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For those concerned with communication, information has long 
seemed at the heart of the matter. When Shannon and Weaver (1949) 
put information at the center of their Mathematical Theory of Commu- 
nication, they were in effect formalizing and quantifying a position less 
explicitly in play for many other workers, toiling (and yet to toil) in a 
great variety of vineyards. The very concept of information, of course, 
adumbrates another, namlzly "truth," and with it associated disciplines 
such as logic as an apparat.us for evaluating truth. Scrambling to keep a 
place in this pantheon of respected preoccupations has been another 
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186 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

claimant for attention where communication is involved, understand- 
ing; and, not far away from that, yet mother, "meaning." 

This article is addressed to those for whom information (and its 
kindred concerns) is the key, if not virtually the sole, focus for the study 
of language and its deployment in discourse - often as an alternative to 
the formalism of much of the dominant trend in contemporary linguis- 
tics. I address among others those committed to functional grammar 
5md functional linguistics more generally, to computational, approaches 
to language, to studies of communicsltion processes per se, and those 
who see the teaching and learning of language as centered on its service 
or disservice as a communication vehicle. These are our friends and 
closest copeagues . 

1 want to make such a focus on information problematic, and to 
juxtapose to it another focus of attention. Hence the title of my article 
and its iubtitle: "The omnirelevmce of action." Not then information, 
or information alone. My message is, first, that action figures centrally 
and ~enerically, and, second, that the absence of actions can be as 
decisive as rheir cxmrrence for the deployment of language and the 
interactional construction of discourse. 

Zd me begin by articulating three premises of what I have to say, 
both as context for my central themes and to make explicit my 
understanding of discourse's place in the world. The first is that I take 
red-wbr~d, naturally occurring ordinary discourse as the basic target; it 
is as a student of fhaf that I, offer what follows. There may well be 
grounds fur those with other interests to opt for a different point of 
reference or a different target of inquiry; but for me these involve 
departures f r m  the natural and cdturd bedrock. 

Second, whereas far many linguists and other students of language, 
conversation is o m  type or genre of discourse, for me discourse is, in the 
first iqstantm, one kind of product of conversation, or of talk-in- 
interadon. more generally.1 it can be a contingent product of partici- 
pants in ordinary conversation, or it can be the designed product of a 
form of t&-in-interaction that is some systematic variant or transfor- 
mation of ordinmy conversation, like the interview or the lecture. But I 
take ccmversation to be the foundational domain. And this leads to the 
third point of departure I want to make expiicit. 

E take it "rat, in many respects, the fundamental or primordial scene 
of soda1 life is that of direct: interaction between members of a social 
species, typically ones who axe physically co-present . For humans, 
talking h innteradan appears to be a distinctive form of this primary 
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'The Omnirelevance of Action 187 
.- - 

~zonstituent of social life, a~nd ordinary conversation is very likely the 
basic form of organization For talk-in-interaction. Conversational inter- 
action may then be thought of as a form of social organization through 
.which the work of the constitutive institutions of societies gets done- 
institutions such as the economy, the polity, the family, socialization, 
,and so on. It is, so to speak, sociological bedrock. k i d  it surely appears 
to be the basic and primordial environment for the development, the 
nse, and the learning of natural language. 

Therefore, it should hardly surprise us if some of the most funda- 
mental features of natural lianguage are shaped in accordance with this 
lhome environment in co-present interaction - as adaptations to it or as 
part of its very warp and .weft (Schegloff, 1989, forthcoming a). For 
example, if the basic natural environment for sentences is in turns at talk 
in conversation, we should take seriously the possibility that aspects of 
 heir grammatical structure, for example, are to be understood as ad- 
;aptations to that environment. In view of the thoroughly local and 
interactional character of the deployment of turns at talk in conversation 
~:Sacks, Schegloff, & Jeffer,son, 1974), grammatical strr~ctures-includ- 
jLng within their scope discourse- should in the first instimce be expected 
to be at least partially shaped by interactional consideral.ions (Schegloff, 
1979b). 

So much f ~ r  premises. The two themes on which I want to focus your 
attention are endemic to the organization of talk-in-jnteraction, and 
l:ollow from these points of departure. The first concerns the centrality 
of action. 

Among the most robust traditional anchors for the analysis of 
language beyond the level of syntax are orientations to information and 
iruth. This position needs to be reconsidered. It is cxitical that the 
analysis of discourse incorporate attention not only to tlie propositional 
content and information distribution of discourse units, but also to the 
izctions they are doing.2 Especially (but not exclusively) in conversation, 
talk is constructed and is attended by its recipients for the action or 
actions it may be doing. Even if we consider only declarative-type 
utterances, because there is no limit to the utterables that can be 
informative and/or true, the informativeness or truth of an utterance is, 
by itself, no warrant or grounds for having uttered it or for having 
uttered it at a particular juncture in an occasion. There is virtually 
always an issue (for the participants and, accordingly, :for professional 
analysts) of what is getting done by its production in some particular 
here-and-now . 
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In order to make vivid the co~sequentidity for conversational 
partidpants of the action an utterance is doing, quite apart from the 
information it is conveying, I offer a condensed and partial analysis of 
one ctlnversatioml fragment. The discusion shows at least one way that 
action can matter and indicates an order of analysis inquiry must 
incorporate if this view of the inescapability of action is correct. 

'In the conversation between Debbie and Nick (who is her boyfriend 
Mark's roommate), a peculiarly insistent exchange develops that exem- 
plifies my theme. The entire conversation is given in the Appendix. 

(1) Debbie and Nick, 34-59 

34 Debbie: 
35 
36 Nick: 
37 Debbie: 
98 Mck: 
39 
40 Debbie: 
41 Nick: 
42 
43 Debbie: 
44 Nick: 
45 Debbie: 
46 Nick: 
47 Debbie: 
68 Nick: 
49 
50 Debbie: 
51 
52 
53 Nick: 
54 
55 Debbie: 
56 Nick: 
57 Debbie: 
58 Nick: 
59 Debbie: 

'hhh Urn:: u- guess what I've-(u-)wuz lookin' in the 
paper:.-have you got your waterbed yet? 
Uh huh, it's realty nice 'too, I set it up 
Oh rea:lly? -Already? - 
~ m h r n r n  
(0.5) 
Are you kidding? - 
No, well I ordered it last (week)/(spring) 
(0.51 
Oh- no but you h- you've got it already? 
Yeah h! hh= ((Eaughing)) 
=hhh hh 'hh ((imghing)) 

[I just 1 said that - 
0::hh: hu h, I could~z't believe you c- - 

[Oh ('it's just) Itll sink in 'n two 

1 Oh no cur I just 
got- I saw an ad in the paper for a real discount 
waterbed s' I w'z gonna tell you 'bout it = 
=No this is really, you (haven't seen) mine, you'll 
really like it. 
Ya:h. It's on a frame and everythi ng? - 

b a h  
'llh Uh (is) a raised frame? - 
Omm hmm 
How: ni::ce, - - 
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'The Omnirelevance of Action 189 

At a point which I will chixacterize later, (line 39 ,  Debbie asks Nick 
whether he has gotten his waterbed yet. He tells her thal he has, and this 
is met with three rounds of questioning, challenging, or disbelief, to 
settle for preanalytic characterizations initially. First (at line 37), "Oh 
really? Already?" When Nick confirms, she asks afin (line 40), "Are 
you kidding?" "No," he says, and notes that it has been a while since he 
ordered the waterbed. And still again she asks (line 43), "Oh no but you 
h- you've got it already?" Finally, Nick complains (line 46) that he has 
$ready said so. What is going on here? 

