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tion. These reportings thus constitute extremely embedded or indirect
presequience abjects.

In the final chapter of this part, we return lo the phenomenon of
recipient silence in the face of an utterance that solicils response. Here,
as Pomerantz shows, there are a variety of ways in which a response
may be pursued and the silence dealt with. Moreover each of these ways
will display a particular analysis or interpretation of the silence as a
product; for example, of a co-interactant’s not having heard the prior
utlerance, not understanding it, or tacitly disagreeing with it. Addi-
tionally, each form of pursuit will tend to imply a particular type and
distribution of responsibility for the silence, and the production of pur-
suit objects may be sensitive to this consideration. Thus, although they
are highly indirect, silences are nonetheless consequential social actions,
Part of their effectiveness as actions may derive from the onus that they
place on others aboul whether and how a pursuit is o be attempted.

Studies of preference organization have invalved a wide range of
conversational activities (Davidson forthcoming: Pomerantz 1975, 197Ba;
Sacks 1973c: Sacks and Schegloff 1979; Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks
1977; Wootton 1981a). Preference consideralions are clearly implicated
in the extensive use of presequence organizations (Sacks 1974; Schegloff
1977, 1980; Terasaki 1976), and given the close connections bebween
presequence organization and conventionalized indirection in speech
activity (Golfman 1976, Hennger 1977, Levinson 1983, Schegloff 1977),
they are also implicated as factors influencng the design of conven-
tionalized indirect speech acts. Finally, it may be suggested thal the
design features associated with the production of preferred/ dispreferred
activities: may inform and be informed by a logic of “face” considera-
tions {Brown and Levinson 1978, Goffman 1955) al the levels of both
form and usage.

4. Agreeing and disagreeing with
assessments: some features of

preferred/dispreferred turn shapes

ANITA FOMERANTZ
Liritersity of Clyfard

1. Introduction

When persons partake in social activities, they routinely make assess-
ments. Parlicipating in an event and assessing that event are related
‘enterprises, as the following excerpt illustrates:

(1) (VIYMC 1:4)

J5 Let"s feal the water. Ok, 1t ..,
H: Itigiwondertul . TE's just ripght. It's 1iks
bathiub water.

Inresponse Lo ['s suggestion to “feel the water,” R proffers a series of
assessments that are purportedly derived from her participation in feel-
ing the water. The relerences within those assessments (“I1's wonder-
ful. 1t's just right. It's like bathtub water.”) refer to the water that B
claims, via the assessments, to have experienced. Assessments are pro-
dured as praducts of participation; with an assessment, a speaker caims
knowledge of that which he or she is assessing,

The feature of the connectedness between (1) a speaker’s proffering
in assessment and (2) that speaker's presumed access fo, and knowl-

‘edpe of, the assessed referent is visible in declinations to assess. In each

of the following fragments, an assessment that is requested in a prior
turn is not proffered. A declination is accomplished with a claim of no

Aaccess Lo, or insufficient knowledge of, the particular referent in ques-

tion:
{2) (EBL:2.2.-2)

L An how!'s Lhe dresses coning along. How d'they look.
+11; Well uh' I haven't been uh by thers— (..

The work presented in this chapler is deeply indebted bo the reseanch carried out by thi
late Harvey Sacks. An earlber version of sonw of the malerials presented hise was submit-

bed as part of a Pho D thesis {University of California, Irvine, 1975). Emanuol Schegloff and

schiae] Moerman have fiven extensive comments and suggestEons on variows drafts,

a7
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{5) [(SBL:Z.Z.-1)

A o ds Aunt Eallie!

1 Well, I [suspact) she's better.

4 Oh thet's good,

B: 155" time we talked tuh mother she wis uh
better

[ Ly Allen, [(she wants too know. abouf i
{2.0]

+ B b, Allen dossn't know anyihing new out there

either.]

The speakers’ claiming insufficient knowledge serves as a warrant for
their not giving assessments because assessments are properly based on
the speakers’ knowledge of what they assess. One of the ways of war-
ranting a declination, then, is to deny the proper basis, that is, sufficient
knowledge, for its production.®

Although assessments may be seen as products of participation in
suctal activibies, the proflering of them is part and parcel of participating
in such activities. That is, they are occasioned conversational events
with sequential conatrainis, where ane major lecus of their occurrences
is on the occasions of participation, Recall excerpt (1), in which | sug-
gests that he and R feel the temperature of the water, While participat-
ing in that activity B proffers the assessments “It's wonderful, [1's just
right. It's like bathtub water.” Part of participaling includes proffering
ASSEESMEnls.

A second locus of assessments occurs within speakers' reports of their
partaking in activities. The connection between participating and assess-
ing may be seen in such reports. Each of the following excerpts has a
sequence of two parts. In the first part, a speaker references an occasion
i which he ar she had direct experience, for example, “We saw Mid-
night Cowboy yesterday.” The depiction of the event in question is not
complete with the referencing alone. A conclusion or point is needed: a
summary of the actor’s sense or experience of the event. In the second
part, then, the speaker indicates a sense of his or her experience by
giving an assessment.

Wy {J5:TI:41)
i (1] I -n then I tasted At [2] it w'z really
harrible ...
£5) (SBL:201.7.-1)

B [1] I/ st saw Wengreen outside [2] an’ she's sn
shals in bad shape.
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fGy (J5;11;61) (J and L are husband and wife.)

1 B [1] We smw Midnipht Cowbow smstorday =or
!ELIh-Ft‘iliﬂ-_'-‘

s {ih?

Li: Didju s- pou saw thaty [2] it's veally pood

(73 (KB:VIIL.-3)

A [1] We're painting Tike mad in the kitchen wand,
2] Ch ev'rything's workin' ouf =0 netiy here
wi th Our-
a8y (FD:1)
15 Tk whet's the condition of the building.
T Well, T haven'tl mde an inspection of it.

[1] Bbut ['we driven by 1t o few times, [2] and
uh it doesn't eppear to be too bsd,

A third locus of assessments is in nexl turns to inilial assessments.
Hecall that proffering an assessment 15 a way of particpating in at least
some activities; for example, assessing the water i3 a way of participating
in “feeling the water.” Iersons also have ways of coparticipating in
activities, One way of coparticipating with a co-conversant who has just
proffered an assessment 18 by profiering a second assessment. Tt is a
description of some features of second assessments that is the aim of this

paper.

2, Second assessments

Jecond assessments are assessments produced by recipients of prior
assesaments in which the referents in the seconds are the same as those
in the priors. A sample of a larger corpus of assessmenl pairs - initial
assessments followed by second assessments — is presented here. [nitial
asspssments are nokated with A, second assessments with A,

L4y (HE:IW.T.-44%
Al Al Adeline's such a swell [ Eal
A,:_, Fi Chy Gl whadds gl
- You know it!
(103 (J5:11:28H)
Al J: T's- fsub besutiful day out isntt it?
fle L Yeh fe£'s jus' gorgecus
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{11}

{

(MY 8. =2)

A weeoWell cangway, dbs—ihs nol too oolld,
£ Chit's warm .

CVINME: 1.-3% (J end Roare in-a mowboab oneoalake. )

il It's meally & clear lgke, dsp't it?
E: It's wonderfol.

(MY

A That (heh) =(behjscunded (hbh) gihhjuh!
B: That soun' == thatl sounded lnue:]:.:

[SEL; 2.2.4.=3)

A h it wiss just beautiful.
EB: Well thank you Uh I thought it was quite

nice,
(MB:VIT.-2)
E; p=that Pu:t isn'she a doj 117
M: Liven isa't she
pretty, i
{MB:VII.-13)
E: —w yihknow he's a goodlocking fel'n esz pot

o boautiful wi:le,=
M miegrs Gorrpeos Ei el

{SBL:2.2.3.-48)

B Wixll, it was fum L“L:t[Jm,
file
mimute of it.

MC:1) "He'' refers to a peighborbood dog.)

Bi Isn't he cute

A; 0::h he!':s a::Dlfahle

(JE:3%

C: aee otve WRSCE nloe Jady-<T liked hor

G; I liked her too

(MZ: 1 .45

L soe e g0 ity T dom' t even Koow £,
hihti! — helh!

W Yeriy, y-vou're not duip,

Yeah, T enjoved ewvery
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{21} (HEIIVI1. 6
5 A vao bbb G well it s me too Poriia,
1 hh wihknow T'm no- bottle o' milk,
(0.6)
h.-? ke Ohi o well yoroeasy tubopet along with,
[az) (WBE:IV:I1. =1}
L A God izn 1t dreary.
1 (0.6)

Al [‘:"I:-.'.nn-l.'.' I don't think-
412 LT "hh=it'e warm- though,

When a speaker assesses a referent that is expectably accessible Lo a
recipient, the initial assessment provides the relevance of the recipient’s
second assessment. That relevance is particularly visible when initial
assessments have a format to invite/constrain subsequence, for exam-

ple, as interrogatives:

{151 (MB-VIII.=-2) (Pat iz M's friend whom E
recently met.
3E: e-that Pa:t isn'she a do: & 19:7
MiZ iYeh iso't she
_pretty,
(18] (M2:1) (He!" refers to & neighborhood dog. )
=+H: Tan 't e cute

A: D:zhheris o DORable
or with interrogative tags:
(10} (JS:11 :28)

] T's= touh beautifol day out isn't it?
R Yeh dt's Jus' porgeous ...

(13 (VIVME: 1.-2) (J and R oare in s rowboat on oo lake, )
7 It's really a clear lake, lsn't it?
[ It's wonderful .

That relevance, however, does not rely for its operation upon an
interrogative format; initial assessments thal are asserted also provide
for the relevance of, and engender, recipients’ second assessments:

(13) (M.Y.)

{A and B both participated in the performnce which
is meferred to.)
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A  Thal (heh) s(hei) sounded (hhh) gChhjub?
i That =oam' — that sounded ' lovely ...

{17} (SAL:E. 23, <16
(A& and B both attended the brides party which is
rmeforred o)

EALE Well, it was fun C].-I.L!-iI'E.
d: Yoah, 1 enjoyed ewvery
minute of it.

