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TINIHG AND COUTEXT TN CHILDREN'S EVERYDAY DISCOURSE:
PLICATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF REFERENTIAL
AND SOCIAL HEANING'

Frederick Erickson
Hichigan State University

In interdisciplinary conferences there is often a problem of
¢omnication across research specialties which makes the successive
reading of differing kinds of papers not so mich 2 "3aogua" anong
differing research specialties as 1t 1s an exercise in parallel play
(cf. Shulman, 1978). During the conference one could see manifested
distinctions made by Dickson fn his orienting paper between referential

_ appradches and sociolinguistic approaches to the study of children's

ora] comunicative capacity and its developient, The différence be-
tween approaches which was most striking to me fnvolved underlying
assumptions of semantic theary; differences in the relative weight
given in the two streans of research to literal, referentia] mesning
of speech, and to nore metapherdc social meaning of speech. As OTson
and Hildyard (1978)  points out, the distinction butween these
two aspects of madning s an essential one for soctolingutstics (see
also Hymes, 1974, Austin, 1964, & Gungerz, 1977); indeed it can be
said that 1t 1 this distinction which defines the phenamena of
interest to sociolinguistics. As a sociolinguist [ assume as a first
principle of research that while it s possible to draw an analytic
distinction between referential and soctal aspects of meaning in talk,
in the state of nature these two yspects of meaning are never found
in separation; fn naturally occurring conversation they are always
fnextricably 1inked. During the conference it seemed that my assump-
tion was not shared by referential comunication researchers. They

'Thi s paper was orfginally delivered at the Conforence on Children's
Oral Communication Skills, Wisconsin Research and Developent Center
for Individualized Schooting, University-of Wisconsin at Madison,
Octaber, 1978,



seened to make a distinction between referential and social aspects
of meaning, but then in the conduct of research, they took that
distinction to a different place than a sociol inguist would,

If one pushes the assertion that in nature the social and the
referential aspects of meaning in talk are {nextricably and non-randomly
linked, then it follows that the construction of experinental task
situations to study referential comunication in isotation from the
social {5 an exefcise in utter futility, One can argue this for two
reasons. First, because of the inevitable "leakage" of social meaning
into the interpretation by the subject of the verbal and nonverbal
interaction between hinself and the experinenter (or maching stimulus
source), the degree of "control" required for experinental mantpulation
of variaMes' s not present, Second, because the experimental task
situation 15 an attempt to arrange conditions So that the referential
aspects of comurication can be studied in relative isolation from
the social aspects, the social situation of the experiment is o
unl{ke anything in nature that it is itself a source of profound aliena-
tion and confusion to subjects. Hence the data derived suffer not
only fron intrinsic imvalidity but from extrinsic invalidity; they
are "ecologically nvalid."

That's the critique in classic form, It has been nade by
psychologists, as well as by Tinguists, anthropalogists, and sociolo-
gists. The work of Rosenthal supports the former arqument of the
intrinsic invalidity of experimental data, especially in his most
recent research on the leakage of social meaning fnto experinental

situation through the nonverbal channel of communication (Rosenthal gt al.,

1979). Bronfenbrenner makes explicitly the Tatter argunent of
ecologica) tnvalidity (Bronfenbrenner, 1975), Cole's critique of
experinental research in cognitive psychology conbines the two argu-
sents (Cole, Hood, & HcDermott, 1978). Yet to stop there would be

simplistic.

There may be middle positions that are more reasonable than those
at the extrenes. During the conference | realized that, while the
strean of referential comunication research may have been failing to
dea) adequately with the role of Soctal meaning fn speech, the strean
of sociolinguistic research nay have been focusing too narrowly on
social meaning at the expense of the referentfal. This 1s understand-
able, given the origin of the interdisciplinary sociolinguistics
overient’ 35 8 reaction to what was considered the artificial ab-
straction and "de-sociation® of the notions of speaking and senantics
in 1inguistics and fn analytic philosophy. Still it seens that
sociolinguists could profit from considering referential aspects of
neaning more fully as they study children's speech. Especially if
the purpose of our research is to relate t0 the field of education,
and nore spevifically, to achieve better understanding of the process-
s of classroom instruction, then the ways in which speech comunicates
the information and the logical relations which constitute part of
the content of "subject matter instruction" ought to be of greater
interest to sociolinguists than they have been, Even as we continue
to argue that social meaning is an pssential part of the whole meaning
package in the 1&n’guage of "academic” {nstruction in school (and in
the language of referential comunication tasks in the laboratory),
sociolinguists need to account nore adequately for the referential

. cantents of talk as well, 1f we are to construct a nore fully con-

prehensive theary~-just as referentia] comunication researchers need
to account more adequately for soctal meaning in talk. Some synthesis
of the two approaches may be desirable.

The Substance of This Paper

It should be noted that coghitive psychologists are not the only
ones to have attempted the research strategy of separating out social
fron referential meaning. Chomskyan Tinguistics does this too, as
does British analytic philosophy and French structuralist analysis
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in the anthropology of Levi-Strauss and his followers, But the
socialinguistic critique of Chomsky by Hymes (1974), the critique
of analytic philosophy by Nittgenstein together with the growing con-
cepticn within 1inguistically orented philosophy of speech as social
action (cf. Searle, 1969), and the current attacks on French structura~
1ism by such critics as Bourdieu {1977) cught to be attended to by
students of referential comunication, In each case the critique
centers on the issue of the attempt to separate the study of socfal
from referential meaning and on the attempted analytic abstraction of
language from the scene of 1t§4use in social life, from {ts context
of practical action, Each of t_he three 1ines of criticism arques,
using differing "surface structural” temms, that humans don't just
do talk for 1ts cwn sake. Rather, they talk together in order to
accomplish social purposes, making use of the huran capacity to
transmit soclal and referentfal meaning simultaneously, implicitly
ang explicitly, verbally and nonverbally, and o read off these mean-
ings inferentially "aganst" (or better "within®) the context of the
action 1tself. Speculation about what can be learned about these
processes of multifunctional encoding and decoding, through detailed
observational analysis of audiovisual records of children's naturally
gecurring comunication, ts the topic of this paper.

Crucial to such work s a thearetical conception of the semantics
of the relattonship between message form and aessage context, e
know 2 good deal about how to analyze aspects of form In verbal
messages, but we know much less about socal contexts and their
dimensions; our theoretical understanding of contexts 1s singularly
undifferentiated. One dinension of the context of an utterance, as
Olson and Hfldyard (1978) o clearly argues is the social relation-
ship between speaker and hearer, The aspect of soctal rejationship they
constder 1s relative status; the relation of subordinetion-superordination
or of equality of status botween speaker and hearer, With differing
status positions go differing attendant communicative rights and obli-
gations between speakers and hearers, such as obligations of politeness
and Might in giving orders. Directives will be performed by speakers

b

in different "appropriate” foms depending on the rank relationship
between Speaker and hearer,

For a soctolinquist the social appropriateness of a given
message form is of central interest, Apparently for the referentfal |
comunication researcher, aabiguity of reference fs of central interest
(see for example Narknam, 1978, and Robinson, 1978). For
speakers and hearers, making judgrents of socfal appropriateness and
anbiquity of reference would seem o fnvolve quite different inferential
processes. A Judgement as to referential anbiguity would seem to fn-
volve prinarily the processing of Texical and syntactic infornation;
focus on the message form ftself, A judgement as to social appropriate-
fess, however, may be a more complex pracess involving not only the
decoding of the message form, but in addition a “reading off" of the
message form against the backdrop of the social context of its occurrence.