Debbie has asked a see:mingly simple, informational question, and 
Nick has answered it. Questioning of the sort Debbie engages in here can 
be undertaken in conversati~n (among other uses) as a kind of harbinger 
of disagreement, sometimes verging on challenge, and one response to 
such a usage is a backdown by its recipient. Som+9hnes this is a 
backdown in the substance of what was said,3 sometimes in the 
epistemic strength with which it was put f ~ r w a r d . ~  If a first questioning 
does not get such a backdown, sometimes a second one does. But what 
kind of backdown is possilil3ly in order here? If Nick has in fact taken 
possession of his waterbed, is he now to deny it? h he to retreat to a 
position of &certainty or supposition about the matter? What could 
Debbie be after? 

It is also true that, in keeping with the peculiar interactional style of 
teasing and laughing that some Americans in their late teens and early 
20s practice, Nick has been indulging himself in unrlelieved "kidding 
aroundn in $he earlier part of this conversation. Th~is it is not implau- 
sible that, if the first of Debbie's response was hearsibly "surprise," the 
second could be checking out whether this is not just more teasing by 
Nick. Rut then what is the third about (at line 43)? And why the 
persistence of her stance? ~irhy should this information come in for such 
scrutiny and doubting? 

We can get some analytic leverage on what is going on here if we 
$attend to these utterances not only as a matter of information transfer 
 involving issues of truth and confidence and stances toward that 
information, but as actioms in a course of action, consti~uting an 
interactional sequence of a recurrent form. 

Begin by noting (at line 34) Debbie's "guess what." This is a usage 
virtu* dedicated to a particular type of action referred to in past work 
as a "PI-e-announcement" (Taasaki, 1976). Announcements, or other 
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190 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

prospective "tehgs," face the familiar constraint that they generally 
should not be done to recipients who dready know "the news.'' 
Pre-announcements and their responses - comprising pre-announce- 
ment sequences-allow a prospective teller and recipient to sort out 
together whether the "news" is already known, so that the telling or 
mobcemenr. can be withheid or squelched, if need be. Of course, the 
very doing of a pre-announcement displays its speaker's supposition that 
there is indeed news to tell, and to tell as news to this recipient. Still, one 
thing prospective tellers can do (and regularly do do) before telling is to 
check whether the news is dready known. And among the recurrent 
Tesponse forms to such pre-announcements, two central types are the 
?'go ahead" type of response (such as: "Guess what," "What"), which 
forwards the sequence to its key action, announcing or telling; and the 
blocking tqpre of response (e.g., a claim. of knowledge, such as "I 
beard"), which aims to forestall such telling.' 

Often the pre-announcement provides clues about the news to be 
told (e.g., "'r'wanna know who I got stoned with a few weeks ago?" or 
6b$~u'll never guess what your dad is looking at"; Terasaki, 1976, pp. 
27-28). The ches better allow the reeipient to recognize the news if it is 
already known, or provide a context for understanding it and an 
interpretive key, if it is not already known. And here Debbie does 
provide such clues; " h a s  looking in the paper" (at lines 34-35) 
intimates &at what she has to tell is something that one can find (and 
Ithat she has found) in the newspaper. And then (at line 351, &have you 
got your waterbed yet?" So the thing tcu be told (about) bas something 
to do with waterbeds, and with Nick's possibly being in the market for 
a waterbed in pmtieular. 

'50 there is ailother constraint on Debbie's telling here, one not 
genetic to "telling" irr the way in which 'Wready known-ness" is. Debbie 
has iafcrnnsrtian to offer, information relevant: to Nick only cmtin- 
gently. OEfexs a d  offer sequences too can take what we call "pre- 
~equenccs," just as announcements can and do. With pre-offers, 
prospective offerers a n  try to assess whether what they have to offer is 
releiant to their recipients and may be welcomed by them, so as to not 
make offers thd  will be rejected, for example. What Debbie has to offer 
is infomtian on a cheap waterbed or an especially desirable one, but 
hqr prsoffer is designed to find out whether such information. is 
relevant to Nick-- whether what will be offered will be relevant. That is 
what "Have you gut your waterbed yet?'' appears designed to do; It is an 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 191 

analyzable pre-offer.6 As such, it too (like pre-anno~mcements) takes 
among its alternative response types a go-ahead response, which 
forwards the sequence to an offer, or a blocking response, which 
declines to do so. 

So when Debbie asks, "Have you got your waterbed yet?" she is not 
just asking for informatio~l; she awaits a go-ahead to the pre-offer, on 
which her offer of the info]-mation she has come across in the newspaper 
has been made contingent. And when Nick responds affirmatively, he is 
not only confirming the proposition at issue-that he already has his 
waterbed-he is blocking her from going on to tell the information she 
has seen in the newspaper,. 

And this is the proximate sequential and interactional context for 
Debbie's repeated questionings. The backdown relevant here concerns 
not the factudness of the presence of a waterbed and not Nick's 
confidence in asserting it; and perhaps not even whether he is teasing. 
What .is at issue is a backdown from the blocking response to the 
pre-sequences. One form it could take is, "Why? ," as in (starting at lines 
37-38) "Oh really? Already?" "Mm hmm, why." Or (at line 40), "Are 
you kidding?" "No, why." Or (at lines 43-44), "Oh- no but you h- you've 
got it already?" "Yeah! Why." 

As it happens, it appears that Nick has not caught this, and so he 
responds only at the level of information trans~nission.~ When for the 
third time Debbie asks, "You've got it already?" he says, "Yeah, I just 
said that . . . It'll sink in two days fr'm now." That is, he just says it 
again, and more pointedly. He makes her out to be rtot too quick on the 
uptake; she'll get it eventually.* 

But it is Nick who ha:; apparently not gotten it. And it will be we 
who do not get it if wc do not systematically distinguish what an 
utterance is about or what is it saying, on the one hmcl, from what it is 
doing on the other. Backing down from the one is quite different from 
backing down from the other. Attention will virtudly allways need to be 
paid to the issue "what is someone doing with some utterance? What 
action or actions are involved?" Because overwhelmingly actions are 
involved, they are orientecl to by the participants both in constructing 
and in ~xnderstanding the talk, and the discourse cannot be appropriately 
understood without referertce to them, precisely because they are key to 
the participants' conduct. 

It follows, of course, that the actions analysis needs to attend to are 
not those defined by the conceptual commitments of professional 
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discourse analysts (as, e.g., in any of the varieties of academic speech act 
theory), but those units and understandings of action that are indige- 
nous to the actorsy- the interactional participants'-worldsS Hence, the 
analyses discussed here of "pre- offer" and "pre-announcement," which 
figure in no speech act theory I: am familiar with, but exemplars of 
yJlzich are comaon in ordinary conversation. 

