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HOW TO DO THI NGS W TH WORDS:

TALK AND PRACTI CAL TASKS I N THE HOMVE HELP SERVI CE
I n a sem nal nonograph, published nearly four decades ago, John
Austin chall enged the prevailing philosophical assunption “that
the business of a ‘statenent’ can only be to ‘describe’ sone
state of affairs, or ‘to state some fact’, which it nust do
either truly or falsely” (1962, p. 1). Austin observed that
there are utterances that do not describe or report any thing
and are neither true nor false. These utterances are instead
part of doing some action. Protototypical exanples include
words uttered by the parties in a a marriage cerenony, during a
christening, inawll or within a betting exchange. Austin’s
observations on the performative character of |anguage were
devel oped within speech act theory (cf. Searle, 1969). The
notion that |anguage, and conversation in particular, first and
forenost, is a social rather than descriptive resource is also
central for conversation analytic research (hereafter
abbrevi ated as CA). CA was devel oped in sociol ogy around the

same tinme that Austin published his nonograph. In a critical

revi ew of speech act theory, Schegloff (1992a) argued that



speech act theory as devel oped by Searle “is not so much a
theory of howto do things wth words” (to use Austin’s
famliar title) as it is a kind of |exical semantics of
speech act verbs, that is, a conceptual substruction or
deconposition of what is nmeant by referring to sonething
as a promse, an invitation, a conplaint etc. It is, then,

a conceptual undertaking, and a phil osophical one. (p. 1)
CA by contrast is an enpirical enterprise rooted in detailed
exam nations of recordings of naturally occurring interaction
in a range of social settings. Anobng other things, CAains to
provi de systemati c descriptions of how particul ar utterances
situated in actual sequences of talk can be understood as
di stinct courses of action. This paper is a prelimnary report
of a CA-study-in-progress of neetings between hone help
providers and elderly care recipients in the Swedi sh hone help
servi ce.

Austin’s observation that words in and of thenselves can
be performative was revol utionary for philosophy. By uttering
the words “1 do” within the marriage cerenony the prospective
bride or groom perforns the act of marriage. Provided that the
appropriate cirunmstances prevail, the words constitute the act
of marriage. The paper at hand takes a different slant on the
rel ati onshi p between words and actions. The anal ysis centers on
sequences where the care recipient (CR) issues a directive that

requires the home help provider (HH) to performa practical

task such as closing a door, watering a flower, or adjusting a



neckl ace. The arrowed lines in exanple (1) show a directive

fromthe corpus.1?

(1) THE TRUNK [111B1:1:21.0] HH and CR are in CR s bedroom HH has just
assisted CRto get dressed. CRis sitting on the bed facing the w ndow

while HH is opening the venetian blinds.

01 R Vag
What

02 HH  LJU.STi guds hu:s.
Light in God' s house

03 CR [Ja: just.=
Yes ri ght

04 HH [Hehe

05 HH =De sd mbrkt (0.2) s& dar.
‘T so dark so there
‘T so dark there

06 (1.6)
07 CR->VILL DU VRIDA PA DEN dar

Woul d you turn on the one there
Woul d you turn the one there

08 ->(0.8)
09 ->eh:: nmeu eh: ((creaking sound)) den dar nme
eh with eh the one there with
10 ->(.) s:tammen dar
the trunk there

11 HH: Mm?

12 (0.4)

13 CR Fo ja tycker han lutar s& nycke
For I think he |eans so nmuch

Cause | think he | eans so nuch

14 urtat onfan s- far sta sadar
outward if’e s- gets to stand sothere

11 Al data in this paper was transcribed according to the

transcription systemfirst devel oped by Gail Jefferson. See Cchs,

Schegl of f

& Thonpson (1996), pp. 461-465 for a description of these conventions. The

l'ine bel ow the Swedi sh talk provides a word-by-word English translation

while the next line gives a nore idiomatic translation.



towards the outside if he sits |like that

15 he[l a tiden
the whole tine
all the tine

16 HH: [ Behdver no vattnas ocksa ‘ro(hh).
Needs probably watering also ‘ya
Probably needs to be watered as well see

CR issues a directive in lines 7-10, VILL DU VR DA PA DEN dar
(0.8) eh:: neu eh: ((knarrljud)) den dar me (.) s:tammen dar.
Li ke nost directives inthis data this one is not formatted as
an inperative (cf. Lindstrom 1999a). Instead it is done as a
“yes”/”"no” question. The directive includes a deictic
expression, DEN dar. CR helps locate its referent by first
“pointing” with her face toward the wi ndow and then repeating
the deictic expression with a specification den dar ne (.)

s:tammen. The directive requires HH to inplenent a practi cal

task nanely to turn the plant around. G ven the practica
character of the requested action one m ght assune that the
directive could be satisfied nonvocally with HH sinply turning
the plant. However, prelimnary analysis of the collection at
hand suggests that when the HH inplenents requested actions of
a practical character she always gives a verbal response. This
response can be a m nimal acknowl edgnment as in line 11 of the
exanpl e above or an extended turn. It thus seens that Austin’s
observation could be taken a step further. It appears that it
is not only that we can do things with words, we cannot do

thi ngs wi thout them



| begin by introducing the data and the methods used for
transcribing tal k and nonvocal activities. | then review sone
prior research on directives. One point of departure is a study
of aligning responses to actions that cannot be inmediately
satisfied but involve a conmtnent to a future activity. This
study provided the inpetus for the paper and is therefore given
special attention. The appendi x shows the core collection of
directive sequences that | wll analyze as | continue this

wor K- i n- progress.

