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ABSTRACT

This study is an investigation of toplcalization behavior
observed in the context or frame of an experimental relationship.
Two previously unacquainted women met for six, one-hour periods, called
episodes, holding topically unrestricted conversation with one another.
These conversations were tape recorded and transcrived; the transcrip-
tions formed the data corpus. The transcripts were studied for the
patterns observatle in the topicalizing produced by the participants.
These structural features were evident: a) the transcripts "broke up"

into segments, termed topical exchange units, identified by a network

of referents in the talk that corresponded from talking turn %o talking
turn; b) talking turns cohered in groups of twos, threes, and fours
(occasionally more) called rounds, indicated by the fact of turms
being reciprocally addressed and replied to. These units appeared to
be natural units of interaction in a topical medium. It was then
observed that the topicalization for each participant, Ann and Beth,
had a unique, characteristic, and identifying pattern called role tyve,
consisting of regularities in the content, use of topicalization
mechanisms (raising topic, furthering torpic, legitimizing, etc.), and
style of arzumentation (avoiding, pursuing, stc.). The occursnce of
characteristic features of each person's talk were documented: Ann's,
for its inherently dramatic narratives, and Beth's, for its tenacious
pursult of certain topics. The notion of role type was related to
contemporary interests in the study of personality. An examination
was then made of the developmental nature of meaning in the transcript

data. One sample topic from the third episode was selected, and its



historical development traced through the first and second episodes.
It was observed that an understanding of the positions and arguments
presented by the participants involved a historical development of
logic, based on the distinctive perspective of each. The meaning of
much ¢of the segment in the third episode was situated in a considera-
tion of the events from the prior episodes. Thus the meaning in a

transcript record reflect a develormental argument logic. Situated

in the natural frame of a relationship, patterns of topicalizing

reflect patterns in the events that transpired in the relationship.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. On This Study

This study is an exploratory investigation into the nature
of talking behaviors within an experimental relationship. What do
.participants in a relationship talk about? On a common sense level,
most everyone knows what it means to have a relationship with someone.
It means that one spends time with another person, for personal or
professional business, or because of a personal involvement. In this
process talk is abundant and topics succeed one another. Relation-
ships in a person's 1life can develop simply because he or she fre-
guents the same places as another. It also usually means that one
sometimes thinks of the other person when not in the person's presence,
e.g. remembering a conversation they had, imagining a future conversa-
tion, reminding oneself to tell the person something, and so on.

These relationship activities always imply shared topics.

For many people, the contact with others sustained through
the routine of their day takes up a major portion of their day to day
concerns, involvements, thoughts, feelings, imaginings, and other
reactions. When we consider the cumulation of this contact through
weeks, months, and years, we see that the impact of a person's rela-
tionships on the experiences of day to day passage of time must be
considerable. It would be a rare biography indeed that did not reflect
major effects from relationships.

There are many experiences that people have in relationships
that are common and form themes that are continually raised in our

literature, songs, poetry, legends, myths, and drama. Conventional
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forms of relationships figure prominently in the social sciences, e.g.
concerns with role relationships in social psychology (Bennis, Berlew,
Schein, and Steele, 1973), and the study of kinship systems in anthro-
pology (Tyler, 1969); also in social science applications, such as
psychotheraputic speclalizations in family and marital relationships.

From the individual point of view, there are some common
features that can be generally recognized in relationships. One is
that a relationship involves the experience of exchanging topics,
i.e. being in communication with the person for a series of times,
variously spaced and of various durations, for various occasions, and
of various levels of intimacy, various sorts of interestis, amounts of
attraction, ard involvement. Relationships are associated with cer-
tain places--home, the office, in school, in the dentist's office,
places where friends gather, and so on. These shared "daily round"
routines are communal sources of topics and topic sequences. The
kinds of relationships one has can be identified by their distinguish-
ing functional characteristics, e.g. relationships with one's mother
versus one's father; in a work setting, one of two fellow employees
of the opposite sex to whom one 1s attracted; the receptionist at the
dentist's office, and then the dentist; stc.

The expressions "moving in circles"” and "moving in circuits”
of people aptly characterize the way we group people in our thoughts,
doings, and topics.

Another observation is that we keep track of other peoples'
day to day histories. One might say that a person's involvement with

another could be indexed by their topical exchanges in periods of
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contact, and what they think of each other when not in contact. Thus,
in studying the conversation between two people one sees what people
respond to in each other's talk, what they notice about one another,
keep track of, and so on.