To recap, the first theme involves how an action done by a 
speaker- taken as an action -has decisive consequences in shaping the 
frajectory of the talk's development. The second theme concerns how 
the absence of an action can have such consequences. But the absent 
slction here is not that of the speaker of the discourse but rather of its 
~ecipiknt, This is another aspect of the interactivity of discourse 

I production, its "co-construction," as it were, 
11t is some 15 years now since Charles Godwin (1979, 1981) gave a 

ponvincing demonstration of how the final farm of a sentence in 
I ordinary conversation had to be undersmod as an interactional product. 
I 

p e  showed *at the speaker, finding one after mother prospective 
bearer not properly aligned as an actual recipient (i.e., not looking at 
him), reconstructed the uaerance in progress-the sentence-so as to 
design it for the new candidaie hearer to whom he had shifted his gaze. 
~oddwiri showed the effects OM the utterance of both the candidate 
rlcipientsy conduct and the speaker's orientation to the several possible 
I recipients, a feature we call recipient daign, Goodwin's account served 
at the t h e  (and still serves) as a carnpeiling call for the inclusion of the 
/hearer in what were pwg~rted to be speaker's processes, and for the 
inclusion of f i t :  nonvocal in purpo~.edy vmal conduct. In an article 
pdblished the foI40wring year, Marjorie Goodwin (1980) provided an- 
oqer such demonstrazian, showing how a hearer's displayed uptake and 
sdsessmcnt of a speaker's irr-process talk shaped the  final farm the 
pttermce took." 

  he genera3 point here is that units such as the clause, sentence, 
{urn, ugteranee, and discourse are all in principle interactional units. For 
It is not only that Mns figure in the construction of sequences (by which 
I ~nearx~~ction sequences implemented through talk and other conduct), 
p&u~nws - md their projected, contingent alternative trajectories - 
f i p e  in the mnstruction of .turns md of the extended turns we 
som&hes call discourse(s]. In examining the following conversation, I 
want to explicate haw the sequence being kcipientiy construcfsd figures 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 193 

in the production of what appears to be an extended spate of talk by a 
;single speaker -a discourse of sorts.'* 

(2) Marcia and Donny, Stalled 

Marcia: 
Donny: 
Marcia: 
Donny: 
Marcia: 
Donny: 
Marcia: 
Donny: 

Donny: 
Marcia: 

Donny : 
Donny: 

Donny: 

Donny: 
Marcia: 

Donny: 

Donny: 
Marcia: 
Donny : 
Marcia: 

1 + rings 
Hello? 
'lo Marcia, = - 

Yea[:h (rv D onng. 
Hi Donny. 
Guess what. hh 
What. 
'hh My ca:r is sta::lled. - - 
(0.2) 
('n) I ' I~L up here in the Glen? 
Oh::. 
(0.4) 

k h h  J 
A:nd.hh 
(0.2) 
I don' know if it's po:ssible, but ('hhh)/(0.2)) see 
I haveta open up the ba:nk.hh - 
(0.3) 
a:t uh: 6) in Brentwood?hh= 
=Yeall:- en I know you want- (.) en I .whoa- (.) en I -- 
would, but- except I've gotta leave in aybout five - 
rnin@.)irtes. (hheh) 

[Okay then I gotta call somebody 
else.right away. 
(.) 
Okay? := 

=OkaJ7 [:Eks J a lot. = Bye-. 
Bye:. ... 

The "discourse of sorts" which eventually gets prmoduced here (at 
lines 9, 1 1, 15, 17-1 8, and 20) could be rendered as folllows: My car is 
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194 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

skrlled (and I'm up here in the Glen?), and 1 don't know if it's possible, 
but, see, 1 have to open up the bank at ah, in Brentwood? Put this way, 
each component (e.g., each clause or phrase) appears to follow the one 
before it, although I have tried to capture (with punctuation in my text 
and with prosody in my articulation of it on delivery in conference 
settings) the possibly parenthetical character of the second component, 
with consequent revised understanding of the relative organization of 
the components surrounding it, Now aside from the "Oh" interpolated 
by Marcia (at line 12) in response to this element, all that 1 appear to 
have left out in this rendering of the talk is . . . nothing-that is, 
silences, some of them filled by hearable in- and out-breaths. But, of 
course, these silences are nof nothing. The something that they are- the 
something that each is -is given by its sequential context, and it is that 
that requires us to attend to the actions being done here as well as to 
those rzaf being bone here. Then we can see that - and how - this is not 
a unitary discourse produced by it singie psarticipant; and we can see that 
and how some of its components follow not the components of talk that 
preceded them, but the silence that followed the talk component that 
preceded them. Thereby we can Gome to see that it is not just a hearer's 
uptake and actions that can mtes into the shaping of a speaker's talk; it 
can be the absence c3E them that does so. 

To begin then, the utterance at line 07 should now be readily 
recognizable for the action it is doing: It is (doing) a pre-announcement. 
It may be useful to be explicit about what is involved in making and 
sustaining such a claim. Virtually always ar. least two aspects of a bit of 
conduct--- such as a unit of talk - figure in how it does what it does: its 
posidlan and its composition (Schegloff, 1992b, pp. 1304-1320). A 
sketch will have to suffice. 

q e  have already noted that this furmulaic utterance "Guess what" 
is virtually dedicai:ed to doing pre-announcements, as are various 
extensions and variants of it, such as "Guess what I did today," "Guess 
where 1 went," "Gum who J saw," and su forth." I should say that this 
sccount of composition is only rarely available; there are precious few 
configurations of talk that are so dedicated, and even those that are are 
contingent on their position. "HeIlo," ssald by an actor upon tripping 
over a prone body in a British firm, is not a greeting, however much that 
formulaic sxpresrdon might appear dedicated to doing that action. 

And what is the position of this utterance? How is it to be 
characterked? It comes just after the opening - the telephone ring's 
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'The Omnirelevance of Action 195 

summons and the recipient's response (lines 01-02)-- and the exchange 
of greetings intertwined with the explication of the identities of the two 
participants (lines 03-06). I can only mention here somexhing that would 
inform the parties' conduct of the ensuing interaction, namely the 
rushed, charged, almost breathless quality of Donny's participation, 
embodied here in his preanptive self-identification at line 05, rather 
than waiting to be recognized (Schegloff, 1979a). It is a way of doing 
"urgency," and it is a part crf the positioning of "Guess what." Another 
]XU-t is the possible absence here of the start of :m exchange of 
"Howaryous," a highly recurrent next sequence type in conversations 
between familiars under many (though not call) circumstances 
(Schegloff, 1986). In moving directly to "first topic" ancl the "reason for 
1:he call," Donny preempts "Howaryou"s as well, and this further 
informs the position in which "Guess what" is done. This position and 
the utterance in it, then, contingently foreshadow not only a telling of 
some news, they adumbrate: the character of that news as well- that is, 
as urgent (or in some other respect "chargedyy). 

The pre-announcement projects further talk by its ,speaker, contin- 
gent on the response of the ]recipient, and I have already said a bit about 
the fairly constrained set of response t v e s  by the recipient that it makes 
relevant: a go-ahead respon:se (the "preferred" one in the terminology of 
CA"), a blocking response,, a preemptive response, or i l  heckle-version 
of one. In the data here, the response (at line 08) is a go-ahead. Once 
again, it may prove worthwhile to make analytically explicit the 
practices by which this is achieved (which provide the warrant for the 
smdysis being proposed), if only in a sketched version of the position 
and composition involved. 

The position (at line 08) is the turn after a pre-announcement that 
has made a response to it rc:levant next. The composition is a common 
one for responses to pre-announcements of the "guess + question word" 
fbrm (as well as the 'Yknow + question clausey' form): repeating the 
cluestion word from the pre-announcement ("Guess what." 'What." 
"Y'knqui where I went?" "Wfhere." etc.) (cf. Terasaki, 1976; Schegloff, 
1988d). 

With her response, T h a t n  (line 081, Marcia both shows that she 
umder8tands Donny's prior turn to have been a pre-announcement 
(thereby further grounding our analysis of it along these lines), and she 
rlrovides an appropriate response to it. And note that that is how 
1)onny bears Marcia's response; for otherwise, her "\vh,at" could invite 
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196 Emanuel A. Schegkoff 

treatment as displaying some trouble in hearing or understanding. It is 
not, of course, doing that, and it is not heard that way. "What" displays 
an understanding of "Guess what" as a pre-announcement; and 
Domy's ensuing turn displays his understanding of it as a go-ahead 
Fesponse to a pre-announcement. Of course Donny's ensuing turn (at 
line 09) is in the first instance otherwise engaged, and that is what I turn 
to next. 