The discussion thus far may be summarized as follows. One systemat-
ic environment in which assessments are proffered is in turns just subse-
guent to coparticipants” initial assessments. Just as the proffering of an
initial assessment is the first speaker’'s claim of access to the assessed
referent, the profféring of a second is the second speaker's claim of
access to that referent.? The description of assessmenl pairs as serial
claims of access, however, leaves unexplicated the procedures used to
coordinate the assessments: the initial ene with an anticipated next and
a subseq squent one with the j just price. This analysis now furps o some of
the features of the coordination of second assessments with their
priors.

Second assessments have been desenbed as subsequent assessments
that réfer to the same referents as in the prior assessments. Ths frature
may be restated as a speaker’s procedural rule: A recipient of an initial
agsesament turns his or her attention to thal which was just assessed
and profters his or her own assessment of this referent.

Though speakers do coordinate their second assessments with the
prioe ones by assessing the same referents, there are finer ways in which
they coordinate their talk. Consider the following sequence of assess
ments:

L 10) LIS E1.28)

d:  Tle= teuh beautiful day out isnt't 1c2
Li  ¥Yeh it's jus' porgeous .,

s initial assessment is an expression of approval, incorporating the
pasitive: descriptor “beautiful.” In proffering a praise assessment, he
nvites the recipient to coparticipate in praising the referent, that is, to
gree with him by proffering a subsequent praise assessment.

In a next turn to an assessment that invites agreement, o recipient
nay, and often does, elect to agree with the price. In datum {10) above,
L8 second assessment 15 a second praise assessment; it is a second
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expression of approval, incorporating the positive descriptor “gor-
geous.” The initial assessment invites a subsequent agreement; the sec-
ond assessment is proffered ns an agreement.

While a recipient may elect to agree wilth a prior assessment that
invites agreement, the redpient may alternatively elect to dIHEgEEE The
following excerpt illustrates this option:

(223 {MB:IV:1L1.~1}

L aod dzn UL dreary,
& L0.E)
Al T'how [ don't think-
AE B: ‘hh- It's wirm thows,

Als initial assessment is a complaint about the weather, incarporaling,
the negative descriptor “sroery.” In proffering the complaint, A invites
the recipient, P, Lo coparticipale in complaining aboul the weather — o
agree with her by proffering a subsequent complaint assessment,®

I*s second assessment is proffered as a partial disagreement with A's
pricr complaint. The inclusion of “though' does the work of claiming (o
agree with the prior while marking, and accompanying, a shift in as-
sessed parameters which partially conlrasts with the prior, It conlrasts
insofar as it is notproffered as a subsequent complaint assessment.”

It was proposed earlier that the proffering of an initial assessment to a
recipient who may expectably claim access to the referent assessed pro-
vides the relevance of the recpient’s second assessment, [ was also
sugpested that this proposal, as it stands, leaves unexplicated the ways
in which the parts of the asgessment pairs are coordinated one with the
other, A refinement of the earlier proposal is now in order.

In protfering an mitial assessment, a speaker formulates the assess-
ment 50 a5 o accomplish an action or mulbple achions, for example,
praise, complain, compliment, insult, brag, self-deprecate. In the next
turn to the initial proffering, an action by the recipient is relevant: to
agree or disagree with the prior. Agreement/disagreement names alter-
native actions that become relevant upon the profferings of initial as-
sessments. Such agreements and disagreements are performed, by and
large, with second assessments.

The proffering of an initial assessment, though it provides for the
relevance of a recipient’s agreement or disagreement, may be §o struc-
tured that it invites one next daction over its alternative. A next action
that is oriented o as invited will be called a preferred next ackips; iks
albernative, o dispreferred. sext sofion,

Agreement is a preferred next action across a large diversity of initial
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assesspents.? Agreement is nob mmarihly = across all initinl assessments
 a preferred next action. What is the preferred next action is structured,
in part, by the action p::r[m'med with the inibial assesament. Tor éxam-
ple, subsequent to a seli-deprecation, the usual preference for agree.
ment is nonoperaltive: An agreement with a prior seli-deprecation is

dispreferred. {See Section 4).

An import of the preference status of actions is that it bears on how
those actions are performed, Tsolatable turn-and-sequence shapes pro-
vide for different kinds of actualizations of the actions being performed
with and through them. Twao types of shapes are of interest for this
study: One type is 2 design that maximizes the occurrences of the ac-

tions being performed with them. utilizes minimization of gap belween
its initiation and prior turn's completion, and containg components that
are explictly stated instances af the action being performed. The other
| type minimizes the occurrences of the actions performed with them, in
part utilizing the organization of delays and nonexplicitly stated action
components, such as actions other than a conditionally relevant next.
The respective turn shapes will be called preferved-achion. furn shape and

dispreferred-netion firn shape.

The thesis of this chapter is that an action, by virtue of how the
participants orient to it, will be housed in and performed through a turn
shape that reflécts their orientation. That is, there is an assodation be-
tween an action's preference status and the turn shape in which it is

produced.

This chapter describes the kinds of organizations that bear on the
productions of second assessments. Ta show the relevance and opera-
tion af preference status on second-assessmént productions, two en-
vironments with differing preferences are examined: (1} seconid assess-
ments that are produced when agreements are preferred, and (2} second

assessments produced when agreements are dispreferred.

3. Second-assessment productions: agreement preferred

Subsequent o initial assessments that invite agreement, recipients’
agreements and disagreements, respectively, are performed in differ-
ently organized tumns and sequences. In general, agreement
ms/sequences are struchured so as to maximize CCCUTTENCES of stated
ements and disagreement turns/sequences o as to minimize occur-
ted disagreements. Some overall features of the respective

t

equence shapes are summarized in the points below:
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1, Agreements have agreement components oocupying the entire agreement
turns: disagrecments are often prefaced.

2. Apreements are accomplished with stated agreemesl compenents; dizagree
ments may be accomplished with a vanety of forms, ranging from unstated 1o

tated disagreements. Frequently disagroements, when sta ted, are formed as

partial agreements/partial disagreements; they are weak forms of disagree-
mant.

3. In general, agreemenis are performed with & minimization of gap between

' the prior turn’s completion and the agreement hurn’s initiation; disagreement

~ components are frequently delayed within a turn or over a series of turms.

4. Absences of forthcoming agreements or disagreements by recipients with
anps, requests for clarification, and the like are interpretable as instances of
wnstated, or as-vet-unstated, disagreements.

Agreements (agreement preferred)

For a recipient to agree with a prior assessment, he or she should show
shal his or her assessment of the referent just assessed by the prior speaker
stands in agreement with the prior speaker’s assessment. Different
types af agreements are produced with second assessments. As will be
“chown, the types are differentiated on sequential grounds, particularly
with respect to their capacities to occur in disagreement turns and
SeUENCes.

One type of agreement is the wpgrade. An upgraded agreement is an
“assessment of the referent assessed in the prior that incorporates up-
graded evaluation terms relative to the prior.® Two common techniques
for upgrading evaluations are:

{1) A stronger evaluative term than the prior, given graded sets of
descriptors, is selected:

(10) (J9:11:28)

Jr  T's- teuh beautiful day out iso't §t?
=+ L; ¥ehdit's just gorgecus ...

(133 (MY
A: That (heh) siheh) sounded (hhhd
glhh)unh!
4 B That sound' — that sounded lovely ...
{18y (MC:1)

Al Isn't he cube
= B 0+l he:;s aiIORablc

(2) An intensifier maodifying the prior evaluative descriptor 15
included:
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{233 (O1:4.-14)
‘Mo You must opdnito it was fun the night we
wis T doam
ST [Tt was great fun ..

(24) (SBL:Z.1.B.-5)

#:  She ssems like a nilece little lady
A ]Jwﬂ_l.l‘ly nice
littls persocn.

(85) [(J5:I01Y)

E: Hal couldn' get over what a good buy that
WELS E{Jnn}l.
Yesh That's o r— e (rerry good byl

E
Upgrades following assessments may be considered strong agree-
ments on sequential grounds, When they cccur, they oocur in agree-
ment turns and sequences and nel in combinations with disagree-
ments.” Upgraded agreements often occur as parts of clusters of agree-
ments, oF agreement series, for example:

(28) (JS:1:11)

E: Hil couldn' get over what a good buy that was
(Fony,

Ji [YFEJ:I. That's i I'= & irE'r}ngu-c:d buy ).
El: Yeu:ih, Great by,
(18] (MCI L)

Az They keep "im awiul nice: somohen

B: ©Oh wean I think she must wash 'im
[ERN 2ot le-Ek

Al God-che mest (h) wash 'imoevery day the
way he loocks [LD m

B I know it

‘A: He don't pet & chance to roll in the dirt

A leuen

Bl Right,

B:  (Yoeah)

2 of agreement is same evaluation. In this type, a recipient
me evaluation as the prior speaker’s evaluation. To asserl
ek recipient may repeat the prior evaluative terms,
md in a like series with, for example, “too’':
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{19)  (JK:3)

D - - . ahee was ae piee Tady—1 liked her
E R IE I liked her too

{267 (JEI

At Yesh I Tike it [ }
5 e I Tke it tooi...

or include proterms indicating same as prior:

(27)  (GTS:4:6)

R: Chh man, that was bitehin.
4 ofz That. was,

(28)  (GT8:4:15)

K: . He's terrdfic!
3ol Hez dis.

(20 (BBL:Z2.1.8.-5)

EH I think everyone enjoyed just sitling around
talling,

=A: I do too.

Same evaluations, of course; occur in agreement turns and agreement
sequences. Bul they also, importantly, occur as components within dis-
apreement turns and sequences. The following data show that same
evaluations, indicated by (1), may preface disagreements, indicated by

(2).

(B6) (I &J)

A Yeah T Tike it [t ]
Pz [1] I like it too [2] but uhh
hahheh it blows my mind.

[_E:? CJE 161y cE is L's oother. J and Loare husband and wife. )

i 'noshe said she f- depressed her terribly
[1] Oh it's Itert';lhl:.r depressing.
[1] Oh it's depressing.
Tﬂe[r[.r
[2] Bat it's a Tantascic  1ilm. ]
Liz1 1t a

SIS

beautiful movie
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{30y (HE:IVId)

B; I wisl you were gunnih staty

L [1] I do too. [2] But I think Oh I°we got sub
tipn moch tul do. 1 really, I've gotta get
home fer- hh I may stay next week.

