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Many educational problems in recent years‘gave b
’ .. s\ s

part at least, to d ¥ferences in communicative sty]e,'expec;ations, and

interpretation between students and teachers. It has been poﬁﬁgég out that ffﬁvﬁ

students' perceptions of classroom rei}ity may differ sharply from those

of adult participants in the same events. The conversations studied in -

¢

this paper are examined for evidence of what participants in classroom

interactiens perceive to be happéning, One goal bf interaction in the class-

‘room is to Tearn more about how speakers per¥eive and Hirect the course

of a conversation. ]

| Study of how communication.is accomd(ished in classrooms has révea]éd
that interaction between teachers agd students is more subtle, more compliex,
éﬁd more systematically structured than had previously Keew vecognized’

Tﬁe‘surprise expressed by researchers and by teachers at the rich and intri

cate kinds of intervaction that évoraqp. ordinary children conctruct an a

-

. +

regu]ar day tn-dav basis cuggests that children's linguictic <ophigstication
and their abhility to comprehend complex relationcHips may sometimes be

critically underaqtimate{ A second goal &7 studies of classroom ipteraction,

~

thereforé, is to develop &n appreciation for the verbal skills t#Hat children

! ’

demonstrate, for the observational and analytical\abilities that accompany
.

those skjlls, and for the ways children learn thosg skills and teach them

to each other. . 1 .
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- ;CHILDREN'S NEGOTIATION OF ANSWERS ‘TO QUESTIONS
v ) . f- .

| | Beth Driver . o . - .

- ' - .® Co T v . {
. ,Commdn sense tells ui;that a question normalfy thitiates a conver- L
sétiQnaT exchange cohsisting.of fwo'partst a question aqg(an answer. S

Such interchanges.are a fundamental. ééﬂver§ationa] pattern %n Jour sociééy‘

They are cited as canon1ca1 examp]estf adJacengy pa1rs and of eond1t1oqg]

re]evance Both the dotion of adJacency pa1rs and that of cond1t1ona] .(i;;_,
er N

| re]evance have been deve]oPed tQ account for re1atedness beiween two utt

;gggés in converation; thus, both are based on tbF assumpt1on that a two— <
part ‘exchange is the appropriate unit of._ahalysis for the studzﬁpf conlver-

sation. Erving Goffman has inves¥igated kinds of relatedness between

T e

.successive utterances., He defines an adjacency pair as a pOUDTEt.in which
the first utterante is oriented to an 5nticipated respopse. The next utter--

ance is seen to answer the first in SomR way (Goffman 1076). The moves
. }‘
within such a pair are conditionally Yolovant. The first creates a annver-

sational slot in which the second is evpected. Interpretation of the <econd-
i ‘ s - A (

is dependent upon knowledge of the first. [If nothing is sajd in the second

. ”y

. slot, the silehce is "notalNe." - The notion of conditienal relevance is

4 . \-\

introduced in the work of Sacks and Schegloff (Sacks 1972, Schegloff 1972a, \b
. ‘ . . -
’TJ 1972b). 1In their work, conditional relevance characterizes a relationship “

( betweék utterances that mawm be adjacent or separated by other talk.
Siudents-of”ihgiiactions opened by ueétiénq have.assumed that the
.interchanges consist of a questioning move and an answering move Mdﬁphler
1975, 1974, 'hd; Ervin-Tripp 1970; Dore ?7"JLﬁﬁ\that 3 question calls for

an answer. The classroom conversatigps of second grade children support
1o -t
. -EZp assumpt{zﬁ‘that people expeck answer§ to quest1on§ The ‘absence of a ¢ **

ply or answer'is'ﬁﬁtéble, and children have ways to deg} with sugh an absenég..

N o T T R T TR -
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,1s1§t pf two\ﬂoves The data presente

‘cohs1st of interactions 1n1t1ated bxhch11dren S spontaneous~quest1ons: ‘Most

be]ow 1nd1cate that answeﬁs are negor ..

tiated and hat;three moves, rather than two, are reﬁu1red to accomplish

4 ' v

an 1nqyiry sequence a quqst1on, a reply, ahd ah ev 1uat1on * The status

L4

. of a rep]y as answer or,nonanswer is not determined unt11 a quest1oner coh-

tr1butes h1s evaluat1oh thus ‘a replier does not know how h1s reply f1ts into

an on- go1ng conversat1on unt11 the quest1oner reacts to 1t:

@

Data for th1s study, tape recorded in c1asfrooms 1n Aust1n, Texas falad

°

of’ the’:;EEract1ons occur in 1nforma1, small group sett:ngs with the children

\

work1ng on the floor or at small tables.

3
/ - . .
i

The study of the talk of children’can and sh0u1d contrqbute,to a general ’
_ S
understand1ng,of conversation.. Children‘are a significant minority in

. * hd . ’ e ~
Sﬂtiety,-andﬂgeﬁﬁae(al account of communication within a culture will accomnt
fov their ﬁnferaction ne wdll as that of adults The talk of children canp

‘be expected to evhibit many features commev tn adult speech, "Tang with

t

’ﬂignifi&ant difloyonces Vvom,adult ta]k’ ‘ L . . \\ (

One of tbp parliest features nf ~ommunication to be 1an"°d is. fhat

.the” order of events in 1ntarhcf10n e mﬁanlngfu] Interactron with voanq T

i

ich11dreq is hrgh]y denendent on the order of events moreover, 1nterpretatyon

.

4

-

X for-assistance in the collection and trapscr1pt1on of’ data

of early utterances is based on the assumptlon that‘the child 14/us1ng a

sequentig] framework_compat1b1e With that of adults. In ordgr to make himself

A “
»

h J ( C J—

— e e R Y,
*E*Ta1i\n¢ger'{han questions, replies, and eva]uat1ons also oceurs in .

inquiry sequences; however, it is t Sgﬁgfal to’ our sense of a completed

event in the way that {he moves - disc d here are.- Such talk frequently

occurs iR 1nsert1ons or side-sequences, that deal with whether ‘to proceed
with the inquiry sequence.or how to do so/ Such responses will)be discussed

n\th1s paper only as they bear on the three-step seguence. r additionaT’
discussion of other tatk Tn 1nqu1ry sequences. see Driver 197 ™

**] would 11ke to thank Southwest Educat1onaJ Ueve1opment Labegatory
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uhderstood a ch11d'must 1earn to conforn to the or' nizational framework "

‘

others use to 1nterpret what‘he says. Thus, the s udy of ch11dren s con- .
. " :

-'
versat1on can provide Tmportant 1nformat1on about the structure of adu]t

S\§1nteract1onh o \ SN
4 ' . . - )

-— . -
. .

The analysis preseﬁted beﬂow beafs on'feur 1ssues in the study of
-

'<interaction; the se]ect1on of data for ana]ys1s, the use of @ in discourse,

td

recognition of a “notable absence " and the usefulness of#g two -move unit
. " Whﬁ'fﬂh
for descr1b1ng events in conver$at1on ' Ty N
. ¥
Before exam1n1ng the dat@,Wvaant to d1scuss term1no]ogy br1ef1y

E Y

"Question" is an everyday tefm for sentences having interrogative syntax

and for utterances t fumct1on,as reqyests-for information,* I wi1].use.