The pre-announcement sequence having been completed with a go- 
@bead, what is Donny's next utterance doing? It seems clearly enough 
!designed to deliver the projected news. Note well: that it is conveying 
information is one formulation; that it does so by an utterance designed 
1;o be a recognizable action- "announcing," or "tellingm- is another. 
For, of course, information can be conveyed by utterances designed to 
do something else in the first instance and on the face of it. But this one 
is clearly enough designed to do 

But what are the design features that make that "dear?" I can only 
tick off a series of observations who.se development would be pertinent 
to such an analysis. First, the utterance is in an assertion or declarative 
format. Second, it refers to a speaker-specific event (what Labov & 
Fanshel, 1977, p. 62, called an '%eentl'"). Third, it is presented as a 
recent, indeed as a current, event (Danny says, "My car is stalled"). 
Fqurth, as a current, A-event, it is not otherwise accessibk to recipient 
(by definition; else it would be an "A-B event"). There is undoubtedly 
more; and surely none of this may itself appear to be news. Still, if we 
are to get clear an how the actions people do with talk "are" transpar- 
ently what they '"'re," we will have to make analytically explicit how 
they are ~comtncci.ed to be transparently that (or equivocally that, for 
that matter), and how they may therefore be recognizable as transpar- 
pntly that (or equivocally that) - both to their recipients and (deriva- 
tively) ta academic analysts. 

{t is not emu& that thw: was a pre-announcement sequence with 
a go-ahead response, What follows is not necessarily an announcement; 
it will have to he constructed by its speaker as a recognizable, analyzable 
annauacemeni., ihough its position after a pre-announcement sequence 

potent:iate such recognition. Once again, then: Position and com- 
position mahter* Su if discourse analysis lakes the actions being done in 
the &course as key to understanding Its organization, this will be part 
of the job. 

Anyway, just as preamouncements make sequentially relevant a 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 197 

response from some restricted set of next actions, so do announcements 
or tellings. Among them (aind again, I must be brief) are some form of 
information uptake (such as; registering the new information as new, for 
example, through the use of the "oh," which Heritage, 1984a, termed a 
"change-of-state token," or alternatively registering it as having already 
been known after all), or some form of assessment of what has been 
told: as good, awful, interesting, discouraging, and so on. And indeed, 
these forms of action both regularly occur in the immediate sequential 
context of announcements. Not here, however. 

It now becomes pertinent for us to note that what follows this bit of 
news-'My car is stalled" -.is silence (at line 10). Orrly two-tenths of a 
second of silence to be sure; still, it is a silence after the prior speaker has 
produced a possibly complete utterance, one that makes relevant a 
response from its recipient, indeed, as notd,  one that makes relevant 
quite specific types of response. Although everyone is silent (which 
silence as a state requires), someone in particular - Marcia- is "rele- 
vantly not talking." Donny has produced a possibly cornplete turn, one 
that implicates some responsive action next-by Marcia. Absence of 
talk is then, in the first instance, attributable to Marcia. So although the 
effect of her silence is that no action scems to get done, what she is 
zipecificdly and relevantly "not doing" is registering some uptake of 
what has been told, and/or some assessment of it-for it is these that 
Donny's announcement has made conditionally relevant. 

At least thqt is some of' what she is not doing, for i3 bit of talk can 
(10 more than one action. And some sorts of actions regularly serve as 
the vehicle or instrument by which other actions are done, announce- 
rnents or tellings prominent among them (as are "questions" and 
' s a ~ ~ e ~ ~ m e n t ~ " ) .  In this case, I suggest, "My car is stalled" is not only an 
announcement, it is as well a possible complaint.15 

The feqtures that provided for this utterance is a possible "an- 
n~uncement" do not, of course, analyze its status as a possible 
"complaint." In a variety elf contexts it appears that formulating a state 
of affairs or an event as an absence, as a failure, as a nonoccurrence is 
a way of constructing a recognizable complaint. And although the 
utterqnce under examination here is not as distinct an embodiment of 
suqh a uisage is its ''surfa~e'~ irealization as many others (e.g., 'You didn't 
get an ice cream sandwich," analyzed in Schegloff, 198811, pp. 118-131), 
'"stalled"' is used to mean "engine will not :start or run," it does formulate 
a failure. 
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198 Ernamel A. Schegloff 

Again, a complaint or report of trouble makes different types of 
response relevant next than does an announcement. Among such 
sequentially implicated next turns to complaints (depending on the 
character and target of the complaint or reported trouble) can be such 
ones as a sympathy expression, apology, excuse or account, agreement 
md co-complaint or disagreement and rejection, and-perhaps most 
relevant here - a remedy or help or the offer of a remedy or help. l6 SO 
the silence at line 10 is to be understood not only for its withholding of 
news uptake and assessment, but for its withholding-by Marcia- of an 
offer to help. Though the silence by definition has no talk, if is as fully 
,/?edged an event in the conversafion as m y  utterance and us consequen- 
tigl for fhe ensuing talk. The talk that follows is properly understood as 
following not the utterance "My car is stalledl,"not the information that 
utterance conveys, and not the announcement that utterance embodies 
or the complaint that announcement implements; rather, it follows the 

I silence following that announceme:nt/complaint, in which its "pre- 
ferred" response (in the technical conversation-anal*c sense of that 
term; cf. note 12) is hearably and analyzably withheld. 

Note that not every silence in conversation can be accorded an 
analysis along these lines. Silences get their interactional import from 
their sequential cantext (their position), A silence developing where an 
utterance has not been brought ta possible completion is generally 
heard not as the interlacutor's, but as a pause in the continuing turn 
of the one who was talking (Sacks et d., 1974, p. 715). And not all 
silences followhg a t,urnPs possible completion are equivalent either. 
The silence following a questiarr h a g  a different import arid conse- 
quence than ane fallawing an answer OF one following receipt: of 
sn Baswer. That something is missing and what that something is 
should not simply be assert&, both need to be analytically grounded, 
based an struaurd analyses of relevant empirical materials. (This is 
so not only when sknce develops, hut at m y  apparent juncture in the 
tdk where the analyst is drawn to izzlroduce claims about what Is 
c c p ~ i ~ ~ i a g . F ~  

Were sufficient space available, if. would repay the effort to 
contin.1.ze tracking in detail the development of this interaction, the 
whole af which lasts barely 18 seconds. A selective set of observations 
& have to suffice, focusing on the recurrent reentries of Donny in the 
afi?rmath of "'My car is stalled.'" 
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T!he Omnirelevance of Action 199 - 

(3) Marcia and Donny, Stalled (partial) 

Donny: 

Donny: 
Marcia: 

Donny: 
Donny: 

Donny: 

Donny: 
Marcia: 

'hh My c:a:r - is sta::lled. - 
(0.2) 
('n) I'm up here in the Glen? 
Oh::. 
('0.4) 1 
hhh - 

A:nd.hh 
(0.21 
I don' know if it's po:ssible, but {.hhh]/(0.2)) see 
I haveta open up the ba:nk.hh - 
(0.3) 
a:t uh: () in Brentwood?hh= 
=Yeah: en I know you want- (.) en 1 whoa- (.) en I - 
would, but- except I've gotta leave in aybout five - 

Note that each of these reentries (at lines 11, 15, 17, and 20) is 
constructed by Donny as an increment to the earlier talk, with the series 
of "turns-so-far" laced yvith silences, at many of whic.h intervention 
from Marcia with an offer of' help might be relevant. This incrementally 
constructed discourse is a mi~ltiply renewed effort (or series of efforts) 
to elicit help from Marcia, without ever requesting it (as we say in the 
vernacular) explicitly. 

