devices such as
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overlap, rate of speech, use of paralinguistic features, and structur-
ing of narratives, there were many ways in which Chuck and Dan shared
expectations, while Karl, Paul and I shared stylistic features.
However, in use of humor, Chuck and Dan could not be more different,
and Karl, Paul and I also exhibit strikingly different styles.

Karl's most characteristic form of humor is a mocking style by
which he exaggerates either his own or someone else's characteristic
speech patterns. In this sense, his is an irony aimed at style. It
js also of the form which Roy (1978), following Wayne Booth, calls
"dramatic irony." By this device, Roy notes, "the speaker can mean
what he says and at the same time disclaim what he says by taking on a
role, frequently stereotypical or at least well-defined" (118). For
example, in his role as host, Karl is frequently in the position of
giving orders to people and offering them food. He frequently mocks
his own behavior in this role by affecting a stereotypical Jewish
speech pattern. For example, when someone offers to help him serve,

he replies,
You should sit and relax, dahlink!

His use of the modal "should," exaggerated intonation, stylized voice
quality and phonology are all patterned on the speech of Karl's grand-
mother. Thus he is mocking his own impulse to pattern his hosting
pehavior on her model. In addition to affecting exaggerated "hosting”
style, Karl stylizes the bossiness which his host role leads him to.

Thus, for example, he says to Susie, who is helping him serve:

Susie, THAT was for the STUFFing!
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His tone affects annoyance far greater than what he might have actually
felt, and thereby makes a joke of whatever slight annoyance he actually
did feel. This is the attitude that Karl adopts and frequently draws
upon with regard to the presence of the tape recorder on the table.

In his role as host, Karl is preoccupied with making the table
attractive. He has carefully laid out nuts and tangerines with green
leaves, and he makes a point of taking everything off the table that
is not attractive. I placed the tape recorder in the middie of the
table with full approval from Karl, but at several times during the
occasion, his eyes 1ight upon the machine, and he complains about it

in an exaggerated tone.

(1) K Dofwé have tolpéve this here. ... Does 'this have
to be here?

(2) s /2

(3) DT No I mean

(4) C She set it in the middle.

N
(5) DT G'head. Sp6§1 my dissertition. .... I'm gonna put a 1
KiDoes this have

-
footnoteq

is.

f - ~ . ~
C  It'st Does this have to be here 1ike this.
K

I mean Marie's.
[;eli put it on the §glad and then you can do whatever
you wdﬁt with it.
(10) K Marie'--s? 1 mean, ... just 166k at everything at
this table. It's bééutifu]. And we have to look at

./
Marie's?
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oooooooo

(11) DT [chuckle]

Each of Karl's statements {1, 6, 8, and 10) is spoken with exaggerated
intonation and voice quality showing great anncyance. After ccmplain-
ing about the fact that the tape recorder is spoiling the appearance
of the table, he moves on to complain, in the same tone, about the
presence of a jar of commercial salad dressing ("Marie's" is the brand
name of the dressing which is printed on the jar).

In response to Karl's complaint about the tape recorder, I respond
with irony of my own. I affect annoyance at the fact that he is inter-
fering with my dissertation (5). (In fact, I had only the vaguest
notion of possibly using the tape recording for my dissertation at that
point.) Although I did feel some slight annoyance that Karl was draw-
ing attention to the tape recorder, I did not take his complaint seri-
ously; I did not think he seriously minded it being there; and I did
not for a moment consider taking it away. I believed Karl did not mind
my taping, and I knew that the only way to tape was to leave the re-
corder in the middle of the table.

Dan however, is responsible for the salad dressing, and his
response is quite different from mine. He takes Karl's complaint
seriously, it seems, and explains (9) that after the dressing is put
on the salad, the bottle can be taken away. "You can do whatever you
want with it," sounds like a non-ironic expression of annavance at
Karl for making a fuss.