“qyestian“ to r

er toypoves iﬁiffating the seqUenceé studied here. The

children's qlestions are usually treated as requests far information. even
(" .
when other meanings %ﬁy also be recognizahle. 1In mast rages they alga have
1 = A ' , >
interrogative syntav. A yeplyv is a recognirahle attempt to provi'e the

. -
.

i”form“tiﬂﬁ veqneffnd._and AN answey ic tho propas it ienal rm”+en; ”"C“Dfﬁd
hv,the ququinnpr and recognijzablia to an ah=nviey [e "ho anguirs vt icironte
A ’ L}
’/, - - . N . .:‘...._ - .
*The terms “inquiry" and "query""might also bg used. ‘Inquiry" is
a somewhat broader term than questuon YTt may féfer to a speech event .
or ritual occasion such'as a coroner's inquiry. Inqu1ry does not imply

the netessity of obtaining the information sougnt in the'way that "questinn’
does. Qne can "have an 1nqu1ry” or ‘make inquiries" wmthout‘mak1ng it
spec1f1c what information is sought.. An inquiry nay result in obtaining
information but arrdving at no answers. “Inquiry" refers to an intent or

" pitrpose rather tha to,a linguistic form, and 9t may“or may not ‘mean a

specific move. "Query" is us7ﬂ in written English and in more formal speech,
but seldom eccéurs in everyday talkg nor s it offen used by. childvef.

t Because “1nqu1ry refers to the larger event and que$t10n" refers

to™ an 1nd1v1dua1 move (both its form and. its ﬁunct1on), T use 1nqu1rv
sequence to refer.to the sequence described }er? and quest1on“ to~cefer ,
tgjthe‘mpVe initiating the sequence and to the .clot 1t is'seen to f111 R

H
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agree to. . A reply is a kind of move, whereas an answer ﬁs d& product or
A4 . : 4 ) »

result thag is recognizaBle only after thegigct Soméfimes severa]’rep]ies

<;_ j) Jnay be used tq present information later seen as a s1ng1e answer On
occasion the°propos1t10na] content of either a reply or an answer may not

: be verbalized. ’ é;\\ , . . ,
. ) . _ ~ .
-Two kinds ofjevidence are pertinent to the claim that questions and
, : p . -«
) answers are conditionally relevant:’ the expectations of members of

’

the speech community, and thi'DVents that occur in. conversations where

cond1t1ona] re]evance is a factor. 'The first underlies the intuitively N

/ .
appea11ng‘n0¢1on of adJacency p&f;s/;nd other stud1es of questton- espwer
/ sequences. Conversat1ona]‘data however, prov1de add1t1ona1 evidence

’.that the children exef?f questidns to be answered. [In the first place,
most questidns aré answered. sc%%er or later. When no reply is offered,
. ‘
the talk th;t does occur indirates that a vop]y is expected; ﬁyquortlnnov
. for examp]e, may re)terate his question. Both the appyapi iateness of
the reiteration and the forms u;nd to vealiza it offer evidefice that a
replv is the unmavked response The children rarely use linguistic fovms

that suggest a replier ignored a question; they prefer forms that permit

the interpretation that the replier is cooperative, and that either the

— Y

+ question or the response may not have been understood, even when contextual
1nformat1onNhay make it ev1dent that a replier has de11berate1#&not responded.

Such behavior 1nd1cates that part1c1pants expect each other to know '
W -

the expected order of moves for the seguence, moreover, to intimate that
. / _— '
a participant not know what to do next or that he is deliberately being

_ Ve
\\ recalcitrant would apparently be hiahly marked behavior, possibly necessi- 4

- : . 1
tating remediation.- ) .




;_Anothér kind of evidence that questions demand answers consists
of the %aét that the children consistently juStifyi he, absénce of a

'rep1y°in'fefhs of a limited set of appropriatgness consideratﬁans. o

s )

When a replier offers a reason for not repiying, the ques%ioner has an

opportunity to reestablish the hearer's obligation to rep]yﬂ VEither
the questioner acceﬁts the reasbn, or he reasserts that the cond{tion ‘=
obtaind. A question,-then, is expected to e]icii:tg repf;-un1ess pdrtiL
ciﬁants negotiatg a iustiﬁication of its absénﬁé. Failure of an appro-
priatenes§ condition to obtain {s a situational-£actor speakers can‘Lse

-

to neutralize én obTiggkion to reply

-
. -

The fréquency with which questions elicit replies ard the behayior
of participants when no reply is farthcoming démon-trate th%f partici-

pante regard a reply ac the unmarked vecponse ta a qypc'i“n Nen veplvy
N \ A3

talk elicited hy quections aleco pr o ‘dpc!f Tl e <hn' noveply g the

mant pvpoected ny de- iy ed vﬂ"pﬁan

Tt is Fommonly ncenmed that question kncwq» ;oguenroc consi~t of

two moves . Analycin of actual qp#anh, hewoveyr . indicates that a third %
mave ., &n evaluation, is essential tn an inquivy csequence  An evaluation
( -.
: v
et ez e / » n

*It is noteworthy-that the chjldren do not interéct onl the premise
. that appropriateness conditions must be met before a feply i¢ made. o
apoloegies or other remedjations for inappropriate questions dre offered;
moreoever, children”reply to guestions when appropriatenesgeconditions are
acknowledged not to’obtain.(;ée Driver 1977). The claim that silence is
an appropriate response to an inappropriate guestion (Lakoff 1973) is not
- supported by th 'ta.. When a question does not elicit a response, the
‘ ‘5\1/ ‘questioner is likely to.become mogg—+#cistent, eliminating pogghtial
’ : excduses for not rep]yinq. <?— AN
\

» N r -
- ! .
I < | ’ _ . _ |
o { d . ' . } ) \5-,_-
_ ’\‘1 « . ' N ] ) 5\ . \ - . . )
ERIC ..+ | . uT Y
T I ) QO . T
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Qﬁdoes two th1ngs it dcknd@]bdges performance of.a repﬂy:* and it reveais i

the questioner s degreezof acceptance or sat1sfact1ont:,w1th a rep]y ‘.
\ .
Thus, an eva]uat1on s a questioner's contr1but1on to the negot1at19n -t
of a mutua]]y-accepted answer. It contains essentia] informatfyn regarding
l’ --' ", * v ‘ ’ . . R '.(
*;how an offered reply relates to what will eventua¥ly be "the answer" to ;
L . e © /
'~ 'a question. ' .

6 g : '

: , \ e . .
’ Failure to consider subsequent conversation in analyzing a quqa;1on-
Al ; \

initiated. exchange can Teqd:)p observer to perceive a different answer than

what participants ag?ee on. -Sgch an approach might, for example, lead
~ ’ N , . W !
to the conclusion that the answer in the sequence below is contained in
: K - _

the, fieldworker,.s response *** T \
| . - -
- \ ! N ' ‘
o . <3 — \
*An eyaluatipn presupposes a repty as demonstrated by sig&ationsf’ s )

where the Jiste
has been ere

conversation, n
'

v can, hear only the quhst\vner, yet infer that a replh /
; for Tnstanfe. heaning anlV one party to » telephone
. the following excerp?: .
- . *,
C Are you comin'? ad
Nkay. you'vre comin’ ‘{ . 3 !

e
o Vi b

The child's "okay" is%valuative. We understand "yod're comin'% to be’
an.accepting statement of a reply attributable te another speaker. When
an evaluation is performed without a verbal reply having occurred, the

unwarranted evaluation may be a comment on the absence of a vop]y. howeveri )
Nno such cases occur in the data studied:here. : e
. 1 ¥
. **The notion of ™ at1sfact1on used here is highly context-sensitiv
and refers to an evaluabjon o the usefulness of the reply to the questionér,
s not necessarily an assess o,,the—conten% of the reply as positive or
egat1ve AN ) -
> . B e L
. - e v ~. 3
***The following Symbols arefused in the trahscrihép data™
. . \ .
C Child " . » ~
T Teacher‘ m : j - P
A Adult S\ I, .
FW Fieldworker’ ° N '
~ Unintelligible talf “
(probab]y) Some uncertainty as to the pecuracy of the tra cpﬁption

(this/that)Speaker said either X or Y ~ .