First, although we lack independent ethnographic knowledge, " 'n 
I'm up here in the Glen" appears designed to reassure Marcia of Donny's 
proximity and thereby to  mitigate the costs or difficulty of helping for 
Marcia. Note further that it is delivered as a sort of parenthetical 
insert," projecting a further continuation. In making itself out to be a 
continuation qf what precedled (it begins at line 11 with a compressed 
conjunction), it treats what preceded as having not been complete, and 
the silence it breaks as having been not a postcompletion .withholding of 
response, but a pause in the continuing production of an ongoing turn. 
That something might have: been missing is thereby suppressed or 
camouflaged. Is 

The projection of continuation carried by the parenthetical in- 
forming is echoed and renewed (after Marcia's receipt of the informing, 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, S
an

 D
ie

go
] a

t 2
3:

21
 1

2 
A

pr
il 

20
16

 



200 Emand A. Schegluff 

once again with no response to the complaint) by a substantial hearable 
(pre-talk) in-breath (line 14) and an isolated antinuation marker 
''A:ndm @ne 15), after which another silence is allowed to materialize 
(line 161, with provision akeady made that further tsttk by Donny 
shodd it be necessary) will be a further cmtinuation of the utterance- 
!n -progress. It turns out to be necessary. 

With '? don' know if it's possible, but" Donny adumbrates the 
conventional grounds of rejection of requests (cf. note 16) and thereby 
corn& to the very verge of doing an outright request himself, for this 
usaIje virtually serves as a form of marking an utterance or an incipient 
utterance as a rquest. It serves, then, as a form of pre-request, a form 
cognate with the earlier-mentioned pre-announcement and pre-offer. 
But unlike those forms, the preferred response to a pre-request does not 
pronote the sequence to doing the request; it preempts the request with 
an offer (Schegbff, 1979a, p. 49, 1990, p. 61). So, as in the initial 
i n s b e n t  of hhis now-extended turn, Danny is providing for help to be 
offered without requesting it explicitly. But by now the utterance has 
become not a complaint, but a pre-request. That is, as the turn is 
pxtended, the action it is anatyzably doing can be-and here is- 
transformed. 

,A& just the point where the request itself would be specified, and 
thereby brought to redhation, Donny self-interrupts (with "See" at line 
17) arid suppresses the clearly projected request. In its place, "I haveta 
open up the bank" underscores bath the urgency and the potential costs 
of failwe. For the first time since "My car is stalled," the utterance is 
brought to possible completion both grammatically and prosodically 
(cf. Eard & Thompson, farthccrmln~), and once again there is no uptake 
or response from Marcia. Again Danny breaks the silence (as he did at 
line II), with talk built as an increment to the prior-otherwise 
a;ppareia.dy campicted - ti&, again with a place reference delivered with 
upward intanation* in the manner of a try-marked reeognitiond refer- 
en& (Sacks and khegloff, 1379) for a p k e ,  inviting its recipient's claim 
of ~ecagnitian, and whatever ather respnse might be forthcoraing to 
this by now eIalborately constxu~ted, mdtipiy laminated utterance. 

Bwh of these increments comes after, and is andyzably directed to, 
the absence af any response to the wmphint or (later) to the pre-request 
Donny had presented as the reason for his caill. When she eventually 
responds, Mafciia decfiues to r~ffer help, without ever saying "no," But 
her response does &splay (line 21) ha. umderstanding that a solicitation 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 201 - - 

otf help was being made relevant ("en I know you want-") and that she 
would ordinarily comply ("en I would,"), but for a disabling circum- 
stance. 

Donny's "discourse of s~~rts ,"  whose presentation was at the start of 
this discussion, has now beein analyzed into the components from which 
it: was assembled through a series of sequential and interactional 
contingencies. Its elaborate pursuit of help has been aniatomized as the 
proposed underlying actio~~. Here is one use of such analytic and 
tlerminological tools as the "parts" of an "adjacency pair," which are 
sometimes bemoaned as merely jargon. It is the analysis of "My car is 
stalled" as a possible announcement (a first pair part that makes one of 
a set of potential second pair pa t s  relevant next) and consultation of 
other empirical announcement sequences (to establish what kinds of 
utterances serve as second1 pair parts that satisfy these sequence- 
prganizational constraints) that ground claims about what is missing in 
the following silence. It is a.nalysis of that utterance as also a possible 
complaint (another type off irst pair part) and examini5tion of complaint 
sequences that (1) provide for the possible relevance next of the variety 
elf responsive turn types proposed earlier, (2) characterize them as 
preferreti or dispreferred, and (3) underwrite further claims about what 
might be hearably missing. Without some such analytic resource (as well 
as analytic resources bearing on turn organization such as "possible 
completion" and further talk; as either new "turn-constructional unit" or 
"increment" to the prior unit), it is easy for a post hoe observer (unlike 
an in sitlu participant) to overlook that an action is missing. The prior 
speaker (here, Donny) may talk in such a manner that obscures that 
nissingness and makes it appear a mere pause in an ongoing utterance- 
in-progress. That action by the speaker, together with our vernacular 
i~~clination to normalize anti naturqbe the events in the interactional 
stream, can give the air of inevitability to what einds up having 
tiranspired To say "My car is stalled" is a possibly complete turn that is 
a f ~ s t  pair part of a particular type or types prompts thinking explicitly 
about the possibly relevant ziecond pair parts. Thus one looks for them 
and finds them "missing" if they are not there. The relevant "missing," 
however., is "missing for the *participants," and one must then go back to 
the data to find evidence of the participaats orientation to something 
being awry. 

The point of this analysis, however, has been that not only is action 
a relevant facet and upshot of the talk, but that actions b:v other than the 
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speaker are relevant to understanding a speaker's construction of 
discourse. Related$, the absence ofactions by recipient -the absence of 
actions made relevant by the speaker's prior talk, the speaker's turn-so- 
far - may be crucial to understanding the speaker's further construction 
of the discourse. 

n i s ,  then, is my second theme: Discourse involves not just action, 
but action in interaction and the consequential eventfulness of its 
absence. Once again, then, GO-construction may be most critical to our 
analysis of discomse when one of the participants is not producing talk 
or doing anything else visible or hearable. The very production of a 
discourse may be one contingent response by a prior speaker to the 
bbsence of a response by a CQ-participant to an apparently completed, 
act ion-impemen turn-con-structional mit. 

This logic- an interactional or sacio-logic, if you will-is at work 
throughout talk-in-interaction. To get at it, a focus on information will 
not suffice. It is the action imparxt of utterances and not just what they 
are &orit or what they impart-the action import or nonaction im- 
port - that regularly drives the interactional construction of extended 
spates of talk, or discourses. 

1 The term ~ ~ C O U F S ~  now has a variety of uses. In contemporary cultural criticism 
one can speak of the "discourse of modernity" or "the discourses of power" or 
"feminist discourse"; indeed, I was tempted to begin the present sentence by 
referring to "the discourse of contemporary cultural criticism." In a more 
technical usage cument among linguists and computational linguists, as one 
reader has reminded me, ". . . 'discourse' is simply a broad term that includes 
interactional talk, but also includes written essays, advertisements, sermons, folk 
tales, etc. With this view of 'discourse,' your characterization is hard to 
interpret." My point is meant to contrast with this fundamerrtally taxonomic 
usage. The taxonomic usage reflects academic interests in discriminating and 
conceptualizing a variety of genres, and the relationship of these genres is 
derived from their relative positioning in this conceptual mapping, not in the 
naturally occurring processes that might conceivably have engendered them. It is 
this which the point in the text is meant to invoke. 