During playback, Dan explained his understanding of what was

going on. He believed that Karl was truly angry at me for having the
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tape recorder on the table, and then tried to cover his sincere anger
by alsc saying something about the salad dressing bottie. However,
Karl, during his playback session, was speechless at my suggestion
that he might have genuinely been ancry at me for taping. He liked
the idea of my taping, he insisted. He said he truly did not 1ike the
tape recorder messing up his table, but he wasn't thinking clearly °
about the fact that it had to be there in order to record the conver-
sation. He was just picking up on a feeling he got and exaggerating
it for comic effect. He felt the same way about the salad dressing
bottle as he did about the recorder. Thus I had correctly perceived
the intent of his irony, but Dan had missed its full impact.

Karl returns to the mock-anger about the tape recorder at two
Tater points in the dinner. One instance has already been discussed
in another connection (p.143). Early in the dinner, he says, "Could
we get this off the table?" This first question is said more or
less seriously. But Karl immediately moves into his mocking style,

making fun of himself by exaggerating his slight annoyance:

It keeps coming back on the table, it must have a will of

its cwn. That's all I can say.
And yet again, later, he notices it and comments:

(1) K Be uh have we been .. 'taping? This wholj[time?
(2) DT I'm glad
I didn't notice itruntil Just now.

\ 7
(3) C LShe keeps that thing running.
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(4) K I keep I? .. I say, get that thing off the table. She

says .. oh yeah okay I'11 take it off the table and
acc

I Took, ... THO minutes 7ater and it's béEk.
[Taughter]

~
............ What's to analyze. There hasn't been one

misunderstéﬁding, we've all understood each other
perfectly.

(5) P What do you méan by that.
[ioud Taughter] ................

(6) DT That's'two-- uuueeeennn. 'o0st forgst about it. 'So

it's tthere. ....... [Taughing] [K laughs] What
do ydﬁ care what I'm gonna do about it.

(7) P I don't mind the taping, I mind the space it
takes up.

(8) DT It's so unobtrusive.

7
(9) K It's so UGly. ... Everything on
[DT Taughs==========m=c-=ax

this table is beautiful except THAT and MarIE's. And
---------------------------------------- [DR Chuckles]

even Marié‘s is palatable .. next to THAT. [DT ?=2ughs]
(10) DR You can @at .. Marie's.
(11) OT It's so sleek,
[Taughter] .....
It's sleek, and biack, and and ...fine,
[onu never met

(12) P

Disney. Did you?
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As in the earlier example, I react to Karl's exaggerated annoyance
about the presence of the tape recorder by exaggerating my defense of
it. (My comment [2] is with reference to the preceding topic, not the
tape recorder). Again, Karl's intonation and voice quality indicate
extreme annoyance, but it is mock annoyance -- and that is why I take
it as a joke, laugh, and do not feel it would be appropriate to comply.
Kar1l does not attempt to make me comply; he simply wants to be able to
make a joke about it.

Thus Karl uses the mocking style to exaggerate and Taugh at his
own speech. At other times, he uses it to affect é speech pattern that
is clearly foreign to him. Thus when he is serving wine and I am

distracted, he gets my attention by saying,
Gimme ya glass, baby.

He says this with nasal quality and a clipped, "tough" manner. My
reaction is to laugh and ask, "Whc're you calling baby?" At another
time Karl uses a similar style with Paul. In offering tickets to his

upcoming concerts, he turns to Paul and says,
How many ya want, Paul.

This is said in the same way as the preceding example -- mock "tough"
style.

A person's stylistic devices change with changing situations and
interlocutors. The role of host encourages Karl to use his mocking
style as a way of playing that role without taking himself seriously
in it. In the Tast half hour of taped conversation, when dinner is

over and everyone is sitting around the table talking, Karl hardly uses
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these devices at all.

I also occasionally affect exaggerated Jewish style. For example,
I say to Karl, "Si--t, si--t," when he is busy serving food. But my
most characteristic strategy is toc build on scmeone else's humor, as
wnen Karl affected ironic annoyance with regard to my tape recorder,
and I responded in kind. Frequently throughout the conversation I make
jokes by changing slightly or adding to something that someone else has
said. Thus, when I announce that I will tape the conversation, Paul
asks, "Just to see if we say anything interesting?" I answer, "No.
Just to see how you say nothing interesting.” Similarly, in another
discussion, Paul is talking about the problem of spending money on
children. He comments (ironically):

