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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Grammar, Epistemics and Action:

An epistemic analysis of talk about the self arfteot

by

Patricia Ann Turner
Doctor of Philosophy in Applied Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2012
Professor John Heritage, Co-chair

Professor John Schumann, Co-chair

Using the methodology of conversation analysis, tligsertation examines the grammatical
resources that participants deploy to track angdlaysrelevant knowledge states as they navigate
the social world. Specifically, it investigate ttole that epistemics plays in the grammatical
formulation of turns at talk, and explicates how #pistemic claims made by a particular
grammatical format are deployed to do social astioBhapter 1 defines relevant concepts and
establishes the analytical framework for the st@tyapter 2 establishes the context for the study
by providing a comprehensive cross-disciplinamgrature review on work done in linguistics,

discourse analysis and conversation analysis treepast 50 years as it relates to grammar and



epistemics. It is argued that while a large nundfestudies have implicitly acknowledged the
role of epistemics in the grammatical formulatidrutierances, few studies outside of the areas
of conversation analysis and interactional lingasshave adequately acknowledged the role that
epistemics plays in the grammatical formulatioiushs at talk. Chapter 3 examines A- and B-
event declaratives (akin to Labov and Fanshel’3T)1@otion of A- and B-event statements) for
their epistemic underpinnings and the interacti@moaisequences of their deployment both
sequentially and in terms of the actions they Boidence is provided for the observation that
the declarative is a preferred format for talk atibe self and a dispreferred format for talk
about the other. It is further argued that grameoatrariations on the declarative (e.g., reverse
polarity tags, so-prefacing and A-perspectiviziagy resources for downgrading an epistemic
claim made by a turn at talk and that the typeesburce deployed indexes a particular epistemic
state. Chapter 4 illustrates the application oépistemic framework to the analysis of
interaction in a particular context — that of plejan/patient interaction with special attention to
the epistemics of declaratively and interrogativielymatted utterances targeting B events and
the actions these utterances do. The chapteris@imihclude a discussion of how physicians
deploy declaratives and interrogatives in differsgjuential contexts, and further, deploy these
two formats to do different actions. Chapter 5 stigates the epistemic distinctions between 1)
reverse polarity tag questions (RPTs) and sameifyolag questions (SPTs) and 2) reverse
polarity tag questions with rising intonation (RPBnd reverse polarity tag questions with
falling intonation (RPT). It is found that in the case of SPTs and RBiese two question

types differ with respect to the authorship ofitifermation contained within the turn. With
respect to RPTs and RPTSs, it is found that the former are used in utteeartbat are ancillary

to the action-in-progress and can be either inetusr preclusive in nature, whereas the latter are



central to and constitutive of the action-in-prageChapter 6 provides a summary of each of the

substantive chapters and makes suggestions faeftggearch.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

1.1. Background of the dissertation

This dissertation investigates the intersectiothode features of human interaction:
grammar, epistemics and action. Specificallyxamines the ways in which several different
grammatical formats (e.g., declarative statemeémistrogative statements, and declarative + tag
guestions) index the claimed epistemic state ospieaker vis a vis the hearer, and how the
resulting epistemic displays can be mobilized byasers as a resource in interaction to do
specific actions. As such, it follows in the steps large body of research that has addressed
what philosophers have called “the problem of suefectivity,” that is, the difficulty faced by
actors in the social world as they attempt to leittge gap between the personal experience of a
given actor (the subjective), and that which came@erstood as the shared experience of two or
more actors (the intersubjective), such that thay engage in the actions that constitute the
actors’ social world.

The early twentieth century phenomenologist AlfSathutz wrote that the tension arising
from the interplay of the subjective and intersebje has as its origin the differences between
the claims to knowledge that different actors, et as discrete biological, social, and cultural
entities, can make about the social world that 8teyre. Heritage (1984a) notes...“Schutz
sought in particular to distinguish between therrediably private and unavailable aspects of
experience and the contingently unavailable asp#dte other’'s subjective intentions...[and]

plans...” (Heritage, 19844, p. 59).



Talk-in-interaction, as a primordial setting farman social action, would appear to be
one of the primary arenas in which such questidssibjectivity and intersubjectivity are
negotiated. Heritage and Raymond (2005) have rthedspeakers do, in fact, orient to their
own and to their interlocutors’ knowledge stated #irat this orientation is displayed in the talk
via the practices that speakers deploy:

“...the distribution of rights and responsibilitie=garding what participants can

accountably know, how they know it, whether theyeheghts to describe it, and in what

terms is directly implicated in organized practioéspeaking” (p. 16).

This orientation to knowledge states works in addito, and as this dissertation demonstrates,
in conjunction with, the myriad practices and atsithat participants routinely engage in
through talk. Such practices and actions (along #ié language formulations used to achieve
them) have constituted a focal area of study foweosation analysts since the field’s inception
in the 1970s. Taking a conversation analytic psr8pe, this dissertation investigates the
intersection of grammar, epistemics and actiomiatéempt to provide an empirical account of
the role of epistemics in the grammatical formalatof turns-at-talk and the actions these
precise episto-grammatical formulations make pdssibo lay the groundwork for the chapters
to follow, this chapter first outlines some of gsumptions upon which the dissertation is based
with respect to epistemics, action and grammathelt discusses the action import of
epistemics, that is, the role of epistemic factorthe formation of action. It then introduces
conversation analysis as the analytical frameworkte study and delineates the study’s

research questions. Finally, it lays out the aliaptganization of the dissertation.

1.1.1. Epistemics

Epistemology, as it has been studied in the fiéljdhilosophy, has an over 2500 year

history, during which philosophers have grapplethwuestions surrounding the nature of



knowledge, including questions as to its definitisources, and acquisition, among others
(Crumley, 2009). The current study investigatgstemological concerns in a very particular
context: it investigates the ways in which speakieq@oy grammar as an epistemic resource in
the production of action in talk-in-interactioithe term epistemics, then, broadly-speaking and
as it will be used in this study, may be viewe@dasompassing two distinct but related ways of
thinking about what it means for participants tadkw” some piece of information. The first
relates to the knowledge states (or claimed knogdesiates) of individual social actors, and the
second relates to how these states are encodadt.in t

The notion of “knowledge state” is admittedly difiit to define. As will be discussed
more fully in Chapter 2, knowledge is not a statienomenon; for example, actors’ knowledge
states may change (Heritage, 1984b); there mayffieeett degrees and different ways of
knowing (see, for example, Chafe, 1986) and knogdetiay be contingent on some other
aspects of the interaction (Charles Goodwin, peiscommunication, March 4, 2010). For the
purposes of this study, a working definition isepéfd: a participant’s knowledge state refers to
the store of information which an actor possesadsangs to a given social interaction. This
information is made available to the individualaigh a wide variety of channels, including
prior experience, personal history, observationathér cognitive and social mechanisms. Such
information encompasses a wide variety of typdsnofvledge and constitutes the knowledge
necessary for a participant to be a proper socthber.

Given a particular piece of information, a partaip may have primary epistemic rights
to that information or may have more attenuateltsigo information. A canonical instance of a
domain in which a speaker is generally treatedaasly primary epistemic rights is in the area

of his or her feelings, expectations, thoughts@lads, for example. As Heritage (2012) notes:



Outside of very specialized contexts such as psyhlgsis, the thoughts, experiences,
hopes, and expectations of individuals are treasettheirs to know and describe [...]
Persons are also generally treated as knowing admet their relatives, friends, pets,

jobs, and hobbies than others, and indeed may latmer an obligation to do so (p. 6).

Speakers’ rights to a given proposition thus coofssn them a certain degree
of epistemicstatus(Heritage, 2012), which may be greater or ledsan that of their recipients.
However, as a number of researchers have noted eigtage, 2012; Drew, 1991) speakers’
claims to a particular epistemic status, partidylelaims to primary epistemic status, are open to
challenge by recipients, and these claims thusireendynamic, rather than static, element of
human interaction.

A second aspect of epistemics is the way in wparticipants organize their talk to
allow for the public display of their knowledge tets at a particular point in time. This has been
referred to as the epistenstanceof a speaker (Heritage, 2012). A simple examplelme seen
in the utterances offered by Chafe (1986), in Bswksion of English evidentials. Thus, a
statement such as ‘ftust have beea kid” (Chafe, 1986), indexes the degree of cetyaiith
which the speaker makes the statement, and fuititerxes that the source of the knowledge is
induction. These two phenomena, the (claimed) kedge state of the speaker, and the
encoding of that knowledge state in the talk, caosgowhat is meant by the term epistemics in
the context of this dissertation.

Casual examination of naturally-occurring talk cates that participants routinely orient
to their own and to their recipients’ epistemidigsa In fact, it may be said that they not only
orient to these statuses, but that they do so guéteisely. For example, the following extracts

show that participants specifically treat the in&drstates (e.g., what one thinks, expects or)feels

as belonging entirely within the epistemic domdithe individual who experiences them;



furthermore, participants specifically formulateititurns in a way that displays this orientation.
This can be seen in Extracts 1.1 — 1.4 below:

In Extract 1.1, a mother speaking on the phone wiphysician about her daughter uses
the verb “seems” to downgrade the status of hémdlaat the child wants to sleep (“she seems
to want to sleep a lot,” line 7). This hedge inelea downgraded epistemic claim with regard to

her daughter’s desire to sleep - an internal staieh the mother does not have direct access to:

Extract 1.1 DEC 2107

05 Doc: .<Has she got any other:¢, is she irritable ¢ or:any
06 other symptomsy,
07 Clr: No:, she seems to wantto s _leep alot.

We can contrast 1.1. with 1.2, where the patierdditis experiencing physical symptoms.
Here, the participant does not downgrade her claikmow about her symptoms — an expected

response type given that she has direct accessltkrmwledge of the pains she is experiencing.

Extract 1.2 DEC 1205
06 ClIr: I've (so many) p _ains | can hardly w _alk,

In Extract 1.3, speaker L has been asked by sp&i&esister to install R’s father in his home
after a hospital stay. In lines 30-33, L, who fa@end of the family, lays out what needs to be
done in anticipation of R’s father’s arrival. A®tBon of the patient, R ostensibly has a greater
right (and perhaps obligation) than L to decide twhast be done, and L acknowledges this in
lines 35—-36, where she provides an account -- lyavadl previous experience in such an

undertaking -- for her upgraded knowledge clairtinas 30-33.

Extract 1.3 Comen Il

27 L: Now d’z she- d'you think she expects tuh pu timin

28 that back bedroom where he was before,

29 (1.5)

30 L: Cuz I'll haftuh get Mister Bush tuh go over ther with
31 me en cli- -hh an’ take that bed outta there, - hh
32 becuz the-uh-they-they expect the place to be r eady
33 y'’know.

34 R: Mm hm,

35 L:->>  1d- | been all through this with my bro thers

36 ->>  sol-l know what they expect.



Another conversational practice can be seen indihef Extract 1.3, reproduced as Extract 1.4,
below, where L reformats her turn so that the qoestsks about R’s epistemic status, rather

than that of his sister.

Extract 1.4 Comen Il

27 L:->>  Now d'z she- d'you think she expects tuh putimin

28 that back bedroom where he was before,

29 (1.5)

30 L: Cuz I'll haftuh get Mister Bush tuh go ove r ther with
31 me en cli- shh an’ take that bed outta there, +h h
32 becuz the-uh-they-they expect the place to be ready
33 y'’know.

Inquiring about the expectation of a non-preseintl tharty, L begins her turn by asking R “d’z
she-." This turn, projectable as “does she expdcput im in that back bedroom,” assigns to R
an upgraded knowledge state with regard to whasibisrexpectsan internal state, strictly-
speaking, which lies outside of R’s knowledge teryi. The repair to “d’you think she expects
tuh put im that back bedroom,” reframes the turrmagiking him instead whaethinks she
expects, a query about his own thinking procesgkgh are within his knowledge territory.
As these four examples demonstrate, orientati@ntbdisplays of epistemic status are pervasive
features of talk-in-interaction. This dissertatiomestigates how epistemics interacts with
grammar in the doing of actions. These three felahents, action, grammar and epistemics
will be discussed in the following section.
1.1.2. Action

While participants clearly orient to their own atheir recipients’ epistemic status, it has
been convincingly argued that they also orienh&dction a particular utterance is doing.
Indeed, it has been argued by scholars, partigufaose working in the field of conversation
analysis, that action is an omnirelevant concersdéazial actors. Developed in the 1970s by
Emanuel Schegloff, Gail Jefferson and Harvey Sackkgrounded in the ethnomethodological

approach of Harold Garfinkel, conversation analyek®s as its principal point of departure the



actions that participants engage in through tékinvestigating how such actions are achieved,
conversation analysis has maintained that a cledenstanding of human social action must rely
on the detailed study of face-to-face interactammceived as situated human activity which
unfolds locally on a moment-to-moment basis. Mmesv of interaction as an unfolding
phenomenon, subject at each moment to analysiaaimh by the participants involved, added a
critical dimension to the study of human socialitgt had previously received little attention.
Investigating such crucial elements of talk-in-ratgion as turn-taking and the organization of
conversational sequences, work in conversatioryaisahas addressed issues of paramount
importance to our understanding of the ways thapfgemake sense of their social world.

Focusing on talk-in-interaction, conversation gsisl offers compelling evidence for the
omnirelevance of action in conversation (see, aafgecSchegloff, 1995). Indeed, as Schegloff
(1995) notes, one of the primary tasks in undedstegnan utterance is understanding its action
import:

Especially (but not exclusively) in conversatiaaiktis constructed and is attended by its

recipients for the action or actions it may be doinThere is virtually always an issue

(for the participants, and, accordingly, for praiesal analysts) of what is getting done

by its production in some particular here-and-npwl@7).

Thus, according to Schegloff, an utterance suciiase you got your waterbed yet?”,
uttered as a run-up to an offer of information (glgecause | saw one on sale”), can be
understood less as a request for information tlsaa@e-offer that seeks a go-ahead from the
recipient so that an offer of information may bedma Likewise, Schegloff notes, the absence of
an action in an environment where a particulamadias been made relevant is also
consequential for the participants and for the tgieg trajectory of the talk. After an

announcement such as “My car is stalled,” a pderdind of response is made relevant, and the

absence of such a response can be seen as doiathsapspecific, for example, withholding an
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offer of help (Schegloff, 1995). The action thatpeaker may be doing with an utterance,
therefore, is a primary concern of the participam®Ilved, and accordingly, it should be so for
analysts interested in studying human interaction.

1.1.3. Grammar

Also part of the interactional matrix that congits and facilitates social action is the
composition of the utterance, a facet of talk inahitthere is no doubt that grammar is clearly
implicated. Indeed, in traditional approachesdstudy of language, grammar has often been
viewed as the primary target of interest for thalgst. However, in more recent years, the
importance of grammar as a deployable resourcakriri-interaction implicated in the
formation of action, rather than as simply a lirggai system, has been recognized. Conversation
analysts have taken a primary role in this viewmmmar as implicated in the formation of
action, and the publication @fteraction and GrammafOchs, et al., 1996) represented a major
effort to bring together a collection of works thvégwed grammar from this perspective. In that
publication, Schegloff (1996), for example, proxddecompelling argument for
reconceptualizing the notion of grammar to take extcount its role and deployment within turn
constructional units (TCUSs), thereby laying theugrdwork for a research program dedicated to
the study of grammar within its natural environméhat of talk-in-interaction. In the same
collection, Ford and Thompson'’s (1996) researckddat the ways in which syntax, pragmatics
and intonation all work together to allow partiaipgto project the completion of interlocutors’
TCUs. Lerner (1996) examined the role played agnar in how participants engaged in
anticipatory completion of a speaker’'s TCU and fbtimat such completions were accomplished
at grammatical boundaries. Finally, Goodwin (199&stigated the ways in which airline

ground personnel used prospective indexicals tit el-present others’ participation in a



particular activity and to provide a framework fmw participants were to understand that
activity.

The work of these scholars introduced a new rekesga to the field of conversation
analysis that conceptualized grammar as a majoures via which participants construct social
action. As Ochs, et al. (1996) noted:

“...the grammar at work in deployments of the languiegat work,’ that is, engaged in

the activities that compose the quotidian lifeted society and the quotidian experience

of its members, in all its actual consequentialityis. readily apparent that, at the very
least, attention must be paid to what the relaligns between activity, action and the
orderly deployment of language called grammar2@.

The present study argues that just as what Ocmetethe “orderly deployment of
language” is implicated in the formation of actisn,is epistemic status implicated in the
deployment of grammar and, perhaps more signifigaintthe formation of action. The
following section demonstrates, using a piece td,dhe central role that epistemics plays in the
formation of action. Following that, the theoratiramework for the dissertation and the

specific research questions that the dissertagelssto address will be discussed. The final

section of this chapter outlines the chapter ogion of the dissertation.

1.2. The action import of epistemics

As mentioned earlier, the aim of this dissertat®to explore the intersection of these
three constitutive elements of human social intewacgrammar, epistemics and action.
Specifically, this study investigates the ways imak conversational participants formulate turns
such that the epistemic claim embodied by the suformat is uniquely suited to, and designed
to accomplish, a particular conversational actidhus, this dissertation is interested in talk such

as that seen in Extract 1.5. In this accusationadlsequence taking place during a dinner time



conversation among four participants, V, a yowenage woman, accuses her sister, B, of
having gotten drunk while on a recent trip to aeottity. The turn at point is line 11, where B

denies the accusation using a reverse polaritgts@gtion with downward intonation (“I wasn't,

was 1.”)

Extract 1.5 Virginia

04 V: Well she wen' downta Charleston the other

05 weeken' with Paul ?

06 V An'P _aulsfaid ()

07 B: [(They were) down there, stu __ :pid.

08 P: An' wha'd P _aul say?

09 Vv Paul said she was °I _aughin' 'er head off an' she was s o
10 bombed.

11 B:->> Iwu __dn'wa_s|.

12 W What that weeken' you were- (.) in C _harleston?
13 B: Uhh  uh.

14 W: Nabh, you didn' (.) appe __artuh be.

As we can see, V launches her accusation with-#efineg in lines 4-6. The accusation will
eventually take the form of a report of what anesibshird party had said, namely, that B had
gotten “bombed” on a recent trip (lines 9-10); hweare at precisely the point in the turn where
the accusation is to take place, B begins a compétirn in line 7 (“They were dowthere,
stupid,”), that overlaps with V's turn and thus{ampts, for the moment, V's telling of B’s
unflattering behavior. That the interaction betw®eand V is already contentious can be seen
by the fact that B interrupts V’s turn, and moreviobisly, by the use of the word “stupid.” It is
therefore not surprising that once V has gotteralseusation out (lines 9-10), B denies it in line
11 (“I wasn’t, was 1.”)

At least two observations seem to be in order hére. first is that the content of B’s turn
in line 11 is what Labov and Fanshel (1977) halledan A-event statement; that is, it
constitutes information that very definitely fallsthin B’s epistemic domain since, of the four
present, she is uniquely qualified to know withcattainty whether she was intoxicated or not.
A second is that its formulation includes a reverskarity tag. As will be noted in a later

chapter, such utterances rarely have a reversetgdbg (e.g., wasn't I) appended to them,
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precisely because the recipient is rarely as qadlds the speaker to comment on the speaker’s
mental or physical states. However, in this ctsespeaker appears more than willing to give
up her claim to upgraded epistemic status in ttaten One possible reason for this might be
that she does not know if she was “bombed,” whioaghtrbe the case if she had indeed been
intoxicated. However, it is all the more unusuatduse she is denying the very state that would
make a reverse polarity tag relevant.

A more likely explanation might be found by undarsting the action that the speaker is
engaging in — a denial, which, if corroborated Hyeos present, can increase the strength of the
denial. By using a reverse polarity tag, B invid@®ther participant, W, to corroborate her side
of the story, which he eventually does. We canisélee video of this interaction that in line 11,
W is looking at B, who is off-camera. That he baslerstood himself to be selected as next
speaker is clear when he responds in line 12 \w#Hitst pair part of an insert sequence
clarifying the event that B is talking about (“Whhat weeken' you were inh@rleston?”) and
upon receiving confirmation, answers her questitinus supporting her denial — in line 14
(“Nah, you didn' appar tuh be”). It is also important to note thatttblae issues the tag with
falling intonation. In contrast to rising intonati, which would invite either an aligning or a
disaligning response, the falling intonation mdrersgly compels an alignment from W with
what B has just said. In doing the denial usiregisely this grammatical formulation — a
reverse polarity tag with falling intonation on Arevent statement, B modifies her epistemic
claim to the information in a way that is uniquslyited to and quite effective in accomplishing

the action that she is engaged in. We can seetlma&repistemics, as encoded in the grammatical

! This example also demonstrates that epistemimslare, indeed;laimsto know and as such may or may not
reflect actual knowledge states. If true, this gisavides evidence for the view that epistemicrokaare resources
that speakers may deploy in various ways that methaér talk more fitted to the action that theg aioing
regardless of whether they “know” the informatiomot.
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formulation of talk, is a powerful driver in therfaulation of actions.

1.3. A conversation analytical view of epistemics

As will be demonstrated in Chapter 2 of the cursgatly, much of the work on
epistemics and grammar to date in linguistics dadodirse analysis has treated epistemics
peripherally, as involved in a linguistic systerthex than as central to the way that turns are
constructed and central to the ongoing sequerdiateuction of a spate of talk. The ways in
which participants construct actions via episteamid grammatical resources has also received
little attention® Taking a conversation analytical perspective pitesent study aims to
demonstrate that epistemics is directly implicatetlrn construction, and that the episto-
grammatical resources that participants deploy Beactly on the action that an utterance is
doing. The present investigation thus differs fnroom-conversation analytic work in this area in
that it investigates the interaction of these thaleenents, and it does so by investigating their
deployment in naturally-occurring talk. Analyzitagk in its full and natural context,
furthermore, permits the analyst’'s observationseg@rounded in concerns that are, in the first
instance, concerns of the participants and onlgrsgarily and by extension those of the analyst.
A second benefit of this orientation is that ibals observations to be made about the actions
that the participants are doing through their teBtudying turns at talk in their natural
environment, as talk-in-interaction, decreasesehdency for the analyst to pathologize

utterances as infelicitous or awkward, allows ttierance to be examined on its own merits for

2 Notable exceptions are work done by interactitingliists such as Helasvuo (2001), Tanaka (200d)Famd
(2001). The contributions of interactional lingsiso the study of grammar and epistemics will iseuksed in
greater detail in Chapter 2.
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what it is doing at this time and with this panpiant, and by doing so, increases our
understanding of what action or actions are beorgedn a given turn at talk.

The present study, therefore, seeks to answer tiergeal questions:

1. What are the epistemic claims made by diffeggatnmatical formats?

2. What actions do these epistemic claims maksilplesthrough their deployment in
naturally-occurring conversation?

3. How are these claims and the conversationadrecthey serve to deploy implicated in

the formation of social action?

1.4. Chapter organization

The chapter organization of the dissertation iflsws: To establish the context of the
present study, Chapter 2 provides a review of tapnworks in the fields of linguistics,
discourse analysis and conversation analysis wiawle touched upon or directly investigated
epistemics. In addition, it will identify the datiged in the present analysis. Chapter 3 begins
the analysis proper by investigating what Labov Badshel (1977) have called A- and B-event
statements; in this chapter, | argue that claimstawledge are omnirelevant in talk-in-
interaction, and therefore, they must be dealt Wtiparticipants on a moment-by-moment basis
as the interaction unfolds. Furthermore, it wéldrgued that the declarative format is a
dispreferred format for invoking B events, wher#as a preferred format for invoking A events.
The social actions that are done by turns whictaddpom these grammatical norms will also be
discussed.

Chapter 4 demonstrates the utility of applying pistemic framework to the study of

guestion formulation by investigating participardgployment of questions in a specific context:
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that of doctor-patient interaction. Specificallyekamines Yes/No declaratives and Yes/No
interrogatives as epistemic alternatives and pamsome of the specific actions that these
alternatives do. It also investigates ellipticakstions (e.g., “Any x?” and “No x?”) and
discusses the role played by epistemic contexterdeployment of these utterances in medical
interaction.

Divided into two major sections, Chapter 5 lookstfat declarative + same polarity tag
formulations (e.g., “You're feeling better, are yjwand declarative + reverse polarity tag
formulations (e.g., “You're feeling better, areptu?”) and discusses the epistemic differences
between these two types of grammatical formulaticierms of the speaker’s and hearer’'s
authorship of the utterance. In the second halefchapter, reverse polarity tag questions with
rising intonation (RPT) and reverse polarity tag questions with fallingpnation (RPT) are
studied in order to better understand the epistamicsequential differences between them It
will be argued that RPfTand RPT are indeed epistemically distinct, and it is tistinction
that determines the action that the RPT is doDiferences in the sequential contexts in which
RPT? and RPT are deployed are also investigated.

Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the implications & thvestigation for the future study of
grammar, epistemics and action and argues thttrak of these elements of talk are an essential
consideration for the analyst, as they are foptngicipants themselves, if we are to understand

how participants engage in talk-in-interaction amtheir larger social worlds.
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CHAPTER TWO

Research in grammar and epistemics: A cross-disaiyl perspective

2.1. Introduction

As stated in Chapter 1, the goal of this studfirist, to investigate the epistemic claims
made by different question formats; second, totiiesome of the actions that these epistemic
claims make possible through their deployment iimr@dly-occurring conversation; and third, to
understand how these claims and their concomitamiaersational actions are implicated in the
formation of social action.

Gaining a deeper understanding of what it meaksdsv something, or what it means
for something to be known, has been a central canéest, of philosophers over the past two
and a half centuries, and later, of social scientiser the past forty years, as scholars from
linguistics, discourse analysis, functional lingigis and, most recently, conversation analysis
have turned their attention, whether explicitlyimaplicitly, to the problem of intersubjectivity as
viewed through the lenses of their various disngsi Part of the Cognitive Revolution of the
1950s and 60s, which displaced Behaviorism as@étieal model for the study of human
behavior, this wave of research has generated @mens body of literature, with scholars
taking approaches that embody widely varying emgiaassumed objects of study and
methodologies. In the following section, | provigie overview of three of the fields that have
investigated epistemics, and for each field, leavsome of the more significant work coming

out of that research tradition.
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2.2. Linqguistic approaches

Linguists interested in sentential structures veen@e of the earliest scholars in the social
sciences of the modern era to investigate phenomstaitad to epistemics, though work in this
area tended to bring epistemics into focus onhasionally. Approaching the question of
knowledge states implicitly rather than explicitligese scholars have investigated epistemics in
areas as diverse as questions (Bolinger, 195Agrst&ad grammar (Lang, 1978), information
packaging and/or information structure (Prince,19992; Steedman, 2000; Engdahl, 2006)
and prosody (Safarova & Swerts, 2004).

In a seminal work on questions, Bolinger (1957)vtes an exhaustive typology of
guestions in English viewed from a multi-modal pexgive; his analysis, unlike those which
characterize traditional grammars, takes into aetthe roles of intonation, gesture and non-
traditional question formats (e.g., turn-final ‘élgpe questions) in the construction of meaning.
Bolinger’s discussion of epistemics is implicithis analysis of the meaning of particular
guestion types. An example of this can be seetsidiBcussion of “assertive questions,” —
guestions given in declarative format with risingpnation as seen in (b), below (the preceding

turn, (a), is provided for context):

Example 2.01 Bolinger
a. He hasn’'t any money left.
b. He spentitall?

Bolinger notes that in assertive questions sucHaspent it all?’ “a fact is assumed, pending
confirmation” and that “assertive questions areiinfed” (p. 59). His discussion of
“assumptions” and the informedness of a supposedksp display an orientation to the
epistemics of the participants, though in the cagtesl by Bolinger, most appear to be examples

provided by the analyst himself and are not insaraf actual talk.
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Levinson (in press) points out that Bolinger (1p@utlines a “question to assertion
cline.” This cline clearly relies on some notidnspeaker’s knowledge state to organize the

utterances with reference to one another. Thideaseen in Figure 2.01:

Figure 2.01. Bolinger’s (1977) question to assertion cline (lcesan, in press, p. 5).

Assertion
He came
Perhaps he came
| don’t know if he came
I'd like to know if he came
He did come (.) right?

Rising intonation is a He came right?
free variable

He came, did he?
He came (.) didn't he?

He came didn’t he?

Did he come?
What, did he come?
Who came?
Question

Another early work in linguistics which makes arpkit reference to epistemics is Lang

(1978), who, in talking about questions, arguedafo“underlying ‘epistemic operator’” (Lang,
1978, p. 310), which he viewed as deleted hypeeseet that function in the asking of
guestions. These hypersentences presumably ehestdmething resembling the question’s
deep structure (Chomsky, 1957), and if presenttfon as an epistemic request and are the only
means by which an interrogatively-formatted questian be interpreted by an interlocutor as a

true question (i.e., as an information requesgpmsed to an invitation, for example). Lang’s

discussion of an underlying epistemic operator ares of the few early attempts to understand
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the role that epistemics plays in action, or rathedistinguishing true information requests from
actions. Work that has followed has made passifegence to the knowledge states of speakers
and recipients but has focused instead on thetsteiof utterances rather than on the ways that
epistemic status is reflected in utterances; funtioee, unlike the present study, it has done so
without focusing on the pivotal role that epistesnptays in the formation of action.

In the 1980s, many linguists turned their attentmfinformation packaging” or
“information structuring,” referring to the arrangent of information within sentences and, at
times, larger stretches of discourse. Prince’81)@iscussion of the given-new distinction in
“natural language” is one of the most prominenthese works. In this analysis, Prince
implicitly evokes a notion of epistemics:

One presumably universal feature of natural languaghat the objective information

conveyed is not conveyed on a single plane. Hadhere is an informational asymmetry

in that some units seem to convey or representrirdton that is “older” than others.

Given-new distinctions can be found on differenels — the sentence, the discourse,

the participants' discourse-models... On all levatsyever, — and perhaps this is not

only universal, but also distinctive of human laage — the crucial factor appears to be
the tailoring of an utterance by a sender to nteeparticulamassumedeedsof the

intended receiver. That is, information-packagmgatural language reflects the sender's

hypotheseabout the receiverassumptiongandbeliefsand strategies [italics added]

(Prince, 1981, p. 224).

The categorization of some information as “giventl ather information as “new”
implies a recipient for whom these values applyd@ss the later mention of the recipient’s
“needs” — presumably epistemic needs. Furtherntbesagency implied by the term
“information-packaging” and the word “hypothesesfjgest a speaker who is engaged in
analysis of the recipient’s knowledge state. Iditoh, terms such as “assumptions” and
“beliefs,” clearly display an orientation to knowllge states. All of these elements are suggestive

of an epistemic framework, though Prince’s analysisains essentially text-based and linguistic

in nature. In this work, she lays out a taxonorhwloeat until that time had been termed
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“givenness” and proposes the alternate term “asddamailiarity,” which subsumes both “new”

and “given” information, though with some proposédnges in the categories (see Figure 2.02):

Figure2.02. Prince’s taxonomy of given-new information (Prind@81, p. 237)

)
Assumed
Familiarity

;I_/

New Inferrable
Brand New Unused Non- Contamlng Textually Situationally
containing Inferrable Evoked Evoked
Inferrable
Brand-New Brand New
(Unanchored Anchored

Prince established a taxonomy of three informatypes which are further
subcategorized into seven distinct categories, eawatich is briefly defined per Prince in Table

2.01, below:
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Table 2.01. Prince’s (1981) taxonomy of given-new information

Brand-new anchored: New information that imptetely new to the discourse
Brand-new unanchored: New information thatngédid to another discourse entity
New unused: New information assumed to beérhimarer’'s model
Inferrable (non-containing): Information thahdae logically inferred from the context
Inferrable (containing): Information that is ¢aimed in the inferred NP itself
(Textually) evoked: Information that is evolkiedm prior discourse
Situationally evoked: Information that is evokenim the extratextual context

Prince demonstrated her taxonomy using the exangplesun phrases (NPs). Prince
points out, for example, that in the sentence tlgoa bus yesterday and the driver was drunk,”
the NP “a bus” is brand-new unanchored informatarthe hearer, and the driver is a non-
containing inferable (since buses usually haveedsiv Similarly, in the sentence “A guy | work
with says he knows your sister,” the NP “a guyorkwith” is brand-new anchored information
(anchored to the “I,” which is itself situationakyvoked) and “he” is textually evoked
information. Thus, we can see in Prince’s worlkeaicconcern for epistemics but with little
mention of specific social context in which sucmadel could be applied.

In the same research tradition as Prince, Gelwy/kE991), in his discussion of left-
dislocation as a means via which participants thice unrecoverable referents to discourse,
proposed the term “recoverability” rather than giness and noted that given information is
vulnerable to both ‘interference’ and ‘distancetiieh can make it difficult for participants to
recover what could otherwise be viewed as giveorinétion. In his analysis, he observes that
other language can intervene between the givemnrefion and the original referent, producing

ambiguity as to the referent. He gives the follogvexample:
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Example 2.02 Geluykens
a. John likes Bill; he loves Mary.

In this case, if “Bill” is meant to be co-referaaitvith “he,” “John” obstructs this co-
referentiality, thus demonstrating the vulnerapitif information to interference. This often
occurs when there is ‘distance’ — i.e., large numloé words between the given information and
its original mention, making it difficult for thegarer/recipient to recover the information from
the preceding context. Again, in Geluykens’ studlg,see an analysis focused on sentences
rather than context.

In a discussion of “information packaging” in qtiess, Engdahl (2006) also invokes the
guestion of epistemics by providing a theoreticaoaint of how speakers’ and hearers’
information states are implicated in the productbmitterances. In a cross-linguistic
investigation of questions in English, French, Gammand Swedish, Engdahl notes that the
information structure of utterances, that is, “...#teicturing of utterances infocal (new,
informative, rhematic) information argtound(known, contextually-bound, thematic)
information” (p. 93), is realized by the deploymehimorphological, syntactic and phonological
resources, the elements which make “informatiork@ging” possible. Taking an example from
Engdahl, we see question (a), “What did John readP'three theorized responses (b1), (b2)

and (b3), where only (b1) and (b2) can be consdaifakcitous:

Example 2.03 Engdahl

a: What did John read?

bl: He read the NEWSPAPER.
b2: the NEWSPAPER.

*b3: He READ the newspaper.

(Engdahl, 2006, p. 94)
In (a), the question projects “newspaper” as theveant response; therefore, (b1) and (b2) are

best fitted to (a) since in those sentences, ‘itasvspaper” which carries the stress and is
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therefore the focal information. In (b3), howeude stress is on the word “read,” which makes
“read” (rather than “newspaper”) the focal inforinat Engdahl points out that in the context of
a question such as (a), “read” is not congruertt Wié information structure projected by (a),
resulting in the infelicitousness of (b3) as a case to (a). Engdahl goes on to say that in order
for question and answer sequences to be cohenegtriust have a “matching ground-focus
articulation” (p. 94).

As Engdahl points out, the context in which aenatbhce is spoken is determinative of the
information structure it assumes. Engdahl defowgext as that which is constituted by the
speaker’s and hearer’'s mental states, and itgctintext that determines the information
packaging of questions:

The way questions are realized is rather systelypicatrelated with the speaker’s view

of what the hearer might know and what has happeaddr in the conversation”

(Engdahl, 2006, p. 93).

She presents a model of speakers’ and hearersrfiration states,” defined as “a
snapshot of a person’s mental state at a givenitirmeonversation” (p. 96). Though it is not a
focus articulated in her paper, Engdahl’'s modekappto provide a theoretical construct for the
resolution of the intersubjective problem identifiearlier in this dissertation.

In her model, participants are privy to both “pt&aand “shared” information, the
private consisting of beliefs and intentions, a#l @& understandings of what has transpired in
the conversation. Shared information is the cpading information and understandings of
both participants. These are brought to bear erhestion Under Discussion (QUD), or the
matter which occupies the current talk, and ihietigh the talk that participants’ knowledge
states undergo change. Engdahl provides a repagigenof this model, which can be seen in

Table 2.02, below:
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Table2.02. Model of a participant’s information state (Engh&006, p. 95)

BELIEFS set of propositions
PRIVATE
QUD partially ordered set of questions
SHARED BELIEFS set of propositions
QUD partially ordered set of questions
LATEST-MOVE move

The following example, given in Figure 2.03, takeym Engdahl (2006, p. 96)

demonstrates how the mechanism might work:

Figure2.03. Functioning of Engdahl’s information state mog&hgdahl, 2006, p. 96)

1A: Does Mary like Paris?

(Question is issugd QUD update: — QUD = <?like(m,p)>
2B: Yes.

(Questionis answerpd ~ QUD downdate: — QUD=<>
3A: Uh huh. — BELIEFS = {like(m,p)}

In any conversation, there are two QUDs: oneithptivate to the participant, and one
that is shared as a common understanding by thieipants. As the questions are “updated” or
issued (QUD update, line 1) and “downdated” or ared (QUD downdate, line 2) in the talk,
the speaker’s beliefs undergo change and the neposgition is integrated into the speaker’s

beliefs (line 3. See Heritage, 1984b, for a dismusof information receipts and change-of-state
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tokens). Thus, Engdahl’'s model proposes one pa@ssibthanism via which participants resolve
differences in knowledge state and thereby buitdesth understandings through talk.

Engdahl examines several types of questions {gfgrmation questions and reprise
guestions) in different languages, looking at haffecent languages use different grammatical
formats (information packaging) to represent tHerimation status of speakers. She concludes
by noting that such a model may provide a useauhBwork for examining differences in how
different languages represent utterances gramrigfisamantically and intonationally.

As has been demonstated by the works describedeabmdies by linguists have tended
to approach the question of epistemics from thepeative of information packaging or
information structure, employing researcher-gemelafata investigated from a text- or sentence-
based perspective. In these studies, the quedtioarticipants’ knowledge states is an implicit
part of the analysis, and though in some casesdgd to incorporate elements of the context in
which the utterances are produced has been atgdulor example, Engdahl, 2006), this body
of research has only peripherally addressed issuesger communicative frameworks or the
“context-shaped and context-renewing” (Heritage84EQ p. 242) character of naturally-

occurring conversation.

2.3. Discourse analytic approaches

Discourse analysis constitutes the second resé@dition that has given considerable
research space to the question of epistemics, agairoaching the phenomenon somewhat
indirectly. Perhaps the most productive area gliiry into epistemics has been the body of
research that has been done on evidentiality amtstin spoken English (see for example,

Chafe, 1986; Biber and Finnegan, 1988, 1989; Pre€fix3), written English (Bednarek, 2006;
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Moreno and Suarez, 2008) and in languages suclhieshQa (Faller, 2007), Western Apache
(de Reuse, 2003) and Qiang (La Polla, 2003).

A working definition of evidentiality has been oféel by Fox (2001), who defines it as
the ways in which “languages encode how the spds®rcome to know the proposition
expressed by an utterance” (p. 167). Chafe (1@86part of an influential work bringing
together a collection of studies on evidentialitya wide variety of languages (Chafe and
Nichols, 1986), views evidentiality, broadly-speaakias “attitudes toward knowledge.” Chafe’s
definition subsumes such considerations as modkssavfing (e.g., belief, induction, hearsay
and deduction, as illustrated by English sentesueh as “I see her coming down the hall,”
which exemplifies an inductive mode of knowing) atejree of reliability (encoded in English
by the use of words such perhaps possiblyandmaybein utterances).

How evidentiality interacts with epistemicity atiee exact differences between the
phenomena described by these two terms have naysalbeen clear in the literature.
Karkkainen (2003) differentiates epistemicity (prstemic modality) and evidentiality and
provides an excellent overview of the various dabns that have been put forth by scholars
who have investigated the phenomenon of evidetytiaKarkkainen states that “evidentiality
has commonly been understood to refer only to dlwece of knowledge and the type of evidence
that a speaker has for making a claim or asser{pnt8). She further notes that researchers
vary with respect to which category is regardeduaser-ordinate to the other. She reports that
Chafe (1986) and Biber and Finegan (1989) appeadard epistemic modality as subordinate
to evidentiality, but other researchers (e.g., Bibeal., 1999; Palmer, 1986; and Willett, 1988)
view evidentials as subsumed by epistemic modaitye concludes that “the dividing-line

between the two may be fuzzy” (p. 19).
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Kamio (1997), working on what he viewed to be aghsjogical phenomenon related to
evidentiality, but only in partial overlap with ijtroduced the concept of “territory of
information,” which, unlike earlier conceptualizats of evidentiality, takes a more interactive
view of talk by constructing a theory that taket®ioonsideration both the speaker and the
hearer. In his theory, “territory of informatioréfers to speakers’ and hearers’ relative rights to
a given piece of information. Kamio gives thetfimsajor postulate of his theory as follows:

There are two linear psychological scales, onghferspeaker and the other for the

hearer, which measure the distance between th&esple@arer and a given piece of

information (p. 16).

Thus, according to Kamio, it follows that:

There are two conceptual categories called thekepsaand the hearer’s territory

of information. A given piece of information thatcloser to the speaker...belongs to the

speaker’s territory of information, and that whisfcloser to the hearer...belongs to the

hearer’s territory of information (p. 17).

The theory of territory of information, along widlvidentiality and politeness theory
(Brown and Levinson, 1978; Brown and Levinson, 1)98re all subsumed under the linguistic
concept of modality, according to Kamio, with teory of information acting as a link between
evidentiality and politeness. Kamio notes thatlevevidentiality and politeness are not directly

connected, it is the theory of territory of infortio@ which provides an essential link between

these two constructs. This can be seen in Figld Below:
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Figure 2.04. Relationship between evidentiality, politeness, alibgl and territory of
information (Kamio, 1997, p. 186)

modality

strong
evidentiality
weak

territory

of
information

politenes

Kamio gives the following example of how evidernitiglterritory of information and

politeness theory are related. He begins by natiag(b) below, sounds more polite than (a).

Example 2.04 Kamio
a. Your son is a medical student of Harvard.
b. | hear that your son is a medical student of Hatvar

(Kamio, 1997, p.186)
In this case, Kamio claims that (b) sounds moré@gobkcause the information that the hearer’s
son is a medical student at Harvard is within tearar’s territory of information and is therefore
“closer” to the hearer. If the speaker says (@)shencroaching on the hearer’s territory by not
properly marking the utterance for source of infation, whereas in (b), the evidential

expression “I hear” has been added to the utterahes=by recognizing that the information is
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in the hearer’s territory. Because (b) is congdenore polite, Kamio notes, we can see here
how evidentiality, territory of information and @ness interact with one another. The more
precise details of the relevance of Kamio’s thdonthe present study will be discussed in a
later chapter; however, for the moment, it is sugint to note that in Kamio’s framework,
evidentiality, territory of information and politeas overlap to varying degrees and are all
subsumed, or partially subsumed, under the morergklinguistic notion of “modality”
(Kamio, 1997, p. 186).

The preceding outline of some of the discoursdyinal work that has been done in
evidentiality, and the subsequent overview of hamnous scholars view the intersection of
epistemics and evidentiality is of necessity briefyvever, a discussion of some of the more
significant contributions to this field may helpftather clarify the contributions of discourse
analysis to the field of epistemics.

Chafe and Nichols (1986), in one of the earlieshprehensive treatments of the topic,
brought together the work of scholars investigagaglentiality in a number of non-European
languages. This work covered languages as diverBmehern Iroquoian (Mithun, 1986)
Tibetan (DeLancey, 1986) and Chinese Pidgin Ragdiechols, 1986), many of which encode
evidentiality in a system of suffixes. Also in thatiume, Chafe (1986) wrote one of the first
substantive analyses of evidentiality in Englidtaking as the object of study the differences
between written and spoken English, Chafe outlihe=e notions central to the concept of
evidentiality: degree of reliability of informatipmodes of knowing and matching of
expectations. First, he notes that speakers amersvboth seem to be aware that some bits of
knowledge are more reliable than others, and thegmely encode that in their talk. In English,

this is encoded by adverbs (emaybe, certainly modal verbs (e.gmight, may and, in written
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language, by adverbs which indicate reliabilitysome statistical sense (e generally,
primarily). Chafe notes that a second dimension with whpsakers and writers are
preoccupied at some level is thathoddes of knowindHe outlines several of these modes and
provides example utterances for illustration. Theeds in italics are those linguistic elements
which encode the mode of knowing. These are repextiin part below (Chafe, 1986, pp. 262-
269):

a. Belief | think that a lot of the time I've been misjudging her.

b. Induction [tmust have beea kid.

c. Sensory Evidence | hearher taking a shower. (more reliable)
She looks likeshe’s asleep. (less reliable)

d. Hearsay Evidence They were using more verbrs Emglish speaking
kids have been saitb learn.

e. Deduction Adultpresumablyare capable of purely logical
thought.

A third epistemological consideration that is fregtly encoded in the speech and writing
of English speakers has to do with how speakersl (@riters’) knowledge aligns with
expectations. In those cases where the alignmmemigerfect, Chafe notes, speakers and writers
typically hedge by using markers such as “sort ‘¥iyid of,” and “about” (examples are from
Chafe):

Example 2.05 Chafe
a. And they tend to bsort offarmer kinds of people.

b. ...a Mohawk communitgbout30 miles from Montreal.
Expectations are also encoded in English. Chaés tof course” and “oddly enough” as
two examples of linguistic markers that encoderatignt and disalignment (respectively) with

expectations.
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Chafe’s work provides a general survey of somghefways in which speakers and
writers overtly signal epistemic stance with reg@archformation that is in play in text or
conversation. Other scholars have taken this furBiber and Finegan (1988) looked at
adverbial stance types in English; Biber and Fingd&89) expanded their investigation to
include adjectives, modals and verbs.

Other work in evidentiality and stance has inctiidemparisons of British and American
English and the ways in which evidentiality anceaffare influenced by a culture’s norms
(Precht, 2003); gender differences in the expressicgtance (Precht, 2008); and the
construction of stance in academic writing (Chark996).

In a related but separate thread of research,iturattlinguists and speech act theorists
(e.g., Tsui, 1992; Huddleston, 1994; Noh, 1998;B&000; Gunlogson, 2003; and Poschmann,
2008) have also investigated epistemics in language Much of this work has been concerned
with question format and how non-interrogativelyaatted questions (e.g., declarative
guestions with rising intonation) do questioninigp the extent that questions can be viewed as a
primary epistemic interface, embodying often bytiere act of questioning differential
epistemic statuses between interlocutors (Raym@@ithDa), this work has implicitly addressed
epistemics by investigating the knowledge states@ed by different question formats in an
attempt to understand tfienctionthat the question carries out in conversationte&lof these
studies will be briefly discussed in the followisgction with special attention given to the role
of epistemics in the phenomena reported.

Tsui's (1992) primary interest is to clarify whatmeant by the terguestion. Offering a
critique of prior technical definitions of the tershe proposes the alternate teefigitation, and

outlines six subtypes of elicitation differentiateglthe type of response each evokes. The six
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subtypes arelicit:inform, elicit:confirm, elicit:agree, elicicommit, elicit:repeatnd
elicit:clarify. Furthermore, she notes that a given type of atioib can be realized by a variety
of grammatical formats, thus pointing out the la€lone-to-one correspondence between
grammatical format, such as the interrogative, thedunction of an utterance as a question.
Tsui's analysis hinges, in some cases, on the letyd states of the speakers and their
recipients. This is most clear in her discussiothefsubtypelicit:confirm, in which she makes
the claim that elicitations that evoke confirmatdexpress...what the speaker assumes to be
true and the speaker is inviting the addresseertbrm that his assumption is true” (Tsui, 1992,

p. 105). She gives the following examples tcsiftate this point:

Example 2.06 Tsui
a. JOHN would know, would he?

b. Yeah, John would know.

Example 2.07 Tsui
a. These ARE students in the ENGIlish department

b. That's right, they're all English majors.
In each of these cases, Tsui remarks, the “theeadde has better knowledge of the subject
matter than the speaker. Hence they realize theiumof seeking confirmation from the
addressee” (p. 108).Citing Brazil (1985), she concludes that “thecdisrse function of an
utterance depends not only on the intonation, Isgt@n the situation angho knows what
[italics added] (Tsui, 1992, p. 105). Though iesting, Tsui’s study does not focus on the
specific ways in which these knowledge claims aaglenby participants, nor on the courses of

action that the various functions may be implicated

% One potential problem with this analysis is theklaf explication of how we can know that the addee has more
information than the speaker, and although it mapdssible to derive this understanding from a ntlwoeough
analysis of the responses given by the recipisotsh an analysis is not undertaken. On its faceeker, Tsui's
analysis appears to identify an action that su@stjons in fact do, and this issue will be takenru@hapter 4 of
the present study.
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Taking an experimental approach, Beun (2000),study of Dutch, investigated the
relationship between the speaker’s degree of oéytabout the propositional content of an
utterance and the use of the declarative questiondt. In the first of two experiments, subjects
were asked to read a dialog between an informageker and an information provider.
Subjects were then asked to focus on one targgntte that the investigator provided in both
the declarative and interrogative format; next,stibjects guessed whether the format of an
utterance that had originally been used by thelsgresas declarative or interrogative. Beun
found a significant association between the usbefleclarative format and the estimated
degree of certainty attributed to the speaker byshbjects. This finding was consistent with the
results of Beun’s second experiment, wherein tigests were asked to judge the certainty of a
speaker with respect to the information contaimethe utterance. Again, he found a significant
relationship between the use of the declarative&brand the degree of certainty that a subject
attributed to the speaker. Beun reported, howekat,other contextual elements can affect the
use of the declarative, noting that a shift in tapiay cause a decrease in the use of declarative
although the certainty of the speaker was judgdzktbigh; in addition, he noted that politeness
rules may play a role in the continued use of dadlative in a context where certainty about the
content is reduced.