We experience the topics of relationship themes as they are
represented in the cultural medias--printed, electronic and otherwise.
For example, the themes played on the radio's rock music stations (as
familiar strains of romantic involvement) have story lines which are
all recognizable and which, for many people, have been or are realized
in their lives.

Though we see ourselves play out the cultural themes of
involvement in our own lives, and can observe them in others' lives as
well, there is amother observation to be made that seems somewhat para-
doxical. That is, regardless of how "close" or long-term a relation-
ship is, one is never absolutely sure of what the other one is doing
topically in his or her thoughts and inner reactions (and even with
reports from the person there is the issue of "how exact or accurate
the report is").

The ultimately unavailability of a person's topics in inner
experience to another has been found oy Macintyre (1971) to be "dis-
concerting” in light of the implication that "every piece of behavior
is open to doubt” (i.e. that people may be insincere or deceptive in
thelr self-presentation). However true this may be, it does not
prevent relationships as a social phenocmenon from forming and develop-
ing with great regularity. Thus there is the pragmatic social issue

of how it all happens.
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Those who have worked with the analysis of interaction in its
many forms have some ideas about this. They know, for example, that
people do not need to know what others are thinking to successfully
sustain interaction. They also know that successful interaction does
not even require that each person always know what the other said.

In the "daily round. approach" proposed by Jakobovits and
Gordon (1975-77; 1978), the emphasis is on recording the natural his-
tory of the individual through the use of transcript data, records of
interior dlalogue, microdescriptions of on-going activities, and so on.
This daily round social psychological orientation provides the methods
used in this investigation of the topical behavior as a case study of

a relationship between two people.

In the characterization of relationship provided in Jakobovits

and Gordon's (1978) Workbook for the Study of Social Psychology, the

authors define relationship as "the functional state of contact between
individuals who share a daily round" (1978:8.3), and propose that rela-
tionship has three distinguishing properties: a) that relationship is
episodic, that is, this contact is conventionalized and forms "a mini-
mal social unit on the daily round"; b) that relationship is iransac-
tional, that is, the relational contact iInvolves a functional behavior-
al exchange by the two people; c) that relationship 1s topical; that is,
what goes on in the relationship by those involved are "topicalized"

by the participants, aloud or in their thoughts, hence interpretations
they make of their talk assume specific functional values and signi-
ficances. The notion of "topicalization" (Jakobovits and Gordon,

1975-77; Winskowski, in press) or topicalizing behavior refers to the
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behavior in talking of bringing up topics, responding to other peoples'
topics, mentioning something, avoiding the mention of something, carry-
ing the discussion one step further, and so on--it i1s the creation of
topic in the activity, i.e. "topicalizing." All talk, it will be
argued, constitutes topicalizing.

This study 1s an effort to investigate certain topical aspects
of a single relationship through records of what the two people said
while in each others' presence. To accomplish this, it was arranged
for two individuals (named Ann and Beth in the transcript) to meet for
a series of approximately one-hour periods, a total of six times. The
idea of the study was to prepare a record of the talk that took place
between Ann and Beth in the frame1 or context of thelr relationship
as set up in this procedure. I became interested in techniques of
analysis that derive information such as the following from the tran-
script data:

- what the participants said, and when

what each showed behaviorally that she noticed about the

other

-~ what they mentioned to one another

- what did not get mentioned that might have been

- where the participants deferred to each other regarding
what they were talking about or how to proceed in the

conversation, and where they didn't

looffman has used the tem "frame" to refer to the "principles
of organization which govern events" (1974:10). Here the term is used
to indicate that the relationship of the participants contextualizes,
that is frames their talk as much as the physical location or the
occasion does.
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- what sorts of things one participant asked about the other
- how each of them showed that she kept track of the other
person from one episode to the next
- the points in the conversation where they disclosed.
personal information about themselves, and what it is in

reply to

Thus, the study concerns itself with the problem of how to
extract empirical data from topicalization behavior. When I examine
the transcript data, mechanisms in topicalization are observed which
have these behavioral characteristics:

- each person's data displays particular distinguishable

differences in topical behaviors

- topical behaviors vary in function depending on where they

occur and what other topical behaviors they are a response
to

- topical behavior sequences reflect the dynamic development

of the interactions between Ann and Beth
By monitoring the emergence of fopicalization in the data I hope to
develop an understanding of what constitutes the substance of Ann and
Beth's relaticnship in terms of the topicalizing patterns in their
talk. In doing so, I will be examining to some exten® the structure of
topic development in conversation and its relationship to the functional
aspects of the behavior of being in a relationship, i.e. the social
occasions that result in contact with one another.