(1) P Yeah. ... I mean I get 71 1] 1 Mike things .. that you
p [sighing]

can buy with ﬁbney. Y'know it's not 1ike I like to

[DT laugh]
e -
suffer and starve.
{Taughl
(2) K Paul, you ? I think you should
start meditating more. ....... [laughter] You gotta

~
get more into spiritua][tkings.
(3) DT No, maybe he could teach his

P
kids to meditate. {(iaughter]

Dos

Thus I build on the already established ironic tone by slightly
changing Karl's perspective.
At another point, Dan is telling an extended joke about a ficti-

rganization he and his friends invented, calied NORCLOD
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(Northern California Lovers of the Deaf). As Dan embroiders the joke
by explaining the rules of the organization, I contribute to his joke

by supplying anotner detail along the lines he established:

(1) DR u--m ..... and .... um the wgy we were gonna have the
uh the officers of the organization the higher up yui
go, ... the more hégring peopie there would be and
then the .. the .. the-- chggrperson of the Brganiza-
tion was gonna be a hégring person.

(2) DT That didn't know é?gn Tanguage.

(3) DR That didn't .... Yeah. That didn't know

P [Taughter]
sign language.

Paul, in contrast to Karl, is a straight man. Whereas Karl's
irony is mock-annoyed, mock-tough, or mock-solicitous -- and drama-
tized through exaggerated enunciation -- Paul's is mock-serious. Susie
described Paul as "more sedate" than Karl and me. This impression no
doubt comes in part from Paul's serious way of delivering ironic lines,
as opposed to Karl's (and Dan's) dramatized, camping irony. In addi-
tion, whereas Karl often follows his ironic comments with laughter
(Dan laughs even more, and I laugh the most and loudest), Paul never
Taughs after his one-liners, and he often follows them up with genu-
inely serious statements.

For example, in the preceding example but one (p.210), Paul
stated (1) "I Tike things that you can buy with money. It's not Tike
I 1ike to suffer and starve." He said this with a serious tone. Even
more typically, in the tape-recorder interchange (p.208)., Karl has

said, in gross mocking styie, {4) "What's to analyze. There hasn't
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been one misunderstanding, we've all understood each other perfectly."
(Karl is referring to my early work on the analysis of misunderstand-
ings in conversation). Paul immediately snaps (5) "Whaddya mean by
that." He says this in an utterly serious tone. Its irony comes

from the fact that he is pretending to misunderstand, contradicting
what Karl has just said. The resultant loud Taughter from the group
is evidence that his humor is successful, but Paul does not participate
in the laughter. Rather, he follows up his joke with a serious state-
ment (7) "I don't mind the taping, I mind the space it takes up."
(Throughout the dinner, Paul evidences the same preoccupation with
getting extraneous things off the table that Karl does). Karl never
makes such a serious statement about the tape recorder. He continues
in an escalation of his mocking style (9).

Ancther instance in which Paul uses this mock-serious irony
immediately follows the Coliseum discussion which has already been
analyzed (p.116).

(1) DT Did ySﬁ know that whergj... the statue of Co1ﬁabus
K &/2/
is THE center of Manhattan?
(2) K The dEographica] cénter. My brother told me that
when I was a Tiztle BBy.

(3) DT Your brother told you? [laughs]

~

N
(4) P Is it really?
(5) DR | God rest his soul. [DT laughs]
~
(6) K He also toid me about[Freud.

(7) DT So I was told,
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(7) DT So I was told. )
!
1

(8) P 1 It's the point ....~»
(9) C  Sex?
(10) P that .. it's the pdint at i.ich they ....
(11) K i”feud, farx and se.

they measure, ... if you say y you're .. th?fty five
miles from New Yark, fﬁét's where they mégn.

(12) DT ~It's the center?

(13) K - He didn't tell me about the kind of sex I was
Fnterested in, theugh.

(14) C  Nnn riever do.

[Taughter]
(15) P I didn't 'kniow.
(16) K I know. ........ Neither did I, actually, to £;11 you
[Taughing]
the tfuth.

[DT Taughs]
N i Ve
(17) P The blind leading the blind.

