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This paper, part of a larger study, focuses on a.

single linguistic devige, the vpachine- gun question," which was used
by three of six participants in a Thanksgiving dinner conversation.
This conversational device is characteristic of a style that seems to
-grow out of the neéd to have others agpgrove of one's wants. It is a

style characterized here as

Mhigh-involvement." The other three

participants exhibited a style vhich seems to gqrow out of the need 'to
., not ke imposed upen, or the need for independence; it is '
characterized as "high-considerateness " The "machine-gun guestion"
is, spoken at a rapid rate and is timed to come either as an cverlap

‘or a latch on the 1nterlocutor's utterance.

It also has reduced

.syntactic fcrm and marked high or low pitch. It requests information,
and i% may come in a series. This type of’questlon has its corollary
in an answer characterized by reduced forn, rapid timing, and marked
"lcw or migh ritch. Examples of such gquestions and answers

" demonstrates the process of percelvwnq intentions among interlocutors

in ccnversaticn.

a4 conclusion is that intentions are perceived

correctlyxln proportion,to the degree +to wlich conversational style.

is shared.\(AHH)
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ks Robin Lakoff (1979) notes, “style" refer,s‘ to a1l aspects of a perso’s
behavior that are popularly thought of as ‘character" or “oersonality," She
nbserves that we oxpect "coherency"'and "consistency" anong elements of

. others' behavior, dress, and so on, so that "we are surprised. if one affects

Vactoraan manners and dresses in tie-dyed shirts and cut- ofrs" (Lakoff 1977).
Tha codification of these co-occurrance expectations (Gonperz 164) amounts ‘

03 gramar of style.

Perception of style operates in the way Bartlett (1932) hypothesued

for memory: in sweeping over a newly encountered person or scene, oné grasps

a small number of a1enents associates these with a faniliar schena based on
prior experience, and postulates the exostence of the entire schera. Thus
2 grammar of sty1e assunes & "schema” or "frames” approach which underlies °
much recent work in theoretical Vinquistics (for example Chafe 1977 and
Fillmore 1976) as well 4s other disciplines (see Tannen 19702 for @ sumary o
and dascussaon of theorns of franes and related motions). “

Noys of talking-- -the use of language in all its phonologacal syntactic,
paraiinguistic and pragnatic variety--are part of the schema which -consti- .
tutes personal stvae Ultanately, we will want to Tink analysis of language i |

. use, or conversataonal style, t0 comprehenswe analysis of other elaients -
. of behavior, such as provemic, kinesic, and other. non-verba! chanrels,
~jfac1al axpressions, gestures, and so on. For the present, however, 1 have

concentrated on the Tinguistic channel and, since one must start somexhere,
on the Tanguagé used in 2 sa’ngle-setting; infornal {41k nong peers at i
dinner qathering.

. Ing Targer study (Tannen-1979)) I have attanpted to solite as many
8 possib]e of the Tinguistic devices which constitute the styles of the

r—————————————
'

1Paper presented at the annyal meeting of the Languastlc Society of .\meraca,
Los Angeles, (alifornia, Uecenber 27, 1914,
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sarticipants, and to denonstrate thef operation {n-interaction both with
those -0thers who exhibited siniiar styles and with those others whose
styles were demonstrably different In the present paper 1 will focus on
a.single iinguistic devite which s used by three of the six participants.
That denice, the naching-gun question, s characterized by a number of

: syntactic and paralinguistic features which typtfy the conversationai

styles of those who use it.