Dat a

The data for the collection that provides the basis for this
study was drawn froma corpus of 33 videorecordi ngs of
naturally occurring visits in the Swedi sh hone hel p service.
The hone help service is a governnent subsidized programt hat
provi des senior citizens with assistance with personal hygien
and si npl er housekeeping tasks in their hone. Mst of the

el derly persons recorded in our study had received assi stance
once or several tinmes a day for at |east a year. Persons with
severe hearing problens or who were diaghosed as senile were
not included in our study. The recordings were made during 1997
and 1998 by the author. See Lindstrom (2000) for a description
of the data collection. Parts of the data has been transcri bed
according to the CA-nethod (see Ochs et. al 1996 for a

description of these conventions).



| amin the process of building a sanple of directive
sequences fromthis corpus. The current sanple consists of 17
candi date directive sequences where one of the interactants
directs the other to inplenent a practical task. In order to
qualify for the collection, the requested task had to be one
that could be immediately fulfilled. The initial sanple was
made fromthe witten transcript. Inspection of the video
reveal ed that the participants were not in the video frame in
four sequences. Since the analysis of non-vocal activities is
critical, | decided to exclude those sequences. The appendi X
show the cases that are included in the original core

coll ection of candidate directive sequences.

Brief overview of some prior work on directives
Directives have provided a rich topic for research in
ant hropol ogy, l|inguistics, and sociology. Perhaps this is
because they are “positioned right at the interface between
| anguage and soci al action; although built through speech, they
are designed to nake things happen in the larger world of
social action within which speech is enbedded” (Goodw n, 1990,
p. 65). A full overview of the plethora of studies on
directives is beyond the scope of this paper. Instead | wll
briefly discuss work that is relevant for the paper at hand.
Linguistic formats for expressing directives
Ervin-Tripp (1976) studied the linguistic structures of

Anmerican English directives. Her study was based on



et hnographi ¢ notes and audi orecordi ngs of natural conversations
as well as notes from conversational situations that were
created for the purposes of her study. In contrasting the

audi orecordings with the other data she noted that “the tape
recordi ngs suggest that there is a greater formal range than

t he paper and pencil recordings have |ocated, and that the
directives do nmuch nore than direct” (Ervin-Tripp, 1976, p.

27). Ervin-Tripp found that directives could be expressed in a
variety of syntactic forns. Her corpus yielded six different
types of directives: need statenents, inperatives, inbedded

i nperatives, perm ssion directives, question directives, and
hints. This suggests that it is futile to rely on syntactic
form(e.g. inperatives) when studying directives. Perm ssion
directives such as “May | have the salt” were scant in her
corpus. | have yet to find a permssion directive in the hone
hel p service corpus. The other five types occurred and they are

exenplified in table (1).

Table (1) Directive Types (from Ervin-Tripp, 1976).

Directive Type Exanpl es fromthe hone help service
Need st at ement Ja letar efter en (.) osthyvel
|’ m | ooking after a cheese slicer

I’ m | ooking for a cheese slicer

| nperative .hh ta sedan tvagan ..
take then the scouring whisk

| mbedded inperative Vill du flytta (da:r) bor det
Wul d you nove (there) the table



at fonstret t[ill],
t owards the wi ndow to
t owards the w ndow
Question directive Har du tid att sjunga nanting?
Have you tine to sing any
Do you have tine to sing at al

H nt A du har tvatta handerna somva:nlit?
And you have washed the hands as usua

A cursory exam nation of the directives in the hone help

servi ce corpus suggests that need statenents and i nbedded

i nperatives are frequent while inperatives are rare (Lindstrom
1999a). Wien Ervin-Tripp exam ned the use of different types
across her corpus she found that they varied systematically
according to famliarity, rank, territorial |ocation,
difficulty of task and whether or not a duty was expected, or
non- conpl i ance was |likely. For exanple need statenents often
occurred between persons differing in rank as when a physician
states to a technician I'll need a routine culture and a
specimen (ErvinTripp, p. 29). Ervin-Tripp rejected the idea
that the selection of one directive type over another was
dictated by feelings of deference or politeness (p. 60). In
order to understand the social neaning of a particular type we
must take into account contextual factors such as the

rel ati onshi p between speaker and addressee. Could | trouble you

to take out the garbage, Joseph McAllister? thus conmes off as



sarcastic rather than polite when uttered by a child to her
younger si bling.
Ervin-Tripp’s argunents notw t hstandi ng, one of the nost
anbi tious studies of directives has sought to explain the
sel ection of particular directive formats in terns of
pol i teness strategies. Brown and Levinson (1978) studi ed
di rectives across | anguages with the anbition to establish
uni versal patterns in |anguage use. In their analyses, the
aut hors extended Goffman’s (1955) notion of face, that is, “the
positive social value that a person effectively clains for
himsel f by the |ine others assune he has taken during a
particul ar contact” (CGoffrman, 1967 [1955], p. 5). A person’s
“face” is a social rather than a psychol ogical entity:
While his [sic] social face can be his nobst personal
possessi on and the center of his security and pleasure, it
is only on loan to himfromsociety, it will be w thdrawn
unl ess he conducts hinself in a way that is worthy of it.
Approved attributes and their relation to face nmake of
every man his own jailer, this is a fundanental soci al
constrai nt even though each man may |i ke his cel
(CGof fman, 1967 [1955], p. 10).

