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We're both kinna hypocritical about it
Well-
heh heh [heh heh heh
(Gladys and | probly eat meat once a week at the tops (.) cause we're
pretty vegetarian too.
(0.5)
so we're perfectly willing to change to make it vegetarian
(1.5)
0::h I don't wanna ask you to do tha:t
(2.2)
I'don‘t-'m not- I don't have like a religious thing about it or anything like that | [just don't-

[Just don't like it
(1.0)

No I don't even not (0.6) like it
Hhh. N(hJow- now that you said- if you said that you were making hot dogs or something
like you know then it would
[(change it)
[Yeah | don't like [hot dogs ((laughs))

[But now that you said m(h)m you're making this
[nice Belgian dish
[Like Belgian with this [name and I've=

[Yeah yeah

never had it It so(hjunds go(h)od ({laughter))
Now now the veg[etarians (doesn't care)

[Make the Belgian!

Yeah.

((laughter))

In other words

((Most of the group is laughing and taking at once.))

(We need) carnivores

((More overlapping talk and laughter))

(... a chance for plastic or stuff like that)

((laughs))

Al right well this you could chalk up to a new experience then.
((laughs))

Uh: where- we don't have anything on this woman on the board do we?
mht mhm.

uht uh.

So we could start clean over there | quess,
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Dialogue in Institutional
Interactions

Paul Drew and Marja-Leena Sorjonen

STITUTIONAL DIALOGUE: THE FIELD OF STUDY

rgg we visit the doctor, hold meetings at our workplaces, mumoﬁ m.m E::ammn.m in oomn,
gotiate business deals, ask for goods in convenience stores, 58_‘.505 for a job, call a
tx dical or other information help line, summon the emergency services, Awm.mmoc_ao 3.@2
tudents in office hours, or (as counsellors or clients) participate in Eonmnmﬁ._o o.oczmmﬂ_w_:m
ssions, we are talking, communicating and interacting E recognizably Em:ﬁy:o:& ooml
xts”. We use language to conduct the kinds of affairs w=<o~<oa iwg‘aawrsm with t nm
fety of organizations we encounter in our daily lives, either as Ec@.m_oz,m_ Boﬂcwww ov

0se organizations, or as their clients (customers, .wEQoEw_ patients, o_.:Nmuv and ﬁ.m. i m"m.
Language — in the form of talk-in-interaction — is the means by which the participan

perform and pursue their respective institutional tasks and goals. . "
~ Other modes of communicating and forms of language, such as written ‘aoncﬁoam, e-mai

- and text messaging, the internet and on-line order forms, ,.:aa.o o.ozmoazSnm and other com-
nunicative technologies, also play an increasing role in Em:E:o.sm_ encounters A?S:—o%.
2005, ch.8; Hutchby, 2001). In many types of institutional Eﬁmo:o:m, Hamoqmnowm p.o and M_o
ﬁm&vc_wzg of different kinds of documents and physical objects are central. Oo.swoacﬁw y
in specific institutional interactions there may be an interplay between these various mo %m
of communication, for instance between the talk and other forms of Sor:o_om_o.m:v\ mﬁ i-
ated and socially relevant information; however, in this chapter we focus specifically on

I
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Kate: Jean and | went- she- she works in our office too
we went together too: uh- hhhh u:h do some shopping

Jim:  [Um hum

Kate: [A:nd we each made each other come ba:ck,

Jim: ~ Atta girl, ye:s | know what you mean

Kate: So maybe that's the ke(h)y of going [like that

spoken dialogue conducted face-to-face or over the telephone. The study of institutiona
dialogue is, then, the study of how people use language to manage their practical tasks, and
to perform the particular activities associated with their participation in institutional
contexts — such as teaching, describing symptoms, cross-examining, making inquiries, negos
tiating, selling and buying, and interviewing. When investigating institutional dialogue, we

are focussing on linguistic resources at various levels — lexical, syntactic, prosodic, sequens Jim: [Huh huh huh
tial, etc. — which all are mobilized to accomplish the interactional work of institutions. Jim: . Thats it
Although institutional interactions frequently occur within designated physical settings, fim:  pt .hhhhh [What's up
Kate: [Well-

such as hospitals and schools, social security offices and shops, it is important to emphasize
that they are not restricted to such locations. Thus, places not usually considered institu:
tional, for example, a private home, may well become the setting/arena for institutional or
work-related interactions (e.g. as when home helps or health visitors come to the home §
assist the elderly; or when phoning to place an order or make an appointment). Similarly,
people in a workplace may engage in casual social conversations that are unconnected wi
their work. Thus, the institutionality of talk is not determined by its occurrence in a particular
physical setting.

So let’s consider the issue of what precisely constitutes ‘institutional” interactions an
therefore institutional dialogue. We can illustrate the complexities involved (for the diffi
culty of defining contexts in general, see e.g. Goodwin and Duranti, 1992) by considerin;
the following extract from the beginning of an internal telephone call between personnel ift
a US State administrative office.'

Kate: Well, I've had a call from Paul toda:y and after he called,
| checked with your- terminal over there and they said
our order’s not awarded ..

We can see from lines 26-28 that Kate has called a colleague, Jim, in order to conduct
some work-related business; the call is in a general sense concerned with these partici-
ants’ institutional tasks. But before they come to dealing with the call’s official business,
they converse briefly in a way that might be considered merely being sociable (lines 1-25).
Thus within a single encounter participants may engage in and move between sociable and
, stitutional talk.

Notice, though, that the institutionality of this interaction might not be restricted to the
phase in which they discuss the call’s official business. For example, even in the initial,
sociable pleasantries in lines 1-23, their orientation to their institutional identities (i.e. col-
g@m in an administrative office) is manifest through the ways in which the topics of the
weather and shopping are set in the context of office routines and employees” duties (e.g.

ate’s ‘admission’ in lines 9—10 and Jim’s teasing chide in lines 11 and 13-14). It is possible

[JIMORE:12:4]

1 Kate: HeylJim?

2 Jim:  How are you Kate Fisher that an institutional flavour is imparted to their talk by certain linguistic and sequential
w ”A_w:ﬁ”m” q,wm,\_,_\ _Nﬂ MM:: uw___:m_oz S— atures in ﬁE.w phase (e.g. their greetings in lines 1-4; cf. Drew, 2002; Jim’s use of repetition
5 Kate: [We- [Well goo:d gﬂg ellipsis in his response in line 4; and his somewhat unusual word order in line 6,
6 Jim:  Anda lowely day it is. gcm:% the fronted predicate nominal a lovely day). Moreover, they attend explicitly to
7 Kate: Oh:, isn't it gorlgeous= eir identities as co-workers in the administrative agency (e.g. lines 13, 16-17 and 19).

8 Jim: [Yes " Thus on the one hand participants may fluctuate between different kinds of discourse — or
Aw kates Mmmmmw__w\o_mm *MM,__F_“:MM,SB@ - s Ao..m. Eggins and Martin, 1997) or styles (e.g. N. Coupland, 2007) — within a single
e il el [outtlon o Rl .L_Hﬂmwﬁosm m:.a o:.Eo oﬁnﬂ hand an wvvmnﬁ.:_% non-institutional phase may be mcm?w,oa
12 Kate: Seeit (wasleses) ith the institutionality of its context. Indeed it appears that talk about social pleasantries
13 Jim: [You're s'pose to stay in your office play an essential part in constructing an institutionally appropriate rapport with one’s
14 and work work work [heh ha:h leagues and clients; for instance, building a rapport through ‘social’ talk is emphasized
15 Kate: [Well- (British) JobCentre interviews with unemployed benefits claimants, and in sales interac-

s (Clark, Drew and Pinch, 2003). Despite these fluctuations between social and business
the dialogue in Example 1 can be considered generally institutional insofar as the par-
1pants engage in and accomplish institutionally relevant activities (e.g. checking that an
der has been placed), and in doing so, orient to the relevance of their institutional identities
the interaction.

rsation
ety of

IThe data extracts cited in this chapter have been transcribed using the conventions developed within conve
analysis by Gail Jefferson and widely adopted by researchers studying naturally occurring discourse from a vari
perspectives.