. - Thanksgwing Dinne

. The present analysis is based §n two and a half hours of naturaiiy
occnrring conversation which taok place before, during,and after Thanks
giving dinner at a-home in Oakland, California in 1978, The gathering

| WS made up of six people (four men, two wemen), 311" singie, ranging in

-

n age fron 28 to 34, of varying ethnic and geographic backgrounds and of

varying degrees of Antimacy anong them, Participants were aware that they
were being taped After the conversation was transcribed, 3 playback con-

'ponent was introduced (cf Labov and Fenshei 1978) whereby each participant

’ ,separateiy Vistened to segments of the tape and discussed her/his own inter-

s pretations and recoiiections of the tnteraction

I recaiiing Thanksgiving dinner severai months later, two of the par«

tiparfts recalled that, it had been 2 fineogathering, with "great’ conversa-

tion, A third recalled that {t had been very nice indeed, 41though at

‘times he had felt the conversation had been a. bit “conpetitive " In con-

trast two other partictpants said that they had enjojed thenseives. but
that they had felt the conversation had been "doninated" by the other three.

The iast participant said it had been a very stimulating gathering, and he
© ad particularly Miked the conversation because it wes "intelTectual.

Detatled analysis of the iinguistfc features of the talk that made up the

twg and a half hours of conversation taped made these differing reactiofs

3 conprehensrbie Each participant .talk eshibited 2 unique conbination of

| features Such 25 pacing. rate of sneech, preferred toplcs, use of-story-

tel7ing ‘and humor, use of arnpiitude and piteh, and so on, Each speaker
deue style. Vet there energed as well a patter by-whch, in

sone senge, three speakers could be seen a exhibit'ng similar styles,
" yhile thrée others erhibited contrasting styles. i shall déscribe these

. two styles as if they were discrete, but it shnuid be borne in mind that
| 'this fs an ideaiizationkor heuristic purposes, the siniiarity is more .

.
4 1 : ]
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precisely 2 ciustering on a continuum, or perhaps on & series of continuua,
representing preference fur the linguistic.devices discussed.,

High-Involvement vs. High-Considerateness Styles -

Three of the six participants exhibited styles that used, to sone degree,
the following devices: frequent overlap of a cooperative rather than ob- -
structive nature (Temen 197% and in press), the fendency to cntinie |
speaking over others' overlaps, *contributions tined to atch onto preced-
ing utterances without pause; relatively rapid rate of speech, relatively
few internal pauses; preference for marked shifts in amplitude and pitch,
resulting in exaggerated intonation contours; preference for personal
topics, free offer of opinions related or unrelated to prevrdus talk, per- |
sistence of contributions over numerous turns despite Tack of response from'
others, These deyices seam 10 grow out of a strategy that serves, above
al1 what Brown and tevinson (1978) have- identified as positive face wants-»
the need to have at ieastr,sonie others approve of one's wants, or what |
1ike to think of as the meed for comunity. Put another wap, they are
bonring Lakoff's (1973} R3 of rapport,e'haintain camaraderfe.' Speakers o

- who exhibit such a style are operating.on the assumptiod that, whereas it

is mice to act as 1 "we're true friends," "true friends" do not ‘have to
worry about inposing on‘each other. This 15 a style, noFever, which laves

-talk aid foars silence, for talk is seen as evidence of rapport, nhile a
siience is seen as possible evidence of its 1ack. Therefore shaiicaii

it "high- invoivement v .
" The other three participants in the conversation at Thanksgiving dinner .

exhibited styles charactcrized by the following features; less frequent -

'overiap, 8 tendency to stop speaknng in reaction to others' overiap. allok-
©ng pauses between turns, morg. internal pauses, relatively slow rate of

speech; use of flat- intonation contours; preference for inpersona] topics.
preference for picking up on others® topics, abandonment of contributions
that are ot picked up by others; more use of hedges and hesitatidns, These .
devices seem to grow ouf of strategy shich honars wh‘at Brown and Levinsor

* call negative face: the neeg to not be inposed updn or “what T like to thin

of 2 the need far {ndependence. Speakers of such 2 styie also feel that
the nfcest thing one can do fs to act if "ye're tri friends,” but in
thetr system, true friends AL consnderate of gach other in this way This



i5 2 style which honors First Lakoff's R1 of rapport, 'Don't fnpose.’
It fs a style, finally, which 1 more respectful of silence and is some-

what suspicious of talk, since talk is seen as an imoosition and silence

a sign of considerateness. Hence T shall all it "high-considerateness.?‘
"~ Thus we can postuldte. the existence of two styles, one having conven-