Beun'’s discussion of epistemics is explicit in &malysis, particularly in his discussion of
the speaker’s certainty. In carrying out his stiBlgun posited that a speaker’s certainty might
be derived from any of several sources, namebsditmention in the prior talk, presupposition
based on the previous utterance, implicature, @spieaker’'s world knowledge (Beun, 2000).
Although he does not mention epistemics or knowdestgtes in those precise terms, the analysis

is clearly grounded in the epistemic statuses @fprticipants. However, unlike the present
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study, Beun does not explicitly address the speaiftions that a given epistemic stance may be
doing. Beun’s study also employs an experimentthodology that might be expected to
bring into focus different results than a qualitatstudy such as the current analysis might yield.
Looking at the role of intonation in declarativeegtions, Gunlogson (2003) makes
reference to the epistemic status of speakers eaekfs via the notion of speaker and hearer

commitment In her study, Gunlogson’s analyzes the diffeesr@mong sentences such as:

Example 2.08 Gunlogson
a. lIsitraining?

b. It's raining?

c. It's raining.

(Gunlogson, 2003, p. 3)

Using a minimal pair methodology, Gunlogson demmtss that the questioning
function in English is produced by the interactarsentence type, intonation and context, and
explicates the restrictions that govern the usgeafaratives with rising intonation (such as in
(b)) as questions. She begins her analysis bypgdtiat (a) and (b) are minimal pairs that differ
only with regard to grammatical format (interrogatvs. declarative); rising intonation in this
pair is held constant. Utterances (b) and (ctherother hand, are also a minimal pair; however,
they share the same grammatical format while diféein intonation contour. This sets up a
natural contrast between interrogatives, on thehamel, and declaratives (whether rising or
falling), on the other.

Gunlogson finds that declaratives such as (b) epdiffer from interrogatives because
they embody a contextual bias in that they commuitigipants (either the speaker, in the case of
falling declaratives, or the hearer, in the casgsifig declaratives) to the proposition contained
in the utterance, whereas interrogatives are newitlarespect to commitment. Thus, she notes,
in her discussion of declarative bias, that detilara are infelicitous “in contexts where the

Speaker is expected to maintain an attitude ofraktytor ignorance” (Gunlogson, 2003, p. 16).
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She gives a variety of contexts in which the dediae would not be an appropriate question
format (as denoted by “#” in the extracts thatdal), for example, on tax forms, in guessing
games and as exam questions — all contexts in vilwchndividual posing the question would be

expected to take a neutral or ignorant stance) dgeiexample below:

Example 2.09 Gunlogson

As an exam question:

a. Is the empty set a member of itself?
b. #The empty set is a member of itself?
c. #The empty set is a member of itself.

(Gunlogson, 2003, p. 16)
She offers as further evidence the observation“tlsg declaratives, unlike interrogatives,
don’t work well to solicit advice or an opinion”.(ft7), since the opinion of the interlocutor is,

by definition, unknown to the speaker. This carséen in the following example:

Example 2.10 Gunlogson
What do you think?
a. Should I cut my hair?
b. #l should cut my hair?
c. #l should cut my hair.

(Gunlogson, 2003, p. 17)

Declaratives therefore are not neutral becauseahenot uninformative, according to
Gunlogson’s analysis. However, she notes, risirthfaling declaratives do indeed differ with
respect to the commitment they express to the gitpo expressed in the utterance. Falling
declaratives express commitment on the part o$pleaker, while rising declaratives express
commitment on the part of the addressee. She:notes

A second crucial observation about the distributbrising declaratives is that they are

far more natural as questions than their fallinga®ative counterparts...rising

declaratives pattern in certain ways with the cspoading rising interrogatives, differing
from falling declaratives. The generalization autwed is that rising declaratives, like

interrogatives, fail to commit the Speaker to thewpositional content (Gunlogson,
2003, p. 22).
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This can be seen in the following example:

Example 2.11 Gunlogson
A’Ss utterance
a. The king of France is bald.

B’s response:

a. Is France a monarchy?

b. France is a monarchy?

c. #France is a monarchy.

(Gunlogson, 2003, p. 4)

Here, Gunlogson claims, the declarative with fgllintonation is a poor fit as a response,
whereas the interrogative (a) and rising declageati) are both appropriate, since they have in
common the fact that they express that the prapasit content of the utterance is newsworthy
to the speaker. The difference between (a) andqlbg¢sponses is that (b) expresses commitment
on the part of the addressee; that is, it exprabseshe information contained in the utterance is
something the addressee is already publicly corathitt, presumably by virtue of what the
addressee has just said. Gunlogson calls thi€dhéextual Bias Conditioand formalizes the
observation as follows:

Contextual Bias Condition: Rising declaratives oaly be used as questions in contexts

where the Addressee is already publicly committetthé proposition expressed

(Gunlogson, 2003, p. 6).
As can be seen in this example, A’s utterance Kthg of France is bald,” contains the
presupposition that France is a monarchy and tbomsrats A to that proposition, making
utterance (b) a possible, though not obligatorggrance in this context.

It is readily apparent that Gunlogson’s studyaheavily on a notion of the knowledge
states of the speaker and hearer, though she dbaddress knowledge states explicitly, nor is

there an attempt to control for them or examine konewledge claims (Gunlogson’s

“commitment”) are made in interaction. Furthermdhe, actions made possible by the varying
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knowledge claims embodied in the grammatical fosnséie discusses are not a focus of her
study. The present study differs from Gunlogsam’that knowledge claims (and their
underlying epistemic states) are a primary focunges | argue, they constitute a primary
resource deployed by participants in interactiarthie construction of action in talk-in-
interaction.

Kamio’s (1997) notion oferritory of information(TOI) provides a compelling
theoretical account for how participants’ knowledggtes are implicated in interaction. The
basis of this theory, which is elaborated for bttglish and Japanese, is the notion that, like the
geographical territories that animals carve outliemselves in the wild, humans also carve out
“territories” — not of geography, but of informatie- that “belong” to them, as wéllThat is, for
a given a piece of information, that informationynfall, relatively speaking, mongithin a
speaker’s territory or moreutsideof a speaker’s territory and, in many cases ofdtter, within
the recipient’s territory. This distinction appeamnilar to the notions outlined by Raymond
(2003) ofrights to information andccesdo information, where information to which the
speaker has primary epistemights (e.g., information about his or her emotions, rakstiates
and/or activities) can be said to falithin his or her territory of information (using Kamio’s
terminology). On the other hand, speakers can hesesgo information that they do not
necessarily hold primary epistemic rights to; lsat person may know something, without
having that piece of information fall within his ber territory of information. Indeed, Kamio

notes that knowing information and having it in @rterritory are two different things:

* The notion of “territory of information” is remis¢ent of the concept of “information preserve, belated by
Goffman (1971). Goffman defined an individual’$armation preserve as “[t]he set of facts aboutd@tto which
an individual expects to control access while imphesence of others” (pp. 38-39). According tdf@an, two
particular types of information preserve refer tioe” content of the claimaint’s mind,” and “biogragai facts about
the individual over the divulgence of which he estgeo maintain control” (p. 39). Both of theseaar to fall
within Kamio’s concept of “territory of informatioh
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...[H]aving or knowing information and having it@ame’s territory must be distinguished
for the moment. The former simply means havingrimiation in one’s general storage
of information. In contrast, the latter means thidhin one’s general storage of
information there is a conceptual category calkegiterritory of information....[t]hus, the
set of information which falls into one’s terriyoof information is a subset of
information known to him/her” (Kamio, 1997, p. 16).
We can note that within Kamio’s framework, havinghts to information presupposes access to
the information; however, having access to inforaratioes not presuppose that one has rights
to it.
To further develop the construct, Kamio positsekistence of two “linear psychological

scales” (Kamio 1997, p. 17), one each for the hresrd speaker, which measure the distance of

a piece of information from the hearer or speakahis is illustrated in Figure 2.05:

Figure 2.05. Speaker’s and hearer’s psychological scales (Kah987, p. 17)

Speaker 1 - |---=-----]| -0
n

Hearer 1o e 0
n

In Figure 2.05, the information on the point markéth a vertical line is “closer” to the speaker
than to the hearer; therefore, that informatiofsfaito his or her territory of information.

Kamio’s theory postulates that:
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There are two conceptual categories called thekgpsaand the hearer’s territories of
information. A given piece of information thata®ser to the speaker than n belongs to
the speaker’s territory of information, and thatiethis closer to the hearer than n
belongs to the hearer’s territory of informatiorhexe n is a specified value between 1
and 0 and designates the outer boundary of bailotées (Kamio, 1997, p. 17).

Kamio further posits that, in English, the followgitypes of information, which he calls
“conditions,” fall within a given speaker’s TOI. afnio explicates each as follows:

1. Information obtained through the speaker/hearetarnal direct experience (e.g.,
pain, emotions, memories and beliefs);

2. Information embodying detailed knowledge whichdatito the speaker’s/hearer’s
professional or other expertise;

3. Information obtained through the speaker’s/heamxternal direct experience
(including information conveyed to him/her verbalyat he/she considers reliable and
information obtained through the five senses); and

4. Information about persons, objects, events and felosé to the speaker/hearer
including information about the speaker/hearer hargelf (such as plans, behavior and
his/her geographical relations).

(Kamio, 1997, p. 18)

® A further problem with the notion of closenesthis circular nature of the definition that Kami@gents. In his
discussion of the speaker’s and hearer's scalasotes that “each [scale] contain[s] informatioosd to the
speaker/hearer....” He later goes on to explain tmglitions that determine whether a piece of infdromais
“close” to the speaker/hearer by saying “theregameral conditions which determine the locatiomédrmation
on the speakers’ or the hearer’s scale.” Whastitoes close is clearly explained in Conditions 3; however,
Condition 4 is then elaborated as “information ghmrsons, objects events and facts close to thaksp/hearer,
including information about the speaker/hearer hargelf’ (1997, p. 18). This formulation exhibitsertain
circularity of definition which obscures cruciaktinctions between what it means to have episteigints to
information, on the one hand, and having acces¥domation to which one does not have primary &pisc rights,
on the other. The information contained in Kami@anditions 1 and 2 appears to constitute whatlloall having
epistemic rights It is information that a speaker comes to knavwpart of his or her internal direct experiencg, e.
emotions, memories, physical states and beliefadfion 1), and professional or other expertisendtion 2).
Information that the speaker has come to know liygotold or that the speaker has obtained throxgéreal and
direct experience e.g., information that is gatti¢heough the five senses or information conveetthe
speaker/hearer which he/she considers reliabledi@on 3) seem to fall under the categoryepistemic access
The present study proposes that differences betviglets and access must be taken into accountcim analyses if
we are to arrive at an understanding of how epiistefanctions in interaction.
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He notes that 1-4 above are true for Englishflotiher notes that the portion of 3 which
includes information conveyed verbally to the smedkat the speaker considers reliable does
not fall into the speaker’s TOI in Japanese.

Demonstrating how these conditions relate to datiiee sentences, Kamio indicates that
only the direct form (i.e., non-hedged, or what E2801) calls the “zero-marked” form) of a
declarative statement can be applied to informédtesed on direct, internal experience, as
hedging indexes that the information falls outfléhe speaker’s TOI. Thus, sentences like (a)

and (b), below, are infelicitous, as denoted byasterisks:

Example 2.12 Kamio
a. *l seem to be nauseated.
b. *I seem to feel lonely.

(Kamio, 1997, p. 18)
Kamio also brings in a number of metaconditionsclwlobtain after the four initial
conditions above. These are:

a. Information meeting conditions [2, 3, and 4¢amsidered less close to the
speaker/hearer if he/she does not have an addupgitefor asserting it.

b. Information whose accessibility to the spedieatrer is low is considered less close to
him/her.

(Kamio, 1997, p. 20)
These metaconditions can modify where informatadls fwith regard to a speaker’s TOI, and
Kamio outlines several cases in which various kieolgé states obtain between speaker and
hearer, resulting in the use of a variety of dgfgrgrammatical structures which correspond to

the various combinations of knowledge st&tes.

® Though Kamio’s analysis is interesting, furthesatission of the details of his analysis is beydwedscope of the
present study. Readers are referred to Kamio (1f8®a comprehensive discussion of this matter.
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2.4. Overview of the studies

In the aggregate, the studies presented thusdiar tine fields of linguistics and discourse
analysis provide a useful point of departure fadenstanding the ways in which utterances are
understood to be within a speaker’s epistemic doptewever, some of the assumptions and
methodologies on which such work is based are proétic for gaining a clear understanding of
how epistemics functions in actual interaction.

A first observation is that the utterances uponciwimany of these works base their
findings appear to be idealized utterances thaharérawn from or examined within a specific
context; even more importantly, perhaps, they soiated from the type of sequential
environment in which they would appear in ordingk. In rare cases where a context is
specified, it is often underspecified and createdn idealized form by the analyst (e.g.,
Gunlogson’s (2003) Contextual Bias Condition). STimnits the scope of the observations that
can be made about them, particularly about thestgbactions that they do. As Heritage and
Maynard (2006a) note:

The production and understanding of an utteran@nation derives froreatures of

the social conteximost especially an utterance’s place in an omgahsequence of talk.
Sequencing is what conversation analysts regaam aterance’s fundamental context

(p. 10).

This lack of specific context gives rise to aartie on a notion of “naturalness” as
defined by the analyst, which is problematic, egglcwhen utterances are presented in
isolation. Thus, observations which characteraain utterances “marginal” (as in statements
such as “You are nauseatédyhich index the internal state of someone othen the speaker)

can be questioned. As will be seen, the presaiysia demonstrates that such statements occur

" Kamio (1997) calls these types of utterances, whéder to internal emotional and physical statesychological
utterances.” As “psychological utterances,” (imia’s framework) they are more aptly uttered udimg pronoun
“I” as the subject.
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regularly in ordinary talk, and rather than beingrginal, are instead doing particular actions in
particular contexts. It is further demonstrateat these actions depend in large part on the
epistemic stance that the turns at talk display.

The lack of context that characterizes such ssucka also have deleterious effects on the
conclusions reached. An example is the distindtiah Kamio makes between “closeness” and
what he terms the “epistemological problem of otherds.” For Kamio, these two constructs
are not necessarily related. Thus, although irabw/e example (“you are nauseated”) the
utterance’s supposed marginality does indeed &osea problem of “other minds,” Kamio
notes that most English psychological utterandesyé nothing to do with the epistemological
problem of other minds,” (1995, p. 258) but ardaad governed by the notion of the speaker’s
“closeness” to the information. Kamio notes “...wigteally relevant to the availability of
English psychological utterances in the direct faisrwhether the information they express is
sufficiently close to the speaker to fall withirskier territory of information (Kamio, 1995, p.
258). Thus, he gives the example of a defensenalgpwho, speaking to the judge about his

client might utter sentences such as those inn@)a):

Example 2.13 Kamio
a. He was totally unaware of that fact then.
b. He now feels very guilty about it.

According to Kamio, the defense attorney does eetrto be “close” to the defendant in
order to make such statements (Kamio’s Conditiomdi does he need to actually believe the
statements. Instead, Kamio attributes the felisit@ss of these statements to Condition 2 about
professional expertise, which places the infornmataeep within the attorney’s territory of
information.”

An examination of the context in which such utteesioccur and the ways in which

such utterances come to fall within the attorn@y™ provide the analyst with significant insight
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into how such utterances work. First, these utisga appear in a context where the actual
experiencer of the feelings, the defendant, hagddhrights to speak on his or her own behalf. It
is thus the duty of the attorney within this contiexspeak for the defendant, that is, to act as
“animator” for the defendant, who is, in turn, tipeincipal,” or the person whose beliefs are
being represented (see Goffman, 1981 for a morglaendiscussion of the concepts of
animator, authorandprincipal in conversation). Understanding the attorneyis &s the
animator of the information expressed in the utteearather than as the author is crucial in
understanding how it is possible for the attorreeggeak about the defendant’s inner states in
this way. While it may be true that attorneys’fessional roles allow them to be “closer” to
their clients than perhaps the judge is, it istye@ot because he is “close” to his client that he
can make these statements. Rather, these stateraartte made because the defendant, who has
primary epistemic rights to the information at hapdtatively made them to the attorney (i.e.,
gave the attorney access) and therefore made them a direct format. The attorney then, now
having access to the information and acting as atanior the defendant in a socially-
sanctioned role, also uses the direct form. hésefore not closeness but epistemological
concerns mediated by socially-sanctioned institiigpractices which allow for such statements.
Despite the issues raised here, these studiesiaeful starting point for further research
into the workings of epistemics in talk-in-interiact. 1t seems clear that speakers register
differences in the epistemic statuses of partidgpeand the practices they deploy index these
differences. However, much remains to be learmediathe relationship between epistemics,
grammar and action. The current study seeks tnebur knowledge of epistemics and
grammatical formulation by providing an empiriaather than merely theoretical, account of

how participants’ knowledge states are implicatetheir talk and how the knowledge states
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indexed in talk allow participants to formulate gi@arlar actions. The perspective taken here
views grammar and epistemics as fundamental elenaémteraction, and in adopting this
perspective, builds on a growing body of work thiatvs epistemicity as an overwhelmingly
situated, interactive phenomenon that must be tigaged in the context of naturally-occurring
talk. In the following section, a number of corttelxiven studies taking into account the

interactive nature of epistemicity will be discusse

2.5. Interactional studies/Conversation analysis

As discussed above, most earlier work addressiisgeepics has focused on sentential,
semantic or functional mechanisms of language @eorsas part of a lone speaker’s mental
apparatus; however, in more recent years, schiol@ested in interaction have investigated
how knowledge is lodged in interaction. Karkkaing003), an interactional linguist,
investigated epistemic markers such as modal ergswould, must, might, couldepistemic
phrases (e.gl,think, | don’t know, looks likeand epistemic adverbs (e.grpbably, maybkin
naturally-occurring conversation and found thee tsbe grounded in and motivated by
interactional concerns. This is in contrast toieadiscourse analystic studies (cf., Chafe, 1986),
which had treated epistemic markers as reflectilogna speaker’'s mental state or view of the
world, unconnected to a larger interactional contéx her study, Karkkainen found that 1) the
expression of epistemic stance is highly routinjzed! 2) stance-taking is “an emergent
interactive activity”(p. 16). According to Karkk#n, the highly-routinized nature of the
marking of epistemic stance is evidenced by thetfet speakers of English tend to select from
among a relatively small number of epistemic maskard therefore use the same markers with

great frequency. This results in some markers,(etlgink andl don’t know fulfilling a large
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number of functions in interaction. Another piefesvidence for the highly-routinized nature
of epistemic marking, Kérkkainen notes, is thatasees of English have a preference for turn-
initial rather than turn-final epistemic markeiskewise, she claims that speakers of English
prefer certain markers over others; for examplesqelized, subjective markers (elghink, |
believeandl gues3 occurred much more frequently in her data thapeirsonalized markers
(e.g.,It is certain/likely; There is a likelihogd

Despite this aspect of routinization, Karkkainemeso stance-marking appears to arise
from interactional concerns. For example, Kérkkaifeind that placing an epistemic stance
marker such as “I think” in turn-initial positiors&@blishes the speaker’s stance early in the turn,
thus allowing recipients to interpret the unfoldinterance as expressing a certain stance. Such a
placement of the stance marker “helps recipientdigm themselves to the unfolding
utterance...” (p. 183). She also found that stanaskimg allowed speakers to manage various
contingencies that arise during an interactionuchiag, for example, “managing routine trouble
spots, engaging in more strategic recipient degegrd] pursuing uptake or signaling completion
of one’s turn at talk” (p. 183).

Focusing specifically on the epistemic mark#rink, Karkkainen found that, contrary to
the findings of earlier studies which viewkethink as indexing a tentative stantéhink fulfilled
multiple interactional functions in intonation wmitial (IU-initial) position. Specifically, she
identified three different functions of the markire last two of which are particularly relevant
to the current study in that they index the epistestatus of the participants involved.

In the first instance, she found thahink in intonation unit-initial position serves to

frame the remaining information to which it is attad such that it “marks a boundary of some
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kind in the talk” (p. 121). An example of this clhe found in “asides,” as can be seen from this

example from Karkkainen (2003, p. 123):

Example 2.14 Karkkainen

10 ...Well anyway,

11 they were on the rack.

12 And uh,

13 | wanted to order that muumuu

14 ->  1think it was around twenty-nine dollars,
15 or something like that,

16 and two pairs of short pajamas.

17 one for Sam

18 and one for me.

Karkkainen argues that in such instand¢éink functions as “part of a frame created by the
speaker to highlight that the [information introéddyl think] comes as extra information
inserted in the main story line, and something thatother participants should keep track of for
later use” (p. 123).
A second way that “I think” functions is to routlgdoring in the speaker’s perspective.
Very frequently in the datdthink occurs in certain sequential positions, namely in
second-pair parts of adjacency pairs, where theesuspeaker perceives some minor
interactional trouble in the preceding tuidrthink locates andoutinely attends to that
troublein the current turn, by marking specifically thiaé turrent speaker’s perspective
will follow (Karkkéinen, 2003, p.130).

She offers the example of a speaker who bringdifferent perspective from that which was

offered in the immediately-preceding turn:

Example 2.15 Karkkainen
(Talking about a child whose broken leg has heglédkly)

05 H: He healed very quickly

06 J: Guess kids bones, just like grow back realy.

07 P. Mhm

08 H:> Yeah | think they're really soft to start with.

09 J: They're made of rubber.

10 H:  That's why b-little kids usually don’t biletheir legs anyway.

In line 7, she notes that H's perspective on chitts bones differs slightly from that of J, who

has forwarded the notion that children’s bones dgoagk quickly. H, on the other hand, has a
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competing interpretation: children’s bones arelyesift (line 8), and as a result, they don't
usually break their legs (line 10). Karkkainenesot

It is...possible to argue thhathink is not really marking uncertainty or doubt

here, and rather than marking that the claim ma@a iopinion of the speaker (which it
does not really seem to be anyway, since the sp&akeking an assessment based on
general cultural knowledge), it seems to expreasttie current speaker orients to the
assessment offered in the prior turn as not qaiterate and that he is about to bring in a
slightly different slant to it (p. 132).

A final function ofl think that Karkkainen points out, and one which willdigcussed at some
length in Chapter 3 of the present study, is tleeai$ think to deal with trouble spots in the
interaction, especially those which occur with relga the recipient. In such utterancet)ink

can be used to pursue alignment from a recipiems&lalignment could threaten the recipient’s
“face,” (Brown and Levinson, 1978; 1987). Karkk&moffers the following illustration from a

conversation where the participants are discugbimgrowing of basil:

Example 2.16 Karkkainen

08 D: Isn't [that] what you gave the neighbor dinee?
09 S: [- 1

10 D:  You gave him [some kind of herb]

11 S: [Did I give him some]

12 | gave him a red pepper.

13 D:  1think y—I think you gave him...some...herbsafme [kind

14 S: [I may have
15 given-given him some basil.

(Kérkkainen, 2003, p. 147)
Karkkainen notes in this example that D’s utterdtdbkink y= | think you gave
him...some...herb of some kind,” (line 13) coming addes after S’s statement that she had
given the neighbor a red pepper, constitutes athoeS’s face because she is “telling the
recipient something that she should already knowdbas not recall” (p. 147). Kéarkkainen
differentiates this from the second function ofHink” (i.e., the introduction of the speaker’s
perspective) and notes that it is doing more tharetg personalize the counter-argument being

made. Itis, in fact, an explicitly face-threatemiact, an observation based on the fact that it
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occurs in a turn that occupies first position insaljacency pair and the fact that “it appears in an
environment where the speaker is making an aseatiout a coparticipant’s past actions, which
may potentially constitute a high face threat &t tharticipant: she may thereby be portrayed as
forgetful of her own actions” (p. 148).

What Karkkainen seems to be addressing here ithiidrexample is clearly a question
of epistemic domain, though she does not say shicékp It is, however, the claim of the
current study that it is the encroaching of utteesnsuch as these on the epistemic domain of the
recipient that prompts the useldhink sincel think allows the speaker to comment on
something that is within the epistemic domain @f técipient by transferring it, albeit in a
superficial way, to the speaker’s domain (i.e.,r@@rmulating the turn as something speaker,
rather than the recipient, thinks). This phenomemdich | have called “A-perspectivizing,”
following Labov and Fanshel's (1977) discussioefind B-event statements, will be
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

Karkkainen’s study is of special relevance toghesent study. In her analysis, she has
examined the intersection of action and epistenfiogjever, the role she attributes to epistemics
is implied, and to the extent that it is not disgadexplicitly, marginalized in terms of its
importance to our understanding of how participactsomplish actions in talk-in-interaction.
Furthermore, she focuses on the single discourskemd think,” whereas the current study
focuses on a wider range of declarative sentengstietions and thereby examines the
interaction of grammar and epistemics in the daihgctions in conversation.

Karkkainnen’s attention to interaction resonateth\aiseries of seminal papers by

Goodwin (1979, 1981, 1987) in which he investigagpistemics as a locally-situated
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phenomenon lodged within the interaction of twarmre participants. Taking note of the
difference between traditional linguistics and iatgional approaches, Goodwin (1979) states:
..in traditional linguistics it has been assumeat the analysis of sentences can be
performed upon examples isolated from the procesgeraction within which they
naturally emerge. The analysis presented hererjas@ to the contrary, that the
sentence actually produced within a particular atrtalk is determined by a process of
interaction between speaker and hearer. Theialoothtive work in constructing the turn
systematically modifies the emerging structurehef $entence....Insofar as this is the
case, the procedures utilized to construct senselace, at least in part, interactive
procedures (Goodwin, 1979, p. 112).
In his analysis, Goodwin (1979) introduced the ®fkmowing recipient” and
“unknowing recipient” and found that participantg)o may address several people over the
course of an utterance, maintain a refined oriemtdd the epistemic statuses of their recipients.
Specifically, Goodwin notes that changes in recipand recipient knowledge state are
accompanied by changes in the turn's compositien @vthe course of the same utterance. His
analysis focused on the ways in which a speakargiven instance modified an initial
characterization of an event so that it became %id¢wa recipient with shared knowledge of the
event. In this study, Goodwin examined one speskéohn’s, turn at talk and the shifts in his
gaze at varying points during the turn. Initialg, can be seen in the excerpt below, John’s gaze

was directed at Don, a guest at his house and kamowing recipient (brackets denote the point

during the talk at which the speaker begins gaairtge recipient.).

Johm: .., , .. ... Don,, [l:l::un
| gave, | gave u'p smoking ci'garettes;. =

Uon: = Yeaah,

John: . [Eeth . nn
I-uh: ‘one-one week ago t'da;y. acshilly

(Goodwin, 1979, p. 99)
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Here we can see that while the speaker is sayiggVvé up smoking cigarettes,” he is
looking at Don, who is an unknowing recipient astimformation. However, when Don’s
response (“Yea:h”) does not request elaboratia@xpress significant uptake, John’s gaze turns
to John’s wife, Beth, who is a knowing recipienbwever, Goodwin notes that this information
(and the repair which appears to be an abandomeddb“last Monday” or some similar time
formulation) is not appropriate to a knowing reeiti and he repairs the turn to discuss an
anniversary — an event which may be celebratednesne who has shared experience of the
original event. This lamination of the two everitee moment of giving up cigarettes and the
anniversary, makes the turn appropriate for Betig already knew about the original event. At
the same time, the turn continues to be relevatitdmriginal recipient, since the original event
is invoked through the mention of the anniversdrythe data segment, however, Beth does not
return John’s gaze; instead Ann begins to lookeahBthe ratified recipient. Goodwin notes that
a recipient is supposed to look at a speaker whemgtaddressed. Beth's failure to do so at this
point leaves John with no recipient. The searclafaacipient brings John to Ann, who is
looking at Beth and is thus attending to the intBoa, though not as a primary recipient.
Goodwin notes that at the moment that Ann is logkihBeth, John’s turn is coming to an end.
At the point where he begins to look at Ann, Jobntimiues the turn past its first possible
completion point by adding “ackshilly,” which givégn the time to shift her gaze to John and
therefore fulfill the requirement that a speakerse the gaze of his or her recipient while
speaking to him or her.

Goodwin (1979) shows that the epistemic statusiomkedge state of a recipient is
something that speakers are attuned to. In fudtuglies in this area, Goodwin showed that

speakers may use forgetfulness or displaying uaicgytas a way of rendering an utterance
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appropriate for a knowing recipient and noted ttaing so allows a knowing recipient to assist
the speaker in carrying out a course of action (B0, 1981, 1987).

Goodwin (1987) demonstrates how displays of uno#sténdexing a missing piece of
knowledge in the form of a word search are consetipleéo the wider interaction in a number of
ways. He notes that previous accounts of conversdtpractices such as word searches, restarts
and pauses viewed such displays as disfluenciethanefore not worthy of study. However,
Goodwin’s analysis reveals that such displaysafadt social phenomena with wide-reaching
consequences for the unfolding interaction andHerparticipants engaged in it. Specifically,
his analysis shows that word searches can modifpdnticipation framework, invoke discourse
identities which in turn invoke larger social idigies, and alter the trajectory of the interaction,
thereby furthering the speaker’s projects.

A word search, by its very nature, is an attemgilita claimed gap in the speaker’s
knowledge. Goodwin notes that participants may déh a word search in two possible ways.
Through the use of gaze, a speaker may treatitpaivate matter (by looking into the distance)
or as a public matter (by seeking out a recipiemeoipients through gaze), making relevant
contributions from others present. Furthermorenityating a word search, the speaker makes
the search the primary activity with which the natgtion is concerned, and this, combined with
the possible elicitation of others’ participatianthe search, can modify the action in which
participants were previously engaged, as well adifjthe participant structure of the
interaction. This can be seen in Goodwin’s examgpleonversation between a married couple,

Mike and Phyllis, and a group of their married fids (Gary, Carney, Curt and Pam):
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Example 2.17 Goodwin

01 Mike: | was watching Johnny Carson one night
02 En there was a guy by the na- VWhat was
03 that guy’s name. [Blake?

04 Curt: [The Critic.

05 Mike: Blake?

06 Curt: [No.

07 Pam: [A no-

08 (0.6)

09 Mike: Rob[ert Blake?

10 Pam: [Reed?

11 (0.2)

12 Mike: Er somp'n like ‘at. [=He was

13 Pam: [Robert Reed.

(Goodwin, 1987, p. 116)

Goodwin points out that the word search, initiatetines 2-3 by Mike, becomes the
main business with which the participants are covexfrom lines 4-13, putting on hold a story
that he had begun in line 1. It also marks a changhe participation structure, wherein a
number of participants become engaged in the &atkey try to produce the name that Mike has
forgotten.

Goodwin also notes that in this word search, diss®identities (viz., knowing recipient
and unknowing recipient) are instantiated. At Ilhevhere Mike begins the word search, there
is a cut-off followed by a Wh-question. It is preely at the point where he cuts off that Mike
shifts his gaze to his wife, Phyllis, thus ratifginer as next speaker. By turning his gaze toter a
this point in the interaction, Mike treats PhyBis a knowing recipient, as someone who could
provide the information he is searching for. Gewodnotes: “Such discourse identities are
intimately tied to, and indeed part of, the actdgtthat are being done within the talk in which
they occur” (p. 118). Discourse identities, imtumake it possible for people to infer other
larger social identities of participants. Mike’'satment of Phyllis as a knowing recipient (i.e.,
someone whom he knew had seen the same segméetsare late night TV show as he did)

invokes her identity as his spouse.
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Goodwin also notes that there are alternate forfoatshaping the request to the
participant in an elicited word search, and thas¢halternate formats treat the speaker’s claimed
knowledge differently. Furthermore, alternate fotsrtaave different consequences for the
interaction (and for the participants themselve$g. notes that in this case, Mike uses a full Wh-
guestion, which, although he follows it up withandidate answer with rising intonation, allows
participants to engage in the word search quiteelgt as they propose different names for the
person Mike is discussing. Simply using risingpmdtion without a Wh-question, on the other
hand (as seen below) locates the problem areanaergwly (in this case, the number of times
per day someone was supposed to twist somethinighdicates that the speaker expects

minimal participation from others:

Example 2.18 Goodwin

((Speaker is talking about having her ears pierced.))
Pat: Jere had to help me. I gotta twist it.
They told her to twist
Unknowing Recipient
|

it comlpletely around like six times. |
Knowing Recipient

(0.'8) three times a day or something?

(Goodwin, 1987, p. 121)
Thus, Goodwin clearly demonstrates that the foimathich a word search is made indexes the
speaker’s knowledge and is consequential for ttgefaunfolding interaction.
Finally, Goodwin notes that the format used cao &lkelp to further the speaker’s
projects. To understand his point, it is necestargproduce a more complete version of the

talk that was given as Example 2.17 above.
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Example 2.17a
01 Curt: The S’preme Court really screwed up.

02 (0.8)

03 Curt: | think that's t errible. | really

04 do.

05 Mike: [Well

06 Pam: [Yeah.-] I think everybody should be

07 allowed to (0.1) s:ee what they want er

08 Pam: [read what they want. B u:t,

09 Mike: [l was watching Johnny Carson one night

10 En there was a guy

11 Phyl: [Yuh:, ‘h if they wanna go t'see it, they should
12 Mike: [by the na- What was that guy’s name. [Blake?

12 Curt: [Th e Critic.

In Example 2.17a, an extended version of Examdlé, Zsoodwin points out that just after Mike
launches his telling (lines 9-10), Phyllis (line) T&sponds to a previous speaker’s (Pam’s) turn
(line 8) whose talk is in competition with Mike’aq evidenced by the simultaneous onset of
their turns in overlap in lines 5 and 6). By usthg Wh-question format to initiate a word
search, which is in itself an epistemic operatMike is able to dislodge another participant
(Pam) from a competing course of action, and t@nbined with the word search, allows him
to win the floor in the current interaction. Thusjng the example of a word search, which is
clearly an epistemic operation, Goodwin explicdtesimport of epistemics in social action.

Building upon Goodwin (1979, 1981, 1987), the entrstudy seeks to extend the
discussion to include a variety of other actionsval as to investigate the role of grammar in
the construction of epistemic claims that in tur@ deployed in specific actions.

Another seminal work which has examined epistelina® a conversation analytical
perspective is that of Heritage (1984b), who diseaghe particle “oh” and investigates its
epistemic import in the context of informing angae sequences. In his study, Heritage
explicates the functions of “oh” by examining iegysiential placement within specific sequences
and by identifying specific types of turn comporsawhich regularly follow “oh” when it is

deployed in naturally occurring talk.
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In the context of informing, Heritage (1984b) istigates the sequential consequences of
“oh” in three different types of informing sequencstraightforward informings, informing in
response to a question and counterinformings.a¢h ef these cases, he found that “oh” marked
the recipient as having received information, imtjees having undergone a change of state with
regard to his or her knowledge state. In the casgraightforward informings, oh-receipts in a
great majority of cases prefaced some other tumpoment, namely assessments, questions, and
newsmarks. Heritage found that “oh”-prefaced assests were closure-relevant (as in
Example 2.19, below) whereas “oh” followed by asiie or newsmark prompted more talk on

the part of the initial speaker (as in Example 2(#9ow).

Example 2.19 Heritage

R: And | gotathlet ~ic award.
C: REALLY ?
R: uh huh.=From sports club.
C: -> Oh that's terrif ____ic Roger. (assessment)

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 302)

Example 2.20 Heritage
R: | fergot t'tell y'the two best tings that
happen’tuh me t'day.
C: -> Oh super.=What were they? (question)

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 303)
Heritage notes that “oh” contrasts with “yes” aiygdh” in that the latter two are deployed as
continuers in extended tellings and do not treat#tk as particularly informative, whereas
“oh,” because it indicates a change of state,srdedt talk as informative and in that way
highlights or foregrounds significant story elengeint extended tellings. Thus, Heritage
notes, “oh,” when used in informings, can be usél additional turn components that
either produce more talk, curtail the talk or faeghd important story elements. This
finding demonstrates that epistemics plays a st role in the sequential organization of

talk.
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Heritage explains that “oh” also occurs in theteghof question-elicited informings,

as in Example 2.21, below:

Example 2.21 Heritage

J: Oh::: .Havet heyaveyihvi _ sitiz g[one then, ]
V: [T _hey've go _Ine. Yes,
J:-> Oh:ah

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 308)

As in the the straight informings, the “oh” convelgat the prior turn has been informative.
However, speakers can withhold an “oh” to propbse the proceding information is self-

evident and has not produced a change of statbdmpeaker:

Example 2.22 Heritage

N:  Nice Jewish bo: y?
()
H: O:fc  ou:rse=
N:-> ='vcou: _rse

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 310)

In question-elicited informings, the “oh” also d&ys an understanding that the informing has
been complete; therefore, “oh” recipients (the pensho is informing) may delay engaging in
further talk and instead may wait for another goastr simply wait before offering further

information as in Example 2.23, below:

Example 2.23 Heritage

N: =°hhh Dz he ‘av ‘iz own apa:rt [mint?]
H: [°hhhh] Yea:h,=
N:  =Oh_
-> (1.0)
N:-> H  owdidjugitiznum  ber,

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 311)
Finally, in counterinformings, Heritage notes thpéakers may either receipt the
counterinforming with an “oh” or not, as in Examp2.24 and 2.25, below. In those cases where
the counterinformings are receipted with an “ohXgmple 2.24), the speaker treats the prior

speaker’s talk as correcting the speaker’s eastaement. In those cases where the speaker
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withholds the “oh” (Example 2.25), the speaker nsake&laim to have used his or her own

knowledge in order to revise his or her understagdi

Example 2.24 Heritage

B:  Itlooks like b _eef 'n bean curd.
(2.0)

J: Well | wan’ lots of beef.

D: | think it's pork.

B: -> Oh. Pork.

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 312)

Example 2.25 Heritage

V: Where didje get to la:s’ ni-i _ght,
(1.0)

J: La:st- | _dit (0.2) 1 di'ln’t go any rwhere ?
(0.4)

V: W'l Andrew  rang t'see if you were +here,
(0.7)

J: °hh°Ohh:  :.°hhWellIWzit 1l as’ night,
©)

Ji-> 1Yes it w- Tha:t's right I' was ____la:s’ nah-

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 313)
In addition to informings, “oh” is also ubiquitdysieployed in the context of other-
initiated repair sequences and understanding chdokfiese types of sequences,

“oh” is a repair receipt, as can be seen in Exar2(é,.below.

Example 2.26 Heritage
1 A: Well who'r you workin’ for.
2 B: °hhh Well I'm working through the Amfat Corpo ration
3 A: The who?
4 B: Amfah Corporaftion. T’'s a holding company.
53 -> [Oh

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 316)
In cases such as Example 2.26, where a speakasked a question (line 1) and initiated repair
by identifying the problem with the response reedi{line 3), the “oh” indicates to the recipient
that the difficulty has been resolved and therdloyes for a “mutually ratified exit from repair
sequences” (p. 318). In this case, we see théeapistoken “oh” allowing participants to end

sequences, acting therefore a major resource ifoth®tion of sequences in talk.
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In the case of understanding checks, “oh” is alsepair receipt, but the sequential
context in which it occurs differs from that of ethinitiated repair in that the speaker offers a
candidate understanding of what has been saicipribr turn rather than a straight repair. This

can be seen in Example 2.27, below:

Example 2.27 Heritage
1J. D erek 'shome?

2 (05)

3 I: Yo __ urDe[rek.
4 J: [Ye:sm[m
51 -> [Oh

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 319)

In this case, the repair initiation is an underdtag check that allows its recipient to confirm or
disconfirm the understanding. Upon receipt of aondition in Example 2.25, above, the speaker
says “oh,” and the sequence ends.

A final context in which “oh” appears, Heritagetes, is in those understanding checks in
which the speaker wishes to show that the prior hars been sufficient, and in those cases, the
placement of the “oh” reflects a greater degreeonffidence in the “oh” speaker’s understanding
of the information provided earlier by the otheeaker. In such cases, the speaker’s “oh”
prefaces the candidate understanding, rather tbploying it after the confirmation of the
candidate understanding, as was seen in Examg@e Z12us, we see sequences such as that in

Example 2.28:

Example 2.28 Heritage

1 G: Hewzo:ntheo _pposite s _ide a’ the driver ri: _ght?
2 ()

3 G: °withiz:®

4 .

5 M: Nohe  w-(.)e-he wz on the sa-:me side ez the

6 drive[r

7 G:-> [Ohon nuh ba: _ck seat?=

(Heritage, 1984b, p. 321)

In line 7, G offers a candidate understanding oémtthe person discussed in the story was
located “on nuh bak seat?” This understanding is made possible &ydormation provided in

57



line 5 by his interlocutor. Rather than offeringteaightforward candidate understanding, G
displays confidence in his response by prefacisgihderstanding with “oh,” thereby indicating
that the other speaker’s earlier turn had allowiedtb infer the correct location of the person
under discussion. As Heritage notes, “G therebpgses its independence of subsequent
confirmation and hence, his confidence in his @igetl grasp of the state of affairs” (p. 321).
Heritage concludes his discussion of “oh” as astemic token by looking at it in the
context of new topic beginnings. Heritage beginsibing that new topic beginnings can occur
in two environments. In the first, the speaker amues the new topic (a news announcement),
and in the second, an individual makes an inquaigua a particular topic (an itemized news
inquiry) that entails the development of a new tofieritage demonstrates that in the context of
news announcements, “oh” plus question or “oh” pleesmark, as discussed earlier, produces
more talk. However, in the case of itemized navgalirites, speakers routinely deploy “a more
or less passive continuation object, most commiyg’ and ‘mm hm’ (p. 332). In the case of
the news announcement, Heritage explains, the aezeoent is unilaterally proposed, and
therefore, the recipient is not necessarily conaditb the topic that the speaker has brought up.
In such cases, the “oh” accompanied by a questwgmark is necessary in order for the topic
to continue since it displays a willingness onphet of the “oh” speaker to “sign on” to the topic
by requesting further elaboration. On the otherdhan the case of itemized news inquiries,
where a speaker has asked to be updated on aupartmpic (e.g., “How is your mother, by the
way?”) the speaker is already committed by virtieaving asked the question and thereby
having nominated the topic him or herself. In thoages, continuers such as “Mm hm” or “yes”
are sufficient to prompt further talk; in such cgagderitage notes, the deployment of “oh” would

curtail talk by marking the prior turn as havinghesufficiently informative. Heritage notes:
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In the context of news announcements, [freestan@ing is generally insufficient to
promote continuation whereas, conversely, in tlse cd itemized news inquiries [“‘oh”]
may constitute a curtailing intervention in to therming sequence...in this latter
context, a free-standing “oh” receipt may be pradlby a questioner who began with a
gap in information and who is unaware of, or unwglto collaborate with, an answerer’s
desire to respond to the question in an elabom@téapic-generative fashion (p. 333).

Thus, Heritage demonstrates that epistemics,ig®ihbodied by the change-of-state
token “oh,” is a central resource that speakersogedp order to do a number of actions, such as
exiting repair sequences, displaying confidencene’'s understanding of prior talk, and either
curtailing or inviting a participant to elaborate a particular topic. In doing so, this work
provides a compelling demonstration of the centi that epistemics plays in talk-in-
interaction.

Since Heritage’s (1984b) and Goodwin’s (1979, 198B7) work on epistemics,
conversation analysis has continued to investigpigtemics, with recent work being done in the
area of epistemics and grammar, particularly thenédation of questions. Adding a critical
dimension to the work begun by Kamio (1997), Hget$2012) has investigated the knowledge
states of participants relative to one anothertaginoted that the act of questioning instantiates
an “epistemic gradient” between speaker and regifgach that the questioner is in a K-
(knowledge minus) position, and the addresseeasKr position. Heritage further notes that
the grammatical format of a question indexes theslignt. Thus, the three utterances (1) “Are
you married?” (2) “You're married, aren’t you?’da(B) “You're married.” represent three
distinct points on the epistemic gradient goingrfra K- position to a K+ position, where (1)
invokes a steep epistemic gradient, embodyingienddg the speaker to know the least about the
matter at hand, (2) invokes a slightly more upgdaclaim to knowledge about the matter and (3)

invokes a shallow epistemic gradient, embodyinguahrupgraded claim to knowledge about

the matter. Examination of naturally-occurringthears this out. Extract 2.01 provides an
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example taken from a medical consultation in wlagbhysician questions a patient about the

birth of her baby:

Extract 2.01 DEC 1205
52 Doc: ->> Right. Did you have any problems
53 ->> with your ba:by?

54 )

55 ClIr: No: .

56 Doc: ->> Dih delivery was alright, was it?

57 CIr: Ri: _ght,

58 Doc: ->> Didn't have any operations,

59 Clr: °No,

60 Doc: Ri:ght, it doesn't sound anything toom-

61 too serious but I'll pop in and have a look
62 at you (.) some time this evening.

In lines 52-53, the physician uses a full intertogaformat to inquire into the birth of the
patient’s baby, and after a micropause receivewaresponse. He then revisits the topic by
targeting a more specific phase of the birth, thlevdry, in line 56, using a declarative format
with a tag appended, thus indexing an upgradedchdiaiknowledge about the matter in question,
which he has already received a putative answerttee just-prior turn. Finally, in line 58, he
issues a third inquiry about whether the birth ywasblematic, this time using a truncated
declarative format with no tag (“Didn’t have anyepgtions,”) before going on to deliver an
assessment of the caller’s complaint. Thus, werstes example a progressive movement from
a K- to a K+ knowledge state on the physician’d,paith each successive stage indexed by a
different grammatical format.

Questions such as those found in lines 56 and &Xiact 2.01 refer to what Labov and
Fanshell (1977) have called “B events” — sociatd&nown by a speaker’s recipient, which the
recipient, and not the speaker, has primary rightsobligations to know about. We can see in
lines 56 and 58 that even in the absence of agbtfarward interrogative format, the recipient
nevertheless treats these statements as makisga@nse conditionally-relevant. They are thus
treated as questions requiring a response, atide iabove example, the physician’s statements

about the recipient’s B events receive those resgom lines 57 and 59. The extreme degree to
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which B-event statements make a response fronettigient conditionally relevant despite the
lack of an interrogative format can be seen in &tt2.02, where a reported B-event statement
attributed to a non-present third party (line 2yer¢heless receives a response (line 3) from the

current recipient:

Extract 2.02 Rah:12:4:ST

1S Okay then | was asking her and she says
2 ->  you're working tomorrow as well.

3 R:->  Yes I'm supposed to be tomorrow yes,
4 S:-> Oh::,

We see here that not only the recipient but alssfieaker has treated the B-event statement as a
guestion — in other words, as having instantiated@stemic gradient — as evidenced by the
change-of-state token (Heritage, 1984b) issuedégpeaker in line 4, displaying that the
speaker has gone from a K- to a K+ state with eegathe information being discussed.

Other work on epistemics and question formulatias ftocused on how participants
invoke and maintain situationally-relevant soctintities through practices that index
participants’ orientations to variation in the pepants’accesdo knowledge on the one hand,
and in the participantsights to claim access to that knowledge, on the otktritage and
Raymond (2005), for example, looked at assessnefitst and second position and examined
how participants’ rights to offer evaluations amdexed within the talk. They found that
participants work to manage the relationship betwéghts to assess, on the one hand, and the
sequential position of the assessment, on the dtlgenanipulating the design of the terms out
of which their assessments are built.

Heritage and Raymond found that participants usetkatials and tag questions to
downgrade first assessments when their accessraights to the information were not
consistent with a first position assessment (ine speaker didn’t have primary epistemic rights

and/or access to the matter being assessed). Gehwehey employed a variety of grammatical
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and turn-compositional elements, including negaiiverrogatives and oh-prefacing, to upgrade
second position assessments when their epistertiioréy warranted it.

Building on this work, Raymond and Heritage (208B)p looked at the resources used
by participants to mark epistemic authority andosdmation in ordinary conversation and found
that as participants negotiate rights to informmato a moment-by-moment basis, it is largely
through the deployment of these epistemic resouh@participants construct their interactional
identities with regard to one another and the miation being discussed. Understanding
practices such as these, the authors note, istedterunderstanding how identities are
“produced and reproduced in specific episodesritaraction” and “...provides a window into
how the complexity of social structure is produeed reproduced through actual conduct”
(Raymond and Heritage, 2006, p. 701).

Bringing this work on epistemics to bear on thengraatical formulation of questions,
Raymond (2010a) examined interactions between netuers and health visitors (community
nurses) in Great Britain, looking specifically ahealth visitors’ use of Yes/No
interrogatives (YNIs) and Yes/No declaratives invoke differingemtations with regard to who
has rights to the information and who has accefisetinformation:

[1ln deploying the alternative declarative and rmbgative forms, HVs target recipients

who — by virtue of some aspect of their identityegperience — know or are responsible

for knowing about the matters formulated in thewenf, thus deferring to their primary
rightsin the matter...(Raymond, 2010a, p. 88) [italiddex].
He further notes:

[T]he use of these alternative forms varies in teafthe claimedlistribution of

knowledgébetween the paticipants, invoking alternative alo@lations between

initiating and responding speakers, thus makingaiht kinds of responses relevant
(Raymond, 2010a, p. 88) [italics added].