That point turns on what is both a broader and a narrower sense of discourse, 
one that underlies these other usages {and is a common characteristic of the 
usages discussed in the Oxford Engtisfr Dictionary), and that is the usage that 
contrasts discourse with single sentences. If one examines the usage of a term like 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 203 - 

discourse analysis, for exam~de, one rarely finds it invoked to deal with single 
sentences. Discourse regularly refers to extended, multisentence "texts." And it 
originally had reference to speech or talk. Hence my point, which is that 
discourse - extended or multi~~nit talk production- be understood processually, 
as one sort of product of coilversation, rather than conversation being under- 
stood taxonomically, as simply one subtype of discourse. In this view, extended 
spates of text by a single speaker have as their source environment turns-at-talk 
in conversation in which that is the concerted producc of a company of 
particijpants in interaction (e.g., spates of storytelling). A kind of virtual natural 
history of interactional genres and speech exchange systems may then track the 
disengagement of such sustained, multiunit talk productioil by a single speaker 
from the interactional environment of conversation into settings such as religious 
ceremcmny, political speech m,aking, prophetic invocation, philosophical disqui- 
sition, and so forth. The development of writing then enables an explosion of yet 
further genres. 

2 As becomes clear later, I do not mean here to be invoking speech act theory, 
whose ability to deal with real ordinary discourse is subject to question, but that 
is anothqr story (cf. Scheglof f, 1988d, 1992a:xxiv-xxii, 1992~). 

3 For example: 

A. Is A1 here? 
B: Yeah 

(O.?) 
C: He is? 
R: Well he was. - 

4 For example, in the following fragment from a conversation i:n a used furniture 
store (US, 27:28-28:01), dike is angling to buy (or be given) Vic's acquarium 
when Rich intervenes with a challenge to Vic's ownership of it (at line a). Note 
the backdowns in epistemic strength at lines c and e in response to Vic's 
questionings at lines b and d, respectively: first from assertion to assertion plus 
tag question, &d then to funy interrogative construction. (Note finally that in 
the end Vic does disagree with Rich's claim and rejects his challenge.) 

MIK: Wannq gel: some- wannuh buy some fish? 
RI?: Ihhh ts-t 
VIC: Fi:sh, 
MIK: You have a tank I like tuh tuh- 1-1 

like- 
VIC: [Yeh I gotta fa:wty:: I hadda fawuy? a fi:fty, enna 

twu nny:: en two ten::s, 
MIK: [Wut- Wuddiyuh doing wit dem. Wuh- 

a RIC: [But those were uh::: 
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204 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

a 
VIC: $,, nna fi:ve. 

b VIC: Hah? 
c R I C  Those'r Alex's tanks weren't they? 
d VIC: Podn'me? 
e 'RIC: Weren't- didn' they bdong ruh Ai 

YIG: cd: Alex ha@) no 
tanks Alex is tryintuh buy my tank. 

5 For a more general treatment, see Terasaki, 1976; Schegloff, 1990. For an 
indance with both--indeed, simuftaneous-go-ahead and blocking responses, 
see Schegloff, 1995. 

6 Among the design features that make it so analyzable is the negative polarity 
item "yet," which displays its speaker's orientation to a "no" answer, and builds 
in a preference for that sort of response (note that "et" is replaced by "already" 
after Tick's affirmative response). The placement of the pre-offer after the 
pre-announcement is a way of showing the former to be in the further service of 
the latter and pan of the same "project." For a formally similar series of 
sequences, see the data excerpt in note 13, where positioning "Didjer mom tell 
you I called the other day?" after "Wouldju do me a favor?" puts it under the 
jurisdiction of the projected request sequence and in pursuit of that project. 

7 It is possible, of course, that he has caught it, but prefers not to hear of the better 
buy he could have had, having just taken possession of, and taken pride in, his 
new acquisition. 

8 Debbie does find a way of conveying what she saw in the newspaper in spite of 
it all, namely in the questions she even tdy  asks about Nick's waterbed. Her 
specific questions (about the bed being on a frame, on a raised frame, etc., cf. 
lines 55-57), are airnost certainly prompted by what she saw in the paper. 

9 Othys have contributed to  this theme as well. I leave with a mere mention 
Lerner's work (1987,1991, forthcoming), pursuing several observations by Sacks 
(1992, 1, pp. 144-147 et passim; 1992, 11, pp. 57-60 et passim), on 
"collaboratives,"in which two or more speakers collaborate in producing a turn, 
in the sense that each actually articulates part of it. See also Schegloff (1982, 
1987), Mandelbaum (1987, 1989), and in a somewhat different style of work, 
Erickson (1992) and the articles in Duranti and Brenneis (1986). 

10 The following discussion documents another point as well. A number of articles 
(e.g., Jefferson & Schenkein, 1978; Schegloff, 1980, 1988b, 1990) describe 
various ways in which sequences get expanded as the vehicle for interactionally 
working out some course of action between parties to talk-in-interaction. 
Sequence expansion is embodied in the number of turns composing the 
trajectory of the sequence from start to dosure. But the amount of talk in a 
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The Omnirelevance of Action 205 

sequence can increase in ways other than expansion in its sequence structure. 
Among these is expansion of the component turns that rnake up the sequence 
(cf. Hmmerman, 1984, pp. 219-220, and the discussion in Schegloff, 1991, pp. 
62-63, concerning different formats of citizen complaint calls to  the police). 
Most commonly it is the second part of an adjacency-pair-based sequence that 
gets this sort of elaboration, as when a question gets a story or other elaborated 
response as its answer. There may then still be a "simple," unexpanded (or 
minimally expanded) sequence structure of question/mswer, or question/ 
answer/receipt, with the secnnd of these parts being quite a lengthy "discourse 
unit." "Turn expansion" may then stand as a contrast or alte~llative to sequence 
expansion, rather than be in a subsuming or subsumed reli~tionship to it (cf. 
Schegioff, 1982, pp. 71-72). In the data examined in the next portion of the 
text, the discourse or turn t:xpansion occupies not the second-part position in 
the sequence, but the first. 

11 Cf-Terasaki, 1976. Note that such utterances are neither designed, nor are they 
heard, as commands or invitations to guess, that is, to venture a try at what 
their speaker means to tell, though hecklers may heckle by so guessing (though 
I must say that I have seen very few empirical instances of this). On the other 
hand, some recipients of pre-announcements who know -or think they know - 
what the pre-announcer has in mind to tell may not simply block the telling by 
asserting that they know; they may show that they know by preempting the 
telling themselves. 

12 Cf., for example, Sacks, 1!)73/1987; Levinson, 1983, pp. 332-356; Heritage, 
1984b, pp. 265-292; Pomerantz, 1984; Schegloff, 1988c, pg. 442-457. 

13 See, for example, Schegloff, 1990, p. 63, note 6, for a disaxssion of the same 
bit of information first treing conveyed in an utterma: designed to do 
something else, and immediately thereafter done as a "telling" at arrows a and 
b, respectively, in the following exchange: 

B: But- (1 .O) \Vouldju do me a favor? heheh 
J: e(hh) depends on the favor::, go ahead, 
H: a- Didjer mom tell you ;called the other day? 
J: No she didn't. 