_-tionaiized Tinguistic devices which serve the need for comunity or involve-
ment, the other having conventionalized Vinguistic devices which serve the
'need for independence4 Again, these are not in fact discrete styles,

. 25 the deviEes discussed are not discrete entities; rather, the devices are

made up of relatively more or less exaggerated use of the Vinguistic
features, and each person's Style represents a pattern of preferences for -

.- .comunicative strategies which make use of these devices It should be
© o noted, a8 well, that the use of the tem "strategy” does not inply deliberate
o conscious‘choice of ways of speaking Quite the contrary, ways of encods

ing meaning in words are dutonatic and habitual end seem self- evidently

-  dppropriate to the speaker We may talk of "strategnes" only in retrospect.
T byway of expiicating’cfhe pattern that can be discerned in linguistic var-

iabies.

" The Machine-Gun Questvon

The' machine -qun question s a Tinguistic device vhich Was frequentiy

= * used by the three speakers of "high- 1nvoivement“ styles. The prototypicai

"~ machine-gun question is spoken at a rapid:rate-and-{s- timed-$0. come either -
a5 an overlap or a atch (Sacks 1970) on the interlocutor's wtterance, 1t

b
has reducedegntactic form and marked high or ow pitch, It requests in- -

-+ fornation of @ personai nature, and it may cone in 3 serdes, The effect of

\tho use of this device with speakers accustoned to such & style is to keep
. the oonversation fiovvng rapidly and smoothly., The reduced syntactic
" fom and rapid tum- timing carry the metamessage (Bateson 1972) "1 an 50
. Iinterested that I can't wait for you to.finish your turn before finding o
it this extra infonnatvon ‘aboit yu" n addition, the marked pitch seens et
o L denote a kird of casualness, carrying the metanessage, "This isn't ail
" that important, and 1 din't vant to take the floor avay from you, S0
'ansver ne if you, iike and then go on," Evidence that these fntentions are
L+ glaar to co-stylists Wi be seen presedtly;. resulting conversation is
 rhythnically snooth and denonstrably pleasing to participants.”

a v

.
]

“In contlrast, the effect of machineégun ques_tions in cross-siyiis'tic
talk, that 15, with interlocutors who are accustoned to & *high-consi ferate-

"W ness' style, is the opposite of what is intended. The rapid-fire questions

seerl puzzhng, startling, even rude, They catch the interlocutor off
cuard and nake him or her feel on the spot The resulting interchange i
rhythwically uneven and, by the testimony of-participants-during: playback;-——

- unsatisfying to 811 participants.

L]

| Exanples

I first becane aware of the machine- oungue'stion in an infomal. way.
My svster was visiting me in California during the tine that | was begir-

" ning analysis of the Thanksgnving data. One of the participants ih the

Thanksgiving dinner had the chance to meet my sister. After be had been

' -taiknng toher for a while, he cane up-to me with great excitenent and -

animation. "Your sister talks just like you!" he exclained. My interest,
of course, cou’d nct have been more intense. "ell, 1 was talking to her,"
he explained, “and I t01d her that | had been in Nev York Jast sumer.

B he said, "MHERE" " e mvmvcked ny svstersresponse by tacking the

question, 'where,' rnght onta his sentence, very fast and abrupt, with
falling intonation iike a poke. As he said it, he darted his head in my
direction, giving the feeiing of physical mposvtvon on 'my space." He -

__ repeated, "Just 'WHERE.' Just hke that!" as if thiswere the oddest ut-

terance he hadever encountered She didn't say, 'O, really?. Hhere dnd
you go-in New York?": or anythingiike that. Just.'Where!" Again jie imi-
tated the abrupt questvon and jutted his head toward me. "And then I

realized," he continued, "that that's what you do. hnd at first | thought ‘

it was reaiiy rude, but then 1 got used to it. And your sister does the,
same thing, If. ] hadn t knovn I would have thought it meant she was bored .