Brown & Levinson (1978) anal yzed the different strategies used

when engaging in act that constitute a threat to face. The

aut hors argued that such acts can be done “on” and “off the
record”. The fornmer category includes bold unmtigated talk as
well as talk that involves what Brown & Levinson call positive
and negative politeness. Positive politeness involve an
affirmation of the face of the other person whereas negative

politeness involves an orientation toward the other person’s



right to be uni npeded. Brown & Levinson's schema is based on
the assunption that actions that are fornulated indirectly are
| ess threatening than those that take take a direct form This
i dea has been chal |l enged in subsequent studies (cf. Aronsson &
Thorell, 1999; Goodwi n, 1990).

Aronsson & Thorell (1999) studied directive use in role
pl ay situations involving Swedi sh preschool ers and school
children (ages 6 and 8). The children were invited to play
house and enact different scenarios that inplicated inter- and
i ntra-generational conflicts. Each enactnent involved two
children as well as nale and fenmale doll figures which the
children used to playact other famly nenbers. The interactions
in these enactnents tended to becone aggravated and the
aggravation escal ated during the course of the enactnment. Many
of the directives in their data are thus bald and unm ti gat ed.
Tabl e (2) shows sone exanpl es.

Tabl e (2) Exanples of unmtigated directives
(excerpted by the author from Aronsson & Thorell, pp. 44-47).

Cch du ar tyst och du ar tyst! (SP44)

Ni ska inte titta pd tv. N ska ta frukost. (SP40)
Nej, stopp! (FP20)

GA av sajer jag. ((slar pojken)) GA avl GA av!

Det ar min tur.((pipig rost)) Pappa saj at lillskiten!
( SP46)

Aronsson and Thorell’s study fills an inportant gap in the

research on directives. Wile nost prior research has focussed



on mtigation, their study showed how aggravation is
col | aboratively constructed. The authors found that current
politeness nodel s,including the one by Brown & Levinson, could
not fully account for the escalations that took place in their
materials. Wth the exception of Aronsson & Thorell (1999), the
studi es reviewed so far have tended to focus on directives as
i solated utterances. A nore fruitful approach is to exam ne
directives as sequentially realized activities (cf. Goodw n,
1990, pp. 66-67).

Directives as sequential activities

Schegl of f & Sacks (1973) argued that syntax al one does
not determine the directive force of an utterance. Wether or
not an inperative is understood as a directive is goverend nore
by sequential position than syntactic form This is shown in

exanple (2) bel ow

(2) (From Schegl off & Sacks, 1973, p. 313). Lines shortened and |line
nunbers added.) B has called to invite C, but has been told that Cis going
out to dinner.

01 B: Yeah. Well get on your clothes and get out and

02 coll ect sone of that free food and we’ll nmke it
03 some other tinme Judy then

04 C Okay then Jack

05 B: Bye bye

06 C Bye bye

As Schegl off & Sacks observed, B s inperatives in lines 1-2 are
not treated as directives but as a conversational pre-closing
that is ratified in the subsequent good-bye sequence in |ines

5-6.



How directives are sequentially realized has been exam ned
in CA research (cf. Goodw n, 1990; Heritage & Sefi, 1992;
Whotton, 1997). Wiether or not a turn at talk constitutes a
directive need not be deci phered on the basis of intuition but
can be deternmined interactively by the participants in the
i nterchange. Consider the arrowed lines in the next exanple

which is taken fromthe hone hel p service data.

(3) STRONG [I11A1:1:18] CR and HH are in CR s kitchen. CRis

drying her hair with an electric hairdryer at the kitchen table
while HH is doing the dishes at the sink. There has been a
conversational |apse for alnbst a mnute and a half.2 CR has
just turned off the hairdryer.

01 CR ->De star en citronflaska darinne
‘T stands a |enonbottle in there
There is a bottle of lenmon juice in there

02 (0.2)
03 ->  dorren daruppe nen ja far inte upp den
in the door there up but I get not up it

in the door up there but | can’'t open it

CRis sitting at the kitchen table while HH is doing the dishes
at the sink. CR selfselects (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson,
1974) to neke the statenment in line 1, De star en citronflaska

darinne :. Latter parts of this sequence reveals that the

deictic expression darinne : refers to the door of the

refrigerator. The turn is prosodically and grammatically
possi bly conplete at the end of line 1. Its pragmatic rel evance

however is still unclear. It is not obvious whether HH i s

22 A lapse is an extended silence at a transition rel evance place
See Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson (1974, p. 715, footnote 26) for a
distinction of different types of silences in conversation



nerely informng HH that she has a bottle of |enon juice or
whet her the utterance is a prelimnary to sonme other activity
(Schegl of f, 1988b). This may be why HH does not respond during
the silence in line 2. CR thus continues her previous turn by
further specifying the location of the bottle, i ddrren
daruppe. HHis still standing at the sink with her back toward
the refrigerator. CR s continuation can be seen as an
invitation to have HH physically | ocate the bottle. The
pragmatic rel evance of this spate of tal k does thus gradually
energe. CRis not just inform ng HH about the fact that she has
a bottle of lenon juice, she wants her to | ocate the bottle. CR
continues her turn in progress with the contrastive nmen ja far
inte upp den. This is a fornulation of a failure, nanely CR's
inability to open the bottle (Schegloff, 1988a, p.121). This
formul ati on coupled with the contrastive nen nmakes the turn in
lines 1-3 hearable as a presentation of a problem As such it
is an exanple of what Ervin-Tripp mght classify this as a need
statenent and Brown & Levinson mght call an off record
request. These types of directives are vulnerable to be treated
as sonet hing other than directives. This is indeed what happens
in this sequence as HH nerely gives a neutral acknow edgnent in

i ne 3.