In that at least some same evaluations are regularly selected as dis-
agreement prefaces, they may be considered a kind of weak agree-
ment. 1?

A third type of agreement is the dowrgrade. A downgraded agreement
is an assessment of the same referent as had been assessed in the prior
with scaled-down or weakened evaluation terms relative to the prior.

(3L {51}

A:  EBbe's o Tox!
*1:  ¥eh, she's s precoy girl.

(15} (HE:NVII:Z)
E: e—that Pa:t isn'she a do:p:11¥
. i¥eh isn't she
nretiy,

(14} (SBL:2.2.4.-3}

A Oh it wis Just beautilul .
k1 Well thank you uh I thought it was guite nico.

{32y (KC:4:10%

F: That's beautiful
K Is'n it pretty

| Downgraded agreements frequently engender disagreement se-

| quences. One response that conversants make when disagreed with is to
reassert the positions that they have previously taken, In response to
downgraded assessments, participants often reassert stronger assesss
menks.

(31) (GI:1)

AL Bhe's g fox.
i...' Yoh, =he's o pratty girl.

= Ch, she's porpeouns!
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(15) [(MB:VII:Z)
E:  e-that Pa:t isn'she a doi;:117
M: i¥eh isn't zhe
pretiy, 3
[}
*E O oshe's o besutiful pirl,

(33) (AR:1)

G; Thitk's fantiestic
Isn't that good

=+ H:
G Thet's marvelogs

(14} (SHL:2.2.4_-3)
B: Ao T thought thet uh (1.0) uhm Gepe's (1.0)
SiNEing was —
A Oh, was h;-[m:-T.y.
E; pretty much like hin:ﬁelu'
40 Yes, uh huh,
it'e— Oho it was wonderful

U the basis that at least some downgraded agreements regularly
engender disagreement sequences, they, like same evaluation agree-
ments, may be considered a kind of weak agreement.

When an initial assessment is profiered, agreement/disagreement is
relevant upon the completion, or more accurately, upon a possible com-
pletion point, of the proffering.'* The temporal coordination of the re-
cipient’s second assessment relalive o the prior assessment's possible
completion is a feature that bears on the accomplishment of the agree-
ment/disagreement. When agreements are invited, sirong or upgraded
agreements are performed with a minimization of gap (in fact, fre-
quently in slight overlap): |

[34) (KR:PT:19:r)

I: God 1t's pood, =
> - =Isn't that excl: ting,

(351 (J5:1:17)

B: Isn'at =
=+ E: =It"=s 1t :l]_nimzs.

(24 (EBBL:2.1.8,-4)

B: She'seems like o nice 1ittle lludy
4 A Aafully mice
little person.
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{25y (J5:T:711)
E: Hal couldn' get over what a pood buy that was

{ Fean}

I‘EEEJ'J That's & r— 2 (mrw[guui g h .

Yeath, Great buty,

+ o
+ E:
(18} (HC:1)

A: ‘They keep 'im awful nice sorehos
Ch yeah 1 think she mst wash 'm[am:rj.r weal
God-che mist(h)

wash 'im every day the way he 1ooks [Ln e

B
-+ A
- I koo it

Disagreements (agreement preferred)

When conversants feel that they are being asked to agree with: co-
conversants’ assessments, they may nonetheless find themsealves in the
position of disagreeing with them. A substantial number of such
disagreements are produced with stated disagreement components de-
layed or withheld from early positioning within turns ar.ud SEUeTIONS,
When a conversant hears a coparticipant's assessment being completed
and his or her own agreement/disagreement is relevant and dun?, h[_- ar
she may produce delays, such as “no talk,” requests for clarificalion,
partial repeats, and other repair initiators, turn prefaces, -arll.‘]I 500 OM,
Incorporating delay devices constitutes a typical turn shape for disagree-
ments when agreements are invited, ' )

One type of delay device is "no immediately forthcoming tnit:q. UPnn
the completion of an assessment that invites agreement or I:'LI]'lrtl'l!'.IE.ﬁ_l.l}r'l_.
4 eonversant, in the course of producing a disagreement, may i:ml.la_ltg.r
respond with silence. In the frapments below, gaps are notated with
{—], disagreement turns with (12

(22} (NB:IV:11.-1)

A Oodidizn it drearys
S (0.6
Al Y¥lmow I don't think- |
{E) B [‘hh. it's warm though, |

{36) [SBLr2.1.7.-14)
o ramlg ) canse those things take working at.
() {2.0)
(B Bt [hhbhh) well, they do, but
Hy [‘["I__{ey amen't acoidents,

Agreenng anid distgroeing with fazessmenls |

Br  Ho,othey takesworking st Bub onothe other band,
somes people are borm with uhe {1207 well a
sense of hemor, I think is something yer bom
with Bea.
Az ¥es. Op-it's o— 1 hawe the— oh wes, I think &
Lol L people are, bt then I think it can be
developsd, Too.
) {170)
Yeah, Dot bhers s
s lﬁ'ﬂlr-
A: any of those attributes can be developed.:

(3T) (TG:3)

A cea Yoy soundd very Tar away.
(=] [0.7])

B: T.do?

Ar Ymeshm.
(DY Br '‘mho-I'mnoit,

Another class of delay devices includes repair initiators, In the course
of producing a disagreement, a recipient rila_}'_re?.ie.at clarification with
“what? “Hm?’ questioning repeats, and the like, In the [ollowing
excerpts, clarification requests are marked with (*), disagreements/ dis-
confirmations with (.

{38} (MC;1:30)

i Maybe it's just ez well Wilbur,
L Himt'?
L:  Maybe it's just ‘ez well wou don't know.
(2.0

(D) W: Well / ubh-I say it's suspicious 1T could be
something good Loo,
(38) (TG:1)
B Wny whhat'sa mattuh with y-¥ih sou nd=
Az Mothing.
B: = 11__,II!.‘]-"‘i-"'|!'J hiky
(*) A: 1 sound ha:p By
B: Yeruh.
(0.3) =
(D} Az Moz,
A7) (TG:3)
A con Yoo soned very faroaway.
Lo vy
{*} B I do?
Ai Meadhm,
{Dy By oo I'mnooit,
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Disagreement components may also be delayed within turns. Conver-
sants start the turns in which they will disagree in some systematic
ways. One way consisls of prefacing the disagreement with "uh’s.™
“well's'" and the like, thus displaying reluctancy or discomfort,' An-
other way is lo preface the disagreement by agreeing with the prior
speaker's position. Agreement prefaces are of particular interest because
agreements and disagreements are, of course, contrastive components.
When they are included within a same turn, the agreement component
is conjoined with the disagreement component with a contrast conjunc-
tion like “but.”” An apparent puzzle regarding the agreement-plus-dis-
agreement turn shape is why recipients agree with assessments when
they will shortly disagree with them.
 Agreement components that occur as disagreement prefaces regularly

|are weak agreements. They are primarily agreement lokens, asserted or
claimed agreements, same evaluation agreements, and qualified or
weakened agreements:

Tokens

Cq0) (JG:IT,1.-15]

B vew ot e remlly both basdeally honestly
BOEE. YO0 OWEL WAy .
-+ [ Essontially, exdaspt sae"we hadds good
relationshlp et bhome.
il “hirhbh ¥Ye:s, but T mean it's s melationship
whetre ..

(A1) (MC:1.-13)
W I =ew by hand ( ¥, —— {uh huh}), I'm
fantastic {you never I.a*-aw anything like 1t}
1 kmow but I, I-1 gtill say
thet the sewing machine's guicker,

=+ Lt

(42) (JG:TI:1.-27}

G el hibacn? ub byopod 1 ocan' even sead oy
id tuh public school biouz they' e =o pod
divm Tousy .
0 Werill] that's a generality,
i “hhi
g! We've got am protty [tgl:n:-l:l schools. )
B

Weell, yeah but where in
the hell em [ fonna live.
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(437 {GT54:32)

i Pubehu admit he is having fum and you think
it's funny.
Kz I think it's fumny, yveah, But it'sa
ridiculows funmny.

{36 (SBEL:2.1.7.-14)

i ... cause those chings bake working al,
(2.0)
4 B:  {bhhhh) well, they i:.h, but-
fLi They ameh't accidenls,
s+ B: Mo, they tuke working at but co the other
hand, sone pecple ..

{44} (SBL:2.1.7.-15)

A Well, ohouh I think Alice has uh:: i- meg- and
mavbe as you say, slightly different, but I
think sk has a good sense  of huror

[ veh, I think she
does too bul she has a differant Lype.

- B

Westkested andior quelified agreement asseriions

45} (SEL:1.1.10.-93

B: I think T'11 eall her and ask her if she' s
interested becaust she's a pood nurse, and 1
think they would like her don’t you?

=%t Well. I'11 tell you, I haven't seen Mary for
years. 1 should- As T remenier,. Ves.

B: TWell ¢o you think she would fit in?

-+ A Uam, uh, I'don't koow, What I'm uh
hesitating sbout is uh — ubm maybe she would.
(1:0)
A Uhbuc [ would besitate to uhm —

(417 {MC:1.-13})
L: I kmow but I, I-1 still say thet the sewing

machine's quicker, :
=W- ©Oh it c'n be gquicker but 1t doesn' do the jo:ib,

[(36Y {SBL:2.1.7.-14)
B: . well & sense of hmor, T think is something
yver bom with Bea.
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+ A7 Yem. O dit's o~ T haowe the— eh'yes, T think a
lotta people are, but then T think it can be
developed, oo,

4B (MTL=23Y
W . The—the way T feel about 1t irz, thal s
Lomg s she marﬁcvat.ea_ af ' —an"she balieives
that she's running my 1i:fe, or, vou know, or
directing it one way or anothuh, and she feels
happy about it, I do whatever I plense (I hany
i hvali) ~1I.I[H![|f ]
[z Yemh,
- Lt a1l —ieh=thatts true: = [ mean ef=thatl's
alright, -- uhb—ut uh, ¢z long ez yoll oot
Bat h=-it's-eh-to mes:, — after anjone ..

Just as the agreement components that preface disagreements are
characteristically weak, soare the disagreement components thal follow.