Thus the sign/social context relation (what Burke, 1969, pp. 3-7, has

called the "act-scene ratio") s a source of semantic content fn
addition to the form of the sign {tself. One aspect of the fnterpreta-
tive competence of a hearer, then, may be the ability to distinguish
between "f1t" and “lack of fit" in the message form/content relation,
an ingredient in the process of decoding social meaning which may be
antlogous to the “comparison task® ability discussed by Asher (1976,
hsher & Wigfield, 1978).

Interestingly, Tack of usual "fit" between message form and
social context does not necessarily result in an interpretive judge-
ment of amtiiguity of social meaning. A metaphoric transformation may
result. People can play upon one another's interpretive capacity
to "read” message form/context incongruity as an implicit signal for
frony or other kinds of netaptoric fooling around, as in an exe-
Geratedy polite request from 2 surgeon to a nurse during the course
of an operation, "If 1 asked you very nicely, would you give me 2
scalpel?" (Goffman, 1961), The very exaggeration of politeness by
the physician points fronically to the physician's absolutely super-
ordinate position vis a vis the nurse; 2 position from which the
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physfcian has the actual comunicative right to issue unmasked comands:
"Scalpel! Hemostat!" Neither way of asking for the scalpel fs "read”
as ambiguous; 1t 15 just that the First form fs interpreted as signalling
an ironfc "key", while the second form signals lack of irony.

This playing upon apbarent message form/context incongruity may
be an adult ability that young children possess only incompletely.
Indeed, as Olson and Hildyard note (in press) for young children the
process of reading the social context 1s more salfent than that of reading
the syntactic form of the message, A crucial problem of decoding for
children, then, may not so much be that of anbiguity of message fomm, but
of anbiguity in the message-context relation; a kind of “situational an-
biguity" (or message/context 1ncongrin‘ty) in contrast to the “message
anbiguity” which has been of interest to referential comunication
researchers,

In everyday interaction, young children may have found it adaptive
to scan the social context more acutely than the message fom, [t s
possible then, as Olson and Hildyard (1978) and Cole et a1, (1971, 1978)
that the apparent nability of young children and other cultural

neophytes to attend to fine tuning in the experimental manipulation of

vardation 1n nessage form is not due to children's egocentricity,
as Flavell argues, following Paiget (see Flavell, Botkin, Fry, Nright,
4 Jarvis, 1968), but is due vather to children's sociocentricity~-
to the greater salience of message context over message form for them at
that age. hat may be being acquired at around age seven is greater
awareness that the school "game and the Taboratory referential comunication
task "game", 1.nvo1ves attending primarily to the form of the message con-
sidered apart from its context,

Asking pecple to attend only to the text of a message runs quite
contrary, sociolinguists would argue, to the experience of children
and adults with speech in everyday 1ife, In naturally occurring con-
versation, utterances are not just texts, but are' texts shaped by
what ethnomethodologists dofng conversational analysis call the princi-
ple of reciplent design, 1.e. the usual tendency of speakers fn form-
fng thefr utterances to take account of the sccial context--the soctal
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{dentity of their hearers and the practical activity that is occurring
at the moment--and t0 choose anong optional ways of saying the same
thing referentfally (Gime that vs. please) which signal the soctal
relationship the speaker intends (cf. Gunperz, 1977), For the speaker
then, a recurring question 1s "ho (1n terms of soctal fdentity) fs
the recipient of ny comunication and what fs ft (activity) that's
happening now?” For the hearer 2 recurring question is "¥ho 15 the
speaker and what s his/her way of speaking and telling ne now about
who 1 an and what's happening?® Interpretive confusion can result when
the speaker's speech doesn't fit the hearer's reading of the social
situation. It is reasonable to speculate that many referential con-
munication experinents present children with puzzling relations be-
tween an "odd” social situation and "odd" ways of speaking fn that
situation, and that these puzzlements produce interpretive confusion,
which affects the children's task performance.

The problem 15 further compounded fn that fn naturally occurring
conversation the answer to the question, "¥ho 15 the recipient?” is
not fixed, but continually changes in subtle ways from moment to
nonent, during tha course of the conversation, This is due t0 two
factors: First, a person in everyday 1ife occupies not Just one
status, but meny stnultaneously (1.e. that person's socfal identity
{5 a composite package of many statuses, many attributes of socfal
{dentity), and second, at different tines ina conversation, different
attributes of the socfal identity package may be being signalled as
interactionally relevant (Goffman, 1961, pp. 105-106). For exanple,
in fnteraction with a child a teacher or parent may signal differential
superordination vis a vis the child fron one nonent to the next. The
archedc sense of the tern “condescensfon" refers to the sTiding-scale
sature of the superodination-subordination relationship. Goldsnith's
heraine "stooped to conquer” {n differing anounts and fn differing ways.
during the course of the play. The ethnonethodologist Cicourel (1972),
pofnts out thet status and role between spesker and 1istener {and the



attendant distribution of comunicative rights and obligations between
them) fs not fixed but is continually being renegotiated during the
ongofng course of interaction in everyday ife.

Moreover, as Visteners and speakers are apparently "reading’
cves 45 to who-1s-1t-the-other-persons-are-signal 1 ing-themselves-to-be-fow,
and what-1s-the-activity-that-is-happening-now, the cues are being pre-
sented simultaneously to one another by speakers and by listeners, 1t
f5 aot as {f while a speaker talked 1t was only cues {n the speaker's
speech &nd nonverbal bebavior that were available in the scane to be
"read." While the speaker or speakers are dofng speaking, the tistener
o 1isteners are doing istening. Listeners’ vays of dofng 1istening
apparently provide speakers with information about how the spoken
message 15 getting across, and that information is apparently used
by speakers dn shaping the recipient design features of their Speech
as they are talking, In explanations, for exanple, the Speaker ey
continue on from one explanation pont to the next, or recycle an
explanation point fn successive phrases in which the level of abstraction
of explanation {s continually Towered at each vepetition of the point
being explained (cf. Erickson, 1979 and Erickson and Shultz, fn press).
What 1s necessary is a theory of oral comunication which 5 infermed
by notions of the soctal organization of facesto-face Interaction.

When people are *co-present” t one another in facesto-face
interaction (cf. Kendon, 1975}, what 100ks on the surface to be 2
serfes of diserete, successive "turns” 15 actually a process of cone
tinuous, sumiTtaneously reflexive behaving and montoring By the two
players, Through such reflexivity, the conversation can be said to
be Jointly produced by 1ts participants (cf. Nehan and bood, 195,
op. 2023}, From this theoretical perspective an essential aspect of
conversation ists' oral comunication skills fs a capacity for inter-
actional Inferuce, which vould include a capacity to anticipate {predict)
the Tikely state of affairs in next moments, together with an ability
to "read” the current State of affairs in the present moment, Such
inferential capacity may be part of what Flavell (1978) means

by "metacogmition," as the cognizing subject is engaged in face-to-face
interaction.

Some Functions ‘of Timing in the Social Organization of Conversation

AN this points up the inportance of the when of copresence; of
the role of time and tining in the social organization of interpersonal
coordination to face-to-face conversation, It is the significance of
when that 1 want to stress here, In conversation, as HeDermott (1976)
puts {t, "people are environments for each other'. They are constantly,
actively engaged in telling each other what is happening, by verbal
and nonverbal means. To change the language s1ightly, they are part
of one another's task environment, whether fn an experinental or 2

- naturally oceurring situation of oral commnication. The task environ-

nent for conversationalists can be seen to be a sociocoqnitive task
environment, with the sinultanéous organization of speaking and 1{stening
behavior constituting, continually, part of the “array" for the con-
versational partners, If the partnership is so interdependent as con-
versationalists jointly produce so¢ial and referential meaning in their
conversation, then they must iave sone means of coordinating their
interactional behavior and interactional inference. That means appesr
to be timing.