8 Raymond (2003) notes that the term “question”lwaminnecessarily confusing and thus uses the téas/No
Interrogative” to denote the grammatical structwhile reserving the term “question” for one of thany actions
(in the same way that invitation and request aties) that a YNI can do.
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Raymond’s work indicates that Yes/No initiatingians in both the declarative and
interrogative forms index the recipient as holdamgnaryrights to the information in question,
but the two grammatical formats differ in termgloé participants’ claimedccesdo the
information; that is, the declarative claims thatrbspeakers currently have or have had access
to the information (though their levels of access/rdiffer), whereas the interrogative claims
that the participant who generates the questios doehave access to that information:

By using the interrogative form, speakers treatntfa¢ters formulated in their initiating

action as in question and thereby claim not to ktieev‘answer” as a basis for making an

answer relevant; by contrast, in using a declaeatpeakers assert the matters
formulated in their in their initiating action atitereby claim to know about them (or
assume them or treat them as established) assafbagiaking confirmation relevant. In
using these forms to initiate action, speakers @aa@bly target both (1) recipients who

know (or are responsible for knowing) about theteratformulated in them....and (2)

recipients who have primary rights to know becanfddeir relationship to those matters

(Raymond, 2010a: pp. 92).

Raymond further notes that these alternate fora@atdifferent actions, make different
types of responses relevant from the recipient,reve different sequential consequences on the
interaction.

The notions of distribution of information and righo information can also be found in
Drew (1991), who makes two critical observationse Tirst is that there a distinction between
actual knowledge states and claims to knowledgéhid analysis of asymmetries of knowledge
between conversational participants, Drew notesvthde asymmetries of knowledge may exist
between speakers and their recipients, asymmeitrgtisquivalent to “not knowing.”
Investigating how patients talk about their healtites, Drew notes that patients, though they
have first-hand knowledge of their own health, ttreadical knowledge as falling within the

domain of (‘belonging’ to) their physicians and stothrough conversational practices such as

hedging and self-repair. The second observatitbovie naturally from this and has to do with
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differing levels of knowledge and the relevancengimbership categories (Schegloff, 2007b) to
the claiming of knowledge:

Entitlements to knowledge are attached to, or lietoncategories — and not to

persons...This has the consequence that a speakgrassgss some knowledge, but

nevertheless have an asymmetrical position witpeetsto that knowledge (Drew, 1991,

p. 37).

In other words, one participant may have primargtemic rights (or access) to information
while another participant has a lesser degreegbtsior access to the same information. This
differs markedly from the discussion of knowled¢ges by Labov and Fanshel (1977), which
treats A-event and B-event statements as fallitigeeentirely into one speaker’s domain or
falling entirely into the other speaker's domairClearly, the distribution of rights and access to
knowledge is a much more complex phenomenon. hryioarout this analysis, | have followed
Drew (1991), Heritage and Raymond (2005), Raymorttitderitage (2006), and Raymond
(2010a) in adhering to the more nuanced view ofiib&ibution of rights and access to
knowledge with an eye to adding to current accoahtke role that epistemics plays in the
construction of social action.

Works such as those by Drew (1991), Heritage anghiead (2005), Raymond and
Heritage (2006) and Raymond (2010a) have undergjomdmar to be embedded within a social
context and closely tied to the construction ofigaactions and identities. In much the same
vein, Fox (2001) has investigated how epistemiégs@icated in the specific social constructs
of authority and entitlement. In her analysis, stakes two subclaims. The first is that the

evidential marking used by a speaker can indespeaker’s social relationship with an

interlocutor. Her primary evidence for this configen data in which a single speaker

° As will be further explicated in Chapter 3, acdngrto Labov and Fanshel (1977, p. 100), A-eveatieshents are
statements that are concerned with informationithlabhown to A (e.g., his internal states, emotjamants, needs,
etc.) and not to B, while B-event statements areemed with information that is known to B, but tmA. A-
event statements, it should be noted, correspamghty to Kamio’s (1997) notion of “psychologicakertances.”

64



epistemically marks his or her talk differently whtalking to two different recipients on
different occasions about the same event. Theuws in point are reproduced in (a) and (b) in
Example 2.29, below:

Example 2.29 Fox
(a) Andrew: And apparently the old ABC was pretiyngrous with their money

(to recipient A on occasion 1)

(b) Andrew: whereas the ABC before were kinda logik the money with these
projects? (to recipient B on occasion 2)

(Fox, 2001, p. 178)

She notes that although the speaker uses risiagation in (b), it is essentially
characterized by what Fox terms “zero-evidentiatkimg” — that is, it contains no overt
evidential marker, and thus constitutes an upgratieh to know the information in question.
Utterance (a), on the other hand, contains an @wdlential marker, “apparently.” The
difference between these two turns stems fromréiffees in the relationship between the
speaker and the hearer, Fox notes. In (a), thekepés talking to a person who works in the
same profession as the speaker, but who has nbegatable to get a job in that profession. She
notes:

“My hypothesis for why Andrew works to create tHistance between himself and his

new employer centers on exactly the tension thisteketween Andrew and [his

recipient.] Andrew has a job in his chosen pratessand [his recipient], who would like

a job in the same profession, was not successfigtiing such a job. It would thus be

rubbing salt in the potential wound between thenAiodrew to talk about his new

employer as if he were fully part of the company.y.dsstancing his own voice from

that of his new employer, then, Andrew minimizes tension over employment between

himself and [his recipient] (p. 180).

She maintains, therefore, that “evidential markingdexes social meanings and that the

social meanings so indexed involve the speakeristcoction, on a particular occasion, with a

particular recipient, of authority, responsibilignd/or entitlement” (p. 176).
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The second subclaim supporting her observationetidential marking indexes social
meaning is derived from the observation that evidéty is sequentially-implicated; that is, the
sequential environment in which a turn at talk sagkace is consequential for the epistemic
stance that is taken in the turn. Some of theesatipl aspects of epistemics as it relates to the
grammatical format of an utterance will be morertlughly discussed in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of
the present analysis.

Given the breadth and depth of the results gaired fvork such as Goodwin (1979,
1981, 1987), Heritage (1984b, 2012), Fox (2001) kakkainen (2003), it is not surprising that
conversation analysts have begun to see an undeirsgeof epistemics as increasingly
fundamental to our understanding of human socialty a result, the role that epistemics plays
in talk-in-interaction has received increased dib@from conversation analysts in recent years.
Indeed, since 2003, scholars in the field of cosaton analysis have been making a collective
effort to look at the role of epistemics in so@ation, particularly as it concerns conversational
practices involved in social phenomena such abadifin and disaffiliation. The product of this
collective effort appears in Stivers, et al. (2QH) edited volume of work which focuses on
epistemics as a “morally ordered” form of organmat In this volume, scholars have
investigated epistemics in a variety of languagebssocial contexts as well as from a number of
different vantage points. Mondada (2011), for epkenhas examined epistemics in institutional
interaction. Kidwell (2011) has studied the rofeepistemics in the interactions of young
children. Hayano (2011) has looked at the wayshith ‘yo’-marked assessments are
implicated in epistemics in Japanese. HeritagéIP@xamines the role of epistemics in
empathic moments in interaction, and Hakulinen @adgonen (2011) have investigated the role

of epistemics in agreeing with negative stancdses€& works represent a collective effort to gain
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a greater understanding of how epistemics actsasral force in human interaction and how it
is implicated in human social life. In the follovgsection, one representative work from this
volume, Stivers (2011) will be discussed to demmastthe general tenor of this body of work.

Stivers (2011) takes as the object of her studyntlrked interjection, “of course,”
explicating the epistemic import and concomitantahonplications of such a formulation in
response to requests for information. She noshguestion-answer sequences, the normative
response is “yes,” “no,” “mmhm,” or some variation the yes/no response. This has been
noted by a number of researchers (e.g., Herite2#8 and Raymond, 2003), and in an earlier
study, Stivers (2010) found that 77% of responsepiestions were done with some variety of a
yes/no answer. Marked interjections, such as ‘labsly” and “of course,” Stivers notes,
constitute only 1 percent of responses, and whploged, have significantly different
implications for the participants in terms of theamings and identities they instantiate.

“Of course,” Stivers argues, challenges the asikabf the question to which it
responds. “Unaskable questions,” she notes, “aéntly questions that insinuate something
that, based on existing epistemic access, shotldenmsinuated” (p.I 87). The stance that the
guestion is not askable based on what the questabready knows treats the question as morally
problematic, and by answering a question with ‘mirse,” the question recipient takes a morally
superior position with regard to the asking of guestion. The questioner’s epistemic access to
the information contained in the question may béved from interactional history or from
general knowledge, including cultural knowledgeattthe questioner possesses. This can be

seen in the following extract:
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Example 2.30 Stivers

14 J. =Welld _on'ttell Bernie but | g _ot him a hat fer his b _irthday.
15 S: OhyougotB _ernie a hat?

16 J: Yeah.

17 0)

18 J: 'Cause you took his. It's sort of like

19 S:  AM[didn't take his.<I pa __id him for it. what he paid for it.
20 J: [(m)

213 O _hyou paid him for it.

22 S: Of~course!

233 O _h:. So | got him one sortuv li:ke that.

24 S:  Oh.

(Stivers, 2011, p. 89)

In this extract, J tells S that she has gottenta$a gift for a non-present third party and
gives as her reason for doing so the fact thatdS'ta&ken” the person’s hat. Stivers notes that S
responds to J's assertation as an accusation ates shat rather than taking it, he had paid for it
When J displays her understanding in declarativa#b that the hat had been paid for, her turn
in line 21 nevertheless “treats disconfirmatiorpassible,” (p. 89) and therefore keeps open the
possibility that he had, in fact, not paid for 8!s “of course” response (line 22) indicates both
that hehad paid for it, and that it is impossible for onebxalieve that he wouldot pay for it.
We can see that the response to J’s turn in line 2¢%ailable from prior talk (line 19) (and
perhaps from general knowledge that S feels J dimale about S from extensive prior
interaction); therefore, it can be treated as mfation to which J had prior epistemic access to.
This treats the question that J asks in line 2lnaskable and morally problematic, since it
portrays S as someone who would take another gerselongings rather than pay for them.

Stivers also notes that this particular meanintbtourse,” can also be seen in
participants’ orientations to turns which feature interjection. Example 2.31, below, comes

from an interaction between a pediatrician, a mogimel the child patient.
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Example 2.31. Stivers

1 D: You guys take care. Good tuh see ya. Have uh good holiday
2 M: You to”o..

3 D: £Buh bye.(h) £

4 (1.2)

5 D: NJoshua=Joshua

6 (0.2)

7 D: Okay.>You (°on’t) wanta sticker before you g 0?7<

8 P: Yeah_

10 D: Of c™ourse you do:. (Yes) you can't walk out without uh
11 sticker:?,

12 (0.5)

13 D: Here you go. You can cho _o:se.

(Stivers, 2011, pp. 95-96)

In this case, the doctor has offered the childckeat (line 7). In line 8, the child
responds with “yes.” The physician, then, in liflespeaks for the child using “Of course you
do.” The physician’s following TCU “you can’t watbut without uh sticker:?,” specifically and
explicitly treats the idea that the child wouldveawithout a sticker as unthinkable.

A final observation that Stivers makes is that dgplent of “of course,” may be both
socially-affiliative and socially-disaffiliativenl cases such as Example 2.30, the “of course,” can
be seen as socially-disaffiliative in that it digak with the implication that the question
recipient would take someone’s hat as opposedydqrat. The case given in Example 2.31, on
the other hand, may be seen as socially-affiliativinat it treats as unthinkable the idea that the
child would not be given a sticker. The dual rdiattepistemics can play in socially-affilliative
and socially-disaffiliative actions will be discessin greater detail in Chapter 3 of the present
study.

Stivers’ research and that of her colleagues revbal pervasive role that epistemics
plays in turn formulation, action formation and isbaction. In this way, it is of great relevance
to the current investigation, which seeks to adthi® body of work by investigating the role of

epistemics in questions and the formation of action
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2.6. Summary of the research

Over the past 50 years, epistemics as it relateslk and interaction has received a great
deal of attention from scholars who have viewdtbitn different perspectives, employing a
number of different methodologies applied to a widgety of objects of study and producing an
impressive range of results. Specifically, we hseen that the early semantic treatment of
studies of epistemics (e.g., Chafe and Nicholsg]l 88ve given way over the years to more
interactionally-based, conversation analytic stedeeg., Goodwin (1979, 1981, 1987), Heritage
(1984b), Karkkainen (2003), Fox (2001)) that taki® iaccount larger context- and situationally-
bound considerations. Other conversation anadytidies such as Heritage and Raymond
(2005), Raymond and Heritage (2006), Heritage 12@012), Raymond (2010a) and a series of
papers appearing in Stivers, et al. (2011) havamrdg@d our understanding of how epistemics
functions in talk by investigating how grammar apistemics interact, and further, how they
interact to construct social identities.

The current study seeks to further our understandirthe role of epistemics in human
social action by investigating the crucial rolettheammar plays in the display of epistemic
stance, and further, by examining the ways thabastare done via the deployment of episto-
grammatical resources in talk-in-interaction. la tiext section, | will discuss the goals of the

present study and provide an overview of the cligphbat comprise this analysis.

2.7. Goals of the present study and chapter oservi

The present study proposes a view of grammar aseepically-driven. That is to say
that:

1. Speakers and hearers orient to their own and torpients’ epistemic
statuses as an omnirelevant concern;
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2. These statuses are grounded in each participantitoty of information
(Kamio, 1995; Kamio, 1997), and the speaker’s stamith respect to that information is
displayed in his or her talk as an epistemic claim;

3. ltis a particular epistemic claim which accourdsthe deployment of a given
grammatical formulation at a given moment in aerattion;

4. These grammatical formulations are highly implidatethe formation of
action; and

5. These actions, underwritten as they are by granamaepistemics, are pivotal in the
establishment of social roles and identities.

To illustrate how grammar can be seen as epistégndraven, on the one hand, and
relevant to action formation, on the other, eadptér in the present study examines a particular
grammatical format used in questioning for its eprEc import. The intention, in looking at a
variety of formats, is to demonstrate the utilifytloe epistemic framework (the bases of which
are explicated in Chapter 3) to the analysis ofrgnar-in-interaction.

Chapter 3 begins by laying out some of the basigsvifaat epistemics functions in the
formulation of declarative statements, taking A &dvent statements (Labov and Fanshel,
1977) as a point of departure. As maximally-diffeérated turn types with regard to their
epistemic properties, A and B-event statementsl ymportant insights into the working of
epistemics and grammar in the formation of actibonChapter 3, | will argue for an expansion
and reconceptualization of the notion of A and B+e\statements in light of empirical
(conversational) data and show how epistemics gesvihe basic framework for grammar in
interaction. This will be done by demonstratingttthe preferred grammatical format for
conveying information about the self (A eventshis declarative, while the declarative is a

dispreferred grammatical format for conveying imi@tion about one’s recipient (B events).
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Chapter 4 investigates interrogative and declagdtvmats in the context of doctor-
patient interaction and explicates some of thevastthat are made possible by the deployment
of one question format (and epistemic claim) veesusther. In addition, elliptical questions and
their epistemic bases are also examined.

Chapter 5 takes tag questions as its object of/stlitie first half of the chapter discusses
the epistemic difference between reverse polaagy(RPT) questions (e.g., “you did your
homework, didn’t you?”) and same polarity tag (SBUig¢stions (e.g., “you feel better, do
you?”), finding that these two question formatdetifvith respect to who authored the
information contained in the utterance. The sedumltlof the chapter investigates the epistemic
differences between RPTs with rising intonation BRI s falling intonation, and looks at the
actions these formats do. Finally, in Chapterl&jrig together the findings discussed in the

prior chapters and give suggestions for futureaese

2.8. Description of the data

This dissertation draws upon several bodies of watlemonstrate how participants
deploy question format as an index of epistemitustal he data encompass audio samples taken
from both institutional and ordinary conversatiorhe data include audio recordings and
transcripts of 1) health visitor-mother interacgan the UK, 2) after-hours calls to an on-call
physician in the UK, 3) 911 calls recorded in agnapetropolitan area in the mid-west of the
United States, 4) telephone calls to a legal adcalkeshow from a radio station in a major
metropolitan area in the western United Statesiraidio recordings and transcripts of

ordinary conversations recorded over the past 3@syie the U.S. and Great Britdihin

19 Many thanks are due to Paul Drew, John HeritageEananuel Schegloff for making these data availéii¢his
study.
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addition, some of the data used in this study clome the Talkbank Project (MacWhinney,
2007). Itis hoped that by drawing upon a diveta set, general principles governing
epistemics and question formulation in English lbandentified and explicated. The audio
recordings that are used in this dissertation e transcribed according to the transcription
conventions developed by Jefferson (2004) and eddéd by Heritage and Maynard (2006b) and

are well-established data sets within the fieldsafversation and discourse analysis.
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CHAPTER THREE

A and B events revisited: Patrolling epistemic baanes

3.1. Introduction

As discussed in Chapter 2, little of the scholartyk done in epistemics outside of the
field of conversation analysis has addressed thie tf epistemics explicitly; indeed, most
studies have only implicitly acknowledged the rofeepistemics in the linguistic or discursive
phenomena under study. A review of the literahags shown that when epistemics does receive
attention, it is often compartmentalized and rettd to a specific domain (e.g., as a semantic
phenomenon), while in other studies, it has beetrgpeed as a psychological construct lodged
within the brain of an idealized speaker-hearerydt other studies, epistemics has been viewed
as a theoretical construct, treating only margyntde question of how the theory holds up in
light of empirical data. Furthermore, the vast oniéy of these studies have overlooked the
relationship between epistemics and the formulatioaction. These various orientations have
therefore yielded an incomplete understanding @f Bpistemics functions in both the
formulation of grammar and the formation of actiorSpecifically, such orientations have given
rise to two problems with respect to our understagndf grammar-in-interaction.

One problem is a lack ofsystemati@ccount for the epistemic differences among
grammatical formats. The current study proposasttie grammatical format that an utterance
takes is underwritten by an orientation to thetepnsc circumstances of the participants in a
particular interaction. Furthermore, it is thiseotation that drives the production of a particula
grammatical format at a given moment in interacteomd this grammatical format, underwritten

as it is by an epistemic claim, plays a significaé in the formation of action.
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A second problem is that the view of epistemics émaerges from these studies portrays
grammar as determinative of epistemics, rather thameverse. That is, an adverb such as
“perhaps,” when inserted into a declarative utteeafishows” the analyst that the speaker isn’t
certain about the content of the proposition. tmeowords, the use of “perhaps,” is itself the
proof of the epistemic stance taken by the spealkethe current study, | argue that it is the
epistemic stance of the speaker vis a vis the héaedetermines the grammatical format of the
utterance, and that this can be determined indegeilycdof the hedge or other grammatical
formulation deployed. This study thus views uttees as epistemic in the first instance, and
further argues that grammatical variations in faroan be explained by the epistemic
circumstances of the interactive situation in whticky are deployed.

This dissertation seeks to address these issugsrbgnstrating that epistemic status is an
ongoing concern for participants engaged in intewsacand that this orientation to epistemic
status is consequential to the grammatical forrmarafe.g., as declaratives, interrogatives or tag-
guestions) of turns at talk. Because grammaibigséc feature of turns at talk (Sacks, et al.,
1974) and because of the role that epistemics ety formulation of grammar, it will be
argued that epistemics is an omnirelevant issupddicipants in talk-in-interaction. In this
chapter, the foundation for this claim will be ddished by investigating two turn types that are
maximally differentiated with respect to their épisic status but which are similar with respect
to their grammatical format and therefore theissggmic stance: A-event (declarative)
statements and B-event (declarative) statementsoflLand Fanshel, 1977). It will be shown

that A-event declarativEs(canonically speaking, those declaratives whickeina speaker’s

1 The terms A-event and B-event declarative wilebeployed in this analysis to eliminate any ambigtliat the
term “statement” may introduce. Although statememésregularly understood to be declaratives,d fhre more
precise formulation with regard to this conceplbéoessential to a clear discussion of grammar pistieenics.
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emotions, intentions, thoughts and personal d¢taispreferred, whereas B-event declaratives,
in which a speaker indexesexipient'semotions, intentions, thoughts and personal detait
dispreferred (See Schegloff, 2007a for a discussigmeferencen talk-in-interaction). In other
words, it will be shown that the preferred grametiormat for formulating A events is the
declarative format, whereas the declarative isprdferred format for formulating B events.
Finally, some of the actions that are deployedgiginand B-event declaratives will be
discussed.

3.1.1. Overview of the chapter

The current chapter begins this discussion by iny&t$ng declarative statements about
the self and about the other (discussed in ottexature as A-event statements and B-event
statements (Fanshel and Labov, 1977)) in ordestabésh the omnirelevance of epistemics in
talk-in-interaction. It will do so by demonstragithat the declarative statement is a basic format
for making knowledge claims, and that it is thef@ned format for making claims about the self
(A events). This is consistent with Fox (2001),onbund that the declarative is “zero-marked”
for epistemic stance; however, the claim of theentranalysis is that zero-marking is
specifically based on the information’s falling kit in thespeaker’'sepistemic territory, and
explicit marking for epistemic stance (via the o$evidentials, such as “maybe” and “perhaps,”
for example) occurs primarily when the speakealisiig about information which falls into the
recipient’sepistemic territory. The primary evidence thatfiered for this observation is that
participants rarely downgrade claims to know infation that they have upgraded epistemic
rights to (A events), whereas they routinely dovaaigr claims to know information that their
recipients have upgraded epistemic rights to (Biesjelt will also be demonstrated that

knowledge claims about recipients are subject &dlehge by the participant with greater
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epistemic rights to the information under discussend perhaps to avoid such challenges,
speakers consistently deploy a variety of gramrabéind paralinguistic resources to downgrade
B-event declaratives. Finally, the intersectiorepistemics and affiliative and disaffiliative

social action in the context of B-event declaratiwell be discussed, giving special attention to
the case of the downgraded A-event declarativelemdnmarked (neutral) B-event declarative
in order to better understand how epistemics isoyep as a dynamic resource by speakers and
hearers in talk-in-interaction.

The structure of this chapter is as follows: itlwiégin with a discussion of three notions
in epistemics that form the theoretical basis #imalysis: A- and B-event statements (Labov and
Fanshel, 1977), the epistemic gradient (Heritag&22and epistemic ecologies (Goodwin,
2010). Next, it will investigate declarative A-edormulations as the basic format for making
knowledge claims, specifically as they apply tomfation falling into the speaker’s territory of
information. It will be argued that the declaratig the preferred grammatical format for
making claims about A events. Then, B-event datilae formulations (B-event statements)
will be examined. It will be shown that, in corgtavith A-event declarative formulations,
declaratives are a dispreferred grammatical foforaiormulating B events. Evidence for this
claim includes the observation that B-event detia are routinely downgraded by speakers,
and in this section, some of the resources thaicgents deploy to downgrade statements about
their recipients will be identified. Furthermorewill be shown that those B-event declaratives
that are highly warrantable, i.e., underwrittensbyne form of access to the information targeted
by the utterance by the speaker, are not downgradetird piece of evidence for the

dispreferred status of the declarative in talk ali®avents that will be presented is the tendency
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of recipients to resist B-event declaratives. Fymaome of the social actions permitted by
departures from these normative practices willedyezed.

This view of B-event declaratives, particularly $eovhich are downgraded, is a marked
departure from previous accounts of epistemic marke.g, Chafe, 1986), which argued that
speakers downgrade B-event declaratives becaugarthencertain. Rather, it is argued that
speakers deploy epistemic downgrades in the de@oyof B-event declaratives because the
information contained within them falls outsidetioé speaker’s epistemic territory.
Furthermore, this view of epistemics distinguishgsif from previous accounts in that it
identifies evidentials and other downgrades asgfatlarger interactive phenomenon involving
more than one participant rather than a cognithvenpmenon lodged within the brain of the

individual.

3.2. The epistemics of A- and B-event statemekitsexpanded definition

The current study relies heavily on the notiond.oand B-event formulations, the origin
of which is the identification of A- and B-evenattments made by Fanshel and Labov (1977).
The notions of an epistemic gradient (Heritage,Z2@hd epistemic ecologies (Goodwin, 2010)
are also central to the discussion. In this sacgach of these notions will be reviewed in order
to establish the analytical framework in which tarelysis is based. It will be proposed that
Labov and Fanshel’s (1977) concepts of A- and Biestatements present a binary view of
participants’ knowledge states that, though usafud point of departure, does not capture the
complex epistemic processes at work in human iatiera and that other accounts are necessary

in order to come to a more complete understandirggaammar and interaction.
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3.2.1. A- and B-event declaratives

An often-cited heuristic for understanding howtgvants orient to epistemic
boundaries and one that is uniquely well-suitethéocurrent analysis is that established by
Labov and Fanshel (1977), who originated the nstminA-events and B-events. This concept is

formalized as follows:

A-events: events known to A, but not to B.
B-events: events known to B, but not to A.
AB-events:  events known to both B and?A.
O-events: events known to everyone present
D-events: events known to be disputable.

(Labov and Fanshel, 1977, p. 100)

Labov and Fanshel note that these classificatiefes to social facts — that is, generally
agreed upon categorizations shared by all thosepte According to their modek-events are
those that typically concern A’s emotions, his ylakperience in other contexts, elements of his
past biography, and so on” (p. 100)his characterization would also presumably inclade
physical internal states (i.e., how he/she feelsiglally) as well as information about his or her
inner mental states (e.g., wants, desires andapshi A broader interpretation of A-events
would include all of the above, and, in additionything else that A knows that B doesn’t know,
based, for example, dnis daily experience in other contexts, includinfprmation about other
people and their internal states and external gistances that B does not know about or other
situations that B does not know about.

In fact, demonstrating the latter point, examinatd ordinary conversation reveals that
participants routinely treat interlocutors as hgvimeater epistemic rights and/or access than
they themselves have to information that falls witihe epistemic territory of a third party, as

can be seen in Extracts 3.01 and 3.02 In 3.0%,&8king B about a third party’s age,

12 Extensive discussion of the notions of AB-evengv@nt and D-event falls beyond the scope of tiesqort study.
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presumably something that belongs within the tpady’s epistemic territory, properly

speaking, but which B is taken by R to have gregpéstemic rights and/or access to:

Extract 3.01 SBL 1-1-10-R5

05 R:->> A _:nduh(0.3) °h Isn’t she qui _teayoungwo _man? onlyin
06 ->> herfifties?=
07 B: = rYeisuhhah,

In Extract 3.02, M asks A what an absent thirdypaants for a gift:

Extract 3.02 Kamunsky3

95 M:->> Oh:wutsh'dlg _etum.Wudiz 'e-Wudis he wa: ___:nt.
96 A: nhh-hhu _ :h. Whadizhenee:d _ , No.

97 M: [Ye-eah.

98 A: [ hhhh u-Okay well- this- _irst'v all it's cm-

combination Halloween party.

At the same time, as demonstrated in Chapter ficjpants consistently differentiate between
information that falls strictly within their own e&gtemic domain (e.g., internal physical states, teons,
intentions and desires) and information which falithin another’s epistemic domain. This can bense
in Extracts 3.03. and 3.04. In 3.03, we see arak@tevent declarative deployed with no epistemic
downgrades, where the speaker is discussing hepbwsical state. In 3.04, however, we see a
participant deploy the downgrade “seems” in theusion of her daughter’s desire to sleep —

information which falls squarely within her daugtdeand not her own, epistemic territory.

Extract 3.03 DEC 1205
06 CIr:  I've (so many) p _ains | can hardly w _alk,

Extract 3.04 DEC 2107

05 Doc: .<Has she got any other:¢, is she irritable ¢ or:any
06 other symptomsy,
07 Clr: No:, she seems to wantto s _leep alot.

Thus, it is clear that the notions of the A- and\Bnt statement are useful as analytical
constructs, as they appear to be constructs thitipants themselves attend to; however, as wk sha

see, the concepts are not entirely unproblematic.

80



3.2.2. The epistemic gradient: A non-binary view

Labov and Fanshel's characterization of A and Bhevestablishes a binary relationship
between two values: “knowing” and “not knowing.” Wit is possible for a speaker to be
completely knowing while his recipient is complgtahknowing, it may be helpful to conceive
of participants’ relative epistemic states in tewhan “epistemic gradient” (Heritage, 2012),
such that a speaker may have greater rights osatosenformation (a Knowledge + or K+
position), lesser rights or access to informateiowledge — or K- position) or perhaps equal
rights and access to information with respect sodniher recipient. It may be more useful, then,
to speak of aepistemiqgradientbetween speakers, wherein one speaker may claiateyr
epistemic authority than another. This notiodgean alternate working definition of a B-event
(declarative) statement, and it is this definitwmch will be used in the following analysis:

A B-event statement is a declarative statement rogdecontaining information that B
has greater epistemic rights and/or access to gints to formulate.

This chapter will examine some of the practices$ plaaticipants deploy to make epistemic
claims in the formulation of statements about thelaes and about their recipients, and in
particular, will look at the ways in which epistenstatus works in the formation of particular
actions. Before we turn to the ways in which iggrénts formulate A and B-event statements,
the following section further discusses the complature of epistemics in talk-in-interaction.

3.2.3. Epistemic ecologies

The graduated distribution of epistemic statuswdised above may be seen as part of a
larger epistemic ecology (Goodwin, 2010) that go@pond simply “knowing” or “not
knowing.”™® Some preliminary observations about what it méanparticipants to “know”

something will be articulated in this section. @an (personal communication) notes that the

13 Many thanks to Charles Goodwin, who articulatesynaf the concepts discussed in this section duaing
personal communication on March 4, 2010.
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state of “knowing” appears to be a dynamic rathanta static state; that is, a participant’s
knowledge state may undergo change in the courar witeraction. Second, there may be
different ways and degrees of knowing — knowingeespn intimately vs. by sight, for example.
In addition, there can be different levels of knogvand different ways of formulating
knowledge. Next, examination of data shows thatkng some bit of knowledge issituated
phenomenon, not simply a mental state of the speakd finally, speakers’ knowledge may be
contingent on other aspects of the interactionhEd¢hese will be briefly discussed in this
section.

In any discussion of epistemics, it is importanhote that participants’ knowledge states

can undergo a change of state. A typical casei®tdn be seen in Extract 3.05 below:

Extract 3.05 NBIV:13:R

666 E:-> Yihgu _ hduntwo _r()k uhyihdo _n't go tuh work til three _uh
667 (0.2)

668 L:-> Fou _ .

669 (0.6)

670 E:-> [Oh _ : flou _:r.

671 L: [T'day 's Sa: Jturday.

672 0]

673 E: 1 Aoh that's =°r*ight.°

674 L: Y _e:ah.

In Extract 3.05, speaker E has issued a B-evetamdeive (line 666) regarding the time at which
her recipient goes to work. Her recipient corré@sin line 668 and E receipts this information
in line 670 with an “Oh,” (Heritage, 1984b) thatiexes her change of state. A similar example
can be seen in Extract 3.06, where the speakeptedke information with “Oh,” in line 29, and
the change of state is brought to the surfaceettmversation by the speaker’s directly
commenting on her change of state (“I thought yewesnthe one that taught her how.”):

Extract 3.06 Virginia

26 V: She's g _ood. 'Cuz pa- (0.8) P _aul taught 'er how.

27 (12.0)

28 V: Paul danc[es good.

29 P:-> [>Oh I thoughty ou were the one that taught her how.<
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Furthermore, the transformation of state affentsia affected by elements of the social
context, including the sequential progression efdhgoing interaction. This can be seen in

Extract 3.07 below:

Extract 3.07 TC 1l (b): #28

01 B: Hello

02 P: Mr Bush

03 B: Yes

04 P: Mr. Fiatt

05 B: Yes

06 P: > Yknow where Mr. Bowdwin is?
07 B: What?

08 P: hhhahhhah

09 B: Do | know where who?

10 P: Leo is.

11 B: -> No.

12 P: Oh. Okay

13 B: ->>'s the down in Mexico or some'in...?
14 P: ->> | don't know

15 B:->>  Oh/ Your looking for him.

16 P: y-  y- Y-

In this extract, P is asking B if he knows the vdadrouts of a mutual friend (line 6). That B has
taken P to know the friend’s whereabouts, thusnting to P’s question in line 6 as a pre-
announcement or pre-informing is seen in line U3ene B asks if the friend is “down in Mexico
or some’in...?” P’s “I don’t know” in line 14 is clelg what prompts a change in B’s knowledge
state (marked by the “Oh,” in line 15 (Heritage84B)), as he begins to understand that his
initial understanding, that P knew the whereabobithe friend (line 13), is incorrect and that in
fact, P does not know where the friend is. Thastigpants can know or believe they know
something and then later revise their understanib@sgd on the unfolding interaction.

Another point to be made with respect to knowlestg¢es is that there may be different
levels of knowing. In Extract 3.08, below, we cae s participant formulating the way and

extent to which she knows a non-present third party
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Extract 3.08 Kamunsky 3

419 J: =Uhmt _hat w'l be out front the:re uhm w _howzelse,w _hoelse car.=
420 ->> =U  _hm, (0.4) wul wyou don't know Ro:b'(s) car. Uhm, 'p I ah well
421 th't's about i _:t. I d'nuhhhh hm.

422 M:->> Who'sRo _ b,

423 J: Rob S _terling f'm the group,

424 (0.6)

425 M:->> °Rob-°OH _ yea [:_:h. ]

426 J: [The ta]ll gu: _y?

427 (0.4)

428 M:->> W'l | know him frm's _ight 1 u-he doesn'k _now me.

429 J: Oh.

In this extract, J attempts to answer a questismduipient has asked (not shown) regarding a
particular car she can use as a reference pokmtde that she has arrived at the correct location
of a party. In line 420, J deploys a B-event dextlae “wul wyou don't know Ro:b’(s) car.” As
he moves to close that particular sequence, M reopdy asking who Rob is (line 422). Rob’s
identity is developed over the next three turngl, tien M in line 428 formulates more precisely
how she knows him — by sight, which is one waymd\Wing a person, as opposed to knowing
the person very well, for example. Thus, we cantsatparticipants orient to different levels of
knowing.

Knowledge can also be formulated in different wagscan be seen in Extract 3.09:

Extract 3.09 Joyce and Stan

14 J: =Well don't tell Bernie but | got him a hat fer his
15 birthday.

16 S: Oh you got Bernie a hat?

17 J: Yeah.

18 ()

19 J:->>  'Cause you took his. It's sort of like

20 S:->> Al didn't take his.<I paid him for it. w hat he paid for
21 it.

In line 19, J says that she bought a hat for apresent friend because S “took his,” a
formulation which claims to know something abowg thovement of the hat into J’'s possession
at some earlier point in time, namely that it waskeén.” In line 20, S resists the formulation of
the action that J has attributed to him (“*l didake his.<I paid him for it. what he paid for ,it.)
thus transforming the action from “taking” the lpahich arguably has accusatory overtones) to

“buying” — a more socially sanctioned way of contitug the transaction.
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Finally, participants’ knowledge can be seen a& Bgtiated within a particular context
and contingent on the folding interaction. Epidteakaims are situated in larger structures that
invoke different sources of knowledge and procesitwe gaining knowledge, and these can be
made visible in the talk. In Extract 3.10, beloaken from a call to a 911 exchange, the caller
requests a phone number. Several observationbenmade from this extract. First, the
dispatcher’s knowledge of the phone numbers isra fif situated expertisderived from her
position within an organization, and as such, skedt her disposal specific procedures for
obtaining knowledge (presumably, here, a list afnEnumbers or a directory from which she
can retrieve the information.) Second, we cantlsaein the course of retrieving the
information, she has located a problem in the wayhich the question was initially formulated
(lines 5-6), and her knowledge of the correct phaum@ber is contingent on obtaining other
information from her recipient. In line 8, an atigt is made to obtain the information that will
make it possible for her to retrieve the appropriaimber from among several alternative
numbers for her recipient. In this sense, her kedge is situated knowledge; furthermore, it is
incipient and developing, rather than fixed, and ttontingent upon the interaction; that is, it is
through the interaction that her knowledge of thprapriate number emerges and becomes

available to the participants.

Extract 3.10 Midcity 17 Call 18

05 C: Y:e _scan | have the number to the s:o ___ utheast
06 pre  _cinct(h),

07 (0.2)

08 D: Did you want a squa _:dorjustta _lk to somebody
09 ()

10 C: >Ta |k to someone<

11 (0.4)

12 D:->> Umo _kay it's three four ei __ght(h),

The preceding discussion indicates 1) that paditig epistemic claims are routinely displayed
within their talk, 2) that these claims are paraafomplex and dynamic epistemic ecology; and

3) that participants orient to their own versusrthecipients’ information territories in different
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ways. Taking A and B-event declaratives as a pafidieparture, the next two sections will
argue that the declarative format is the prefegmenmatical format for formulating A events,

whereas the declarative format is a dispreferrehdd for B events.

3.3. The preferred status of A-event declaratives

As mentioned above, Labov and Fanshel canonicalyed A-event statements as
declaratively-formatted statements abutA’s emotions, his daily experience in other
contexts, elements of his past biography, and 8¢laov and Fanshel, 1997, p. 100).
Examination of data shows that participants ovetmimgly do not downgrade A-event
declaratives; that is, speakers’ statements raggudatters to which they hold primary epistemic
rights and access are, in the aggregate, strarglefd and do not contain mitigating elements.
This can be seen very clearly in examples wherspkaker is talking about his or her physical

or emotional state. This is demonstrated in Ex$rdcll — 3.13:

Extract 3.11 DEC 1205
05 CIr:  I've (so many) p _ains | can hardly w _alk,

Extract 3.12 Hyla and Rich
03 R:->> =But | feel great that you called (me).

04 H:->> |_don't I(hh)'m d(h)esper(h)ate heh[e he he he.]
Extract 3.13 TG

10 A:->>  I'mso:: tityid . 1j's played ba: ske'ball t'day since the

11 ->> firs' time since | wz a f reshm'n in hi:ghs chool.

These A-event statements are notable for the labkdages (e.g., probably, seem, etc.) they
contain. In addition to clearly internal physicalemotional states, speakers can also deploy A-
event declaratives to talk about about informatiat clearly falls within their epistemic

territory by virtue of any number of life or sitimtal circumstances, including, for example,
their institutional role (Extract 3.14), their aggror intentions (Extract 3.15), and their sensory

observations (Extract 3.16):
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Extract 3.14 Midcity 17 Call 18

01 C: Y:e _scan | have the number to the s:o ___utheast

02 pre _cinct(h),

03 (0.2)

04 D: Did you want a squa _:dorjustta _lk to somebody

05 .

06 C: >Ta |k to someone<

07 (0.4)

08 D:->> Umo _Kkay it's three four ei __ght(h),

Extract 3.15 Midcity 17 Call 17

10 D: Ugh(hhhhhhh___) .h 1wo __nder(h) um:: (1.8) he ___could
11 still be in the:(h) (0.7) tra _nscri _ption room

12 ->> bu  _t:u:h (0.4).hhhh (0.2) I _'m gonna put you through
13 >> to Br __yanhh (0.4) Ju _sta minute.

Extract 3.16 Midcity 17 Call 16

01 C: =| gotta woman here cla _iming that u::gh=a c:a _r
02 is fo _llowing her (0.6) (k _ept) following her for

03 quite a whi _le(1.0)Uhshe _ saysfi _fteenmi _les
04 ->> (0.8) Uh she’s si _tting here in front of me no:w

05 a:n:d u:::h (0.6) (‘kno _ w)wdjyo us endasqua _d
06 down here please,

In each of the above cases, the speaker usesghttewvard declarative format to
deliver information that is clearly within his oehepistemic territory (in these extracts, the
phone number of a precinct, a participant’s intargiand information available through sensory
channels, respectively). In fact, that A-eventstaeated by the people to whom they apply as
proprietary can be seen in the way speakers traatefit information that they are not able to
claim complete knowledge of. In such cases, akgyenay provide an account for not knowing
the information, as can be seen in Extract 3.1thigextract, M is telling a story about how he
had been hit in the face on a prior occasion. Wdrenof his interlocutors issues a B-event
declarative (note the inferential modal “must hhitt which indexes that she does not have
primary epistemic rights or access to the mategarding how hard he had been hit, he offers an
epistemically-attenuated response followed by @owaat (“1 wz really drunk et th'time”) for not

knowing that piece of information, which clearlyigawithin his epistemic domain.

87



Extract 3.17 SN-4 Page 3

16 M: And- | moved one way, en th's:- girl (-) Deb bie, moved the
17 other way,=and her hand wen' right up i ntuh my face 'n hit

18 me right in the eye.="hhh All this b _loo:d started gu  __shing
19 down my f _ace.="T's really weird.

20 (0.2)

21 R:->  She musta hitchu aw _ fllyha _ :rd.

22 M:->> Shedid I think. I-] _ don't-l wz really drunk et th'time but

23 | went intuh the ba ___throom all this b _loo:d was >comin' down
24 my face<="hhh[hh

That speakers do not downgrade A event declastppears to be true even in cases where B
is implicated in the A-event declarative, as inrggt 3.18 and Extract 3.19. In 3.18, E tells M
that M fascinates her. While the verb “fascinat&iates M as the agent that causes fascination,
it places E as the experiencer of the fascinaianental state that E has primary rights and

access to, thus making it an A-event declaratiNmitone in which her recipient is implicated.

Extract 3.18 NB VIl Power

10 E:->> =M _a:rgyl-1: _ mar [vellatcher  illyehyoufa _ scinate me,=
11 M [hhh]

12 M: =hh=

13 E: =I've never s _eenagall i keyou.

The same phenomenon can be seen in 3.19, whegetle writer and sender of a letter that R
and H are discussing, is in a unique position tovkithat a letter which H has not yet received is
on its way to her, thus making “ye- you got amotletter coming” (line 37) a B-implicated A-
event declarative. That H treats R as having gregtistemic access to this information can be

seen in line 39: “(you mean) I'll get one tomorréw?

Extract 3.19. Hyla and Rich

33 H: No no no no but that's uh the whole th[ing if]
34 R: [You go]t

35 two _letters to (refer to the one I: __got.)

36 H: Wha::?

37 R:->>  Ye-you got anoth er letter coming You shoulda gotten two
38 letters. h

39 H:->> | _ngotoing (0.3) friday (you mean) I'll get one tomorrow?

These examples demonstrate that A-event declasadieestraightforward, unmitigated and are
treated as unproblematic by their recipients. Téreyalso ubiquitous, constituting by far the

most common grammatical format for the discussioA events. In the data used in this study,
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only one interrogative was found to target A-eviefdrmation.

04 N:->> mlgnnacry: ?
05 )
06 H: Ye:s | cried hyster icllyetthemo _ vie.

This one instance will be discussed in the secextm of this chapter, where it will be
examined for the particular social action thataéesl.

Given that A-event declaratives are the dominamhét for expressing A events, and
given that they are treated as unproblematic amdaaely if ever downgraded, it is hopefully by
now clear that the declarative is the preferredngnatical format for the conveying of A events.
Evidence for the dispreferred status of the detilaravith reference to B events will be

discussed in the following section.

3.4. The dispreferred status of B-event declagativ

That B-event declaratives are dispreferred careldily seen upon investigation of
ordinary talk. Four types of evidence are offei@dhis claim. The first is that B-event
declaratives, unlike A-event declaratives, are latyydowngraded by speakers; the second is
that if a B-event declarative is not downgradedoimatively exhibits a high degree of
warrantability that provides grounds for the upg@epistemic claim embodied by the
declarative; a third point in support of this clasthat B-event declaratives are regularly
resisted by their recipients, i.e., the person aldwom the statement has been made, and
furthermore, bald on-record B-event declarativestigularly those lacking a high degree of
warrantability, often result in extended sequerttesng which the content of the B-event
declarative is disputed by both the speaker andeitipient, and the fourth piece of evidence
offered is the observation that even when speadkiiayit non-present third parties, speakers

maintain the epistemic primacy of the non-preskeintl tparty to whom the information belongs
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by downgrading their own epistemic status with eespo that information. At the conclusion of
this section, it will be suggested that the intgatove, rather than the declarative, is the preterr
grammatical format when engaged in talk with B ali#wu

3.4.1. Downgraded B-event declaratives

The first observation is that downgrades are aleedeature of B-event declaratives,
especially those for which no particular warranttfee declarative (e.g., mention in prior talk or
prior knowledge of the speaker’s thoughts, plansmotions, for example) exists. In this
section, various types of downgrades which occassociation with B-event declaratives are
discussed. These include downgrades done in athéorecord” manner, as in Extract 3.20, or
through various other elements of turn format saslevidential adverbs (as seen in Extracts 3.21
and 3.22), paralinguistic elements, such as intonabreathiness and laughter (as seen in
Extracts 3.23 and 3.24), grammatical elements é€idr3.25 and 3.26) and A-event
perspectivizing (Extracts 3.27 and 3.28).

3.4.1.1. “On the record” formulations

Participants may provide an “on the record” dovenlgr of the statement they are making
about a recipient’s B-event, as seen in Extrad @/Rere a radio interviewer makes a statement
about the inner mental processes of his intervigfye® made a decision early on”; lines 8-9)
that in mid-TCU is undercut by an insertion thaingicantly weakens the epistemic claim in
progress in the form of an on the record disclai(feop me if I'm if I'm getting this wrong”;
lines 9-11). This is immediately followed by areewveaker reformulation of the claim in
progress, using “seems” (“but it seems to meybatmade a decision early on”; lines 11-12). It

is important to note that the interviewee had ef¢red to making a conscious decision in prior
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talk (not shown); therefore, the interviewer did have a warrant underpinning the B-event

declarative, thus occasioning this rather elabatatengrade.

Extract 3.20 The Story (NPR)

01 IE: U:m (.) she al __ways came tuh work with m _e.(.)so: () there w'z
02 som ething that shewa __ nted to do in- in what we were doing hh uh:
03 an jus wannida leave that door open for:r:

04 (0.1)

05 IE: an this | consider ou ___tside of what I'm doing photographicly an

06 outside iv the pr(h)o(h)ject but just as a human being (ar-)
07 IR: =yeah but how do you separate this stuff? This is the

08 ->> fa _ scinating thing for me ___becu:z hhhh you made a decision

09 ->> earlyon, stop meif I'mif 'm=

10 IR: =mm=

11 IE: ->> =getting this wrong but it seems to me that you

12 made a decision early on that you didn’'t wannih d. just be
13 an observer that you didn’t wanna play the jour nalists
14 role an go back to a hotel at night an an (.) a nd watch a
15 movie so (.) hh how d _0you separate the work that you're

16 doing rdocumenting these people’s li:ves from the

17 rela _tionships that build as a resul __tofthat,

18 IR: mch! It's ve:ry complicated Dick, | mean, o n the one hand
19 you're right...meanwhile, you know, all the while and so it
20 was really complicated to know how much to get involved,

3.4.1.2. Evidentials: Verbs and adverbs

Participants may also regularly use modals of erfee such as “must” and “must have,”
evidential adverbs such as “maybe” and “perhap®j"\eerbs of perception such as “appear” and
“seem” in B-event declaratives to downgrade thkimes to know. In Extract 3.21 (which
appeared earlier as Extract 3.17) R, who was restemt at the time that M was hit by a third
party, offers the observation “She musta hitchfudlwha:rd,” using the inferential modal “must
have” to indicate her attenuated epistemic claitvéomatter in question. The same can be seen
in Extract 3.22, where, in response to B’s solimtaof confirmation of her sober state (line 15)
on a night where her recipient, W, was also pres&ntesponds with “Nah, you didn’ apgretuh
be” thus indexing via the verb “appear” his indiraccess to B’s state of inebriation, which is

essentially a physical or mental state that onhaB direct access to (line 25).
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Extract 3.21 SN-4

16 M: And- | moved one way, en th's:- girl (-) D ebbie, moved the
17 other way,=and her hand wen' right up i ntuh my face 'n hit

18 me right in the eye.="hhh All this b _loo:d started gu  __shing
19 down my f _ace.="T's really weird.

20 (0.2)

21 R:->> She musta hitchu aw _ fllyha _ :rd.

22 M: She did | think. I-I _ don't-l wz really drunk et th'time but

23 | went intuh the ba ___throom all this b _loo:d was >comin' down
24 my face<="hhh[hh

Extract 3.22 Virginia

11 V: Paul said she was °I _aughin' 'er head off an' she was s _o:
12 bombed.

13 (0.2)

14 P: eh huh huh [huh

15 B [1 (wu __dn'wa_s|[lI?)

16 P: ["D'y _ou need some™h _elp?

17 (0.2)

18 V: °u _huh

19 P: eh heh h[ah huh-

20 W: [What that weeken' you were- ( JlinC _harleston?]
21 P: [(rmy take up some]
22 pla(h)tes.=

23 B: =Uh h _uh.

24 (0.8)

25 W: ->> Nabh, you didn' (.) appe __artuh be.

3.4.1.3. Intonation, breathiness and laughter

In Extract 3.23, we see breathiness and, to sonemgxepetition, featured in the

downgrade of a B-event declarative in what app&ab& a teasing sequence.

Extract 3.23 Talkbank 6476

15 M: cause ahm- I'm a _Iso considering uh contacting my landlord

16 Hh and getti(n) some free white paint from them cause they.
17 M supply some paints nseh don't repaint the ho uses?

18 M a::nd paint my bathroomhh

19 (0.2)

20 M: mch!=

21 D:->>  =wow you are boredhh

22 M: hhwe:ll, I: been contemplating this ever sin ce like the
23 first week  of school but during school | never h ad a
24 chance to.hh

25 D:->>  hhhm! mch!you are b(h)ored. hh hh

26 M: well no, I'm just productive

27 D:->>  hh mbored hhh hhh

28 M: oh=

29 D:->>  =ihh | call it bored, hhh hihh!

In line 21, D provides an unflattering account ¢Wwyou are boredhh”) for the summer plans
that M has developed over lines 15-18. This accoefetences an area in which M has epistemic
authority, as boredom is a mental state that onlg ptivy to. M resists D’s characterization of

his motivation for the plans in lines 22-24, andime 25, D reissues his turn, this time with

92



breathiness and hitches which index a joking tokker M resists for a second time,
recharacterizing the account for the plans he redernas being productive, D targets the core
element of M’s characterization (“productive”) f@placement by the word he had originally
used (“mbored”). In line 29, just as M begins antwith an “oh,” which in this sequential
environment appears to be a bid by D to reassegistemic authority in the matter (Heritage
and Raymond, 2005), D reinstantiates his claim thé bored, transforming it into an A-event
statement (“I call it bored,”), a turn that is ptueted with laughter tokens.