Karl's statement (2) is ironic because the brother he refers to is
sitting next to him, yet he refers to him as if he were not present.
Dan picks up on this when he says (5) "God rest nhis soul," as if the
brother were not only not present but not alive. Paul then furthers
the joke by asking (4) "Is it really?" as if he seriously did not know.
In keeping with their respective styles, Karl continues the irony (13)
while Paul continues the geography lesson (10) in a truly serious

vein. When Karl's joke wins out (only I [12] respond to Paul's

explanation), Paul again participates in the irony. However, whereas
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Kar1's utterances (13) and (16) are spoken with a slight hint of
laughter, Paul's (15) and (17) are thoroughly deadpan. They are
marked for irony in their content and a slight exaggeration in pitch
height on their final words- o

One final example of Paul's deadpan ircnic styie will be pre-

sented. Paul has made an interpretation of a story told by Karl. I

am effusive in my admiration of Paul's interpretation:

(1) DT That's'grea--t! .... That is brilliant.

(2) K ™Have you ever thought of .... getting a doctorate in
[DT & S laugh-e=r-=—ccmmeaea-

\ N
sociology, or psychology?

[DT Taughs]
(3) P No.
(4) K You could write a thesis.
(5) P No good jobs.
[DT chuckle]

Karl's response is ironic, marked by deliberately emphatic tone, mock-
ing my exaggerated appreciation of Paul's insight. Paul answers in a
way that seems "casual," "sincere," and serious: with Tow voice,
relatively tow and steady pitch, and reduced syntactic form (4, 5).
Only the knowledge that the question was not sericus makes it ciear
that the answer is not meant seriously either,

Paul does occasionally affect a mocking intonation, but he does
so only a few times and always in response to the same usage by others.
This was already seen (p.181) in the sequence in which he picked up

Karl's cue to participate in a mock-childlike taunting exchange:
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K Do you make things as pretty as I make them?

P Prettier.

To rise to the occasion of Karl's mock-challenge, Paul affected a nasal
tone and marked downward shift in pitch. But Paul does not initiate
such mocking style and does not sustain it for any length of time.
Finally, Paul is the only person at Thanksgiving who volunteers
jokes. One has already been seen (p.139) -- the one about the lady who
was asked if she smokes after sex. At another point in the conversa-
tion, sparked by Chuck's reference to a turkey part as "the pope's

nose," Paul asks,

(1y p fdﬁ, did you héar? The new po? the-- new pope, ...
performed his first ﬁ?rac1e?

(2) C What.

(3) DR What. Whatwhatwhat.

AN 7~
(4) P He made a blind man lame.

Here too, Paul's humorous style is his serious manner. After he tells
this joke, I Taugh and Dan and Chuck both comment on the Polish joke.
I then say, "Polish pope, huh?" and Paul repeats, with significantly
lowered pitch and no hint of humor, "A Polish pope. Yeah." And yet
again, after telling this joke, Paul follows up with a genuinely
serious explanation: "That's the neck, by the way. It's not the
pope's nose."

Dan's humor is similar to Karl's in that he often speaks with an

exaggerated form of a speech style. Whereas Karl exaggerates Jewish

speech and his own fussiness, Dan exaggerates stereotypical gay speech
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patterns; in other words, he camps. At times he speaks with an exag-
gerated French accent; at other times he overstresses intonational con-
tours. For example, at one point Karl is in thekitchen when the con-
versation turns to relationships with ex-spouses and ex-lovers. When
Karl enters the room he asks, with his own mocking style, "What're we
talking about?" Paul answers, "Relationships™; I say "ex-reiation-
ships," and Dan says, after a slight pause, "My FAW-MUH," in response
to which everybody laughs.