(0.5) 
R: b- Well I called. (.) hhh 
S: [Uhuh] - 

14 By this they referred to "representations of some state of affairs . . . drawn 
from the biography of the s4)eaker: these are A-events, that is, known to A and 
not necessarily to B" (Labov & Fanshel, 1977, p. 62). 

15 Alternatively, it could be characterized as a possible troubles telling (cf. 
Jefferson & Lee, 1981; Jefferson, 1988) or a pre-request (see later discussion). 
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206 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

I cannot here take up the differences between these formulations, which in any 
case are not material to the issues I am presently concerned with. 

16 Drew (1984, pp. 137-139 et passim) described the use of reportings that leave it 
to the recipient to extract the upshot and the consequent appropriate response. 
p e  addressed himself specifically to the decliing of invitations by reporting 
incapacitating drcumstances. Hi materials share with the present data the 
feature that a "dipreferred" action is circumlacuted by the use of a simple 
'reporting of "the facts"- there, declining invitations; here, requesting a service. 

17 For recent treatments of parenthetical prosody from a variety of approaches, 
see the articles by Local (1992) and IJhiann (1992). 

, 18 On the use of additional increments to otherwise possibly completed turns after 

I developing silences portend incipient disagreement or rejection, see Ford 
(1 993). 

i 

REFERENCES 

Drew, P. (1984). Speakers' reporting in invitation sequences. In J. M. Atkinson & 
J. C. Heritage (Eds.), Structures of social action (pp. 129-151). Cambridge, 
England: Cambridge University Press. 

Duranti, A., & Brenneis, D. (Eids.). (1986)- Special issue on 'The audience as 
co-author ." Text, 6. 

Erickson, 1.'. (1992). They know all the lines: Rhythmic organization and 
contextualization in a conversational listing routine. In P. Auer &A. di Luzio 
[Eds.), The contexfualization of language (pp. 365-397). Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins. 

Ford, C. (1993). Grammar in interaction: Adverbial clauses in American English. 
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Ford, C., & Thompson, S .  A. (forthcoming). Interactional units in conversation: 
pyntactic, intonational and pragmatic resources for the management of turns. 
In E. Ochs, E. A. Schegioff, & S. A. Thompson (Eds.), Interaction and 
grammar. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Goodwin, C. (1979). The interactive construction of a sentence in natural conver- 
sation. In G. Psathas (Ed.), Everyday language: Studies in ethnomethodoiogy 
@p. 97-121). New York: Irvington. 

Goodwin, C. (1981). Conversational organization. New York: Academic. 
Goodwin, M. H. (1980). Processes of mutual monitoring impbcated in the 

production of description sequences. Saciological Inquiry, 50, 303-317. 
Heritage, 5. C .  (1984a). A change-of-state token and aspects of its sequential 

jplacement. In J. M. Atkinson & J. C. Heritage (Eds.), Stnrctures of social 
@ion ( p p .  299-3451. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, S
an

 D
ie

go
] a

t 2
3:

21
 1

2 
A

pr
il 

20
16

 



The Omnirelevance of Action 207 

Heritage, J. C. (1984b). Garfinkel and ethnomethodology. Oxford: Polity. 
Jefferson: G. (1988). On the sequential organization of troubles-talk in ordinary 

conversation. Social Problem, 35, 418-441. 
Jefferson, G., & Lee, J. R. E. (1981). The rejection of advice: Managing the 

problematic convergence of a "troubies-telling" and a ''sewice encounter." 
Journal of Pragmatics, 5, 399-422. 

Jefferson, G., & Schenkein, J. (1 978). Some sequential negotia'tiorls in conversation: 
Unexpanded and expanded versions of projected action sequences. In J. 
Schenkein (Ed.), Studies in the organization of conversational interaction (pp. 
155-172). New York: Academic. 

Labov, W., & Fanshel, D. (19?i'). Therapeutic discourse. New York: Academic. 
Lerner, Ci.  H. (1987). Collabo~mtive turn sequences: Sentence construction and 

sociul action. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Irvine. 
Lerner, G. H. (1991). On the syntax of sentences-in-progress. Language in Society, 

20, 441-458. 
Lerner, Ci. H. (forthcoming). C)n the 'semi-permeable' charitctrr of grammatical 

units in conversation: conditional entry into the turn space of another speaker. 
In E,. Ochs, E. A. Schegloff & S. A. Thompson (Eds.), Interaction and 
Grammar. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

L,evinson, S. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Local, J. (1992). Continuing and restarting. In P. Auer & A. diLuzio (Eds.), The 

contexfuafizafion of langttage (pp. 273-296). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Mandelbaum, J. (1987). Couples sharin~ stories. Communication Quarterly, 35, 

144-170. 
hilandelbaurn, J. (1989). Interpersonal activities in conversat~ional storytelling. 

Western Journal Q f Speech Communication, 53, 1 14- 126. 
Fomerantz, A. (1984). Agreeiq imd disagreeing with assessments: Some features of 

prefc:rred/dispreferred turn shapes. In J. M. Atkiion & J. C. Heritage (Eds.), 
Structures of Social Actiorr: Studies in Conversation Ana4ysis (pp. 57-101). 
Cambridge, England: Camlxidge University Press. 

Sacks, H. (1987). On the preferences for agreement and contiguity in sequences in 
conversation. In G. Button ,& J. R. E. Lee (Eds.), Talk and social organization 
(pp. 54-69). Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. (Original work pub- 
lished 1973) 

Sacks, H. (1992). Lectures on conversation: Volumes I and 11. Edited by G. 
Jefferson, with introductic~ns by E. A. Schegloff. Oxfortl, England: Basil 
Blackwell. 

Sacks, H., & Schegloff, E. A. (1979). Two preferences in the organization of 
reference to  persons in conversation and their interaction. In G. Psathas (Ed.), 
Eveyday language: Studies in ethnomethodofogy (pp. 15-21). New York: 
Irvington. Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest 
systematics for the organization of turn-taking for converriation. Language, 
50, 694-735. 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, S
an

 D
ie

go
] a

t 2
3:

21
 1

2 
A

pr
il 

20
16

 



208 Emanuel A. Schegloff 

Schegloff, E. A. (1979a). Identification and recognition in telephone openings. In 
6. Psathas (Ed.), Everyday lungwage: Sttldies in ethnomethodology (pp. 
23-78). New York: Irvington. 

Schegloff, E. A. (1979b). The relevance of repair for syntax-for- conversation. In T. 
Givon (Ed.), Syntax and semantics 12: Discourse and syntax (pp. 261-288). 
New ~ o r k :  Academic. 

Schegloff, E. A. (1980). Preliminaries to preliminaries: "Can I ask you a question?" 
~$aciol%kal lizqrrirqr, 54 104-152. 

Schegloff, E. A. (1982). Discaurse as an interactional achievement: Some uses of 
WI huh" and other things that come between sentences. In D. Tannen (Ed.), 
Feorgetown Unitwsity Rorcndtahb on Languages and Linguistics (pp. 71-93). 
vashington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

I 

Schegloff, B. A. (1986). The routine as achievement. Human Studies, 9, 11 1-151. 
Schegioff, E. A. (1987). Analyzing single episodes of interaction: An exercise in 

$onversation analysis. Social Psychology Quarterly, 50, 101-1 14. 
Scheploff, EE. A. (1988t-Q. Discourse as an interactional achievement 11: An exercise 

jn conversation analysis. In D. Tannen (Ed.), Linguisfics in context: Con- 
necting obsemation and ttnderstauding (pp, 135-158). Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Schegloff, E. A. f1988b). Goffman and the mdysis of canversation. In P. Drew & 
A. Wootton @ds.), Eming Goffman: jFxpbring the interaction order (pp. 
89-135). Cambridge, England: Polity. 