(4) STRONG [I11A1:1:18] CR and HH are in CR s kitchen.
01 CR:. ->De star en citronflaska darinne : (0.2)

‘T stands a |enpnbottle in there

There is a bottle of lenon juice in there

02 ->i  dorren daruppe nen ja far inte upp den



in the door there up but I get not up it
in the door up there but I can’t open it

03 HH ->Mm.

04 (0.2)

However, what an utterance anmounts to is not up to the

i ndi vi dual addresser and her recipient but can be the result of
a finetuned negotiation between the two (cf. Sacks & Schegl of f,
1973; Schegloff, 1992a). HH s response in line 3 does therefore
not nean that the directive has failed. Since directives are
acconpl i shed sequentially rather than unilaterally, CR can
counter HH s neutral uptake with a renewed effort to get her to
undertake the requested task. Consider the continuation of the

sequence (bel ow).

(5) STRONG [I11A1:1:18] CR and HH are in CR s kitchen.

01 CR.  De star en citronflaska darinne : (0.2)
‘T stands a |enpnbottle in there
There is a bottle of lenon juice in there

02 i dorren daruppe nen ja far inte upp den
in the door there up but I get not up it
in the door up there but | can’t open it

03 HH  Mn.
04 (0.2)

05 CR->Ondu e [sta:rk (& wvill)
If you're strong and woul d

06 HH: [.hh De ska ja hjalpa dej ne se
That will | help you with see
11l help you with that alright

07 (.)

08 HH: De gar bra de hh. (.) .h[h:
That goes fine that
That’ s no probl em

09 CR [Ser du den
See you it
Do you see it



10 (.)

CR s turn in line 5 can be understood as an increment to her
prior turn. One |inkage is established through the turninital
connective om Another is the contrast between CR s comrent
on her own lack of strength in line 2 and HH s potenti al
strength in line 5. Wth the added increnent in line 5 CR has
thus not nerely comrented on her own inability but also inplied
that HH has the resources that CR | acks to acconplish the
practical task at hand nanely opening the bottle. The increnent
t hus enhances the status of the previous turn as a directive.
This analysis is supported by HH s ensuing turn where she

i ndeed prom ses to undertake the requested task.

The paper at hand fills a void in CA-oriented work on
directives in two ways. First, while much CA-work has focussed
on how non-conpliance is achieved, this study exan nes
conpliance, that is responses where the recipient of the
directive agrees to undertake the requested action. Second,
with the exception of Whotton (1997) who studi ed requesting of
pre-school ers, much of the existing CA-work on directives has
focussed either on tel ephone conversations or on
audi orecordi ngs of co-present interaction (cf. Goodw n, 1990;
Heritage & Sefi, 1992). It has thus not been possible to
exam ne how the participants’ non-vocal activities may shape
their verbal fornmulations in directive sequences. This an issue
that is at the center of the study at hand. The inpetus for the

wor k presented here was a study that dealt with how prom ses



are col |l aboratively constructed in conversations conducted over
the tel ephone (Lindstrom 1997, 1999b). | will therefore now

briefly review sonme of its key findings.

Al'igning responses to deferred action requests

Deferred action requests are first pair parts that cannot be

i medi ately satisfied but require the recipient to nake a
comm tnent toward the future. Whether a first pair part

i nvol ves a deferred action can be a reflexive matter. Exanples
6-8 show sone of the deferred actions in ny dissertation
corpus. In exanple (6), Ula asks Rut to tell Ml ena that she
cal l ed. This requested conveyance cannot be i medi ately

sati sfied since Malena i s not hone.

(6) BIRTHDAY WSHES [GRU: 4:A]. Ula is calling her daughter Rut’s hone to
congratul ate her grand-daughter (Rut’s daughter) Ml ena on her birthday.
Mal ena i s not hone.

25 Rut: Ja::'ré,
Yes then

26 Ula: ->Mm du kan val halsa till Milena att ja har ringt
Mn you can val tell to Mal ena that | have called

Mn tell Malena that | have cal |l ed

27 ->d4,
t hen

28 Rut : Ja: de ska ja gora, ((creaky voice))
Yes that will | do
Yes 1’|l do that

In exanple (7), Allan is asking his nother to call back later.
This directive also involves a deferred action that cannot be

i mredi ately satisfied.

(7) CALL LATER [MOL:4:A]. Allan’s nother is calling Allan’s hone to w sh
Allan’s wife a happy birthday. She is not hone.



09 M Ja far- [ja-
[1-

I owill-
10 A -> [ RING se: nare hoérrudu ring klockan eh (.)
Call later | i stenyouyou call clock eh
Call later listen call at nine
11 ->ni:e?
ni ne
o’ cl ock
12 M Ja: ja kan ri:nga lite se:[nare
Yes | can call little later

Yes | can call a little |ater

13 A [Ja: gor-
Yes do-

In exanple (8) Lisa is inviting Malena to go out dancing. Like
the previous two exanples this invitation cannot be satisfied
here and now. Rather, it nakes relevant a conmtnent to a
future activity.