Since they share this taste for mocking style, Dan and Karl some-
times participate in extended "routines.” For examplz, at one point
reference is made to a dispute that had arisen between Karl and Dan
some time in the past. Dan begins to explain to the others that they
are referring to this past dispute, but before he gets to the end of
the sentence, he has taken on an exaggerated intonation pattern and
switched the utterance to "ironic." Karl picks up on this, and they

both have a mock-petty-argument:

,/
(1) DR We had this big ... we had ... Karl and I had our

[tone-m--c=mmem- -1
first falling out.
[tone----------- ]
(2) K First?
—
(3) DR No. It was .. not our f .. Our third. ..... [Taughs]
The second one was .. [Taughs] and you remember the
[tone----=----uo-- 1 [OT laughl [tone---------- i

(4) K And what about the time before the first one,
[tone —m-—--m—eemrccccc e e ]

(5) DR That was ... that was kKindergarten.
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As Dan begins to explain what he and Karl were referring to (1),
he sounds serious ("We had this big"...). However, he hesitates and
starts again in a tone that becomes increasingly ironic, until he says
"first falling out" with distinctily emphatic stress. The choice of
terms "falling out" and the exaggerated emphasis mark his tone as
ironic. Karl joins the irony by using exaggerated forms of his own
style: he latches onto Dan's statement a clipped, monosyllabic
"First?" Karl's ironic tone in (4) is nasal and rasping, and he main-
tains it throughout his entire utterance. Dan, on the other hand,

Xaggerates emphatic to iasalization, and ne tends

(4]

to build up to his full mocking s@y]e during his utterance. Further-
more, Dan laughs in between phrases (3), while Karl maintains the point
of view of his mock persona throughout. Dan's last utterance (5)
"that was ... that was kindergarten." is spoken in almost-normal tone.

As has already been noted, Chuck uses 1ittle humor and irony (10
instances in all). Nearly all of his utterances which are ironic are
repetitions of or additions to others' irony. This line is delivered,
moreover, in rather standard tones, without exaggerated paralinguistic
features. In this, his humorous style resembles Paul’s. At another
time when Dan comments ironically on stereotypic gay behavior, Chuck
says, "It's genetic." (This is an extension of the earlier discussion
about the gay voice). In all but one case, Chuck's ironic comments
are part of a larger ironic interchange such as this.

Susie, finally, makes only 7 ironic or humorous statements,l but
these constitute 4% of her utterances as compared to Chuck's 2%.
Susie twice contributes to already established ironic banter, but more

often (five times) she offers ironic comments in conversation which is,
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to that point, serious. For example, there was an extended discussion
about theories of learning, in which Karl says that sometimes, when
teaching his students pianb, he has to push their fingers down to show
them what to do; Susie comments, "And if they still don't respond vou
take a hammer." Susje’s irony can be very subtle, as when she says,
in answer to my question about whether she did the lettering on her
flyers, "I did the lettering and and Howard Pyle did the drawing."
Howard Pyle was the cartoonist whose illustrations were borrowed, but
he drew his cartoons at the turn of the century; Susie's way of naming
him implies that he did the drawings especiaily for the flyers, with
humorous effect. Notice too that while Karl's irony is aimed at mock-
ing his own style, Susie's is content irony; it is aimed outward.2

It is important to remember that the forms of humor employed by
members of the group on this occasion are not necessarily their eonly or
even "standard” forms of humor. We can be sure only that this is the
way they spoke on this occasion. It is likely, for example, that the
fact that he did not know the rest of the participants, made Chuck
more reservec than he might have been witii friends. At the same time,
someone else might have reacted differently to being the only stranger
in the crowd). It is likely too that since Karl was the host, and
since his form of humor was paralinguistically gross, that the guests
tended to follow his lead in their form of humor. It has been seen
that many of the ironic statemernts were made as part of banter or
routines begun by Karl. In fact, in order to make up for this bias,
I had Chuck and Dan tape several hours of their private interaction.
Although I did not analyze these conversations in detail, in the

interest of keeping the data for the present study circumscribed, much
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of the time during their private interchanges, Chuck and Dan engaged
in camping which both participated in equally. It was, however, of a
sort somewhat different from what went on at Thanksgiving. It is not
appropriate to enter here upon an analysis of their humor on the other
occasion. The point tc be made is simply that the styles exhibited

by participants at Thanksgiving can be understood to represent the
behavior they deemed appropriate to the occasion. And their use of
humor played a significant role in the impact that each had on the

group.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



220

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER SIX

1. It is possible that Susie made statements intended as jronic or
humorous which I have not credited her with, For one thing, I may
have missed irony whare she intended it, and for another, many of her
comments are inaudible because she speaks so softly.