-and wanted the- conversation to be over quickly.”

Ths T becane aware of the process of pragnatic hononyny (Lakoff and
Tamen 1979), by which the metanéssage of the machine-gun deiivery signalled
to Javid just the opposite of its intention. His expianatron of his reac-
tion to my sister's questron sent me back to the Thanksgivrng transcripts
with renewed focus, Sure enough, 1 found mimerous instances of §inilar e
of abrupt questions by the three participants who exhibited what.1 no#. '

. refer to- i "high involvement“ style. There was Clear evidence that the ‘

=~
f



device had dffferent.effects when-used rdth those 'who shared the'styte and.
* when used with others who did not. o
.~ The Thanksgiving data include several instances of precisely the sane

‘ ouestfon, asked fn the same way, with srnﬂar effects. In the follwing
excerpt from that transcript, the context J5 almost exactly the same as the -

* one.in rrhachnyslster asked: David “here." In this case, Chad, a natfye

L-%nd resident of Los ‘Angeles,, makes reference to having vfsfted New York,

2

City, ‘and Kurt, a natfve of New York, asks "Where," in staccato fashfon.

‘ with Tow pitch, and tined to overlap precedmo talk. (Kurt and Chad do

not know each othe.yet; they have met ol ; once before, and briefly). The:
thfrd speaker in thas interchange - 15 David, the same person who net my srster,
Davrd s alsoa native of Los Angeles and a good friend of urt.”

e 'Thatswoatlexoected to find i New York was tots
of. bagms
f2) D Yeh 1ots of baoe1s and hhen 0 g0 'ty Bﬁstbn you expect to

findrbeans.
(orﬁ&mdmwf
(8),C Tono. What T found were uh-- . crofsa? crescent
rolls? and crofssant? and all that7 oo HE L
erbscent il mostly. Lots of Uit kind of st

i k ‘Butftwas "
+(5) K Nhere,

s (B)b Crofssant |
(. i dontkoow. ..Idfdntgo aroundawhotetot for
 breakfast. 1 was kind of stock ..
" while which wes 1nterest1ng. .

"In this interchange, the dynamic 1 nteractioo is hetween Chad and Kurt, Atthough
Davad partfcipates, he does not offer new nformation but rather conments on
and verifies (6) Chad § contrrbutioos Kurt directs his response/questfons
dfrectry to Chad It seems in this Ingtance that David and Chad are operat-
mg 25 2 qoa51 duet (Falk 1979); 1., they are jointly holding one conversa-
tfonat role, with Chad the main speaker. This Kurt's Anterruption of David
- 4n (3) functiong ke an 1nterruptfon of {had, (3) is also in the fom of

2 machines -gun question, and 1t-focuses attention on Chad. Chad's reply (4)'
s fairly long-and repetitive, slowed down by 2 filer (ub--); @ false start -

Y

the Ptaza for -

- which s voice trafls off. During plagback, Kurt comented that Chad's

-

; explained that the abrupt delivery of Kurt's-questions made hi }et

(crorsa7").repatatron and rewording ("crescent ro]]s." ”crolssant, E

v'crescent rolls"), enpty phréses (*and 211 that?" “that king of stiff); ,

L

and pauses... Kurt interrupts this reply to ask (5) "here," The contrast
between Chad's. dfffose and repetitive 4) and Kurt's abrupt <estion (5) »
could not be more dramatic. [n (7) Chad replfes to kurt's question vith

snother diffuse resiorce, (7) begins With a hedge ("1 don't know'}, proceeds
to a pause, has nore hedges'("a whole lot," "kind of"), and has more pauses
hefore reaching the answer that he ate breakfast, at the Plaza Hotel, after

reply seened very uncertain and evasive, Chad noticed this.too, but

*"on the spot” and probably aggravated his-slight feeling of defensiveness, -

- since he was @ new member of the group. Thus Kurt s.attempt to make Chad
el comfortabte had just the opposite effect: |

You va,fn LAY - ' ' c
Precisely the same effect is created when another partfcfpant in the

dfnner attenpts to show 1nterest in Chad and nake him feel comfortable.