Disagreement types may be differentiated as strong or weak on se-
quential grounds: They differ in their relative capacities to co-occur with
agreement components.

A strong disagreement is one in which a conversant utiers an evalua-
tion which is directly contrastive with the prior evaluation. Such dis-
agreements are strong inasmuch as they occur in turns conlaining ex-
clusively disagreement components, and not in combination with
agreement components, for example:

(20 (MCi1.-45)

Le e I'mosordumb T odon' b oeven khow At bbbl —
heht
= Wo ¥onoowv=you'Te Dot duaimb)

(47) (SPC:144)

R vee o we2ll mever mind. It's ot UMOONCAENT.
+« 0 Well, it is impartant,

The disagreements that occur in the agreement-plus-disagreement
turns are not the sirong type, that is, same referent-contrastive evalua-
tion: construction, Co-occurring with agreements, the disagreemoent
components are formed as partial agreements/partial disagreements: as
gualifications, exceptions, additions, and the like.
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(43} (GES 4:32)

R: Butchy admt he 1= haing funsl o think
1ths Funny,
= K Dehink dit's funny, yeal. Buts'se
ridiculouws: funny .

K after asserting an agreement (1 think it'smny, wah"), produces a
qualification of the agreement by specifyin: kisd of funny {"it's a
ridiculous funny™). The disagreement compeent & formed as partial
agreement/partial disagreement with the pm

(407 (MEIIT.EC=187)
: Yae youItae TRAlly both bRsical westly: pone
VOUE DT WAYE .
+ I Essentially, excepl welvwe had god
relationship et homes.

In response to C's initial critical assessment, Dmamearganized with an
mnitial agreement token (' Essentially'') follesd bva favorable assess-
ment {“we've hadda good relabionship et hoe'). Indifting the class of
evaluation from critical to favorable, D penmsadisagreement, The
specificaion of the referent (“relationship etome) in the favorable
assessment permits [ o claim agreement withe pior critical assess-
men! while producing the favorable assessme disgeement as a quali-
fication of, or exception to, the prior. (See themlermielating to note ).

Although both agreement and disagreemewmpments are presen|
in the agreement-plus-disagreement turn orgaato, such turn shapes
are used for disagreeing rather than agreeing Bt disagreement, and
not agreement, is centrally sequentially implsivennext turn,

Ta reiterate; when agreements are invitedbinitd assessments, dis-
ggreements that are proffered regularly are gomd in tums and se-
quences that exhibit the following features || thenclusion of delay
devices prior to stated disagreements like sises bsitating prefaces,
requests for clarification, and/or (2) the inclen o weakly stated dis-
agreement components, that is, partial agenemb'partial disagree-
ments. These two features — delaying the sisl ceponents of an ac-
tion being performed, and/or produdng wedy sted components of
that action — are partially constitutive of fussequace organizations
associated with dispreferred: actions.

These turn/sequence shapes not only hee desgreements when
agreements are invited, but constitute part dae apratus for accom-
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plishing disagreements as dispreterred. That the set of devices used 1n
these turn/sequence shapes may be oriented o as disagreements in the
course of production provides for the possibility and actualization of
minimizing the occurrences of overdly stated disagreements in these
environments,

When & speaker proffers an initial assessment that invites agreement,
a redpient may elect to respond with actions that are neither stated
agreements nor stated disagreements like silences. Inasmuch as such
responses co-oceur with disagreements they may be orienled to as in-
stances of disagreements in the course of production, that is, unstated,
or as yvet unslated, disagreements.

Prior speakers may elect lo resume talk in the emergent gap. In the
resumption, they may orient to their coparticipants as disagreeing or
probably disagreeing. That orientation can be seen in the modifications
that they make. They asseri new positions that lessen the differences
between their own positions and presumed contrary positions,'? In the
following excerpts, prior speakers resume talk with reversals of and/or
backdowns from, prior assessments:!?

(48} (SBL:3.1.-8)

H! ...an' that's not an pwful lottn fradteske.

(1.0)
R Coirese 1t 45, A little picos poos o Long way,

(49) (SBL:3.1.-6)
A:  DUn livers "n— gizeards 'nostuff ke that,
moakes LT real Vimmy .
(1.6}
+ 4:  Makes it too rich fer me::, but-—makes At

VLY

[50) (JS:I1:48)
L: D'they have o good cook there?

£1.7})
+ L Hothing special?

Backdowns, then, may be protfered when recipients potentiily dis-
agree. A disagreement is potential at such points because, though the
participants seem headed toward a disagreement, there is still room to
avert it. For example, a resumption which contains an appropriately
modified assessment may elicit a recipient's agreement:
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[48) (EBL:3.1.-8)
B =L EINE
(1.0}
B: Course it is, A little piece goes & lang way.
+ A:  Well that's ripght

that's not an awful lotts fruitcake

(50) (J5:T1:48)
L: D'they have a pood cook chemm?

(1.7
L  Hothing: specinl?
4 Ho. — Ewery- everybody takes their turns.

The combination of conversants’ delaying or withholding their dis-
agreements together with fellow conversants’ modifying their positions
permits stated disagreements to be minimized and stated agreements to
be maximized. It is not only thal what would be a disagreement might
not get said, bul that what comes to be said may be said as an agree-
ment,

Just as silences may signal potential disagreement, so may hesitations,
questioning repeats, requests for clarification, weakly stated agree-
ments, and the like, do the same. In general, dispreferred-action turn
organizalion serves as a resource Lo avaid or reduce the ocourrences of
overtly stated instances of an action.

The preference structure that has just been discussed — agreement
preferred, disagreement dispreferred — is the one in effect and operative
for the vast majority of assessment pairs. Put another way, across differ-
ent situations, conversants orient to agreeing with one anather as com-
fortable, supportive, reinforcing, perhaps as being sociable and as show-
ing that they are like-minded. This phenomenon seems ta hold whether
persons are lalking about the weather, a neighborhood dog, or a film
that they just saw. Likewise, across a variety of situations conversants
orient to their disagrecing with one another as uncomfortable, unpleas-
anl, difficult, risking threat, insult, or offense.

Though sociability, support, and solidarity often involve the partici-
pants’ agreeing or at least not overtly disagreeing with one another,
there are nonetheless circumstances in which sociability and support are
accomplished by disagreeing, After self-deprecations, conversants typ-
ically treat disagreements as preferred and agreements as dispreferred.

£. Second-assessment productions: agreement dispreferred

When a speaker produces a self-deprecating assessment, the recipient’s
agreement or disagreement is relevant in the next turn, An agreement
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with a prior speaker's self-critical assessment amounts to the second
speaker’s criticdism of his or her coparticipant.

Crilicisms of one’s coparticipants are a class of actions that often are
performed in dispreferred-action turn/sequence shapes. A boef summa-
v of evidence to that effect is provided in the two points belows

(1) A substantial number of coparticapant criticisms are performed by
speakers’ delaying or withholding the criticisms from carly positioning
within turns and sequences,

In the following datum, [ is asked to assess A's newly acquired print.
i+} indicates favorable assessment, {—) indicates critical assessment.

(51 (JSiT,=1])

Ar D'wyuh lictke il¥
(+)D: Thhh'Yes 1 do like 1t=
(=30: =althoupgh I rreally::=

B =h0juimake 1G7

A: Ko We bought it, Tt's a 'hh a Mary Kerrica
print.

D: Ohil k=)=

A: =0z that make any sensa Lo you?

C:  Mmoh. 1 don' even know who she 1=

fii  Bhe's that's, the Sister Herrida  ishi,

T |

D: Oh  that's the one you to:ld: me oo bou:ght.=

i) LT_'E: [

i [‘fe:h

L ['i"&.h..

Al Right.
(1.0}

A It's worth, somelhing,
{1.0)

Az There's only a bundred of'm
(0.5

D Hm

E:  Wnlch picture is bhat.

A:  The one thet s=ws Llle.
(1.5]

A ( 34

=D “hhi Well 1 don't= I'm net a grest fan of this

tvpe of a2irvi. There are cerliin= onos T st
thet' T like, But: I like the w- =

E:r =15 {hene :um[T.t#.:h way of spelling Life?

(= —more Tealistio-

A:  hhmh!

e Mg terald ii wd loo{hhjk folh],

Ik nli!

{=00: Yih d=know why I oden't poo fer this type of uh::
art, Becuz 1t— it 'strikes me ez being the
magazine advertisement v, Which some uh-uh
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some i) Lhesn are really preat. But cubm T-my,
tpste in art is for the more uh;: wh lt-t-treh-
it tends toh be realistic.

A speaker’s coparticipant criticism may be potential through a number
of turns in which no stated criticism is produced. That 15, a speaker may
withhold a criticism in one sequential environment and come to state it
in another, In the following datum, F asks N to evaluate the nail man-
icure that F did on N's nails. N's initial report is positive. Subsequently,
F proffers a trouble (*hh Well | was afraid . . .} that invites M to
confirm, or alternatively to disconfirm, that trouble or similar ones. The
trowble is confirmed by N, who then elaborates with critical
descriptions:

(S (JGIRS:E)

E: “hiv el D ko did the polish work ocherwise,
L | o F—th, fi:ne, fiipe, In fact I didn' even
Touch em up this wesk at all
Ha Yo didn®
{+ M7 T
F: ‘hb Well T waes afradd maybe they might ubbub
bbbl litcle bit " koow they [kj_mﬂ
= Well Ahey dizd.

Tha—tha-that one thing it with the artificial
niil bidbbled some
F- weah. Well T ows alradd it would
I i [ ¥ kb patch bubbled |

Coparticipant criticisms may be withheld, that is, not said, over the
course of enlire sequences. Since what is not said is, obvioosly, unavail-
able in the record of what is said, instances of withholds cannot be
directly peinted out. There are, however, reports of withholds. A class
of talk routinely repu-rtﬂd as withheld, or normatively withholdable, is
coparticipant criticism:'®

(53) (NB:IV.-30)

CiWhat is reported ms not sald is & critical
peeenmment of a mestaurant which Eate, Frapk's wife,

apparently choss, )l

=+ 0:  En I didn' wanng say-eh:: Kite said she alwiys
wanduh see it so, “hhh 1 never said anything
but- uh Frank said t'day he sex "wasn' that the
dirtiest. place?™
A Yizh,
+ P lpn T said "Vikknow? I felt the same thing? But
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I didn' wanna say snything to yub, but T jo=°
[[elt- =dirty when T walked oo the carpet.”
Ar ¥ah.