We are grateful to Brenda Danet, John Heritage, Robert Hopper and Anita Pomerantz for giving us access to some of
the previously unpublished data examples cited here. Their colleagueship in this respect is much appreciated.
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The fluctuation between different types of discourses and the role of what is Commpop
termed as small-talk, as evidenced in Example 1, has recently gained more attentig
research (e.g. J. Coupland, 2000). Consequently a more analytic understanding is beg;
to emerge of the ways in which casual, sociable or apparently un-business-like small
deployed in systematic places in interactions, and how its placement and role in

i

~talk
diffe

types of institutional interactions will vary (cf. Holmes and Stubbe, 2003: 87-108; Raevagry
and Sorjonen, 2006; also Raevaara’s (2009) study of the accounts given in convenience
stores for the purchase of goods like chocolates, and how these accounts can generate taf

about customers’ lives, etc.).

To summarize, the boundaries between institutional talk and conversation are not fixed,
The institutionality of dialogue is constituted by participants through their orientatin
towards relevant institutional roles and identities, and the particular responsibilities ang
duties associated with those roles, and through their production and management of instify.
tionally relevant tasks and activities. Analysing institutional dialogue involves investigating
participants’_orientations to and engagement in their institutional roles and identitieg
through their use of language, as well as through the co-ordinated interplay between S_F_.

non-vocal conduct and the spatial and technological dimensions of a setting.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FIELD

The study of institutional dialogue has emerged as a distinctive field of research during the ,
past thirty years from developments in a number of cognate disciplines and perspectives,

notably (interactional) sociolinguistics, discourse analysis, the ethnography of speaking and
linguistic anthropology, the microethnography of face-to-face interaction, and especially
conversation analysis.

Traditionally, sociolinguistic studies have focussed on language variation associated with
such social identities as class, ethnicity, age and gender, shifting more recently to the kinds of
variation associated with the social situation of use — somewhat independent of other (speaker-
related) identities and sources of variation. Interactional sociolinguistics has been particularly
innovative in turning the sociolinguistic paradigm away from its traditional focus on
explaining language variation in terms of speaker attributes, towards focussing instead on
the situational/contextual accomplishment of social identity (c.g. N. Coupland, 2007; Gumperz,
1982). The key contribution of this approach is to recast speaker identities not as background
‘givens’, but instead as interactionally produced in those contexts that are strategic sites in
contemporary bureaucratic industrial societies. This programmatic objective (see Gumperz
and Cook-Gumperz, 1982) has been pursued through a series of studies in settings such as job
interviews, committees, schools (Rampton, 2006), courtroom interrogations (Cotterill, 2007),

counselling, industrial training and medical interactions (e.g. Cordella, 2004).
The recognition that speech events are built out of particular component actions, or speech
acts, has been fundamental to most perspectives concerned with institutional dialogue. But
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i i i ts (from the philosophy of
ch that built most directly on the notion of speech ac A. " v_ o e
o i ken interaction is discourse analysis, as developed by
g o Om_ e Their description of the standardized sequences
i iscourse analysis group. es / :
,._Emrwa M_/\om which make up exchanges that are characteristic of ﬁmanc_mqrmmzﬂ_:mm,
g ical i i dialogic approach to lang-
1 interaction, represented a more
o e classroom and medica i : o3
3 zmﬁ_maaaoa_ settings (Coulthard and Ashby, 1976; wa%_m w%_ oS:W&M:ac_ Mﬁ
o isti ial/structural patterns of dialogue
iti the characteristic sequential/s . s
L - igni in this field (e.g. Mehan, 1979).
<ituti i 5 ficant development in hat
i al settings was a signi ‘ )
Hwaconﬁim approach might now be regarded as being over wﬁcoz:w_ _msa ﬂ_mm_zmmwwﬂw -
i« i 1 nevertheless it repr
1 f interactional sequences, .
the contingent character o . %
_m . t milestone in this arca. What is presently termed as discourse m:m_ﬂ:o ﬂo&ﬂ?r
B_._mmwﬂm_ dialogue has become diversified and ooacnmmm. a range of mvgwmﬁ Mm W ey
E—mrm most prominent ones is Critical Discourse Analysis (see Chapter 17 by Faj gh,
one o : :
. i lume). .
rrig and Wodak in this vo _—
g%mmmom associated with linguistic anthropology Eﬁ the wz_semx%@ e\m %Mamnom R
: hasized that a speaker’s ‘identity’ is bound up with her Ema&ﬂw?v Mrw Wmé oo
Bn..@ (for overviews see Keating and Duranti, Chapter 16 this <0E38_. ey A rmEBc
k. icati jated with particular speech ¢ -
> distincti tion style associated with p : .
. ¢ distinctive cultural communica . : .
nww.a “rwm one of the ethnographic factors to be taken into account Ern:mm:ﬂ_vwm_“w i
;,an.oc_m_. speech settings — thereby introducing a much vnowaﬂ sense of w mmo e
Mwwnwabomﬂmcrwo context of a speech event. In this perspective, the m._:w_%w_m o_ M mman
M. ¢ meanings requires a description and understanding of such .woo_o-oc.ﬂc.amr (g .
MWMMWQE, social identities; their past history and other biographical anzﬁ M<M h“ w:a, i
; i ifest i i ing to speec S;
- ifest in their talk, that they bring ents;
:  knowledge and expectations, manticst s T
i 1 ibilities attached to participants’ 0 ;
ts, duties, and other responsibili ‘ . : : ol
Mww_w_. institutional events. Thus research in this area is orma.moﬁ.nsza by M: NW%O B
. integrating the analysis of utterance meaning with a description of such ¢ grap
particulars (see e.g. Duranti, 1997; Fitch, 1998; Heath, Sw‘wv. . —
| imi s is to be found in microethnographic studies of face- .
A similar emphasis 1s to be tou . helil g et
action in institutional settings, ¢.g. Erickson mb& Shultz’s ( s
advice/counselling interviews. Such work examines how the oﬁﬂscmn_nﬂ i chr i
w -
. i 1 ing i i d cultural context, and the knowledge :
. an occasion — including its social an ral ¢ e e
pants bring to it by virtue of their membership of speech communities mﬂw _nmmwmvﬂao:o N
consequential for the fine detail of the organization of <Q.g_,m=a =.o:-<9 a mM . mu\:mn:n
the distinctive features of such microethnographic mgawow —_m_ their Momww ﬂw b
1 i i 1 in terms of the locally produ 3
unfolding of particular interactions, 1n terms .
res osﬁom and moves — and hence the coordination of 853:&0820 Moasosoww i
,wam, more contingent and dynamic approach to institutional ESSo.:o.:m :mm. _oo Lot
oped principally through the work of conversation a:a?&w A.O>v. 9.\_55 mon_oomamwgmcq
ibuted to the emergence of the study of institutional dialogue, m ‘ .
e i 1 in face-to-face encounters, including
Goffman’s (1972) explorations of the interaction order in fa
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relatively rigid or formal organization of the turn-taking system in some institutional settings.
_ Participants’ conduct in, for instance, courts of law, classrooms, city council meetings, news
and job interviews, is shaped by reference to constraints on their contributions to talk. The
. most evident constraint lies in their adherence to turn-taking systems which depart substan-
tially from the way in which turn-taking is managed in casual conversations. For example,
 interactions in courtrooms (Atkinson and Drew, 1979; Maynard, 1984), classrooms (Jones
- and Thornborrow, 2004; Margutti, 2006; McHoul, 1978; Seedhouse, 2004), police interroga-
tions (Stokoe and Edwards, 2008), TV debate programmes (Emmertsen, 2007), counselling
(Perakyld, 1995; Perdkyld, Antaki, Vehvildinen and Leudar, 2008; Silverman, 1997), meet-
ings (Asmuss and Svennevig, 2009; Ford, 2008), Presidential press conferences (Clayman,
Heritage, Elliot and McDonald, 2007), and news interviews (Clayman and Heritage, 2002)
- exhibit systematically distinct forms of turn-taking which powerfully structure many aspects
of conduct in these settings.