Frances has et Chad for the first time; early 1n the transcript she tries

to "draw hfm out" by asking a s_erfes of questions abouthfs life:
+Mermw .
+ (9)C Yeah: ]
+(10) F Ty'vistting here?
) € Yeah,
S (1) F Wat do youTeh there?

(13) € uhe-¥1 work at Disney Prosuh? ...

S0gF

(5) ¢ fo-rno. -

S06)F heitrr . T "

(17)o Yeah--, Twrite .. Sdvertising copy. ,
Listaning to the tape, Frances recalled Chad had been unaccountzbly uncomun- '

mmm;Tm
Ufou an Grtist’

]

-fcative, She was ite puzzfed by his uwi11ingness to engage n the fmend
Cly chat " Chad, for his part, exptafned that two aspects of her questions

]

hed been dfsconoertang to hin, First,-he was not confortable talking abot



- “interaction (1.e. between'a "fast talker” ind a "heszteot"
C. nottceabty longer pauses between the question and 1ts answer £

4
\

. hinself, espectany not to a ney ocquamtance and especto]ly not about his
ea MODK, TO Frances, it had seened self- avident. that 2 person 1ikes to talk,

about hime or herself. Second,- the rapid pace, high pitch, and staccato '

- fom of her ques.tons <thei machine- -qun nature-ide Chad feel, agatn,
“on the spot,” The re\ulttng conversation between them, therefore got off

tha wobbty start, The interchange has a choppy rhytiin which typifies such

the dnswer and the subsequent questto‘n ‘

rpé fta‘cb’lne-bunQ stion 1nJo-Ststt1‘c‘fT‘eik o

The Thanksgiving conversation contajns nmeraus exaples of talk aong
 the thrée participants why share a "fast” style, and these segoents ,ooptoin

nmerous exanpies of machine-gun questions which 'ha:pe an effect quite differ-

“ent fron their sffect in. interagtion with those who are not’ accustoned to°
their u‘pe For exomple, the foﬁouing sequent prasents an interchange anong
. Kurt, Frances, and Kurtsbrother. Peter, The pravious top1c of talk has

. been the effect of televoston on children. Frances then asks Kurt and Peter

a serles of questlons which arestmilar 1n many way$ t0 those she asked Chad, -

(8% I thtnk t's bastcally done d(mage to children, ....mg :

- what good t's ddne'ds .. outwelghed by .. the
 dinage. ‘ B
‘ +(19)F ‘ Didyou twd growuowtth teleuision? S
Ml
gt it? ‘
)k he hadaTV but we didn't vatech 1t al the tire; -
... e vere very yolig. T wts folr when my parents got
aTh e
() F {Tou were foum ‘
~ (24) P 1 aven renenber thit, ...... (1 don't remenber /72
K | [x
e '
a8 ’ K we moved aut of o/} the quonset huts, In n'tneteen fifty
four ‘
1 remember we got it in the quoos'et huts.

’

© )

1}

b
(&) p Very ﬁttte Me. hodaTVFn the quonset - f |
C e o otd e youWhen yur arets

remembel" they got 2 TV before»'_ ~

() F [chttEkle]l-You Hved in ouonset huts?’i‘.... |-btben you
©were how old?....5
(28) K Y'know my father s dentist said to hin'what's a quonset
hut . And he said God you must be younger than ny

chﬂdren . He was Younger than both of us.