Little more than ten years ago Condon documented the fact that
the speaking and 11stening behavior of conversational partners occurs
in synchrony (Condon and Ogston, 1967}, This finding has been found
to generalize across & wide range of human cultural groups (Byers,
1972) and age Tevels, The pediatrician Brazieton, and subsequent
researchers, have. found interactional synchrony in the behavior of
newborn infants and thefr caretakers (Brazleton, Korlowski, & Main,
1978), Some researchers have in addition investigated the rhythnic
patterning of this synchronous organization of verbal and nonverbal
behavior, including Byers and Byers (1972), Byers (1972), Chapple
(1970), and Erdckson (1976), We find an underlying, metronomic



periodicity in the organization of verbal and nonverbal behavior fn
speaking and 1istening. It seems that the recurrence of & regular
rhythmic nterval in interactional behavior enables conversationalists
to coordinate their behavior by what Chapple terms entrafnment, and
that the engagenent in entrainent by conversational partners enabies
them to judge the occurrence in real time of the "next moments" they
need to be able to anticipate fn order to do the kind of interactional
inference. This real tine (in the sense of clock tine) aspect of the
organization of behavior in conversation seens to be crucfal for its
social organization.

~ There 15 yet another aspect of tine and timing which needs to
be considered fn & theory of the socfal organization of conversation,
This fs a Tess precise kind of tintng; “1ived time" as distinct
from mechanically measurable tine. European phenomenotogists deal with
this notion of 1ived time in thetr introspective accounts of "Ived
experfence (Herleau-Ponty, 1965). A recent book by Sudnow (19B)
considers the 1ived aspects of time and tining n an introspective
study of the procéss of Tearning to play jazz plano in ways that were
Judged approprate by other jazz musicians. In so dotng, Sudnow learned
how to anticipate the appropriate occurrence of chord change and then
to perform successive chord changes in a way which went beyond the
tenporal 1{teralness of the metrorone.

Introspective accounts, of course, have been ruled out of bounds
by scientific psychology. Yet there has been within psychology &
tradition of observational study--Piaget, for example--in which entities
fust as elusive as the notion of non-nechanically measurable aspects
of tining have been studied to bring greater conceptual clarity in
theory construction. So even though lived tine cannot be operationally
defined 1t may be useful to look for in observational studfes. The
 fotentfal taportance of the distinction between mechanically measurable
- and other kinds of tine fs underscored by philology; this 1 precisely
the distinction made by the use of two different words for time in the
Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible, the Septuagint and in the Greek
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New Testanent. One term, chronos, referred to what we now think of as
nechanically neasurable duration, The other term, kafros, is the tine
and tining of divine action fn hunan history: "the tine (katros) 1s at
hand." As the Hebrew prophets predicted the Day of the Lord they
spoke of it as occurring 1n the donain of kairos rather then chronos.
The Psalmist in Psalm 103(104): 27 uses @rgs_ for the "right time',
translated "in due season" n the Revised Standard Version (see also
2 sinflar usage in Matthew 24:45, translated “the proper time'), The
distinction between chrongs and kafros fs analogous to that the
anthropologist Hall makes between technical time (measurable) and
formal tine (Hall, 1959, pp. §3-92).

It is fn the sense of kairos as well as of chronos, that I want
to consider the when of socfal context, and of change fn socfal contet
from pament to monent dn a particular conversation. As the context
changes, so does the participation structure (Phi1ips, 1972, Erickson
and Shultz, 1977); the overall pattern of allocation of communicative
rights and obl{gations anong the partners.

In sumary, 1 have been making two points: First, naturally
occurring talk comunicates social as wel) as referential meaning.
Conversationalists are constantly relying on one another's capacity to
encode &nd decode social neaning; this is an essential feature of the
noment-to-moment steerdng of one another through 3 conversation, such
that interpersons) discourse has a socfal organization, as well as 2
Togical organization, Second, conversational ists not only have ways
of indicating and interpreting thefr socfal fntentions from moment
to moment; they also have ways of pointing to the broader (temporally
Tonger tern) contexts of interpretation against which thefr fndications
of nonentary intentfons are to be “read off". They have ways of telling
one another verbally and nonverbally, usually fmplicitly, what the
overal] activity context fs and how it is changing; when a new sequence
of connected action 1s about to begin, how their social relationship

fs changing as the course of the action changes.
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The following example 11lustrating these points comes from 2
naturally occurring event which fs similar to an experimental refer-
entfal comunication task: A screening test given by an adult to a
five year o1d child, The test fs adninistered in the kindergarten
¢lassroon at the beginning of the year by the special education teacher
to determine whether children entering kindergarten have any handicaps
for which special services are needed. The test is a referential
comunication task in that the tester 15 required to attend to the
1iteral meaning of the tested child's answers, But the test {s also
a socfal comunication task fn that fn order to know how to answer
correctly, the child must understand the social as well as referential
neaning of mich of the tester's speech (cf. Mehan, 1978).

On the third day of school the test was being given to Angfe, 2
five year old entering kindergarten, who had very 1ittle prior school
experfence, and who had no experdence with tests of this sort, The
socfal situation of the test was unusual fn that a second child Rita,
was also present, seated around the corner of the table from the tester
and Angle. The presence of this extra menber conplicates the social
situation, as does Angfe's apparent Tack of knowledge of the rature
of the test as a socfa) occasion, Because of the fnteractional
confusion which results during the course of the test's adninistration
in face-to-face interaction the test results are invalid as assessment
data. Fortunately, in this case, the criterion level of perfornance
was 50 Tow that Angie "passed” it.

One can infer from the false starts, seemingly frrelevant remarks,
and other interactional breakdowns which appear in the transcript that
the tester and the children are having troubles with contextural defini-
tion and interpersonal coordination during the enactment of the test.
Many of their troubles seem to fnvolve frame definition and maintenance
(Goffman, 1974), There {5 trouble around menbership boundaries and
around distinctions among member roles--sho 5 "n* the event and who
f5 "outside’ it, what the comunicative rights and obligations of the

various “insiders” are, There is even nore fundamental trouble around
temporal boundardes--defining the begiming, continuation, and. ending
of the event; when the opening fs being opened, when the closing’is
being ¢losed.

These are not simple matters, They are never definitively re-
solved by the tester and the two children, That 1s not, | think,
just because this example 5 an odd instance of 2 test, although it 1s
indeed an 0dd fnstance. One expects that definition of situation,
role, and status 1s never fully resolved during the course of an event.
Since the particular circumstances of any actual event are in some
respects unique, it fs adaptive for the normative cultural quidelines
for appropriate action to be quite general and thus fnherently fnconplete
(cf. Garfinkel, 1970), and for the interacting individuals to possess
the interpretive capacity to play the encounter by ear, organizing their
action as a specific adaptive variation on & more general sociocu!tural
theme for the type of event in which they are engaged, One expects,

“therefore, that people will be working from moment to moment at

definitions of role and situation, relying on sone socioculturally
shared expectations of how what 1s happening should happen, yet never
able to rely fully on those general expectations.

In the exanple of the screening test the interactional partners
4o not seem to share enough mutual understandings of the nature of the
test as 2 socfal occasion, nor of one another's ways of commnicating
socfal as well ds referential meaning, fn order to fnteract in recipro-
cal and complementary ways. In the absence of some of the social
steering capacity the participants need in order to coordinate their
socfal action as improvisation, their perfornance keeps falling apart,

Transcription Notation System

Before presenting the transcript a note about the transcription
conventions s necessary, Sentence terminal pauses (usually indicated
n print by the period) are indicated én the transcript by a double
lash (//), while shorter clause-temvina] pauses are indicated by 2
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single slash (/), which is the equivalent of the coma. As will be
shown later, the duration.of these pauses 15 usually uniform across
instances of them; this stability of duration is part of the underlying
rhythmic organization of the discourse.