(8) OUT DANCI NG [ GRU: 8: A] .

30 M Nae:j? ((upbeat))
No

31 L: ->Kan vi inte gd ut & da:nsa¢ ((pleading))
Can we not go out and dance
Wy don’t we go out dancing

32 M Ska vi g6:r de?
Shal |l we do t hat

33 L: Ja e s& j(h)avla sugen pa&d & gad u:t & hora
I “mso fucking thirsty on to go out and hear
“Fuckin’ay” | really feel l|ike going out and |istening
34 lite bra nmusik,

alittle good nusic
to sone good nusic

35 M Ja de [kan vi gora,
Yes that can we do
Yes let’'s do that

All the deferred action requests in the dissertation corpus

were formatted as “yes”/”no” inquiries.3 In spite of this “yes”

3 This category includes syntactic interrogatives as well as B-
event statenments (Labov & Fanshel



or its equivalent was not treated as aligning with the deferred
action request. An additional unit of talk was required where
the speaker makes a future conmtnent. This is illustrated in
exanple (9) below which is taken froma conversation between
two worren, Mona and Liv. Mona's child is in Liv's honebased
daycare. Mona is trying to figure out when she can pick up her
child. Liv tells her that the children have just sat down to
watch a video. Liv is calculating when the video will be over

in her turns in lines 1-2 and 4-5.

(9) QUARTER PAST FOUR [ VAT: 11: A]. The deferred action proposal is marked a-
> and the acceptance with b->

01 L: Ja de haller pd en- en- de hadller pd en ti:nmme men dom
Yes ‘'t holds on one- one it holds on one hour but they
Yes it is on for one- one- it is on for an hour but they

02 har no titta en kvart-
have probably watched fifteen m nutes

03 M Ja: [nmen va br a:
Yes but what good
Yes but that’s good

04 L: [ungefa:r
appr oxi mately

05 L: (Sa [den e no klar till )
(So it's probably done ti
(So it’'ll be probably be over by)

06 Ma-> [Ja nen d& kommer ja |agom till en
Yes but then cone I just intime to one
Yes but then I’'I|l cone at the right tine if
07 a- >[ kvart over fyra ungefar da,

quarter past four approximtely then
I conme around a quarter past four then

08 L: [Ja:ra,
Yest hen
Yes

09 L:b->Aa, De gar br[a de,
Yes ‘T goes well that
Yes That will be fine



10 ™ [Ja de e fi:nt de,
Yes ‘t’s fine that
Okay fine

While Liv is calculating when the video will end, Mna begins
to propose a tinme to pick up her child in lines 6-7, Ja nen da
kommer ja lagomtill en kvart over fyra ungefér da ‘Yes but
then 1'Il conme at the right tinme if | come around a quarter
past four then’. Liv's Ja:ra ‘Yes then’ in line 8 cones before
Mona’s turn is transition relevant but at a point where Mna
has nmade it clear that she will calibrate the timng of her
pi ck-up with the end of the video film This is done through
the word Iagom which is akin to the English expression ‘just in
time’. Liv's utterance in line 8 may thus display her
wi | lingness to accept that Mna picks up her child after the
end of the video. Mona conpletes her turn by proposing an
approxi mate time, kvart oOver fyra ungefar ‘around a quarter
past four’. She ends this proposal with the inference marker da
‘“then’ thereby marking that the tine was derived fromthe prior
tal k, nost proximately, Liv's calculation of the end of the
vi deo.

Liv responds to the proposal with a conpound turn in |ine
9, Aa,De gar bra de ‘Yes, That will be fine'. She accepts the
proposal by assessing it positively with the second TCU, De gar
bra de ‘That will be fine'. As represented by the intonation
mar ker and the capitalization of De ‘That’, the affirmative

response token is produced as a separate TCU and the turn is



possi bly conplete after Aa. Mona is apparently intent on
getting off the phone. That she nonetheless waits until the
second TCU of Liv's turn is recognizably conplete (Jefferson,
1983) before initiating a pre-closing (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973)
denonstrates that she is treating the affirmative response
token as insufficient as an acceptance of her proposal. Liv's
compound acceptance in line 9 is thus contingently acconplished
by Mona withholding talk at the possible conpletion point of
Livis turnin line 9 and Liv continuing after the affirmative
response token in the sanme turn.

Sequences that deviate fromthe normative pattern that |
descri bed provide the nost telling evidence that deferred
action requests require an extended turn. Exanple (9) shows one
such case. The exanple involves a young couple, Tore and Caj sa.
They are trying to figure out the best way for Cajsa to travel

to Tore the foll ow ng day.