The pace of tbps sepment s fast mth mich overlap and httle pause between ,

utterances. The ansHers are as fast -paced as the questions. Peter and Kurt
- are operating s a duet, since they' are equaily knopleft eable on the topic::

their oun childrood. They overlap with eich other (24,25) and Tatch utter-

ances onto precedmg ones (22, 26). Th&entire interchange, them, proceeds

- according to the pace set by the question (19) Did you o grow up with

television?awhich contrasts sharply with the pace and-tone of Kurt's
-comnent “about the effect of televrslop of chndren (18), Which is uttered
.slowly, With avery. sober tone and Tow pttthp Subsequent questions are -
asked in mcreasmgly fast pace and htgber pitch (21,23, 1), 1 the
questions and angwers intertwine' to'create a shythmically ‘snooth interehange,
The dnitial question (19) represents 8 shift in focus of the conversa-
tion and puts Peter and Kurt on the spot ina personal way, whereas they
were previously talking about teevision in general, This is similar to -

 the yay Friinces was seen to focus questions on Chad, .In this example, hows,

ever, the effect 15 to spark an animated interdction, By the tirpe Frances
asks (21), "How old were you when your parents got 122" Kurt hes begun to: -
answer her earlier auestion (19) with the ansver, (22) *He had a TV but we
didn't, watch it a1l the time." He qoés ahead with his answer and thed con-
tinues to unswer the second Question by saying, "I was four when my parents
got aTY The canstructions of the two sentences in (22) reflect the shift .

in-focds of Kurt's answers, His first sentence, "N had ¢ TV but e didn't |

watch it a1l the tine," echoes Peter's answer to the sane question in (20}
"Ne had a TV {n the quonset“ {His aner Was rot ?intshed) Kurt's second
sentence -{n (22) picks up the phrase "when my parents. got 3 TV from Frances' -
question (2]), :

Frances' questooos are ttmed gither to overlap or to latch anto Kurt! s

o and Peter's talk, If they cone at a tine when Kurttsnot prepared to stop

" talking, he either angiers wher he s ready, i has been sen in (22), or
" e fgnores the questton. 26 in the end of this example. Rather than pnsuep

\

]

L)



1,0
! \..,\ .
rronces‘ question (27), Hurt pauses for  second and a half and the tells - other (33). »That question,, "How long ¢id you 1ive in i is anred
~ alittle story (28) which he has thought of in comection with the topic, oy Pter. (5] lgen, et an furt are jointly holding one conversa-
b Frances' question (27) "When you were how old?" s uttered with high ' tional role, 3s they opevate asaduet) v .

These are just a e exanples of the process which recurs throughout -
the Thanksgiving. data, “Peter, Kurt, and Frances all use machine-gun &
questions in & cooperative way. When used- anong. themselves, they have the
result of greasinq the conversationai wheels. Hhen used with the three
other participants, they have the effect of disrupting the conversationai

piteh and in reduced syntactic fom, The interrogative intent is signaiied

. most saiientiy by sharp rising intonation The reduced fom serves ) Itiple
functions It contributes to the pace of the interaction and carries the '
netanessage of cnnaraderie thruugh casualness: "1’ n really interested in
you and"that" s uhy I'n asking this, but: if you have something else to

‘ say, 5% aheadn because this fsn't all that important." The evidence for flow, : ' .
~this, s n the fact that Kurt in fact chooses to gnore this question C 7 The MachinesGun Asier .
(27). and m iisteninq to the-section on tape, Frances fet no sense of ' . , . ' -
discornfort about e faiiure witd et il sl , \ As can be seen in the previous exanples, the machine-gun question 15
" did ot st i rary, she felt pleased that ! \ ot an isplated device but i @ part of 2 style more generally typified.
] nceremony about ansuering her every question, His ‘ \yt‘apid pace, narked intonation, and staccato fom. In ‘fact, it has its
ack of compuision about ansuering her questions frees her to toss then aut ) chrollary in the machine- g asier ) dramatic exanple of this occurred

in the following mininal interchange which took piace between tWG new
 acquaiptances inan infomal setting sinilar b that of the Thanksgiving

.8 exuberantiy 3 she ii kes . .
Foiiwing s another eianpie of the discretion of the speaker in deter-