- These turn-taking systems involve the differential allocation of turn types among the
participants; notably, the interactions are in most cases organized in terms of question-
answer sequences, in which questioning is allocated to the professional (e.g. attorney,
interviewer, teacher), and answering to the client (e.g. witness, interviewee, pupil) (see
Heritage, 1997).

However, even institutional contexts, in which there is no formal prescription governing

@a turn-taking system, appear to be characterized by the asymmetric distribution of ques-
tions and answers among the participants. This suggests that the question-answer structure
of talk is an emergent property of the local management of interaction by participants
(Frankel, 1990). Similarly, even if the turn-taking system is prescriptively pre-determined,
ba<m§o_omm the task of analysis is to specify how it is locally managed, in ways that display
participants’ orientations to what they should properly be doing in a setting. Thus we can view
EG. Specialized institutional turn-taking system as the product of participants’ orientations to
their task-related identities and roles.
It is quite familiar that news interviews exhibit a question-answer structure. However,
the following example from a British news interview begins to show how this structure
w moan\oa through the local practices for managing the talk as asking and answering
Questions.

those in institutional settings such as mental hospitals and medical surgery, whilst develop-
ments in sociological ethnography foregrounded the closer analysis of verbal interaction
in such settings as, for example, paediatric clinics (Silverman, 1987). But undoubtedly
the most significant exploration of interactions in institutional settings has been provided
by studies informed by the conversation analytic perspective. Sacks (1992 [1964-1972])
originated CA in the course of his investigations into telephone calls made to a suicide
prevention centre, and face-to-face interactions in group therapy. Subsequent studies in
CA — which now extends across a number of disciplinary boundaries — have developed that
interest in showing how participants, in and through the ways in which they construct their
turns and sequences of turns, will display their orientation to particular institutional identi- -
ties, and thereby manage the practical tasks associated with any given institutional setting
(see the further reading listed at the end of this chapter for overviews and exemplars).

Developments in the areas outlined above have converged around three principal themes:
a) the expansion of the sociolinguistic notion of ‘context’ to include the sensitivity of lan-
guage to a variety of social situations, including institutional settings; b) the emergence of
analytic frameworks that recognize the nature of language as action and which handle the
dynamic features of social action and interaction; and c) methodologically, the analysis of
audio and video recordings of naturally occurring interactions in specific institutional and
occupational settings. Across these different themes, the study of institutional dialogue
coalesces around the following key analytic and empirical issues:

o Participants’ orientations to their institutional roles and identities.
o Their management of institutionally-relevant activities.
o Their orientations to institutionally relevant inferences and meanings

We shall now turn to illustrate each of these themes.

PARTICIPANTS' ORIENTATION TO THEIR INSTITUTIONAL ROLES AND IDENTITIES

Following our earlier observations about recasting the sociolinguistic notion of speaker
identity, participants’ institutional identities can be viewed, not as exogenous and detef-
mining variables, but as accomplished in interaction. Hence a key focus of research int0
institutional dialogue is to show how participants will orient to their institutional identities
and tasks through their verbal conduct, including furn-taking, and their use of linguistic
resources such as person reference, lexical choice and grammatical construction. :

- @ [from Clayman and Heritage, 2002: 106]

er The difference is that it's the press that
constantly call me a Ma:rxist when | do not, (.)
and never have (.) er er given that description
myself. [.hh |-

[But I've heard you-
I've heard you'd be very happy to: to: er
hhhh er describe yourself as a Marxist.
Could it be that with an election in the

Turn-taking
what

N U A WN —
=

In considering what seems to be particularly characteristic of institutional talk, or even
might be considered to make talk institutional, perhaps what first comes to mind is the
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9 offing you're anxious to play down that you're a
10 Marx(ist.]
11 IE: [er ] Not at all Mister Day=And I:'m (.)
12 sorry to say | must disagree with you,=you have
13 never heard me describe myself .hhh er as a
14 Ma:rxist.

The significant points here are, first, that the interviewer (IR) constructs his turn (fip
5-10) so that, whatever else he does (see the declarative form in lines 5-7), its last elem
is a question (produced through an interrogative, lines
task as one of ‘asking questions’. Second, although th
IR’s statement in lines 5-7, he withholds his answ.
explicitly been asked. Thus the fact that IR construc
speaks (answers) after a question has been asked, dis
their respective tasks in the interview It is in this s
organization is an emergent product of participants’ locally
There are interesting and important issues here about what constitutes a
activity of questioning is more than a matter of gramm
1995). Empirically,
‘challenging’ an interviewee, for instance through expres
sible convergence is of real significance to participants, as
excerpt in which the IR is pressing the IE, to the point at
clear that the IR is simply ‘asking questions’,

e interviewee (IE) disagrees with
er/disagreement until a question
ts his
plays b

is evident in the followip
which, apparently,

(3)  [US ABC This Week: Oct 1989: Savings & Loan Bailout]

R:Isn't it & fact, Mr. Darman, that the taxpayers

will pay more in interest than if they just paid
it out of general revenues?

No, not necessarily. That's a technical
argument-

It's not a- may 1, sir? It's not a technical
argument. isn't it a fact?

No, it's definitely not a fact. Because first

of all, twenty billion of the fifty billion is
being handled i jist the way you want-
through treasury financing. The remaining-
I'm just asking you a question. I'm not
expressing my personal views.

| understand.

XNV A WN -

o

10
1"
12
13

14 IE

Several features of the IR’s ‘questionin
gation. One is the IR’s use of the prefat
Cross-examinations when posing to wi

isnt

g’ in this excerpt lend it the character of an interro-
ory Isn'tita fact ..., commonly used in courtroom
tnesses contradictory evidence or ‘facts’ (e.g. And
ita fact Miss (name) where You went to on this evening was at least a quarter of a mile

8-10) — thereby constituting his Jes

i

d
sing a contrary opinion. This pos

it is no longer

i i i ines 6 and 12). The IE attributes a ‘position’ to the

, ,gw oo e «WM Mcﬂv _MH_O\MM_MVWMM_WMN w_\aan Emvm is, he treats the IR as not simply ask-

o wo o ﬁ__woa as expressing an opinion or position — an implied charge E& the IR

e cﬁa_,wnwo:% himself against in lines 12—13 (I'm just asking you a Q:.mu:‘c: = ).

e .25%” Hﬂm charge that an IR has overstepped the boundary between ‘questioning and
ccast

ogating’ is made more explicitly.

ki highway?). Second is the way in which the IR presses the IE by cutting in on
the main .4

(4) [UKBBC TV Newsnight: 2 Nov 1993: UN Investigation]

Is that a yes or a n:0?
(0.5) ) . N
Uh: it a court. {) Or: & interview. .
So- you are: prepared to make yourself available
to UN investigators or nol:t.
[Of course.