Speaking turns are indicated by letters in parentheses. Usually
in the transcribed conversation a5 Teast one Sentence-terminal pause
separates a prior turn from a succeeding one. (ccasionally, however,
turns at speaking are exchanged without being separated by a pause.

If the successive speaker begins to speak exactly at the point in
time in which the previous spesker has stopped, this is indicated by

“vertical bar with horizontal "flags" on 1t going in opposite directions.

(9) A: Wanma play house?
(h) T T:{ ot yet/

1f the successive speaker begins to speak before the previous speaker
has stopped speaking, so s to averlap the previous speaker's speech,
this fs fndicated by a vertica) bar with horizontal flags gotng in
the same direction:

- {og) T You can drink nitk
R: {and JUICE

Elongation of a syllable is indicated by 2 succession of double dots
(0::11).

These notation conventions are an adaptation of those of Secks,
Schegloff,and Jefferson (1974) and of the adaptation by Gumperz and
his associates (cf. Gunperz, 1979) of the stress, pitch, and pause
notation of Trim (1675). Stress (a sudden increase fn Toudness,
independent from a shift in pitch) 1s indfcated in the transcript which
follows by capitalization of the letters of the stressed syliable or
wrd (T; BEAUtiful). In the second transcript presented in the paper,
stress 15 fndicated in 8 s11ghtly more conplicated way, through use
of a vertical mark preceding the stressed syllable. If the pitch of
the stressed syllable 1s high the stress mark appears above the 1ine

of text (T:.Good). If the stressed syllable 1s low in pitch the stress
mark appears below the 1ine (T: ,good). These marks account for

stress in the absence of a pitch shift, When stress is conbined with

2 pitch shift diagonal marks are used, [f the left side of the

diagonal fs high (v) that indicates a shift from higher to Tower pitch
during the syllable, and If the left side of the diagonal is Tow (/) that
indicates a shift from lower to higher pitch, Placing the diagonal

nark above the 1ine of text indicates that the shift (in either direction)
starts at & high point, while placing the diagonal mark below the 1ine
of text indicates that the shift begins at a Tow point. Thus there

are four possible shifts: i

(1) high falling:  Yood

o~

(2) high rising: good
(3} Yow falling: Jood

(4) Tow rising: good
/
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(5) T

(6) R
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(8) T

(9) R:

(10) A:
mr

Rita (Scene: Screening test ina kindergarten-

(R first grade classroom. The purpose of
the test is to identify entering kinder-

A gartners who need special educational or

medical help, It is the third day of
school, and the “testee”, Angie, has had

Table ' very 14ttle prior school experience and

no experience with tests of this sort,
Also present are Rita, who has just taken
the test, and the tester, who sits be-
tween Angie and Rita. )

Angie? // or Teresa,
Angle.
Little Angfe / 0K dear.

I I (pavse as tester writes notes

on the child who has just been
tested)

Angie and Brienza

I'm writing down 1ittle things

that Rita safd tome /  (looking at A)

and ['n gonna write down

things that YOU say to me //

When are you ___ 7 // (Rita addresses Angfe)

Wanna play house? (100king at R)

T:|Not yet /

not yet / (rapidly)

After /f after [ ah [ after

gonna go play with the / um

things.

What things?

Angie? // (the Tester, who up to now has
been writing notes on what Rita

16

(12) A
(13 1

(14) A:

(15) T

(16) R:

(m

(18) R

(19) T

(20) R:

said during the previous. test,
now turns to face Angie and
speaks more Toudly)

What things? (Tooking at R)

Maybe\yOu can play it (the Tester Tooks at Rits and
after THIS, speaks with slightly higher
i -volune and with widened in-

0K, take this pencil, tonation contour)
Angie // tell me what  (the Tester hands A a pencil)
THAT is //
A circle
*# & % * toct questions continue * * ¥ "
0K, Angie/ OK // (the Tester turns page--Angie
Yowy / has just finished writing
letters of her name)

.Can we 9o and play

eyw?

Not yet// After this  (the Tester looks at Rita)

you and she can o and

play house // maybe you'd

1ike to play with a dol1 (more volume, wider fntonation
over there, tontour, pofnts across roo)
(remaing seated)

+ v % tact questions continue * * *

0K? Listen carefully (the Tester turns to face Angie)
now // In the daytime it

BIUWVHMtHitu

nighttime/ // [

DARK (oudly, one half pause-unit
“tog soon")
Te {0l (shakes head at Rita)

A Dark (softly)

1Y



@ A
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(3) A
() 1
(25) A;
(%) 1

(2 A
(@)

() A&
(%) 1

{31) &

(32) 1

o)
(35) A:

(36)

You can't sit here 1f you
TELL her.// [/
Nhat fs nighttine?  (turns head to face Angle)
I 11 Jdark (Angfe says this very softly)
T [If \daytime is (rhyfhmic s{ng-song)
ight) nigt-
time s //
Hght //
ighttine i st /
light
(marks down Angie's  (a pause of two sentence-terminal
answer as wrong) Nhat pause units in duration)
do you do at nighttine /
g0 to bed? //
(nods)
Nhat do you do when
you're thirsty? //  (Angle shrugs)
/1 et 2 glass of water (in a "that's obvious" In-
tonation)
(writes this answer  (pause as the Tester writes)
on paper)
Yeah if you're thirsty/
huh // or you can drink
ik
You can drink water//  (writing on paper and looking
You canldrink milk  down at 1t)
ReJand JUCE! // (loudly)
You can drink juice //
Can I get me some
water now
T: lot now /| (repidly)
What do you need Stoves
for, Angle? (looks at Angie)

18

(31) A&

(%' T

(39) A:

(40) T

(4) A
(@ T

(43) 1

(o) A

)

(46) T:

I \Jook. (shrugs, and says "Cook" in a
"$hat's obvious' intonation)

/To \cook/ of (full terminal pause--appropriate

course // for turn exchange in the next

' noment)

/ What's that door?

(pointing to tall cup-

board)

Closet // The 'closet

door //

What's inside {t?

Wel , maybe you can (exaggerated intonation and
Mook after you inish stress)

here //
\OK/ ['m going to say 8

sentence and you repeat

after me,

£ %+ tost questfons continue * * * *

Can you skip, Angle? //

Go over there to that  (pofnts across room to area fn
house / and skip back which children are buflding
to me, 2 house of blocks)

(skips about 5 steps

over to the house and

comes part-way back)

" Aol
A [wintto (points to boys 1istening to

go over here  record player with headphones
on, and speaks somewhat more
Toud1y)
You'd have to ask the
bays / I don't know
if they'!1 Tet you /  (the test is not finished)

19
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(47) A CAN'I GO IN THERE (turns back on the Tester and Discussion of the Text
(starts off to the  shouts across the raom to the
house area and does  girls who are building the
not return) house of blacks)

Beginnings of events, and their endings, mist be interpersonally
negotfated and interactionally cued (cf. Cook- Gumperz and Corsaro,
1976, on the negotiation of entry and the begimings of events in
(48) T (pauses without moving, . young children's play). The test event beqins to begin as the tester

t::" Shrugs shoulders established that the 1ittle gir) who has come over to the testing 15
¥ turnb: back :° te Angie and not Teresa (turns 1-2), which 15 the first membership issue.
Paper, bendtng down as Angie's menbership in the test as an “insider" fs mantfested by the

she begins o write on tester's question (1), repetition of Angie's answer to the question (3)
) (the tast fas ened) and comnent addressed to her (4). The sumans issued byaquestiﬁn
¢an be seen 2s de facto granting of commnicative rights (and obligations)
to the addressee by the addressor of the question.