_ UPPER CASE Contrastive stress P e
# . Pause in the dialogue ‘ AR
Q . S Utterance discussed 'in the text - .
ERIC & .

q
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k c(]) C1 How much did it Ethe tape hecorder] cost? . 'fj%

, _ FW It cost a lot. .
PR (ZSh, 3- 1, 17) L
N : . B -

Exqm1nat1on of a longer excerpt, however, leads to the conc]us1on that

the a’SWer>1s “two hundred dol1ars," 1nformat1on introduced by the, <
questioner and verified nonverba]]y by the fieldworker: . e
. ' (2) How much did it cost? _ ' (L \\\M__
. . FN It cost a lot. ( ) ‘ R .
. - €1 ’'bout a-hundred dollars? - : :
FW Hmpim.” No, more than that. ' )
Cl  Oh. : : .
C2 A thousand? - o : -
FW Nooo. : , WA T
- [Naugh] S . . x :
C2 Less. . , . ' .
—3 C1 Two hundred? N
# . ' '
, Cl1 Goll. - ' A . ‘% .

b’ . (2sh, 3-11, 17) \g )
A variety of for@é‘is used to shew acceptance of a reply. In example L3 ﬁﬂ

¥ _,';"‘M._
(3) the teacher accepts the child's reply as a p]ausib1e answer with éi!}f
"Oh," then, by ré%uest1ng ver1f1rat1on of the child's knowledge, expveqspsx'
some doubt as to the truth of the reply The tearher accepts the -
offered reply as a possihle“answer. but indicates that she i< nat whnlly
satisfied with it. {
A (3} T You don't need that. /
tl What do you use that for?
’ . € Because there's no more {number lines).
T Oh.
~ Are you sure?
T Y. ¢ Yes. o
' N\ - T I need to find you a (number line).
** v That's gonna take too long.
PSRN © (zzh, 2-21, 1-2) .
5 \
- F
. oo d
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x"Li'kew"i'se, ""o'h " TA (4) and Wx:gna]s acceptg%‘e of of fered rephes. e

S ’ \ o
& ._without necessarily 1nd1cat1ng sat1sfact1on w1th them On Athe’trary,f B
& [ ’

Al

N “"oh -! ,suggesta the questwner may have expected or hdped for a Tfe:rent\'
}%; ‘i ; i
¢ rep’ly N ) L - ..
| a ) (4) What are you writing? " S -
e, Ca ) w Jyst some notes. - ) o .
= . . ' €1 (Op) ' Is it fun? \ ’
} e FW  Mmmm? <3 ’z -
:s?"_' | nkE -\’ ‘Q ‘ ”, .(2 Sh’ 3:‘_5’ 9) ‘4, \ A ] ‘ .
3. % (5) €1 Can I git another reader? / ¢
o T When you finish that ong. I .
— C1 Oh » ‘
e e fend of exchange] P 4
Dt | (2 sh, 311, 5)
“ | ' f:‘é}h" in the excerpt$ above aontrasts with "okay" in (6), which occurs
> shon‘,ﬂy after (3). . -
u_fg . . -
g,,ﬁ’,_ (6) E _How mgn_)i/llépiziﬁc:zgq%ou nge (when vonr)
%i‘ . T Sever’ '
: o 3 ) C Wait. Eight.
> \t e ) T Dkay Moy crimnt thos<e.
IR B [ (2sh, 2 21, 2)
] aq\at % ' ' .
! Theﬁacher‘ &‘ﬂgna]c arceptance of the child's vevised veply and her
. satwsfaction w1th it, then begins a new sequence.
«@’.: : C-Z qses "okay" to \show' her sa%sfactwn with the reply in the
. fo]'lqynng sequence. Her use of "then" suggests that her further talk
depencfs on mformatwfw\obtar%ned in the 1nqu1ry sequence o .
' - ,"'1 ‘ .(7) C2 You know, Kim goes--Kim goes N
Coe T, v =
: ‘ €2 1Is it on™now? . ~
* . ? '-C Yba‘l]- ' . > _ o
¢ © 3 C2 Okay. (tAhen) I'm gonna say this,
N \ . Seg, Kim goes, um, um;, um, um, ©
. "I1t's sticking (on your_ head/under here)."
;?\“ o C3 fg1gg1e] : * o
\ . - C . Thatds funny._ : : "
, .. . [end™gf exchange] . s
\ t . . (2sh, 3-11, 30-31)
* 8 . - ) 4\‘ a
A > 1.1_ ; . )

-J - , ‘R/ & . ,"} ' o~



o .~ 0h" and “okay" may occur together, e.g., - | - . .
¥ ’ o L) . . : . L ‘ . -
, ) . - (8) C2 Would you play somethin' that we said? - K\ ;
o IS FW Yeah. 51” a little bit remind me 'n.I'11 - .
o ' s go back™'n play them for (. ). ai L
FEA - -y (2 | v (h, Qkay. ‘. -
. \\._ R .'Pend of exchange] SR oo '

* R P ¢ sh 3411, 9)
"oh" conveys acceptance wh11e ”Qﬁfy“'expresses something of Cf S att1tude
'ztoward the rep]y . ‘ Y

-Ihe ch11dren use exp]et1ves to react to a rep]y, e. g ,

" (9) C1 Angie, do you know how much this cost? .
‘ C4 How much? . >
C1 This: Two hundred dollars. ¢
~ =3 C4. Gee. How did you get that much money?
. W Hmmm?

‘ C4 How did you get that much money?
AN FW I worked 'n-I saved it. .
{ Cl How much money do you have? >
FW Nghey now. 1 spent it all on:the tape recorder
—3 C1 0h gol) man.. That'< a lotta money to spend. I
would took it. How much did you have when you
didn't spend it? .

v

"

(2 sh, 311, 24)

(10) C You write all that’ what J sa:d?
‘" FW Uh huh. | “
~~3 C Rats. A .
, ' ' ‘ (2sh, 3-14,6) * " .
The expletives convey acceptance, while alsn sefving as a comment on the

N

when there is no verbal eva]uat1on, participants treat the reply as
¢

accepted: There is no move to amend or change the reply, and its content is

.

rep]y

v treated by participants as shared khow]edge. The ‘offered reply stands as

"the answer." @ is common in the evaluatlon slot in situations where

an inquiry sequence is used to obtain 1nfnrmat1on pert1nent to an act1v1ty

\ - ‘ . N N ‘ ’

j
oo
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that does not 1nvo1ve the replie another activity is of primarg

, concern to the questToner. as in s1tuat$ans where the 1nqu1ry“EQudﬁce

-8

s s embedded in an on- goqng sequegce The chi]dren in the fo1lowiug {/»-«
o= -— -
excerpts accept the rep11es and 1mml41%§§if'resume their work: The , -
1 * -
L teacher is he1p1ng the chiid w1th an ar1thmetmc probﬂem
\?5 ] . , (M) T A]] r1ght add thos€ up for me..
Y C You mean both o' those? '
‘- T Mnwm bmm. A1l of those. =~ s
~ ' T Don't forget your one.
“ . [Silence while the child does the problemy .
- 2 sh -13, 4
“ — N ( .S L3\ )
r W 112)- ¢ what's that word? .
3 S TOFW ( ) :

. [Child resumes reading]

- ) L)

N\
(2 sh, 3-11, 5) ~

/

rﬁ’each instance the child has the oppnptdhity to speak again, but makes
~no attempt to extend the interaction. The‘reply is seen as satisfactory.
. . 1Y

In the followirfg exchange C1'ask$ about the shoulder guard on a .

tape recorder. Cl1's second .wtterance is not relatable in form or content

‘to the previous talk. The new topic introduced by C1 indicates Cl's
- . Y . .

acceptance of the reply in the previous enchanget By initiating a new

Al

. exchange, C1 signals that the evaluation has taken the null form. \*\"
I (13) C1 How comes this is so big?
. FW So that I can hang it on my shoulder.
‘ # _
—C1  If you want ( ) you have to.push that button (

. _ ) (2sh, 3-11, 41)
Questionkers ézten employ @ when the information requested is accessible

)]

only through the replier, for example, information about the replier him-

self or his 1ntent10ns, or, inmany cases, requests for repetition.
The fact that it is unnecessary to acknowledge and accept replies

directly in these contexts su%fests that the children usually succeed in

. <ijommunicating what they want.\ The frequent use of @ in the eva]uat1on'
Q 10 q» ) .