The same can be seen in Extract 3.24. Talkingtdtie role in his wife’s pregnancy, B
says “Least | know I'm built right” (lines 68-69)5everal of the following turns are occupied by
laughter tokens, indicating that this is a jokiegsence, and in line 78, following a B-event
declarative that is warrantable by prior talk (“yioad all hh you always had all the tools”; line
77, warranted by lines 68-69), P issues a lessantad “you jus’ didn’t know whether they
work right or not,” (line 78) referencing againgrental state of his recipient that in the joking

context is aligned with by his recipient.

Extract 3.24 TC llb: Pyatt and Bush

68 B:-> Yeah | think so too. Least | know I'm bu ilt
69 -> righty know

70 P: Yeah  right

71 B: heh heh heh heh heh//

72 P: heh heh

73 B: sitting there shakin her head

74 P: Hah hah//hah

75 B: Hah. hah

76 B: No. l//(think I) -

77 P:-> hehyou had all hh you always had all the tools
78 ->> you jus' didnt know whether they work right or not
79 B: Yeah

80 P: hehh
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3.4.1.4. Discourse markers: So and Then

So

Speakers may also use a variety of discourse nwmatelowngrade B-event declaratives.
The discourse markers “so” and “then” permit pgsaats to downgrade the claim made by a B-
event declarative by displaying that there is darential relationshil} between what the
recipient (or someone aligned with the recipieat$ baid in prior talk and the B-event
declarative. This can be seen in the followingaots. In Extracts 3.25 and 3.26, the speaker
prefaces the B-event declarative with “so.” Infaxt 3.25, the use of “so” to preface “you feel
safe,” in a health visitor's (community nurse’dktes warranted by the fact that in prior talk it
was revealed that the new mother’s husband is@palce force (line 04). In Extract 3.26, a
police dispatcher makes a claim about informatmwhich the caller has greater epistemic
rights — whether or not some alleged troublemakadsentered the house — and prefaces it with
“s0.” In both cases, the inferences made by tlealsgr are confirmed by the recipient in the

immediately following turn.

Extract 3.25 HV 4A1

03 HV: And your occupation?
04 F: *(P'lic’ f's)*

05 HV: Uh::(h): :r hhh[eh heh heh huh huh
06 M: [heh heh heh heh

07 F: Don't say it like that.

08 M: Mm hhehhhm.

09 (0.8)

10 HV: At Cowley?

11 F: *Yeh.*

12 HV: Ri:ght.

13 (1.8)

14 HV:->> Soyou __feel safe.

15 M: Yeh. heh heh heh

4 The inferential relationship indexed by “so” aridén” is discussed in great detail in Schiffrin §79. Extensive
discussion of the different actions that “so” atiteh” do in their respective sequential contextseigond the scope
of the present study.

94



Extract 3.26: Midcity 21:23

25 C: Clun ky boots hh they wererun ~ ning up an' down the

26 stairs shuttin' the downstairs door an' then in thuh
27 ba:ck,=

28 D: ='n you think there was somebody that b roke in

29 down stairs?

30 C: .hhh NO (0.1) They were comin' up __thuh stairs tryin’

31 to get in to where we ___are now.

32 D:->> 0::hsoitwasn't actual- they didn' t actually get in

33 C: Uh uh

Then

“Then,” like “so0,” indexes an inferential relatidnp between the turn containing the
“then” and what the recipient has said in prioktaln Extract 3.27, the “then”appears to obtain
its warrant from L’s turn in line 18 where she s#yat her family left at half past three in the
morning, prompting M to offer the understandindines 23 and 24 that L had stayed up all
night. In Extract 3.28, C offers the understandimagt her recipient had travelled a greater
distance than she herself had. This appears tab@mted by J's turn in lines 39-40, where she
specifies the name of the city they had visitadbdth cases, we can see that the speakers, prior
to making the inference (in lines 23 and 41 respelyf) display a change in their knowledge
states with “Oh,” (Heritage, 1984b), marking theipént’s prior turn as informative and thus

providing the warrant for the upcoming inference.

Extract 3.27 Holt 1:1:1

14 M: 'Av your fa_mily goneo: _ff?

15 )

16 L Ye:s,

17 M: Oh 1goo:d,

18 L: <Atu _m:ha Ifpa _stthree: this mo _rning.

19 0.3

20 M: 1 Ohmy wo :rd.

21 L: .hh Well it was __gon'beha_Ifpas'c :nebuttheyre  alized
22 they'd of been: up at Gatwick fa _rtoo earlly

23 M:->> [Oh  :@go sh
24 ->> vybeenu _p all ni:ght the: n

25 (0.3)

26 L: tO _h well I went ba _ckt'bed,
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Extract 3.28 SBL 2:1:3:1

33 C: 'hht Oh well *we ___wen'up thereoh:  ::about thr hhhh I'd sa 'y
34 about thre _e wee ks ago we wz up et Meripo __saz hhlh

35 J [Uh hu _h
36 C: An'u _pinthe Mo __ ther Lode cou __ ntry'n we we[n' all: through=

37 J: [Yes.

38 C: =tho:se ghos __"taowns[s hhh [ hhhhh

39 J [©) _h:[Ilse _ewellwe wereu puhhh
40 intuh Re _d<(0.4)Re _dBlu: ff?

41 C: oOh "

42 J: °(Cuz]i _t was)’]

43 C: ->> [You __wen'up]fu _rther “then.h[h

44 J: [Ye _s.[Unha h)]

3.4.1.5. Tag guestions

Another way in which speakers downgrade the epistelaim made with a B-event
declarative is through the use of various typesgfquestions, such as same polarity tag
questions and reverse polarity tag questfdnghis section provides an introduction to these
practices, which will be discussed in greater d@taChapter 5 of the present study.

As has been noted, reverse polarity tag questiomene practice employed by participants

to downgrade their epistemic claims by making aeotarn relevant next (Heritage and

15 The appending of the tags “right” and “huh” (e“tf’s just sitting there with the headlights diyh?”) to
declaratives are also resources for downgradingpistemic claim made by the declarative. Thoughbwsion of
these two resources is not the focus of the custeidty, there does appear to be some evidencthtisst two types
of utterance are epistemically-distinct: B-eventldeatives to which “right” is appended appear ¢calnthored by
the speaker, whereas B-event declaratives to whigh’ is appended appear to be spoken by the spbake
authored by the recipient. This mirrors the didion between reverse and same polarity tag questiscussed in
Chapter 5 of the present work.

Hyla and Rich — “Right”

04 H: Well y-ya know w' happen u-w- very s- weird thing.

05 | musta called the wrong number cause | c-call ed like
06 about (0.1) five minutes ago .h en (0.3) some little
07 boy(he) (h) answered the phone=

08 R: =No that wasn't my kid(h).

09 H:->> hehuhuhuhe | know yours is asleep right=

10R: =Ri[ght.]

MidCity 17:6 “Huh”

01 C: [so _mebody a:_sked awhi _le ago=

02 C: [Hello _

03 D:-> =for the s:a _mething (0.3)he:: __ do esn'ge _tanyrespo _nse,
04 0.2)

05 C:->> N:o _ response huh.=

06 D: =U _-uh.=

07 C: =0 _kay thanks.
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Raymond, 2005). This can be seen in Extracts &1293.30, below. In 3.29, B references a
mental state of her recipient (remembering) and aseverse polarity tag to weaken the
epistemic claim about her recipient’s mental statell you r'member Helen Hder cbn'tchi?).
Likewise, in 3.30, we see a joking or teasing eege in which T teases her recipient,

referencing a mental state (wanting something)ayng “Money’s all you wa:nt iznid” (lines 9-

10).
Extract 3.29 Death Announcement

103 B: i-Y _ihknow it's uh:eh i _t'sa _wayvli: _feit'sjustonea’'

104 those thi: _ngs we uh::::::, .hhhh uh d-un d-un unf _ortunatelyi  _nthe
105 i _nterum thuh::s _evralofar: d _ear friends uh y _'know past away

106 end u[h:

107 F: [Anyone | kno[:w _?

108 B: [.hhh .t .hhhh

109 .

110 B:->> Uhw _elll _ don'know whether you knoo uh::::::::: well you

111 ->> rm _ember Helen Ho__derd_on'tchu_ ?

112

()
113 F: Ye S, =

Extract 3.30 SBL 2-1-6-R:7

08 B: En:d uh, | don't thi _nklneed an 1ythil: ng,

09 T:->> [ 1Money’s all
10 ->> youwa:ntizn 1id.

11 B: 1THAT'S a:[: |l

12 T: [e- +heh huh hu[  h huh u]h

13 B: [A _hhah]

14 T: °hhh Aa _ right<Sayl:  hadda very busy day:

The differing intonational contours of the two @gestions (in 3.29, the intonation is rising and
in 3.30, falling) appear to be related to the diffg courses of action in which the participants
are engaged in the two sequences. In 3.29, B's(twton’know whether you knoo uh:::::::::))
was initially built to formulate an attenuated @@rsic claim as to F’'s acquaintance with a
particular person. Her offering of a named indidtas a person whom her recipient might
know is accordingly downgraded by the reverse [ggléag question with rising intonation,
which makes a either a confirming or a disconfigniasponse relevant. In the joking sequence
in 3.30, on the other hand, the falling intonatdrT’s reverse polarity tag question, which
constitutes an invitation to join in the joke, appeto prefer an aligning response. In this

sequential context, an aligning response is sge#flliative. The use of falling intonation in
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this position, therefore, seems to be designeamy ¢the sequence off as a joke to be shared,
rather than as a legitimate information requestasthe case in 3.29. The different sequential
contexts as well as the different social actionglicated in the deployment of rising and falling
tag questions on B-event declaratives will be dised further in Chapter 5.

Same polarity tags are also deployed by spea@etswngrade the epistemic claim made
by a B-event declarative; however, like “so,” arideh,” the downgrade appears to be made not
only by using a tag question that makes a respa@bseant next, but also by establishing an
inferential relationship between the speaker’s aurd something the recipient has said in prior

talk. This can be seen in Extract 3.31

Extract 3.31 Holt 2:1

26 F: Diduha  veagood Eastt R?

27 L: .hh Uh w:-we _llye _sit-ehhhh 'ma Iwaysas _ki:wi_dow at

28 E_aster ti[me,

29 F: [Oh.

30 )

31 F khhe _[hheh .hh ] hhehY(h)eh

32 L: [But um]

33 F: .hhhh M.

34 L: ifh:

35 F: ->> [They hauled o _:ff did they?

36 )

37 L: They go _off u-a:nd uh (0.7) they __hadagood Easte _rheh
hu _h heh eh.hhhhh

In line 35, F's turn consists of a B-event dedigeawith a same polarity tag question
appended to it (“They hauledfibdid they?”). The warrant for this appears inds 27 and 28 of
the recipient’s talk (“I'm lvays a &i: widow at_Easter time”). Thus the claim made by the
declarative is downgraded by not only the tag, Winakes a response relative in next position,
but also by the fact that it targets something saptior talk that is related to the turn at point

via implicature. This will be discussed more fullyChapter 4.
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3.4.1.6. A -perspectivizing

A final practice for downgrading a B-event declamis A-perspectivizing: the
transformation of the B-event declarative into aevent declarative via the use of a wide

variety of elements, two of which are seen in Eotg&8.32 and 3.33:

Extract 3.32 Debbie and Shelley

16 S: | understand that bu- ya I- | mean its not-

17 its not just tha:t I mean Iwalw

18 | was excited to go befor:e and | still wanna go__itsjus |

19 mean | don't wanna spend the money: and I know | have other

20 responsibiliti:es:an,=

21 D:->>  seein well thats okay but if Mark went you would

22 ->>  spendthe mo __ney.

23 S: °we:ll _ thats not true either= ((begins soft, then rising) )

In Extract 3.32, a sequence in which one partidiggreproaching another about her
decision to not attend a group outing, D transfoanBsevent declarative into an A-event
declarative via the turn-initial use of “this is atH’'m see:in. I'm seein” in lines 21-22. In
Extract 3.33, L and R are discussing some task<Rlmad been asked by a non-present third
party to do. R, as the recipient of the initisdtmuctions and the person who is supposed to carry
them out, has primary access to this informatiawéwer, L had also talked to the third party
about what R would do, and has had some accesgylthmt primary access, to the information.
In this extract, L offers her understanding of wRas to do. The formulation “As | understood
it” (lines 36-37), A-perspectivizes the statemevttjich may not only be responsive to the
epistemic contingencies of the talk, but also mvagken what in this sequential context, may
sound like a re-issuing of the instructions to Rpvgeems to have some trouble recalling what
the instructions were (lines 33-34).

Extract 3.33 Comen Il

33 R: Well she told me something like that en | ha dn't // heard
34 lately // so that's what | wz-

35 L: Yes

36 L:->> Now you were to meet her, and’ bring him on, out. As

37 ->>  under//stood it

38 R: She said she’d let me know when (they left there).

39 L: Oh well then she’s planning on calling you /I then.
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The pervasive practice of downgrading B-event datilges highlights the potentially
delicate nature of making statements about infdonathich falls into a recipient’s epistemic
territory. We can see that participants deploy dewiariety of practices to assert and defer to
epistemic claims. How then, can B-event declaeatiwhich are not downgraded be accounted
for? One possible explanation is provided by tiecept of warrantability. In the following
section, it will be argued that B-event declaratittieat are not downgraded exhibit a high degree
of warrantability, thus providing grounds for aiofeof upgraded epistemic status, as embodied
by the unhedged declarative formulation.

3.4.2. Warrantability of B-event declaratives

Examination of data indicates that both speaketlsh@arers appear to orient to the
warrant which underwrites a B-event declarativeariéhtability, like epistemic authority, is not
binary in nature, and although a B-event declagatihay be warranted on some grounds, the
guestion of the degree of epistemic authority coateby a B-event declarative’s warrantability
is by no means a closed question for participamtss can be seen in Extract 3.34, below, where
E inlines 90-91 offers her recipient, L's, weidgs as a reason for L’s disliking a dress she had

once worn:

Extract 3.34 NB:IV: 3: R:7

87 L: [ t1OH: :]ILO__[[VED IIT[LA: _ S|T YEAIR BUT itdoe __sn: duh:=
88 E: [ tNO:][NOth-Juhh]

89 L: =doan _ yihdo _esn'do anything fo _rme:()no _ _:w.[y _ihknow]
90 E: ->> [Yeh yuh lo]s'

91 ->>  suh much wei _:ght.

92 L: huh hm-m-hm N(h) ah® tha _'noittha _:tmuch.=

What is interesting here is the warrant that apgérexists for Emma to make the
straightforward declarative “yeh yuh los’ suh muwedight.” When a person loses weight,
especially a substantial amount of it, at sometptiat becomes something observable to other

people around the individual, and this appearstthb warrant underwriting Emma’s turn in
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lines 90 — 91. However, as the person who actl@dtythe weight, and who presumably tracked
the weight loss and knows how many pounds shellasffers some resistance to this
characterization and reinstantiates her claim tmkabout her weight loss: “no:t tha:t much.”
Thus, in this example, we can see that while Erlgldeas some epistemic grounds for making
the B-event declarative, L claims primary rightktmw this information in her subsequent turn.

One observation that readily emerges from the iddteat B-event declaratives
underwritten by some warrant or some degree ofaméirrg tend not to be downgraded and are
characterized by the speaker of the B-event ddstarshaving some type of access (though not
necessarily rights) to the information in questidm.contrast, as was shown in section 3.4.1, B-
event declaratives that have a lower degree ofamtability, that is, statements about B’s
circumstances to which A does not have accesses dot have primary rights, are routinely
downgraded.

B-event declaratives can be warranted in a vagétyays. Though not an exhaustive list
of the ways in which B-event declaratives can beaavded, the following extracts demonstrate
that warrants for B-event declaratives are rouyiestablished by A’s claiming knowledge
derived from the environment, including direct mentin the talk, through implicature from the
talk and through A’s social knowledge of B. Theserants provide the grounds for the
deployment of the declarative, which, as was demnatesl in the section on A-event
declaratives, embodies a claim of higher epistestatus.

3.4.2.1. Environment

In Extract 3.35 we see a B-event declarative whesmeant is provided by the immediate

environment.
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Extract 3.35 SN-4

01 S: Hi Carol.=

02 C: =H[i: ]

03 R: [CA:RO]L, HI: o

04 S:->> Youdidn'geteni _cecream sanwich,

05 C: I kno:w, hh | decided that my body didn't need it,
06 S: Yes but ours di:d=

07 S: =hh heh-heh-heh[heh-heh-heh "hhih

In Extract 3.35, C enters the room, engenderingeatings sequence that is followed by S’s
noticing in line 4 that Carol had not purchasedcarcream sandwich. C is primary rightsholder
of the information regarding what she has or hagpocchased; however, the presumed lack of a
visible ice cream in Carol’s hands (this extradaigen from an audio recording) prompts S to
make the B-event declarative with some authorigsranted as it is by her not seeing an ice

cream sandwich in S’s hands.
3.4.2.2. Talk

B-event declaratives can also be warranted dir¢locttyugh the talk, as seen in Extracts
3.36 and 3.37. Extract 3.36 demonstrates theggeggree to which participants can attend to
their recipient’s talk, as H’s talk (line 23), veclosely followed by N’s (lines 24-25), provides

the warrant for N's observation that H “really asgaished a lot.”

Extract 3.36 HGII

23 H: -> NO _ Iwzvery _:;(03)p _leasedthetlc- [accomplish'. ]

24 N:->> [Your_eallya ]ccomplished
25 ->> alo _t=

26 H: =s0 much.=

In Extract 3.37, S, who has just received a repbldw test results for a law school
admissions test, remarks on her chances of beimgitaed to a particular law school (lines 143-
145). After some intervening talk, G in line 1@&nvokes the possibility of S getting into the
earlier-mentioned university and in line 168 mattessstatement “gu'd git_n there,” a

statement for which S’s earlier turn (lines 143-1gfévides the warrant.
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Extract 3.37 Geri and Shirley

141 G: W' what scores dih yih usually nee _:dh

142 .hhhto getinfto al _a[w school. =

143 S: [.hhh [O _ka:yllfl _

144 s: wantituh get intuh:: (0.2) .hhhh S _ou:thw_estern.
145 | think | ¢'n get intuh Southw _estern.

146 (0.2)

147 G: Ye[:ah?

148 S: [Regardless.

(Lines omitted)

165 G: .hh- .hh Well why not Southwe: _stern.=

166 S: =.hhhhhh | _'m g'nna call the(d) edmi __ssions office en ask tuh
167 speak tih their d _ean.

168 G:->> Y _oudgiti _nthere,

169 S: Yeah,=

170 G: =| think,=

171 S: =.hhh It _hink Im _ight.

3.4.2.3. Implicature

Another way in which B-event declaratives can la@ranted is via implicature. Though this

will be covered in greater detail in Chapter 4napshot of how this can happen is given in Extract

3.38, below:

Extract 3.38 Hyla and Nancy

10 N: You called R _ichard,=

11 (): =hh-hh=

12 H: =(h)y(h)Yea(h)h en I h(h)ung up w(h)un 'e a(h)ns [wer
13 N: [O _h:H_yla=
14 why:: B

(Lines omitted)

27 N: C'djih tell iz vo [i:_ce, ]

28 H: [Yea]:h,l __knew iz voice,=

29 N: =0Oh __ai: [w,

30 H: [hh __hih'hh=

31 N: =Ho:w w _as ittuh hear iz [voice, ]

32 H: [ah:]:: __ ,'u-‘ehhh |_ wan'duh
33 t_ape record ihhhhh heh __ heh

(Lines omitted)

50 H: Y _exhld _in'think of it | wz too upset about hearing iz
51 vhhoi (h)ce,=

52 N: =Aw -,

53 (0.8)

54 H: "hhh [hh

55 N:->> [Eh |_east you know 'e was h _o:me,

In Extract 3.38, line 55, N offers a B-event deatase “eh_kast you know ‘e he wa®ime,
which appears to ground its warrantability in tvesler turns, notably line 12, where her

recipient confirms that she called the third p&tRichard,”) and line 28, where her recipient
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says that she knew his voice. The relationship éetwknowing someone’s voice and calling
them at home conveys the sense, via implicatuag thie individual who was called was at
home. Thus, even when a B event is not explisii#yed, as it was in 3.36 and 3.37, a B-event
declarative referencing that B event can appetalknand be warranted by implicature.

3.4.2.4. Social knowledge of B

B-event declaratives can also be warranted by égdimately knowing information
about B’s person and circumstances as seen indEu29, where A claims knowledge of the

means via which B will have to get into the city.

Extract 3.39 TG

30 A: Well if you w _an' me (to) give you a ring tomorrow morning.

31 B: Tch! "'hhh W _ell y-you know, let's, eh- | _don’know, I'll

32 B: see (h)may [be | woon' even be in,]

33 A:->> [Well when yih go intuh] th e city y'gonna haftuh
34 ->> walk down t'the train a[ny w ay.]

35 B: [r-Ri:ght. ]

36 A: So might ez well walk with some[buddy. "hh

37 B: [Right. So I'll s-Al __right.
38 so gimme a call,

39 A: Bout ten thirdy.

40 B: Ri:ght.

Thus, we have seen from the preceding example8teaent declaratives can be warranted in a
wide variety of ways.

3.4.3. Resistance to B-event declaratives

Another piece of evidence for the dispreferredustaif B-event declaratives can be seen
in the responses they receive from their recipietrigesponse to B-event declaratives,
participants have a choice as to whether they*sidin on” to A’s version of events and
therefore the partitioning of epistemic authorhgttthe speaker has instantiated, or alternatively,
they may resist it. As mentioned earlier, paracifs appear to resist B-event declaratives under
a variety of circumstances. A rather straightfodvabservation is that participants may resist B-
event declaratives when the B-event declarativéamos information that can be disputed fairly

straightforwardly as factually incorrect. In casdsere the B-event declarative contains
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information that is more open to interpretatiorgttis, in cases where the information contained
in the B-event declarative is not factually incatrbut can nevertheless be formulated in an
alternate fashion, participants will also oftenisethe speaker’s formulation and reserve the
right to formulate the B-event in such a way thas clear that they do not align with A’s
characterization-in-progress, and in such casey,ttay offer an alternate formulation of the B-
event. At times, resistance to a B-event decheatiay engender an extended sequence in
which a central part of the talk is occupied widtatmining whose version of events will hold
sway. Finally, another way that speakers resisv&at declaratives is through overlapping the
talk of the person making the B-event declaratiVeese observations will be discussed in
greater detail below.

3.4.3.1. Correcting a factual error

Speakers may take the stance that a B-event dataisfactually incorrect, as seen in Extract

3.40 (seen earlier as Extract 3.05), below:

Extract 3.40 NBIV:13:R

666 E:-> Yihgu _ hduntwo _r(.)k uhyih do _n't go tuh work til three _5h
667 (0.2)

668 L:->> Fou _ _:r.

669 (0.6)

670 E: [Oh _ : flou _:r.

671 L: [T'daxy 's Sa: Jturday.

672 ()

673 E: 1t Aoh that's °r*ight.°

674 L: Y _e:ah.

In Extract 3.40 E’s B-event declarative in line §6guh dunt wa(.)k uh yih dao't go tuh work
til three,h”) is countered by L in line 668 with an othea¥rection (“Four.”). As the sequence
continues, E aligns with L’s correction in line 670's reminder that today is Saturday,
presumably the day on which she goes to work at Bmd E’s response in line 673 (“that’s
right”) indicate that E had been previously toldtth was working until four and had made an

error in the time.

105



In Extract 3.41, we see a particularly ill-cones\B-event declarative which is met with
resistance because it incorrectly characterizesstipient’s thought process. In lines 6 and 9, N
offers a collaborative completion of H's A-eventtigative in line 5. Predictably, it meets
resistance in line 11. That N’s statement was aesido be a representation of H's thoughts is
displayed in line 12 (“is tha'w’tcher thinking?"n the subsequent turn, N's characterization is

again met with resistance and a correction is tssuénes 14-16.

Extract 3.41 HGII

05 H: Becuz | figure,hhhhhh [hhh

06 N:-> [If'e [hasn' written ye:t,

07 (H): [(He-)

08 (0.4)

09 N: -> then 'e doesn' want to.

10 (0.2)

11 H: > Oh:: don't say thahhh [a(h)at ]

12 N: -> [NOis ]tha'w'tcher [think [ing? ]
13 H: ->> [(hhhh [No T:,°
14 H hhhhh u-ahm "hh I wz js thinking thet (0.3) I'd like it
15 tih go::all the way through where he::, does s: it

16 first,hnh’hhhhhhhhhh

17 N: ‘t Yeah,

3.4.3.2. Chanqing the terms

Speakers may also resist a B-event declarativdhagging the terms of what has been said
in the B-event declarative. Extract 3.42 providasxample of this. In this extract, B has called
A at her home and in line 43 makes mention of #ut that A is home (“You are (home.”) A’s
alignment with the speaker’s B-event declaratigenat immediate, and in fact, she only appears
to do so after B has pursued a confirmation (“RRgline 45) that begins in overlap with
another turn that A had already begun and is esdlgnhade to abandon. When B reinstantiates
the B-event declarative in line 49 (6¥ ae lome,”), A’s response, though initially in alignment
with what B has just said, increasingly disaligastee turn progresses (“Yeh- |_belies@

Physically anyway” line 50), thus allowing A to agsan alternate formulation of what B has
said, in spite of the fact that it is quite clesince B has called A at her home phone number, that

A is indeed at home.
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Extract 3.42 TG

37 A: YOU HO:ME ?
38 (0.4)
39 B: No,
40 A: Oh | didn't think so.
41 B: nNo,
42 (0.9)
43 B: ->> You___ are, hhnhh [hnhh! "hhh
44 A: [Y'sounded too fa [r a]
45 B: -> [Ri: __gh]t? hh=
46 A:->> =Yeh.=
47 B: =See? hl-'m doin' s _omethin right t'ay finally, [‘hh
48 A: [Mm
49 B:->> | finally said something right. (0.2) Y _ou a_re h_ome. hmfff
50 A:->>  Yeh- | believe so. [Physically anyway.
51 B: [°°hhm hhh
B:

52 Yea-a-h.°Not mentall(h)y (h)though(hh)

A similar case can be seen in Extract 3.43, wheoeparticipants are talking about a film one of

them has seen.

Extract 3.43 HG I

13 H: =Enao __ Imeanit'sjist () a f:fantas ___tic moo-oh___en then the

14 0 _nethetsbi __gotted, "hhh she's married tih this guy who's,

15 ()r _illy quiet'n inhibited'n [it turns out 1=

16 N: [Uh hu _h, )=

17 H =like s _he's frigid'n evrything en she [coversup ]for it by be Jing=
18 N:-> [A_: _ Jr_i: :ght, ]
19 H =yihknow a(h)ll-khhhhhh 'huh  ["huh ]’"hheh ]"hheh ]hh [hhhhhhh ]=
20 N: [So Jbasic Jlly, ] [n-hon-hn]=

21 H:->> =hhhinh huh "ehhh ___ Yih ghhot ahhll exci __ted w'n | said the

22 ->> frir ___gidp [arthu_:h. J'u'u'u'u ]

23 N:->> [y:Yeah .I'] mean she de Ise: rves (h)i(h)it.

24 (0.2)

25 H: "he::h huh,=

26 N: =But, so ba _ sicllyit'sk _ind'v a love storyinawa _ =

Subsequent to N’s enthusiastic reaction (line 28.:F'l ri: :ght,”) to her telling of the film’s
story, H issues a B-event declarative (“Yih ghhdtlhexcted w'n | said the fgid part”; lines
21-22). In line 23, N initially aligns with H’s chacterizing her behavior as “all excited,” but her
subsequent TCU recasts the characterization céitbusiasm not as excitement about “the
frigid part” but rather as an appreciation, ostelysof the fact that someone who is bigoted
would also deserve to be frigid. Thus, N recdstsB-event declarative in her own terms.

3.4.3.3. Extended sequences

In Extracts 3.42 and 3.43, the recipient’s resistaio the B-event declarative was not

itself resisted; however, when a participant resisB-event declarative, the initial speaker of the
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B-event may, in turn, resist the changing of terthss extending the sequence. This can be seen

in Extract 3.44, where C and D are discussing thie ®f D’s current relationship with an absent

third party® In this sequence, C issues a series of B-evetamdives with are actively resisted

by her recipient. C begins the sequence in lines®3, where she issues a B-event declarative

about D’s relationship (“you’velly bo:th basic’ly honestly gone yer own ways.”) As a direct

participant in the relationship, D has upgradedtepnic rights to characterize it, and in lines 5-6,

although he initially begins by aligning, he thesists the characterization (entially:: exept

we’ve hadda good relationship et home kyibw.”)

Extract 3.44 JGllb

C:

OUooOou o oo

VV VYV
vV Vv

\%

=A:n uh:, °hh de __finitely, fo:r the: fif ___teenyearsl: 've
known you, (0.3) yih ___knowyouveri _ llybo :thbasicly
ho nestlyg _one yer own ways.
(0.8)
E _ssentially:: exc _ept we've hadda good relationship et
[home (yih _ know).]
[°k°hhhhhhhhhhhh]
()
yY _e: s butl mean it's arelationship whe:reuh: yih ___know
pa :ssthebutt  erdear,hh
(0.5)
Yihkno[w make a] piece'toa]: _ st dear this type’v thing.
[No ~ n_ ot r _ealy]
[°hhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh ]
[W _e've actually hadda] real health-I _think we’ve hadda
veryh ealthy relationship y _’know.=
=°k> hhh'why  :b’cuz you haven’ knocked each other’s t _ee: th
ou: t?
(0.7)
Tha: _t,a ndwe've::hadda good communica:tion and uh:
t _he whole-yih  know | _think it's been healthy,=
=°hhhhhhh [Yah] b'd it's | _ackedal o:tlDee.=
[And]
=l meanb _ehonestwithyerse ~_ :If. Y _ou know that th’ same
ezl _do.hEnldonmeanne cessarilyh avinghad children.
(0.7)
I:  don’know.
Butyih _ kno:w
I can’t complain let's put it that way bu _ it itsyih  know
I think uh:: °hh [I think (it's)-]
[Li ___sten iflyouc _ouldn’ju e-you wouldn’
you wouldn’ be on the phone no _onw
We:[ll that]might be true]

[En you Jwouldn’ b e :]:: [involved. ]

[That might-] That might be true.
Tha __ tmight be true.

Yih _ know! ook dee perthenthesur  face area lo:ve .hh

16 See Drew (1991) for a discussion of this sequéntiee context of the establishment of authority.
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39 D:->> Eh::yea  hh,()Oh _ yeah.

40 (0.4)

41 D: A::nd uh:: () yih __know luh::()a _nywy what the hell. |
42 figurew _hat- (0.6) ‘f | wanna go out n _owl’db etterdo
43 it. hhhhAnd if- °hh

In lines 9-10, C resists her recipient’s re-chaazéation of the relationship and
reinvokes her own characterization of D’s relatlopg“yY e:s but | mean it's a relationship
whe:reuh;_yilknow pass the butir dear, hh”). Receiving no uptake from her recipas
evidenced by the .5 second gap in line 11, C raitisttes her characterization of the relationship
“yihknow make a piece’toat dear this type’v thing” in line 12. In line 1B3,again resists this
characterization_“Nwot really”) and continues to resist it in lines-187, calling the
relationship “healthy.” In lines 18-19, C issuegleestion (“Why b’cuz you haven’ knocked
each other'sge:h out?”) designed to establish a definitive answer,olvhin fact, presents yet
another challenge to his characterization of Hetiaship as “good” (line 5) and “very healthy”
(line 17). Inlines 21 and 22, D once again asd@#g epistemic rights to the matter in question,
citing the “good communication” and health of tleéationship.

In line 23, C again invokes her characterizatio@f relationship (“Yah b’d it'sdcked
alo:tIDee.” line 23). In lines 25 and 26 (“I| meaa lonest with yersié Y ou know that
th’'same es tlo.”) she makes direct mention of epistemic stalbss is followed by a downgrade
which appears to be a weak attempt at disaligniitiy ker repeated characterization (“I:
don’know”) from her recipient as to his epistemtiatgs in line 28. In lines 30 and 31, he makes
another attempt to characterize the relationshipsrown terms (“lcan’t complain let’s put it
that way but | think uh:: .hh I think (it's)-"), and this iget again countered by C with a B-event
declarative in lines 32 — 33. Over the next sevierals, D gradually concedes the point (“That
might be true” — lines 34, 36 and 37) as C consmnodbuild the case for her alternate
characterization of the relationship. Finally,imel 39, D’s “Eh:::_yeh:h, (.) Ohyeah” aligns
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with C’s characterization. D’s subsequent “anywawyline 41 marks the end of this sequence
and D returns to an earlier sequence, as he merigoing out,” an activity he had discussed
with C some minutes earlier (see Extract 3.60 fdisaussion of this sequence).

3.4.3.4. Overlap in talk

A final example of resistance indicates that rasisé to the epistemic authority invoked
by a B-event declarative can be done while nevkstkealigning with the content of the turn.

This can be seen in Extract 3.45.

Extract 3.45 SBL 1-1-10/7

372 R: We lI?1thi  nkifyo ukunaffor :dtih be: (.) uh mo _reer
373 less reti*uhd, uh I thi _nkyou de’s*erve i _t,an’'yo _uhave
374 enough ho _ bbies. tuh kep yihsel[f

375 B:->> [Ye _aw.

376 R: and frie ___nds tih keep yihse _If (0.5) occupied .=ahthi nkthe
377 only _ reas'nfer(.)yo _utuh: (0.3) be working “more would

378 be if you re _ally needed (.) th'mone _yenifyih do: _n'tthe n
379 if you were (.) “bo _red. Ennuhyo _udo[n'tsee _ mtih be=

380 B: [ Uh-huh,

381 R:  =bo _re[d.

382 B: [Good ___ness™no.

In Extract 3.45, the recipient asserts her episteuthority in second position in a way
that contrasts with the other examples discussedeab- by confirming the proposition
contained in the speaker’s talk. However, she dodgéine 375) while the speakers is still mid-
TCU (line 374), thereby instantiating an upgradiedht to epistemic authority in the matter.

Thus, in the preceding examples, we can see hawipants’ deployment of B-event
declaratives can be resisted by their recipients have upgraded epistemic rights to the
information being formulated. Resistance may oeduwen a speaker’s B-event declarative
contains a factual error, or in other cases, whelod&s not sign on to the particular version of
events that the B-event declarative formulatesthieamore, B-event declaratives can engender
expanded sequences when B-event speakers do meatt fedm their original formulation in the

face of their recipients’ disalignments, and insiaeequences, the facts under discussion, as well
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as the distribution of epistemic rights, becomeftwoeis of the interaction. Finally, participants
may resist B-event declaratives by aligning wipaaker while the speaker is still mid-TCU.

3.4.4. Non-present third parties’ rights

A final argument that speakers treat B-events aprmtary to the person in question (B),
can be seen in talk where a participant has treatedipient as having upgraded epistemic rights
and/or access rights to non-present others’ infiona In these cases, although the recipient is
treated as having upgraded epistemic rights andctess, recipients regularly display an
orientation to their attenuated epistemic statuddwyngrading their claim in a variety of ways,

including evidentials, accounts and reports, &46 — 3.47.

Extract 3.46 DEC 2107

12 Doc: .<Has she got any other:¢, is she irritable ¢ or:any
13 other symptomsy,
14 ClIr: -> No:, she seems to want to s _leep alot.

In Extract 3.46, a mother is reporting on her chiltesire to sleep, an internal state that the
mother does not have direct access to, thus ocgagithe use of “seems” in her turn in line 14.
A similar case obtains in Extract 3.47, where tbe/nigrade appears in response to a question.
Indexing the source of the participant’s knowledigeunds,”), the verb of perception permits
the recipient to downgrade his epistemic claim thredeby preserve the non-present party’s

epistemic primacy with regard to the matter.

Extract 3.47 Talkbank 5051

50 C2: he said w’'ll that's tempting and I'll give you a call
51 back=but | don't think | don’t think he’s gonna do it.
52 C3:->> waidaminit. is he still living from pay check to paycheck?

53 C2:->> Sounds like it, yeah

In line 52, an interrogatively-formatted B-everdtetment, the speaker asks his son, a friend of
the non-present third party about whom they araldgpg, about the person’s financial situation
using the interrogative, thereby making a downgiagl@stemic claim to know and treating his
recipient as the proper holder of the informationine 53, despite being treated as having

upgraded epistemic status in the current interactics recipient uses a verb of perception
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(“sounds like it,”) in his response, in this wagjpliaying not only that he is not the epistemic
authority on the matter but also the means througlh he came to know the information
(presumably by being told).

3.4.5. Preferred format for B-events: The inteatoge

Having demonstrated that the declarative is a pedegrammatical format for A events
and a dispreferred grammatical format for B eventsarrive at the question of what the
preferred grammatical format for B events is. Ady candidate for the preferred format for B-
events is the interrogative. That the interrogaitsveverwhelmingly used to formulate B-events

is seen from the plethora of examples that cambed in ordinary talk.

Extract 3.48 HV 1C1

1 HV:->> Didju have an easy ti::me,

2 HV: hhh .hh

3 M: W' I: ___didn't think so:,
4 HV: Oh deacr.

Extract 3.49 Marcia-Ron Fercano
432 M:->> How _old __ eryihnowRo: _n
433 R: T _hirdy f:::fou _:r. T _hirdy f-almos't _hirdy five.

Extract 3.50 TG
16 B:->> W _heredidju play ba: __ sk[etbaw. ]
17 A [(The) gy _]:m.

Overwhelmingly, B events are formulated as clepistemic inquiries, claiming little or no
knowledge of the matter in question beyond the ickte understanding (Pomerantz, 1988)
contained in the proposition itself. In each af #xtracts above, the deployment of the B event
information in an interrogative format is accompésd in an unproblematic fashion, receiving a
response from the recipient in short order.

The data presented in this section provide evidéorcine argument that the “zero-
marked” (Fox, 2001) A-event declarative is consdiethe basic format for making knowledge

claims. If this is true, the case could be madeititarrogatives targeting B events are situated at
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the opposite end of an epistemic continuum whezesgieaker claims little or no knowledge of
the information in question. If that is so, intagatives may be considered an extreme form of
downgrade from the declarative and provides eviddorcthe existence of a systematic
epistemic relationship among different grammatioainats, where each grammatical format
indexes a particular epistemic relationship toittiermation contained in the proposition, as it
relates to a particular hearer at a particular mamén the following section, the action import

of A and B-event declaratives will be discussed.

3.5. The action import of A and B-event declaragiv

In the first half of this chapter, it was arguedttthe preferred grammatical format for the
expression of A events is the declarative formad, iawas further argued that the declarative
format is dispreferred for the expression of B @serin this section, | turn to the action import
of A- and B-event declaratives. In the first pdrtfos section, | discuss departures from the
straightforward A-event declarative format: thoases in which participants either downgrade
the declarative or use the interrogative formdutther downgrade) to do socially-affiliative
actions. In the second part of this section, | labkhe ways in which B-event declaratives are
implicated in both socially-affiliative and socigltlisaffiliative actions.

3.5.1. Downgraded A-event declaratives

Having observed that A-event declaratives aboup#récipant’s own internal and
external states and circumstances are generallphlgmatic and therefore are not subject to
downgrading, this is not to say that participarggar downgrade A-event statements about
information that falls solidly within their own eggemic territory. This can be seen in Extracts

3.51 and 3.52. In 3.51 a speaker declines a pakguiv offer, giving as a reason the more stable
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position that she currently holds. In this case,dbwngrade appears to do the job of “softening”
an interactionally-delicate act — that of rejectargoffer made by the other participant.

In Extract 3.51, the speaker, R, rejects the affex job at several points in the previous
talk, an instance of which is included below. ifres 77-81, R cites her obligations to her
children as a reason for not accepting the offéhefjob. She then re-issues her rejection of the
job in lines 271-273 using a downgraded A-eventatative. She continues to develop her
reasons (back problems and caring for childrenp@rtaking the job that her recipient is
offering over lines 275-283, and she once agagctejthe offer using a downgraded A-event

declarative in lines 288-289.

Extract 3.51 SBL 1-1-10:5

74 R: [(We: )

75 B: [So they('d) wu _nttorepla _ce b*er. hh An'l tho _ught'v
76 you _: the- (.) the [(hu _s’b'n°)

77 R: [Wel __litsve _ ryki™: nd'vyou. EndI:

78 me _anif*it () ltwo _uldofbeanlo _ vely. <Ahmeaneni  f
79 it wehrn't thet ah have so many hom ___eresponsibiflities=

80 (B): ()

8l R: =offthe chi _ldren.]

82 B: [hhhhhh]

(Lines omitted)

271 R:->> Butl “thi _nkah :ll(1.0) sti _ck with this: pie __«ceet

272 ->> Saint Fra _ncisforawhi  lebecu z(1.0)ahme _anah'msur_ e
273 ->> ofmy () da _ys th*ere.

274 B: Ye _:s *ah-h*ah.

275 R: Uha nd*uhlve:gon  etemporarilyo nto this (because I've

276 been su _ffering frm) hh ru _inous b*a:ck p*ai:n.

277 B: Ye s,

278 R: A nduhm (0.9 u _h* () *uhl've had *uh so _me little

279 prob _ lems w'th my ch*ildre _nanahfo _undthetitwas: (0.7)

280 ANjus:t () jus'too “mu _:ch.

281 (0.7)

282 B: Ye _*is.=

283 R:  =towo _rk full time,

284 B: °Ah-huh,’=

285 R: =hA _n:du_hm hhh so *I'm *no _tma king much mo neyrightno w
286 but the hou __Issu_itm*e.

287 B: Mm _hm,=

288 R:->> =An*lthi _nk I'll jus'stick _withitezlo _ngeztherwi _lling
289 ->> tkee __pmeo:nnthaltba  s]is.

In lines 271 — 272, the speaker uses ‘Il think” itigate the rejection proper of the job offer:
“ah:'ll (1.0) stick with this: piece et Saint Fracis for awhie.” The one-second delay mid-TCU
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(line 271), as well as the account provided liné8-273, is indicative of a dispreferred response
(Schegloff, 2007a). Thus, participants may mitgan A-event declarative to do delicate

interactional work, such as declining a requesiffar.

Extract 3.52 offers another clear example of hoviiggpants may downgrade an A-event
statement in the delivery of a dispreferred respona this example of cross-cutting preferences
(Schegloff, 2007a), two young women, H and N aseulsing an absent third party who has
promised to write to H, but has not yet done soliéran the talk, N has said that she believes
the person will write, but offers that it might takim more than two weeks to get back to H (line
29). In line 31, H questions this estimate andna B3 makes a B-event declarative to offer as
evidence for her rejection of N's estimate the faet N would have written back within two
weeks. Thus, H displays an understanding thatgtimate was offered as a reasonable estimate
and puts forth the counter-understanding that tweks is, in fact, not reasonable given that N,
her friend, would respond in a more timely mannerline 34, N's downgraded A-event
declarative (“I guess | would”) aligns with H’s stenent, thus providing confirmation of what H
has said. At the same time, however, this alignmadermines her earlier stance in line 29,
which held that two weeks was a reasonable tinveaibfor a response, effectively withdrawing
the hope for a response that line 29 offered himway, N's answer in line 34 is a dispreferred

response, which N overtly registers in line 37 (‘B¥don' make me sa(h)y th(h)ings i(h)ike

th(h)at.”).

Extract 3.52 HGII

29 N: 11 wouldn'expect him tuh write back sin-w-in "hh two w ee: ks,
30 (0.4)

31 H: Why:  ?¢

32 )

33 H:-> You __ woulda hh[hh hn-n-hn ] heh h _uhh uh_

34 N: ->> [You  would o]fhhhhhhh "hh_h rlguess  +lwould=
35 h _ehh eh=

36 H: =[eh "hhh

37 N:->>  =[heh HYLA don' make me sa(h)y th(h)ings i(h)ike th(h)at.
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Extract 3.53 presents a case where the speakertiefigecedes her epistemic primacy to
that of her recipient with regard to her own intdrstate — the question of whether or not she is
likely to cry during a play that her recipient lidseady seen before as a movie. She does so by

formulating her A-event as an interrogative, a cimvngrade of her epistemic primacy in the

matter.

Extract 3.53 Hyla and Nancy

01 H: =['n there's something rilly sa:d thet h app'ns=

02 N: =[D _on't [te::ll [(00:::) ]

03 H: = _'nldon't [wanna [t ell _you]:::ehhh [uh]

04 N:->> [im] I g'nna cry:: _?
05 )

06 H: Ye:s | cried hyster iclly et the [mo __vi _e.l don'know'f'm 1=
07 N: [O h: guy=

08 H: =g'nna c_r_y : :

This extract shows that participants may downgegastemic status in matters surrounding their
own epistemic territory when, within a particulguated context, their recipient has made an
epistemic claim on the information in question thet speaker is willing to align with. In

Extract 3.53, N asks H if she (N) is going to cwyidg a play that H has seen before as a movie.
In previous talk (not shown) H has talked at gteagjth about the movie, thus displaying her
epistemic authority about it — a stance that Nal@gmed with all along. The interrogative (“im |
g'nna cry:?”), targeting an A event, recognizes H’s episteauithority with respect to the movie
and simultaneously situates H as someone who kibwsll enough to know N’s likely
emotional reactions in the matter of things suckasmovies and plays. That H is in agreement
with the upgraded epistemic authority assignecetamthe matter of the play and N's probable
emotional reaction to it is evidenced by H’s almasinediate alignment, after a micropause,
with N’s statement in line 6. Thus, the two pap@nts engage in an action something like
“doing being friends,” or “doing being intimateThe implications of giving up one’s epistemic
authority in matters relating to A events may beraeresting avenue for further research, as
such a practice may be one way in which peopldalispillingness to engage in convivial
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relations with others.

3.6. The action import of B-event declaratives

Like downgraded A-event declaratives, B-eventatatives tend to be implicated in the
formation of socially-affiliative, and as it willdoshown, socially-disaffiliative actions. This
finding resonates with Kamio’s (1997) territoryinformation theory. Kamio discusses at
length the intersection of politeness theory amdttey of information. Recall Kamio’s
observation, discussed in Chapter 2 of the pressalysis, that given the two statements, (a) and
(b) (below), (b) is the more polite of the two besa it recognizes that (a) falls within the
epistemic territory of the recipient and therefooenpels the use of the formulation “I hear” (an
example of A-perspectivizing, as discussed in¢hiapter) as an acknowledgement of that fact.

a. Your son is a medical student of Harvard.

b. I hear that your son is a medical student otvbial.
An investigation of the actions done by B-eventlaetives indicates that B-event declaratives
are indeed highly-implicated in the formation o€sdly-disaffiliative and socially-affiliative
actions. This is discussed in the following twotgms.

3.6.1. Socially-disaffiliative actions

Though not universally the case, in the aggred@event declaratives that are resisted
tend to have a negative tenor, and in many cappeaa in turns that either are doing or are
construed by their recipients to be doing socidisaffiliative actions, such as insulting,
accusing or reproaching. This resistance appearsdur regardless of the degree of epistemic
access that A has to B’s information. In other vgpel/en in those cases where A has a relatively

high degree of epistemic access and thus the Bteeefarative has high-warrantability, if the
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statement does a negative action or formulatesgatnely in some way, resistance occurs.
This will be demonstrated in extracts 3.54 — 3.56.

In Extract 3.54, discussed earlier as Extract,3M@see that the B-event declarative is
taken by the recipient as an accusation, whiclebists by issuing a denial. In line 18, J
provides as an account for her choosing to buy ahdriend a hat for his birthday the fact that
S “took” the non-present third party’s hat. In lib®, S resists the characterization of his action
as “taking” the hat by explicitly countering thatrmulation (“*I didn't take his”) and providing
an alternate formulation of his action (“<I paidrhfor it. what he paid for it” line 19), thus
characterizing his action as a fair exchange ofewdar an item, rather than the morally-

ambiguous action of “taking” the hat.