The second membership fssue begins to arise as Rita addresses &
question {§) to Angie. The Titeral content of that question {s unin-
telligible, but the social significance of 1t as a summons for a
response seems $0 be clear to Angfe, because she responds to ft (with
2 question--turn (7)--which functions as an acceptance of Rita's apparent
{nyitation). The content of Angie's question, "Wanna play house?"

{5 {rappropriate because it 15 an fnvitation to Rita to leave the

event test, whose opening for official test business the tester fs about
to open up. Ne will return later in the discussion to some issues

of the temporal boundaries of the event. For now the salfent point is
that Angle's response to Rita (turn 7) acknowledges her right asa
member 1nside the frame of the event to have his question responded

to in some way, Rita has been granted by Angfe the right to take a
turn at speaking in the event which s beginning.

The tester, however, does not fmmedfately grant Rita that commni-
cative right. The way the tester does this leaves,ambiguous Rita's
status. s she an outsider? This is an ambiguity'p'f social meaning
rather than of referential meaning. The literal nieaning, the lexicon
and syntax, are clear. 1t is the distribution of membership rights and
duties which is not clear. At first the tester does not address Rita

0 il
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atall. She responds to Angie's fnvitation to Rita to play bouse by
| saying to Angie rapidly, "ot yet/not yet" (turn 8), That seens to
function as an fuplicit cus o Angle that the tester will soon begin
the {nstrumental business of the event. Simultaneously, it seems
2150 to function as an indirect cue to Rita that, she is not “in" this
conversation. Rita, undaunted, responds not ta the tester's cues
that the test {5 about to start, but to Angie's fnvitation to play
bouse. Rita does this by saying, “after... Jonna go play with the/ un
things" (turn 9). Referentially, this {s anbiguous enough that Angie
asks Rita to clartfy what "things* she is talking about, [ infer from
that and from the referential content of the tester's coment, "Maybe
you can play it after “THIS." (turn 13), that Rita and the tester
assune that Rita means "Play with the things for playing house", since
the heusesplaying props are Tocated right past where Rita is sitting
where the children usually play house.

£ven s Angie's question, “What things?* can be interpreted
referentfally. as an attenpt to tel) Rita she doesn't understand what
she Just said, 1t can also be interpreted socially as refterating her
acknowledgement of one of Rita's fundamental rights as an insider; she
can expect responseé fron Angle to her questions. The tester, by next
addressing Angle rather than Rita (11), may be implicitly denying
Rita's right to get a turn in the conversation. This seems even more
clear in turn (13), after Angle has again acknowledged Rita's response
rights by repeating her question to Rita (rather than responding to
the tester's opening cue, "Angle?*). At this point the tester says
to Rita {rather than to Angiez in an intonationally pointed way,
"Naybe you can play it after THIS (two second pause, fn which Rita
does nothing, Including not getting up and Teaving, which she night
have done), OK, take this pencil, Angle.”

Referentially the tester's coment opens up the possibility of
playing house Sometine fn the future, It also seems to communicate
two socla) messages which are apparently contradictory. The first

%2

implicit message of turn (13) could be glossed, “ait untl l'\ve
finished giving Angie the test," or perhaps, "Butt out, kid, NOW."
The {ntent seems to be a nudge out of the event. Yet the indirectness
of the directive is confounded by another 1mpHcit\ message. By address-
ing Rita at all (except to say explicitly, *0ut, HOW') the tester
has Yeft ambiguous whether she is acknowledging Rita's membership rights
to any turns at speaking or not.

That this ambiguity in the cuing of social meaning may have been
a strategic mistake for the tester s suggested a few turns later,
when Rita interjects another question to Angfe, "Can we go and play now?"
(turn 16). This time the tester responds somewhat more directly (turn 17)
but still doesn't say explicitly "Out, \NOH". In turn (18], after the
tester has said in an even more intonationally pointed way to Rita,
“Maybe you'd 1ike to play with a dol) over there," Rita still remaing
sitting at the table. From Rita's response to turn (13) in which the
two second pause after "Maybe you can play it after }HIS," we can
fnfer that she my not understand the intended directive force of such

masked fmperatives, The pause seens to be a cue that Rita had better

shut up now, but the inperative force of the pause cue seems to have
been 10st on Rita. The tester may be using these indirect comnand forms
because she {s being videotaped. But the ubiquity of such masked
{mperatives in the talk of teachers during lessons is well established
in the 1iterature (cf. Gunperz and Kerasimchuk, 1972, Sinclair and
Coulthard, 1975, Mehan, 1979, Shuy and Griffin, et al, 1976). Whatever
her reasons for using indirect means of control, a consequence is that
Rita fails to conply with the directive intentions. The tester comuni-
cates in increasingly more unmasked ways across turns (13) and (17),
but Rita seems unable (or umwilling) to interpret the tester's directive
cues in the ways the tester seems to be fntending.

A few turns later Rita raises the ante and so does the tester.
In turn (20) Rita enters the conversation between the tester and Angie,
not 25 she had done before--by addressing a question to Angie--but
by saying the answer to Epe question the tester has Just addressed to

A
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Angfe. The tester responds to Rita's inappropriate taking of a turn
by bedng very explicit {turn 20):

\
0::H// You can't sit here if you TELL her
(shakes head)

HMWWMMNWMSMHHMMMHMJMWmWMe
‘mwwsmthwﬂmmawnthommmormaMMﬁqmﬂmm
to her, with but one exception (turns 31 and 33) which will be discussed
later,

~ Turns (19) through (26) are of interest not only because they
show problens of membership and role definition--with the ground rule
finally established, almost in so many words, "You can sit here, Rita,
MMMMMWWWMMWMHWﬂme
addition, this set of turns shows one aspect of the importance of tining
n the socfal organization of conversation. In this instance the
reciprocal tining of successive answer slots and question slots becomes
arhythaic nonentardly and this interferes with the mutudl production
by the tester and Angie of an answer by Angfe which will be regarded by
the tester as‘yefenentially"?right,' Angie does provide the referentially
"right" answer; she does so twice (tuns 20 and 21) but says the right
answer in the-wrong tine. This socfal interactional mistake in timing
results in the tester's apparently not "hearing" Angie's right answers
ummmmmmmmmmmwmmmmmnm
the tester writes down Angle's referentially wrong answer as the official
angwer 10 the question. Here the secial "rightness” of the temporal
placement of the answer relative to the timing of the end of the
mmmwmmwmmumnhnmmmnmmw.m
toster seems o "hear” the answer given in the right tine, even though
the answer s informationally “wrong.'

To understand how this may be happening it s necessary to consider
the role that tining seems to be playing as an organizing device for
interpersonal coordination in conversation. It is also necessary to
consider briefly the comunicative means by which people seen to be

U

giving one another cues about the temporal organization of their behavior
together as they engage in face-to-face interaction. In English,
which is & heavily stressed language, one of the means by which timing
cues are given, s by patterns of vocal emphasis. Emphasis is achieved
by stress (increased Toudness) and pitch (rfsing or falling intonation
shifts). Stress may occur without pitch shifts, Usually pitch shifts
are accompanied by some stress. By these means certain syllables are
more promient than others in the speech Stream. Syllables which
receive both stress and pitch shift are termed tonal nuclei by some
Tinguists.