' ° “
. . w
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s]ot'reff3§¥§:$he commonseﬁse notien of "tacht mcceptance. e It also

provides ev1dence that acceptance is the unmarked feature for the slot.
When a ch11d requests 1nformdt1on pert1nent~¢o other work he is v

engaged in, he may resume his work us1ng the'1nformat1on onaLnedn~ Use

-

of the information conveys sat1ifact1op with 1t, as in {14). The child

' )

is reading. :

(14) Cc ( ) word.is that?
A Hmmm?
C Is that word ( )?
A "They."
¢ [d] [an] [sh]
A "Dangerous"

' C Dangerous and the brown brown?

A A "Branch" i >
C Branch # broke
‘A "Breaks"
C Breaks you # called?
A "Could"
C Could be swimming?
. A nsweptu -
. C Swept over?
’ A Good.

y (2 sh, 2-20, 20-22)

Ther‘\e Qre i'ntera.cttions in which acceptance of a reasom<for not rep1y1'ng\
also signafg agreement to an implied answer. The position and_propos1tiona1
content of th% teacher's question in (15), along-with the faet-that the matri
seqdence terminates, imply that students must finish their‘work before a re-

quest such as the one made here s appropriate. The reduest is denied withou

«

SN

*The use of @ to show approval might at first seem strange in light

of Sinclair angd Coulthard's (1975) observation that a teacher's failure

to evaluate a child's reply verbally is regarded as a negative evaluation
and elicits more replies from the children. Differences in the goals
of Bhese interactions and in the relative status of questioner and replier,
however, help to explain the difference. + Teacher questions are often
intended to permit the child to demonstrate knowledge to the teacher.

he ¢hild is presumed not to know the answer until it is shown that he
does. In the interactions discussed above the situation is reversed.
The replier--not the questioner--is expected to know the answer. In
both cases, P conveys that the norma] expectations are seen to be met.

Yo - ," | 1 14 -

/
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‘-the teach_;r verbahzmg the refusal. x

~

) N (1s) C "Do we have to do this ( }? -
, L —p T Have you f1n1shed your work?*\\' ' v
Ex/) ,» C This o : .
. g Hhmm mamm \
. N - [ -
- ( .

(2 sh, 3-16, 17)
The chi]é's acceptance of this condition on h¥§ request and the imp1ic%t
denial 4dre demonstrated by the absince of,furzaer attempts to elicit a
_pzﬁf;/:i the child's first question and by the child's comp]etignlof
- the assignment. This diglog may be represented '

»

(16) Q1 Do we have to do-this ( )?

\/ - Q2 Have you finished your work?
Q3 This one? .
. o R3 Umm hmm.
E3 - P [acceptance]
R2 No,
: E2 P [acceptance]
‘ % R1 [implicit denial]

E1l @ [acceptance]
Thus; it is possible for requests for permissidnsﬁO‘eaZi implicit content
in bath the reply and evaluation slots.
Two kihds of negative evaluations occur: rejectfons and statements
o% dissatisfaction. ¢The grounds fer rejectfen of a reply are more fixed "
and }ess.flexible in interpretation than the grounds for dissatisfaction.
ReJect1ons are based on the truth value of a reply\end on context-specific,
cond1t1qns the questioner expects the replier to follow.. I wWill d1scuss

first the forms used to convey rejection, then the criteria used.

[} P
- . AN

*The denial depends on a rule that requests for permission a’%
" denied if .not granted. Asking if one is required to do something-amounts
. to.asking permission not to do it. Thus, a negative rgply amounts to a
positive response to the request. For instance, permission would have
been granted had the conversation gone like this:

C Do we have to do these7
- T No.
C Then I'm gonna start my reading.

- SR I
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o 'Rejection can be accomplished directTy or 1ndirect1y Both kinds of
. reJect1on usually 1nc1ude Jqft\f1cat1ons D explanat1oﬁs of the assessment,
~ 1nformat1on to be used 1n rev1s1ng the: rep]y Explicit denial of thew
o - proposition expressed a.reply occurs in the following excerpt. N
. ' =
= . -~ (17) — . .
What is i}-what does it say?
FW See if y can read it. ’
g ~ "C2 _Four—z1ppers ( ).
- [Taugh]
—3 C1, It doesn't say that. what does it say?
/F\« T C3 \James. James.
o C2 our zippers, see. Four zippers.
""‘ C2
' C1 [reading n the mag1c music you beaut1fu1
, . wish'd come true.
#
A , Cl1 what does it say? -

»
¢ \ O
. (2 sh, 3-14, 10)
C2 below denies the\ veracity of the fieldworker's reply and offers

< ——

an alternative p?opos%tdon that becomes the answer. .\
(18) €1 ( ) you spell ‘Lana'?
. : = How you spell “Lana'? : )
< = < FW ( )-a-n-n-a. '
N ~3) C2 Huh uh. 'Lapa'? ' v
) - ( ) spells it 1-a-n-a.

FW Oh. "Lana," yeah.
C2 Want me to tell ya how many check-pluses 1 have?

‘ ~ g s o (20, 2-)3,18)

C2's negative statement immediately following the fie]dworker{s reﬁﬁg
signals that C2 regards the sxatementfes false.., C2 then offers a "different
rep1y, which is accepted by the other participants. C2 tactfully notes
that th;; is the way one pértith]aﬁ person spells ghe name.

Reiteration of the question aftee a reply can effect a rejection of

a repfy, as in C's last utterance in (17) and C2's reiteration in (19).

(19) C2 Miss Driveg, how old are you &
FW I'm grown up.

NP C2 How OLD arte you? .
o FW (I don't tell my age.) * <«
: - : 2 0h, k 1like you 'bout twenty-one.
£1{U: . C Oh, you loo you : ty

- , 13- 15 (2 sh, 3-11,17)
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-KnowTledge of the order of moves in the preceding exchange is essential

’ ( ", , . .M - ' s
') to recoghition of C2's reiteration as an evaluaticon meve.* Contrastive
, .

stnes§ in ﬂg; replayed question servgs® two fungtians: it marks the reply
s o‘ s l‘. . v . . . . _-.'\ ‘. . .
- as a reite{ation and suggests, an explanation fpr thé rejection. The ~ K\

-

reﬁly in-térmé of age~of—]1fé fits the quesf?on semahti&a1]y'aﬁh
synégctically, witjgaf‘ﬁfovidiﬁﬁ infoﬁﬁhtion the child is seé%gng..'CZ's

(' failure to e]aboraze or clarify the-qﬁeétion, along with q%nt>astive stress
:;\“old,“ suggests that the chiid expects the hear;r a]reédy to 5n%w that
a stage-of-life réﬁiy is _inappropriate. That.fanrmation is already
obvious. C2's_§ubsé1::?t guess indicates that she wants to elicit the

ars. ’ ' /

/ The questioners in (20) and (21) point out that the replies are

fieldworker's age in

-

inconsistent with conditions 'on tasks the children are performing. The \
children in (20) are working on the floar; their task is to find pictures
representing words to fill blanks in sentences they are reading. The

questioner maintaind that a presupposition of "the" in the sentence to

e cahqlszfgzis not true. }

(20) C1 Which one should I git, Joe?
C [reading] The cart is on’the
C2 Tv? -
{4
—3) C There ain't no TV in there.

(2 b, 3-18, 12)
The. rejection is based on the fact that'the col]ection‘of avai]ab]e
pictures does not include a picture of a television. Mention of that

fact, after the TV has’gien mentioned only in the reply, indicates that thej,‘

questioner is responding“to the reply. A eonditioHI?n the reply is violated.