(9) PICK UP [GRU: 7:B]. Cajsa is calling Tore fromwork. She works and lives
in a different town than Tore. She has just inforned Tore that she intends
to take the 3:30 train to the town where Tore |lives the next day. The
deferred action request is nmarked a->, the freestanding affirmative
response token is marked y->, and the granting is marked b->

01 T Tju:go Over tre: nar var'u har da:
Twenty past three when were you here then
Twenty past three when would you be here then

02 (0. 4)

03 C Ti:ei fy::ra,
Ten to four

04 (2.0)
05 T: Ha,
06 C Ondu kan daka & hanta nej da,

If you can drive and pick up me then
If you can cone and pick nme up then



o7 T Mm

08 C El Il er nd:gon
O somebody

09 T Mm ¢
10 (1.8)

11 T Kan ja gor,
Can | do
| can do that

12 C - Mm

Caj sa states that her travel plans are dependent on Tore

pi cking her up at the train station (line 6). This is a
deferred action request that nmakes a response rel evant. Tore
gives a mninmal response in line 7. Cajsa’ s uptake in line 8
suggests that she is not hearing this response as aligning with
her request. By suggesting that soneone other than Tore picks
her up, Cajsa orients to the possibility that Tore m ght not be
able to fulfill her deferred action request. Tore continues

wi th anot her response token in line 9. In w thholding talk
during the ensuing 1.8 second silence, Cajsa shows an
orientation toward the inconpleteness of this response token as
a granting. When Tore finally responds he constructs his turn
as a syntactic increnent by placing the predicate rather than
the subject in turn-initial position kan ja gor ‘can | do’.
This syntactic construction underscores that he is el aborating
on the affirmati ve response token in his prior turn rather than
producing a turn that is neant to be understood in its own

right.



As shoul d be evident fromthe exanples shown so far, the
design of aligning responses to deferred actions are not a
matt er of individual speaker styles (Tannen, 1990). Rather this
is ajointly constituted normative practice. Departures from
the normative pattern are accountable (Garfinkel, 1967). The
data for the dissertation was Swedi sh tel ephone conversati ons.
Wil e deferred action requests are not linmted to tel ephone
conversations it may be that they are particularly prevalent in
conversations where the parties are not co-present. Aligning
responses in co-present interaction may exhibit a different
organi zation. One possibility is that spoken | anguage is |ess
salient. As nentioned earlier, one mght inmagine that a non-
vocal activity could stand in the place of a spoken utterance.
To explore this possibility | decided to build a collection of
requests or directives that could be imedi ately satisfied in
i nteractions where the speaker and recipient were in each

ot hers i nmedi ate presence.
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APPENDIX: CORE COLLECTION OF DIRECTIVE SEQUENCESIN THE HOME HELP
SERVICE DATA.

X-> marks the directive turn and Y-> its response.

(1) TUNNA HALSKEDJAN [111B1: 1: 15. 0]

VB: Sa dar.

(0.4)
P: [ Mn .
VB: [Nu s& (.) kanns de [bra elle¢
P: [°(Mn)
P: Ja: ¢
VB: M ¢ ((en hund flésar i bakgrunden))
P: X->Mmn (eh) -TUNna- hal skedjan .hh vill ja
X->géarna ha franf(fo[r).°
VB: Y- > [Ja: ¢
(5) [16. 0]
P: De trasslar -till- se iblann
VB: Ja de goOr de(hh).
P: Mm
(6.0)
VB: Y->(Eh de) da(hh)r (de) °véanta ska du se.° ((p& utandning))
(2.0)

VB:Y->°Ja fa ta & gora s& dar sd lange fé

Y->vi se® (f& vi) bort den dar.
P: Vart de s& “trass[(lit.)"”

VB: [Ja: de va sa
Y->°trasslit s& vi gor s& har i stalle s&°
Y-> (.hh) e re enklare tror ja
Y->ska titta- <kolla pd | 4se har ocksa.

(0. 6)
P: Mm ¢
(1.4)

VB: Y->°(Att) de e |&st.°
(0. 4)

VB:Y->Ord (.) °>de e re.<° ((viskande))
P: °Nu sitt (den).°
(0.6)
VB:  S4 DA R?
(0.2)

(2) LARMET [I11B1:1] (consecutive with tunna hal skedjan)

VB: A SEN (sk-) drar vi “pa den dar(hhh)~

(0.4)
P:X->Ja: (.) ja vill har’en dar inat [ja.
VB: Y- > [S& (da)- A¢
P: MM
(1.2)
VB: A sen | &gge vi ner den va. ((knarrande rost))
(0.6)
P: ° M, °
(4)
VB: Sa¢
(1.0)
VB: Nu s& blir °enklare(hh).®
(0.4)

P: Nu vart de bra(hh). ((knarrigt))
(0.8)



VB: A s& vare strunperna(hhh).

(3) STAMMEN [111B1: 1: 21. 0]

P: Vag,
VB: LJU: ST i guds hu:s.
P: [Ja: just.=

VB [ Hehe
VB: =De s& norkt (0.2) s& dar.
(1.6)

P: X->VILL DU VRI DA PA DEN dar (0.8) eh:
X->meu eh: ((knarrljud)) den dar ne
X->(.) s:tammen dar

VB: Y- >Nm ?
(0. 4)
P: F6 ja tycker han lutar s& nycke

u:tat oman s- far std sadar
he[la tiden
VB: [ Behéver no vattnas ocksd ‘ro(hh).

(4) LILLA SKOTTE [I11B1:1:32.0]

VB: Nu ska vi se har hh ha vi néanting
har °ocksé.°
(1.0)
P: °M:¢°
VB: [A vattna: ¢
P: °Mm° ((knarrigt))
(1.0)
VB: Kanske: ?
(1.0)
VB: (Dum dunm) ((nastan sjungande))
(2.0)
P: X->De dar somde e lilla skotte i: vil

X->du fylla p& lite dar.
VB: Y->Mm ¢ (0.4) ‘ka go’ a.