1
2
3
4
5
6

in thi i i matter of
.m is clear from the IR’s first question in this excerpt, he is Eo.mm_zm .ﬁrﬂ:m ﬁmm_r Mwwv e
{ i imself available to UN investigators th
¢ r not he is prepared to make himse : : . , L
gﬂ?a.. M:cu in a sequence). When the IE asks Is it a court or an interview, he is explicitly
g Q—hﬂ ) . 3 .
} i f the questioning. . .
ing the nature or neutrality o . . . N
gmw«“ma% considering the specialized turn-taking system E.:or :.:wE ovonmﬁw m_m wmw -
institutional setting, and how that system might be wmmoo_mﬁa E:F.On WMMM Bou o
i X icl are also exploring ways in w
i of opportunity for participants, we . 2 o -
BMEMMSQ%v& questioning, for example, is fitted with wmn_o,_c.m.am .Em:Eco:M._ .
Baw w ‘questioning’ can be exploited to manage other activities in certain kin
and ho

interactions.

' Person reference and lexical choice

i ir i f an institutional
Turning to a more local level, participants may ﬁ.&mn_m« their EocBWMMoW M»WM \wwm_wwwsuc
role, or as somehow representing an institution, in EW: selection o b MESEN i
mn&w other and to third parties. They will do s0, for Em:Eo.o, 3\. :m_Mm : xﬂ o
which indexes their institutional rather than their personal an.::g.v\. H._: - %w\r.
be seen in the following, taken from a call to the emergency services 1 :

[from Whalen et al., 1988: 344]

1 Desk:  Mid-city Emergency

2

3

4 Desk:  Hello? What's thuh problem? .
5 Caller: We have an unconscious, uh: diabetic
6 Desk:  Are they insiduv a building?
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‘.uaSowm for indicating whose responsibility it is to put this treatment into effect. In the first
two cﬁoamsommmgn doctor uses the first person plural pronoun me ‘we’ and/or the verb mo:,:
associated with it (lines 1-2, 3).> He thereb i
: 33 y formulates the actions as their joi j
s joint project.
ﬁ.ws cEw 4) he moves 8. using the second person plural verb form koettaisitte ,v\o% EMEE
M_w . ﬁm::m the :ox.ﬁ action as the responsibility of the patient. Finally, in suggesting that
M. Mmﬁ._mha mJo:E ,m:.\m up m_woro_, he employs the verb in its third person singular form
% awa would try’, _:.6 6) ,.z_EoE a subject pronoun, that is, with no explicit person refer-
*E.o oiﬁ&l a way o.w _:a.ox_.sm, for example, the delicacy involved in raising the topic, in
S owmmm e E:oﬁ. s drinking .smc;w. Thus here the doctor uses resources available .m:
WMN% re Mnao.:om to index a particular stance toward each single element of the treatment
rms of dimensions such as who has the pri ibili :
, . primary responsibility for executing th i
i.e. carrying out the treatme i i oo oy
nt) and the possible delicacy of a topi j
: : c(see S
Haakana, Tammi and Periikyld, 2006). Pl S
.M_Hwo.wnom. o.meEnm not only illustrate how participants exhibit and orient to their insti-
. ﬁ__ g:w_nm E«M:mr person reference forms, but also begin to show the inseparable
ve relationship between the linguistic device
Sty atior et s for person reference and managin
ﬂmcmﬂouﬂm_ mo:S:.am. This is R.:o also with respect to the more general dimension of Nm\mﬁamw
; e selection of mnw.o:EEm terms and other lexical items treated by participants
@MMMMS&S nw, and hence indicative of, their understandings of the situation they are in
xample Danet, 1980). Plainly, this connects with linguistic notions of setting-

Caller:  Yes they are:

Desk:  What building is it?

Caller:  It's thuh adult bookstore?

Desk:  We'll get somebody there right away....

5&0(!)\1

In this fragment the caller refers to himself through the first person plural pronoun we (line 5),
thereby indexing that he is speaking not in a personal capacity (e.g. as a relative of the
victim) but on behalf of the shop in which the victim happened to fall ill (line 9, adult book-
store). Similarly, the desk uses a third person plural pronoun in inquiring about the victim,
previously referred to in the singular (cf. an unconscious diabetic in line 5 vs. they in line 6),
as well as the first person plural pronoun we in line 10 when announcing the action he is -
ready to mobilize.

In the following example from a Finnish doctor-patient consultation, the person reference
forms are also shaped by ‘institutional’ considerations, although they do not directly index
an institutional role as in Example 5. In this fragment, the doctor, who has just completed
the verbal and physical examination of the patient, begins to outline the treatment:

(6) [Doctor-patient 12B1: 8*

1 D: .mhh>Kylla meidn taytyy ny silla tavalla tehda
surely we  have.to now the way do
.mhh >We do have to do so now

2 MM QMH_MMM% Mmm<mﬂ_mmmm%Mw_Hwuﬁmmu_aco:o i au Situationally appropriate registers, codes or styles. Speakers will orient to the insti
, e <l JES GBS : 0 5:% of ﬁ.rn encounter, in part through their selection of terms from the <mamﬁmﬁ“w
iy o i iy g " ve ow:o.sm for describing people, objects or events. This involves the descriptive
=And let's continue trying to diet and Juacy of lexical choice with respect to th instituti . p
e : E P ¢ type of institutional context concerned (e
4 °hh°ja jos koettaisitte jattad vield °a-° A€ther this is legal, educational, medical, etc.). i
= i i ? 3 .
e Mmm ,_Mﬂ MN_ .nao”. ;wrwo_m%m oww___mé:. - ﬂM_MMp ﬁwoé comE. to see how the lexical selection invokes institutional settings and tasks
. bt s el oo gl A>O.Mmmﬂ~c§:m extract from a call by the attendance clerk in an American high
still stricter the salt and : e attendance clerk; M is mother, F is father):
(0.4) even more salt and (0.2) {Medei
[o] ed
6 o- 0 yrittais olla vaikka ilman  alkoholiaki o 05,5
AC

I.m__o this is Miss Medeiros from Redondo
High School calling

?be O try-con.sG3 be say  without alcohol-even
be- try to be say even without alcohol

7 jos vaa #onnistuu ja#, Uh hu;h
if just succeeds and Was Charlie home from school ill today?
see if that #works out and#, (0.3)
-hhhh
0.8)

uld do to reduce his hi
duce his intake

hree diff®

Here, the doctor outlines four different things that the patient sho
blood pressure, namely take some medication (lines 1-2), diet (line 3), re
salt (lines 4-5) and cut out all alcohol (lines 6-7). He does so by using t

 ((off phone)) Charlie wasn't home ill today

in the firgt ai d 3
h nd secon I j T
person need not have a separate subject pronoun since the verb form indicates person

The verb fo
7 rm regularly as i & 3 i
s gularly associated with the first person plural in colloquial language is the so-called passive