L : . _
[ 4

5 J *Had the fieldworker not offered a reply, the reiteration would be heard.

as an inserted demand for a response. n both instances the reiterated

question indicates no satisfactory réilx’has peen heard.
O ‘ - ’ ]4 i
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L] ,I”,ﬁgljlthe ch1Jdd&: are trying to find-places’op a map. (2's use
- ° . b ! -“‘- ' ©
<\¢$_;heucriterion "quown')in the evaluation indicates the questioner (C2)
regards it as shared knowfedge that {?e}’are not looking fowg:ome place v
. ~— ~ .
wptown. Again thé guestioner's respohse reflects soething ™ the reply; N
in this \case the rejection is conveyed by stress pri "uptown” ‘wgbll as " -
\ase reject conveye yl ress 9 uptown™ as ! as '\ \
position in the sequence.*
b&]) c? ?here'? (1 sells)?
. C1
-~ C2 Where? _ . 4

. C Right there.
—3 C2 That's UPTOWN.
P . .« . . [unintelligible)

L

(sh, 3 0, /)
_§omefihes aispéaker will use an insertion to avoid a direct rejection
The iqSertioné in (22) and (éB) concern the truth of the reply.
| (22) ¢1 ¢ | ) (Christie) ( )?
C2 N&, she's gonna get 'em tunight.

v ‘=3 C How do you know?
' (€2 ‘Cause that's when 1 got 'em.

SR C Is this Christie's second time to have chicken pox?
- '5 c .':‘ » ) .
Lo - (2 sh, 2-20, 2)
}1'1“%' ' " .
et (23) €1 (You.use up all this paper right here?) -
s FW Mmm hmm. .
’ —3 C1 Let's see.
) ' :l\ © .. . .. [unintel1idible]
,‘o./
T | : (2 sh, 3-11, 25)
- RS . ‘
o Responses such as "Let's see" and "How do you know?" imply that the-

“trath. of the reply is in question.** Acceptance or rejection of the reply

23
.
C.

e .“— ~*If “that" were stressed, the evaluation would be an accepting
*ope-e Thg location of the place being looked for would still be a
criterion for the evaluation. ‘

= **This implied meaning is especially strong in the above utterance,

~ 2, ..steonger than it is, for instance, in "How did you find out?" In actual usage,

""How did you find out?" presupposes that the addressee did in fact learn
something; “How do you know?" on the other hand implies that what the speaker
said may not be true. . . y .

15‘ ‘ .lég ‘éh(
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is withheld pending Eng replier's response to the inserted quqition. The
sBeakers initiating.the-insertﬁ%ns qyestion the truﬂgfﬁ'the offered replies
- ‘ ° - \

out "going so\far-as’to.deny their truth. The replier gets an

\QEPortqn{ty to defend their stgtemédts before anveValuation»is|maqe. Thus

the process -of negotiating an answer can.involve insertions as well as reply-
n exchanges.
Two facts indicate that rejection is a highly marked reaction to a

reply: rejection occurs relatively infregquently, and it is often justitied

“in terms gﬁ\broad, underlying principles of conversation, especially in

terms of the truth of the reply. Rejections based on such pn}nciplés

suggest that the replier is being less than fully cooperative and thus

potentially impugn the competence of both replier and evaluator. The

children rarely reject replies outright. They more often use insertiuvns or

" try to-eﬁ%cit more satisfactory replies without rejeéting what has been

said. The preference for, insertions. that call into doubt the truth of a

proposition over contradictions or explicit rejectioQ§ suggests that ques-

tionable truth value is @ touchy problem. The 'stickiness of the problem sugyests
“that speakfng truthfully is a broad and important underlying principle:for
the ¢hildren. - .

1
A questioner can accept a rep]y and still express some degree of

. di§satisfaction with it as an answer for purposes of the sequence. The

criteria for satisfaction.are-more flexible than those for accepta?}]ity.
The chifdren deal wifL satisfaction in terms of the kind of responses
they é&gect, need, or want. They may accept an offered reply, but request
additioﬁa] information, as in (2),.reproduced here. .

~ ~



(2) C1  How much d1d‘1t [the tape recorder] cost?

- . -+ .FW .It cost a lot. ; . A
A ——)C] 'boui;.a hundred dollabs? - - I ' . :
: ~ FW. Hmmm. © No, more than that. * ‘. . e
Cl Oh. = g . = - -
. . » C2 A theusand? T . L L .

! . FW Noob.. . ' T, ) 'S
e e ¢ - [augh] . L T e :
. . Less. . ~ . : i -~ . . . Sl

1) - Cl Two hyndred? . ; s
# . -
~ " Goll. _— K
A [end of exchange] )
— : - (2v€h 3-11, 17) .~

- Fd

‘} C1's second question 1nd1c§tes that she wants more spec1f1c information
than is offere at f1rst._ It is based on the infornidtion offered by the field-

worker; the question thereby conveys accepfance of the reply, while requesting

a more specific answer. By offering a hypq}hesis;in<terms of

und figures,

Cl1 suggests that .she is 1nterested in the apprpximate dollar c' of the ’

- eecorder. A reply to @his question may also answer the first questio .eiﬁher

by confirming the hypotﬁesis Qr by presenting a “éﬁrregt“ aﬁount. The hypo-
thesis is treated as part of a guessing game by the fie]dWorker, who rej

. it. Instead of offering a "correct" figure, the replier gives a hint "as- to

what the next guess should be. °Cl ac;epts'the hint ("oh"), but it is C2

.who offers the next hypothesis. C1's acceptance of the rep]y,fa]ong with her
fai]uré to offer a different hypothesis, suggests that C1 may not have inten-

ded to fnitiate a guessing gaﬁe, but rather sought ‘to elicit the actugi cost

of the tape recorder. C1 is not in"a position to reject the reply, possibly

due to th%/&ijérence in stq;u§ between adult and child in a classroom or to the
fact that Cl apparent1y has.no idea how much such a tape recarder would cost. ’Bgt

C1 does not yet hear the answergfhe is éeeking, and manages to extend the

'y’
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-eadd1t1ona1 1nfonnat1on

S < o . v
interaction. #Tab handred" can be heard as the answer to the Qrié{;a1 ’
questiori. : - : | % T

In (24) a girl.is ask1ng,the f1e1dworker about notes on a steno ‘ ;:j{
-

- s

pad. The cp11d verfT1es the inférmation in the rep]y, then requests

]

. . L ®»
- Y . / . -
- (24) cC2 who'said tha-at? .
FW I said "no"
—> (2 VYhu a1d ;no“?
L FW Uh
-—> c2 "N " bGE - but what? ~
-~ FW I shook y head when 1 gaid "no".
—> (2 You shook your head when you ( )?
" FW  Mmm hmm.
;) ' C2 And then what does that next one say?

o ., (2sh, 3-13, 23)
C2's first paraphrase of the-first reply indicates that CZ &as heard a
reply tRot grammatically €its the initial question. She changes the
topie to what else WQZ said. The F?ferent of "what" is understood to be
the part of the notes that remains.undecoded. The child may be using
several kinds of information to conclude that more than "no" is wnitten -
down. She can see the notes themselves; moreover, her knowledge of ru]es
for‘negative responses (Driver 1977) may lead the child to think more
was probab]y;said. C2 uses "but" to link two different moves. Repetition.
from the previous rep]y and .the change: of topic s1gna1 acceptance of (the
part repeated; neverthe]ess, the child is not who]]y satisfied and re}heg/ﬁ
additional content. Each move accomplishes something different. One

i’
move signals a positive eva]uation of the reply, the other a negative

*evaluation, hence.the disjunction. It is, in fact, the use of the dis-
"junctive marker that, by.signaling a contrast between the first move and

,the second, makes it clear that the repetition-is an accepting move. The

ny
excerpt demonstrates that evaluation¢ can be based on criteria other than
. ) . .
whether that information is accepted as true. In this case the criiteria
18 e ‘
S R
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appear t@ havg evolved with the sequence, since\fﬁe questioner's Y 1 4
N B 4 ’
e d1ssq¢1sfact1on 1s.not with that part of the’ rep]y thatt syntagt1ca1Ty
L .

f1t? the or1g1na1 question, bu rather w1th the add1t§pna1 nformat1oﬁj?p
.‘1nc1uded5 By exploiting the s¥ructure of the thulryasequence and ¢he
expectation that a replier provlde the k¥nd of 1nfqrmat1pn\33ughtiji.eu; |
thac if possible a replier alcec_his reply in ré@bohse tg a nega®ive «‘/'
evaluation, the chi1d’succeeds in extending the interaction while e11c1ting
/ . - '

more informat¥on from the adult. i b \\\-fu

"Usually it is the questioner who sf3pals satisfaction or dissatis-

faction with an offered reply=<An eyaluative move may,”howeVer, be performed
by another participant, as 1:i;;%§§50nversation about a gauge on a tape '

-

recorder. C2's comment signa]s acceptance of the reply.