2. Thanks to R. Lakoff for this observation.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



221

CONCLUSION

The foregoing analysis has attempted to show some of the concrete
devices which make up conversational style. the devices which have
been illustrated and discussed are, necessarily, only some of the mass
of complex devices operating in interaction. As Pittenger et. al.
note under the function they call "reinforcement" (see p. 9 ), "The
wise working assumption then is that always no matter how many pos-
sible contributing factors we have itemized, there may still be others
that we have overlooked." Furthermore, the devices that have been
discussed are not discrete phenomena but rather dimensions along which
conversational mechanisms operate.

Following is a summary of the dimensions which have been examined.

1. Relative personal focus of topic
2. Paralinguistic features (absolute use and use of marked shifts)
2. Tloudness
b. pitch
C. pauses
d. voice quality and tone
3. Expectation that enthusiasm be overtly demonstrated, for example
through:
a. quickness of response
b. paralinguistic features
c. free offer of related material

d. use of questions (information, echo, etc.)
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4. Use of questions. including
a. echo questions as back-channel

b. information questions

(92
)
[o3}
(9]
—\
3
(=]

a. cooperative vs. obstructive overlap

b. timing of contribution, relative to previcus contribution

c. rate of speech

d. floor-getting devices (increased amplitude, repetition of
words )

6. Use of repetition, for example

a. to finish other's statement or add to their Tine of
argument

b. to incorporate other's offer into original statement or
argument

Topic cohesion (and tolerance for diffuse topics)

~Jd

Tolerance for noise vs. silence

w0 o

Laughter (when, how much)

These and other characteristic ways of saying things are used in the

production of specific devices, for examplie:

1. Machine-gun questions

2. Mutual revelation/personal statements

3. Use of ethnically marked or otherwise ingroup-associated
expressions

4. Story rounds

5. 1Ircnic routines
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The tendency to use such devices based on these dimensions is
neither precisely predictable nor random. There are patterns or
cooccurrence expectations according to which certain devices tend to
cluster, and by which signals in one channel are associated with cer-
tain signals in other channels. For example, fast rate of speech;
frequent overlap and Tatching; use of frequent questions; use of high
amplitude and high and lcw pitch, as well as contrasts of these to
yield exagyerated contours; tolerance for noise rather than silence --
all these were seen to cooccur. (Although this is beyond the scope of
the present study, I would hypothesize that these linguistic signals
are correlated with such non-verbal factors as use of broad facial
expressions and gestures, as well as relatively close kinesic proximity
and frequent touching during talk).

Based on their use of these and other devices, the six people
gathered for Thanksgiving dinner had styles which were unique in some
ways and in others resembled those of other people present to a greater
or lesser degree. In some senses, Karl and I shared styles; for
example, we tended to talk a lot; we used much overlap, latching, quick
expressive responses, and fast, clipped questions. Paul talked less,
but he also used overlap, free offer of opinions and thoughts, per-
sonal topics, and quick abrupt questions in ways similar to Karl and
me. We three told the most stories, and we told nearly all the
stories that occurred in rounds. Thus, Paul, Karl, and I seemed to
share stylistic strategies, while Chuck, Dan, and Susie differed.

Yet style is not a matter of polar distinctions. Any device can
be used to varying degrees, and each person's style is made up of a

unique combination of devices. Whereas Karl and I shared pacing
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strategies, yet his use of humor was more frequent and more extreme
that mine. He often initiated comic routines, whereas I often built
on others' humor. Karl told more stories, and a greater percentage
of his talk was devoted to narrative. He was also morz 1ikely to
initiate stories unrelated to prior talk. Paul shared many strategies
with Karl and me, yet his sense of humor was strikingly different.
Paul tended to maintain a serious demeanor and deliver ironic lines in
mock sober tones; Karl Taughed more and marked ircnic statements with
exaggerated intonation contours. Paul used expressive paralinguistic
features in narratives and plain talk. Dan, whose pacing devices were
very different from those of Karl, Paul, and me, exercised a form of
humor which resembled Karl's in many ways. Whereas Chuck, at first
glance, seemed to be using pacing devices similar to Dan's, it turned
otu that ne did use fast pacing and overlap when the topic was objec-
tive rather than personal. He never volunteered personal information,
whereas Dan did; he never contributed stories to rounds, as Dan did;
in fact, he rarely offered stories at all unless he was asked. Chuck
also used humor much less than Dan.