1

.‘ nti:n:(ng :h:the: o:h not o pdiemiitaquestion to alter the course of s or her | dinner, - In the course of casta) conversation, the speaker (B) mentioned
] st the sng discussion, furt comets that sone peopieiiving : fer hrother and the Tistener (A) inten ectedaquestion which 8 answered
S i the quonset huts had rats, and he continies: . : : ‘ in kind: -
\ a (29)K Cause they were buiitnear the suanp oes e used togo .. ‘ / ,
' \ © v hinting frogs [in the suanps, T (36)°A What'z your hrother.doil ’
. gt () F,. Mhere was:it, Mere vere Jours? r oo e e
L (3i)K In the BrONk. o e : . The monosy1Tabic response mirrars the question in its reduced fom, rapid”
“n () > In the Bronx In the Bt Bronx? S A R tining, and marked Tow pitch (in contrast to the relatively Algh pitch of
(33) £ tow long did o iive in it D . ‘ the question). The result is an adpacency pair ‘which 1§ rhytiniicaiiy
(34)|( : -Iiiear the suamps? oW | ‘ | " synchronous and, hy theirsubsequent testinony, satisfying to both partici-
theresabig cooperative bufldng: e ‘. pants. The conversation praceeded snoofhly, with the added satistaction
35ﬁ Three years o oo - %, that cones of having overt evidence that things are"going well, that
oy expectations about onversation are shared, and that aach s playing her

. In this segnent, Kurt pennits F'rances overiapped question (30) 4 to hecone o
oo interruption When she asts, dhere s it Vhere vere your?" he haits |
i gl‘his recoiiection sbout- bunting. frogs in’the séamps (%) to angeer (3]]

- "In the Brons." Houever. when her next question (33) cones: "How iong o

K did you Tive in it?" he is stiii ansnering her previous question with (3#) ‘

;-»4."Near the swanps? ., .. Now theresabiq cooperati've buiiding " Thus he

" aiious one: quest on (30) to detannine his nest contrihution but ignores

- part successfuiiy

~ The Oneration of: Linquistic Devites in Conversntion ,
“ Thus the machine -qun deiwery isapotentiaiiy homonymous device. It
possibie dual interpretation correlates with findings of an earier study
(Tannen 1976.and 1979c) which T cal the “breVity effect." That research
shoued that some speakers interpreted "brevity’ in infomal talk- .




Y .
others took -

1‘t a5 an indirect way of showing displeasure or lack of agreement, The

evidence of “casualness” and hence "sincerity." In contrast,

also has these two possible interpretations. [t is intended by at Veast
N Msﬂgngspeakers to carry the metanessage of rapport, but fails miserably to
convey. that Message 10 at least sone others wio are not faniiar witﬁ its’
 stylistic deployment. e '
Such Tinguistic ‘devices‘ are not randomly distributed in tﬁe speech of
menbers of the group. . Though no twa speakers use all the same devices in
 the same way, there are patterns by vhich certain devices cooccur n thé.
: spéech of participants, a'nd by Which speakers who share ethnic and 9e0-
graphic background exhibit sinflar clusters of devices. The combiation of
. devices makes up the style of each speaker, Both individual and social
differences obtain. It is by virtue of individual differenc_es thit oné
may coment, 'That sounds Just ke Harry," but it 15 by virtue of social
| differences that one may, upon megting someone'of a certain ethnic or geos
graphic-background, be pofgnantly revinded of same other person one once |
ke fron a.inilar background. (See Gumperz and Tannen-1979 for a discus-
 sfon of individual and socia) differences fn conversational control devices),

. Any set of devices becones conventionalized in speech comunities which ‘
. -emplay them and habitua) in the Speech of fndividuals. The use of tems ..
such as "strategy" aid "Jevice" are not intended to 1ni'ply conschous declsion-
making about ways of talking. " Rather, ways of verbalizing meanintj nd -
tent’have an afr of fnevitabi 1ity about then: 2 certain way of showing inter-
* gt friendliness, or anger seems self-evidently appropriate. It fs Tikely
that cmmunicatidn‘ is alway$ an {nperfect business--gach person fs an -

| "  1s]and,‘ and an 1ntgrlocufor never precf sely understands another's intent

in all its. rmificatlons,'motivﬁtions’, and associations. But intentions

are percei M8 corvectly in proportion to the degree to which conversati ond
style 1s shared. Hhén 1r‘|.terlo'cutors‘ have styles which are relatively simi-,;.