\
\ . - -

(25) C1 Wil th1s go all thigyay down to there fif
“ somebody yells?
#

Real loud? . *
W - Hmmm?
Cl Go up to there? .
FW Mmm hmm.

-—~—3 (2 Yeah. -
' (2 sh, 3-6, 15)

. A speaker other than the questioner can also reject the content
“of a reply, as in (18): \
(18) C1 ( ) you spell 'Lana'?
~— - How you spell 'Lana'?

FW  ( ) -a-n-n-a.
~—> €2 Huh uh. ‘'Lana’
( ) spe11s it T-a-n-a.
FW. Oh. ‘'Lana,' yeah.
. C2 Want me to tell ya how many check-pluses I have?

” . . / .-
(zp’ 2"‘.‘39 ]8)
The replier accepté C2's correction of‘the'content of the, reply.
Although the fieldworker replies first, C2 provides the propositional

content .of the actual answer. When C2 successfully introduces a change

- of topic, the adjusted’rep]y can be seen as the answer. The qqestioqe:'s

19

22
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} ~ silence is 1nterpreted as acceptance of the reply negot1ated by the

 Fieldworker and c2 A . "
e ﬁ‘n the event}e/qué'stﬁdner s\eya’l&it}on fo]]&s tbat of another

o '.speaker, the questioner may addréss his d1sagreement to e1fher the third \

speake or‘tﬁe rep]ie;. The third speaker's ass sment of the reply

[ b LY .
would stjnd as a €omment, as in (26). The talk\Oencerns a tapetrecondﬂng
\ -* ; A ! 1‘:'\
the fieldworker is making. - ' g

. . }%tq .

I (26) C3 When you're thro gh--when ya--what dbfyqu do
with it?
FW I go home and listen to ‘it. :
\\ —3 C2 Oh, you lucky. \\‘
—) C3 Yeah but (you keep 'm/do you put each' of them

. . ,i—' in a thing {ike that?y

v QM (24 sh 3-11, 28-29)
The .questioner's comment 1s “'the" eva uat1o7 A]thogﬁh the quest1oner

may not be the next to speak after’ a reply, the evaluation is {is: preroga-

?
tive, even when someone else also evaluates the reply. When a non-questioner's’

evaluation is allewed to stanq, we conclude that the questioner is more or
. B 8

less in‘agreement, as in (25);
In summary, the evaluatjon slot is essential to the conduct of inquiry
sequences. Partftipants negotiate’aqswers to questions over the coursE-Bf
-the rep]y and eva]uatibn's]ots. The questioper's contribution to thi's
negot1at1ng process is found in the eva]uat1on The questioné¥'s reaction

is essential to the process of estab11sh1ng thé status of a replgﬁg//"answer

or noqanswer. A reply may be reJected as tota]ly unasceptable, 1n whith

case the content of the reply kanely‘becomes paftof}the answer.' The reply ~—

vrl

. g A
may be acceptable, but not wholl at1sfactory, in wh1cn case the content

-

of the reply may be seen as part oF the answer. 33

& -
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Cor modified reply is expected only when the

v

The children do not whimsically demen‘ §1ng of rep11es, a new
A

,ep11e:\kQJqumét the _questijoner
finds unsuitab]e in the previoys reply. When no cr1ter1on'1s mﬁde exp11c1t
the replier can often figure out what to.change f;Bm already- shared know]edge.

The criteria‘for evaluating a reply are up to the questioner, r
although certain generaf considerations, such as truth &F the reply and
compliance with shared, situation-specific constraints hehe been identifj
The.criteria ma&xevo]ve as the sequence' progresses, so that an inquiry
sequence can be esed to elicit ihformation other than that which—is orjgi-
nally asked for. Hence the needltor'an'evaluative move. If the criteria
were frozen and knowWn to all in advance, there would be no heed for an
evaluation, but merely for acknowledgment of an answer:

The children use ambiguity afforded by the structural options
available in inquiry sequences to do things 1in additioh to eliciting 4
information. For example, a question that could be interpreteg as_a J
request may elicit only an informative reply, whereupon the questggher
uses his nekt turn to make a more explicit request One analysis is that
the more direct request shows that the rep]y is not wholly sat1sfactory,‘
on the other hand, the quest10ner may be express1ng satisfaction w1th the
preperatory sequence and simply-be initiating a new sequence.

. +C1's first question in (27 ) may be treated as either a request to
borrow C3's eraseh or as & request for information preparatory to making

-

a request. .
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< 2 (27) 1 curt \ s T
, .- 'C2 Now what is. it? |
L &3 —»C1 Yo got an eraser? c .
>A\ - : C2 VYea : .q. ‘ o -
ey ’ ¢ Cl Cou]d I use it? . ’ ;
gal T - C3 MI've got an eraser. - :

( S 2 [urh\;g.lhmblel’@ I Rt
. ’

// A (Esh 3-6,°20)

Two 1nterpretafﬂ')ns of the m*cler of moves 1n the above d1akpg are

' -
LI g o - : :
o . ) : ' - 1 . . L e A .

qpparent One st

.‘ |
o ' (28)-Q1 Now what is it? : e .
oy QB You got an eraser? ", A : S

'&\ R2 Yeah. : _
: E2 @ [+sat1sf1ed \
* . - 7
C Q2 Cou]d'I use i s

or, a[ﬁernatively:

(29) Q Now what is’it?

"Q2 You got an-eraser? ) , e
R2 Yeah. 3 )
E2 [-satisfied] Could A use it? y

~ Two moves a}e ambiguous: Q2 and E2. Q2 dpals with a conditibn for
the 1oan: that C2 have an erasert The sequen e accomp11shes two things:
. ’ . . “
it prevents the questioner from being seen as maki
(ep]iéf has several appropriate responses open: he may give the eraser to

C1, offer to do so,'br he m

eat the question as a straight information
. - - ) (

request ahd nothing more. The seco ion is ambiquous in terms of the

nature of .the move: y‘ether it is afrequest for actiof or a straight, infor- - -

.
mation request - -

£y -

- L]

Cl's eva]uat1on is at once po11te and ambiguous. ﬁaein, the ambiguity

lies in what s done; ratrer than in the ex1stence of two ﬁnterpretat1ons

of propos1t1ona1 content; however this time the 1§§/L is how the second

evaluation slot is f11]ed. _A]sq,1n question.is which slot. to £Fi11. -
* - . . . ] Tt ~ )

L : % RS, . )

a false assumption{ The



L3 ] =

wath Q3p On th Iother hand Q3 can be 1nt meretfd as a‘more d1rect fomn e ;
, \iu.; %0535] s original F QUEStK implying d1ssatis€§ct1on w1th c2's respOﬂseg ' _-,
_§ ‘V In either ana]ysgs, the: rep]:e< has the opportun1ty to comp]y w1th the~ .
s request S . -
Sy , .