Two things about emphasized syllables are especially relevant to

-~ this discussion. First, in English, tona) nuclei and other kinds of

emphasized syllables often occur at those points in the speech stream
at which the speaker 15 ntroductng new informational content (cf.
Gumperz, 1978), Second, emphasized syllables ted to appear in the
speech strean at evenly spaced intervals across time. Thus in English,
tona) nuclef and other prominent syilebles mark an underlying, regular
cadence in speech rhythm, This rhythmic "beat’ {5 also maintained in
patterns of emphasis in nonverbal behavior--the "peaks” of motion in
gestures and head nods, the points in tine at which people change
pastural positions while talking, The underlyfng ¢adence is also
mintained by points of onset in speech after a perfod of silence, or
at the exchange of turns between-speakers, This {5 not to say that
every stressed tona! nucleus, or every gestural sweep of the Pand,
or every other sort of verbal and nonverbal enphasis occurs at 8 regu-
larly spaced rhythnic interval when people are conversing, Rather, it
fs that these points of enphasis occur more often than not at & regular
interval. That ig enough redundancy to make for a discernable, regu-
Tarly perfodic pattern of Siming; one which may allow speakers to signal
crucial revt moments fn their speech, and listeners to predict crucial
nex} monents in the speech they are attending to.

One kind of cructal next moment 15 one in which new information
{5 1o be conveyed, (see the text examples in Bennet, Erickson, and
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Gunperz, 1976, another 15 one at which the current speaker relinquishes
2 turn at speaking to another speaker, These strategically important
next monents n conversation can be signalled by maintaining 2 regular
mMmmmmememmmmmm

we have been considering in the text from the screening test, both
turn exchange and new information occur at the sane monents in tine,

It {5 thus reasonable t expect that questions and answers will be
rhythnically enacted by the partners in conversations, and that the
tining of answer slots 4n relation to the just-previous question slot
w11 be of crucal consequence, both for the social and the cognitive
ommmwﬁmmWWMMmmmmwmmwnwmw
1ying cadence may tnable the answerer to anticipate the next noment In
uhich the answer neéds to be said and enable the questioner to enticipate
the next moment 1n which the answer will need to be heard,

In a study of Fifty six school counseling-interviews conducted by
mmmmmmmmmmmmammumu
1077)  we found that routine question-answer sequences were performed
MawwﬂMWNWMMMﬂMW.UuumHMMﬂmmm
cadence between question and answer 81so occurs in the kindergarten
classroom in lessons with the teacher, and in the exanple of the
screening test we have been considering,

To highlight the rhytheic organization of question-answer alterna
Hon in the test, turns (19-26) n the previous text example can be

“rewritten shghtly, In the following rewrite, the {nitial syllable
of each Hne occurs in a regular rhythnic cadence, Also on that
cadence occur the full sentence-terminal‘pquées between one speaker's
turn and that of the next speaker.

The reader should read the text aloud and practice the cadence
Hirst before reading the full text, Reading the text aloud in order
to "hear" and fee) the rhythmic organization of it 1s necessary if
the subsequent discussion 1s to make sense to the reader.

Practice by reading aloud fnsuccession only the {nitial sylables
of the 1nes (Including the regular spaces for sentence termina) pauses),

keeping & metronomic "beat" oing as one reads’ day-, light-, what-,
night-, pause-, dark-, 0., pause-, nOK-, pause-, bro-, boy=, what-,
sis-,. Reading this string of syllables aloud while looking at the
ful1 tex* one notices that the words placed by themselves at the right-
nost end of a Tine (In the, at, 1f) occur {n relation to the emphasized
syllables as anticipatory syllables, similar to "upbeat’ notes fn music
(mmmnmwﬁmmxmmmemmmd

the text aloud, maintaining the cadence of stressed syllables (2nd
stressed” pauses), and placing the anticipatory syllables in correct
rhythnic relationship to the stressed syllables:

13 in the
Sl Yy time it 45
1-¢ }1ght

Td  What ds it at
1-¢ uight time

£

24 dark

=N

o 0K

¥/

3¢ ‘now :

- 3
3. nother one

W if
3 'brother s a
3-h ,boy /

3 vhat s

3 Vsister

a



is apparent that the turn-exchange points between the Question
nswer are rhythmically regular. There is 2 right time for the
ot, and a right time for the initiation of the next question.
contains the last stressed syllable of the question. Line
ates one sentence-terminal pause duration, which marks the
nce interval, or "beat”. The new information of the answer
estion s contained in turn 2-a. It is said on the next "beat"
 previous pause. Then the next question begins in turn 3, but
nformation of the question begins in line 3-g. It is prepared
w information--a rhythmically regular series of framing moves
g of alternating pauses and clause fragments in lines 3-b

.f. The answer {"dark”) comes in the right time and its new
on is regarded (apparently "heard") as the answer to the
question. The next question is then prepared so that its
matfon can be "heard" by the person to whom the question is

1,

the preceeding rewrite, the answer (and the questions) comes
Ight time. That is not the case in the actual test (see

ot presented earlier). There in turns 19-26 neither the

wr the questions are said in their interactionally "right"
times. Moreover the first answer (turn 20) is given by the
rson, Rita, who is not the designated answerer, since the
being given to Angie. Rita's interjection is most interesting
ally because it seems to have thrown the tester's and Angie's
Iming off, with the result that as Angie says the referentially
answer twice in the wrong times, the tester apparently doesn't
t Angie is saying as answers. Rita's interjection comes itself
ahead of the full sentence-terminal pause which typically

s the last words of a question from the first words of its

and that slightly ahead-of-time placement of the answer may
tributed to throwing off the tester's timing. In turn (20)

er cooperates in the rhythmic disorganization by interrupting

28
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rita's slightly arhythmic interruption {i.e. the tester starts to
speak slightly ahead of the "right" time). Then just as the tester
has "collided" with Rita by overiapping Rita's speech, Angie adds to the
conversational traffic jam by overlapping what the teacher was saying
to Rita (0::H). What Angie says in that wrong time to be answering,
is the informationally correct answer to the question ("dark"). This
answer is apparently not "heard" by the tester, who continues with the
reprimand to Rita ("you can't sit here if you TELL her."}, and then
asks the question again to Angie, "What is nighttime?" Angie answers
the question correctly in turn {21), but again does so in the wrong
time. In turn (20) she answers too late--slightly more than two
sentence-terminal pause lengths too late--in the temporally correct
place for the tester to speak again and initiate a prompt, which is
exactly what the tester does. The initial syllable of the tester's
speech in turn {22) overlaps exactly with Angie's production of the
one syllable answer, "dark", and again the tester apparently does not
“"hear" Angie's speech as an answer to the question. The apparent mis-
interpretation is compounded at this point in that as Angie has said
"dark" {turn 21) a second time, the tester's continuation of a second
prompt for an answer {which occurs in turn 24--the first prompt was at
the end of turn 22), is apparently misinterpreted by Angie as a cue
that Angie's previous answers have been incorrect. The tester's prompt
seems a cue for something-something important. That is suggested by
the exaggerated intonationally and rhythmically sing-song, "If daytime
{s 1ight, nighttime is ..." The pause after "is", in combination