Extract 3.54 Joyce and Stan

14 J: =Well d on't tell Bernie but | got him a ha t fer his birthday.
15 S: Oh you got Bernie a hat?

16 J: Yeah.

17 J)

18 J:->>  'Cause you took his. It's sort of like

19 S:->> A[didn't take his.<I paid him for it. what he paid for it.
20 J: [(m)

21 J. > O h you paid him for it.

22 S: Of ~course!

237 O h:. So | got him one sortuv li:ke that.

Extract 3.55 provides an example of an insult/ceuimsult sequence that consists of a B-event
declarative that is resisted by its recipient3165, B and V are having an argument at the family
dinner table. B has just used a word that V feelaappropriate (line 29). In line 32, B begins a
justification for her use of the word that she emdiéne 34 with “You've heard worse,” an insult
that strongly implies that V frequents others whghuse such language. V’s epistemic status
with regard to what she has heard or not heard®efairanks B’s, and on this basis alone she
might resist the statement; however, the sociabgftiliative action done by an insult appears to
provide additional grounds for resisting the deatiae, and in line 37, V does so with a counter-

insult which categorizes B as one who uses sudukege (“From yo:u:.”)
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Extract 3.55 Virginia

29 V: That ~ is na:sty, Beth.<Don't (tey abou:::h ) that around
30 Mo:m¢,

31 (0.9)

32 B: Y o u ASKED tuh keep hearin' it.<l wanna he ar it, | wanna
33 h_earit=

34 B:->>  =ub- (.) Y ou've heard worse.

35 (0.4)

36 P: eh h eh huh hulh hah

37 V: [From yo:u:.

That participants orient to the mere possibility B¥event declaratives being heard as doing
socially-disaffiliative actions can be seen in Bxtr3.56, where L and J are discussing an absent
third party who had called L earlier to ask L tatpadpate in an activity that both L and J view as

undesirable.

Extract 3.56 Holt 0/88-1-08

04 L:->> An' tthen sherangmeup _ 'nsaid that (.) Jo _yce

05 ->>  suggested that | [(normally)] he _ | rhuh[hah huuh 1

06 J: [Ahhh ] [Ohhh::: L

07 L: hu-uh .hhhhh [tSolsai__dum.khhh W'l 'msorrlyl  'm=

08 J: [« ) ()

09 L: =teaching she said .hh 110h (.)  toh my dear, well ho w
10 | _ovely that you're involved in t1tea -ching. A [n' =l =
11 J: [Ohh

12 L: =thought .hhh tWdlal 1ri_ghtthen p'haps I'd like to

13 suggest you _t1f'the nex'supply pe(h)ers[(h)on

14 J: [UH::: h=

15 L: =h[eh-uh heh-uh heh-u __h huh.

16 J: [heh.

17 (0.5)

18 J:->> She _ :saidum:ne:mdi _d I know if you were tea ___:ching.
19 ->> (0.2)

20 J:->> |didn:'t suggest you at all ____[she-]

In line 4, L reports what the third party had saidthe prior conversation. The grammatical
formulation of the turn in point, lines 4-5, dispdaa refined orientation to the delicate social
actions that B-event declaratives can be understoatb, as it features a replacement with the
name “Joyce” — a direct speech formulation — atipety the point where the word “you” — a
reported speech formulation — would appear, thtisbating the B-event declarative to the
absent third party. A detailed examination of ¢ghammatical formulation of this turn may be

useful at this point. The direct and reported spegesions of L's turn can be seen below:
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a. Direct speech version of L’s turn:

And then she rang me up and said, “Joyce sugg#stegou normally help.”

b. Reported speech version of L’s turn:

And then she rang me up and said that you suggdsaetdnormally help.
Although L’s turn begins in a reported speech fraonk, (“An' then she rang me_up said
that”), at precisely the point where a B-event deative is projectable, there is a micropause and
the “you” is replaced with “Joyce,” thus renderif(g Joyce suggested that | [(normally)] Ihe
huh hahhuuh” The replacement of “you” with “Joyce” is a ditespeech formulation that
effectively attributes this portion of the turn, isfh is occupied with identifying who it was who
had prompted the unwelcome phone call to L, toabsent third party, rather than to L. The
return to the indirect speech framework at the ehthe turn (via the use of “I”) localizes the
source of trouble as specifically the “Joyce” / tyalistinction. In line 18, J issues an alternate
account of what had been said that exonerates ks. correction (line 18; “Shesaid um::n
e::m dd | know if you were_teahing.”) supports her subsequent denial in line("2aidn’t
suggest you at all”), which displays an understagdf lines 4-5 as a possible accusation by
denying that she had suggested L for the task.

Thus, it is clear that statements about infornmatiat a recipient has epistemic authority
over are routinely resisted by recipients, andxasets 3.54-3.56 have demonstrated, in many
cases, these statements can be understood bypaatkess and recipients to be implicated in
socially-disaffiliative actions.

3.6.2. Socially-affiliative actions

A final piece of evidence to support the obseorathat B-event declarative that do

socially disaffiliative actions are resisted corfresn examination of a contrasting set of B-event
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declaratives that do socially-affiliative actions. these cases, we see that B-event declaratives
routinely receive alignment. Thus, in Extract 3.8arlier discussed as Extract 3.37, line 168 is

an encouragement. In this case, the declaratbeeras high warrantability (see lines 144-145).

Extract 3.57 Geri and Shirley

141 G: W' what scores dih yih usually nee ~dh

142 .hhh to getinfto al _a[w school. ]=

143 S: [.hhh [O _ka:yl]lfl _

144 S:->> wantituh get intuh:: (0.2) .hhhh S _ou:thw_estern.

145 ->> |think | ¢'n get intuh Southw _estern.

146 (0.2)

147 G: Ye[:ah?

148 S: [Regardless.

149 s: .hhh Uh:m .hh 'f I w _annid t'get intuh like C _al Western er
150 Loyo _la. .hhhorH _astings er Golden Gate | need et | _east
151 right n _ow a six hundred.

(Lines omitted)

165 G: .hh- .hh Well why not Southwe: _stern.=

166 S: =.hhhhhh | _'m g'nna call the(d) edmi __ssions office en ask tuh
167 speak tih their d _ean.

168 G:->> Y _oudaqgiti _nthere,

169 S: Yeah,=

170 G: =| think,=

171 S: =.hhh It _hink I'm _ight.

In Extract 3.58, the speaker’s B-event declaratjweears to be deployed in the context of
an action that can be characterized as “showingnstehding.” In this extract, the speaker, T,
has just had her house burn down and is talkingtafeer reaction to the event. In lines 5-7, she
contrasts her experience of the fire as “real” vaithabsent third party’s (Brad’'s) experience (“so
it's more real fuh (you)/(him)”). N’s turn in ling0, “En it's not tuh you,” is parasitic on T's
turn via the “En,” (And). The action this turn dasshowing understanding of the upshot of the
prior speaker’s turn, namely that the situatiotmsere real” for Brad than itis for T. Insofar as
the B-event declarative made by N is displayingarsthnding of T’s turn without having had
the information said explicitly, this is a socialffiliative action, and T treats it as such by

aligning with it in line 11.
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Extract 3.58 House Burning

05 T: E:n, hhl _don’know, | just | _guesslruh-lrea Iy haven'
06 been up there tuh see it=B _rad's b'n up there t _wice uhready
07 ->> soit's more real fuh (you)/(him).

08 N: .HH-Yea:h.

09 (0.2)

10 N:->>  Enit's not tuh you.Sure.//O _kay.

11 T: (Sure)/(mmmh)

Extract 3.59 provides another example of a pawiai's displaying uptake of what her
participant has said in the immediately precedaikg tIn lines 10 — 13, G details the impressive
size of the book she has just read. In line 1dqunters G’s statement (“I've never read such a
book in my Ife”; line 13) by issuing a B-event declarative (f8you have,” line 17). In line 18,

G resists this formulation. Although “sure you hapeojects that a compliment may be in the
offing, this turn does not display F's uptake oceatance of the A-event declarative G has just
made. In lines 18-19, G begins to detail how tlaigipular book differs from a typical four-
hundred page book, and in line 20, F demonstraiteke via a B-event declarative (“It’s like
dense”). This prompts G to stop her turn-in-pregr® issue an alignment and a partial repeat of

F’'s turn (“yeah its dense”).

Extract 3.59 Talkbank 6015

10 G: lhaveso  :muchstuff ~ ail [Ithetime like its cra __zyljust
11 finished a four hundred page bookh hh in ti:me b ecause | have ta
12 write a phhaper on it hh Like its crazy its this hu: ge book.
13 > massive.=I've never read such a book in m yli fe=

14 F: =Four hundered pages?

15 ()

16 G: (MchYWhat?=

17 F:->>  =Sure you have,

18 G: -> It's- no b'd it's not like a four hundred page book like four

19 hundred page li:ke=

20 F: >> It's like dense,

21 G:-> =lts- yeah its dense an its called global dreams,

Additionally, in Extract 3.60, lines 6-7 constiguan invitation to go out cloaked as a B-
event declarative (“So in other words you'd_gd d I:: askedche at one a’ these times.”) The

alignment is almost immediate (line 8).
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Extract 3.60 JGIIB

01 D: Sow horetheboy friends fer the week.

02 0.2)

03 C: °k°hhhhh-Oh:  go::d e-yih this one’'nthatoneyih  know, |
04 dist, yih know keep busy en go out when | wanna go out Dee

05 it's nothing °hhh | don’have anybody serious on the string,
06 D:->> So in other words you'd go out if I:: as kedche o _ut one a
07 ->>  these times.

08 C: Ye ah!Whyn ot

09 D: W hyno :t

10 (D): (Okay,)

11 D: W _henih you uh: what nights’r you av _ailable.

Finally, in Extract 3.61, discussed earlier as &oit3.24, a B-event declarative that is part of a
joking sequence receives alignment. This sequisnc@aracterized by a large number of
laughter tokens issued by both speakers (line3Z,174, 75, 77 and 80), indicating that both
speakers understand the action they are engagedejoking. In lines 77-78, P issues two B-
event declaratives (“you had all hh you always &lhthe tools you jus' didnt know whether

they work right or not”). B aligns immediately imé 79.

Extract 3.61 TC llb: Pyatt and Bush

68 B: Yeah | think so too. Least | know I'm built

69 right y know

70 P: Yeah right

71 B: heh heh heh heh heh//

72 P: heh heh

73 B: sitting there shakin her head

74 P: Hah hah//hah

75 B: Hah. hah

76 B: No. l//(think ) -

77 P:->> hehyou had all hh you always had all t he tools
78 ->> you jus'didnt know whether they work r ight or not

79 B:->> Yeah
80 P:->> hehh

3.7. Conclusion

The goal of this chapter was to establish a fotiaddor understanding the role of
epistemics in the grammatical formulation of tummsalk-in-interaction through the examination
of A and B-event declaratives and the knowledgenddhat they make. One observation that
can be made from the preceding analysis is thale¢bkarative appears to be the preferred

grammatical format for the expression of A ever@ the other hand, the declarative appears to
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be a dispreferred format for the expression of 8nés, and it was proposed that interrogatives
may instead be the preferred format based on tiéguity in naturally-occurring talk.
Supporting this analysis is the finding that stindideclaratives (i.e., declaratives that are not
downgraded) are deployed when speakers have getemic rights to the information under
discussion (as is the case in A-event declarativesyever, when thenecipienthas clear
epistemic rights to the information under discusg@s is the case in B-event declaratives,)
speakers orient to the warrantability of their Bxetvdeclarative; if the statement has low
warrantability, they routinely downgrade their g¢pisic claims by modifying the declarative
through the deployment of a variety of grammatarad paralinguistic elements. Departures
from this practice were explainable by specifid@td that participants were doing, such as
softening the rejection of an offer or making anwsation. It was also noted that knowledge
claims made by B-event declaratives are just tlidimsto know which may or may not reflect
the true knowledge status of the speaker. In tbhases where the warrantability or factual
accuracy of a B-event declarative is in questienipients may resist aligning with the B-event
declarative, and in some cases, extended sequienaslgch the facts and the rights to
characterize the facts become the main matterwliibh the participants (and the sequence) are
occupied.

Taken together, these facts indicate that a systemistemic relationship exists among
various grammatical formats such that each form#xes a particular epistemic stance vis a vis
the information contained in the turn and vis aarsjgarticular recipient. The epistemic
differences between A-event declaratives, B-eventadatives and interrogatives are

summarized in Table 3.01, below:
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Table 3.01. Epistemic differences between A-event declaeatiB-event declaratives and
interrogatives.

Utterancetype Downgraded | Speaker has Hearer is
(typically) access primary
rightsholder
A-event declarative No Yes No
B-event High No Claims access | Yes
declarativel warrantability
Low Yes No Yes
warrantability
Interrogative Yes —the No Yes
interrogative
format itself
indexes low
epistemic
status

Having discussed A and B-event declaratives intemgpt to establish some preliminary
facts about how they interact with epistemics ardhftion of action, we will now turn, in
Chapter 4, to the epistemic claims made by intettieg as opposed to B-event declaratives and

the kinds of actions that such claims mediate endbntext of medical interaction.
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CHAPTER FOUR
An epistemic approach to

declarative and interrogative formulations

4.1. Introduction

In Chapter 3, an analysis of A- and B-event detilaa revealed that participants’
orientations to their own and to their recipiemtsbwledge states is a pervasive feature of talk-
in-interaction. Building on the previous chaptetiscussion of epistemics in A and B-event
declaratives, the current chapter seeks to accemplio goals: the first is to further demonstrate
the utility of epistemics as an analytical toolibyestigating the role of epistemics in the
grammatical formulation of several types of utteerilrhe other is, by way of the first goal, to
extend this discussion of how epistemics operatéaslk by investigating the role of epistemics
in the formulation of utterances in a particulantaxt — that of doctor-patient interaction.

The rationale for the inclusion of institutionaltd in a study such as this can be found in
Drew and Heritage’s (1992a) discussion of the nuhagical relevance of conversation
analytic studies to the study of institutional talk their paper, the authors note that institugio
talk differs from ordinary conversation in threeysa 1) the orientations that participants exhibit
with regard to the interaction, 2) the constrathtgt are placed upon participants by the roles
conferred upon them in a particular institutionahiext, and 3) the “inferential procedures and
frameworks” associated with a particular institat(@. 22). They further state that because of
these features, comparative studies of ordinaryewation and institutional talk can inform

studies involving institutional data. The authocge:
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Significant light can be shed on institutional dayashowing, for exampléow
nonspecialized conversational procedures are libugjadapted; how they might be
altered in some respects as compared with theimusenversation; whether or how they
are being used to novel effect in a specializetihggtand how such conversational forms
are otherwise being systematically and recurrenthpilized to perform some specialized
role-related or “strategic” task in that setting’ 88).
In this chapter, the converse may be said to lee that significant insights may
be gained into conversation and interaction, spatiy in the area of epistemics and the
formulation of grammatical utterances, by investigahow epistemics is deployed as a resource
in a particular type of institutional talk, in thiase, that between a doctor and patient or patient
caretaker during after-hours emergency calls. iBpaity, this chapter investigates three
guestion formats commonly used in medical questiginYes/No declaratives, Yes/No
interrogatives and elliptical questions. The sfiegoal of this chapter is to understand how
each of these formats indexes rights and accesfotmation in the history-taking phase of the
telephone consult, thereby constituting an epistegesource which participants can draw upon
to manage social identities and relationships. drganization of this chapter is as follows: To
establish a context for the analysis, the liteetur physician questioning will be reviewed.
Then the data used for the current analysis willliseussed. The bulk of the chapter will
discuss the use of the declarative and the intetiagas alternate formats for questioning during
after-hours emergency medical calls. Specificélwjll be demonstrated that interrogatives and
declaratives are deployed in distinct sequentigirenments: the interrogative is deployed by
physicians when asking patients or their caretafeosit symptoms that have not figured in the
prior talk and thus constitute a weak epistemittian the part of the physician to have access
to the information the interrogative targets. Destfi@e formulations, on the other hand, embody

a claim to know some piece of information. In gresent context, it will be shown that

declaratives were used to target information thatghysician had partial knowledge of, but
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which the physician needed to revisit in order bdtam further information about the patient’s
health state. It was also used to do other soctairss, including projecting a stance about a
proposed course of treatment and transitioning fpatient- to physician-directed talk. Finally,
elliptical interrogatives and elliptical declaras/will be examined, and the epistemic distinction

between them will be discussed.

4.2. Participants’ knowledge: Questions and epig®s

Questions and questioning have received considesahlolarly attention over the past 30
years, and the literature on the epistemics oftguregormulation is extensive, reflecting a wide
array of perspectives and orientations (e.g., B@in1957; Lang, 1978; Goodwin, 1979, 1981,
1987; Heritage, 2002a; Pomerantz, 1988; Beun, 12800; Hirschberg and Ward, 1994,
Huddleston, 1994; Koshik, 2002; Gunlogson, 2003;riRand, 2003; Romero and Han, 2004;
Tottie and Hoffmann, 2006 and Poschmann, 2008, grotrers).

As demonstrated in Chapter 3, participants oriempistemic territories — both their
own and those of their co-participants, and itdehaps in the action of questioning and the ways
in which participants patrol and defend thesettmigs that the relevance of epistemics becomes
most apparent. In the medical consultation, epigt claims are massively implicated in the
guestioning of patients by physicians becauseettmplementary nature of the information
exchanged in the medical interview: the patientrigits and access to information about his or
her physical symptoms, sensations and experiemtesgeas the physician has access to the
medical knowledge necessary to make sense of fiyegagtoms and formulate a plan for
treatment. To reach their goals, each participaugt convey information to the other, often

through a process of questioning which may invalwariety of question formats. Examination
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of data revealed that Yes/No declaratives (heredfid declaratives), Yes/No Interrogatives
(hereafter YNIs) and elliptical questions were agntre major grammatical formats used in
guestions deployed by physicians to gather infoiondtom callers about patients’ physical

states. Each format, along with any variantexesmplified in Table 4.01.:

Table4.01. Some questioning formats used in after-hours gemay calls

Questioning format Example

Yes/No declarative “But she’s keeping all her fluids down?”
Yes/No declarative + same polarity tag “You've tried him with just boiled water, have ysu?

Yes/No interrogatives “Is she drinking plenty?”

“No blood or anything green or anything”

Elliptical question “Any problems with your breathing?

In this chapter, it will be argued that each of fimenats identified above makes a
particular epistemic claim that, in turn, addressg@srticular interactional contingency that is
consequential for the establishment of a sociatim@iship between physicians and patients. To
begin this discussion, the literature on episteragg relates to physician questioning will be
reviewed.

4.2.1. Epistemics and physicians’ questioning

It has become increasingly clear that the praceoegloyed by physicians to question
patients about their medical history can signiftgaimpact the delivery of medical care and the
attainment of desired health outcomes. Scholamsasfical interaction have commented on the

central role that physician questioning plays & delivery of care, noting that it is one of the

" In these data, all same polarity tag questionsifed affirmative verbs in the main clause accorgmhby
affirmative verbs in the tag (e.g., “You were latere you?”). No instances of negative-negatiype tyame polarity
tag questions (e.g., You weren't late, weren’t you@re found.
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primary means by which physicians gather the indrom necessary to diagnose and treat
patients’ medical problems. Quantitative studieghysician-patient interaction have found that
slightly over 20% of a medical visit may be dedschto physician questioning (Roter and Hall,
2006, as cited in Heritage, 2010). Other studagtound that many illnesses can be diagnosed
uniquely through the process of effective questigrof patients by physicians (Hampton, et al.,
1975). Not surprisingly, medical questioning piees have received increased scholarly
attention in recent years. Much of this work hasuged on the organization of question and
answer sequences and the consequences of thiszatgamfor the participants. Stivers and
Heritage (2001), for example, have examined thesvimyvhich patients break free of the
constraints imposed by physician question desigheaqpand their responses to physician
guestions to implement specific projects. Herit@f#2b, 2010) discusses two preferences in
the design of routine questions and their consampgean the relationship between health visitors
(community nurses) and their patients. Lookinghatgicians’ questioning practices, Boyd and
Heritage (2006) found that physicians’ questioritece the principles of optimization and
recipient-design and that these design featurasng others, differentiate medical questioning
from other forms of questioning, for example, tleesentially anonymous” (quotes in original)
form of questioning used in social surveys (Boyd Bieritage, 2006, p.168). These researchers
found that the design features of optimization prablem-attentiveness are primary resources
via which physicians establish a rapport with tipeitients. The principles of optimization and
problem-attentiveness are of particular relevandée current study and will be discussed

below.
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4.2.2. Optimization and problem-attentiveness

A major feature of physicians’ questions is thaytkisplay a particular orientation to the
patient's physical state. These orientations anemglly one of two kinds: optimized (Heritage,
2002b; Heritage, 2010; Boyd and Heritage, 2008poyblem attentive” (Stivers, 2007). On the
one hand, physicians’ questions can be characteby&optimization”; that is, the questions
may be designed such that they present a poshmecterization of the patient’s current
medical state by “incorporating presuppositions prederences that are biased towards ‘best
case’ or ‘no problem’ outcomes” (Boyd and Herita2@06, p. 164). A question such as “How
'‘bout the headache. Is thatteed?” is optimized because it establishes atipesnedical state (a
settled headache) and grammatically prefers amadfive response. Likewise, a question like
“any diarrhea a'tall?” is optimized because it establishesgative medical state (diarrhea) and
grammatically prefers a negative response. In bbthese cases, the question is biased toward
a “no problem” characterization of the patient'sile, and a response which aligns with these
preferences would, indeed, yield such a charaeiiz

However, if a patient is in fact not in the beshetlth, physicians may avoid
characterizing a patient’s health state as positiues, a physician whose patient has just
presented with a flu or cold would be unlikely fatimize questions surrounding that complaint.
In such a case, a problem-attentive question ssiCAra@ you feverish?” which asks about a
negative health state (being feverish) and granualftiprefers an affirmative response might be
asked. Problem-attentive questions, thereforapéxhe characteristic of recipient design,
formally defined as the “multitude of respects inieh the talk by a party in a conversation is
constructed or designed in ways which display @&ntation and sensitivity to the particular

other(s) who are the co-participants” (Sacks, Sldfiegnd Jefferson, 1974: 727).
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Heritage (2002b) notes that the questioning madalof optimization and recipient
design are of primary importance to the “processiaking and sustaining personal relationships
with particular other individuals” (Heritage, 20Q2b 331). In his study of interactions between
British health visitors (community nurses) and maathers, Heritage found that health visitors
attended to proper recipient design in a numbe&vayfs — by avoiding redundancy in their
guestions, by explicitly acknowledging having attg®een told information by the mothers, and
by supplying candidate answers about the new m®tbeguestions required by a government
form. All of these practices related to recipidasign, Heritage notes, are instrumental to the
establishment of relationships between healthorsiand their clients.

Extending this line of work to investigate the rofegrammar in medical interactions,
Raymond (2010a) examined the ways in which Yesfiteriogatives and declaratives can be
deployed by speakers to index the social relatipsstimong or between participants, and,
further, to manage what has been termed “the episseof social relations” (Raymond and
Heritage, 2006). Raymond (2010a) specifically klat interactions between health visitors
and new mothers in Great Britain and showed hovgthenmatical formats used in building
Yes/No inquiries indexed different social relatidoetween the health visitors and their clients,
thereby constituting a practice by which particifgamanage their social and institutional
relationships.

In earlier work on Yes/No interrogatives, Raymo8aQ3) had identified the
grammatical formulation of turns as a potentiatlyitful area of research in conversation
analysis which “contribute[s] to our understandaifgnteraction as a form of social
organization...by establishing links between its natioe organization and the grammatical

structures of turns at talk, which are its primeoystituents” (p. 941). In his subsequent study
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of health visitors and new mothers in the UK (Rayhd2010a), Raymond examined health
visitors’ use of Yes/No interrogatives (YNIs) anés/No declaratives, looking specifically at
how these alternate question formats invoke diffgorientations with regard to two matters: 1)
the participantsaccesdo the information being formulated in the questmd 2) the
recognition by the participants of who has the priymight to know that information. In work in
line with Heritage’s study of the epistemic gradi¢?012), Raymond found that the two
grammatical formats differ in terms of the partamps’ claimed access to the information: the
declarative claims that both speakers currenthel@ahave had access to the information,
whereas the interrogative claims that the partitipeho generates the question does not have
access to that information. Raymond further nttasthese alternate formats do different
actions, make different types of responses relefvant the recipient, and have different
sequential consequences on the interaction. Hdwesthat it is partly through the varying
interactional contingencies arising from theseralite question formats that participants form
the social relationships that make up the fabribwhan sociality.

The present chapter seeks to demonstrate the aifilapplying an epistemic framework
to the study of question formulation in a speatiimtext: that of after-hours calls to an on-call
physician. In doing so, it extends Raymond’s wamkgrammar in medical interaction and
Heritage’s (2012) work on epistemics and actiorekgmining several types of grammatical
resources used to build physicians’ questionserctintext of after-hours calls to an on-call
physician. Specifically, this chapter will invegdie how three question formats commonly used
in medical questioning, Yes/No declaratives, YNid alliptical questions, index rights and
access to information in the history-taking phafsthe telephone consult, thereby constituting a

resource which participants can draw upon to masagil identities and relationships.
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4.3. Data

The data set upon which this analysis draws ispas®d of audio recordings of 59
telephone calls made by individuals to an on-dajlgician in the English Midlands (Drew,
2006a)'® In some cases, the caller was the patient hiherself; in others, the caller was a
friend or family member calling on behalf of patiesuffering from various physical complaints.
The calls were all made to the same physician afiemal clinic hours.

A brief ethnographic note regarding the data maydbevant at this point. These data are
taken from phone calls between doctors and patiersitain. Unlike in the U.S., physicians in
Britain are employed by the government under thepimes of the British National Health
Service. Patients are assigned to specific physaiathin a given health district, and patients
may see their physician during regular daytimeceffiours; in addition, however, patients may
make after-hours calls to their doctor, and inaiartases, the doctor may deem it necessary to
make a house call. Because of this context, thesgohase structure of the telephone medical
consultation includes the call opening, problenspngation, history taking, possible diagnosis,
which may include a physician’s promise to visiatment recommendation, and the call
closing (Drew, 2006b). It is the history-takinggsie which is the focus of the current analysis.

One characteristic that is unique to this particahedical context is the purpose of the
history-taking phase of the phone consult. Unfdae-to-face medical consults, where the goal
of the history-taking phase is the identificatidrtitee medical problem and determining a
subsequent plan of treatment, the history-takingsptduring these telephone calls constitutes a
process via which the physician can determine, gnotiner possibilities, whether the patient

needs to be seen immediately (necessitating a k@mitdy the physician) or whether a

18 Thanks are due to Paul Drew for permission tothese data and to John Heritage for making theritedle for
use.
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treatment, an interim treatment (to be implemeibtgthe patient until he or she can be seen
during normal clinic hours) or other medical or frrardical advice can be given over the phone
(Drew, 2006b). Thus, history-taking in after-houaadls differs from the history-taking which
occurs during face-to-face consultations in itopse, and these differences may affect the
degree to which the observations made based oe tlaa can be applied to face-to-face
interactions; however, they provide an interessitagting point for future investigations of the

role of grammar and epistemics in face-to-face atopatient interactions.

4.4. Yes/No declaratives and Yes/No interrogaivaghysicians’ questions

Physicians regularly use both YNIs and Y/N declaestto elicit information
from their patients, and indeed, the mere act ektjaning the patient displays an orientation to
the patient as having primary rights to informatabout his or her medical situation. However,
as Raymond (2010a) notes in his study of Britishithevisitors (HVS), it is the use of one
particular question format chosen over the othat itidexes the medical provider’s changing
access to the information over the course of theicaévisit.

As in HV-mother interactions, during physicianipat interactions, an asymmetrical
relationship exists with regard to the participaatsess to the information being formulated.
As the proper holders of information about theiysibal condition, patients are viewed within
the interaction as having primary rights and olti@es to know such information. The
physician then questions the patient to find olevant particulars in order to properly evaluate
and diagnose the patient’s medical condition. Haxethere are distinct differences in how
physicians use YNIs and Y/N declaratives when goeistg patients about their symptoms

during the history-taking phase of the medical attaton. Section 4.4.1 examines how
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physicians use declarative and interrogative syasa resource to index the changing status of
the physician’s access to the information and igresion, to manage the socio-epistemic
relationship between doctor and patient with regarthat information.

4.4.1. Yes/No declaratives and Yes/No interrogstias alternative guestion formats

An immediate observation in these data is a cohl@tsveen the physician’s use of the
interrogative and the declarative in two distirefjgential environments: the interrogative is
overwhelmingly used to query the patient about 9gmg and other matters that have not been
explicitly mentioned in the prior talk, while decddives and declaratives + tag are used to ask
patients about information that has figured in sovag in the prior talk; that is, as was discussed
in Chapter 3, they are B-event declaratives thhailxtxa high degree of warrantability. This is

demonstrated in Extract 4.01, below, where a mathealling about her baby:

Extract 4.01 DEC 1112

01 Clir: A:nd it's d- it's (bringin’) up its m ik,

02 ClIr: Its f _ace is (callin)/(comin’) out all in spots.=I wonde red
03 if it wjus: be the heat, or:

04 Clir: =l've tried givin' 'im wa:ter but 'e spi ts that out,

05 Doc: Is 'e?=How long 'as this been going on for then

06 Clr: U:zhwe:ll b _asically since d _inner i-tha' 'e's actually bringin’

07 the milk up,

08 ClIr: you know, it's sort'us: comin' up all t he while at the minute,

09 Doc: ->> Is it? What-w: it's just milk coming u p, no: "hhh no b _lood or
10 anyting g _ree[n or anything¢,

11 Cir: [No:,

(Lines omitted)

25 Doc: ->> =He, yeah. A:nd um: (0.4) you've trie: d him
26 ->> with: just- (b):boiled water, have yo[u?
27 Clr: [ Yes,

(Lines omitted)

33 Doc: ->> Yeah:, and these spots, they're just o n the face, are they?
34 CIr:  Pardon?

35 Doc: Didyou say he had s _pots on 'is fa:ce,

36 ClIr: Yeah, 'e's got spots on 'is f _ace, but | think that's=

37 Clir: =just like a heat- he[at (spots)

38 Doc: [y _eah,

39 Doc: ->> Yeah Now | mean ar-you keeping him as cool as

40 ->> possibleg, in tfhis (.) weather¢,

41 Clr: [y _es, Yes, | have

(Lines omitted)
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71 Doc: ->> Is'e crying a lot more than normal, or:
72 Clir: 'E get- well | haven't got- managed to get 'im off ta
S _leep, ata- atall,

The caller develops the problem in lines 1, 2,,4, &nd 8; namely that the child is bringing up
milk (lines 1, 6, 7 and 8), has spots on his féioe ) and spits up water (line 4). After the
caller has completed the problem presentationplysician revisits in line 9 the child’s
symptom of bringing up milk initially mentioned iimes 1, 6, 7 and 8 (“What-w: it's just milk
coming up,”), using the declarative format. He dtiessame in lines 25 and 26, returning to the
mother’s claimed treatment of the child in line*dio(u've trie:d him with: just- (b):boiled water,
have you?”), and does it once again in line 33 éfr:eand these spots, they're just on the face,
are they?”) to ask about the spots mentioned bynibider in line 2. When he shifts, however,
to ask whether the mother has been keeping the cbdl — a topic not yet explicitly addressed
in the talk*® he uses the interrogative: (“Now | mean ar-yoepieg him as cool as possible¢, in
this (.) weather¢,”). Later in the talk, the phyaicagain asks about a symptom that has not been
explicitly discussed in the prior talk when he aaksut whether the child has been crying (line
72), and here again, in questioning the caller ah@ymptom that has not been mentioned in
prior talk, he uses the interrogative.

Extract 4.01 presents a typical example of howdéndarative was used by the physician
in these data. Whereas the interrogative was usdi¢uss symptoms or other information that
had not yet been explicitly discussed in the irdeéoa, the declarative or declarative + tag format
was used to address information that had alrealydd in the prior talk. In epistemic terms, the
declarative and declarative + tag formats indexgraded epistemic claim by the physician

regarding the information targeted by the questibat is, it makes the claim that he already has

19 Although heat spots are mentioned in the prian aard may provide a stepwise topic shift (Jefferd®84) that
prompts the next question, the actual questionhather the mother has been keeping the child dsasqmossible
has not been explicitly addressed in the prior. talk
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access to the information targeted by the quesinahis revisiting something that is “on the
record” as having already been discussed.

Interactionally-speaking, the potential benefitgleploying these alternate grammatical
formats is clear. The use of the interrogativa context where the physician has already had
access to the information in question may be iatelus: the interplay between what has already
been mentioned in the problem presentation, olotieehand, and what the physician questions
the patient about, on the other, is delicate: miqaar, a physician’s questioning a patient about
information he has ostensibly already been giveessto during the course of the interaction
can be heard by the recipient as inattentive. Ex¢¢@®1 demonstrates that one resource that
physicians can use to avoid being heard as inatéeistthe grammatical form of the question.
Specifically, the use of the declarative formabwat the physician to reinvoke, for various
reasons, information that he has been given atces9rior talk while displaying that he has
been listening to what the patient has already. said

4.4.2. Interactional uses of the declarative

The question that presents itself, then, is wpiysician would revisit information he
has already been given access to. While one yeaddilable explanation for returning to
information already invoked is the notion that gsician is seeking confirmation of earlier-
mentioned information, closer examination of theadadicates that, while the question does
provide prima facie confirmation, it may have othgeractional functions, as well. That is,
epistemic claims may be a resource that particgpdeploy in the service of social actions other
than simple confirmation. In these data, the phgsirevisited information to augment his

understanding of the patient’s health state, t¢epta stance regarding a proposed treatment and
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to transition from patient-centered to physicianteeed talk. The first of these will be discussed
at some length in section 4.4.2.1.

4.4.2.1. Pursuing information: Implicature and thaximal property of descriptions

Although the declarative is used to revisit infotima invoked in prior talk, closer
examination of the talk reveals that the informatiargeted by the physician’s declaratively
formatted question is not always exactly that whies stated in the prior talk. This can be seen
in Extract 4.02. In the problem presentation (293, the caller says that her daughter has been
ill “since four o’clock.” This formulation retrogztively describes her daughter’s symptoms as

occurring from 4:00 until the time that the calteade the phone call to the physician.

Extract 4.02 DEC 1103
20 ClIr: -> She's been at this since four o'clock,

21 =(n")/(now)l haven't been out of 'er bedroom
22 since four o'clock since | come home from
23 wo:rk,

24 Doc: R _ight,

(Lines omitted)

45 Clr: And she's al(most) (bladder[an") a:nd bowe |
46 control,

47 Doc:->>R _ight, and this: i-she was areallyf: qui _te
48 ->> well up until about f _ourg,

49 ClIr: *AYealh,

In lines 47 and 48, the physician revisits whatghgent had said in line 20 by asking what
appears to be a “confirmation question” (“she waslyf: quie well up until aboutdu:r¢”)
However, the physician’s question is clearly des@jto obtain a slightly different piece of
information than that which the caller originallyopided: it asks how the patient was doing
beforefour o’clock — a piece of information not expllgistated, but rather, retrievable from the
caller’s original formulation by implicatur®. It will be argued that the use of the Y/N

declarative by the physician in lines 47 and 48stitutes a claim of having heard this

20 This practice appears to constitute an empiggample of how participants orient to what has l=scribed
elsewhere as Grice's Maxim of Quantity (Grice, 19 Tamely, to be as informative as the exchangeiresiand no
more informative than the exchange requires.
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information before by virtue of the relationshipiwiplicature that obtains between the question
and the caller’s original formulation. At the satimae, however, he is able to obtain other
relevant information that may be consequentiattierpatient’s health outconié.The
deployment of the declarative in this sequentialtext thus allows the physician to hold himself
accountable vis a vis his recipient for having asde the information that the caller is on record
as having reported in prior talk, while permittinign to obtain other information that is needed
for him to evaluate the patient’'s medical condition

To futher deconstruct this example, it can be nthatithe relationship that obtains
between turns such as “She’s been at this singé &od “She was areallyf: quite well up until
about fou:r¢,” is one of implicature: “She’s beéthss since four” can be heard not only to say
that the patient has been exhibiting symptoms si@@, but by implicature, to also say that
before 4:00, she did not exhibit symptoms (i.ee, wfas quite well) or her symptoms were
substantially less or different before 4:00 thasyttvere after 4:00. Drawing on Sacks
(1971/1991), Drew (1992) called this “the maximedgerty of descriptions” (p. 495). Drew
notes that the bases for this concept had beerredidcussed by Sacks (1971/1992) in the
context of event descriptions. Using the examplaroinvitation to dinner, Sacks observed that a
person may invite someone over for an eveningwiibinclude dinner, talking and drinks; if the
invitation is formulated as “Come over for dinneall of these activities will be understood as
possibly occurring during the evening. In contrdgte invitation is formulated as “Come over
for drinks,” it is understood that the evening'sities will exclude dinner. Thus, Sacks notes,
if the invitation includes dinner, dinner shouldrbentioned. Dinner, in this case, has “first-

preference” status (Sacks, 1971/1992, p. 368)¢h switations and carries with it the

2 |t may also be targeting a more precise formulatiom the caller as to when the problem starteal; iy had the
problem begun at 4:00, or had 4:00 merely beetirtie at the caller, having come home from work, haticed
the symptoms.
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implication of any number of other activities, whas the formulation “drinks” does not carry
the implication of dinner and does not have “fipséference” status in the case of dinner
invitations??

With respect to Extract 4.02, we see the primcgdlfirst-preference operating in the
caller’'s description of her daughter: in probleragantations to physicians, reports of iliness,
and not of wellness, are “first-preference” reporntsliness can be understood to exist at any
time that illness is not reported. Thus, by imglice, in 4.02, the caller’'s report that her
daughter has “been at this since 4:00” carries witie meaning that she wasn't “at this” before
4:00, or at the very least, that the caller hadwititessed the symptoms prior to 4:00, when she
came home from work. Thus, line 20 constitutesakas of implicaturé in relation to lines 47
and 48, and allows the physician to understandtki®apatient was well or that the symptoms
were not seen by the caller prior to 4:00, degpiefact that this has not been directly stated.
That the physician holds himself accountable fig hseen in the use of the declarative format
of his question. However, the question then arigelse physician knows by implicature that the
caller's daughter was well before 4:00, why formalihis by asking if she was well up until 4?
One possible explanation comes from the callerisark that she had come home at 4:00, which
may mean that she had only begun to observe thpteyms at 4:00. The physician is then left to
inquire as to the wellness of the patient befoi @mtil 4, which he does. Another explanation
may be that whereas information that can be unol@idby implicature can pass without
comment or re-asking by participants in the coofseveryday conversation, physicians may

need to be particularly attentive to patients’ tal& errors of omission could be consequential for

22 This characterization of events appeared in Sdeksires on April 23 and April 26, 1971, which damfound in
Sacks (1971/1992).

31t should be noted that any turn is a potentialiboof implicature, although claims of what a tismnderstood to
imply may vary from recipient to recipient.
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health outcomes. In 4.02, the physician’s questioout the patient’s state up until 4:00 may be
a way of pursuing information about the onset ehgioms, giving the physician information
about whether the illness came on suddenly or veneth development was more incremental —
a determination which could have a bearing on diagnand subsequent treatment.

Returning to Extract 4.01, we can see that the satagonship between the physician’s
guestion and the locus of implicature obtains wesa instances. The physician’s query in lines
9 and 10 of 4.01 reinvokes information given oseveral loci of implicature (lines 1, 6, 7 and
8,) and seek to limit the substance that the ¢hifttoducing to milk, thereby excluding other,
more serious substances, such as blood (“it'syiuktcoming up,”). A similar case can be seen
in the physician’s question about the spots orclhile’s face (line 33), where again, the
physician reinvokes the information stated in theubk of implicature (“Itsdce is
(callin’)/(comin’) out all in spots,” line 2) buésks to limit the location of the spots to the alsil
face (“Yeah:, and these spots, they're just oridbe, are they?” line 33). Likewise, with respect
to the water, the caller initially states that Stied givin' 'im wa:ter” (line 4), and the
physician’s declarative transforms this to “boilgdter” in lines 25 and 26, information which
tells him whether the caller had boiled the watteus excluding the possibility that the illness
could have been caused by a microorganism praséne iwater. Thus, the use of the
declarative format in these examples displays thsipian’s orientation to the information as
having already been invoked by implicature, thenet®rempting the possibility of being heard
as inattentive. At the same time, he seeks out iné@emation than the caller has stated before,

while being accountably attentive to what the cdiles already said.
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4.4.2.2. Projecting a stance and transitioninmfpatient to physician talk

Obtaining additional information is one possibttien that the declarative does in
medical interviews; however, in these data, theadlative was used for other interactional
purposes, as well, including transforming the calleriginal report to project a stance toward a
proposed treatment and summarizing the caller'srtep transition from patient talk (problem
presentation) to physician talk (history-taking).

Extract 4.03 demonstrates the deployment of thiads®o/e to project a stance toward a
proposed treatment. Stivers (2007) has noted thaigans and patients engage in various
practices to negotiate the treatment that will besped. In 4.03, we see the physician use the
Y/N declarative to project a denial of a request itall from an alcoholic who has requested a

prescription for a drug to decrease the effecaaihol withdrawal.

Extract 4.03 DEC 1102

17 Cir: But we're alcoholicg,
18 Doc: Ri:ght,
19 ClIr: -> that's been off the drink fer: a good year,

(Lines omitted)

55 ClIr: (1) kept me- well, | kept me te:rms with i t
56 obviously not now,

57 (0.3)

58 Doc:->> R _ight, but y-you-you were able tuh come off

59 ->> jt bef _oreg,

(Lines omitted)

134 Doc: -> Right, 'hhh A:um, (0.4) >l mean

135 -> |-<lca __n'treally do anything (.) t _onight,
136 -> | mean "hhh I ha- | don't have any:mag ic pills,

(Lines omitted)

278 Doc: -> Well I'm | don't have anything that'd that
279 > lc _ould give you

280 CIr: -> (Yihknow) because basically what I'm d ecidin’
281 -> is now it's what what half past nine,

282 Doc: [Yeah,

283 Clr: ->['hhhh >do I< go back up there, the p ub and
284 -> the club an' jus:'(.) stick alcohol do wn me
285 -> (ah dear)/(all day'r)

286 (0.4)

287 Clr: ‘mhY  eah?

288 Doc: Sure,

289 Doc: -> mt pt'hh __hmhWell that'sup to y _ou really,
290 -> isn'tit,
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Fairly early in the call the caller characteribemself as an alcoholic that has “been off
the drink fer: a good year” (line 19). In lines-58, the physician revisits the fact that the calle
has a history of resisting alcohol but formulates ¢aller in a Y/N declarative as “able tuh come
off it before¢”, thus transforming the caller’s previous ab#grization by emphasizing the
caller’s active role in achieving sobriet}.In lines 134-136, the physician declines to pribsc
for the caller and declines again in lines 278-238bsequently, in lines 280-281 and 283-285,
the caller invokes the strong possibility that heeymaontinue drinking, which, in the sequential
environment immediately following a second rejectad his request, can be heard as an
outcome of the physician’s not prescribing the dr&ally, in lines 289-290, the doctor
explicitly formulates the stance that was projectelihes 58-59 — that it is the caller’s
responsibility to abstain from drinking. Thus, wancsee that rather than being a simple
confirmation, the Y/N declarative in this case s#g earlier-invoked information and thus is
formulated in declarative form to show that the gbyan has registered hearing the information,
while at the same time projecting a stance reggrateatment that is later explicitly formulated
by the physician.

Another interactional contingency that Y/N dectases may be designed to handle is to
transition from problem presentation to historyingk Heritage (2010) has noted that
physicians may ask a question which repeats infoom&om the patient’'s immediately

preceding talk at the beginning of history takisgraExtract 4.04, below:

24| argue here that “beingbleto come off (the drink)” characterizes the achieeet of sobriety as the
responsibility of the patient, in contrast with ttedler's somewhat downgraded formulation of simijiging off the
drink,” which does not invoke anything beyond tirae state of being sober and in doing so maistaineutral
stance as to who carries the responsibility foyistasober. This may be a case of a speaker'oiixg the notion
of implicature to project a particular stance witgard to the matter under discussion.
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Extract 4.04 DEC 2202

08 ClIr:-> My husband was t _akenil It (wi') th'most a _ wful stomach
09 ->  pains, and si _ckness, hfh

10 Doc: [Ye:s,

11 CIr:-> .hh An'it's gone on a Il night. He has vomited o _nce.
12 Doc: Righlt,

13 Cir: [An' also had some diarrhea,hh!

14 Doc: Right,=

15 ClIr: You know he seems >t'be< almost wri _thing in

16 a: _gony, (He's had) 'is appendix ouhht!

17 Doc: Y _es,

18 Clir: Uhm: (.) an:d (.) you know he just feels he ought to see a
19 doctor.

20 Doc: R:ight, ih- h[e's actch-

21 ClIr: [He's ly __ling in be:d, really absolutely

22 wre: _tched.

23 Doc: ->> And he's had thuh pain in ‘is tummy al I night (h)as ['e?
24 ClIr: [Y:es,

In lines 8-16 , the caller explains her husbandimglaint and details his symptoms. The receipt
tokens in lines 10, 12, 14 and 17 show the physipassing on his turn at talk at the conclusion
of the caller’s turn-constructional units in lingsl1, 13 and 16. After the caller concludes the
problem presentation with a request to see theoddtie physician issues a Yes/No declarative
(line 23) that revisits information that caller hstdted earlier in the talk (lines 8, 9 and 11hisT
accomplishes the transition from patient- to phgsigalk, and in the ensuing sequence (not
shown), the talk is led by the physician, who issaeeries of questions designed to elicit
information about the patient’s problem.

Thus, as in Extracts 4.02 and 4.03, in Extract 4h@4physician’s turn targets information
that is “on record” as having already been airethéprevious talk, and as a result, builds the
guestion using a declarative format to index tlehas heard the information, while
simultaneously accomplishing a distinct social@ctt- in this case, managing the transition
from the patient’s problem presentation to the phgs-directed history-taking phase of the
consult.

The notion that physicians use the grammaticahédation of their questions to manage

interactions with patients is in keeping with Rayrd’s observation that “grammatical
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forms...are selected by reference to the local sagi@ontext and the contingencies of action
posed by it rather than the speakers’ ‘state oflhon ‘level of certainty” (Raymond, 2010a, p.
102). In the above cases, the physician reinvokesmation aired earlier in the talk to
accomplish the actions of obtaining additional infation, projecting a stance, and transitioning
to the history-taking phase of the consult. Beeabs information has been made available to
the physician, either explicitly or through implioee, he formats his information request in
declarative structure, which exhibits recipientigedy acknowledging that he has heard the
information. Y/N declaratives, therefore, are sowgce that physicians use to show that that
they are holding themselves accountable for thermétion the patient has given them. It is this
accountability which, in part, provides a basistfe doctor-patient relationship.

The use of the interrogative in such an environmeantontrast, would abruptly invoke
an asymmetry between the physician and patientnil@ag, 2010a) and would constitute a claim
that the physician had not been given access tmthemation when in fact he had. This would
be hearably inattentive. In fact, in the next eglanthe interrogative appears to be quite
consequential in constructing for the recipient thiee or not the question is about information
that has not been explicitly addressed in pride telabout something which is already on record

as having been discussed.

Extract 4.05 DEC 2117

05 ClIr: | have a: a fourteen week old baby,

06 Doc: R:ight,

07 CIr:-> (Got bituv) at _emprature but it's only
08 -> ahundred an’ two- a: hundred p _oint two.
09 0]

10 Doc: Right,

11 ClIr: But | don' know if it's tuh do with 'is

12 teeth or not an' | was just wantin' some

13 adv _ice, really.

14 Doc: >Sure.< <’hh How is ‘e in 'ims _elf.
15 CIr:->  Well 'e's bit-r _e:stless an': 'e's not
16 ->  with it all.

17 Doc: ->> "'mh[hhh Is 'e: fe _eding alright?

18 ClIr: [uhh!

()
20 ClIr: -> Well 'e's just takin' liquids he's not
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21 takin"is solids.
22 Doc: ->> R:ight.<But 'e's takin' those [nicely, is ['e?
23 ClIr: [Yes. [U h huh.

(Lines omitted)

41 Doc: An':: an' I'll keep him on: just plenty ' af_luids,

42 ->> ((swal[low))t! Uh: <l mean is he ta __king solids much yete,
43 Clr: Mm hm,

44 (0.4)

45 ClIr: -> Well 'e!'s 'e's takin' two solids a d _ay.

46 Clr: -> Take one: in mornin' one at night.=

47 Doc: =eh-khm! <Did'e have 'is m _orning ones.

48 ClIr: Yeah'e had 'is mornin' but 'e didn't hav e 'is night.

In Extract 4.05, the caller details the baby’s siongs over several turns, explaining that he has
got a temperature (lines 7-8), and is restless'aoidwith it all” (lines 15-16). When the
physician questions the parent about new, heretafomentioned information (“Is ‘e:dding
alright?”, line 17), he uses the interrogative.eiihhe shifts to the declarative when asking about
the child’s ability to drink (“But 'e's takin' thesnicely, is 'e?”, line 22), which revisits
information about the child’s drinking given by tharent in line 20 but seeks out more
information than the caller had originally provideEinally, in line 42, the doctor appears to
revisit the question of whether the child is eatingid food, a topic seemingly addressed earlier
in line 17, but the word “yet” and the parent’s sefuent displayed understanding (lines 45-46)
indicate that this question has targeted somettpnitg different — namely, whether the child, at
fourteen weeks old, has reached the developmeatg svhere he has left bottle feeding and
begun to eat solid food. In doing this, the phigsids exploiting the relationship of implicature
to close a gap in the information he needs to exalthe child’s health condition. Thus, in this
example, the alternation between Y/N declaratives¥NIs indexes changes in the speaker’s
access to the knowledge formulated in the curraastion, with Y/N declaratives used to
formulate questions about medical information alibatpatient that both participants have

access to and YNIs being used to formulate questbout symptoms or other health
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circumstances about which the physician does ndiaee access to — i.e., that have not yet been
mentioned explicitly or by implicature in the pritzdk.