Susie, in many ways. was the one whose style was most different.
Her voice was the softest; she talked the least. When Dan and Chuck
told stories, there was evidence that they did not get to the point in
the way that Karl, Paul and I expected, but when Susie told stories,
there was evidence that we could not tell what the point was -- nor
could Dan or Chuck. Susie's talk showed a reiatively high percentage
of humor, but the humor was often of a different sort (content rather

than style irony).
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In other words, each person used a unique mix of conversational
devices which constituted individual style. When their devices
matched, communication between or among them was smooth. When they
differed, communication showed signs of disruption or outright mis-
understanding.

Since the present analysis is based on the talk of only six
people, it is impossible to generalize about the cultural determina-
tion of their styles. Nonetheless it is equally impossible to ignore
the fact that those whose styles seemed most similar -- especially in
the gross outlines, such as turntaking conventions, use of exprassive
paralinguistic features, and so on -- were of similar ethnic and geo-
graphic background. Karl, Paul, and I all grew up in middle class
Jewish-identified families and social networks in New York City. (The
fact that Karl and I met in camp when we were teen-agers is evidence
that our families had similar orientations). Chuck and Dan, on the
other hand, grew up in non-Jewish, non-ethnic identified sections of
Los Angeies. Chuck however was less disconcerted by the fast pace of
the evening's talk, and he was better able to participate. One can-
not heip but wonder whether the fact that his mother is an Italian
from New York City plays a part in this difference.

The one who was least able to participate in terms of rhythm and
the establishment of thematic cohesion was Susie, who was born and
raised in England. Moreover, anyone who has experience with peopie
from these backgrounds immediately identifies the devices used by the
New Yorkers in this group as somehow reminiscent of the styles they
have observed in people from that background, and of Susie's style as

somehow "typical" of upper class British speech.
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It is certainly not the case that anyone from these backgrounds
talks just 1ike this. People differ in individual ways. Nonetheless,
use of such conversational devices and the expectation that others will
use them is certainiy iearned the way language is learned -- in inter-
action with family and friends. Although there is no inherent disposi-
tion toward particular stylistic devices associated with ethnicity or
class, ethnic and other subcultural identification often involves one
in social networks in which particular linguistic strategies are exer-
cised and thereby learned (Gumperz to appear). It would be surprising
indeed if people who habitually interacted did not develop ways of
talking that became generalized amcng them .

Conversational style, then, may be seen as a continuum represent-
ing relative use of strategies resulting in conversational devices.

In one sense, each device is represented by a continuum of its own.
Speakers may be distributed on one continuum with respect to how fast
they pace their comments relative to previous comments; another for
how gross their paralinguistic features are; another for how many
stories they teil, and so on. In this sense, speakers in the Thanks-
giving group occupy different places on different continuua.

A continuum representing grossness of styles of humor might look Tike
this:

Subtle S C p DT DR K Gross
humor humor

A continuum representing pacing practices might Took something 1like

tﬁis:
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Stow S DR C p DT K Fast
pace pace

Percentage of talk devoted to stories yields this:

Few Many
nariative C DT p S DR K narratives
turns turns

But numbers of narratives told yields yet another:

C
DR P DT K
Few S Many
narratives narratives

If these continuua are superimposed one upon the other, perhaps
some overall continuum representing relative signalling of positive
and negative face wants (camaraderie/distance, in Lakoff's terms)
would yield something Tike this:

Negative S DR C P DT K Positive
face face

An interesting insight is suggested by the different ways in
which the people in this group of speakers perceived each other. In
recalling the occasion szveral months after it had occurred, Susie
had referred to the group as a "rambunctious crowd," and she identi-
fied the participants of that "crowd” as Karl, Paul, Dan, and me.