with the preceding exaggerated cadence seems to be a cue for an answer
slot. Since Angie has answered twice already, she seems to interpret
the prompt as having a more specific meaning--not Jjust the directive
answer now", but that plus the message “change your answer." I infer
this because Angie does in fact change her answer. After the prompt
in turn {22), Angie responds with the referentially "wrong” answer,
“1{ght". Angie places this wrong answer in the exactly correct rhythnic
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Having given the referentially right answer twice previously in
eractionally wrong times, now, in turn (23}, Angie has given the
nswer in the right time. In turn (24) the tester responds with
prompt (in perfect rhythmic cadence with Angie's previous answer).
ly this prompt in turn (24) 1s intended by the tester to function
e of the sort Angie may have thought the previous prompt in turn
s intended--as a cue that Angie's answer was referentially wrong.
at the tester says in turn (24) I infer that the tester "heard"
answer in turn (23) as an answer, whereas I have been inferring
e tester did not "hear" Angie's previous two answers as if they
deed answers, Notice that the tester's prompt in turn (24) be-
actly one sentence-terminal pause length after Angie's answer
previous prompt. At this point Angie apparently does not in-
the tester's prompt as a cue that Angie's previous answer has
ong, for in turn (25) she repeats her wrong answer again. Notice
gie says this answer after a sentence-terminal pause, in exactly
ght" rhythmic place an answer should go. This is now Angie's
answer to the tester's initial test question in turn (19).
y turn (25) Angie and the tester have re-established the inter-
11y correct question-answer cadence, and Angie has given 2
"ufong“ answer in the right time.- It is this last answer that
11y marked down by the tester as Angie's official answer. The
has become a piece of test data; a social fact.
n the 19ght of the preceding interpretive analysis the social
n be seen to have been interactionally produced, through a
, of conversational inferences about referential and social meaning
rances; inferences by the tester and Angie which are apparently
;s purposes; inferences which seem to depend on the cadential
of quastions and answers as an important source of cues pointing
the referential and social meanings intended by the speakérs.
 this pointing toward mesning is so implicit, depending for
cative success on shared background understandings between the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

speakers, 1t is easy for misinterpretations to arise, and difficult for
the interactional mistakes that result to be repaired.

My hunch is that interactional troubles continually arise in the
administration of assessment tests to young children, and in the conduct
of referential communication experiments. What is being tapped when
children give wrong answers may not so much be their underlying refer-
ential cognitive knowledge and abilities, as it may be their underlying
knowledge and abilities in the domain of social and interactional
inference.

How to distinguish between these two domains and how to devise
ways of studying each without confounding either with the other, seems
to be an important problem for future research and theory construction.
Both referential cognition and what I have been calling interactional
inference are kinds of thinking. In what ways are they the same, and
in what ways different? How are they involved in children's and
adult's interactional production and interpretation of communication
in assessment tests and in classroom lessons? These are questions which
deserve some new kinds of answers.

Larger scale matters of timing in the test. In considering patterns
of timing within utterances and across connected sets of conversational
turns, such as sequences of question-answer pairs, we have been dealing
with time in both senses discussed earlier; kairos and chronos. At the
micro level of social organization of commnicative behavior in discourse,
these two aspects of time intersect. The rhythmic cadences in speech
which seem to enable conversational partners to predict crucial next
moments communication involve the kairos dimension of timing, times of
appropriateness for action. Chronos is also involved, for the cadences
of speech and nonverbal communication rhythms we have been discussing
are measurable in terms of clock time.

The discussion turns now mainly to aspects of kairos considered by
itself; to some of the functions of kairos in the social organization
of the test as an interactional event. Here we are not considering

3
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technically measurable tine, but chunks of time which are both longer
and more loosely defined n terms of their duration. Within the test
there 15 an overall sequence of constituent parts; each part being a
set of questions taken from a standardized test, At the beginning

of the tast thers i5 2 beginning time, which separates the test as an
event fron the tine vhich has preceded ft. At the end of the test
there {s an ending time, which separates the test as an event from

the tine which follows 1t. Yet because this 1s everyday 11fe, not
artificially organized 1ife, the begimning and ending of the event,

and the transitions from one constituent part to the next within 1, are
mt signlled unmbiguously, as fn the ringing of a bel to signal the
end of a round 1n a boxing mateh, That would be organization of begin-
nings and endings according to chronos. Rather, the organization at
this Tevel of the testing event is according to kaires, Both the tester
and testee need to recognize thase times as they happen, One of the
recurring probless the tester s with both Angfe and Rita sewss to
{mvolve their understanding of the kairos aspects of test time, During
the tine continuation of the test, for example, it is not appropriate
for Angle to ask such questions as (turn 35), "Can I get ne sone water
noa?" The now of conttnuation fs no tine fn which to be asking to do
~something which would end the event,

The recurring occurrance of the interactiona] slot, Angle's
answerdng tine, s another kind of tine around which there seems to be
recurring confusion during the tast, Rita barges into that tine right
after Angle has answered and the taster §s about to go on and ask the
next question (turn 30). Then the 1isting of "things to drink* begins,
wich ends fn Angle's asking "Can 1 get me sone water now?* (turn 3.
As we saw eariier, Rita also seems confused about Angle's answering
tine 1n turns (19-26), in which Rita jumps n and answers the question
about 1ight and darkness that ws addressed by the tester to Angle,

In the previous discussion of these turns 1t was noted that at the
icro Teve] of tining measurable by a metronome, Rita's fnappropriate
~ answer begins one e of a full pause length 00 soon, This 1s an
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instance fn which chronos and kaires fntersect at the micro level of
the tining of exchange of turns at speaking. But even {f Rita's answer
had been given in the correct place in tems of the rhythmic cadence
of discourse, this was stil] Angfe's answering time, not Rita's. Rita
was wrong then fn tems of kairos as well as wrong in temns of chronos.

We can see {n turns (19-26), at turn (35), and at turns (15-16)-
points in the kairos organization at which the tester is about to begin
another question to Angfe, or a whole new Sequence of questions--Rita
and Angie have recurring trouble with what we earlier called nembership
boundary definition. Is 1t tine for the children to go off and play,
or for Angle to keep on taking the test? Is it time for Rita to be “in*
the conversation, or "out?" This kind of role confusion was also seen
at the very beginning of the conversation (turns 6<13) in which Angie
and Rita get so nvolved in their discussion of plans for playing house
After the test that the taster has considerable trouble opening up the
tine of the official beginning of the test.

Just a5 there was ambiquity at the beginning of the test about
the time of fts opening, so there is ambiguity at the end of the test
about the time of {ts closing, At turn (43) the tester introduces
set of test {tems to check Angle's gross motor skills, The tester
begins this tast sequence by asking Angle to skip over to the section
of the roon {n which girls are building a house out of “big blocks".
There are & number of ftems fn this motor skills question series, but
the tester 15 able to adainister only the first item {n the series.
After baving “skipped over there" for the tester Angie does not return
back "here” to where the tester Is sitting. Angle says (turn 45) that
she wants £0 go play with the boys 1istening with headphones to the
"scary® record. The tester (turn 46) says indirectly that this s
{nappropriate, using the conditional construction, *You'd kave to ask
the boys / I don't know if they'd let you." Angle apparently takes this
THterally rather than figuratively as a directive, (There fs sone
sense n dofng $o, since the boys have headphones on, and because
of that it s counterfactual to propose asking them anything.) Angle
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* then asks the girls playing with the big blocks, *Can 1 go in there?
{They do not have headphones on.) The girls assent, and Angfe walks
off to join them, The tester apparently decides not to call Angfe back
(as evidenced by shrugged Shoulders) ard so the test has ended. The
ending, 1ike so many of the internal transitions, was interactionally
produced. The conjoint production of the ending involved apparent mis-
understanding by Angle of the tester's interactional intentions in
terms of what and whose time it is.