4.4.2.3. Special Case: Y/N declarative use inranatively interrogative context

We can contrast these uses of Y/N declarativesydid with a sequence in which the
physician asks a question about a symptom thatdidseen evoked in prior talk — that is, a
guestion asking about information that the recip&éone has access to, where the interrogative
would normatively be employed — but where the ptigsi instead uses the declarative. In both
of the following cases, the declarative is usetalio about information that did not figure in the
prior talk. The deployment of the declarative agpeo be warranted by the fact that the
physician is questioning the caller about inforrmatihat the physician should reasonably be
expected to know by virtue of his medical train{n@., in Extract7, the symptom of a non-
active illness that the patient had experiencatierpast and in Extract 4.07, the time of day a

particular medicine is generally taken).

Extract 4.06 DEC 2204

84 Doc: -> Are you- are you otherwise fit and heal thy¢,

85 Hus: Y _eah, I'm ever so fine, the last time | went

86 tuh the doctors is when they:: uh-like this,

87 an' they (me an' | was in)that was um:

88 just a blood disorder thing | had.

89 Doc: <Sorry. e:-Was like w _hat.

90 Hus: What was that | 'ad out (do) ((to wife) )

91 Cld: (heenoxshongneye) ((in backg round))

92 Hus: -> He-he: (nox shong neye) if that means anything

93 -> toyou.
94 Doc:-> >Y eah.< (He no- shurnlin) Right.

95 ->> Well you had a rash then, though, [l pres ume.
96 Hus: [That- well, it
97 started in me stomach, apparently: an:d | was
98 in hospital (uf) fuh quite some time before

99 it came out, yealh.

At the point where Extract 4.06 begirnte patient has finished explaining his current
symptoms, and in response to the physician’s questiline 84, begins explaining the last time
he had sought medical care, which occasioned kiagé¢he doctor for a disorder whose name

he has trouble saying. The patient then acknowketigg his naming of the condition may not
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be comprehensible (“He-he: nox shong neye if thedims anything to you,” lines 92-93). The
physician’s “Yeah.” and recasting of the name of the disease f4ghurnlin”) in line 95
acknowledges the condition, Henoch-Schoenlein (a3 as one he is familiar with. In line
97, the physician introduces a symptom (“Right. Wel had a rash then, though, | presume.”)
that has not been mentioned thus far in the tdlkofigh an interrogative would perhaps be the
normative format for the question to take in thraggential context, the doctor instead uses a
declarative. The use of the declarative in thigexincan be understood by taking into account
the fact that once the name of the disease hasibvegked, the associated symptoms are within
the purview of what the physician could be reasbnekpected to know, and since this
symptom is typical of the disease (see note 28jutd be presumed that the patient had
experienced it. Thus, the symptom’s existenceestéd as shared knowledge, and is expressed
in declarative format. That the physician knowg th& information has not been aired in the
preceding talk but has nevertheless been treatkdaagedge to which he has access is further
evidenced by the formulation “I presume” in turndi position. The inclusion of “I presume,”
also indicates the inferential method via whichdgsess has come about. To conclude this
point, the use of the declarative in a sequentiatext where one might normatively expect to
see the interrogative can in this case be seempextce via which the physician’s identity as a
medical expert is instantiated.

Similarly, in Extract 4.07, an individual, who ialing on behalf of a diabetes patient,
has given the name of a medication for diabetem(bnames have been changed in these data),
which she begins to spell in line 52. The physigdies” and candidate naming of the

medication (“Glibencremeine”) inserted before th#es’s turn has come to completion (line 53)

% According to Kraft, McKee and Scott (1998), Hen&tthoenlein Purpura is an inflammatory disorder tha
“usually causes a triad of symptoms, including gpptic rash on the lower extremities, abdominahpairenal
involvement, and arthritis” (p. 1http://www.aafp.org/afp/980800ap/kraft.htmAccessed 4/19/12.
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indicates that he has recognized the medicatiadmowtthaving to hear the entire spelling,

constituting a claim of primary rights to thisanfmation.

Extract 4.07 DEC 1213

51 Clr: I’'m not gonnoo att _empt tuh pronounce
52 -> nextone, the otheroneisGLIB E=

53 Doc: -> =Ye[s. Glibencremeine,

54 Clr: [N

55 ClIr: <That's it.

56 Doc:->> R _ight.<An’ she’s takin’ those in the morning,
57 ->> (has)/(is) she?
58 ClIr: uh,y _es.

This claim is carried forward in his turn in lin86-57, where he uses the declarative to
ask a question about when the patient is takingrtbeication — information which has not yet
been invoked in the conversation, but which, akysigian, he may claim to be a primary holder
of based on his medical training, thus motivatimg @ise of the declarative, again in a context
where the interrogative might be expected to bdogyed.

Though physicians may use the declarative to makag epistemic claims, physicians
regularly display sensitivity to the possibility diiming too much access to information when
such a claim may not be warranted. In these tlatgpften occurred in cases where surrounding
trouble in the talk placed the physician’s accegh¢ information into question. In such cases,
the declarative may be used initially, but the sdanformation status that the declarative
indexes may be relaxed by an uncertainty markdr aac¢'did you say” or “do you say” placed
in turn-final position. The practice of appendirdid' you say” to a declarative weakens the claim
that the information contained in the declaratvalready shared, though it may have been
treated as shared in the first instance. In Ex¢d®, the inebriated state of the caller may

contribute to some trouble around the pronunciatioa non-present physician’s name.
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Extract 4.08 DEC 1102
008 Clr: I'm a patient of ay::
009 -> doctor (0.4) Bagawals, yeah?

(Lines omitted)

049 ClIr: -> Doctor Agawald probly doesn't even rea lize
050 I've got this problem,

(Lines omitted)

148 Doc: Yeah, "hhh A:um, r _eally would be to: (0.2)
149 t! ((swallow))perhaps have a longer chat

150 with your own doctor (.) "hhh t _omorrow,
151 (0.4)

152 Doc: ->>That is Doctor Agwar, y'say,

153 (0.2)

154 ClIr: -> Yeah,

In Extract 4.08, the trouble in the conversatiomes from the caller’s inconsistency in
pronouncing the name of the physician he norma&gssand he makes two attempts over the
course of the interaction to pronounce it, usirfiedent pronunciations each time. In line 9, he
gives his doctor’'s name as “Bagawals,” whereag;m49 he gives it as “Agawald.” Finally, in
line 152, the physician reformulates the name efgthysician (“That is Doctor Agwar, y'say¢,)
using a declarative. In response, he receivesifroong “yeah” in line 154.These examples
show that some trouble in the talk at the pointnetibat information was articulated has
prompted the physician to reduce the strengththiim of access to the information. The use
of the declarative with “did you say” in turn-finpbsition allows the physician to make a claim
of having been attentive to the caller’s talk (layue of the declarative), but allows him to re-ask
the question by offering the correct name of thetalo(without using the interrogative, which
would be hearably inattentive) in order to resalwneertainty introduced by the trouble in the
talk at the point that the information was firstntiened.

4.4.2.4. YNIs and declaratives in repair

That physicians orient to the interactional impafrthe practices indexed by the use of

interrogative and declarative grammar in the foatiah of questions becomes increasingly clear
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when one inspects those sequences in which repiaitiated. In the context of question
formulation in these data, we see the initiatiomepfair when the physician formulates his turn in
such a way that it does not exhibit appropriatérent design for that precise moment in the
interaction.

In Extract 4.09, a mother details her daughtermagpms, focusing on her ability to eat

and drink in lines 34-44.

Extract 4.09 DEC 2107

31 Doc: No:. An' this all started when.

32 Clr: Um:: well yesterday morning, | suppose.

33 when she got up. an:d she didn’t want to

34 -> eatanything.<She never had anything to eat
35 -> all day yesterday but she did d _rink.
36 Doc:->> Shedr __ ank plenty, [(did) she.

37 ClIr: [Yeah,

38 Doc: Yeah. ‘th[hh

39 ClIr: [And she she did drink m _ilk,
40 but- then today, she can't (0.2) (it's)

41 sort'uv from the 'bout: seven o'clock

42 this morning, she's been "hh bringing

43 (tu:l-) being s _ick, an:' an:' e- where

44 she hasn't had anything to drink <She's

45 just been bringing up b _ile.

46 Doc: Just bile.<Nothing else. (It isn’) like

a7 b _lood or anything.

48 Clr: No.

49 Doc: No.=

50 Clir: =No.=

51 Doc:->> ="hhhh Um: but she ha- has she actually b _een

52  ->> thirsty¢, wanting tuh drink.

In line 36, the physician’s question (“Sheauwlk plenty, did she”) in declarative form revigie
information about her daughter’s drinking giventbg caller in lines 34 and 35 as would be
expected. In lines 51-52, however, pursuant telayd he begins another question, initially
formulated as a declarative, but which is rapi@yaired to an interrogative as he issues a
guestion about the patient’s desire to drink (“filhkim: but she ha- has she actualéeh
thirsty¢, wanting tuh drink.”) Two elements, in addition to grammatical formatykvim make
this a new question formulation. One is the emphasithe word “been,” which references a
state rather than an action of drinking (compaietthline 36 “She dmk plenty, (did) she.”)

and another is the addition of the increment “wamtuh drink” with downward intonation,
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which is hearably designed to provide a glossterjtist preceding “has she actualeeh
thirsty¢,”, thus differentiating it from the earliguestion in line 36 about the adequacy of the
amount the child drank. These two elements ofuh@s design mark this question as
addressing information not yet addressed in thexaction, thus occasioning the repair from a
declarative format to an interrogative one.

Extract 4.10 presents a similar case:

Extract 4.10 DEC 1105

07 Clir: It's thee: (0.4) the baby, she's: (0.4)
08 just comin' up on four weeks old,

09 Doc: Right,

10 CIr:-> A:nd (.) she's been awake since about

11 -> half past twelve this afternoon,

12 (1.2)

13 Doc: Right,

14 Cir: She's taken 'er feed alright, (but) uh, kh h!

15 -> she keeps pullin' 'er legs up an:d somebod

16 suggested it might be colic or somesin like that,
17 Doc: R _ight,

18 Cir: | been trying gripe water and I've tried

19 eh: bonjela 'cause | thought it might be

20 teethin' or somethin’,

21 Doc: R _ight,

22 Clr: -> None'a that seems to've worked. <She's still

23 -> awake here, she won't go to sleep,

24 Doc:->>"h _hSheis she screaming a lot or:

25 ClIr:-> Yeah, (at what) until you pick her up t hat is, you
26 -> know >an' then< could be five or ten minut es later
27 -> she'll start agin,

28 Doc: ->> Wubutwhatwhat an' when you:'ve when yo u're

29 ->> actually comforting her she quietens d own, does she?
30 Clir: For a little while, yeah, but she'll sta rt again,
31 Doc: hhhRi:ght,

32 Doc: ->> "hhhh Has she been vomiting at all¢,

33 Cir: No:

In lines 10-11, 15, 22 and 23, the caller devetbpsphysical complaint in the problem
presentation by stating that the child had beerkawace half past twelve (lines 10-11), has
been pulling up her legs (line 15) and has not lzdx@ to go to sleep (lines 22-23). In line 24,
the physician uses the interrogative to ask abquéaously unmentioned symptom — screaming

(“hhShe is she screaming a lot o) We can see that the physician begins the turm wiitat

% The use of the “or” in turn-final position in théccerpt may display an orientation to other intéomal matters,
the discussion of which is beyond the scope optiesent study. However, this type of utterancebeitliscussed in
Chapter 6 as a potential topic of further research.
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appears to be the beginning of a Y/N declarat&ethe word “is,” the turn is repaired and
rebuilt as an interrogative, as would be expecteédeapoint where a new symptom was being
introduced.

Thus, the examples of repair developed in Extré€8 and 4.10 offer evidence of a
refined orientation on the part of the participaotthe grammatical format that a question takes.
This orientation displays the participants’ locadigcasioned understanding of each participant’s
status with regard to access to the informatiohitheurrently being formulated. In those cases
where the physician uses the declarative formeg\isit information that has been mentioned in
prior talk, he shows that he holds himself accdoietéor that information; thus, we can see that
grammatical format is a resource via which physisimanage their interactions with patients,
and it is therefore a practice that provides orgsfar the establishment of a socio-epistemic
relationship between the doctor and the patierthdnsection that follows, | will consider the
epistemics of a related type of question — ellgitguestions.

4.4.2.5. Elliptical questions

Heritage (2010) has noted that another featuphgsicians’ questions is the use of
elliptical formats whose typical form is “No X? %kny X?” (e.g., “No headaches?” “Any
bleeding?”) These question types are ubiquitow®itor-patient communication. This section
discusses the differences, epistemically-speakiaetyyeen “No X?” and “Any X?” formulations.
It will be demonstrated that “Any X?” formulatioase epistemically similar to interrogatives in
that they are deployed to inquire about symptorastiave not yet been discussed in the prior
talk. They also display the physician’s understagdhat they are not likely to be present. “No

X?” formulations, on the other hand, are similadezlaratives in that they target symptoms that
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the physician claims to know amet present and that the physician considers unlileelyet

present. The distinction between these two fortiaria can be seen in Table 4.02, below:

Table4.02. Elliptical questions and their epistemic import

Question type Example Epistemic import
“Any x?” “Any headaches?”| 1. Targets new symptom that may be present and that
(interrogative-style) 2. Physician believes unlikely to be present
“No x?” “No bleeding?” 1. Targets symptom whose absence is shared information
(declarative-style) and which

2. Physician believes unlikely to be present

Research into these short-form questions has itetidhat when they are deployed, they
convey to the patient a sense of relative seri@ssoéthe symptom, on the one hand, and the
reduced likelihood that the symptom is active ia platient’s case, on the other (Heritage, 2010).
On this axis, the two formulations are similar; lewer, with respect to the amount of knowledge
the physician is claiming, the formulations areteguiifferent. In the case of “Any x?” the
physician claims not to know whether or not a syampts present; in the case of “No x?” the
physician claims to know that a symptonmét present.

This can be seen in Extract 4.11. In this exanmgf@tient with a complaint of chest
pains gives a rather brief initial account of hymgtoms, characterizing the pains as “very bad”

(line 13), worsening (line 15), and a “constantgiai (line 19).

Extract 4.11 DEC 2110

13 CIr:-> Yea. Em:: I'm phonin' up- I've: got ver y bad pains in mah

14 ¢ _hest.<l've had them all week e _nd now, but they're gettin’

15 > w _orse tuhnight.

16 0.4)

17 Clir: (hm)

18 Doc: Can you tell me a bit about them?

19 CIr: -> Well it just feels as though there's a co nstantw _eight on my
20 chest.

21 Doc: “hhh A:n::duh when did this all s _tart.

22 ClIr: Uh: F riday.hh

23 Doc: M::orning? (m):[:::0=
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24 Clr: [Ev'in.hh

25 Doc: =Friday evening. [ hhh

26 Clr: [Yeah.

27 Doc: -> And have you been coughing at all or:

28 ClIr: No.

29 Doc: ->> (Nu- unt) hhh ___ Ehm:: any other symptoms? "'mhh[h

30 CIr: -> [Just dizziness.
31 (0.3)

32 Doc: Dizzy.
33 Clr: Mm hm.=

34 Doc: ->>=Any: problems with your b _reathing?

35 (0.4)

36 ClIr: t! "hhh Well when | lie down (uh-I'm-) (O .2) sor'uv gettin'
37 fl ___utterin' (in-) mah h _eart's flutterin'.<You know?

The following analysis targets the two ellipticaterrogatives in the extract above: line 29 “any
other symptoms?” and line 34 “Any: problems withuybreathing?” To begin, we see that in
line 27, the physician issues a fully-formed inbgative targeting a symptom that has not been
introduced (“And have you been coughing at all)orThe caller’s minimal response of “no” is
notable in that it is not followed by any elabooatiof the patient’'s symptoms. Drew (2006b)
and Heritage and Stivers (2001) have noted thamgatwill often elaborate on their symptoms
in second position when the initial question doefsaticit a complainable symptom. Such
detailing is hearably missing in this example, anline 29, the physician treats it as such by
deploying an interrogative-style elliptical askighe caller has experienced “any other
symptoms.” The use of “any” is reminiscent of thierrogatively formatted “Do you have any
other symptoms?” rather than the declaratively ited “You have no other symptoms.” This
interrogative-style, elliptical format is warranted two counts — the interrogative format, as has
been noted above, is used when asking about otissiiyly present, as-yet-unaddressed
symptoms, and the elliptical format is used whenghysician believes a symptom is unlikely to
be present. That other symptoms may be viewetidophysician as unlikely to be present is
indicated by the question’s deployment in a placthé sequence where the patient has just

passed over two places where patients normativetbildheir symptoms: in the problem
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presentation in lines 13 — 15 (in this case minjraat in response to a physician question in line
18 (that is, again, only minimally addressed).

The elliptical interrogative in line 34 appeaustjafter the participant responds to the
guestion in line 29. The caller’s response to thestjon in line 29 (“Just dizziness,” line 30)
while responsive to the question, does not elaborgtirthermore, the “just” serves to exclude
other symptoms as present for inspection by thaiplan. Having just been told that there are
no other symptoms, the doctor nevertheless adkse134 if the caller has experienced any
breathing problems (“Any: problems with yowehthing?”) — another symptom that has not
been mentioned in prior talk, which, in light oétpatient’s previous lack of detailing, is
unlikely to be present, an orientation to whichnoyv would be expected to be and indeed is
displayed by the use of the elliptical form.

Elliptical declaratives, on the other hand, shheefeature of targeting symptoms that are
not likely to be present with elliptical interrogags by virtue of their truncated format, but
unlike their interrogative counterparts, elliptickdclaratives (which share features of
declaratives of the type “you have no x” or “thes@othing x,” for example) treat the
information agelevantlymissing — in other words, they treat unstated sgmp as information
which should have and would have been stated bpdtient had those symptoms been present,
and not having been stated when, had they beearnirésey should have been, their absence is
treated as information to which the physician hass. This is demonstrated in Extracts 4.12
and 4.13 below. In both cases, the caller is éxiplg a symptom and in doing so limits his or
her discussion to that symptom only. However, ichsa context, if the symptom had been

accompanied by other symptoms (such as the appeaodiblood), those other symptoms
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should have been noticed and should have beenkedhapon by the patient in the original

problem presentation.

Extract4.12 DEC 1112

15 CIr:-> U:zhwe:llb _asically since d _inner i-tha' 'e's actually bringin’

16 -> the milk up,

17 Doc: [R _ight,

18 Cir: [( while), you know, it's sort'us: () comin' up all the

19 while at the minute,

20 Doc: ->> Is it? What-w: it's just milk coming u p, no: ‘hhhno b _lood or
21 ->> anyt'ing g _ree[n or anything¢,

22 Clir: [No:,

Extract 4.13 DEC 1203

30 Doc: R:ii _ght<lsshed _rinking alright¢,

31 ClIr: Y _es:, (yealh), (she's been) drinkin' juice.

32 Doc: [(No?)

33 Doc: -> "mhhh An' whereabouts are these u _lcers.

34 CIr:-> On'ert _ongue.

35 Doc: On__ her tongue.

36 Clr: Yeh.

37 Doc: ->> "hh Nothing else in her m _outh.

38 (0.8)

39 Clr:-> No'thatlcans _eex<lt] _ooks as if there might be one startin’
40 on the inside'uv 'er | _ip, but I couldn't [be sure, it looks a=
41 Doc: [Right,

42 Clr:  =bitr _ed

In 4.12, the caller explains that her daughtebistgin' the milk up,” (lines 15-16).
Subsequently, in line 20, the physician asks atgurew/hich limits the substance coming up to
milk (What-w: it's just milk coming up, no: "hhh mood or anyt'ing geen or anythingg,),
explicitly ruling out the possibility that in adait to milk, the child might be bringing up blood
or a substance indicating a more serious healthiggmo This question, formatted in a
declarative stye, thus treats the second symptoenpftesence of blood) as something that, if
present, should have been mentioned before buttwestivers (2007) has found that if a
symptom is not mentioned by the patient, the plgsiorients to the symptom as not present.
This is known as the Q Principle: “Doctors appa@ented to the assumption that if the parent
did not mention particular symptoms, they are i@y to exist” (Stivers, 2007, p. 56). Thus,

the use of the declarative in such formulationgx&s just such an orientation to the information
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that is the topic of the discussion in that thegitign treats the information as information that
he has access to by virtue ofritst being mentioned.

A similar example can be found Extract 4.13, wehtée caller has called to report that her
daughter has ulcers in her mouth. In respondeetphysician’s question about the location of
the ulcers, the mother states that they are oddngghter’s tongue. Again, the physician limits
the symptom to that mentioned by the mother byguamelliptical declarative (line 37, “hh
Nothing else in her outh.”), treating the information, again, as soregtwhich, by virtue of
not having been said, was relevantly missing froenagccount, was therefore now knomet to
be a symptom, and having not been said but nevesthbaving been understood to not be a

symptom, could be inquired about using a declaedtivmat.

4.5. Conclusion

As noted at the outset of this discussion, co-gigdits display an orientation to their
relative epistemic status with regard to accessfeomation as reflected in the grammatical
format of the questions asked. In the context efrtfedical consultation, a sensitivity to such
matters may be of immense consequence to the isbtaleht of social relations between
physician and patients, as rights and accessaoation are negotiated on a moment by
moment basis in the interaction. Physicians’ qoasig practices appear to display a refined
orientation to these matters, as displayed thrahglgrammatical format employed in
physicians’ questions. In this chapter, two gramecaatormats of physicians’ questions were
examined. In line with Raymond’s (2010a) work oiitiBh health visitors, it was found that
although patients were treated as having primghtsito information about their own health

status by virtue of the physician’s asking questismmich made relevant a yes or no answer from
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the patient, the interrogative form treated thegpéitas having sole access to that information
and was thus used overwhelmingly to inquire agtopgoms or other matters not yet aired in the
interaction.

Y/N declaratives, on the other hand, treated tFamation as having already
been shared with the physician either explicitiypgimplicature; further, in those
guestions where the declarative was used, it alicive physician to manage a variety of
interactional contingencies, including eliciting raonformation about the patient’s
health condition, projecting a stance with regartréatment and transitioning from the
problem presentation to the history-taking phast@efmedical consult. In addition, it
was found that physicians used the declarativa iaravironment where the information
had not been previously invoked if the questiogesed information that the physician
could reasonably be expected to know by virtuei®htredical training. Further, it was
argued that the use of a declarative in a normigtiméerrogative context might be one
practice via which physicians instantiated theidroal authority.

It was further found that physicians use ellipticeérrogatives (“Any x?”) and
declaratives (“No x?”) to convey that a symptom waslikely to be present; however, there
were important differences in how this was accosh@d. Specifically, in the case of
elliptical declaratives, the question targetedm@pm which had not been mentioned in
prior talk but which normatively should have anduebhave been had it been present, and
the fact that it had not been mentioned was trelaydtie physician as information that was
relevantly missing, thereby making thksenceof the symptom something to which he had
access, thus occasioning the declarative constructtlliptical interrogatives, on the other

hand, were deployed to ask about symptoms thahbgfigured in the prior talk and were

160



thus “new” symptoms in that respect. However, kenglliptical declaratives, these questions
carried no accompanying claim of knowledge as tethwr the symptoms were present or
not. By virtue of the elliptical format of the cgteon, however, the physician displayed the
stance that they were not considered likely toresent.

The differences among the utterance types foutideise data are summarized in

Table 4.03, below:

Table 4.03: Differences among interrogatives, B-event detlaes and elliptical questions
in physicians’ talk

Utterancetype Targets Speaker has Hearer is
information access primary
previoudly aired rightsholder

Interrogative No No Yes

B-event declarative, Yes Yes (from prior | Yes

B-event declarative + tag talk)

Elliptical | “Any X” No No Yes

guestions

“No X” Absence of Speakerlaims Yes
information is taken access
to be a known
absence of the
symptom

The ways in which the grammatical design of tunaex participants’ orientations to
their rights and access to information and, bymsiten, to their social roles and relationships
indicate that epistemic status and its concomgagtmatical formats are significant resources
that participants, in this case physicians, draanu manage their interactions and establish
relationships. This finding lends support to Rayntier{2003) assertion that language and social

action, long viewed to be separate entities, afadghinextricably linked and that grammar is
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“...one among a number of other sequentially seresi@sources that speakers can use to
coordinate social action in interaction” (Raymogd03, p. 964). In the next chapter, | will
extend the present analysis to investigate theafodpistemics in the formulation of reverse and
same polarity tag questions; as in Chapters 3 aitdvll be argued that epistemics and

grammar are significant resources deployed by @patnts in the formation of action.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The epistemics of reverse polarity tag questions

5.1. Introduction

The goal of the present chapter is to investigatespistemics of declarative + reverse
polarity tag formulations, such as those seen)imiid (b):

a. You can see it, can’'t you?

b. You can't see it, can you?

In these formulations, the polarity of the tag digesreverses that of the verb contained in the
main clause (in (a), above: can’t vs. can), anithase cases where a modal verb is not
implicated, the “do” auxiliary is inserted, agaiimreverse polarity vis a vis the verb contained in
the main clause (e.g., You know her, don’t you?).

Such formulations are readily distinguishable, nhotpgically-speaking, from same
polarity tag questions, such as those seen in ehdpif the present work, where the polarity of
the tag question mirrors that of the verb containethe main clause as in (c) and (d):

c. So he’s able to drink alright, is he?

d. When you're actually comforting her she quietensmlodoes she?

Quirk, et al., (1985) have noted that speakers sagyeach of the formulations of the type shown
in (a) and (b) using a rising intonational contour falling intonational contour on the tag
guestion, yielding four types of tag question ansa (e)-(h), below (examples taken from

Quirk, et al., 1985):
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€. POSITIVE + NEGATIVE
RISING TONE

He likes his job, déesn’t he?

f. POSITIVE + NEGATIVE
FALLING TONE

He likes his job, doesn’t h&?

0. NEGATIVE + POSITIVE
RISING TONE

He doesn't like his job, does he?

h. NEGATIVE + POSITIVE
FALLING TONE

He doesn't like his job, does he?
In a study of British tag questions, Kim and An0(@8) found that tag questions were an
overwhelmingly spoken phenomenon, and that reyeokity tag questions, as opposed to same
polarity tag questions, constituted 90% of thegagstions in their data. A first look at their
results provides support for the claim made in @ap of the present study. The notion that
reverse polarity tags are a primary resource farrgpading B-event declaratives (which often
begin with the pronoun “you”) is in line with thimfling that 23% of tag questions in Kim and
Ann’s data were appended to “you” pronouns. Ttasds in marked contrast to only 7% of
reverse polarity tags being appended to declasa@wgploying the first person pronouns (“I” and
“we”). They further found that when analyzed dsraction of pronoun type, the most common
type of tag question employed the non-personalquos “it” and “there” (47% and 4% of tags,

respectively, for a total of 51%). A summary aditifindings can be seen in Table 5.01, below:

%" The question marks appended to the tags witméattine in (f) and (h) appear in the original tdxwever, in the
original, the authors clearly did not intend foe tuestion mark on the falling tone tag questiordenote rising
intonation.
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Table5.01. Distribution of tag questions by pronoun typernfkand Ann, 2008, p. 110)

Pronoun type Frequency

1% per (I, we) 53(7%)
Personal

2" per (you) 172(23%)

3% per (he, she) 69(9%)

3% per pl (they) 73(10%)
Non-personal it 356(47%)

there 31(4%)
Total 754

Tag questions have long been of interest to lingwad grammarians, who have focused
predominantly on the discourse functions of revexdarity tag questions. Quirk, et al. (1985)
note that reverse polarity tags with a rising tneites verification, expecting the hearer to
decide the truth of the proposition in the statetyiép. 811), whereas tags with a falling tone
invite “confirmation of the statement, and have fibree of an exclamation rather than a genuine
guestion” (p. 811). Nasslin (1984, as cited in dsay11998), in an analysis contrasting reverse
polarity and same polarity tag questions, found ithaeverse polarity tag questions, the speaker
believes the information to be true, but expressesuch belief when using same polarity tag
guestions. Other investigators have classifiedjtagstions by discourse function, with an eye to
the social meanings that these functions indeximids (1990, 1995), for example, classified tag
guestions as either content-oriented or affeclivat is, those tags which were content-oriented
were designed to allow the speaker to obtain in&tion (i.e., they were true epistemic requests),

whereas affective tags were more hearer-oriented;is, they were designed to express social
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meaning vis a vis a hearer. In Holmes’s studytexatroriented tags were typically uttered using
rising intonation, while affective tags were uttéresing falling intonation. Algeo (1990), in his
classification scheme of British tag questions,jtsdstypes of tags: informational, confirmatory,
punctuational, peremptory, and aggressive. A pptem tag, for example, “immediately

follows a statement of obvious or universal tratith which it is practically impossible to
disagree...the speaker considers the conversatiam.end.... The intonational tune is always a
falling one. The tag is....often a put-down of tleli@essee” (Algeo 1990, pp. 446-447). An
example of this provided by Algeo would be a taghsas that shown in (i), below:

i. 1wasn't born yesterday, was’f¥falling intonation)

(Algeo, 1990, p. 447).

A number of problems arise from categorizing tagsgions in such ways. As Tottie and
Hoffman (2006) note, many researchers have bednlaitmfind an exact correlation between
form and function. Indeed, they note that manygagstions are multi-functional, and this
multifunctionality poses problems for the classifion of tag questions into discrete categories,
though these researchers appear to agree with H¢iB83) that is possible to “identify the
predominant or primary function of any particulag tquestion in a specific social context”
(Tottie and Hoffman, 2006, citing Holmes, 1983)rtRarmore, Tottie and Hoffman note that a
number of early researchers (e.g., Aijmer, 197%ela1973, and Millar and Brown, 1979)
made their observations based not on empirical 8atson “constructed examples with
imaginary contexts” (p. 297). Moreover, pointing auyotential weakness in their own study,

Tottie and Hoffman note that their corpus-basedystelied on written exemplars of spoken

2 Again, the question mark appears in the origiffdle parenthetical notation, (falling intonatiomylicates what
appears to be the author’s actual intonationalingeaf the utterance.
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language rather than on recordings of spoken lagagitself and thus excluded considerations of
meaningful linguistic elements such as intonatind ather metalinguistic features of languages.
Work done in conversation analysis on reverse figl&gs has done much to remedy the
problems identified above and has yielded compBiocounts for the ways that reverse polarity
tags, specifically, and grammar, more generally,d@ployed in conversation. Looking at the
role of negative tag questions in the epistemiasgkessment, Heritage and Raymond (2005)
looked at assessments in first and second positidrinvestigated how participants’ rights to
offer evaluations are indexed within the talk. tAs authors note:
“...rights to evaluate states of affairs are indemdinharily patrolled and defended’ by
individuals in routine conversational practiceotigh which these rights are ranked by
speakers relative to one another” (p. 34).
In their study, the authors looked at the sequleplzeement of assessments and the role of
sequence in the management and deployment of ejicstesources. They found that sequential
placement of assessments is highly implicatederetiistemics of assessments. Specifically,
they found that because first position assessnoemt® first, temporally speaking, such
assessments make a claim to primary rights to atabhe matter assessed, and, in fact, they
embody K+ rights. Second position assessmenttjeoather hand, embody K- rights. Thus,
first position assessments invite agreement argkplee second position assessor in a
subordinate position. In looking at their dataritégye and Raymond have noted that the
sequential placement of assessments and the agsitgned to the participants to assess
something by their social roles may at times beoinflict; therefore, the turns out of which
participants’ assessments are built may incorpaiagiments that work to manage the
relationship between rights to assess and the séglposition of the assessment. One of the

ways rights and access are managed is by downgréidshposition assessments in cases where
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the speaker has K- rights to the information be&isgussed, and to upgrade second position
assessments in cases where the recipient has Kis tigthe information being discussed. This
is accomplished, the authors explain, in the follmwvay: reverse polarity tag questions in first
position serve to downgrade a first position assess$ by making a second pair part relevant in
next position, whereas RPT declaratives in secasdipn serve to upgrade a second position
assessment by making a second relevant in a plaeevgequentially no conditional relevance
normatively exists. As Heritage and Raymond (20@8g, this is an example of what Schegloff
(1996) has called “positionally-sensitive gramm.” 76).

Following Heritage and Raymond, the present amajy®poses to investigate tag
guestions as epistemic phenomena in the contendtafally-occurring conversation. By
examining these utterances in their wider contiid,chapter demonstrates the following:

1. Reverse polarity tags (RPTs) and same polarity (8B3's) are epistemically distinct
from one another in the following way: reverse pityaag questions embody a claim of
authorship on the part of the speaker of infornmatiat does not fall within the speaker’s
epistemic domain, whereas same polarity tags dembbdy this same claim of authorship, and

2. Reverse polarity tags with rising intonation (Rpand reverse polarity tags with falling
intonation (RPT) are also epistemically distinct from one anothed, furthermore, they are
positionally-sensitive in that they occur in diéat sequential environments in naturally-
occurring talk.

Each of these points will be considered in theofeihg sections.
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5.2. Authorship in RPTs and SPTs

In previous studies of tag questions, much of doei$ has been placed on reverse
polarity tags, with same polarity tags receivirtgdischolarly attention. This is not surprising, a
it has been reported that same polarity tag questoe much less commonly used than reverse
polarity tags in both British and American varistigf English. According to Tottie and
Hoffmann (2006), same polarity tags constitutedy &% of all tags appearing in their corpus in
British English and only 4% of all tags appearindAmerican English. As a result, little
substantive analysis has been done on the distmbetween RPTs and SPTs. Kim and Ann
(2008) do state, however, that “the constant piylgag is attached to a sentence that the speaker
is not putting forward as his own but is citingorder to ask the listener if it is his” (p. 107lhe
present study offers an alternate analysis of Skammgely that SPTs, which are appended to a
declarative, embody a K+ knowledge claim; howeitgs, a claim based oaccesdo the
information, not on epistemigghts to the information. In fact, SPTs embody a claimtlue part
of the speaker to know information that is withue epistemic domain of the hearer which has
also been authored by hearer. In this chapten] bemonstrate that RPTs, like SPTs, claim
access to the information that is in the epistahoimain of the hearer. However, unlike the
information in SPTs, which is authored by the heahee information contained in RPTs is
authored by the speaker of the RPT about informdtiat is in the hearer’s epistemic domain.
This will be further elaborated in the followingcsiens.

5.2.1. SPT and the hearer as author

As has been demonstrated by the discussions ddrddéigle question formulations in
previous chapters, declaratives embody claims emé#nt of participants of K+ rights and/or

access to information. K+ rights and access cafebged from any of many sources. One that
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has been discussed thus far is rights and/or adees®d from revisiting information explicitly
aired in prior talk, as in Extract 5.01, taken framinteraction between a health visitor

(community nurse) and a new mother in Britain:

Extract 5.01 HV 3B1
1761 HV: -> =.tch Are you drinking

1762 -> ple _nty of wa:[ter,

1763 M: -> [Oh ye:[s.

1764 HV: [Yealh.

1765 M: -> [Ma _sses.

(Lines omitted)

1847 HV: ->But you're drinking plenty of wa _ter are you.
1848 M: *Ye:s.*
1849 HV: Mm:,
1850 M: *ldrink ma _sses of (.) te _aco_ffee,
1851 HV: Mm:,=
1852 M: =*We _akte_a an'coffee,*
As in the cases discussed with reference to Chédptehere the data are taken from on-call
physician’s emergency calls, the health visitdines 1761 — 1762 asks the mother if she’s been
drinking plenty of water and receives a respon&h(yes, masses.”) in lines 1763 and 1765.
Later in the interaction, the health visitor agagwisits the topic, asking this time in declarative
format with a same polarity tag (“But you're dringiplenty of water are you,” line 1847) about
the mother’s drinking habits. This time the motresponds with a yes (line 1848) and goes on to
elaborate on her answer

As was demonstrated in Chapter 4, same polarityqagstions may also also target
previous information while inquiring about a slighdifferent aspect of what had been
mentioned before. In these cases, same polagtguastions (and straight declaratives, it was
shown) target a previous turn and exploit it agscai$ of implicature. This was demonstrated by
Extract 4.01, now presented as Extract 5.02. Astimeed before, the physician’s turn in lines
25-26 targets information that was mentioned byntle¢her previously (the fact that she’d given
the baby water, line 4) but targets slightly diéet information (whether it had been boiled or

not), exploiting the earlier turn as a locus of iitgture. He does so again in line 33, which
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indexes the mother’s utterance in line 2. It eaclfrom these two examples that the doctor is not
the author of the information, rather the motheaisl the doctor is revisiting what has passed in

prior talk to obtain further information needecktwive at a possible diagnosis.

Extract 5.02 DEC 1112

01 Clir: A:nd it's d- it's (bringin’) up its m _itlk,

02 Clr: > ltsf _ace is (callin)/(comin’) out all in spots.=I wonde red
03 if it wijus: be the heat, or:

04 Clr: -> =l've tried givin' 'im wa:ter but 'e s pits that out,

05 Doc: Is 'e?=How long 'as this been going on for then

06 ClIr: U:hwe:llb _asically since d _inner i-tha' 'e's actually bringin’

07 the milk up,

08 Clir: you know, it's sort'us: comin' up all t he while at the minute,

09 Doc: Is it? What-w: it's just milk coming up, n o: 'hhhnob lood or
10 anyt'ing g _ree[n or anything¢,

11 Clir: [No:,

(Lines omitted)

25 Doc: ->> =He, yeah. A:nd um: (0.4) you've trie: d him
26 ->> with: just- (b):boiled water, have yo[u?
27 Clr: [ Yes,

(Lines omitted)

33 Doc: ->> Yeah:, and these spots, they're just o n the face, are they?

Thus, speakers who deploy same polarity tag deolas are revisiting information that
their recipient has already gone on record as lgesaid and therefore the speakers of the same
polarity tag question do not claim authorship & thformation. In this way, same polarity tag
guestions can be seen as unproblematic in thafpeker is not on record as having authored or
asserted a piece of information that does notifeaiin his or her epistemic domain.

However, it is the case that speakers regularlyayothings that their recipients, rather
than the speakers themselves, have primary rigtdgsagss to without those things having been
mentioned in prior talk® In such cases, the speaker can be said to clahorahip of the
information contained in the turn. In this chaptetemonstrate that these types of question

formulations regularly take the form of [declarafi+ reverse polarity tag (for example, “you

2 Indeed, straight B-event declaratives are canoeicaimples of statements made by speakers abouniation
that does not fall within their epistemic domairs Wentioned in Chapter 3, such statements areamdgul
downgraded in a variety of ways, including via tagstions.
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know where it is, don’t you?”). In reverse polariag declaratives (RPT declaratives), the tag
guestion serves to weaken the epistemic claim erabad the declarative portion of the
guestion.

5.2.2. RPT and the speaker as author

This section demonstrates that reverse polarity’tage routinely attached to
declaratives such that:

1. The declarative embodies a speaker’s clainat@ laccess to the target information;

2. The speaker is not the primary rights holdehat information;

3. The sequential placement of the declarativecgiels a claim of authorship of the
information contained in the declarative.

To begin, consider Extract 5.03, from a 911 calevehthe caller is trying to reach an

officer who had responded earlier to an attempbetery:

Extract 5.03 MidCity 17 Call 17

01 D: Minneapolis p’lice an’ fi _re,

02 .

03 C: mt.hY:ea __ hwhatI'm:lo _oking foris a nu _mber
04 to getaho _Idofano _fficer that was invo _lved in
05 he _lping us out in an att __empted ro__bbery at our

06 place of business tonight .hhh ___hHe_: called me

07 af:ew ___:(.)ohabout an ho _urago (0.4)he _:ha_done
08 of the s:uspects and he (.) called ba: ck for some
09 a _dded informa _tion .hhh an’ I'm: no _t sure what

10 number to call to try to get a ho _ld of him.

11 (0.4)

12 D: -> Whe _re was the theru _:bbery(h).

13 (0.4)

14 C: U _:hit was an atte __mpted- (0.3) s::i=u _hatto _p
15 of the list re _staurant.

16 (1.0)

17 D:->  What uh- wha _tis the addre _Ss

18 0.2)

19 C: Thi _rty four thi _rtyli  _st(0.2)pla _ce.

20 (0.8)

21 D: Thirty four thirty L:ist place.=

22 C: =An’ it was of _ ficer (Thra __ne) was his name.

23 (0.8)

24 D: ->> .hhhhh  ___ hhh Li_st place is o _verbythela _kesisn’
25 > it? 1

26 (0.3)

27 C: RIi _ght.

%0 In the interest of clarity, reverse polarity tagéhwising intonation are denoted bytollowing the tag
question. Reverse polarity tags with falling irdtion are denoted by, * following the tag question. The degree to
which the intonation curves on tag questions rislbis not captured by this notation; howeveisithe fact that
they rise or fall that is relevant to this analysisd this is denoted by thet*?and “|” notations in the transcript.
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28 (0.6)
D: U

29 D: i

30 C: > He ha _dtheguydownto _wnas| _understa _ndit(.).hh
31 when he ¢ _alled back for the added in:formation.

32 (0.8)

33 D: H:m: _ :|h

34 (1.4)

35 C: mt __ Would there be uh (0.8) s _-ce_rtaindete _ctive
36 b _ureau that I'd ca:ll or=

37 D: =mt __ .hhhhh

38 (2.0)

39 C: Anything like that,

40 (0.6)

41 D: Ugh(hhhhhhh __ ) .h1wo __ nder(h) um:: (1.8) he __could
42 still be in the:(h) (0.7) tra _nscri _ption room

43 -> bu  _t:u:h (0.4).hhhh (0.2) | _'m gonna put you through
44 -> toBr __yanthh (0.4) Ju _sta minute.

45 (0.2)

46 C: Umkay,

a7 ((end of call))

After the call opening (line 1) and the caller’diad presentation of his reason for calling
(lines 3-10), the dispatcher asks in lines 12 ahébt the location and address of the robbery.
The Wh-interrogative formats of the questions atatively straightforward, and as full
interrogatives display a K- stance on the parhefdispatcher toward the information in
qguestion. In lines 24 and 25, however, the disgatdeploys an RPT declarative with rising
intonation: “List Place is over by the lakes is?;i’. The RPT is attached to a declarative
containing information that has not yet been airetthe interaction. It also does not adhere to an
interrogative format, which is the normative forrf@tinformation which the speaker has no
rights or access to, as was demonstrated in tikeastion of Chapter 4. The declarative in the
absence of 1) a prior mention in the talk, 2) infation available via implicature from prior talk,
or 3) information perceived in the environment, baunderstood as having been authored by
the speaker. At the same time, however, her ratipistatus as one whose place of business is
in the area (lines 5-6) makes him the primary sgbtder of the information in question. This
circumstance occasions the use of the reverseifydiag, which invites confirmation of her
assertion. The caller takes the RPT declaratiVimén24 to be an attempt to locate the correct

station, and, after confirming the assertion magthb speaker in line 24, provides his own
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candidate understanding of where the officer mioghin line 30 (“*he had the guy downtown as |
understand it”). The RPT declarative in lines Bd &5 thus contains information authored by
the dispatcher, the asking of which is designdaelp her to find the station where the office
would most likely be found, and as soon as thaeigermined, the call ends.

Thus, we see a declarative in a position wheraiando a K+ knowledge state is made
about something within the epistemic domain ofrd@pient and which is warranted neither by
something observable in the environment, nor byfdbethat the information has been aired
previously in the interaction. One might say tleg $peaker is making an assertion — a claim to
know information that has not been authored byprson with primary rights to author that
information and without grounds in the immediatateat to justify such an assertion. Because
of its status as an independent assertion, thamddiele therefore embodies the speaker’s claim
to authorship of the information contained in thenf with the reverse polarity tag inviting
confirmation from the recipient.

Extracts 5.04 — 5.06 provide further evidence liermotion of RPT declaratives as a
claim of authorship of information not within thpesaker’s epistemic domain. Each of these will
be briefly explicated below. In Extract 5.04, ttadler is reporting a suspicious circumstance at a

neighboring business.

Extract 5.04 MidCity 21 CALL 21
01 D: Mid___ -City emergency.

02 C .hh This is the Starlite Club, on thirty one

03 ten Penn?

04 D: Mmhm?

05 C: A:nd thuh lau:ndrymat? Paul's laundryma t?

06 D: Mmhm,

07 C: It's (.) down thuh street here a bit.

08 (°it's-°)<anyway> it's lef __ t(.)open.lIt's wi:de

09 open.

10 D: Mmhm?

11 C: An'it's s'po __sed to be locked at nine o'clock so |

12 don't know if som ___ebody broke in the:re or what's

13 goin' on.

14 D: <We'll get somebody there.>

15 C: We do not have thuh na::me of thuh owner S0:: you
16 must have it on fi:le at the Northside St ation.
17 D:-> O:kay that's u:m: (.) [.hh

18 C: > [It's two ___doors do:wn from
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19 ->> thuh Starlite Clu[b.

20 D: ->> [Right.=It's sou _ thofyouisn'tit? 1
21 )

22 C: U::::h north of us.

23 D: Itis nor __ thofyou?

24 C: Of thuh Starlite.

25 )

26 D:-> Okay you're (.) <thirty one ten Penn Av enue north

27 -> aren'tyou? 1>

28 C: That's correct.=

29 D: =<Okay we'll get somebody there.>

Subsequent to the caller’s report and an initidrab respond (line 8-14), the dispatcher
begins a turn in line 17 that is projectably fortedtin the declarative (“That’'s u:m”) and which
stalls mid-TCU. The caller in line 18 adopts thenssgrammatical frame to provide an
approximate location of the business (“It's two dodown from thuh Starlite Club”; lines 18
and 19). In line 20, we then see the dispatcheaadPT declarative (“It's stuof you isn't
it?+") to ask about information that has not been nogradl in the prior talk and is therefore
authored by her by virtue of its declarative forntatt which targets information that falls within
her hearer’s epistemic domain. In a separate instahthe same phenomenon in this extract, we
see the dispatcher again use an RPT declarathrees26 and 27 when she asks the caller if the
caller is located at 3110 Penn North. Examinatibthe caller’s original reference to the address
from which the call is being made (lines 02 — d&)wss that “North” was not part of the original
formulation of the address; therefore, the infoioratontained in the dispatcher's RPT
declarative is once again information authoredneydpeaker, with the RPT serving as an
invitation to the recipient to confirm that infortran, which is done in the immediately
subsequent turn.

Extract 5.05 provides another example of the phmmn of a speaker’s authoring

information which the recipient clearly has primaights to know.
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Extract 5.05 HV 1C1

616 HV: Herey __ es're okauy.

617 () ((sniff)) (0.7)

618 M: They ge- th- they get a bit wee:py some ti_mes,
619  ->> but that's normal isn't it? + And | swab th'm

620 with wool with cotton woo:l,

621 (0.3)

622 HV: Ye:s if they- if they: (0.2) if you __ think they're
623 pussie

624 (0.8)

625 M: Yea:h.

In line 616, a health visitor asks a new mothenaber baby’'s eyes. The mother responds that
they get weepy at times and then adds the TCUtHaits normal isn't it?” uttered with rising
intonation. Insofar as it is the health visitorissiness to know whether weepy eyes can be
considered normal for babies, the mother has madssertion about a matter which she does
not hold primary knowledge rights to, and has, atiogly, requested confirmation of the
assertion. This is especially significant becadsessequential placement immediately
following the health visitor’s declaratively-formeat and optimized (Heritage, 2010; Boyd and
Heritage, 2006) turn in line 616. It is interegtiio note that the mother does not wait for the
confirmation but instead immediately adds anoti@UTo her turn. This additional TCU
appears to be designed to pre-empt the possibiliynegative assessment on the part of the
health visitor vis-a-vis the mother’s assertiont ihé&s normal for the child to have weepy eyes
and properly situates her as attentive to her shildeds.

Another example of the ways that RPT declaratigser information of which the
speaker is the author and not the primary rightddras in Extract 5.06, where an on-call
physician is discussing the efficacy of two typégeye medication that a caller has given his
child. Throughout most of the call, both particifgmdisplay an understanding that one and not
both of the medications was prescribed by a dotiten’t until the middle of the call (lines 79-

80) that the physician displays (and, as we skeal] asserts) an understanding that inidath of
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the medications were prescribed by a doctor. He tlus via the use of an RPT declarative. The

particulars of this analysis follow.

Extract 5.06  DEC 1109

13 selker d:nd e:m (.) first of all I got some drops, and they didn't Got some drops
15 seem to be workin', 3o (.) I went to see Doctor Walker oh:um

19 Thursday,

20 Doc: Right,

21 Cle: and he gawve me some: ointment, Doctor gave him some
2z [.] ointment

23 Doc: Right,

24 Clr: Go: I'we been usin' it roughly for twenty four hours, ]

25 Doc: t!¥e[s,

26 Clr: [30 that's about a (t-)/(d-) half a dozen ti:mes,

27 »'cause (it's)< ewvery four hours, Discussion of
28 Doc: That's right, eye sintment
Fai S et ‘h[h

30 Doc: [ Yeahn,

31 ElE: To- {.) wull- they'd- it doesn't seem to be doin' anvthi:ing,

3= it('a) Jjust makin' 'im really red (0.8) an'

33 unconfortable,

34 1.1

55 WEER <50 I just wanted to know if T ought ta carry on (.) usin' it

38 or: |(.) s[top:

37 Doc: [Bup- iz it making (wour)] things worse, do you

38 thlink

38 Clc: = e 1 - ] think [so, 1 wes,

40 Doc: [Teah,] [weah, ]

41 Doc: (lell) sometimes he may a- he may actually have a anh allergy

42 to: [.)] to the antibiotic, [ewe ointment "hhh

43 Clr: [{evy lewv ley vyah,)

44 Doc: E:h it might be worth stopping 'im altogether, and just [.] c—

45 washing his d'you what were the other drops ywou had, T [Pz .