The glossing symbols in the example are: CON = conditional; SG3 = singular third person; PL2= plural second P
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9 was he? @, {US primary care]
“w F: Mmu.wvuzo:mvv Not at all pat:  W'Il- ()1 have () som:e shoulder pa:in
12 M: No:.

a:nd (0.2) a:nd () (from) the top of my a:rm. a:nd
(0.2) thuh reason I'm here is because >a couple years
ago< | had frozen shoulder in thee other a:rm, an’

13 ()
14 AC: N[o?

| had to have surgery. and=() this is starting to
15 M: [No he wasn't get stuck, and | want to stop it before it gets stuck.
16 AC: .hhh () Well he wz reported absent from his ©0.4) -
17 thir:d an” his fifth period cla:sses tihday. 5

18 M: Ah ha:h,
19 AC: .hhh A:n" we need him t'come in t'the office
20 in th’morning t'clear this up

(d h e s ilve capsuliltis.
pat [I'm losing] [Ri:ght.
pat. I'mlosing (0.4) range of motion in my a:rm.

hen the doctor uses the more technical diagnostic nmsm&.& w.eho.:::m S.v_mwn..ow NEM
ient’s frozen shoulder (compare lines 4 and 8), Eo‘nm:o.:ﬁ s o.o:maam:.w: N..mo—.:“n
9 displays that the doctor is correct — 59,.@3\ o_m_E_:mE.mv_.wv::m a certain mw__v e
hority over knowledge about (how to describe) her medical r_mﬁ.oa\. Zowoo/%r ay :m B
pants may on occasions use more technical Hn:m. &w: :.5 Eommmzonwr as in this examp
om an out-of-hours call to a British general practitioner’s (GP) practice.

Having first inquired whether her child was ill at home that day, the attendance clerk they
informs the mother that her child has been reported absent that day (lines 16-17). Notie
that the attendance clerk says that the child was reported absent, not simply that he wag
absent. Her use of the verb reported here in collocation with absent is cautious or equivocal ~
least insofar as it avoids directly accusing the child of truancy, and instead leaves the deter.
mination of his possible truancy for subsequent investigation. Moreover, it alludes to
procedures in the school for reporting absences, the possible fallibility of these procedures,

{9) [Out-of-hours call, British primary care]
and hence their possible incompleteness. So whilst the verb reported is by no means rest:

. o J¥ i v = ‘ : -4 CIr: He'slyingin be:d really absolutely wre:tched. hhh
ricted to institutional settings, its inclusion here is part of the proper management of the. 5 Doc And hes had thuh pain in ‘is tummy:all night (has ['e?
attendance clerk’s task (see Drew and Heritage, 1992: 45-46; also Pomerantz, 2004), 3 anr [Yes,
Furthermore, the selection of the complement absent to describe the child’s non-presence af A in the lower part of his hh
school activates a specifically institutional form of non-presence (for instance, one i ) 1.0
‘absent’ from school or the workplace, but not from a party). ; 6 Doc: M—%w&&

The institutional relevance of lexical choice, manifested in the selection of absent M ar _” Sweln. Yes
(7) above, is particularly transparent in those cases where participants use a terminology 9 Doc ['hhh Does the pain come and go:?

that is more clearly restricted in its situation-specific distribution (e.g. technical terminology)
Many studies have documented the ways in which the use of technical vocabularies (e.g. in
medical and legal contexts) can embody definite claims to specialized technical knowledge.
Generally, such studies point to the interactional salience for participants of professionals’
use of technical vocabularies. Often this is related to asymmetries of knowledge between
professional and lay participants and to claims that their use of technical vocabulary is on
of the ways in which professionals may variously control the information available to the
clients, thereby possibly influencing what emerges as the outcome of an interaction (for a
review of these issues in studies of medical interaction, see Roter and Hall, 1992).
However, research concerning professional control through technical vocabulary may
turn out to rely on a rather oversimplified dichotomy between professionals’ possession of
technical knowledge, and clients’ (e.g. patients’) possession of lay knowledge. For one
thing, lay participants are easily able to display a certain epistemic equality regarding

knowledge about technical vocabulary, as in this example at the beginning of a primary care
visit in a US hospital.

The caller, who has described her husband as suffering the most awful &wia&. pains, aw_mMm
the doctor’s systematic use of the more colloquial tummy, m:m instead (in a form of em M@.n
ded repair) uses the more technical abdomen (line .wv. So it appears that more .non.ﬁnc.
ssues may be involved in participants’ uses of "mn::_n.m_ vocabulary (e. g oocoaﬂ_ﬂm aomwm'
tacy, epistemic authority arising from previous experience, etc.), than m.:Bu_.% that pro
jonals will attempt to ‘control’ lay participants through the use of technical _.ﬁ:moﬂ

. The investigation of lexical selection in the design of Ea.m at @w goes beyond person
reference forms and technical vocabulary. As indicated in the Q_mocm.m_o: of the m.x:,mom from a
. call from a high school truancy office above (example 7), the wording or ﬁ._:mm_:m :woa @W mM
n reported absent in announcing a student’s (possible) ?.cwsaw - wmz be ::Bnama y in o_
mative about the conduct of certain institutional activities. For _:m»m:nw‘ A:n:gmo et w :
' (2007) conducted a study where one group of physicians was asked to solicit ~ Simﬁ.w t n_
‘end of the consultation, after a patient’s main concern had been dealt with — .mam_:og.um.”
concerns from their patients by asking ‘Is there anything elsc you want to address in the visi

i

e s T
e

i
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services. Callers to both out-of-hours GPs’ services and to the emergency (police) services
generally do not make explicit requests; usually they will just report a condition (describing
So.qus?oawv, when phoning the doctor, or will report an incident, when phoning the
police emergency number. However, when callers request that the doctor visits the patient
at home, they will generally use the form I wonder if ... .

today?’, whereas another group was asked to use the question design “Is there something else
ress in the visit today?’. The results showed that the use of the polarity -
powerful device for encouraging patients to voice ;
without increasing the length of the visit. When

you want to add
marker something in the question can bea
the majority of their remaining concerns,
doctors asked whether there is anything else, patients generally did not reveal any of their
further medical concerns, but they readily did so when the doctors altered only one word of

their enquiry, to ask instead whether there was something else.

(10) [Out-of-hours calls, UK: 1:2:4]

Clr: 1 b- 1 been takin' Paracetmols for last week.
()

Doc: Right,

Clr: (I mean) get rid of the pain, it's gone away fer an hou:r,
(0.2) an’ comin’ ba:ck, | been tryin’ ta stand (it) ‘cause you
only (dropped tame) () every four hours didn't you. (Every

Grammatical forms

hoice, participants also have a range of grammatical resources avail-
heir turns and hence the actions they are performing. The use.
such as certain question structures, is not exclusive of

In addition to lexical ¢
able when they are designing t
of particular lexico-syntactic forms,

W oo ~No U s WN =

restricted to institutional settings. However various grammatical forms are the resource: {four)

available to participants in managing their particular institutional tasks. Insofar as those Doc:  [Yes,

tasks are part of the interactional routine for a given setting (e.g. giving advice about treat- e ol vas\sa I:15 gmm.”_:m mo- fwondet if you could (not) give

ment is part of the routine in medical consultations; attempts at undermining a witness’s e Ao.mvmoam pain killers (for it all).

evidence is part of the routine of cross-examination), then particular grammatical forms ar 12 Clr (try an’ see-) (.) know you hang on for Monday but | tell
13 ya the pain is really () bad y'know wh't | mea’ ((sniff)

likely to have distinctive distributions in given settings. That is to say, certain grammatic
forms may be prevalent in certain settings; or they may show characteristic patterns of usé
associated with the particular activities in which participants engage in a setting.