(0.2)
VB: [Da:r.
P: [(Mn) (.) nm?
(6) [33.0]
VB: >A s& re ha fina< tréade har borta(HHH).
(0.4)
P: Ja:,
(1.0)
P: De e lite markvardit de.=
VB: =Mm ¢,
(2.0)
P Ja tycker‘e ha vaxt valdit bra pa
sista [tiden harg¢
VB: [Mn (.) de har'e gjort.

(5) FRISYREN [111C2:1:5.0]

P. A dom hade inge s&n dar eh (1.0) till:
eh (1.6) va heter’e: ((anstrangd rost))
(.) du vet som(de) std lajt ((eng. light))
pa.



(0.4)
VB: °Mn [mm ° ((mycket svagt))

P: X-> [Horru du du fixa till de da:r.
(0.4)
VB: Y->NMm ¢
(0.4)
P: De blir battre nar du gor ( [ )é
VB: [De blir battre

nar ja far fixa.
P: Ja: (hh) ¢

VB: A
(0.4)

P: Du f& nog bli har frisyr- frisoérska.=

VB: =Mn ((knarrande)) du sdjer de.

(6) OSTHYVEL [I11D2:1:13. 0]

M ( ).
(11)
M Ta p& dej forkla (moir).
(51) [14.0]
VB: (Jaha:) ha Hildur sovi lugnt i natt da
elleg
(1.2)
M X->Ja letar efter en (.) osthyvel,
(1.0)
VB: Y- >En ost hyvel,
(3.0)
VB: Y->Den (kom de) har en.
(0.2)
M Va,
(0.6)
VB: Y->Du kan f& en har.
(0.2)
M Ja de e bra,
(16) [ 15. 0]
VB: Y->S: &: ?=
M =Tack.

(7) STOLEN [111D2: 1: 20. 0]

M X->Kan du hjalpa ‘na & flytta framsto:l(e)n
X->lite.

(0.6)
VB: Y- >Mn ¢,
(1.0)
P: ( ) ((rosslig))
(1.2)
P (Vi) e fo langt (.) ( ). =
VB =Du e ju fo6 langt ifran.
(4.0)
P [ ) -
VB: [(Kan)/('ka) du flytta (0.4)
°framdin fot lit(e).
(1.6)
VB: Sa da::¢
(1.4)
VB: Vart de battre:?
(1.0)

P: Hou: de vart bra.
(0.2)



VB: Mm ¢
P: Tack ska du ha.
VB: Mn ((stac.)) .hh varsego¢

(72) [21.0]
VB: Sa dar da:?

(1.4)
VB: I nge nera:?

M Ne: bra nu.

(8) FONSTERPUTSAREN [ VB3: 2: 9. 0]

VB: °Ja stangde dorren ( [ )°-

P: [°¢c »).°
(3.0)

P: X->Nar fonsterpu- <putsarn var har,
(1.0)

P: X->>Skul | e han< (0.2) tvatta de fonstret

X->s@,

(1.0)

P: X->S8 ram ade (.) ( [ ),

VB: [°Ass:: &¢°
(0.2) [10.0]

P: X->(Cch) (.) rann de snutsvatten
X->ner [i badkaret.

VB: [Ja::.
VB: (Unh)
(0.4)
P: X->A ja forsokt & duscha bort de nen de:,
(0.2)
VB: De [gar inte¢
P: [( ) -
(.)
VB: Y->(Du sa [ja ska ti a) go6ra rent sen.
P: [( )
P: Ja nar inte ner (&) [( ) att=
VB: Y- > [ Ne:,
P: =rengo6ra de.
VB: Y->Mast ha BOrs:te lite [grann lite-
P: [Ja:.
(0.86)
P: .Ja
(0.6)
VB: Y->Ska | agga lite (vi:m [& borsta (de dar).
P: [( )
( [ ) -
VB: [Ja:,
(0.4)
P: Da:r¢
(2.0)
P °( )
(1.0)
VB: (Ha::r &), ((knarrande rost))
(1.5)
VB: Ja; ?=
P: =Ja.

(9) TORR HANDDUK [ VB3: 2: 16. 0]

P: °Ja: (.) ja ska ta den.°® [(ja).



VB: [. Mm
(1.0)
P: X->Vi kan-
(3.6)
P: X->Vi kan ta e- en hh t- torr handduk
X->& | &gga over.

(0.4)
P: X->Over ax[larna (),
VB: [ Axl arna ja.
(2.0)
VB: Y- >( ) (0.4) °de ska ja gobra.”®
(2.0)
VB: Anni kas: ¢
(1.0)
P: Ja: ja som hénger.
VB: v ;.
P: [Ja hénger den pa ( ),
(3.0)
?: Hhh
(0.4)
VB: Sa dar ja.
(0.6) [17.0]
VB: °S& ja° hanger [den -hér¢-
P: [°Mm.°
(3.0)
?: ( )
(1.6)
?: Mt .
VB: TSa(h):. "
P: °.Ja:”®
(1.6)
P: °(Ja: du,)°
(2.0)
P: (St udent )
(9)
P (Sp-)
(0.8)
A (Flat)
(10)
?: °(S4a,)°
(0.6)
? ( )
(2.0)

VB: °S:mbrja lite i kroppen.®
(10) | NLAGGNI NGSVATSKA [1VB3: 2: 28. 0]

VB: Kan héanta li[te-

P: [°(Ja:.)°
(0.8)
M A (vi) gér val [u:t nu dd s& ni fa=
VB: [ I nl &aggni ngvat ska.
M =fotografera [i fre:,
A [(N)ja(h)a(h)a,
(0.4)

VB: He[ hehe ((kraftigt skratt))
P: X-> [Eh: Sven omdu ta- g& efter |&ggningsvétska
X->den dar, =
MY-> =°Ja::¢°=
VB: =. hh=
P: X->=F| askan i badrumssképet .