45 Cle: "fud- clair-) " uhd drops I had; were u:m¥ Discussion of
47 Fid: ( [ ] - eve drops. now
48 Clre: [*[CthIEIIIEI::I |:[ ¥ otg v o= [D.g] :|:| called Chloranwcetin
49 (0.35)

50 Doc: Chlao[ranyc-

51 ElE: [itecten)

52 (0.7

53 Doc: Those- those were the dropsa, were the[vy?

54 Cle: [Chloram¥cetin, ¥es,

In lines 17-21, the caller introduces the dropstaging that he had first gotten some
drops (the source of which is not specified) thdhdl seem to be working, so he visited the
doctor, who then gave him some ointment. This portif the problem presentation, while
agnostic as to the exact source of the drops, piesee (presumed) first doctor’s visit as
occurring only after the drops were acquired. LiB2s43 contain a report of how the ointment
seems to be making the child’s condition worsdina 45, the physician asks the caller about

the drops he had originally used (“what were theeptrops you had”).
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Extract 5.06 DEC 1109, continued

53
54
55
a6
a7
58
59
Gl
Gl
62
63

Doc:
8oy
Doc:

ks o
Doc:
Clr:

Maz:
Clr:
E.FEd

Doc:

Doc:
Clr:
Hid:
Clr:

Clr:
Hid:

Clr:
Doc:

Clr:
Doc:

Clr:
Doc:
Clr:
Dac:

)

-
—x=
—F>

i
e
=
=

Thoze- those were the drops, were the[y?
[Chloramycetin, yes,
4And what were the ones that the doctor
ga[ve
[&nd the ointment;
Yeah,=
=Tm: (l.2) I don' know where I put it now<what's the
name of that ointment (Ma), 'cause [(I'we]™*
[ [ |
[*Had it earlier,=
=I don' know where I{'wm) put it,<I{'we) keep it in the
fridge an' it's not there at the moment,
[Fusasalamic),
[1.0)
‘hh[h
[Mu: no, it wasn'ts=
=Here it is!
(life) here it is,
10.6)
[T:m
[(Tm:max!)
[1.0)
Polyfax:,
[0.9)
mtOh right, and that's what- (0.4) the doctor gave you,
Yea,
Th-whereas the Chloramycetin, that was also given to wou
by the doctor, wasn't it?g
¥es, [(so0) before we had the [Chlorawycecin, ( h) and that=

[(Teah, [ (M),
=[didn't seem t[o be wo:rkin',
[Teah, [ hh hh

T

Further discussion of
ointment, identified
as Polyfax and as
"what the doctor
gave you" (line 77)

RPT assertion that
the Chloramycetin
drops were ALSO
given to him by the

doctor

After receiving the names of the drops, the phgsi@sks in line 55 and 56 for the name of the

other medication, using the formulation “the ortest the doctor gave,” thereby identifying the

second medication, as opposed to the drops, asdéb&ation given by the doctor. This

candidate understanding is not overtly contestethéycaller, who initiates a repair in line 57

designed to clarify which medication the physiasialking about (“the ointment?”). After the

name of the ointment is produced, the physiciamaganfirms (note the use of the declarative)

that the ointment was given by the doctor (“mtQjhtj and that's what- (0.4) the doctor gave

you,” line 77). This is again confirmed by theiptent in line 78. It is only in line 79, after two

confirmations from his recipient that the heretefanderstood one and only medication that had

been given by the doctor was the ointment, thapthesician asserts, using a declarative RPT,

that the drops (under the brand name Chloramyclkeéidalso been prescribed by the doctor.
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The use of the RPT declarative here is a displathempart of the physician that he has
understood that the medication, once its name &éas mentioned, would properly have been
prescribed by a doctor, but in the face of twoieadonfirmations of information to the contrary,
the use of the RPT seeks out explicit confirmatibthis newly-authored bit of information.
Indeed, the sought for confirmation comes in thmediate next turn.

A final example of an RPT declarative with risingpnation comes from ordinary
conversation and offers some indication that theeolations about the epistemics of this
guestion format as discussed above are equallg wahon-institutional talk. Extract 5.07 comes
from a longer sequence of talk in which a youndy(J is complaining about her older sister’s

embarrassing behavior.

Extract 5.07 Virginia

27 M: Well why does she embarrass you.

28 (1.2)

29 V: >"Becuz the other ni __ght.<She w-we were at a party,

30 >(tagetha) you know¢ <

31 (2.5)

32 V: A(n' sr)1e starts teasin' me.l sw __ear (it's) °embarrassing me.
33 .

34 V: (((shril)ly)) YOU GOT TO GO HOME, IT'S ELEVEN THIZRTY:!
35 1.2

36 M: Well she's supposed tuh be in'et eleven t _hirty when she
37 takes thuh c a:r out.

38 (1.4)

39 V: °()=

40 W:->>  =(Now) you taught 'er howda dance, didn' y(ou)? 1

41 (1.0)

42 V: Hu[h?

43 W: [Weren'[t you teachin' 'er some new s _teps the othuh day?
44 V: [Yeah.

45 V: Y:eah.

This portion of talk is part of a larger sequent&hich V is complaining about her allowance;
the discussion of the older sister’'s shortcomimegg.( line 32) is in some ways parasitic to a
larger complaint V has about the older sister'ppreity for charging V money for driving her
around, a topic which is directly related to V’sgar complaint about her lack of allowance. In
line 40, we see the older brother, W, insert a winich is disjunctive with the earlier talk

(though it is arguably related in a step-wise fash{Jefferson, 1984)) and seems designed to
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move the talk into a less complaint-focused &téa.A few points should be noted regarding
this turn: The new turn seems disjunctive precibelgause it hasot been mentioned in prior

talk (and it is perhaps a reason for V’s initiatafirepair in line 42). It is also a B-event
declarative, referencing as it does an activity Yhéand not W) was engaged in and about which
he is therefore not the primary rights holder. Hegreit is formulated in the declarative, thereby
indexing an upgraded epistemic claim on W’'s paduglinformation that he does not hold
primary rights to. In such a turn, the use of ti€TRleclarative, as mentioned in prior examples,
invites confirmation of W’s version of events frahe primary rights holder of the information,
V. Thus, it appears that RPT declaratives canlasdeployed in ordinary talk when a speaker
is asserting information (and making a knowled@enc) about information to which he does not
hold primary epistemic rights. However, in theeaf SPTs, the information in the turn targets
something that the hearer has authored, but wipehker has access to through prior talk or
some other means. The differences between SPTRRg are summarized in Table 5.02,

below:

31 W may do this pursuant to another participantiieacomplaint that she “wished she didn’t getatued in
(W’s) family arguments”:

15P: °Wish | didn't get=

16 =[involved in your family arguments| all the ti me.]

17 V: [An' she always embarrasses me Mo|m | swe ar, ]

18 Beth is so-=

19 W: h-hm?

20 P: =°Wish I didn't get in(yu)volved in your fam ily arguments
21 all the ti(h)hah [hih ('hh)

22 W: [eh heh!

32 This turn is also designed to render the compMihas about her sister moot. This is an examplehat will be
discussed in Section 5.4.1. as an RPT that addrassencillary concern by bringing up some issaé ¢buld have
or should have been addressed earlier in the tallhad it been addressed earlier, would have pmezhthe
sequence.

180



Table5.02. Epistemic differences between SPTs and RPTs

Utterancetype | Downgraded | Speaker hasaccess | Speaker is Hearer is
(from author primary
declar ative) rightsholder

SPT Yes Yes (prior mention) No Yes

RPT Yes No, but claims Yes Yes

access

This section demonstrates that SPTs and RPTatemically distinct in terms of the
authorship of the information contained in the tuhm the next section, | will turn to the
epistemic distinctions between RPTs uttered wiing intonation and RPTs uttered with falling

intonation.

5.3. Two epistemically distinct formats: RPand RPT

Another question which has interested scholatfsaslifference between RPTs with
rising intonation and RPTs with falling intonatiofihe difference appears to be an epistemic
one, and this claim will be developed over thedwihg sections. RPTs with rising intonation
(hereafter known as RR¥) and RPTs with falling intonation (hereafter RB)lare
epistemically distinct in that they occur in diféet epistemic environments. Namely, RBT
typically occur on utterances that satisfy onetepisc condition vis a vis the speaker’s and
hearer’'s knowledge states: they contain informatiiowhich the hearer has primary epistemic
rights (what I will call the H>S condition), wheeRPT]s are appended to utterances that
satisfy two epistemic conditions: either the he&ias greater primary epistemic rights to the
information contained in the question (the H>S dbowl), or the hearer and speaker have equal
epistemic rights to the information contained ia uestion (the H=S condition). This claim

shall be developed over the next several examples.
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5.3.1. RPT: H>S

Looking at RPTs from an epistemic perspective, we can see treddh of the following
extracts, the hearer has greater epistemic rightsetinformation contained in the proposition
than the speaker does. In addition, all of thegiagstions are uttered using rising intonation.
This is demonstrated in Extract 5.08, a bit of fatkn a dinner conversation, where the adult son
of the woman hosting the dinner asks his mothehéf buys his younger sister’s clothes for her
(“you-you buy ‘er clothes anyway, dontchyuh?” li28). As can be seen in the accompanying

Praaf® pitch curve given in Figure 5.01, the tag questitontchyuh” is uttered with rising pitch.

Extract 5.08 Virginia 4:23

23 W:->>  Wu'you-y[ou buy 'er clothes a _nyway, dontchyuh 2t

24 P: [ehh _eh huh °uh uh

25 (0.3)

26 P: "hhhk!=

27 M: =Y _ea:h.Butl'veb _ought 'er all the clothes that she n _e:e :ds.

Figure5.01. “Wu’you buy 'er clothesrayway, dontchyuhf”’

WL

w-u'y-0-1 y-o-u buy ‘-er c-l-o-t-h-e-s a - ny - w-a-y dontchyuh

Although the son may have some epistemic accese timformation contained in the utterance, (and,
indeed, he does claim to have at least some acizese use of the declarative), this utterancgetsra
piece of information to which the mother has priyngpistemic rights. Thus the hearer’'s knowledge

rights are greater than the speaker’s knowleddesigH>S), and accordingly, the speaker uses an RPT

% Praat is a speech analysis program developed ilyB®arsma and David Weenink of the University of
Amsterdam.
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with rising intonation. We can see that this iseesgstent practice in conversation, as Extract8 &riil

5.10 demonstrate:

Excerpt 5.09 Kamunsky 1:06

06 K: Hello 72

07 A: Karen Baxter ?

08 K: Yea ?

09 A:->>  Yer not busy are yuh? 1
10 (0.3)

11 K: Well yeah, | a _m.

Figure5.02. “Yer not busy are yuh”

I~

P, il

y-e-I n-o0-t b - u -5 -y a-1r-¢e¢ ¥-1u-h

In Extract 5.09, which is the opening of a teleplhonnversation, A offers as part of a
presequence the RPT “yer not busy are;y(line 9). Whether the recipient is busy or not is
clearly within the recipient’s epistemic domaindaccordingly, the speaker has used a tag
guestion with a rising pitch. This can be seerRtaat pitch wave in Figure 5.02, where the
rising curve, which correlates with the tag questiare yuh,” indicates that the tag is uttered
with rising intonation.

In Extract 5.10, which comes from a telephone eosation in which the speaker has
been asked to work as a substitute teacher oragaredf children, the speaker asks her recipient
("how old are they” and “they’re ten’n eleven arethiey?” line 24) about the ages of the

children that will be in her charge:

Extract 5.10 Holt 1:2:24

24 L:->> =hhYeshow _ ol daretheythey'rete _n'nele _ven aren'tthe vy
25 H: <They're the mi __ddle::. Mi  _ddle juniors.
26 L: O _hyes.
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Figure5.03. “they're te'n eleven aren't thg»”

\[\Mk‘”\bv

v-e-s5h-o-wold arethey-theyre t-e-n-n—e-le-ven arentth-e-y

Here we can see the use of the interrogative iffirsteTCU, which indexes a claim on the
speaker’s part that the information contained aititerrogative falls within the epistemic
domain of her recipient. She then begins a sec@ld By offering a candidate answer authored
by the speaker (“they’re ten 'n eleven” followed &yag question “aren’t they?”), which, as can
be seen in Figure 5.03 above, is uttered withgigmtonation. Thus, we can see in this excerpt
another example of an RPT with rising intonatioedu® inquire about information that the
hearer has greater epistemic rights to know about.

5.3.2. RPT: H>S or H=S

RPT] is deployed over a greater range of epistemicitond than RPT. Like RPT},
RPT| can be used in turns which index an H>S condit#og., Extracts 5.11 and 5.12, below);
however, RPT can also be deployed in turns which index an H&lttion (e.g., Extracts 5.15
and 5.16). In the former case, the speaker makepgraded epistemic claim about information
to which he/she does not have primary rights bggihe falling tag and is requesting
confirmation of this information; in the latter @ashe speaker is making a claim about
something that the both the speaker and hearerdguead epistemic rights to; in this case, the
speaker is requesting alignment with what he orhstsesaid. This will be developed over the

following extracts.
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5.3.2.1. RPT: H>S

As mentioned above, speakers may use |¥R® make an upgraded epistemic claim
regarding a piece of information to which they @ have primary epistemic rights. The ideal
piece of direct evidence for a claim of this typeuld be found in an extract in which the
speaker overtly explains the warrant with whiclohehe makes an upgraded epistemic claim.
Conversational extracts where epistemics are discligvertly are relatively rare; however, the
following extract presents a case where the spaakeals in his talk the epistemic warrant for
his inquiry.

In Extract 5.11, an RATis used to make an upgraded epistemic claim tonmdtion the
speaker does not have primary rights to. In thisng conversation, A is calling S to invite him
to a party for a mutual friend (lines 72-77). As ttall progresses, it becomes clear that the
issuing of the invitation is complicated by thetfdwat the speaker knows that the invitation’s

recipient is “grounded” (line 83) and may not béeab attend the party:

Extract 5.11 Kamunsky 2

72 A: =Yeh 'e s(h)ure is. 't'hh Well a _nyway if yer not doing
73 anythingaf  :teruhmreh earsal I'm having a s'prize
74 birthday party fer Kevin h _erre,

75 (0.7)

76 (A): pt

77 A: If y'wanna co __[me,

78 S: [Ety _er house.

79 A Yah!

80 (0.4)

81 S: hHm .

82 (1.0)

83 A:->> Czlk __now you were g _rounded aren'tyuh !

84 (0.2)

85 S7?: pt!

86 S: Yeah, u-hhuh-huhh=

87 A:-> =ehh (h)ye(h)h(h)I(h)kneh- "hhhh ____I'hhha- I figured well
88 -> I'll call im mebbe th-by nex's _aturday he'll be um
89 A?: ("hhh)

90 S: Yehh  opefully.=

91 A: > =backfly _ ing.

92 S: hhuh: fly[ing? Jheh]

93 A: [e-h _eh]heh]heh,

94 (0.2)

95 S: Hm:.

96 (0.7)

34 1n this section, the notatignhas been used in the transcript to denote failitanation on the tag question.
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97 A: "hhhhhh But[if you ¢'n ma]: _kefit,

98 S: [U_h ]

99 s: ‘hhY  eah,su cre.

100 (0.3)

101 A: It's a _fter- it will be aft-(wud) seven thirty er so.
102 S: Bout seven thirty er so.

It is at line 83, where, after issuing the invitati(line 77), the speaker explains that he knows hi
recipient is grounded and thus may not leave thuséwo This turn contains several notable
characteristics. The first is that it targets acpief information to which the hearer has primary
epistemic rights (the fact that he is groundedo8d, this information has not been mentioned
in the talk so far, and is therefore authored leyspeaker, thus occasioning the use of the reverse
polarity tag. The third is that it can be cons@tkpotentially delicate in two respects: 1) thatu
brings up the topic of the recipient’s being “grded,” which is a socially-dispreferred status for
people in this age group and 2) informing a knowiagpient that he or she is grounded when
that information is already known by the individiralquestion can be interactionally
problematic. A fourth observation is that perhbpsause of the delicate nature of the turn, it
has been strongly A-perspectivized by the additibti know” in turn-initial position; however,
we should note that at the same time as it A-petspzees the turn, the formulation “I know”

also constitutes a much stronger epistemic claan the more canonical “I think” which was
discussed in Chapter 3. Indeed, it is the addidh know” to the turn, combined with the

falling intonation with which the turn is utteratiat demonstrate (in this example, with great
clarity) the upgraded knowledge claim that RRype utterances typically embody. That this
information was previously known (or thought tokm®wn) by the speaker can be seen in lines
87, 88 and 91 where the speaker explains his edador calling the hearer given that the
speaker already knew that the hearer was grountédauld potentially be unable to attend the

party: (“l figured well I'll call im mebbe th-byax'S:turday he'll be um back flying,” lines 87,
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88 and 91).Thus, we see in this extract a speaker who us&Pdai to make an upgraded
epistemic claim about information that he doeshase primary epistemic rights to.
We can see a similar example in Extract 5.12, evhe@o female friends are talking about

their daughters and whether or not one of the dauglhas written to the other.

Extract 5.12 Holt 2:2:2:5

230 L: .hh*Okay then Carol, I'll uh dro _pthebo okin:tuh “lib'ry
231 C:->> O _kay an'Kath did __ write tih Melissa di _dntshfe | I]
232 L: [YES shle's
233 [po stedit. ]

234 C: [I di _dn't pu__ ]t her off writing=

235 L: = 10hno shep 1stedittda _ly.

In the turn at point (line 231), C uses an RR3 ask whether L's daughter has written to C’s
daughter. The grammatical composition of this tartelling; in line 231, C says “Kath did
write.” The use of the “did”, rather than the aftative, “Kath wrote,” is an emphatic
formulation that asserts that that Kath did indeeite (as opposed to did not write,) and as such
constitutes a clear epistemic upgrade that israftected in the use of the RPT

More straightforward examples can be seen in Etdra. 13 and 5.14, where
the RPT alone does the epistemic upgrdtin Extract 5.14, a health visitor (HV)

talking to a new mother inquires about the new radshprevious occupation.

Extract 5.13 HV 3A1:7

384 HV: ->> And um: (.) you were (.) anaesthe _tic's nurse weren't
385 ->>  you !

386 M: Yep.

In lines 384 and 385, the HV uses an RRI ask about the mother’s previous occupation. Two
observations are relevant here. The first istt@atHV’s use of an RPT of any type at all is to

downgrade the declarative “You were an anesthaticse.” That the HV is known to be a nurse
but not necessarily an anesthetics nurse is gralimdde earlier talk. Earlier in the conversation

(not shown), the mother says that she is acquawitdcthe student midwife who attended her

% Note that in both cases, RP@nd RPT, the RPT is a downgrade from a declarative; howeetatively
speaking, RPJ represents an upgrade from the stance that} R&KEs.
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birth (“And also there was a student midwife fromef the wards that | worked on before”
(lines 140 and 142)). The mother’s former occupasipecifically as an anesthetic’s nurse had
not been mentioned before and is a piece of infoomahat is authored by the HV, thus
occasioning the use of an RPT in line 384. Howether formulation “one of the wards that |
worked on before,” without an earlier explanatibattshe is a nurse who had worked in the
same hospital where nurses whom the HV has workidalso are employed, indicates that the
mother’s occupation as a nurse was something ligabslieved to be known to the HV, which
provides an explanation for the HV’s upgraded epist claim about the mother’s previous job
(via the deployment of an RRTather than an RFJ). Thus, we can see here that the use of an
RPT declarative in the first instance was occasldnethe use of the word “anesthetics,”
whereas the use of an RPIE occasioned by the claim to know that the motes a nurse.

A final example of the deployment of RPTomes from a phone conversation between

two women about a gathering one of the women wibinshost:

Extract 5.14 SBL:2:1:6:R

17 T: =Dihyo _u[nee_dinnysil __ |[ver.

18 B: [ hhh [hhhhh _ (0.2) Uh: ™o __ buhcuz I'll::

19 [uh °*u°]

20T:->> [Yronly ha __Jving six___aren'tchju _h|]

21 B: [E _h-]No_I'm_havingte _ -e:n.

Inline 17, T, who is not hosting the party, asks ghe needs silverware. The offer is refused in
line 18, and B begins what could be an accounivfoy she doesn’t need the extra silverware
(“Uh: no buhcuz I'll::”). In the next turn, her recipierffers an account for her not needing
extra silverware (“Yr only hang six aren'tchiy,” line 20) This account is one possible reason
why someone would not need extra silverware, aagdpears to be on this basis that T makes

this upgraded epistemic claim, though her undedstgnis corrected in the end by her recipient.
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5.3.2.2. RPT: H=S

While speakers may use RP®n utterances where the hearer has primary epistem
rights (that is, where H>S), they are also deployedtterances where both speaker and hearer
have equal epistemic rights (H=S). Instances whpeakers deployed RPn situations where
both speaker and hearer had access and rights tofthmation contained in the utterance were
ubiquitous in the data. One extremely common HaBrenment in which RPTs appear is in
assessment sequences. This is not surprisingjedskelements or circumstances in the
immediate environment are often those things whiaahor more participants have equal access
and/or rights to (Heritage and Raymond, 2005). Typical examples can be seen in Extracts

5.15 and 5.16, below:

Extract 5.15 HV 1:C1:32
01 HV: It's quite- it's quite wa _:rmin he:re isn't [it l
02 M: [Ye :h

In Extract 5.15, a health visitor, commenting oa ttmperature of the room, notes that it is
warm in the room using an RPT The mother, as a co-present other who has eguaks to the
temperature in the room, aligns with the noticiredopoe the tag question is complete. Thus, the
tag question here is meant to acknowledge theegpistrights of the recipient by inviting a co-
present other who has equal rights and accesg fofttrmation in question to also assess the
situation. The falling intonation is meant to i@valignment from the recipient, which it
receives virtually immediately. It is interestitggnote that, as was mentioned at the beginning
of this chapter, the collocation of an assessmedhtiae pronoun “it” would appear to be one of
the most common contexts in which reverse polaaigyquestions are used, constituting, as

noted by Kim and Ann (2008), 47% of all tag quessidound in their data.

189



In Extract 5.16 two male friends are talking abouoé of the men’s difficulty in obtaining
concert tickets over the phone from a ticketingnage Near the end of the conversation, they

talk about the name of the customer service reptasee who assisted one of the speakers.

Extract 5.16 Concert Tickets
02 J: Doesn' rilly soun' like someone's re::al na ‘me, duzzit |
03 A: No::: it does(h)n't maybe he wuz bullshitti ng you .hhhhh

In line 02, J comments on the name of the repraseatwho helped him over the phone
(“Doesn' rilly soun' like someone's re::al na:mazadt”). This assessment is based on the sound
of a person’s name. As this name has just bee@nrsarior talk (not shown), the “sound” of his
name is immediately accessible to both speakessefitre, the RP[is used. This is met with
alignment in the next turn by his recipient. Adbxtract 5.15, the tag question is designed to
recognize the recipient’s epistemic rights, anthatsame time, it invites alignment with the
speaker’s assessment. It in fact gets this alighindme 3, in addition to some laughter as an
appreciation of the speaker’s pointing out of taee as sounding somehow made up or
implausible. In this respect, this sequence aptedoe a light joking sequence.

Indeed, it is interesting to note the sociallyiteffive nature of the preceding examples.
Use of assessment sequences in cases where bakieispad hearer have epistemic rights to the
information in question may be one of the constieuelements of “small talk,” and that inviting
someone to align with one’s assessment of circumstathat are equally accessible to both
parties may be a way of establishing common grautid one’s recipient, and as such may be a
major resource for members to build sociality.

The purpose of the preceding section was to detrataghe epistemic difference
between RPTs and RPTs. RPTs appear in the condition where the hearer possgssater

epistemic rights to the information in question &J>whereas RP[E appear in a broader range
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of conditions, where H>S and H=S. Table 5.03 surnres the differences among the three

utterance types mentioned in this chapter thus far.

Table5.03. Epistemic differences among SPT, RRhd RPT

Utterancetype | Downgraded Speaker has access | Speaker is Hearer is
(from declar ative) author primary
rightsholder
SPT Yes Yes (prior mention) No Yes
RPTt Yes No, but claims Yes Yes
access
RPT] Yes(but upgraded | No, but claims Yes H>S or H=S
from RPT! access

In the next section, the sequential character BiffRand RPT will be discussed.

5.4. Sequential placement of reverse polaritygiaestions

In addition to the differences in the epistemidribsition of RPTs and RPTs, there are
also differences in their sequential distributiB®Ts appear as parts of larger sequences whose
final resolution is contingent in some way on tlagtigipant’s response to the RRTIn other
words, they are parts of smaller sequences widligel sequences, where the smaller sequences
are ancillary to the work that the participants @strally engaged in, but are simultaneously
sequences which some aspect of the larger seqisgoaetingent upon. RRE, on the other
hand, do not have this ancillary relationship t® ithst of the sequence, but are, instead, the main
part of the action with which the participants eoacerned. This will be demonstrated in the

following examples.
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5.4.1. RPT as an ancillary concern

As ancillary elements of a larger sequence, RBFRn be inclusive or preclusive in character.
Inclusive RPTs typically appear in pre-sequences and are desigrielear the floor” for talk to take
place. In this sense, they work to “include” fenthalk. The following two examples will demonsgat
this.

In Extract 5.17, we see an RPdeployed as part of a pre-invitation sequencethim
extract, two women are discussing their upcomirngpstvacations and whether a third party

will be available for a get-together:

Extract 5.17 Geri and Shirley

67 S:->>  Yihknow. .hh Maybe if he ee-I'm sure hil | be arou:nd fer

68 ->> Chris miss won't 'e? 1

69 G: Oh yeh. Hi _ll be down here [fer C _hris[miss. ]

70 S: -> [.lhh [Good.m]aybe we c'get
71 > t'gether fer dinner.

72 G: Mm-_h _m?

73 ()

74 G: Su _ re.

In lines 67 and 68, S asks if G’s friend will beand for the holidays. (“Maybe if he ee-I'm sure
hill be arou:nd fer Chrimiss won't 'e?”) The turn is begun as a conditiaeglarative which
appears to be the launching of a suggestion (“Mathe’s around, we can get together”). This
is cut short in mid-TCU in favor of an A-perspedcsd RPT (“I'm surehill be arou:nd fer
Chrigmiss won't 'e?”) which functions as a pre-invitatizvhich, once it receives the go-ahead
from the recipient, is followed by an invitationget together for dinner. Here, we see a pre-
invitation being launched by an RPTThe subsequent invitation, of course, is comtirigipon
the RPT’s receiving the go ahead from the recipient.

In Extract 5.18, we see a pre-invitation/pre-anmmaumnent in the form of the opening of a
telephone call. In line 9, A, who has called K,s#lshe is busy using an RPT'Yer not busy
are yuh?”). This functions as a request to go ahead wightihsiness of the telephone call. We

see in this extract, however, that a go-ahead fr@mecipient is not necessarily always

192



forthcoming, and the caller has to do some extrikwmreceive the clearance he is seeking

(“Well this’ll be qui:ck | mean it's nothing,” lind2) before he finally receives it in line 14

(erhn).

Extract 5.18 Kamunsky 1

06 K: Hello 72

07 A: Karen Baxter  ?

08 K: Yea ?

09 A:->> Yer not busy are yuh? 1
10 (0.3)

11 K: Well yeah, | a _m.

12 A:->  Well this'll be qui:ck | mean it's noth ing
13 A “‘t'h[hhh

14 K: -> [Keh

In Extract 5.19, a participant is in the proceskahching a story. He begins with a pre-telling
in line 23 ("Have you heard about the orgy we Haaldther night?”) and after a short discussion of a
related topic, he returns to the telling in lineu&ng a return marker (“Ennyway-, "hh u:m(-) wereve
havin' this orgy”) and almost immediately intermiite telling and recycles back to a second pre-
telling with a latched interrogative that is immeasgily followed by an RP[T(*'s this okay t'talk about?

this doesn't offend you does it?”).

Extract 5.19 SN-4

23 Mark:  Have you heard about] the orgy we had t he >other night?=That's
24 how | got (th")< black eye __:..=Y'like the black eye:?
25 [(Oh it's lovely)]=

26 Ruth: [Oh it's lovely.]=
27 Mark:  =Great.

28 Mark:  "hhhh Ennyway-, "hh u:m(-) we were havi n' this orgy="s this okay
29 ->> t'talk about? this doesn't offend you doesit?
30 Sher: No=

31 Ruth: =No=
32 Mark: =Oh.=
33 Mark:  ="hhhpt-hh well it should.

The latched interrogative and RP3eek permission (though how serious a requesgjisable)

to continue with the story by asking whether itkqp to continue and whether it offends the
hearers. This sequence is not part of the stoiygellequence as such, and the continuation of the
sequence is contingent upon the teller’s receitireggo-ahead from his recipients. Thus, we can
see in this example, the use of an RRTa sequence which is ancillary to the actiowimch
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the participants are currently engaged, and théragation of the sequence-in-progress (a story-
telling) is made contingent upon the recipientsp@nses to the question.

In each of the above extracts, we see RPding deployed as presequences in a way that
“clears the floor” for a particular action — an it@tion or an announcement. In this way, it can be
see as having an inclusive character; that igeks to create a space in the interaction for an
action to potentially be included if a go-aheadrignted. In the next section, we will see another
view of RPT, that in which RPT acts as potentially preclusive, that is, it isiantat talk which,
had it been asked earlier in the talk, would havtemtially precluded the talk or the action in
progress.

In Extract 5.20, which was earlier presented asd€k5.05, a health visitor and new
mother are talking about the baby’s eyes. The erakplains in line 617 that the baby’s eyes
“get a bit wee:py.” The turn at point is in liné& where she continues with “but that’'s normal
isn't it?”

Extract 5.20 HV 1C1:11

616 HV: Herey _ es're okauy.

617 M: They ge- th- they get a bit wee:py some ti_mes,
618 ->> but that's normal isn't it? And | swab t h'm
619 with wool with cotton woo:l,

620 (0.3)

621 HV: Ye:s if they- if they: (0.2) if you __ think they're
622 pussie

623 (0.8)

624 M: Yea:h.

The RPT “but that's normal isn’'t it?” in this sequenti@ntext is designed to be preclusive in
nature. Having just stated that her child has weses, the mother then issues the RPT
which, in effect, potentially removes from furthalk (or renders moot) the issue of weepy eyes
as problematic. That she says that she swabs théme immediately following TCU shows her
concern with presenting the eye situation as noipmatic, which is in keeping with the

preclusive RPT issued just before.
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In Extract 5.21, we see a request sequence irfvthecfinal granting of a request is
treated by the participants as contingent upomahlponse to the RRT That is to say that the
concern raised in the RRPTould potentially preclude the completion of tleti@n in progress,
the granting of a request to work. In this extréthas called L to ask if she can to work as a

substitute teacher or caretaker of children.

Extract 5.21 Holt:1:2:25

06 H:-> He _llo Missis Field .hh __uhm .thW _ouldju be av _ailable for

07 -> supp _lyonTh _u:rsday.=

08 L: =So __rry, Thurs  da[y?

09 H: [Thu _:rsday this week.

10 L: > YES__  :ye: _s=

11 H: =Lo _vely..hhlt'stuht _ake my_cla:ss only M _issiz Tate's

12 () gota ho _spital appoint[ment

13 L: [O _hye[s.

14 H: [S _o:u_hm .hhif ih-it'll

15 be _thel _astday'vte _rmwhich'sabi _t'vadayto(.)co _pe

16 with.=becuz it's g _en'lly (.) sort'v p _acking u _p'v thi:ngs=

17 blut

18 L: [Ye _Ss.=

19 H: =wWe'll try _ tuh have as much done as we can on the W _ednesdee
20 so thet you c'n: p'raps joo: (.) do jus 'the o _neoffthi _n:gs
21 on the Thu:rsday.=

22 L: =Ye _ sfi _:ne.

23 H:-> A _lIri _ght?=

24 L:->> =hhYeshow _ ol daretheythey'rete _n'nele _venaren'tthe _y?1
25 H: <They're the mi __ddle::. Mi  _ddle juniors. There'r so _me::

26 L: O _|hyes.

27 H: [So __me which'rse _cond jear some thet'r _ _third jea]rs.

28 L: [Yes __ fine.
29 H: -> Oka: _[y?

30 L: [Ye:s _?

31 H: Lovely. Th _nkyouvery much. Se  _eyou: Th__u:rsday

We can see that H makes the request in lines & aadd the request is granted by her recipient
in line 10. However, despite her recipient’s giragbf the request, H goes on to give the
specifics of the assignment in lines 11-17, inahgda complicating factor (i.e., the fact that L
would be working on the last day of the term, whicha bit've a day to cope with,”). In lines
19-21, the speaker continues to characterize thasl@otentially problematic by explaining the
measures she will take to make the day easier fortake over the class. Throughout this
stretch of talk, in lines 13, 18 and 22, L displaysake (line 13: “oh yes”; line 18: “yes,” and
line 22: “yes, fine,”) all of which are treated the speaker as responding to the immediately

preceding turn rather than to the initial requéstesin line 23 she re-instantiates the request wit
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an “Alright?” L responds “yes,” again (line 24),tithis time continues by adding two additional
TCUs using an interrogative and an RR® ask about the age of the children (“Yes ladvare
they they're_te'n eleven aren't thg?”) In response to these questions, H explainsetieds of the
children, which gets uptake in lines 26 and 28.sEhxesponses in lines 26 and 28 are again
treated as responding to the preceding turnspabyj in line 29, H again re-instantiates the
request with an “Okay?” that receives a “Yes,”imel30. It is the reopening of the request by H
in line 29 that indicates that she has taken th&1Ri8king about the age of the children to be a
potentially complicating factor and that the gragtof the request could be contingent upon the
response to this question. Thus, we see agairPdn R a context where the concern brought
up by the RPT is potentially preclusive in that the accomplighof the action that the
participants are engaged in is contingent on thpaese to the turn containing an RPTAs in
Extracts 5.19 and 5.20, the question is sequentialisplaced” in a sense, since, had the
information they target been brought up earliewould have rendered the point under
discussion moot.

A slightly more involved case is seen in Extra@2; below. In this extract, which was
discussed in detail as Extract 5.07, a doctor atiémpt are discussing two types of medication

that the caller has given his young son. Neithedioiee has worked:

Extract 5.22 DEC 1109

17 CIr:->  A:nd e:m (.) first of all | got some d _rops, and they didn't
18 seem to be workin', so (.) | went to se e Doctor Walker
19 on:um T _hursday,

20 Doc: Right,

21 Clr: -> And he gave me some: 0 _intment,

22 0]

(Lines omitted)

44 Doc: E:h it might be worth stopping 'im altogeth er, and just (.)
45 -> washing his d'you what were the other dr ops you had,

46 Clr: °(ud- clair-)* uhd d _rops | had¢, were u:m*

47 CIr:  [*(Chloramer:) ((*to*=(0.9)

48 0.3

49 Doc: Chlo[ramyc-

50 Clr: [(tecten)

51 (0.7)
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52 Doc: ->  Those- those were the d _rops, were the[y?

53 Clr: [ Chloramyc_ etin, yes,

54 Doc: ->> And what were the ones that the doctor gafve

55 Clr; ->> [And the o _intment¢,
56 Doc: Yeah,=

(Lines omitted)

75 Clr: P _olyfax:,

76 (0.9)

77 Doc: ->  mtOh right, and that's what- (0.4) the d octor gave you,

78Clr: > Y _es,

79 Doc: ->  Th-whereas the Chloramycetin, that was a Iso given to you by

80 -> thedoctor, wasn'tit? 1

81 Clr: Yes, [(so) before we had the [Chloramycecin ,(h)yandt _hat=
82 Doc: [Yeah, [(Mm),

83 ClIr: =[didn't seem t[o be w _o:rkin',

84 Doc: [Yeah, ['hh"hh

According to the caller in lines 17-18, the firstdncation, some unnamed drops, were not
working and prompted him to visit a physician frathom he obtained some ointment (lines 19
and 21). At the conclusion of his problem preseoainot shown), the caller asks whether he
should stop the second medication or continue usinghe answer to this question is eventually
given in lines 44-45; however, as can be seendreftract below, the doctor reopens the
sequence by asking for the name of the drops thex t@d used initially. The sequence at point
(lines 44-80) surrounds the names of the medicstiloat the caller has already administered and
whether the caller obtained them from a physicianat. In line 45, the doctor asks for the name
of the drops, which were the initial medicationtttiee caller had tried. Once the name is
supplied (lines 48-54), the doctor asks in lind&4he name of the “ones the doctor gave you.”
As explicated earlier in this chapter, this forntida displays the physician’s understanding that
the initial medication (some drops) had not beetaiokd from a doctor, whereas the second
medication had been obtained from a doctor. Theiptan displays his understanding in line 77
that the second medication (an ointment) had begireed from a doctor, but in line 79 revises
his understanding of the source of the first me@ioaby asserting via an RPThat that

medication, too, had been obtained from a physician
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At this point, several observations can be madeiaiine RPT and about the sequence
containing it. First, the names and source of tledinations that the caller has already tried is
something the physician must know in order to gheecaller medical advice on this issue. In
this sense, the current course of action, givindioa advice to a caller, is dependent on the
physician’s knowing the correct name and sourdb@inedications that have already been tried,
the very information that is targeted by the RRT lines 79-80. Second, the caller’s failure to
identify the drops as having come from a physieatwo points earlier in the talk where that
information became relevant (line 17 and line 589 perpetuated the physician’s
misunderstanding of the source of the drops andss#tated the clarification seeking on the part
of the physician in lines 79 and 80. Thus, the RRafgets information that should or could
have been given earlier in the sequence and Heebit, it would have precluded much of the talk
that has taken place until this point. In effélog RPT asks about information that is
sequentially “misplaced,” that is, it inquires abodormation that could have and should have
relevantly been given earlier in the sequence haatlit been given, would have obviated the
need for this particular stretch of talk. In thésse, it is ancillary but nonetheless necessary to
the current course of action, which is to give mabadvice.

A final example can be seen in Extract 5.23, aregt of a conversation between a
mother and her daughter about the daughter’s atloevalhe woman’s older son and his
girlfriend are also present. The course of adtiowhich the mother and daughter are engaged is
the granting/denial of the daughter’s request fdress, and should a granting not be
forthcoming, an increase in the daughter’s alloveasw that she may buy the dress herself. The
sequence is composed of turns at talk primarilyheymother (M) and the daughter (V), with

occasional turns taken by the son (W) and hisrgiritl (P). In lines 4 and 6, the mother tells her
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daughter that the daughter could afford to buyaeéms if she saved her allowance. This is
rebutted in lines 6 and 7 by the daughter, who Hagftsher allowance is not sufficient. P’s turn
in lines 8 and 9 support the mother’s position tredmother reinforces her position by aligning
with P (lines 10 and 12). The daughter disalign$h\Wwer mother’s characterization of how she

spends her money in lines 13-14.

Extract 5.23 Virginia

04 M: (if you) save yer allowance, an:' um: you co uld get=
05 M: =these little e _xtr[a things.

06 V: [A(h)llo __=wan(h)ce? | o(h)nly g(h)et fi(h)ve
07 d(h)ollars a week.That's rid _(hi(h)c(h)ul(h)ous.

08 P: [E(Well) that seems like] a lo(h)o(h)ot! h eh! uh! "hhh!=
09 P: =[I(h) n(h)e|ver g(h)ot that| mu:ch ],

10 M: =[F _1lve|D _ollars]aWw _eelke=

11V: =W/u-

12 M: [Jus' to throw away __,myg_oshitisal _oit.

13V: *| don't throw it aw _aythough,I's _pend it.=I mean-* an'

14 that was back in- (.) >I mean< no off _ense °a long time ago.
15 ((* to * = shrill/*whiny"))

16 (0.3)

17 W: ->> Wu'you-y[ou buy 'er clothes a _nyway, dontchyuh? 1

18 P: [ehh _eh huh °uh uh

19 (0.3)

20 P: hhhk!=

21 M: ( :")Y _ea:h.Butl'veb _ought 'er all the clothes that she n _e:e :ds.
22 0.6

23 M: M _o:re than ih-she need]s.

24 V: [N:uh uh::

25 0.2)

26 V: I 'on't 'ave enough ¢ _lo:thes.

The turn at point is that by W at line 17. In qast to the turns surrounding his, W’s turn targets
information that would resolve the question by e it moot (thus precluding the entire
discussion), though it is unclear who would be faddoy the resolution. In line 17, W uses an
RPTT directed at his mother: “Wu'you-you buy 'er clal@yway, dontchyuh?”. The

implication of this turn is ambiguous as to iteiretation. As Raymond (2010b) notes in his
examination of this sequence, in one sense, ibeaseen to side with the mother by “provid[ing]
materials to challenge [the daughter’s] claim (fas@s it positions Mom as the one who decides
‘anyway,”)” (p. 123). However, Raymond notes, timece the question is directed toward the
mother, it could also be seen as a challenge dudleatt her. Furthermore, given that the mother
buys all of the daughter’s clothes “anyway,” thentaould be interpreted as saying that an
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additional dress should not be problematic, whidul support the daughter’s argument. In
either case, this turn addresses something tlaaicilary to the current course of action (who
buys the dresses as a general rule vs. determihiether the daughter should be given the
money to buy another dress) and addresses sonigtipatinif resolved, would obviate the need
for further discussion, thus making the currentrsewf action potentially contingent on the
response it receives. Furthermore, like the priegegikamples, it addresses information that is
“backgrounded,” that is, that could have been aered earlier in the sequence and thus could
have affected the trajectory of the conversatiassgply by precluding it from discussion.

The preceding extracts demonstrate that f8Rare ancillary to the current course of
action, target information that the continuatiortte# course of action is contingent upon, and in
the cases where they do not occur within pre-sempgerare preclusive in that they make relevant
information that could have or should have beeevaaitly made at an earlier point in the
sequence, and in doing so, bring into focus infdionathat could render the point moot, thereby
precluding discussion of the topic. In this way,TR® are quite different from RR$. As will be
explicated in the following section, RPF occur in turns that are central to the coursectibn
in which the participants are engaged.

5.4.2. RPT as a central concern

In the following cases, we can see that the coofraetion in which the participants are
engaged is not contingent upon the response te&Rie In this sense, the RPT makes relevant
something that is relevant at this exact poinhminteraction. As the unmarked case, their use is
relatively straightforward. Examples occurring mtothe H>S and H=S conditions of the RPT

are explicated below:
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In Extract 5.24 we see a case in which a headitov and a mother are filling out the
mother’s visit card. The course of action in whiblhy are engaged is explicitly stated by the
health visitor in line 10. She begins the secont)TiCthis turn with the field which she is filling
in on the form — “Mothers occupation” and then &sthe RPT “it-that was céering wasn't it”
(line 11). This turn is clearly doing exactly thetion that both participants are currently

engaged in. As it turns out, the health visitamistaken, the mother corrects her, and the action

is completed.

Extract 5.24 HV 3B1:20

10 HV: I'd better fill in the re _ st of this ca:rd then, .hh
11 AMothers occupa:tion it-that was ca _tering

12 wasn't [it !

13 M: [No no _.=(Uh:m)

14 pottery.=Teaching.

15 .

16 HV: Ah:

17 M: Pottery te _acher.

A similar example can be seen in Extract 5.25, wlaehealth visitor and mother are
discussing the vaccination schedule for a new bdlhys is part of a larger sequence (not shown
here) during which the mother poses a number aftgures to the health visitor about new
mother concerns. First, she asks the health wigliout appropriate mother-toddler groups.
Then, she asks when she should take the infanthe tveighed. Next, she asks about which
physician she will see at her mother’s wellnesoagment. Then, in this portion of the
sequence, she asks about the vaccination scheslopan RPT (lines 30-31). This receives a
response that goes on for 11 lines, and thenp@4#, the mother closes the sequence with
“That’s ‘bout it then,” signaling that she has finished asking her iaes. Thus, the question in
lines 30-31 are part of the precise course of acta information seeking/giving sequence, that

the participants are engaged in.
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Extract 5.25 HV 3B1:27

30 M:->> An'theinje  ctions don't sta:rt (0.7) *(er)

31 ->>  (immediately) do __thery *

32 HV: No @ Eryoudo n'tu:m(.)*have to come for
33 inje:ctions until about thre _emonths.

(Lines omitted — HV talks about the vaccinations)

44 M: *That's ‘bout i _tthe n.*

A final example of the H>S case can be seen indEx8.26, which comes near the end of a visit
which began with a report from the mother thatahiéd had been waking up every hour the
night previously. As the visit comes to an end,lkalth visitor and mother are discussing when
to bathe the infant in what turns out to be an @ehgiving/advice-receiving sequence. We can
see that the health visitor’'s discussion is clemrlgesponse to the mother’'s complaint about the

child’s wakefulness that had been made at the bewirof the visit:

Extract 5.26 HV1A1:27

10 HV: It's uh- (.) It might be an idea to bath her at
11 ni::ight.

12 M: Ye _ah.

13 HV: If it sort'v knocks her ou:t,

14 (2.0)

15 HV: ->> It doesn't matter when you bath her do esi_t
16 M: Oh [no .

17 HV: [Mo:rning or evening?

In line 10, the health visitor suggests that thehmobathe the baby at night. This receives an
alignment from the mother, and the sequence islggssomplete at that point; however, the
health visitor continues her TCU using a conditlatause in line 13 (“If it sort'v knocks her
ou:t,”), thereby showing her suggestion’s relevatocihe complaint the mother had made at the
beginning of the visit. Not receiving uptake aféet.0 second silence, the health visitor pursues
alignment with her suggestion in line 15 using &TR and that alignment is given in line 16.
The sequence then goes on for some time (not shawvimg which the health visitor talks about
her own experience with a sleepless baby. 49 hftes the above sequence, the health visitor
suggests that she return the following day to hear the baby’s next night had gone, indicating

that the giving and getting of advice about theyiladd been the central concern of the
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participants during this stretch of talk. The tatrpoint, line 15, is therefore clearly designed t
pursue her recipient’s alignment with the advice ishgiving. It is thus central to the course of
action in which the participants are engaged.

The following two examples are H=S cases. Ex#%a2T presents a case where a caller is
talking on the phone to a person whose servicesssseruring and to whom she owes payment.

She has asked her recipient how much she owesearesponds in line 15.

Extract 5.27 Holt 2:2:2

15 Jon: Wha _t with the (.) ba _g as well ih bih'bout 'bout 'b _outa(.)
16 phhou __undpo _stage. Tha _tbrings up tuh five ni _nety five.

17 Les: ->> Tha _t'salrightit's che _aperth'nm _ype troli _s[n'it !

18 Jon: [Cexr  tainly
19 ye ___[s. Well wih-we'll uh:m we'll kee ___pitasi:de, and send=

20 Les: [Ye:s.

21 Jon: =it on Okay?

22 Les: That's fi _:ne. Thanks very much indeed

In line 17, the caller accepts the charge in a W) response (“Ths alright it's chaper th'n
my perol isn'it]”). The first TCU of the turn is designed to acctye charge and the second
provides a benign assessment of the price as smgeltat is less expensive than it would cost
for her to go pick up the item herself. Again, se= that the RPTdoes not target information
that the rest of the sequence is contingent updrrafact, it serves to facilitate movement of the
sequence to closure, which happens over the negtaddurns.

A final example, another H=S case, seen in ExB&8, occurs in a sequence during
which one participant is appreciating another noesent party that both she and her recipient
know. In it, she asserts that the woman is bathesl mentally and good with her hands. Her

recipient does not readily agree.

Extract 5.28 Holt 2:15:1

20J:-> She's not only cle _ver MENTtally she's cle _verwithhe r

21 ->f  ingersaswe: |l

22 -> (0.5)

233 .hh[hh

24L:-> [Oh  :[w:well lldon't kn _onw?=

25 L: =uh mih hheh he ~hhe h(h)!l 'm(not ), .hh[hh

26 J: [Uh: ?

27 L: eh hah Cheh=
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28 J: ->> =eh Well su _rely she's clever imentallyi _sn'tsfhe |

29 L: [Oh I don't
30 know'bout tthat,|  meanuh! _ don'think it's all that
31 difficu _ltreally

In lines 20-21, the speaker issues an assessmt tifird party. In line 22, there is a 0.5
second gap, during which the preferred respondee(faff, 2007a), an alignment, has become
relevant. This gap adumbrates the mitigated disalgnt from her recipient that comes in line
24. Inline 28, the speaker pursues alignmentrbiihg the scope of her claim to mention only
the party’s mental attributes, while simultaneougbgrading her epistemic claim by the addition
of the word “surely” and by the use of the RPWhich, as was demonstrated in an earlier
section of this chapter, prefers alignment. Cigat this point of the sequence, the assessment
of the person in question (and arguably, agreeingroassessment of the person in question) is
the action in progress, and the RH3 designed specifically to complete the acticat the
speaker had initiated in lines 20-21. Thus, akéngrevious examples, it is not a turn upon
which the continuation of the sequence is contihdaut which is deployed in the doing of the
action itself.