(54} (JG:4.6.-20)

C:  An T said pow wadl €ill you see mod pet all this
stulT on. Well wouknow wiat 1 looked Tike, 1
looked like I was thirty-=ix old- vesrs old
tryin to look sixteon,

J: 0 kb Go:od

= An you lmow everybody just sorta
stood there an nobody winned: To 'say woll sou
Iocle pretty stupid b=h=h mmo ther.

Withholdable talk like a coparticipant criticism provides for recipients’
interpreting silences.

{2) When coparticipant criticiams are proffered, the crilicism turns
frequently have weak-type crticism components. This feature may be
seen most clearly with criticisms thal are delivered with contrastive
prefaces:

(28] (J & J)
{{B iz assessing 8 coparticipant's change of hair
color))

f: T like it too but ubh bahbeh It blows my mind

E51) (JSiL.=1)
E: “hhh Yeés T do ke it=althouph I really:::

E: “hhh Well 1 don't= 1'm not & groat Con of this
type of a:rc ...

With this type of construction, the prefacing favorable assessment is
typically a moderately positive term (e.g. “like”) and the prefaced un-
favorable assessment is generally formed as an exception.

The contrastive-preface turn shape for coparticipant criticisms (favor-
able assessment plus critical assessment) is structurally similar to the
turn shape for disagreements (agreement plus disagreement). In each
case the contrastive prefacing component is a weak or token instance of
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the pre_ferred action; the prefaced component is a weak instance of the
sequentially implicative dispreferred action.

Subsequent to self-deprecations, the alternative actions of agreeing or
disagreeing are nonequivalent. When conversants overly agree, they of
course endorse the prior criticisms as their own. Participants may be
eritical, and recognized as such, even when they do not overtly agree
with the criticisms. [f criticizing a co-conversant is viewed as impolite,
hurttul, or wrong (as a dispreferred action), a conversant may hesitate,
hedge, or even minimally disagree rather than agree with the criticism.
When conversants disagree with prior self-deprecations, they show sup-
port of their co-conversants. If supporting co-conversants is viewed as
natural, right, and/or desirable (as a preferred action), conversants
would state their disagreements with prior self-deprecations aovertly.

The constraints that bear on such disagreements are specific to prior
selt-deprecations and not crilical assessments in general or of nonpre-
sent parties. In the following fragments the coparticipants are collab-
orabively criticizing nonpresent parties. In the course of criticism se-
quences, seli-critical asscssments may be engendered. (S0 marks a turmn
in which the speaker criticizes both a nonpresent party and herself:

[85) (SBL:2.2.3.-15)

A: But she doubled uh Gladyses three hesrts, and
b == Lil uh, -= uih mh mh gosh she led out &8
real small heart, o Little theee 'r somethin
lika that 'm hehh I thibh}ink I th{hhh} think
Elva took it wifhyth a four.

‘hbhf hehh heh heh [heh heh meh hen Gihlhjod T=
Hhehh heh heh
=cruilcls died

[']:lhh heh heh heh

“Ih#y hish Bhiy hhih

‘hith Thiz's when she had the trep all th-
well T only hed owo &n' =0 on, but but an'
sha wis tryina get- But it seem! tuh me
lithhjke =he had oh- she had Eum—k]’.ug left

heh keh beh=

el

=hzh heh heh
heh heh heh “heh heh lhuh heh heh heh
An® then she lays down
heg the sce, 8 little ol' little you lmow,
' here-
"heh heh
An' she let= everybody telks "m
['hE.I'l heh heh
hhify "hhke bk bk "hih [1-\'5-11 vou kneay ith=
Well, at least [ fesl

W W

el

(=0
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boo 1 mean 1 fesl good when I'm playin with
her because T fesl like uh her amd T play alike
hedil ;
Wi
B: Mo, You play besutifully. But ¥-— uh see, W
we get wsed to peonple m_-'_ll just realize with
Gladys she's gonna do This.

i e o o = e SR
- I 3 n 1 11 m
e hihh 1 called las! ni- he se@ l:un 1 ca .
tult come down fer the, Thanksgiving, cleal" nzh-
T 'hh Well §iE DID THE SAME A THIMG ET CHEISTHAS
TEME,
A [HRISTMAS EVE 'E LEFT ME HERE ALHE.
3 YEAH i ; : ;
(D A ‘fhih T ean' t say anything, I'm stupid, er uh 'f
[ think wh- the-f-ub-swmp'n about a man er
the gover'mont yihknow, T uh- "khh Oh 'ﬁ‘E'I.l‘iT_. 5
me too Portia, hh' yihknow I'm no bottle a'milk.
TO.61
P -E:h_-.- wall yer emsy tuh get along with, but 1
fexonw b 5 %‘E: way. God, Jist Luh go out fishin
with imw'd- drives m: up a wa:ll,

Tn each instance, the bwo kinds of critidsmes, self and nun!:lres.ent
party, are treated separately in the mext turn. The "Til.':H-IjE[:_IIIT"I.’.IﬁI'Iﬂ!‘l i:m;-
priority; it 15 addressed first with a disagreement. That unit is followe:
by a contrast conjunction, and the criticism of the nonpresenl party 1=
subsequently agreed with,

(55) (8BL:2.2.3.-13}
Dispgreament: Moo ¥eai play beautifully.

Trimsition: Hut
ngl-;-ea-rmt: y! uh Zes, when we get used Lo
pecple we'll just ranlize with

Glady: she's gonna do this.

{21y (MEIViN-6) .
Disagrecarent; Ch wiell yer easy tuh get along with,

Transilion: bt o

Apreement: [ hnow bie's Lhat way. God, JJist L

; o out fishin with im w'd- drives me
wppeon w1l

The unitsin the priar turns with which the disagreements disagree are
the self-deprecatory components. Such disagreements are specifically
and selectively respansive to the prior self-deprecations, They are locally
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engendered disagreements that are performed with staled disagreement
components, that is, contrastively classed second assessments.

Subseguent to self-deprecations, disagreements and agreements, re-
spectively, are performed with different turn organizations. In the next
two sections, some features of disagreement and agreement turns sub-
sequent o sell-<leprecations are described.

Disagreements with prior speakers’ self-deprecations

When disagreements are performed, disagreement components gener-
ally occupy the entire self-deprecation response units, Thal is, there are
routinely no contrastive components before or after the disagreements
as part of the units, Some of the more prevalent disagreement compo-
nents are briefly discussed below.

Partinl repeals. Disagreements may include partial repeats that challenge
and/or disagree with their priors.'® They are often followed in the same
turn or in a subsequent turn by other disagreement components. [n the
following fragments, responses to self-deprecations include partial re-
peats (PR) followed by stated disagreements (D)

(567 (AP fn)

Li  ¥Wou're ool Dored Chus}?
(PRIE: Borod?s=
(s =No. We're fascinated.

(57 (SBL:1.6.-13)

B: can Il bryvipa pet slim.

(PFRY A Yerah? [‘:'-r:-u get zlim, my hemvens.
B: heh heh heh bob Dk b

(O A You don't neod Lo ogpet any slimmab,

LE8Y CIG: I, 2 14900

o= cee C{hMenL dinomy oid Bpe e slowin doun
considera bly, "5 “hhhishh o

{Fit) D: e 111 ald ag.

fIRR _lll.h;.tL'r you Lhivdy £ :'m'Jw;'?l
s hivah = meh=lhieb-heh-hehf o=k hYhel e el ey
(1) hh-bh hhh=hhi! 1
431 ok 'I:'..'h]1l'|.'|:||1hhlh.hj1

g3 Th: But - voung: thivdy T1ive,
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(5% {JG:d,6.=6)
O Trhaseonoodates.  Todont goo
Lhere [is no-sense in banging onto the clothos,
J: {Are you-} ({high pitch))
{ER) J; What oo ya o mean you don't have any
da:tes ((low piteh))
4 Well: I just don'cigo out anymore that's all
(D) T if: that's ridiculows

Negations. Disagreements may include negations like “no,"” “hm-mh,"
“not.” A “no’” may occur as a first component in an answer to a self-
deprecating question:

(B0} (JG:2)
R: Did she get oy card.
:  Yesh she potcher card.
R: Ird she t'ink it was terrible
~+ 0 FWoosho thought it was very edobrable.
tB1) (SEL:2,1.8.-8)
E: I wes wondering if 1'd ruined yer- weekend
by ub
+4 [mo. Yo Hwmh. No. I just loved to have— ...

(36 (AP )
{(L, the hostess, is showing slides. )}
L: You're not bored {huh)?

5 Bored=
- 5t =ko. We're fascinated

or as a first component ina response to a self-deprecating assertion:

(05) [(S0L:2.2.3.-15)

il von I feal like ul ber and T play alike hebh
=+ H: No. You play beautdfully.

(200 (MC:1.-25)

L: ivo En T thoupht tuh myself- ((with a gravelly syocdel))
=g whize wiwn do T et smart, [T'mso durb [ don't
even kmow it.  hith! == hel!

*¥W:  Y-no, y-you'me yer not tuimb, my God you- wou hit it
right on the head,

#::;!_igfg;qgmg_nt_m;}r_ be an assertion that contains the prior deprecat-
(ing term negated with a “not”:

Agreemg and disegrecing unth nssessments 85

(203 (MC:1, 45

Li; o I'mso dumb T don®t oeven knew it, kil — heht
= Wi w-nog w=you'ne nobodoim,

[G2) IR:L)

G o ot dtts not bad foroan old Lady.
+C: You're mot old, Grandra . .

Compliments, Disagreements with prior self-deprecations very frequently
include evaluative terms. Such terms are contrastively classed relative to
the prior self-deprecatory formulations; they are favorable, complimen-
tary evaluative terms:

{55} (BBLi2,2.3,-15}

A I mean T feel pood shen 1'm playing with her becassea
I feel like uh her and I play alike hehh
= I Mo, You play besutd fully, ;

{63) (SBL:2.2.3. -40)
Bz And T never wosoa grealh)t Brich)dge plavib)er
Claiihire,
4 A Well T think vou'we alwavs boon rosl good,

(64} (NC)

i oo era Momma She talks better than T do
« B 4w yvou talk fine

(607 {JG:2)
R: [de ghe pet my carmd.
C: Yesh she potcher card.
R Did she 1link it wis lerrible
-+ Noshe thought 1t was wery adchrable.