Schegloff, E. A. (1988~). On an actual virtual servo-mechanism for guessing bad 
news: A single case conjecture. Social Probhs,  35, 442-457. 

Schegloff, E., A. (1988d). Presequences and indirection: Applying speech act theory 
to ordinary conversation. JoumaI of Pragmatics, 12, 55-62. 

~che~~o ' f f ,  A. (1989). Reflections on language, development, and the interac- 
tional character af talkin-interaction. In M. Bornstein & J. S. Bruner (Eds.), 
Jnfer@ctl'on in human development (pp. 139-153). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Eribaunz Assaciai es, Inc* 

Schegloff, E. A. (1990)- On the organization of sequences as a source of "coherence" 
in talk-in~inta~tion. In B. Dorval (Ed.), Conversafional organization and its 
devefopmenr [pp. 51-77). Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Schegloff, E, A. (1991). Beflations on talk and social structure. In D. Boden & D. 
$3; Zmm-n (Bds.), Talk and social structure (pp. 44-70). Cambridge, 
En31and: Cmbfidge University Press. 

Scheglaff, E. A. (1992a). Introduction. In 6. Jefferson Pd.), Harvey Sacks: 
k,ecflrres on cc~nversation: Volume I (pp. k-lxii). Oxford, England: Basil 
18pckwell. 

ScheglaffI E. A. (1992b). Repair after next turn: The last structurally provided 
flefenst: of intersubjectivity in conversation. Amen'can Journal of Sociology, 
97; 12195-1345. 

Schegbff, E. A. (1992~). 'Xb SearIe on conversation: A note in return. In J. R. 
sea~'b et al., SO.@] S ~ d e  on canversation (pp 113-128). Amsterdam and 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, S
an

 D
ie

go
] a

t 2
3:

21
 1

2 
A

pr
il 

20
16

 



The Omnirelevance of Action 209 -- - 

Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
Schegloff, E. A. (1995). Parties and talking together: Two ways in which numbers 

are significant for talk-in-interaction. In P. ten Have & (;. Psathas (Eds.), 
Situtzted order: Studies in social organization and embodfed activities. (pp. 
31-42). Washington, DC: 1Jniversity Press of America. 

Schegloff, E. A. (forthcoming a). Turn organization: One int+:rs~xtion of grammar 
and interaction. In E. Qchs, E. A. Schegloff, & S. Thompson (Eds.), 
Interaction and grammar. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Shannon, C., & Weaver, W. (1!249). The mathematical theory cf communication. 
Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 

Terasaki, A. (1976). Pre-annou,scement sequences in conversation (Social Science 
Wo~king Paper 99). Irvine: University of California, School of Social Sciences. 

TJhmann, S. (1992). Contextualizing relevance: On some forms, and functions of 
speech rate changes ~ I I  everyday conversation. In P. Auer &A. diLuzio (Eds.), 
The conrextualiqation oJP language (pp. 297-336). Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins. 

:Zimmerman, D. H. (1984). Talk. and its occasion: The case of calling the police. In 
D. Schiffrin (Ed.), Georgetown University Round Table on Languages and 
Linguistics 1984 (pp. 210-228). Washington, DC: Georgetown University 
Press. 

APPENDIX: DEBBIE AND NICK 

01 
02 
03 Nick: 
04 Debbie: 
05 
06 Debbie: 
07 
08 Nick: 
09 Debbie: 
10 Nick: 
11 Debbie: 
1 l a  
12 Niqk: 
13 Debbie: 
14 Niyk: 
15 Debbie: 
16 Nick: 

((ring ring)) 
((click/hick-up)) 
H'llo 
'hh- ' z  <Who's this, 
(0.2) 
This'? ]Debbie 
('3.3) 
Who's this. 
This' Debbie f -- This a >the Los Angeles Poli ce < 

[[Nno: = 1 [;;;:hlla 
[Hi Nicky how are ya. 

0:kay 
hh u-, Did Mark go to Ohio? 
Ohio? 
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Emanuel A. Schegloff 

17 Debbie: 
18 Nick: 
19 Debbie: 
20 Nick: 
21 Debbie: 
22 Nick: 
23 

25 Nick: 
26 Debbie: 
27 
28 Nick: 
99 Debbie: 
30 
31 irTick: 
32 Debbie: 
33 Sick: 
34 Debbie: 
35 
36 Nick: 
37 Debbie: 
38 Nick: 
a9 
40 Debbie: 
41 Nick: 
42 
43 Debbie: 
44 Nick: 
45 Debbie: 
46 Nick: 
47 Debbie: 
48 Nick: 
49 
50 Debbie: 
51 
52 
53 Nick: 
54 
55 Debbie: 
56 Niek : 

Uh huh& 
I dunno did he? - 
-hh I: dunn 0:: 

- 1-hi ha 
NY- 
Yeah I think he's (corn-)/(stiIl) ( )- 
when's Mark come back, Sunday~ ((off phone)) 
(0.8) 
Yeah I think he's comin back Sunday = 
= Tomorrowt Is Rich ganna go get 'im? - 
@.a 
I guess 
Or is he gonna ca:lli 
(0.8) 
h! (h)I du(h)nno he didn't tell me = 
=Oh:: you have nothin' t'do with it 
@)ha ha 
'bhb Urn:: u- p a s  what I've-(u-)wuz lookin' in the 
paper:.-have you got your waterbed yet? 
Uh huh, it's redly nice Ctoo, I set it up 
Oh rea:lly? -Already? - 
Mmhmrn 
ia.51 
Are you kidding? 
No: well lordered it last (week)/(spring) 
(0.5) 
Oh- no but you h- you've got - it already? 
yeah h! hh= ((laughing)) 
= hhh hh 'hh ((laughing) 

11 just 1 said that - 
0::hh: hu h, I couldn't b lieve you c- 1 I - 

[Oh ('it's just) It'll sink in 'n two 
day s fr'm now (then 1 ((laugh)) 

[ ( ( l a u g h ) )  1 Oh no cur I just 
got- I saw an ad in the paper for a real discount 
waterbed s' I w'z gonna tell you 'bout it = 
=No this is really, you (haven't seen) mine, you'll 
really like it- 
Ya:h. It's an a frame and everythi ng? - 

[Ye, 
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Debbie: 
Nick: 
Debbie: 

Nick: 

Nick: 

Debbie: 

Nick: 

Debbie: 

Debbie: 

Debbie: 

Nick: 
Debbie: 

Debbie: 
Nick: 
Debbie: 
Nick: 
Debbie: 
Debbie: 
Nick: 
Debbie: 
Nick: 

'hh Uh (is) a raised frame? - 
Omm hmm 
How: ni::ce, Whadja do with Mark's cou:ch, - - -- 
(0.5) 
P(h)ut it out in the cottage, 
(0.2) 
goddam thing weighed about two thr3)ousand 

Poundk:yea::h 

(0.2) 
Rea:lly 
(0.3) 
'hh O:kay, - 
(.I 
We11 (0.8) mmtch! I guess I'll talk tuh Mark later 
then.hh 
Yeah I guess yo u will eh heh huh huh huh huh 

L h h  ' & e : 1 1 : - I, heh 
'hh that. that: (.) could be debatable too I dunno - 
(0.2) 
Bu:t '1111 so um: 'hh = 
=So (h!) urn uh let's see my name's Debbie = 

1.h I m  

'hhh! O.kay I'll see you later Nick = 
=okay 
Buh qyc: 
Bye bye 
((phone hung up)) 
((click)) D
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