Dan, in contrast, had thought the evening was dominated by Karl, Paul,
and me. Paul had thought the evening dominated by Karl, and Karl had
thought it dominated by me. I had had the impression that Karl, Paul,

and I had equally participated, to the exclusion of the other three.
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Raference to the preceding continuum may account for this dis-
crepancy.1 Discriminations between speakers become more refined, the
closer one is to those speakers in style. Thus, to Susie, Dan's style
was more like the styles of the rest of us than 1ike her own, so she
perceived him in association with us. To Dan, it was clear that Paul,
Kar1l, and I differed from himself, so he did not make distinctions
between our styles. Paul, however, is very familiar with fast-talking
style, and he was thus able to perceive the difference between Karl
and me. Karl, on the other hand. might understandatly be unlikely
to see himself as "dominating," so he naturally perceived the one with
the next most "intrusive" style in that role.

It seems 1ikely, considering my findings, that some aspects of
stvle are particularly salient -- pacing, grossness of humor, story-
telling. It seems Tikely that Karl and I perceived Dan as more active
a participant than he was because he told a number of long stories,
and because ne joked a lot, with a paralinguistically gross style.
Similarly, we perceived Paul as more active a participant than he was
because he kept up with the fast pace and told many stories.

Conversational style, then, is made up of use of specific devices,
chosen by reference to broad operating principles or conversational
strategies. The use of these devices are habitual and may be more or
less unconscious. The goal of all conversation is to make clear to
others the intentions of the speaker; the degree to which one's mean-
ing is understood as intended depends upon the degree to which con-
versational strategies, and hence use of devices, are similar. Fur-
thermore, the similarity of such devices makes for rhythmically smooth

interaction. . Both the rhythmic synchrony and the construction of
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shared meaning create the satisfying sense of harmony which often
accompanies conversation between people who share social, ethnic, geo-
graphic, or ciass background. By the same token, the use of strat-
egies and consequent devices which are not understood or expected
creates a sense of dissonance which often lTeads to negative or mis-
taken judgments of intent and often leads one to walk away from an
encounter feeling dissatisfied or disgruntied. Thus an understanding
of conversational style explains in part what often appears as clan-
nishness among members of certain groups, or discrimination or prej-
udice on the part of others.

The present study has focused on a single extended interaction.
during which a particular style in some way "dominated." Although all
conversational devices are equally successful when used by speakers
who share expectations of signalling systems, it is in the nature of
interaction that when devices are not the same, one style takes over.
For example, those who expect shorter pauses between utterances will
necessarily speak first, and having spoken, effectively block the con-
tributions of others -- but just those others who cannot tolerate much
overlap. The voices of those who tend to talk Toudly with marked
pitch, will necessarily ring out, while the voices of those who talk
softly with subtle contours will thereby be drowned out or over-
shadowed. These effects are independent of the intentions of the
speakers involved. Thus, whereas fast-paced talk such as that dis-
cussed here can be observed wherever it occurs, the devices of other
strategies will have to be observed in interaction in which there are

no fast talkers.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



230

This has been a first attempt to isolate the devices which con-
stitute conversational style. Much work remains to be done, to con-
tinue such documentation of devices; to better understand the strat-
egies and universal principles underlying them; to document the .
devices which make up different styles; to correlate linguistic with
non-verbal channels of communication. I would hope in the future to
extend this study in a number of ways. First, there remains, always,
more detailed analysis to be done on the present data: analysis of
other aspects of the speech of those who participated (for example,
their use of various speech acts, such as explaining, and various
devices, such as repetition). Second, I would want to extend the
study to cther groups of people. It would be interesting tu observe
a group made up entirely of people who use a fast-paced style, and
another made up only of those who use a slow-paced style. Moreover,
it would be interesting to observe both groups, as well as mixed
groups, under different circumstances (both more formal and less
formal). Finally, it would be preferable for any study carried cut to
be based on video-taped interaction, so that the nonverbal channels
may be correlated with the verbal one. The present study is, however,
a first step in the rendering concrete and comprehensible the elusive

processes of conversational style.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN

1. Robin Lakoff alerted me to this perspective, by suggesting the

continuum and observing the operating principle, "anyone to the right

of me is rambunctious."
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