For example, Lindstrom (2005) and Heinemann (2006) discuss ways of designing
home help service respectively, interactions between eld*
erly care recipients and their home help assistants. They show how, through the selection of
grammatical forms in turn design, the elderly care recipient can display her understanding
of the contingencies related to her request and her stance towards whether or not she is
entitled to make the request. For instance, the choice between imperatives and interroga
tives is closely related to issues of entitlement, whilst declaratives display that the reques

can be negotiated. Heinemann (ibid.) showed that whether or not a request 18 formed wi

positive or negative polarity is associated with entitlement: with a positive interrogatiV

g vil du ‘will you’), the care recipient orients to her request as one she is nd
g. mitigating devices and th

14 Doc: Riight, | mean- 'hh Whu- i- i- so you've had it fer (.) months. di‘jou say?=
(10 lines omitted)
. 15 ClIr:  Buteh: | tryin‘a say really it may- if ya come to seen it oh

16 y-well, ya might know what i's about, or: (if) painkillers o:r
17 (0.5) get an X-ray on it=| don't know..

requests in Swedish and Danish

(6 lines omitted)

,Uom. ,,<mm34.:: A:um well | mean gbviously X-rays (anythin’ like)
L gaﬂm tend to: ik Hlih fuh things that aren't eh absolu'ly
_ acute. emergencies t- we tend tuh prefer to: fer your own

doctor to see them o~ on the Mon:day, hh if you understand,

request (€
entitled to make, and this is underscored by other features (e.

choice of verb). The negative interrogative (e.g. ka’du ikk’ ‘can’t you’), in contrast, is @ wé
of orienting to the request as one the speaker is entitled to make. Lindstrom and Heineman
show how the recipient, the home help assistant, orients to the issue of entitlement in theif
e request and how that orientation comes up also when the request speak

,Mmf% nwto_m S use ww the oonmz.mo:o: I wonder if ... in requesting the doctor to visit to give
; mmﬁ =ﬂ.m c_zm.cy combined with his conditional construction in pursuing this in line
5 C 8&.\ display his awareness of the contingency associated with his request — a contin-
MM_MMW Mw_o_» he Ewwwm explicit in line 12, I know you hang on for Monday (by which the
&wﬂ i ans that it’s likely E.mﬁ the doctor will recommend that the patient visits the surgery
. .  the weekend). That contingency is confirmed in lines 19-21, where the doctor in effect
y — and are oriented declines to visit. So 7 wonder if ... conveys the speaker’s und il i
B o i H.:. vey speaker s understanding of a lack of entitle-
E q: g e con im.nso_nm associated with the request (Curl and Drew, 2008).
. ast, when callers 96:9:« request emergency police assistance, they will gener-
: ¢ a modal form of the requesting verb, usually could ... , as in this example.

responses to th
provides an account for the request.

The ways in which the lexico-syntactic forms of requests displa
towards by participants as displaying — the relative contingencies in granting requests,
entitlements to ask for a service, are clearly illustrated by comparing requests made for the ]
out-of-hours doctors’ service provided by (British) GPs’ practices with those to the emerget
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(11) [Police emergency call, UK: 19]

1 CTPolice eme:rgency can | help you?
2 (0.5)
3 Ca: Yeah hi.hhh e:rm could we have uh police patrol car tuh report to: (0.8) er Old
4 Green House in Grayling.
5 CT. Old Cream House.
6 Ca: Old Green House,
7 (0.8)
8 Ca: In Grayling.
9 (1.8)
10 Ca: ((To someone off phone)) ((name)) get tuh thuh do:or. (1.1)
n Shut this [do:or. [Shut the door don‘t Shut the door
12 A [() [Please (name) don't don't don't (.) don't.
13 Ca: Don't open thuh door (name).
14 A Don't op-(.) open thuh door [(name )
15 Ca: [Can we have uh
16 CT- Yeah what wals-
17 Ca: [0)
18 CT Yealh sorry=
19 Ca: [Thi-
20 Ca: =There's uh woman here thut's (0.5) claims she’s
21 bin raped she’s panicked. Thuh bo:yfriend’s
22 outside
23 CT: Right [okay-
24 Ca: [This is thuh security lodge here

It is quite apparent from the way in which the caller asks for police assistance in this emer-
gency call that he does not expect there to be any contingency that might prevent the police
attending the scene. The seriousness of the incident (a claim of rape, lines 20/21) is enough

to warrant a police presence. Notice also that the caller is not an ordinary citizen, but hasa

relevant institutional identity, a security guard (line 24), an identity which is prefigured in
his use of the plural first person pronoun, the institutional we noted earlier. Moreover the
caller asks for a police car to report to an address (line 3), a lexical selection that is both
highly institutional and somewhat ‘assertive’. But the caller’s expectation that the police
will come to provide assistance (and that no contingency will prevent them from doing s0)
is particularly evident in how he asks for police assistance — his use of the modal verbs could
we have ... and can we have ... (lines 3 and 15 respectively). In contrast to the tentativeness
of the caller in (10) asking whether the doctor might make a home visit, and that caller’s
recognition that this action may not be something the doctor is prepared to undertake, here
in (11) the caller uses request forms that plainly display no such tentativeness; instead his
request is constructed to display his understanding that there is nothing to prevent the police
attending the scene (for more on the expectations concerning contingency and entitlement
to services that are embodied in different request forms, see Curl and Drew, 2008). In sum,
in calls to the emergency number callers do not use / wonder if to preface their requests;
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in emergency calls are designed to indicate that this is an emergency, and that the
police (or fire or ambulance services) should attend.

%>3._n_1>z._.m. MANAGEMENT OF INSTITUTIONALLY-RELEVANT ACTIVITIES

]t is important to remember that language does not so much deliver .Boma:m - instead it
,ao_?nam action. And in the kinds of workplace, business and institutional settings we are
_moosmmwsm on here, language delivers certain specialized and mmamaonm:vra_o/\.ma. actions
and activities. Or more precisely, participants will use language to conduct activities such
as cross-examining defendants in court; ordering goods or services; negotiating a ooa.:mor
or terms of employment; instructing a class; coaching clients in how to conduct cjm_zommw
as Health Visitors, advising mothers about feeding their newly born babies; ou_:dm the
emergency services to request police assistance; advising unemployed benefits claimants
in Job Centre interviews, and encouraging them to take steps towards work, and so on.
Sometimes the activities associated with a certain kind of interaction in a setting will be
quite narrow in range (as when phoning to place an order, or make an appointment). _SA.UE
usually, though, participants may conduct a broader range of activities; for example, during
primary-care medical consultations, patients will present their problems, whilst doctors may
(verbally and/or physically) examine the patients, diagnose the EoEoB., and recommend
appropriate treatment. The key to investigating institutional discourse is to explore and
understand how participants will manage these often specialized activities through language
in their interactions with one another.