{21} (NB:IV:1.6)

i voo  hhhOh well it's me too Portia, hh yihkmow
I'm no botole a'l milk,
(0.6

-« [ Oh:: well ver easy tub get aloag with, but 1
know he's TRt way, iE

(61) (SRL:2.1.8,-8)

B T was wondering if I'd ruined yer-woekend
[113' uly

i g

= A& Mo, Hmomh, Noo 1 just boved podhase— ..
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(56) (AB: )

L You! 7 not bored {huh 3%
-+ 5 Bored? Moo we'lre fascinated.

[65) (EB:1}

5x  ...1 hope by next semester dt'11 bea blih)t
bihiedd(hier heh beh beh heh Thh
‘]:h[heh (prob®ly not)

+ B: i ) Yo' re doing very great no!w

Disagreements with prior sell-deprecations are performed as stated
disagreements. Even in a minimal disagreement, o stated disagreement
component such as “no’’ is employed, followed by a shift in referent
and/or topic:

CEB ) (SHLI2.203.-10)

B:  fAnd uh that poor 1i°1 Gladys she, know shbe
pever did get it right abaout where she plaved

Al hiy
B Zhe was heh!
Al Eﬁuewmt_:lnﬂstﬂshm[aslwa&a.
[3: heheh
-+ B [Hn:-. but  =he 1=
Al el heh hehbeh
- By _peven up to the lagt ome, they practically=
Al heh heh
B =hadiuh thihirow her outta that [1‘1131. tar hhhible
“heh heh ... i
Al “hek heh heh
neh heh heh ..
(6T) (fn}
C: I'm talking nomsenss now
a4 A o :

A but T think I'm ready for dinner amway.

he preceding discussion of partial repeats, negations, and compli-
ments focuses on some of the more commoen components used to dis-
agree by recipients of prior seli-deprecations. This description, of
course, is not exhaustive of the disagreement procedures used in these
environments. While some of the more prevalent disagreement compo-
nents have been mentioned, self-deprecations are overtly disagreed
with in guite’a mnge of forma. Some illustralions of stated disagree-
ments, undermines, disaffilistions, and the like follow:;

(1A speaker mav disagree by prolfering an assessment that claims

Agreeing and disagreeing with assessments 57

access to the attribute critically assessed, that is by proffering a con-

trastive second assessment (compliment and/or negation).

(65} (SBEL:2:3.3.-15)

Az vvoo I feal like wh her and T play alike helh
+ B Ko, ¥our play beaurifully,

20 (MCL.-d458)
L: ... I'mso dumb I don't even know 1t. hhhl
= lwh!
R LS Yono, y-vou're not duimb,
{2 A speaker may disaffiliate with a prior critical assessment by prof-
fering an assessment that makes no claim of access, that is, by profier-
ing a critical assessment of the prior lalk.

(580 (JG: .6, -6
i I hijver noodates: I odon't goc
there is no sense ip hanging ontache clothes.
J: | Are yous3  ((high pitch))
alz Whie ooy mean-on don't have any o Les,
- (¢ low pltch))
G Wello I just, don'Logo outanymmore: Bhik s pll,
J: (h: that's ridiculous.

—

{31 A speaker may undermine a pnor self-critical assessment by more
favorably recategorizing or reformulating the sclf-deprecating attribute.
Instances include:

COE) (530, =7

R: ‘hh But 1'monly getting o C onim report card
113 MLt R
« 1 Yeh but that's passing Ronald,

R's sell-deprecatory formulation, “only . . . a € is.a member of the
collection of letter grades that has other members {"A™ and “B”) ranked
above i1 (s formulation “passing”” involves a shitt to the collection of

. grades; “pass”—""Tail,"" where the sclection is the success member of the

L,

B9 (MC:1.-38%

Wl et I've b gidte o digtancs bulls ol
4 L Everybody has a distance.
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In response to W's self-deprecation, L proposes that W's condition is a
general condition (“Everybody has a distance™), By proposing thatitis a
common and normal condition L undermines the validity of W's seli-
deprecation.

(703 (SBLi2.2.3.-4)
B: Well, do vou remember thal s could even bear the
mesic. I had the hi fi plaving?
i Wm b,
B:  An' T had two table in the living room, an’ you
conild almost bear o pin drop,

A oo Todon' T remembor being At yer house with Mercy,
1 was- only time I saw her was over at Jo's
ltlvat. night -
£ oh well then you st not'se oome to this one.
(80% A:  Maybe that's wiy it wes sooguiet.
(1.0}
%[5 Well, I-T was just remerbering now, they did
plenty a' talking, an everything,

A deprecates herself by proposing that the consequence ol her absence
at a bridge party was that It was a quiet occasion. In response to A's seli-
deprecating comment, B recharacterizes the event from “so quiet” to
“plenty a’ talking.” With the new characterization, B suggests that the
bridge party was like their other bridge parties, not special and not
needing explanation. The new characterization works to invalidate the
prior self-deprecation.

{4) A speaker may undermine a prior selt-deprecation by proposing
that it is a product of an improper aclivity.

(1) (MCE], =47
W And 1'm being irriteble right now by telling ywou

=0,

i lp.]]: ah! "HHHH Mo. hebhheh! Mo but- but uh=yib=
Wilbur agai::n. Again. SLop Lrying o tn this
of youri=g1f,; {1.2)=— lepve 1t plone en you'll
De shows the way to overcome it.

(72) (JC;4.6.-26)
£ Thew'11l take woa collecticn for ry exarination
W CHachu Chu
iz with the Laddered stockings

Agreeing and'dﬁ'.ngrrﬁng with assessmenis f9

c: Ia.n the kness torn out an the wheole schmere wol=
J: [ ha) ha
[ wlmomy. An the thres inch underskirt

on
= [ Right you're o perf- { perfectionis )

{73y (GT5:1:19)

R: we're meatally ill, childmen, rmun chhehbb
=+ L ahh he be be ba behbh Whet's wrong ' with sou
Loday?

This type of undermine typically occurs subsequent to an nth self-
deprecation, that is, after a series of self-deprecations. For example, the
fragment below has a series of disagreements with seli-deprecations
prior to L's formulating W's self-deprecating activity as improper:

{TL) (MC2:1.=17)

W: AndI'm-I'm, I'meating the Tight foouls
'n the right balancs of foods,
(5D) W: bur, I'm etill, drinking coffee.
(D1 L:  That's oot {drinking).
W: You think so,
L: Hotey
(SD) W:~ Tt creates anasty disposition.
(D1 L: I don't believe {that at'all},
(5D W it, makes you lrritable
(D, Lz (It does notf)
W: It doe:s, (IT caim.)
L: 11’:1:— er you-yuh-that-s a ( b
4 3! [hﬂh heh! hah! hah! heh! hah!
{80 W: fnd T'm bedng irritable right
e by telling you 5:3[,
e Ahlah! "HHHH Mo, hehhheb!

Fo but— but uh- yub-Wilbur agaiin. Again. Stop
trying to do this of your se=:lf,
(1.2)

L: leawve it alone en you'll be shown the wsay to
overcomes it

In the next turns to self-deprecations, the productions of overily
stated disagreements, disaffiliations, and undermines are understand-
able in the light of the constraints that have been previously described:
that a reciplent of a self-deprecation has as relevant alternative actions
either to agree and endorse the prior critical assessment or to disagree
and undermine its validity. Critically assessing one’s coparticipant is
quite regularly a dispreferred action and, as such, performed with de-
lays, withholds, and weakly stated components, If participants exhibit
hesitations, evasiveness, stalling, and the like in response to self-de-
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precations, they may be interpreted as agreeing with the prior com-
ments. To disaffiliate; they need to state their disagreements forthright-
Iy,

Agreements with prior speakers’ self-deprecations

Agreements with prior self-deprecalions may be performed with stated
agreement components. When they are, they are accomplished, prova-
lently, with weak agreement Ivpes.

One kind of agreement that ocours in response to self-deprecations is
formed by the recipient proffering a second self-deprecation, formulat-
ing it as second in an agreement sequence. The deprecating attnibuge
that the prior speaker claimed may also be claimed by the recipient:

(74 (EB:1:2)

B Mot only that he gets everything . dome.
[ prisLiser )
By Everybody else— pod everybody olse,
I hawe my desk full of trash.
= &7 Me too L.

or may be upgraded by the reapient:

LTHY (SBL2L 2 =200

Az Aned 1 shoulda went back tuh disscadds.
4+ B I think:we wone ]u_ll =0 confused,
A S
+ B: L know T wasn't bidding right, [wasn'b ==
ch ploying right, T wa'nt doing anything right.

With responses such as “Me too™ and "I think we were ali 50 confused "’
recipients implicitly agree with the prior self-deprecations by proposing
themselves as “'also” instances. The agreements are weak in that though
they agree thoy simultaneously undermine the prior self-deprecations
by proposing that the prior deprecating attributes are more generally
shared (see also example [69]) and/or are less negative than prior speak-
ers had proposed.

Another type of stated agreement with a prior self-deprecation is a
confirmation of the prior. Confirmations, as well, tend to be done in
weak forms. One way to weaken a confirmation is with a suppositional:

(TE) (301 =233

Wi o0 Do oyvou know what T owes all that Cime?
Li (N0,

iacl:[nn, criticizing one's coparticipants, Given the n_*l-evam:e.uf copartici-
:=-1':|ant griticism in the position of responding to 5elf-depmca!.mns_and the
-!'n:':rms constraining it, responses that exhibit dispreferred-action tI:I!Tl
'::s"i:rape, like weakly stated agreements, conslitute a way of Elerfur:mng
B cﬁpartidipant mticism and are intr_-rpre!ab]e as such (see Section 4).