.- w
. The “abové analysis demonstrates that identifying the kind of move
crpegf&?med does not provide a full account of "what is done" in a&rurn at

-

-:Peaking: Q3 in the above dialog can easily be feen as a request to borrow
% pencil; however, Q3 may be'understood to occur in either of two slots, -
. Converse]y, two 1ncompat1b]e messages are ava11ab]e for the EZ s]ot
_ sat1sfact1on and d1ssat1sfact1on. Our understand1ng of what is going on
depends on %hat we pereeive to occur in“the evaluation slot; however, the
replier is not fokqéd to selg¢ct one message or, the other in order to
respond aépropnjate]y. Such ambiguity al]owsvparticipants to accomplish
smoothly and-wtthout interruption the business of C1 borrowing the eraser ‘
from C2. --The children maintain the assumption-that everyone is a coopera- .
tﬂ“e,and competent participant in thezinteraetion. fhe; avoid having to
deal openly with a marked s%tuation-qrejeetionﬂof a reply. R
* 7 The avai]abi]ity of more~than'one 1nterpretation of evehts %n-
\sequences such as thosergbove serves several functions. Participants )
can treat the 1n1t1a] question as merely a request for information,
"theteby avo1d1ng having to deal with a request 1nterpretat1on. The
‘hearer of the 1q1t1a1 question has the chance to*ant1c1pate a request
and forestall it by offer1pg to do what he, expects t be asked or by
.offering an excuse for noncomp]1ance; E1ther pn excyse for noncomp]1dhee
%s eliminated or.participants can circumvent'h%ving to remeeiate a denied

3 -
IR

[

- . .
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fequest. ‘)Lf’the replier responds with information that indicates he could
fulfill the request, but does not offer to do so, the questioner can proceed

with a more direct request without ﬁg;ing to deal with a misunderstanding. -

3 [y

¢

The ana1ysi§ presented‘above bears on several concerns pertinent
to the study of interaction. I will discuss/considerations relating to
the se]ecfion of data for analysis, the perspective from which the
gnalysis is underfaken, the use of @, in discourse, and the usefulness
of the notion of adjacency pair for deseribing conversational exchanges.

A'major problem in any investigation is determining what data are

»

to be studied. Decisions about parameters on the data can affect the
ané]ysis and the conclusions -drawn from it; therefore, Qpen two studies
produce different results, the selection of data must bé considered as
a'possib1e factor. o

Qued(;—answer sequences have heen defined according to two different
criteria. Some vegearchervs (e.q., Micchler 1975, 1974 nd: and Dore
1977) define the exchange tp be studied as two i;nrl'occiv“ turng at creaking
or as a question and the responce elicited A diffeven' apprasch tn the
study of questions entails attentinn to meccage cnntent in the data
selection process. The fit of one ufter.anro tn annther ic ronsidered

—— _

in delineating parameters,ef the research. Theoretically, any number
of turns at speaking may be included iq such a sequence for study. While
both approaches rely on the analyst's knowledge of sequential order and
both may involve analyses of propositional content and of the functions

"of language in actual use, they differ with regard to when content and

function are to be considered. The difference in approach is also

24
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ref]ected in the term1no]ogy a;opted The definition of question and
answer used in this paper is 1ntended to correspond to a functional
re]ationship, other definitions of “answer often use d1scourse pos1tion

as the primary criterion. Although the relationship bétweenhquestions

and the moves that follow them is extremely interesting and warraﬁts
further examination, the data above demonsf};te that the immediate re;ponse
in many cases is followed by an answer of a differeﬁt Sort." A _reply may
occur several moves removed from a question wi;h a variety of kinds of'
related talk intervening. An ana]ysi§ of queséions and answers limited

to ée]ationships between successive turns at speaking, therefore, cannot be
expected to capture all of the.significant functional relationships between

utterances. el

Defining the parameters of the study in terms of turn-taking or in
terms of number of moves may at first appear to be an evperimentally “"rlean
procedure, less csub¥ect to the biases af the analyst ar tranccriber than

congideratinn of chunks nf ronverca'ion defined acrcavding t mare flexibl:

criterin, "he methndnlngical iccye cnnsictes of whothey the voel~tionchiy

ctildied carr be nndaystnand when they ave ctudied in icttaticdn or whother
additional data must be lonked at Cohevence in tall  however . i< not
limited to relationships between curcescive turns at speaking. lonking

only at relationships between successive utterances, therefore, entails
the risk of systematically excluding important relationships. )

A recent study resulted in the conclusion that five-yeér—old children
provide grammatica]}y—fitting, "canonical” answers to less than half of
the questions they are asked. (Dore 1977) It is worthwhile to consider

7

the possibility that differences between Dore's findings and those reported
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here may be in part due to the procedures used to selectf&ata. The excérpts
abdve indicate that appropriate next¥move responses .other than caAOnigal
answers do not necessarily pLeclude a canonical answer.; In fact, ﬁ;hy
non-reply responsei\support'the claim that a canonical answer is expected.
Empirical investﬁgations'are neéded to determine whether younger children
negotjate‘inquiry sequences in a manner similar to that described above.

'kThere is at present, héQever, no reason to assume that younger children

"would use a vastly different process.* It 'is possible, then, éhat whi1e\
Dore's childreh respond with something other than a caﬁonikal'responsé 6i
much of the time, those responses are later followed-by canonica] answers.

The data under‘considération also constrain the means available for

- verifying the analysis. and the assumptions on which it is based. The sociaX, -
reality of an analysis can be tésted against perceptions of participants
in the interaction. Participént interpretations of events are often
revealed in talk subsequent to utterances heing analyzed. Thus, in order
to understand its place in an interartion, the impact of an utterance on
subsequent events must he considernd The «tudy nf question-respanse
exchanges in isnlation. therefore, evcludes velationchips between <ubsequent
talk and the question response exchange that might yield additional insight-
into what children reqar& as appropriate ancwers: moreover. the analysic

of inquiry sequences presented above makes sense nnly when ane investigates

relationships between non-contiguous moves.**

- -

*Thélfadtlthat Dore's children talk about the samé“séf of considerations
as second graders suggests thgt they may conduct inquity sequences in a very
similar way. . :

**One problem with Mischler's work is his failure to consider relation-
ships between moves that do not occur .in succession. As a consequence, his
analysis does not always pair up questions with utterances that could be
reported to be’ their answers. .

Q ) 26
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‘ Another issue-in the studylof convetsation is the analytical pecprC-

tive from which integggtion is to be studied. .Students of interaction do
\pot agree on what the relevant relationships in discourse consist of_nor'
.on hpw they are to be described. Many linguists approach conggfsation.

)

iﬁ terms of grammatical propertﬁeé of ufte?gﬁces and consider situational
« factors ancillary to syntdctie ones. .Othgq'studgnfs of discourse arq‘f
that the relevant axis for analysis is the move (Labov and Fanshel 1977,
Goffman 1976); Such an approach starts with an action‘anq Tooks ,at how
it relates to other actions. _The ﬁeans of accomplishing the action may or
may ﬁot be studied in\detai1.' ;peﬁfnvest%g;;ion reported here begins from
' the premise ‘that sequjnces”are to be examined in terms of what is done
~in a turn at speaking. It is also impatant to study the formal devices
.. used to realize a mdve in order to understand the various messages convgyad.*