Some of the most significant recent research into institutional discourse concerns medical
interactions, especially the interactions between doctors and patients in primary care acute
visits (Heritage and Maynard, 2006; Stivers, 2007). Whilst being methodologically innova-
tive (see e.g. Mangione-Smith et al., 2003), recent research has generated important new
results by focussing — as CA has always done — on the core activities in which doctors and
patients engage during primary care acute visits. For instance, they have explored the dif-
' ferent forms of doctors’ opening enquiries, inviting patients to report or describe their con-
. cemns, and the consequences the different enquiry forms have for patients’ responses to
 doctors’ opening enquiries (Heritage and Robinson, 2006; Ruusuvuori, 2000, chs. 3-4).
Other research has investigated how medical authority is expressed in the different ways in
which doctors will announce their diagnoses to patients and discuss treatment recommenda-
~tions with them, and again, the consequences those differences in format of diagnostic deliv-

ery may have for patients’ responses (Perikyla, 1998).
. One aspect of the formats through which doctors will both physically examine patients,
" and deliver their diagnoses, which seems to make a difference to patients’ response — and
especially to whether or not patients will accept the results of that examination or diagnosis — is
whether or not doctors will explicitly describe the evidence for what they are observing and
for their conclusions. For instance, as they conduct a physical examination, doctors may
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cither look at or touch the patient (e.g. to palpate some part of the body) without sayi 9]

anything about or otherwise revealing what they are noticing or finding. Alternatively, oﬁ&m R S —— T w—_

they conduct the examination they may tell the patient what they are doing and what they ; 0 Cm e ¥ BT RS apessiy
are finding. The latter is what Heritage and Stivers (1999) call ‘online commentary’, illyss ; . ooQ[kay:* |

trated in lines 22, 24 and 31 in the following example.

(12) [from Heritage and Stivers, 1999]

0N W=

Doc:

Pat:

Doc:

Pat:

Doc:

Doc:

Doc:

Pat:

Doc:

Pat:

Doc:

Doc:

Doc:

Doc:

Pat:

Doc:

Pat:

How are you feeling to[day:.
[.hhhhh Better, hh[hhhhhh
[And your sinuses?
()
Well they're still: they're about the same.
()
About the sa:me? Okay. Why don't | have you sit up here for a second.
(1.1
| gave you a lot of medicine over the la:st (0.5) (general) month or so.
fer your sinuses.
(0.4)
But the heemobi::d and the vancena::se and then the antibiotic. the
augmentin.
0.7)
A::nd you should be noticing a pretty big difference
Compared to the first visit, () a lot.
(e
O:[kay.
[It’s still .hhh >you knowx< it's not a hundred percent.

_((Talk about medications, moving to physical examination, omitted))

Y-eah because that one you usually you need to take a little bit lo:nger.
(3.4)
Well | don't see any fluid=your ears look goo:d.
(3.6)
This one does t00:.
(5.6)
Let's see if we see any drainage
(.9)
Say ah:,
Ahh,
0.2)
And that looks real good too:
(0.8)
Are you having any real specific problems with the cou::gh, or anything
like that. >With your sinu[ses<
[Uh::(m) the only thing every once in a while |
get a- uh: a really wild (0.2) extreme tickle in my throat. And l:(ve)
gotta cough cough cough for: (0.2) seconds.

[But it just reoccurs (0.4) >two a three< times a day.
o(Well) let’s check your sinuses an’ see how they look today.®
(1.0)
That looks a lot better=l dont see any inflammation today.
(0.8)
Glood.
[(Good.)
()
That's done the trick.
(1.0)
So you should be just about o:ver it. | don't- ('m) not really (.)
convinced you have an ongoing infection=it seems like the
augmentin really kicked °it.%
Good.
O:kay. () An’ what else did we need to address your EKG:?

way of conducting the physical examination of a patient — by providing an online com-
ntary of what is being observed or felt, and of the physician’s evaluation — can play an
nensely important role in helping to persuade patients that there is nothing seriously wrong
h them. The patient in (12) has presented with continuing sinus problems, for which he has
taking medication. It is pretty clear that the patient persists with his symptomatic com-
ints (e.g. lines 5, 19 and 35-37), until the doctor’s continued online commentary (see lines
on) finally convinces them that there is nothing amiss (lines 48-56), after which they turn
ther matters (line 57). Heritage and Stivers (1999) found that when a patient and doctor
ed in their assessments of a patient’s condition — the patient believing his/her condition
worse than does the doctor — then a doctor’s use of online commentary as she examines
atient generally works to convince the patient that there is nothing really very wrong.
g@n@ is an important corollary to the use of online commentary, as illustrated in (12); by
TComing patients’ resistance to ‘no problem’ diagnoses, they are more willing to agree
non-antibiotic treatment plan, thereby reducing the likelihood that the physician would
; ppropriately prescribe antibiotics (Mangione-Smith et al., 2003). This begins to suggest
uwc research into institutional discourse can have practical applications — a topic that we
not have space enough here to elaborate upon (but see Antaki, forthcoming).

va._.:__._._oz>_._.< SPECIFIC INFERENCES

iCIpants orient to institutional settings through their recognition of and response to the
.,aEH inferences that they attribute to each other’s turns at talk. ‘Inference’ refers to
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DA: But you don't know if you felt sad or not?
D: | felt ba:d some. ((voice breaks))

pA: You felt ba:d some. You do remember.

D: Yes, | felt bad some.

DA: You remember that.

participants’ understandings of the actions that each is performing and the situationafly
relevant meanings of their utterances; those understandings are based on normati
tations concerning the nature of the occasion and each other’s roles within it.
The inferential basis for participants’ recognition of what the other means or i
an utterance includes expectations associated with each participant’s relevant in:

V€ expeg.

s doing ~

stitutiona] D: Yes.
activities. For example, in the following extract from a visit by a health visitor (HV), the pA:  You felt angry.
mother (M) treats HV’s observation that the baby is enjoving su kin thi i D: Yes. :
i i e i i Y ' dm % m i :_zm (e C = DA: You felt anger towards the person who stabbed him.
implying that the baby might be hungry (line 3). In so doing she orients both to the HV’ Y e
institutional task as monitoring and evaluating baby care, and to her own re e 2

sponsibility
and accountability for that care (note that the father treats the action implicature of HV’s
observation very differently, line 2). V

DA:  You remember specifically that you had no anger at
all about the person who stabbed him?

D: | felt angry about ... ((confused and inaudible))
DA:  You weren't angry at him.
(13) [from Drew and Heritage, 1992: 33] i o e

HV: He’s enjoying that [isnt he.
E: [Yes, he certainly is=

M: =He’s not hungry ‘cuz (h)he’s ju(h)st (h)had ‘iz bo-ttle .hhh
(0.5)

HV: You're feeding him on (.) Cow and Gate Premium.

Jtis fairly clear here that the DA’s questioning is designed to omwmczwr .%& the defendant’s
motive for assisting her boyfriend arose from her feelings about EB rmS:.m been wﬁwgmm.g\
the victim. It is clear also that it is evident to the gnwmnamsﬁ.ﬁrmﬁ this is E.o :.s« of questioning
which the DA is pursuing (on witnesses’ recognition of _Emm. of n:amzo:_bm,.w@n >:chos
,2& Drew, 1979: 112-121, 173-181). This is evident in her resistance E the DA’s m:mmnmsonm
about how she felt, and to his attempts to cast doubt on, and undermine, :Q.nc»_.moa <om.
sions of her feelings about the incident. In her answers she, for @a::n_aw rejects the DA’s
suggestion that she was upset because her boyfriend had been stabbed (lines 3-4), or :.z: she
felt anger towards the person who stabbed him (lines 25-26); .w:a she Emvo.zam to Ew mcmw
gestion that she had no feelings at all about the wound by agreeing .8 a g:&_moa version o
her feelings, which was that she was concerned about what was mE:.W on (line 9). ,

In these and other respects, her orientation towards the mEv__om:os.m of the DA’s ques-
tions, and her strategic attempts to avoid those implications, are particularly :ﬁ:%mnaz.r
Likewise, the ways in which the DA is alive to the implications .o.m her answers, and .r_m
attempts to combat her resistance, are equally transparent. The participants therefore design

U b wN =

The following example further illustrates participants’ orientation towards institutionally
specific inferences. The extract comes from an American cross-examination by the prosecy-
tion attorney (DA) of a defendant (D) who is charged with being an accessory to a murder.
Briefly, her boyfriend, Pete, shot dead a friend of theirs, after an altercation during which
the friend/murder victim stabbed Pete. The charge is that she aided Pete by getting admis-

sion to the victim’s apartment. Here the purpose of the cross-examination appears to be to
establish her motive in aiding her boyfriend.