Agreving ard disngreving with assessments 91

Wi  Davlov's dog.
(2.0]
=+ L: (I suppose],

The productions of weak agreement components subsequent to self-
ﬂéprerﬁlinnE mav be seen to be an artifactof the dispreferred status of the

A recipient of a prior self-deprecation may produce a response Ihalt is
neither an agreement nor a disagreement. Two fl!'El:!ul..'I'l.I;l}l'l pecurTing,
classes of such responses include (1) silences, that is, no immediate
forthcoming talk, and (2) acknowledgments, .
{1} When a speaker producing a self-deprecation reaches a ]:n:rsmll:nle
turn completion point and stops talking, a recipient may respond with
no immediate forthcoming talk. When bath parties are silent, a gap
eMmerges,

(75 [MC:1.-233

W - Do oyou Imow what I owas all that tire?
i EHD:l.
W Pavlov's dog.

4 (2.0

[TT) (GTS:2.-15)
K: Leouldn't; T'm'is l.'.lﬁﬁl-ll ling.

] hurh )
- (1.0}
K: I an, I'm comin L7 that conclusian,
I'm a damn wisk lIng.
- { 0y

Recipients’ silences after prior speakers EE|f-:il_'|.'tr'E'4.'r1t'[DnE- are Fe-
sponses that exhibit dispreferred-action tum s;:hape. They constitute a
turn shape associated with coparticipant criticism, that is, !:Iela}mg {or
withholding) potential agreements with prior wlfﬂiaprecatuuns. |

After a gap, a potential agreement may be actualized by a re::!lpzlent_
That is, the recipient may terminate the emergent gap by produging an
agreement [Al].

{76) (ME:1.-23)

W: ... Do vou know whet [ was &ll that Tima?
L: (moj.
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{80y W: Pavlow's dog.
= {200
rAy Lt {1 suppose),
W 0'you rememzer that Tsmry?

L Yes, I do.
W: ¥Yah. She, was braimveshing me Lila,
Li: 0Oh yes!
i (0.7}
(a) La 'N vou were pickin' 1€ up Pike mad,
W land-

L's delayed weak agreement (“1 suppose”) is sirengthened in a later

turn ("N you were pickin® it [the ball] up like mad”) which is al@',

delivered after a gap.

Rather than wait put a recipient response, the prior spl_'akr:r'q'iﬂjé‘;;
frequently will resume talk if a recipient silence {or gap) begins fo |

emerge. These alternatives after a gap are contrasted:

Potential Aprecment Is Actuslized

Ar [Belf Deprecation]
[Gap]
+ B: | Aoreament |

Fotential Agresment 1s Unactuplized

Az [Gelf Deprecation]

(G|
+ A [Resumption])

If a potential agreement by a recipient is delayed with silence, the
prior speaker has an opportunity to talk in a turn that might otherwise:

contain an agreement, Al the point of the prior speaker’s resumption,
no agreement has been stated. With the prior speaker’s resumption,
further negotiations are possible. A recipient’s silence after a self-de-

I precation, then, is a response that makes an opportunity for minimizing
stated coparticipant criticisms.

{2) When a speaker producing a self-deprecation reaches a turn com-
pletion point, a recipient may produce an acknowledgment in response
such as “uh huh” “mm hm.” Acknowledgments are different from
agreements. With agreements — for example, assessments — recpients
of prior assessments claim access to the referents assessed; with ac-
knowledgments they acknowledge prior deliveries but make no claims
of independent access (see materdal relating to note 3).

Agreetg and disagresing with assessmenits 93

Ay (SBL:2.1.7:-4)
" uh itis just woh- uh ss T =ay
e Eﬁ_ﬁﬂm fs_}g.l 1'm too critical of ll..h:‘_".s_.'.‘_'.-
people, an' I have to restriin my=alf, an
T cauee T think "How do I know. I-I dunno
what thelr mind works like,"
3 A; M bhm,

ﬁﬂ}" (SHL:2.2.3.-27)

B ... 1 wasn't understanding anybody today.
SA: b,

When a self-deprecation is neither overtly confirmed nor dented, asin
ceipient silence or acknowledgment, the self-deprecating party often
il extend the sequence, the extensions providing subsequent tum
B E::s_!‘m- recipient’s disagreements/agreements:

t!ﬁ"} {GT8:2.15)

E: I couldn't, T'm nuenkllinp;.
(s o hitda !
(1.0} _
=+ K I am, I'meomin t'that conclusion,
© I'm a dam weakling,
(1.0}
:1: ﬁlﬂ'm not gonnn stick up for ya, hehh hhh
hehh hish
A ahi

TR BEL 201, T 4]
SN i e

B: Weh—Bea, uh it’s just wuh— uh as 1 =ay uh
sometimes feel I'm too critical of these people,
an' T have to mestrain myself] an' I-causa T
thimk "How do [ know, [-I dunpo what their
mind works like,"

A M hm, :

SR oo know? =how it Is,
Ar  Yeahi

When no overl disagreement is made, the scli-deprecating party

‘tends to treat the self-deprecation as implicitly confirmed by the recip-

ient. The prior self-deprecatory assertion(s) may be referred to by the

self-deprecating party as already established and accepted between the
parties in productions of admissions, justifications, explanations, laugh-

ter, and the like.
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(B0} [BBL:3.2050=T)

B: I like 'er wary mech,
B: But she still has that =illy chatoer about 'er

Az Mm him,
I That is like a
(1.0)

(ED) B oh, I'mnot mich of 2 teaser
{Eap) 1.0y
S:@:  Well wew this is fault. con’ ;
i oot my T don't like teasing.
B:  And T know people love it

{ah (SBLI2.2.3.-2T)

(a0 B oo I wissn' L understandi any
e ding anvhody today,
+ B:  Course I was bidding pooriy.
-+ B; Jj-n:‘i phm T eoildn’t remerber, and 1 know
it's just becasse TMwe hadl o much oneom

mimed.
L Yeah,
= B And w1 hawe fer the last two 'r bthres months,

you know, if [ e'n get things settled Claire,
then T o'n start think—w(hboat [{h)'m dol(hhiing.

(81} (BBL:3.2.3.-13})
(&80 B: vor gxrse I oshouldn' be s'don i
v ©o='dane hosey either,
= HB:  Heh hah heh [hr-.-n heh heh “hh
A Well T kmow  she musta thought ..,

When conversants agree with prior self-<leprecations, the turns and
sequences are shaped the same as when agreements are preferred and
c|'_'p-n'l.re-|_'5.7_|n|:5 disagree. For example, one turn/sequence shape associaled
with each of these actions in their respective environments is no imme-
dl.a.r:e forthcoming talk by a recipient of the prior assessment. When an
initial assessment invites agreement and the recipient is silent, the si-
lence is a way of performing (and is interpretable as such) an unstated,
or as-yet-unstated disagreement, When a redpient of & sell-deprecation
is silent, that silence is a way of performing (and is interpretable as such)
an unstated, or as-yvet-unstated agreement/coparticipant criticism. A
_qucst':un arises as to what the actions have in common if-a silence is
interpretable as an instance of disagreement in the one environment and
of agreement/coparticipant criticism in the other.

An answer to this question may be found in the preference/dis-
preference statuses of these actions, In the first environment, the relevant

Mofes:

alternative actions for recipients are agreement/disagreement; in the sec-
ond, disagreements and agreements take the form ol coparticipant
- praise/coparticipant eritizism;

1
A:  Initial mssessment that invites aprement

-+ Hi Ag'rr:f-:ﬂEnl..,n'DiE:!g'n:wnaﬂnt

A Self-deprecation
. B. Coparticipunt praiss/Coparticipant criticism

within cach sei of alternatives, one af the aclions is normatively on-
ented Lo a4 offensive, compromising, wrong, oF for some other reason
uncomfortable to perform. As dispreferred actions in their respective
anvironments, bath disagrecing and criticizing vne’s coparticipants may
he delayed, downplayed, or withheld. 1f a participant produces some-
thing that is nol an ciert instance of either of the twao alternalives, such
a5 a silence, it s interpretable as the dispreferred alternative: disagree-
ment over agreement, criticism Over praise.

The actions of praising a coparticipant subsequent toa solf-depreca-
tion and agreeing with a prior initial assessment that inviles agreement
alsa_exhibit similarities, Both actions in their respective environments
conslitute ways of supporting and ratifying the interactants and interac-
tion. Both actions in their respective environments are roubinely per-
formed as stated instances of the actions, have pricrily positioning, that
ic. are first actions performed by recipients, and occupy the entire tum
it with no contrastive prefaces.

The above discussion suggests that at least some features of turn/se:
quence organization operate with respect Lo the preference/dis-
preference status of actions — that diverse actions, by being preferred of
dispreferred, may be performed in turnisegquence shapes specilic to that

atalus.1?

Modes

1. This utterance conlains B's report to A of Allen's declination, Whatever
Allen may have said to Bis Cnandible on the tape recording of the telephone
conversation between A and B, and is treated by B as inaudible 1o A, In s
report 1o A, B incorporates.a dlsclaimer of Allen's knowledge (sl
know anything new'’) as a warrant for not proffering the requested asses-
et

2. A speaker may claim insufficient knowledge o assess on his or her awn
behalf, and follow with a report of someont: plse's assessment, A, of the

referont in questions
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(JE-T1:61)
nzoaccess . E: Mool haven't sean it
_-'Lr ¥ Mae =ed i1 'o she sald she
- depressed - her 1erribly
{SHL: 2.2, -1)
qualifiod: A How iz funt Knllie
ipeess A+ [ Well' I {siEpect) ahe's better
A h o thet's pood.
A =+ G Las' tiee we talked tuh mother

= shoe wiss ch bBeLler

[n reporting third-person assessments, speakers may affiliate with or dis-
affiliate from the reported assessments. See Sacks's transcribed lectures and
Fomemnte (forthioming). _

By proffering an assessment of the referent assessed by a poor speaker, a
second speaker clating independent access to that referent, Subsequent to an
initial assessment, a recipient may respond tothe prior without claiming
independent access to the referent assessed in the prior.

He or she may acknowledge a prior assessment:

(IS TL:8L )
E: O I I lowved l.'i.L.
= P Yeah .