A final example of Angle's apparent confusion as to kairos time
in the test is found fn turns (39-42). This segment begins Just after
Angle's inappropriate request to get a glass of water (turns 29-35),
The tester has been asking obvious questions, e.g. turn (28), "Nhat
do you do when you're thirsty? Notice that after turn (28) Angle
pauses and shrugs and then answers, “Get a glass of water" ina
"that's obvious” intonation. After the next question in turn (36],
"¥hat do you need stoves for, Angie?" Angle again pauses, shrugs and
says, ina “that's obvious* intonation, "Cook." (turn 37). The tester
my be acknowledging the {ntonation by s'aying in turn (38), "To Cook,
of course." _

At this point Angie exchanges roles with the tester, The 1ittle
girl becones the questioner and the adult becomes the answerer, Angie
points and asks, "Nhat's that door?® (turn 39). The tester answers,
"Closet, the closet door." Angie then asks, "What's inside 1t?*, and
the tester replies with intonational ephasis, "Nell, maybe you can Took
AFTER YOU FINISH HERE." Then the tester asks the first of a new series
of test questions, thus reassuming the role of questioner,

On the face of 1t, Angie's question seems bizarre, At literal,
referential Tevel of meaning there seems to be no logical connection
between stoies:used for coking (turns 36-38) and closet doors (turn 39).
Moreover, in the kairos sense, this is not time for Angie $o be asking
questions; this 1 the tine fn which the taster asks the questions and
Angie provides the answers, Still, the bizarre nakes more sense than
what 15 apparent at first glance, It 15 a metaphordcal rather than

L
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Titeral sort of sense-naking. Notice that Angie's question fn turn
(39) has a "test-1ike” quality; asking about something the answer to
which 1s obvious, as were the answers to the previous questions about
thirst and stoves. Also, what fs actually behind the closet door is
the play stove used by the children in class for Playing house, The
tester has Just asked about something o drink (water) and about
stoves and cooking. In that context, Angie's question can be interpreted
as 2 way of playing at bedng the tester, and of doing so by asking her
onn questions about a topically relevant plece of infornation--shere the
play stove fs kept, since we've just been $alking about actual stoves.
Angfe's question about the cupboard door can thus be nterpreted
as showng she fs making sense, on the basis of background understand-
ings about the classroom which are not shared by the tester who is 2
teacher, but not the classroom teacher in this classroom. [n asking
that question Angie also reveals once again some of the ways in which
she does mot share with the tester some fundanentally necessary, taken
for granted and never articulated understandings of the ways in which con-
versation in tests 1s to be conducted. Apparently Angie does not know
what and whose time it is. Apparently she does not know that control
over her behavior in that time belongs to the tester, not to Angle,
It s not Angie's cormunicative right to initiate a new conversational
topic; that right belongs to the tester alone during test time,

Conclusions, [ asserted at the beginning that, from a socio-
Tinguistic perspective, 1n considering naturally occurring speech it
seems fmpossible to think of referential aspects of meaning as separable
from social aspects of meaning. In presenting the example of the Streen-
ing test I attempted to show, through interpretive discussion of &
transcript of speech, paralinguistic cues, and some nonverba) comunica-
tive actionvs, how people engaged n interaction seem to be “doing’
social meaning as they "do" referential meaning, and how they seem to
be assuning that others engaged in nteraction with them are enploying
strategles for inferring social meaning (or interpersonal intentions

%
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of the moment, (cf. Goody, 1978, pp. 10-16). Mhen one person's {nferences
don't match those of the others, moments of interactional "stumbling*
bappen in which people misinterpret not only one another's fmplicitly
commnicated interactional intentions, dut -also misinterpret the

explicit Yiteral meanings of talk as well.

In one such *stumble", the tester and Angie together produced two
"wrong® answers to a test question which Angie had twice previously
angwered referentially correctly, Other stumbles involved trouble over
Rita's participation and Angie's. Rita repeatedly seems to have misread
the tester's mplicit, noniiterally expressed directives for Rita to
be quiet. (Alternatively, Rita may have deliberately taken the tester's
speech 1iterally, as a way of playing dumb about the fmplicit imperative
force of the tester's remarks. According to efther interpretation
Rita's actions are situationally fnappropriate, as evidenced by the
tester's reactions to what Rita 15 doing). Angie not only ends up
tnswering a test question wrong, but at one point takes over the role
of question asker, and seems unaware at the end of the test of the
social meaning of the tester's talk as the tester attempts implicitly
to tell Angle that the official test is mat over yet. A result is that
Angie's overall score on the test s different from what it would have
been had she known how to {nterpret more appropriately the social meaning
25 well as the referential meaning of the tester's talk.

The example of the test contains only a few instances of apparent
niscueing in social as well as referential meaning, What happens there
has also been found in other'school testing situations (cf. cicourel,
et al., 1974, Hehan, 1978}, in classroom Tessons (McDermott, 1975) and
in academic counseling interviews (Erickson, 1975, Erickson, 1979,
and Erickson & Shultz, in press). So while the example presented here
5 only one instance, the processes of conversational inference which
are esployed by the Speakers are processes which seem to be used con-
timally in the conduct of everyday discourse. (For an extended dis-
cussion see Gumperz 1977, and Gumperz, 1979, For discussion of these
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issues 1n relation to classroom discourse and other kinds of talk {n
educationa! settings, see Gumperz, in press).

A key aspect of these processes of conversational inference and
interpersoml coordination seems to be the timing of interaction ftself,
Tenporal organization was considered at two levels; that of the prinary
constituent "chunks" of discourse within an event and that of the
monent to noment timing of speech and nonverbal behavior. As inter-
actional partners go from one major segent of interaction to the
next, role relationships are rearranged; who can appropriately say what
to whom changes across these segnents, Shultz and I, following Philips
(1972) have called these patterns of comunicative rights and obl1gations
participation structures (Erickson and Shultz, 1977).

I have discussed some of the behavioral means, vocal and nomvocal,
by which comunication fs soctally and rhythmically organized, by which
Interactional partners are able to coordinate their activity n recipro-
cal and complementary ways, and by which they are 2ble to commnicate
socal as well as referential meaning simultaneously. I have presented
2 theoretical perspective on comunication as socially organized action
fn real time. This set of perspectives, which can be called those of
"{nteractional sociolinguistics" makes assumptions about the processes
of interactional inference which enable {nterpersonal coordination and
which enable people to "read" the referential and soctal meanings which
are being comunicated in and through face-to-face interaction. It fs
assumed that people's interpretive ability to do fnteractional inference
s culturally learned, just as is their capacity to interpret the Titeral
meaning of sentences on the basis of learned knowledge of the sound
system and grammar of language,

The energing approach of {nteractional sociolinguistics overlaps
sonewhat with the study of children's referenttal communication, and
with psycholinguistic approaches to the study of children's language
acquisition. Interactional socfolinguistics fs also discontinious, in
aspects of substance and of methed, with these other fields. Sube
stantively, there {5 an enphasis on socfal meaning almost to the
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exclusion of considering referential meaning at al1. Nethodologically,
-~ there is an enphasis on using audio and audiovisual documents of
instances of naturally occurring interaction as 2 data base, and on
interpretive, microethnographic or “constitutive’ analysis of the

documentary records. These are Means of locating the particular organiz-

ing features of social action in discourse which are usually not
attended to in experinental studies--the interactional processes by
which test results and experinental results are produced.

I am ot 2 psychologist"and am not used to thinking about thinking.

1 can only guess at what is involved in children's acquisition of a
capacity for socfoculturally appropriate interactional inference. Some
kinds of underlﬁng cognitive processing must be postulated, it seems

to me, in order to account for what we see people doing as they communi-
cate social and referential meaning face-to-face. The interpretive
processes one needs to assume would seen to be of quite rough and ready
sort, 1f people were able to derive meaning, social and referential,
out of the messiness of naturally occurring conversation. People seem
to be able to do S0 consistently enough to mke everyday communication
. possible. . ..

If what I have been constdering here are some fundanental aspects

of what children need to know and be able to do in order to participate
in everyday conversation, then sonehow this work makes contact with,
and needs 1o be better articulated with, work on referential aspects
of children's speech, Such articulation is necessary to advance our
understanding of children's oral commmnication skills; to develop theory
which fs more ¢lear and pore comprehensive than that which presently

exists,

§y  w
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