(1.8)

VB: Mn: ja¢
(1.0)
P: Jo:: Alice e (.) e hos sin so:n & hon hade

vi sst ordnat s& hon kunde (0.2) kunde ligga
da:r hos [honomy,

VB: [ Jaha¢
(1.2)
VB: Han ha tagi sin véaska ocksd (ver[kar de(hh).)
P: [ Hh
P: Na: (.) hon ha inte hantat de
(0.4)
VB: °Ne[:¢°
P: [ Si na saker har.
(0.4)
VB: . Na
(2.0)
P: S& nu (.) ha hon ingen mat i ( ).
VB: LA ja,
(1.0)
P: ((l'jud vid anstrangning))
(0.6)
M -Den hadr e i de (.) allra- narmaste slut
Li seng
P: Jas: - A?
(0.4)
M De e: (0.2) de e ba né& droppar ne: [p& botten.=
P: [(Vill du)?
VB: =Ja: de racker.
(0.2)
P (Ha¢)
VB: [De e bra.=
P =D& ska vi (0.2) sk(r)iva upp de:¢
VB: Mm g
P: P4 (0.2) inkopslis-tan?
VB: JJda

(11) FRAMSI DAN [VD2: 1:10. 0]

VB: Kranarna e -du-- (0.2) [toki’a i da=
P: [Ja:.
VB: =[(s&.)
P: [(Ja dome sa tokia,)
(0.2)
P: Ja men dome allti toki’a har eh, =
VB: =(Ja::¢
(6.0)
P: X->(De) bast (du ta)/ (& ta) framsidan me (do).
VB:Y->Ja:.¢ (0.4) ja ska ta lite har,
(5.0)
P: X->Déar ha ja haft nmycke (0.2) tva:l sé&
de, =
VB: Y->=A.: (.) ska duscha bort alltihop
(2.0)
VB: °(Sa) (de blir),®
(5.0) [ 11. 0]
P Sa da: ja¢
(0.4)

VB: °Ska ta ha bak ock(h)s&(hh). ((anstréangt))
(4.0)



(12) TORKA RYGGEN [VD2: 1:18. 0]

P: Va [ da,
VB: [De- den har brukar'u ta ti héret va:g
()
P: Ja- NE:?
(0.2)

P: (S-) -ta den somsitte dar (0.4) uh ytterst,-
VB: Aha: (0,2) de va den de
(11)
VB: g : (hh) blev v&:t p& kjol (hh) he (0.2) .hh
(0.6)
VB: (. hh)
(1.0)
P: De s& nycke har nu
(0.2)
VB: Aha de la:ng:t¢ ((glatt))
(1.5)
VB: <Hoppas att de blir> ((stac.)) av
no[rr’ on nu.

P. ~ [>Jar:< de ska vi hoppas. =
VB: =Aoa: ¢
(6.0)
VB: °( ).
(2.0)
VB: ((harklar sig))
(27) [ 19. 0]
VB: °(VU) da:r(hh).-
(0.4)
P: X->Du f& nog TOrka ne pa rygg[en
VB: Y- > [Ja: ja ska
Y->gora de(h).
(14)
P: ( ) tack sa da:r (ja),=
VB: =>Mmn . <
(0.6)
VB: Ska [(ta-)
P: [Ska vi torka -bena eller hur
sk[a- (de:) (0.2) vanta me de tills=
VB: [Mn: ¢
P: vi (),
VB: ?->A vi kan torka domlite.
P: A
(
VB: Men de brukaru ha ren héa:r blomm’a
han’ du[ ken tillyg
P: [ A
(1.5)
VB: °Da ska vi se.
(3.0)
VB: F& val torka fotte' na en géng til
kan[ ske,

P: ?-> [Avi f& gora de.= ((oartikulerat))
VB: =A:,

(11) [ 20. 0]
P: S& ja.
(.)
VB: M

(17)



VB: °M

(4.0)
VB: °Ja ska,
(4.0)
VB: A nu ha ja inte lagt nan han’ duk da' pa

somvanli’'t, =

(13) HANDDUKEN [ VD2: 1: 46. 0]

VB: °(Har e de).°
(4.0)
((hartorken stangs av))
(2.0) [47.0]
VB: °(Har).° ((mycket svagt))
(10)
P: (Du) Karin,
VB: Ja: ¢=
P: X->=Ja maste ha hannduken
X->[(0.4)] (som|6:- u-) <under=
VB: Y->[ Jaha. ]
P: X->=norronroc[ k' n.

VB: Y- > [Den har ja:(h).
(1.0)

VB: Sa: .
(0.2)

VB: Var segod,
(4.0)

VB: Samarinen borjar ta slu:t,
(.)

VB: Har du ner,