L} Ih w'eg- en' we liave neter ssen AT,

(SHLE. 1.7 1)

B Well her nlece i=s [l‘,ﬂ:rE'. and gha’s 5 lovely=
Al Yah

B:  =person,
=+ Al T hath

He or she may produce an assessment a5 a recipient of news just delivered:

{dGERTT)

F:  “hh how iz our frd:iend
N Db el much Better IT'mo ' froid —
(i bhhk
+ Fi 'Well ul that’s marvelous

[Coliseum call 71)

&1 Is there soocthing godng on down north thers {0
o Yeah the Coliseun Blew up.
i It did?
O:  Yemh, it's killed a bunch of people and T doo't
know o many's injured:; It's o hell of A mess,
<+ 5f o Dh, that'=s too had.

| (BHLETI11 . -3)

B :’Ewﬁfﬁrﬂwlhlm in the paper last night
orshent R Ehing o Lhee Yool Theiio, R Huth

(4]
"

Mpfes 97

Mepderson and I drove down, Lo, Venturs

reslerday,
A Wm by
B And oon the way homo e saw the — most posh meful
wreck,
Es: ; o At wasoa bad one, though.
= I Lhat's too bnid.

He or she may proffer a qualified assessment of the referent assessed in the
prios, marking the assessment as based on other than direct access:
(HB:PT: 5! ca)

Li  Jecix ;I:_‘h_ris'ahu gh'd see that house E(h)mm
¥in av no iden hjhhomb

+ E: Ibet iv's A dresim oo

{JGIET.A -4}

D: ... oh I gotta n- 1 don‘know th' las’ time 1
imlhed 1 tyuh=I'm our bere et Teft Wigh School
neaw, — In the th West Valley not too far fmm
bome=1"m the boya' Denn ocut there, =0 1 potisn
e doih ‘o=

S e =Yesh?

o S0 it's o pretly good setup yilkerey,
SO0 WL my God it sounds marvelous Dong

For a fuller discussion, see Pomarantz (1973), chap. 2.

. How seeond assessments are coordinated with initial assessments are intri-

cately bound wp with how initials are coordinated with anticipatable nexts.
Im this chapler, however, foatures of inilial asscssments romain, by and
large, unexplicated. References 1o some aspects of initial assessments arc
included only insofar as the analysis to date requires. y_—
Whereas it is being argued that the initial complaint assessment invites
agreement or a subsequent complaint assessment, it also should be men-
tioned that negative assessments, #s a dass, often are converted by ocne
party or the other in a subsequent turn o positive assessments,

. The sequential work that “though'" does, thal ks, accompanying disagree-

ments containing parameter shifts, may be seen in the [ollowing assessment
series as well:

LE.HL D

:;

A7 Good shot
R: Kot very solid though -
&0 You gel apy more solid pout 1l be fercific

A's initiz] assessment Is a praise assessment, incorporating lhe positive
descriptor “good." The second assessment Is proffered as a qualificalion of
the prior: With the “though,”” B claims to accep? the prior while proffering a
critical assessment ("ot very solid"”). The second may be formed as a quali-
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. The uppraded-agreement type being deseribed 5 an upgraded assessment
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ficatioreof the initial assessment inasmuch as thereis ashiftin the parameter:
being azsessed: The second specifies the solidness (or lack. of which) asa
featune of the shot foassess, moreovar, b assess crbically, thalls, incontrast
with the prior assessment.

Ins the azzessment pair

(NB:IV:11.,-1)
Ay A God dzn it dreary.

Ay PLThie it's wnm though

s assessment is proffered as a qualification in that it contrastively assesses
a shifted parameter; A critically assesses the weather appearance, B non-
critically assesses the weather temperature.

The prevalence of agreements that are organized as preferred actions s
clearly, not confined to assessment sequences. Research documenting that
preference includes: Sacks (1973c) and Davidson (Chapter 5 hereing.

with no referent shift relative 10 the prior. In the corpus, one apparent
exception is a second assessment Lthat contains an wpgraded evaluation and
a rather subtle refercnt shift:

R B R e

.I!L] Ar They look nice bopether.
112 B Yo thesy! e lowealy,

In the second assessment, the evaluation term “lovely” is upgraded relative
to the prioe texm “nice.” The referent however is slightly altered relative o
the prior. In Ay, “how they look together'” i8 assessed. In A, the objects
(Uthey™'y are assessed with an appearance. agsessmint,

The modification in roferent in A, relalive to the prior can be seen (o
anticipate that speaker's partial disagreement with the prior speaker’s
ASEESEMCL

{5 I1Z10AT )

LR Thay ook nice togslher.

I: Yes theptre lovely,  But T pacticuliarly Like
the hlue oo goy, IEI:'l Wiite,

Al Yizuh

B; What's &5 pice about this 15 Youl it |_-'-'¢'|i

nico piocas.

Als initial assessment is of the objects “logether” — B's subsequent assess-
ment separates them, formulating them as “feo nice pieces.”
See nole 8.

. Same-gvaluation second assessments may be strengthened or upgraded

with intensitiers:

TRCEA 350

Kt B R BN O T
s Ric Yol 1D moally i=

s

{

13

Notes

(SHL:T. 110 —a)

B: I=n't thet sad_
& A Mmiil really i,

Asserted apresments weith indensifiers exhibil sequential features that are
similar to those displayed by upgrded agreements - they do not nog-
mietively co-ocour with disagreemenls.

Turn-taking apparatus is described in Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson (1974),
Some illustrations of turns containing pre-disagreement prefaces are pro-
wided:

T e B v |
Li  Maybe i1's Just ez well you don’t koo,
(E.0)

Mz Well, uh-1 say it's swspiciows it oould be
something pgood | bod
£ |Fim mrtam
(1.0}
+ L7 Welle= 1 can't think it would be too pood, ...

(= P e B [ .

B:  Uh, hos =ad,
B! And That went wrong.
(1.0
4 Ac Well, uh —
COB:  Tharosurgery, T mean.
iz I dom'l=
[R]

L: Maybe, en mayoe by instinct, she took ower
from thore, not really realizing, the extont

alf 1t?
» W: [Er-: hh
L: You think thnt's pos=ible with ber?
(1.3
« Wo. [Erwellf 111 tell woad,

(HRE: 2.1, 7.=14)

A ... chuse those thinps take working at,
{2.0)
— B {hahkn} well, They do, bDui-

A-pattern that is observable in a large number of disagreement zequences is
a movemenl (rom disagreement o agreement. Within those sequences,
turns that occur subsequent to stated disagreements are modifications of
prios asserlions that parbially concede o the coparlicipanis" discrepant
positions,

CIGETTZ 39
[k I ¥'pa tdh E‘ﬁlertnd yor  payin about
Tifty percent a® yer money in taixes.
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AL Pomerantz
Cr Mot an Swisbzerlnd. scizing a coparticipant may engender a return criticism. This sorl of ex-
D: ko)l thipk it dcs. change is alluded fo by F 2s an account for “not making any comments";
C: Chhlh (CIrl) Yo NeTE:,
{3.7) (MB: ITE:14) [T has just told F o 'fat joke® - purportedly
+ 0. Well you pay awful hipgh talbjaxes over said Lo him on an oearlier cocasion — that he jumped. into

the ocean pnd cased huge waves aver Lhe pler. )
¥ I; won't gay anything. I may come doswin.

[ ['s modified assertion, the assessment “awful high tafhjxes” replaces the c'h-hn—huﬁm:l_—hal_
L e

Lhere,

prior estimate “about fifty percent,” The replacement is a partial concession I
to the disagreement inasmuch as the assessment ademils not only the origi- T: =hih hu:h bk 1,
nal estimale but lower ones a5 well. £ Tt hink
TP Hring yer sui:L.=
(TG ~ ¥ =Mh-ge-Well that's why T said ['m not g'rnuh
C sy Ln?ﬂ'rmg_f'm nol. making any comments
B woa Yih scund HATPPY, kb about anybu:ddy.
4 I sund ]m:p[p'_-."?
s (0.3 LR 1E. E%diﬁcuiqMH of forms and functions of some repeat types, see Jafferson
3 ﬁﬁi? 17. The rénge of actions that are eriented to as preferred and dispreferred and
A; Mo, how these actions are performed and recognized in turns and sequences
(0.7} constilute a promising research area. For example, refusing an invitation
+H 'hh Fou sound sorta cheorful? may rizk offending the inviting party. A dispreferred-action turn shape,
prefacing, may be used when speakers refuse invitations. Refusals are often
Subsequent lo B's disconfinnation, A modifies her initial assessmenl {“Yin prefaced with appreciative prrion assessments:
sound HAPPY'), restating it in a weaker form (*You sound sorta cheer-
ful?), The modified assessment is weakened via the inclusion of the qualify- {SBLL1,100-14)
ing descriptor “sorta’ as well as having a question format. ! ; L
REE.I"ETHME- and backdowns are rather special objects. They should not be %: 1{?&{;?&?;?;;&:‘;;%?-ﬂdﬁﬁim a
accounted for as post-completion objects per se. Post-completers include eap of coffoe, ¥
“repeats’ that are regulasly sfighly altered, and often upgraded, relative to =+ fl:  hehl! Well that's ewfully sweet of you. 1 don't
the repeated prior: think T con mmbke it cthis moming wh, I'= nnning
an ad in the paper and=and vh 1 bave o STay
[ ) noir Ll phone.
A: How we the trip?
B: chiit was nloa. (K02 .-14)
T0.5) B: Wanna oome dosmo 'nohave oo bite o' lunch with ee?
+ B [W::h It was wary nice isdee:d. 1 ot somn beer en stuflf. =5
+ Az Wol yer real gweet hon, uhm, lset-=
(M=) B: [I.I'.I'wu hove swmpn else?
L: they' re robbing Lheneselves blind A L have— .
5 Ei:g} up g § 4; Ho, T hawe to uh eall Bill's mother .,
+ L Jus' robbing themselves blind ...
(ML -4t
We ... somotexty came nlang and jusst. didn't,
Tike 22,
[1.0%

-+ ¥: They jihjulhh)st dida’t,

There are sequential differences bebween pesforming an action with 4 “wilh-
hold™ like a silence and with a stated component. When a withholdable is
not withheld, such as a party staling a criticism, that talk may Iniliate a
sequence in which subsequent withholdables may likewise be stated. Crit-