~ lary intentions are apt to be more L less correctly perceived, When comver-
satio'nalfétyle is re'htiv'ély different, intentions are;11ke1y to be misin-
terpreted. The presént study-of conversational style demunstrate; that process,

/

'

[

1

* brivity of the machine-gun question and answer, conbined ith fast pacing; =~

v
Notes

S ' u

1. The present paper is based on a snall art of a farger Stucy {Tamen

1979b) of conversationa] style. Hy analysis draws heavi 1y updn the.
theoretical and methodological work of John Gumperz and Robin Lakoff,
and 1 was helped throughout by their-comments on earlier drafts, a5

well as those of Mallace Chafe. Finally, I shall always be grateful

to the Thanksgiving celebrants, here pseudonymously namgd, who gracious-
1y agreed to be taped and whose perceptive coments during playback
made my analysis passible,

. Methodological issues such as the question of “naturalness” of data 0

athered, the dssue of infomed consent, and the fact that the investi-
gator was a participant are discussed at Tength in Tannen 197%.

. Terninology 1s problematic. It is my hope, aiways, to avoid teFis which»

reflect value judgments, but in this the Tanguage fails me. The use
of "positive" and "negative" (Brown and Levinson) are heavily loaded,
and even “canaraderie” vs. “distance” (Lakoff) seems to favgr the fomer,
Len Talny, who has independently observed a §inilar stylistic dichobony,

. refers to one a5 Style A and the other as Style 8. My own references

th these stylistic prototypes waver, (eflectjng my dissatisfaction '
yith available terms as | strive for names which are descriptive as

well as objective. .

.,‘,
ParLe

. Ron aﬁdSuzann‘e Scaldon (Native‘ LéngUage Center,/ University of Maska,

Fairbanks) have: studied comnunicative strategies of Aghabaskans wh(i‘ch
sean to"represent  style much furj_ther along the continuum toward “non- .

{mposition."

, Transcription conventions are gleaned from three sources: those developed

by members. of a project directed by Halﬂace,ﬂthafe at'UC-Berkeley; those
used by etnomethodologists and presented ir Schenkein 1978; and those
Used by menbers of a project directed by John Gunperz at UC-Berkeley.
Those conventions used here are: C

... oticeable pause or break.in riythm {Tessthan .5 second)
.. half second pause, as measured by & stop watch -
. anextra dot 15 added for-each addition half second of pause

¢ marks primary stress :

> marks secondary stress o

T marks high pitch, continuing until punctuation.

| marks low pitch, continuing unti punctuation.

. marks sentence-fina] falling intenabione

. marks clause-final intonation {*nore to cone )

? marks yes/no Question rising intonation

2 {5 the standard lnguistic smbol for glottal stop

4 is the standard 1inquistic symbo] for phonene schwa (pronounced uh)
=: indicates lengthened vowel sound

» indicates sentence continues without break in rhyttm (look for ‘ \

* * continuation on next line)

o —
ors -

- N



Musical notation is used for anplitude:
“plano (spoken softly) - N
. pepiantssing (spokep very softly)
% forte (loud) ‘
fortissing (very Youd)
, aze spoken quickly
dac spoken STowly

A1 notations continue until punctuation ‘

/3 indicates inconprehensible talk ‘

Iwords/ in slashes indicate uncertain teanscription

brackets] are used for coments on quality and non-verbal channel
Brackets inking 1ines indicate overlapping talk

L reckts on b0 VIS bt second uttarance Tatched.to First
without pause.
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