Second graders are highly sensitive to propositional content, as

illustrated by the fart that their verha! recponses ave closely tied

to the literal veading of the question Answars ac T define thp% Al
corraspond syntactically teo A qua~fion Sencitivi'y tn ryvammatical

form i< olvidenvt‘ in the ~hildvany = yee - f - h b Doen 3113 equivqna]ity

(T have rafeyyved tn caq--i\/nrrﬂ”y Aabrye an oA bind of 'nnl\iquifv) Anv oqui o al
question ic a quection that ° can yecai e either a rannnical yespense

to ite grammatical form oy a npncanonical response to ite altarnate yealding

(Dore, p. 150). In other words, it may he intdvpreted ac a vequect for

-
a

information. but is also subject to another intevpretation. Reiterations
can exhibit such equivocality, as do some expressions of dissatisfaction

discussed above. While the uncertainty in such exchanges may pose a problem

®

~ . « e
*Ethnographic study of the range of devicgs used to perform specifir
moves will expand our understanding of the variety of messages conveyed
- each time one speaks. 27
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for the anélyst;‘eight-year-o1ds use it as a resourée. In many conversations
a response to an equivocal méve can bg interpreted as a response to either
reéding of the eliciting move. The resulting ambiguity pérmits parficipants
to save face and to'proceed with the intéraction wifhdut;having to per%érm

‘rémediationé. Should one iﬁfErpretation of the utterance entail negative:

(

consequences for the speaker,

~

'a questioner can.a1most"a1@ays retreat to the
lTiteral meaning ("I was only asking."). Responsibi]itye%Br any mfsinterpre-

tation then rests with the respondent. The use of.questiqg/forms to perform

rs

various’moves other than requests for information can_.depend on their equivo-
cality.* ' A

Given the insights that have been gained from studies using the move' '
as the unit of ana]ysis, and the problems of explanations in terms of grammar

alone,** exploration of the usefulness and limitations of the move as a unit

" of analysiskfor discourse is needed. Individua! maves, however, must be
¢ ) :

. {
*See Driver (1977) fnr a more extencive Adicryscion nf =nech yges of

nuestions. :

**The meanings of "what" and "where” in the two evchanges below are
said to overlap. according to th- grammatical aralysis ffered by Dore.
If one looks at th~ ex hagges in ter s o' wh * "« do =, thz n aninns of
"what" and "where are dictipct b b e 0t
answeverd avey Iap

Ayt "rp\ © AN v

Q What's a muffet?
AN Theve's a3 muffet.

Q Where's MY chair?
A This is MY chair. (Dare 1977, p. 152)

The response tp the first question may be seen to be an instance of defi-
nition by example. The setond exchange illustrates the relationship between
locatives and deixis. A definite location is indicated by the demonstrative
in the response. Understanding how a move is accomplished demands a cata-
loging of response forms that provide the information and an analysis of the
ways in which they do so. One can 'say that the two types of guestions request
different types of information. Definition by example may employ deisix, and °
- deixis can indicate location when no other locative expression is used. Thus
an analysis of grammar can tell much about how or why an utterance can function
the way it does, but analysis of grammar alone does not capture the relation-
: sh‘p between reply and question.
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understbod 1n ‘terms of a-larger sequeace, rather than in 1sb1ated exchanges;
moreover, the lexical, syntactic, and 1ntonat1on devices se]ected to perform v
the move convey s1gn1f1cant messages about how the me;e is to be 1nterpreted

The analysis presented above depends on the recogn1t10n-of the use
and interpretation of P as a move in discourse. As'the unmarked sign of
acceptance occurr1ng at a specified point “in an 1nteract1on, @ corresponds
to what is commonly called "tacit approval" inveveryday talk. It is 1mportant

to distinguish @ from the absence of an expected move. }he notion of notable
absence implies that something is\ heard to be missing from a sequence. .Fhat ¢
sneakers hear it this way is evidenced by their efforts to elicit an absent g
move, by fhe need to remediate or justify such an absehce, and by coneclu-

sions to be drawn about Ihe¢rudeness of the replier or the ineffectiveness

of the quéstioner if the absence is not justified. In contrast to a notable
absence, @ in the evaluation slat is unmarked, cooperative participation with

a specific message. Thus, a notable absencs differs from @ with regard to

the nature of the conclusione drawn »nd ite effect an cuhgenquent «nnver

catinn. When @ i< yegulayly used in a pavticular dicrourse alot  the
critevion af notablse ah-ence ic not useful fay ddentifying the <lnt: howe <
the interpretability of @ in that clot ac a ~tandayd part of the ~oquence

constitutes evidence foy the clat ac part of the <equence.

The data above also reveal a constraint on the uce of @ as an evalu
ation. @ cannot immediately follow a nonaccepting evaluation: moreover,
if acceptance ie withheld, as., for example, when an insertion occurs after
a nep1y, an answer is only negotiated if (a) a second reply is offered,
(b) the original reply is successfully defended, or (c) the questioner

cancels the nonaccepting move by verbally accepting the original reply.
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Thus, the questioner in (18) is seen to be in accord with the negativé®

assessment of fered 6y C2. MWhen a replier fai]} to'&efend or explain a reply

which has not been approved as an answer, the gquestion remains unanswered. .

1

-Recognition of @ as a discourse entry necessitates revising the
/./ - .
definition of™eonditional relgvance to distinguish @ from a notable absence’

Evidence as to whether partic{gants regard an absence as hotable can be

found in their behaviog.when'no move js offered and in its interpretation.

If 9 is not an available item with a specifiab]e meaning in the slot and

.no remediation is offered, the speaker responsible for the slot can be seen

as uncooperative.
| ?Question—answér sequences have been cited as the canoqica1 example
of adjgcency'pairs. Because the notioh of adjacency”pairs reflects a
commonsense account of what is going on, it may be particularly useful
for defining parameters of ronversatiohal data to be examined in studying
a conversational sequence, The nétion of sdjacency.pairq describes, in a
sense, the cbncfitu"nf ctrnr‘f:uro nf an inquivy c}p'mov'ro. Tt do~= .nn' .
however', rnrvasrﬂkd te the ceoquanch ol mnres ed o Accomplih Fhat b
in ~onvaygation ‘

The concept of adjarenry paire <ugaests a self centained ewrhange
that can bhe recognized upon pey formanse of th; cecond pair part The
notion has grown out of an analytical approach concerned with velationships
between individual moves. It has been used primari]yzﬁ%th data in which
speaker reactions are available tglthe analyst as he performs his task,

an after-the-fact interpretation of events. The data above illustrate,

however, that structural relationships in conver}ation are not always

L] ()

O



<

apparent as ‘a move is performed. Participants in conVersation must re-
examine the organization of moves afte; sub%equent talk has taken place.
The datg above ingicate“that the status of an offered reply for partici-
pants canfbe determined 6n1y in light of a third slot in the séquehce A
that is essential to the n;;otiatioh of an answer. The negotjated |
nature of conversatibné] structure and the fluid criteria for acceptance
or rejéction of replies as answers explain the necessity 6f having a
fhird slot in fhe sequence. The evaluation serves -as mbrehthan mere

acknowledgement of a reply; it provides the rep]ierAwith information as.

Y ¢ ‘-

to how he himself is to perceive the fit of the reply into the conver- _
sation and what he is expected to do next.- Additional moves may be

required to present and evaluate propositional content not offered in the

original reply.
» .
While recognition of the relationships between successive utterances
| 9

is essential to understanding what goes on in conversation, the notion f

adjacency pairs is movre appropriate fov decryibing categovies of tasks

accomplished in a sequence tha for degevihing the set of movee wheynte
those tack- are acromplishe! The rantevitualized study of evehange:
vesyulte in a Aiffeorvent vinw of |r\|.'\'iﬁv\:"|i[\'j vithin the evehanage to bhe
studied. -

1t should be noted that the conversations cited ahové arve not notably
childlike, nor are they framed as special routines or play, as "child talk"
often is. - For the most part the conversations occur in spontaneous. every-
... day classroom transactions. There is, therefore, xeason to look for an
under1y1ng structure common to question-initiated interactions across the
speech community. The data above will th\mp more mPanlanu] as thpy

.
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are compared to adult conversations and to interaciions jnvolving very

:.young children to determlne hos agé-related factors affect the structur1ng

« Of conversat1on, and as the impact of other s1tuat1onal variables:is -
N examined. oo
Y
;o .
/ -
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