A final observation with regard to the varying seqtial contexts in which we see RPT
and RPT which is worth noting is that it may be the difface in sequential context which may
explain in part the relative infrequency of RPfElative to RPT in these data. RRTconstituted
the overwhelming majority of tag questions foundhase data, which crossed a wide variety of
institutional and non-institutional types of taRP T formulations were scarce in comparison.
This would be consistent with the analysis that RRFmulations are implicated in a small
subset of sequences, namely those which targeivtatth could or should have been (or in fact
are, as in the case of pre-sequences) enterethengequence earlier and upon which the

sequence is contingent, whereas RRIrmulations were found to be ubiquitous in théadss
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they were central to the action being engaged ithbyparticipants and were, in many cases,
constitutive of the action themselves or formulate@ursue alignment with a course of action
underway. In many cases, they also appeared ¢tobere relevant. The sequential differences

between RPT and RPT are summarized in Table 5.04, below:

Table5.04. Differences in the sequential placement of RRfid RPT

RPTT Ancillary to action Inclusive Presequences
in progress
Preclusive Sequentially
“misplaced”
RPT] Central to action Designed to pursue | Often closure-relevant
In progress alignment

5.5. Conclusion

The aim of the present chapter was to investigatee of the epistemic differences
between SPT and RPT formulations, on the one renm@lRPT and RPT formulations, on the
other, in an effort to demonstrate the efficacppproaching the analysis of such formulations
and the actions they do using an epistemic framiewdnlike previous work, which has treated
tag questions in their many instantiations (saniarpg tags and reverse polarity tag with
varying intonation patterns) as epistemically, ssqally and grammatically similar, this
analysis has attempted to identify some of the grynepistemic differences among these
different forms. Specifically, it was found thainse polarity tag and reverse polarity tag
guestions differ as to the authorship of the infation contained in the tag question. While in

both types of tag question, the information coregdim the turn falls within theearer’'s
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epistemic domain, the authorship of the informatidfers. In same polarity tags, the
information is authored by the hearer (but saidhigyspeaker) and in reverse polarity tags, the
information is authored by the speaker (and saithbyspeaker). This may be what Quirk, et al.
(1985) intended when they noted, though withoutgliag empirical evidence, that same
polarity tags indicate “the speaker’s arrival abaclusion by inference,” (p. 812) — the term
inference implying that the conclusion was inforimatfalling within the hearer’s epistemic
domain to start with. Reverse polarity tag questjdhey noted, are designed to elicit
verification or confirmation, depending on the taméh which they are uttered, of the
proposition contained in the turn (p. 811). WHileeh an analysis may constitute a good starting
point for investigating speakers’ epistemic ori¢giotato talk, it tends to overlook the pivotal role
played by epistemics in the formulation of turnsadit.

Further, the present chapter has investigatedpisemic differences between two often-
theorized-about instantiations of the reverse ggléag — the RPT with rising intonation and the
RPT with falling intonation. It was found that Rf%Tare deployed in cases where the hearer has
greater epistemic rights or access to the infolwnatontained in the turn (H>S), whereas R®T
are used in a wider range of contexts — cases wherigearer has greater epistemic rights or
access (H>S) or both participants have equal episteghts or access (H=S) to the information
contained in the turn. Using this finding as ad&s a more fine-grained understanding of the
epistemic differences between these two formulatitine sequential placement of the two types
of RPT was examined, and it was found that RPPWere part of sequences that were ancillary
to the course of action being undertaken and tiegt were inclusive or preclusive of further
talk. RPT's that were part of presequences were inclusitteainthey cleared the floor for

further talk, and RPTS that occurred as part of other sequences weckipiee in that they
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addressed information that could have or shoule leatered into the talk at an earlier point, and
had they been addressed earlier, could have rehtiegoint moot. In that sense, they were
sequentially “misplaced.”

RPT]s, on the other hand, were centrally concerned aviimplicated in the course of
action in which the participants were engaged angjist alighment, which often then brought
the sequence to closure.

As this and the preceding chapters indicate, tterpiial benefits of examining talk from
an episto-grammatical framework are many. TheW¥alhg chapter will outline the major
conclusions of the present work and provide suggestor further research in the area of

epistemics, grammar and action.
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CHAPTER SIX

Conclusion

Taking a conversation analytic perspective, thislghas investigated some of the ways
in which epistemics operates in the grammaticahtdation of utterances, while exploring the
role that these epistemically-encoded turns plahéformation of social action. In doing so, it
has attempted to situate this effort within a langsearch tradition which has viewed epistemics
from a variety of perspectives. In a large nundfdhese studies, epistemics has been only
marginally addressed in the analysis, and whaseaitldressed, it is often only treated implicitly.
In others, the role of epistemics has been disdusgee explicitly. Also in these studies,
epistemics has, at various times, been viewedsasnantic or linguistic phenomenon which
served as a means to formulate a theory of thetateiof language (e.g., Bolinger, 1957; Chafe,
1986). Alternatively, it has been viewed as a psi@gical phenomenon, located within the
mind of an idealized speaker-hearer (e.g., Kan89,/). The present study, in contrast, has
proposed that epistemics is firmly lodged in int&ien between two or more actors; furthermore,
this analysis has attempted to demonstrate thatipants maintain an ongoing orientation to
their own and to their recipients’ epistemic stadod that this orientation pervades their talk. In
this sense, an orientation to epistemic statudeaseen as an omnirelevant concern for
participants engaged in talk-in-interaction. Fartht argues that this orientation is
consequential both for the grammatical formulatbturns at talk and for the social actions that
these turns at talk are designed to do.

The goal of this analysis was to investigate thergection of grammar, epistemics and

action, specifically as these notions relate togita@nmatical formulation of declarative,
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interrogative and tag questions in English. Theamder of this chapter will provide a summary

of each of the chapters included in this studyyel as suggestions for future research.

6.1. Chapter 3: Summary

Chapter 3 sought to establish the omnirelevanepistemics in talk-in-interaction by
examining A- and B-event declaratives deployedilk. t Consistent with Fox’s (2001) finding
that declaratives are “zero-marked” for epistenties,present study expanded this
understanding by establishing that that zero-markie., neutral, straightforward, unmitigated
deployment of the utterance) was common for detil@®which targeted A events, but was
uncommon for declaratives whose content dealt ®idvents. Thus, it was argued that the
declarative format is the preferred grammaticaifatr for utterances targeting A-events, while it
is a dispreferred format for utterances targetirgvBnts.

To establish the framework for this discussion,ritbgon of the A- and B-event
statement (Labov and Fanshel, 1977) was reviewéghhof recent studies in epistemics from
the field of conversation analysis, and it was psga that, though useful, the notion of A- and
B-event declaratives be understood as unfoldingiavé multi-dimensional interactive matrix —
an epistemic ecology — which is dynamic and whiewg knowledge as a situated phenomenon
that may be highly contingent on other aspectsi@finteraction.

Having established the notion of epistemics asmapbex, interactive, dynamic
phenomenon, the remainder of the chapter was divitte two parts. The first part of the
analysis addressed the dispreferred status ofetlardtive format for the discussion of B events.

In the second part of the chapter, some of theakactions done by utterances that depart from
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this norm — mitigated or downgraded A-event detiaea and “zero-marked” (Fox, 2001) B-
event declaratives — were examined.

In the first part of the chapter, it was argued tha declarative is the dispreferred format
for the deployment of B events in talk. It didlspfirst examining A-event declaratives and
demonstrating that these declaratives are rarelyndoaded. In fact, the overwhelming majority
of A-event declaratives examined in these data weagghtforward, unmitigated, zero-marked
declaratives. It was noted that A-event declarativere deployed when discussing information
of a personal nature (e.g., emotions, intentiomkiaternal physical states) as well as when
discussing information that fell within the speadkespistemic domain professionally. It was
further found that when speakers downgraded tlaimes to know information that clearly fell
within their epistemic domain, they held themselaesountable for such a lack of knowledge.

In contrast, it was argued that declarative forrnoites are a dispreferred format for the
discussion of B events. Several types of evidevere offered to support this claim. The first is
that B-event declaratives are routinely downgraoedpeakers. This downgrading can be
accomplished in a variety of ways, for examplegtigh “on the record” formulations such as
“stop me if I'm getting this wrorigthrough evidential formulations, such as modsdlsference
(e.g., “Shamust havénit you awful hard”) and through verbs of percept{e.g.appear, seein
Speakers can also use paralinguistic signals suoit@ation, breathiness and laughter to
downgrade a B-event declarative, and they canddptoy grammaticalized downgrades, such as
reverse polarity tag questions, A-perspectiviziag (| think appended to a B-event declarative)
and discourse markers suchsagindthen

A second piece of evidence offered in support efrtbtion that declaratives are

dispreferred in the formulation of B events is tpatticipants orient to the warrantability of B-
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event declaratives, and several of the ways in wBi@vent declaratives can be warranted (e.g.,
through the environment, prior talk, implicaturelaocial knowledge of B) were discussed.

A third type of evidence offered for the dispreéetistatus of the declarative as a
formulation for B events was found in the typesesfponses that B-event declaratives receive.
It was found that B-event declaratives were oftsisted by their recipients. Recipients resisted
B-event declaratives in a variety of ways, inclgdather-correction; recasting the B-event
declarative in other terms; repeatedly resistirggtdims of a B-event declarative, resulting in an
extended sequence; and, by aligning with the spesikide the speaker was still mid-TCU.

A final piece of evidence was found in how spealkesat non-present third parties’
rights to information that falls within the absgairty’s epistemic domain. It was found that
even when a third party was not present, speakeosevtalk addressed third party information
nevertheless preserved the third party’s episteigints within their own talk by using verbs of
perception such as “seems” and “sounds like.” Hgwstablished the dispreferred status of the
declarative as a format for formulating B everttsyas suggested that the interrogative might be
the preferred format for formulating B events.

The second major portion of the chapter addresseddtion import of A- and B-event
declaratives by specifically looking at declarasiwehich departed from the norms described
above. It was found that downgraded A-event datilgs (e.g., “I think I'll just stick with this
piece at St. Francis for awhile”) were regularlpldged to do dispreferred interactional work,
such as declining a job offer or delivering bad/se B-event declaratives, on the other hand,
were implicated in both socially-disaffiliative amts (e.g., accusations and insults), and socially-

affiliative actions such as offering support orsimy understanding.
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Let us now turn to a discussion of future resediotctions in the area of A- and B-event
declaratives.

6.1.1. Chapter 3: Future research directions

The present work represents a first attempt tdyshow A- and B-event declaratives and
the epistemic claims they make are implicated éenfdnmation of social action. One potentially
fruitful area of future research may be to investiggthe ways in which these formats are
strategically deployed in arenas such as politicstae law. Examination of a well-known
political exchange from the 1988 United States-yesidential debate between Senator Lloyd
Bentsen and Senator Dan Quayle shows the wayspbakers can strategically deploy A- and

B-event declaratives to instantiate authority,deample.

Extract 6.01 Bentsen-Quayle Debate

01 Q: tch! | have as much sperience in the Cong ress () asJ _ack Ke_nnedy
02 did

03 (0.2)

04 when he sought (.) th’pre ____sidency. (.) | will be prepared (.) to

05 de alwiththepe  ople(.)inthe B _ush administration (.) if th _at
06 unfortunate event would ev __eroccur,

07 M: Senator Bentsen?

08 (0.2)

09 B:->> Senat _or (0.1) I served with Jack Kennety (.) | knew Jack Kenned _y
10 ->> (.) Jack Kennedy wz a friend uh mine, (0.1) Senator, ryernoJa_ ck
11 ->>  Ke nnedy.

((Prolonged shouts and applause))

In Extract 6.01, Senator Quayle responds to a muresthich he claims in earlier talk (not

shown) to have been asked numerous times — thetvohe would conduct business in the event
that he had to take over the presidency. His respm lines 1-4 draws a clear parallel between
him and John F. Kennedy. (“I have as much speeiémthe Conress (.) asatk Kennedy diq
when he sought (.) th’ps@lency.”) To the extent that Quayle has episteaiglts to know the
amount of experience he possesses and can useftinatation to compare himself to the

former president, this statement constitutes awvénedeclarative that, as would be expected, is

deployed in a straightforward, unmitigated way. cbointer such an A-event declarative is a
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matter of some delicacy, and were such a courdérdsin terms of a B-event declarative, it
would put the speaker at some risk of appearirggion knowledge of something he does not
have knowledge of, an undesirable position forlzatke participant to be in. Bentsen'’s response,
in lines 9-11, counters Quayle’s A-event declagtivperhaps the only way that would allow
Bentsen to come off as knowledgeable on the subjdutough the use of a three-part series of
A-event declaratives on a subject about which tsesleane grounds for claiming knowledge —
his own personal acquaintance with President Keyniné&enaor (0.1) | served with Jack
Kennety (.) I_Lknewlack Kenneyl (.) Jack Kennedy wz a friend uh mine, (0.1)"),igthhe then
uses to warrant a final assessment of Quayle vis toe former president: (“Senatdger no

Jack Kennedy.”) It is precisely through deploying theosiy epistemic claim embodied by A-
event declaratives in this turn that Bentsen wae tbeffectively counter Quayle’s claim.
Studies of institutional talk such as debates sctasm interaction and doctor-patient interaction,
using an epistemic framework, may potentially pdeva much greater understanding than we
currently have of how authority is created in sbéationships, particularly those in society’s
institutions. (See Drew, 1991 for a discussiorhef ¢épistemics of authority.)

The findings presented in this chapter revealeg#reasive way in which participants
orient to their own and their recipients’ epistersiatus. At the same time, it established that
participants patrol and defend their own episteteridgtories through the grammatical
formulation of their turns at talk. Furthermoregstablished the declarative as the preferred
format for making knowledge claims about the s&leent statements) and showed that the
declarative was a dispreferred format for makiragnet about others (B-event statements.) The
succeeding chapters furthered the investigatioeXaynining how epistemics are implicated in

other grammatical formats (e.g., the interrogatind reverse polarity tag questions).
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6.2. Chapter 4: Summary

The focus of Chapter 4 was to investigate thealepént of the interrogative, the
declarative and elliptical question format (e.@n{y problems breathing?”) in 59 after-hours
calls to an on-call physician. The inclusion oftingional data in a study such as this can serve
to shed light on more general conversational prastby holding “inferential procedures and
frameworks” (Drew and Heritage, 1992a) constarthat the ways that actions are being
produced in talk can be analyzed. After situathmgystudy in the already-existing body of
research on medical questioning (e.g., Heritage2B0Raymond, 2003), the ways in which
physicians use the interrogative and declarativdddative + same polarity tag (SPT) as alternate
guestion formats in the history-taking portion loé phone consultation were examined. It was
noted that the physician’s use of the interrogateicided with the discussion of new
symptoms or other information that had not beeousised in the prior talk. The declarative, on
the other hand, was used in the deployment of ebeuf actions designed to help the physician
to manage the contingencies of the medical intervigh the final goal of determining whether
a patient needed immediate care necessitating@mnhafurs visit, or whether a treatment or
interim treatment might be given over the phone.

The first interactional contingency that the deafiwe seemed to manage was to obtain
additional information about a situation or symptthrat had already been mentioned in prior
talk. In such cases, the patient or caretaker gamee bit of information, and the physician, in
talk subsequent to that, revisited the informatiosuch a way that it allowed him to gain more
information about what had already been said. &she seen Extract 6.02 (introduced earlier as
Extract 4.01), the patient’s parent explains i khthat the baby has been given water. In line

25, the physician revists that information, using tleclarative to query the patient’s parent
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about the water but this time asking about “boweder.” This revisiting of information allows
him to retrieve information that might have beenikable to him by implicature from line 4
(which was termed thiecus of implicaturen this chapter), but which, as a physician, hetmus
verify in order to rule out infection via microbéwas proposed that by formulating his turn in
the declarative, the physician displays the faat ke holds himself accountable for having heard
what the caller had said before, while allowing inobtain the information he needs to make

an appropriate decision regarding treatment.

Extract 6.02 DEC 1112

01 Clir: A:nd it's d- it's (bringin’) up its m _itlk,

02 Clr: Its f _ace is (callin)/(comin’) out all in spots.=I wonde red
03 if it wijus: be the heat, or:

04 ClIr: -> =I've tried givin' 'im wa:ter but 'e spits that out,

(Lines omitted)

25 Doc: ->> =He, yeah. A:nd um: (0.4) you've trie: d him
26 ->> with: just- (b):boiled water, have yo[u?
27 ClIr: [ Yes,

It was also found that physicians may use declarstnot only to retrieve additional information
but also to project a stance toward a proposethtezd and to transition from patient talk
(problem presentation) to physician talk (histaagihg). A final use of the declarative that was
found in the data was to instantiate the physisiauithority when discussing information which
fell within his professional area of expertisendlly, evidence from repair practices indicated
that participants maintain a refined orientatioth®ir and their recipients’ epistemic statuses,
and further, that this orientation is consequeritinthe formulation of turns at talk through the
mechanism of repair.

The last section of this chapter discussed etgbiuestions of the form “Any x?” and
“No x?” and found that these question forms, whaoh ubiquitous in doctor-patient interaction,
are deployed in ways that are epistemically simdathe interrogative and declarative formats of

guestions, respectively. It was found that “Any was deployed to inquire into a symptom that
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had not been mentioned in the prior talk, whilgpl#iging, via its truncated form, the physician’s
stance that the symptom was not likely to be pries€he similarity in format (“Do you have
any x?” vs. “Any x?") is quite felicitous, as thbghave in epistemically-similar ways. On the
other hand, “No x?” was deployed in sequential joms$ where the patient had not reported a
symptom where it normatively would have been regmbhad the patient been experiencing it.
Analysis of the sequential context indicated thatlack of a report at precisely those places in
the interaction was taken by the physician to nteahthe symptoms most likely diobt exist,
that is, that the symptom wasderstoochot to exist, thus allowing the physician to make
upgraded epistemic claim via the “No x?” formulatioThe knowledge claim implicit in the “No
x?” formulation is morphologically similar to itedlarative counterpart, “There is/you have no
X" or related variants (e.g., “There is nothindhigr mouth?”). Thus, we can see that such
formulations, which from a 2bcentury linguistic perspective were consideredegart of the
grammatical detritus caused by improper use ofahguage, are instead meaningful and
effective resources that participants can usearfahmulation of social action.

6.2.1. Chapter 4: Future research directions

The goal of this chapter was to look at how phgsis use declaratives and interrogatives
in after-hours calls to an on-call physician. Thiss merely a starting point for many more
investigations into the use of declaratives anéringatives in other interactional settings. One
possible area of investigation would be to sebdfdeclarative is deployed in a similar way in
face-to-face doctor-patient interactions. Movintpiother institutional settings, a possible area
of research could be to investigate how declaratare interrogatives are deployed as

alternatives in the law or in politics, giving sp@attention to the actions each type of
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formulation does. Because of the ubiquity of thggsenmatical formats, the possible areas of
study related to declaratives, interrogatives grisgtemics is virtually without limit.

One potentially interesting area of research negolmore fully investigate how
epistemics functions in the case of interrogativ&khough interrogatives typically address B
events, they do, via the presuppositions and cateli@swers they contain, reflect the epistemic
status of the speaker. Pomerantz (1988) notesvtieart speakers ask questions, they make
implicit claims about their knowledge of the infation contained in the questions, and further,
their questions contain presuppositions about Wieatecipient is expected to know. She
explains that “unmarked questions” such as “Whagetis it?” expect the recipient to know the
answer, whereas “Would you know what time it isedaot expect the recipient to know the
answer. Pomerantz notes that speakers have a didtrategies when asking questions; one
option is to offer a candidate answer embeddedinvitie question. One way of offering a
candidate answer that Pomerantz identifies isHerspeaker to provide a model for an
appropriate response to his or her question.

Pomerantz notes that questions like “And have yeenlreated alright by the police,”
used instead of “how have the police been treatng give the recipient a model of what the
answer should be (e.g., “Yes — they've been trgatie well.”) They also reveal the speaker’s
knowledge. While this is a characteristic of oednconversation, we also see this phenomenon
at work in the case of the optimization of physisiaguestions to patients (Boyd and Heritage,
2006), particularly in the case of interrogativermuiries, a question formulation not addressed
in the current study but one which, if studied,ldqurovide interesting insights into grammar

and epistemics in interaction.

217



Lindstrom (1997), in her study of or-inquiries iwé&dlish, defines an or-inquiry as “a
‘yes’/ ‘no’ interrogative that ends with ‘or’” (Lidstrom, 1997, p. 1). An example of an or-

inquiry is given in Extract 6.03.

Extract 6.03 DEC
Doc: .<Are you breast feeding her? or:=

It appears that physicians regularly use or-ingsitd ask about their patients’ health. These
guestions contain candidate answers which revegblilysician’s epistemic stance vis a vis a
particular health state. At the same time, thé famulation allow the recipient to disalign if
need be. Some preliminary information about owririgs may be useful at this point.

Lindstrom points out that the or-inquiry is “praxhd and understood as a turn in its own
right” (p. 2). That is, these turns are treatedasplete by both the speaker and the recipient,
and the final “or,” rather than simply being adaey is produced and understood to be part of
the turn constructional unit to which it is attadhd-urthermore, she notes that or-inquiries are a
major interactional resource for marking the actiwett a turn is doing as problematic in some
way by “relaxing the preference structure of th@typ. 2) such that a question, for example,
that prefers a “yes” answer by virtue of its pdiaend grammatical structure, can clear the way
for the recipient to give a dispreferred “no” answ&his practice, Lindstrom states, displays an
orientation to possible recipient resistance byimgk easier for the recipient to disalign with
the question’s preference and issue a disprefeesgzbnse.

In the context of the medical consultation, ordimiges fulfill a similar role in that they do
indeed appear to mark a turn as somehow problemvatle relaxing the preference structure of
the question as stated by the physician. Howeregdditional consideration that arises in the
context of medical questioning concerns the pressigipnal content of physicians’ questions.

Boyd and Heritage (2006) found that:
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“...doctors’ questions tend to embody presuppositelnsut aspects of the patient’s life

circumstances, health status, bodily awarenessmaaital knowledge with varying

degrees of explicitness” (p. 159).
Presuppositions would appear to be linked to epiststatus in that, in the first place, the
presuppositions form a part of the physician’s kisolge base. Indeed, it may be in part via
presuppositions embedded in the content of phystiguestions (which reflect the physician’s
greater knowledge of health and medicine) that axghs of information between physician and
patient (Cassell, 1985), particularly with regawdrtformation about positive health practices,
are accomplished.

In Extract 6.04, we can see how physicians’ oiirigs can embody best case health

scenarios for the patient and how the formulatibtne turns as or-inquiries allows patients who

do not follow best case health practices to dislawgh that preference.

Extract 6.04 DEC

37 Doc: Yeah. "hhh Um: th'important thing is to: ( 0.3) um:: e-j _ust
38 -> (0.4) e- u-wu-what are you feeding her. <Are you breast feeding
39 -> her? or:=

40 ClIr: -> =Ehr: bottle.

41 Doc: Bottle.

In Extract 6.04, the physician asks the patiefines 38—39 about how she is feeding her baby
(“e- u-wu-what are you feeding her. Are you brdastling her? or:”). Such questions are
designed to reflect a “best guess” (clearly antepig designation) (Heritage, 2002b, p.3)
orientation by the physician to the patient’s heattate or practice. Thus, by highlighting a
positive health practice and grammatically prefegra “yes” answer, this question both
presupposes that the caller breastfeeds her dasgideonveys to the caller the desirability of
doing so. The preferences imposed by these presitjgms, however, are softened by the
formulation of this turn as an or-inquiry. That tteler understands this to be the case is

evidenced by her delayed (and dispreferred) regp@r&hr: bottle.”) in line 40.
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Investigating candidate answers contained inrnoggtives may give us a clearer picture of
how epistemics functions in the formulation of mbgatives and how it impacts participants’

responses. Looking at or-inquiries would be ong te@ebegin such an investigation.

6.3. Chapter 5: Summary

The central goal of Chapter 5 was to investigageepistemics of reverse polarity tag
guestions (RPTSs) of the type:

a. You can see it, can’t you?

b. You can't see it, can you?
As was noted in the chapter, these questions appé&aurr variants, grossly speaking:

C. POSITIVE + NEGATIVE
RISING TONE
He likes his job, déesn’t he?
d. POSITIVE + NEGATIVE
FALLING TONE
He likes his job, doesn’t he?
€. NEGATIVE + POSITIVE
RISING TONE
He doesn't like his job, dées he?
f. NEGATIVE + POSITIVE
FALLING TONE
He doesn't like his job, does he?
Kim and Ann (2008), in their study of British tagesgtions, found that reverse polarity tag
guestions made up 90% of the tag questions in tla¢é&. Furthermore, they found that 23% of
tag questions were appended to utterances witbuiject “you,” whereas the subject of the
utterance was “I” in only 7% of the tag questiomy far the largest number of tag questions

were appended to utterances with the subject4iT%4).
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Literature on reverse polarity tag questions wagereed, and it was noted that much of
the literature has analyzed RPTs by looking ar tlegationship to the speaker’s beliefs about the
truthfulness of the proposition contained in theTR®.g., Nasslin, 1984), or more commonly by
classifying RPTs into discourse function (e.g.,He$, 1990, 1995; Algeo, 1990). The current
study instead proposed to investigate the episteofi®RPTs and to see how they are deployed in
a particular sequential context.

The specific goals of this chapter were two-folcheQvas to clarify the
distinction between RPTs and same polarity tagtipres(SPTs) in terms of their epistemic
properties, and the other was to draw an epistdisimction between RPTs with rising
intonation (RPT) and RPTs with falling intonation (RRY.

In the first section of the chapter, RPTs and Skéi® analyzed and were found to be
epistemically distinct. SPTs are tag questionheftype:

g. But he’s taking those nicely, is he?
where the clause in the main verb is of positiviauity, as is the verb in the tag question.

It is important to note that past studies of RPagehoften treated reverse polarity tag questions
as similar or as functioning in the same mannéRiEs. The results of the current analysis have
provided evidence that they are indeed quite diffgrepistemically-speaking.

It was found that RPTs and SPTs differed epistaltyigvith respect to the authorship of
the information contained in the question. In SRTwas found that the information contained
in the statement had been authored by the recipfehe SPT. That is, it was information that
had been warranted in some other way by the spedkiee SPT, most commonly, through the

talk. This can be seen in Extract 6.05, earligooiuced as 5.01:
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Extract 6.05 HV 3B1
1761 HV: -> =.tch Are you drinking

1762  -> ple _nty of wa[ter,

1763 M: -> [Oh ye:[s.

1764 HV: [Yealh.

1765 M: -> [Ma _sses.

(Lines omitted)

1847 HV:->But you're drinking plenty of wa _ter are you.

1848 M:  *Yes*

1849 HV: Mm;,

1850 M: *ldrink ma _sses of (.) te _aco_ffee,

1851 HV: Mm:,=

1852 M: =*We _akte a an'coffee*

In this extract, the same polarity tag occursme 11847, where it revisits information that had

been asked about in lines 1761 and 1762. Thignsistent with the finding in Chapter 3, which

noted that B-event declaratives, of which this fgpe, revisit information that was presented in

prior talk. In this sense, the utterance “But yeudrinking plenty of waer are you” states

information that had been authored by the SPT s&afecipient in line 1763, when she

answered “yes” to the question of whether she kas drinking. It can be readily seen from

this example that the information contained ingtegement in line 1847 fell within the epistemic

domain of the SPT speaker’s recipient and thadk lbeen authored by the recipient, as well.
RPTSs, on the other hand, contained informatiohféwithin the recipient's domain but

that was authored by the speaker of the RPT. leratlords, RPTs were found to contain

information that the speaker did not have episteigius to but about which he or she ventured

to make a knowledge claim. This can be seen ireEx6.06, earlier introduced as 5.05.

Extract 6.06 HV 1C1

616 HV: Herey _ es're okauy.

617 () ((Sniff)) (0.7)

618 M: They ge- th- they get a bit wee:py some ti_mes,
619  ->> butthat's normal isn't it? + And | swab th'm (up)
620 with wool with cotton woo:l,

621 (0.3)

622 HV: Ye:s if they- if they: (0.2) if you __ think they're
623 pussie

624 (0.8)

625 M: Yea:h.

In Extract 6.06, a health visitor (community nurse$peaking with a new mother about her

child’s weepy eyes. The new mother states thaty‘tiet a bit wee:py sometimes, but that's
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normal, isn’t ity” in line 619. The use of the tag question in tlaisecis quite apt — the mother is
guerying the nurse about something which falls withe nurse’s epistemic domain and which
has not been mentioned in the prior talk; howesfeejs making some claim to know the
information (as evidenced by the declarative parbbthe formulation). Therefore, she uses an
RPT to make this claim. This is in marked contvaisth the way in which participants use SPTs
and provides evidence for a true epistemic disbndbetween RPTs and SPTs in naturally-
occurring talk.

The second part of the chapter was concerned hatlepistemic difference between
RPTs with rising intonation (RP) and RPTs with falling intonation (RR)Y. It was found that
RPTts were appended to declaratives containing infaomab which the hearer had greater
epistemic rights. This was called the H>S conditi®PT]s, on the other hand, were regularly
appended both to declaratives containing informetiowhich the hearer had greater epistemic
rights and to declaratives containing informatiomhich both the hearer and speaker had equal
epistemic rights, thus yielding two possible coiotis for RPT, H>S and H=S. A summary of

the epistemic distribution of RRTand RPTcan be seen in Table 6.01, below:

Table6.01. RPT} and RPT and associated epistemic statuses

Tag question type Associated epistemic statuses

Reverse polarity tag with H>S
rising intonation (RPY)

Reverse polarity tag with H>S; H=S
falling intonation (RPT)

Examination of these two formulations indicated fRRT;s and RPTs do different actions in

conversation. RPfE are implicated in true information requests alafgrmation which falls in
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the hearer’s epistemic domain but which the speaket not the hearer, has authored (cf. the
section on authorship in RPTs, above). R&Dn the other hand, have an expanded roleofirst
all, RPT|s appended to declaratives in the H>S conditionnapéicated in requests for
information that is in the hearer's domain in thenge way that RPf& are. In other words, in the
H>S condition, the speaker is seekaupfirmationof an understanding of a particular bit of
information that he or she has authored but thist ifathe hearer’s epistemic domain. However,
RPT] are also appended to declaratives where the haadespeaker hawxjualaccess to the
information under discussion, and therefore, thgses of RPT are used to invaégnmentwith

a particular stance. These results are summainiZedble 6.02, below:

Table6.02. Epistemic status and action import classifieddgyquestion type

Tag question Associated epistemic Action import

type statuses

Reverse polarity | H>S Seeks confirmation
tag with

rising intonation

(RPTT)

Reverse polarity | H>S Seeks confirmation
tag with

falling intonation | H=S Seeks alignment
(RPT))

These results indicate that RPand RPT are epistemically distinct and that this epistemic
distinction is heavily implicated in the actionsitithey do.

The second portion of this section dealt withdbquential placement of RP§ and RPTs.
Again, significant differences between the two wiexend. RPTs were found to be ancillary to a

larger sequence in progress and were deployedtoss matters upon which the continuation of the
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rest of the sequence was contingent. Furtherntioeg,were found to fall into two categories:
inclusive RPTs and preclusive RRE. Not surprisingly, presequences were found ta sequential
environment in which inclusive RR¥ frequently occur. Presequences are, once agaiillary to the
main action that is unfolding in that they are pnahary to them and in that they clear the floar tioe

inclusion of talk once they receive a go-aheadis thn be seen in Extract 6.07, introduced eaaber

5.18.

Extract 6.07 Kamunsky 1

06 K: Hello  ?

07 A: Karen Baxter  ?

08 K: Yea ?

09 A:->> Yer not busy are yuh? 1
10 (0.3)

11 K: Well yeah, | a _m.

12 A:-> Well this'll be qui:ck | mean it's nothi ng
13 A ‘t'h[hhh

14 K: -> [Keh

In this extract, A has called K. Before beginnihg business about which he is calling, he asks
if K is busy (line 9), using an RRT Such turns are typically designed to obtain -algead from
the recipient to continue with the reason for thk. cIn this sense, the continuation of the rdst o
the sequence is contingent on her answer to thg RPT

Preclusive RPTs, on the other hand, are ancillary to the actiowhich the participants
are engaged but are potentially preclusive of irtalk. This can be seen in Extract 6.08,

presented earlier as Extract 5.20:

Extract 6.08 HV 1C1:11

616 HV: Herey __ es're okay.

617 M: They ge- th- they get a bit wee:py some ti_mes,
618 ->> but that's normal isn't it? And | swab t h'm
619 with wool with cotton woo:l,

620 (0.3)

621 HV: Ye:s if they- if they: (0.2) if you __ think they're
622 pussie

623 (0.8)

624 M: Yea:h.
In this extract, the turn at point is in line 6118. this extract, a mother is talking to a heal#iter (HV)

about her daughter’s eyes. Inline 617, in respdoshe HV’s question about her daughter’s eyes in
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line 616, the mother states that “they get a by sometnes,” thus nominating as a topic of
discussion the problematicity of this eye conditi¢towever, in line 618, she issues an RPJut
that’'s normal isn’t it?) which re-positions the eye problemrad a problem but as a normal state of
affairs, thus potentially precluding it as a topfdurther discussion. The TCU immediately followi
the RPT further buttresses this characterization of thee @ndition as non-problematic by detailing
the steps she takes to resolve the problem. TkatlV signs on to this characterization of the eye
condition as non-problematic and not warrantinghieir discussion is made evident by her response in
lines 621-622, which targets only the comment alioaistep the mother takes to resolve the problem
(swabbing the eye) and leaves unanswered thgg RPT

Thus, the deployment of the RP$erves to stop the action in progress to introduce
contingency that could well (and does) pre-emptdiseussion of weepy eyes as problematic,
depending on her recipient’s response. In this \way,ancillary to the action in progress, antgiin
some sense preliminary, though it is sequentiatiisplaced,” coming as it does after the mother has
mentioned weepy eyes in a sequential position wagn@blem report has been made relevant.

This is markedly different from the sequential ieonment of RPT. RPT]s are central
to and often constitutive of the course of actiomvhich the participants are engaged. This is

demonstrated in Extract 6.09, presented earliér2&

Extract 6.09 Holt 2:15:1

20J:-> She's not only cle _ver MENtally she's cle _verwithhe r
21 ->f  ingersaswe: |l

22 -> (0.5)

230 .hh[hh

24L:-> [Oh  :[w:well [Jdon't kn _onw?=

25L: =uh mih hheh he _hhe h(h)l 'm(not ), .hh[hh

26 J: [Uh: ?
27 L: eh hah Oheh=

28 J: ->> =eh Well su _rely she's clever imentallyi _sn'tsfhe |
29 L: [Oh I don't
30 know'bout tthat, I  meanuh | _don'think it's all that

31 difficu _ltreally
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In this extract, we see a speaker, J, who is félp@ssessing a non-present third party (lines 20-
21). This is arguably a matter that both speakdrteearer have equal epistemic access to (an
H=S condition). Her recipient, L, resists thisesssnent, as evidenced by the lack of immediate
uptake (line 22). In lines 24-27, the speaker atyivesists the assessment saying “I don’t know”
accompanied by a series of laughs and hesitatiotise 28, J pursues an alignment from her
speaker with her positive assessment by reduagrgrape by dropping the observation about the
person’s manual dexterity. At this point, she dgplan RPT that appears designed to pursue
the alignment. Clearly, as this case shows, Jar@ in the midst of an assessment sequence in
which the RPT plays a very important role. It is designed spealfy to complete the action
that the speaker had initiated in lines 20 andr2this sense, the RRTs not ancillary, but
instead is central to and constitutive of the actioprogress. In the chapter, a number of these
examples were presented.

Thus, Chapter 5 presented evidence for the foligwiaims:
1. RPTs and SPTs are epistemically distinct questomdts in that speakers of RPTs are
authoring information contained in the RPT thalsfal the hearer’s epistemic domain, whereas
SPTs are said by the speaker but authored by drehe
2. RPTT and RPT are epistemically distinct question formats; iotf&PT's occur only in
conditions where H>S, whereas RRToccur in conditions where H>S and H=S. In tkissg,
RPTIs are true epistemic requests — inquiries aboaotnmdtion, but RPJs are upgraded
epistemic claims about which a speaker request&cation.
3. RPTT and RPT occur in sequentially different contexts. RBToccur in sequences
where they are appended to information that isllangito the question under discussion and

upon which the rest of the sequence is conting&€hey can be either inclusive of further talk, or
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they can raise a question that, had it been adzttesalier, would have been preclusive of the
current sequence. R, on the other hand, are constitutive of or cémréhe action in which
the participants are engaged.

6.3.1. Chapter 5: Future research directions

The findings of Chapter 5 seem particularly welited to informing future studies of the
role of RPTs, particularly RPE, in the construction of authority. The relatioipsbetween
epistemics and authority has been noted by Fox1(2®ho claimed that evidential markings in
utterances are consequential for the construcfi@uthority in everyday talk:

...[E]vidential marking, at least in English, indexsscial meanings and...the

social meanings so indexed involve the speakenstaaction, on a particular

occasion, with a particular recipient,aithority, responsibilityand/or

entitlement(p. 176). [ltalics in original]

The preference for alignment embodied by the revpotarity tag with falling intonation may
occasion its use in just such a context -- thosesahere a speaker wishes to secure alignment
from his or her recipient with the speaker’s cowfaction or other displayed stance in the face
of possible or displayed resistance to the spesktance. This can be seen in Extracts 6.10 and
6.11 In Extract 6.10, we see an extended advicegsequence wherein a health visitor

(community nurse) attempts to convince a new madtheut her baby down between feedings;

however, she encounters repeated resistance froredipient:

Extract 6.10 HV 1C1:66:2111

1437 HV: 1->>And you're a _ble to put her do _wn in between fee:ds are you:,
1438 (1.0)

1439 M:1-> No _:.(0.4) She scre _ams.

1440 HV: uhhhh hah hah [hah .uhhhhhhhhhh

1441 M: [if I put her in the:[re.

1442 Fr: [hh ehhhh=

1443 HV:  =hah °hah°=

1444 Fr: =eh hhnh

1445 (2.0)

1446 M: Ye:s.=

1447 HV: 2->>=Well it is importa _nt you kno:w tuh: (0.2) getitinto a

1448 rou: __ti: _ne (0.2) otherwise she'll get so used to sittin' on

1449 your la _pshelllwanttodoita _lI the ti:me.

1450 M: Well she di- tha _t'swhat (.) I did in hospital: uh |

1451  2-> realise (about) my mista _ke no:w but you (can't) keep them qui:e _t
1452 I- (in fact) | don't like ()=

1453 HV: =Well my _advice toyou: __is that when she's had a cuddle
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1454 and you've cha _nged her and you've fed her and she's brought her
1455  3->>wi _nd up (1.2) that you firmly pu _therdo:w__ n,

1456 M: 3-> I've sta:rted.

1457 HV: O[:n her ow:::n,

1458 M: 3-> [l did it this mo:rning.

1459 HV: pre  _ferably notri _ght by you:

1460 (0.8)

1461 HV: and you can che _ck her every (1.0) fifteen minutes
1462 if she [( )

1463 M: [She ha _d a cry for twenty minutes this morning

1464 M: [(then she:) went to slee:p.
1465 HV: [Did she:?

1466 HV: Mm.

1467 HV: 'Cuz she _ ha stolea:rn that uh (0.7) she can't uh be

1468 HV: with you a:ll the ti:me.

1469 B: ((Sneeze)) (1.5)

1470 HV: 4->>And you ____ need (.) the separation from he:r as well as sh-

1471 she needs 0 _ne from you: in order to sleep and gro:w doesn't sh e.
1472 M: Thisis i: _t

1473 (0.6)

1474

1475 HV: Mm.

1476 M: Well () I thou:ghtto ( ) to ( ) wel | y'know what i _sit
1477 herco: _ 1d?( ) butin the e _:nd
1478 (0.5)

1479  4->l:jist su _ddenly realised it's jist- she doesn't like bein'

1480 4->putintha _tpra _:m.

1481 (0.2

1482 M: (This is) (.) I tried sneak 'er in when sh e was asleep
1483 an'l'd

1484 yihknow wait for her to nod o:ff (0.4) 'til m y ba- would
1485 take three or four hou _irs,

1486 HV: .hh No: | _ think it's a very important ri _ght from the
1487 5->>beginning to be fi _:rm with 'em.=I(f) you _ firmly put

1488  -> 'em down you: TELL __'em(0.8)bed ___ timean'l _'m

1489 not pickin' you: up so you can: (0.5) you kno w=

1490 M: =Tha _:[t'sit.

1491 HV: [do what you lizke (.) and | _'m goin’ off to

1492 (1.0) uh:m

1493 (0.7)

1494 M: 5-> Oh | wouldn't let ‘er cry to __o0:lo:ng you kno:w.=

1495 HV: =No:.

1496

1497 M: I mean (0.2) half an hou:r (0.5) y'know I- like you sa:y
1498 you look- you che _ck them.

1499 HV: Oka:y well th'n | mean (0.5) (let her tr- (0.3) cry-) if
1500 she's- if she's sou __nding re _:ally desperate

1501 well then you pi _ck herup

1502 HV: =do the same old routine again pat 'er ba :ck (0.3)

1503 ehr cuddle 'er a little bit uh:m

1504 M: °That'[s it °

1505 HV: [then uh (1.0) make sure that sh e's alri:ght and then
1506 6->>put her do:wn agai __nand tell her agai __nit's bedti:me.

1507 (0.2)

1508 6-> Well she mu _st have been alright this mornin’ ‘cos she slept

1509 si:__x hou:_rs (after she had a cry::)

Virtually the entire sequence in Extract 6.10 isuqued with the attempts of the health
visitor to secure alignment from her recipient éavmother) with the health visitor's advice
about not picking a new baby up when the baby crigee health visitor makes several attempts
(attempt 1 at line 1437; attempt 2 at line 144irapt 3 at line 1455; attempt 4 at line 1470;

attempt 5 at lines 1487-1488 and attempt 6 atllb@6.) On repeated occasions, she fails to
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receive full alignment from her recipient (line B43ne 1451; and lines 1479-1480);
furthermore, what attenuated alignment she doeswecloes not appear to convince her
(attempt 3, lines 1456 and 1458 and attempn6,16508). What prompts the health visitor to
pursue alignment with her advice to such an exdppears to be the lack of a commitment from
the mother to implement the advice in the futuréoaaccept the advice as a general practice.
Heritage and Sefi (1992) have noted that treatmea@mmendations in medical interaction are
often accepted by an “Okay” with falling intonatjdsut the mother in this extract does not
deliver this. In line 1456, the mother states #ia’s started to not pick up the baby and line
1458 she states that she had resisted pickingeupahby that very morning — both statements
focused on past behaviors. What is lacking isoanse to sign on to the advice in the future or
to accept it as her regular practice. This lac&lmnment has consequences much later in the

visit, as the health visitor is preparing to leavbere we see Extract 6.11:

Extract 6.11 HV 1C1:2111

2111 HV: ->>.tch Oka:y I'm goin' to go:: and you're goin' to
2112 ->> put that baby do:wn aren't you: 1=
2113 M: =l am goin' to: what yo(h)u (h)a y(h)ea(h )s

2114 HV: ha ha ~ha ha

In Extract 6.11, the health visitor in lines 211&112 deploys an RPT declarative with falling
intonation to revisit her earlier instruction. 'l goin’ to go:: and yolrie goin’ to put thababy
do:wn_aen't you:” The use of the declarative with falling intoioat, the slight emphasis placed
on “tha baby” and “aen't you: and the relative loudness of the turn relativehojust-prior talk
reinforce the instructions-giving action perfornigdthe “you’re goin to put that baby down”
portion of the turn. In addition, the placementta second TCU (“you’re goin’ to put that baby
do:wn aren’t you:.”) immediately following a clegtentional (“I'm goin’ to go::) also displays
an orientation to the instructions as a coursectba that the recipient should comply with. In

this case, the RPT appears to be designed to aforostalignment with the proposed course of
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action, and indeed, it finally does get a delayed somewhat mitigated alignment from the
speaker, in the form of a turn-final “yeas.” Thug& can see in this extract what Fox referred to
as socio-interactional work that is consequentgltlfie participants, both in terms of determining
a particular medical course of action and in teofsonstructing a social relationship that
establishes the authority of the health visitoravigs the new mother. This is done so through
the deployment of epistemic resources encodedyrammatical formulation, the RRT As this
example demonstrates, investigating the ways irthvparticipants deploy particular episto-

grammatical formluations could prove to be a prdidecarea for further research.

6.4. Conclusion

The goal of this study has been to present episteas a lens through which to view
grammar and action in human interaction. It hasied for the omnirelevance of epistemics in
the unfolding of talk-in-interaction and has hoplfprovided evidence that this orientation to
epistemics is a pervasive and powerful force inféineulation of utterances and therefore in the
formation of actions. Furthermore, in establishing A-event declarative as a canonical format
for making knowledge claims, it provides some b&wsisinderstanding variations on this format
(e.g., RPTs and interrogatives) as a function afranirelevant epistemic orientation. In short,
this study has demonstrated the utility of applyamgepistemic framework to the study of talk-
in-interaction, and by doing so, has hopefully @ased our ability to arrive at a greater

understanding of how humans navigate and make séiise social world in which they live.
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APPENDIX

Transcription Conventions

(Reproduced from Heritage and Maynard, 2006b wightsmodifications)

1. Temporal and sequential relationships

Overlapping or simultaneous talk is indicated ie thllowing ways.

[
[

(0.5)

()

Separate left square brackets, one above tle othtwo successive
lines with utterances by different speakersjdate a point of overlap
onset, whether at the start of an utteranceter.la

Separate right square brackets, one above ke ot two successive

lines with utterances by different speakers,¢atk a point at which two
overlapping utterances both end, where one ends wid other continues, or
simultaneous moments in overlaps which continue.

Equal signs ordinarily come in pairs — one atehd of a line and another at the
start of the next line or one shortly thereaft€hey are used to indicate two
things:

1) If the two lines connected by the equal signs grthb same speaker, then
there was a single, continuous utterance with ealbor pause, which was
broken up in order to accommodate the placemeovefiapping talk.

2) If the lines connected by two equal signs are lffeidint speakers, then the
second followed the first with no discernable sileibetween them, or was
“latched” to it.

Numbers in parentheses indicate silence, reprasémtenths of a second; what
is given here in the left margin indicates 5/10o0s®ts (half a second) of silence.
Silences may be marked either within an utteramdeetween utterances.

A dot in parentheses indicates a “micropauBedrable but not readily
measurable; ordinarily less than 2/10 of a second.

2. Aspects of speech delivery, including aspects tination.

Punctuation marks are not used according to stdngiaitten grammatical conventions,
but to indicate intonation.

A period indicates a falling, or final, intonaticontour. Period intonation does
not necessarily indicate the end of a spoken podidalk.

A question mark indicates a high rising intoratidt does not necessarily
indicate a question, nor does it index an intertiggasyntactic structure.
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word

word

WOrd

°word

4

><

<>

A comma indicates “continuing” intonation, n@&aessarily a clause boundary.

An inverted question mark indicates a rise s&otigan a comma, but not as
strong as a question mark. In some transcripgs¢cdmbination of a question
mark followed by a comma (“?,”) is used insteacgofinverted question mark.

An underscore following a unit of talk indicatéiat” or level intonation.

Colons are used to indicate prolongation ortelieg of the sound just preceding
them. The more colons, the longer the stretchidg.the other hand, graphically
stretching a word on the page by inserting blardcep between the letters does
not necessarily indicate how it was pronounceds used to allow alignment
with overlapping talk to be represented on the page

A hyphen after a word or part of a word indicaaesut-off or self-interruption,
often done with a glottal or dental stop.

Underlining is used to indicate some form oés$ or emphasis, either by
increased loudness or higher pitch; the more uindey, the greater the
emphasis. Underlining is sometimes placed utiaefirst letter or two of

a word rather than under the letters which areadlgtuaised in pitch or volume.

Especially loud talk may be indicated by upgese; again, the louder, the
more letters in upper case. And in extreme caggr case may be
underlined.

The degree sign indicates that the talk foihy it was markedly quiet or soft in
volume. When there are two degree signs, thebietikeen them is markedly
softer than the talk around it.

An upward arrow indicates a rise in pitch or uptvpitch reset. In some
transcripts, the circumflex “*” is used insteadloé upward arrow.

A downward arrow indicates a fall in pitch or domard pitch reset.

A question mark followed by an upward arrow isduseChapter 5 to indicate a
reverse polarity tag question with rising intonatio

The combination of “more than” and “less thagimbols indicates that the
talk between them is compressed or rushed.

Used in reverse order, the combined symbolsatdithe talk is markedly slower
than the surrounding talk.

The “less than” symbol by itself indicates thag talk following is “jump
started,” i.e., sounds like it starts with a rush.
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hhh  Hearable aspiration is shown where it occuthertalk by the letter “h” — the
more “h”s, the more aspiration. The aspiration megpresent breathing, laughter,
etc.

(hh) If the aspiration occurs inside the boundaoka word, it may be enclosed in
parentheses in order to set it apart from the soohthe word.

.h If the aspiration is an inhalation, it is showith a dot before it
-h (sometimes a raised dot.)
# A raspy or “creaky” voice quality is indicatedtiva “#” sign.

£/$ A “smile voice” — a voice quality which betratj®e fact that the speaker is
smiling while speaking — is normally indicated witte “€” or “$” sign.

3. Other Markings

((  )) Double parentheses are used to markdtrérer's descriptions of events,
rather than representations of them. For exanifaeugh)), ((sniff)),
((telephone rings)) and the like.

(word) When all or part of an utterances is in p#reses, or the speaker identification is,
this indicates uncertainty on the transcriber’d,daut represents a likely
possibility.

() Empty parentheses indicate that sometlsroging said, but no hearing (or, in
some cases, speaker identification) can be achieved
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