(14)  [Murder trial: Cheek:35-A-1:136)

DA: And you had strong feelings over Pete at that time?

1 g s
2 D Yes()Iwas his girlfriend at the time. their turns with respect to the inferences to be drawn from each other’s aamo:_”.:_o_.gm,. in the
3 DA' You were upset because he was stabbed? context of the charge and the attendant circumstances of the incident with which it is con-
M W“> ,,\émm:.ﬁ e i — cemed. Each thereby orients to the strategic purpose underlying the other’s descriptions, and
: ‘t ? 7 : ) : : : i i B
& D zw: WIS UpELe Yol were happy constructs her/his descriptions with a view of their strategic goals (Drew, 1990). This asso
; 1 i . . : : at mi to as
7 DA:  You had no feelings at all about the wound that he ciation between the inferential meaning and strategy is part of what might be referred
8 had. the ‘pragmatics’ of institutional dialogue.
9 D: | was concerned about what was going on.
10 DA: Did you feel sad that he was wounded?
M Di I don't know. CONCLUSION
12 DA:  You don‘t know how you felt? | mean you could have X
“M . wmmz happy? We should highlight a point that until now has, perhaps, only been implicit. wmawﬁmgam ﬂ
; o. \ 2 i i 1
Sttt -verbal interactional resources which they w
15 DA:  You know you didn't feel happy. institutional encounters employ verbal and non-verb:
16 D: | gue::ss

possess as part of their linguistic and cultural competences — competences that they have
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acquired through socialization, and that underlie their participation in talk-in-interaction gen-
erally, that is, in ordinary mundane social interaction, as well as everyday (and sometimes less
mundane) workplace and institutional interactions (a particularly interesting study involving
the interplay between ‘mundane’ and ‘institutional’ forms is Maynard’s (2003) account of the
delivery of bad news in everyday and clinical settings). Hence the linguistic practices to be
found in institutional settings are not exclusive to such settings. One of the principal objectives
of research concerning institutional dialogue is, therefore, to show either that a given linguis-
tic practice or pattern is specially characteristic of talk in a given (institutional) setting, or that
a certain linguistic feature or practice has a characteristic use when deployed in a given setting.
This objective arises from the quite general issue which has informed our outline of this
f interactional analysis — namely, the importance of demonstrating not merely that
dialogue happens to occur in a certain institutional setting, but that through their language
use, participants will orient towards their respective institutional identities, roles and tasks
in that setting, i.e. that participants’ institutional identities and roles are proceduraly rel-
evant for their talk (cf. the discussion of extract (1) above; see Schegloff, 1992, on these
issues). The investigation of language use in any of the respects (levels) outlined here — lex-
ntial (including turn-taking), and pragmatic inf-
o their institutional

area o

ical selection, grammatical/syntactic, seque
erence — can reveal aspects of how participants themselves will orient t
identities and manage their institutional activities.

We have had space only to illustrate aspects of the use of language in institutional interac-
tions, particularly turn-taking, word selection, syntactic/grammatical construction, activities,
and setting-specific inferences. There is, of course, much more involved in, and to be learned
from, the analysis of institutional interactions. However, we hope that this discussion has at
least illustrated what we can begin to find through investigating how co-participants use lan-
guage to conduct their activities when visiting the doctor, conducting a job interview, being
interviewed for the radio, making a social security claim, appearing in court, and such like.

For the future, it is likely that this field of research will develop in a range of ways,
including:
ween ordinary so-called social talk-in-interaction and institutional interac:

tions, coming to a deeper understanding of both what is distinctive about institutional talk-in-interaction, and how

ordinary interaction provides the analytic bedrock for understanding how we use language in more specialized settings;
o the investigation of an ever-expanding range of institutional settings, or types of interaction;
the further development of research into medical interactions, because so much of the success of medica

on the communication between health care professionals and patients, and with one another;
o more genuinely applied research, which will contribute to the effectiveness of communication in institutional settings.

o by exploring in greater depth the interface bet

| care depends
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3<o_<ma. and covering a range of institutional settings. Some other monographs and edited collections focus on
_Em_..mg_oa .<<_%5 specific institutional settings, such as medical interactions, or courts of law. Among the key pub-
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wﬂa_:m:_ I. (2005) Institutional Interaction — Studies of Talk at Work. Aldershot: Ashgate
is is an excellent, up-to-date overview of the area; the thematic organization of thi . i
an ex ; i S Mono
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2@_;5 J.M. and Drew, P. (1979) Order in Court: The Organisation of Verbal Interaction in Judicial Settings. London:
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! teractions - here in courts and courtroom -
using CA's perspective and methods Femneten

Drew, P and Heritage, J. (eds) (1992) Talk at Work: Interaction in Instituti i i
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B o s ettings. Cambridge: Cambridge
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. I ; a clear theoretical and methodological int i
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noa.scca International. | |
A practical and methodological approach from a rather different perspective.
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Gender and Power in U_mnocam

Michelle M. Lazar and Cheris Kramarae

‘Many of us are now familiar with at least some of the ways that hierarchical social structures
and norms divide people into two classes, men and women, and how somewhat different
tasks, expectations, and evaluations are assigned to those classes and to the way women and
men talk. In this chapter, we shall take a deeper look at conceptions of gender and power
asymmetries, and discuss some of the ways discourse analysis research is helping to change
ideas about how ‘gender” is constructed through various types of talk and text.
Some people think that the terms ‘women’ and ‘gender’ are synonymous, and assume that

if the research is about ‘gender’ then it belongs primarily in Women’s Studies, or in courses

dealing with ‘special’ or ‘marginal” interests. Our discussion shows that the study OM gender
encompasses girls and"boys, women and men, and helps explain why feminist critiques .3,
gender in discourse are of critical value to anyone interested in current and important social
and political issues. "
. The chapter is organized mnocsa the three key words of our title: ‘Discourse’, ‘Gender’
and ‘Power’. Although these three are inextricably linked — it is hard to disentangle ‘gender’
ftom ‘power’ , and both quite crucially shape, and are shaped by, discourse —we will put the
spotlight on each of these concepts in turn, in order to tease out the relevant issues that have
Occupied scholars in the field. In oﬁm:_b:m the chapter thus, we draw together examples
- and case studies from a variety of mvvwomornm m:a methodologies pursued by language and
gender scholars who, although committed to particular theoretical, methodological and
- analytical positions, all broadly orientate towards, and demonstrate, the vibrancy of these
issues. Before we conclude, we provide a brief feminist discourse analysis based on excerpts