My interest in topicalization dates from research performed

for a master's thesis (Winskowski, in press) dealing with transcripts
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on a series of telephone conversations between two individuals. In it,
these observations were made:

- the data showed a succession of topics for each conversa-
tion
- the participants' topicalizing reflected a difference be-
tween the opening and closing sesments of the conversations
where sequences of turns followed a limited number of pat-
terns, with certain elements always present (e.g. greet-
ings, raising of a first topic, proposal for terminating
the conversation, temminal exchanges), and the segments
between opening and closing where the topicalizing took on
greater variability
- three types of mechanisms in topicalizing were noted in
the data: raising a topic, mentioning a topic in the con~
text of a topic already ongoing, and commenting on previous
topicalizing work
- the data indicated. strategies in topicalizing employed by
the participants that varied from one point in the conver-
sation to the next, but which characterized the topicaliz-
ing of each individually
These glimpses into the systematicity of topicalization convinced me of
its viability as a focus for the analysis and understanding of topical-
izing behavior. Since then, the literature has revealed other writings

whose concerns are related to aspects of the present study.



B. The Literature

The study of topicalization in relationships is not a trad-
itional focus in social psychology, but there is a budding interest in
it as a subject of research from a couple of areas. For example,

recently there has appeared in the social psychology literature some

writing about relationships that unifies much literature in "interper-
sonal processes.” Altman and Taylor (1973) published a book on the
development of interpersonal relationships. The authors state that
they have an interest in studying the variables affecting the develop-
ment and dissolution of relationships. They provide a comprehensive
literature and data analysis in support of their thesis of a model of
the development of a relationship in terms of the rewards and cosis of
the situation for a person. Relationships, according to the authors,
are associated with the cumulation of "social penetration," that is,
the cumulation of "interpersonal behavior," and the "internal subjective
processes which precede, accompany, and follow overt exchange" (Altman
and Taylor, 1973:5). The development of relationships is conceived of
as an increase in the breadth of personality aspects that one person
reveals to another during exchanges as well as an increase in depth of
topic areas, from the superficial to the personal or intimate.

The measures that the authors use in their own research, and
those of the research they cite, have all been designed to "tap" var-
iables in experimentally framed relationships through rating and cate-
gorizing the subjects' communication behaviors with each other, the use
of questionnaires, and other traditional social psychological methods.

Of concern are the role of such variables as intimacy, self-disclosure,



1liking, reciprocity of exchange, and so on. Though the authors have
presented a numbter of insights regarding the effects of relationship
development, the more fundamental question of how to characterize the
moment-to-moment doings in the talk of the people from the beginning
of their relationship remains unaddressed. As an exploratory effort
in this direction, my research deals with the progression of topicaliz-
ation- between Ann and Beth from the beginning by way of documenting
the development of intimacy, the display of exchange reciprocity, and
so on.

Another theoretical discussion by Morton, Alexander, and
Altman (197 ) focuses on interpersonal communication and the definition
of relationships. They present a framework of propositions about
social relationships, a theme of which is that people must be "in
agreement” with one another regarding the definition of the relation-
ship. "Crises" in relationships are characterized in terms of non-
mutuality of the definition of relationships. My research addresses
something central to the development of relationships. What a person
thinks of a relationship would certainly affect what he or she did in
talk with the other person, e.g. whether the subject of their relation-
ship is raised, or whether it is avoided, and how; whether a person's
definition of the relationship is explicitly discussed, and how; and
so on. The authors have not raised these issues in a longitudinal
investigation, but wltimately they would relate to the concerns of this
study, namely the way in which topicalization reflects the development

of relationship definition, the development and resolution of crises,

etc.
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Experimental efforts are following these. In a study that
derives directly from social penetration theory, Morton (1978) com-
pared measures of intimacy and reciprocity of communication between
spouses and between strangers. Married couples and strangers were
videotaped in conversation as they discussed selecticns from a list of
topics that varied in the level of intimacy. Their behavior was
scored for the following four categories in the content of their con-
versation: 1) highly private facts and highly personal judgements and
feelings; 2) highly private facts btut a low level of feeling or judge-
ment; 3) highly personal feelings but a low level of factual privacy;
and &) low on toth description of private facts and evaluative state-
ments. The results support predictions from social penetration theory,
namely that the spouses had a higher level of descriptive (though not
evaluative) intimacy ratings than strangers, and were rated as "less
reciprocal” than strangers.

In this research I have focused on something of interest
for the longitudinal study of relationships. Though in the Morton
(1978) study the two types of relationships were different, not parallel
relationships at differernt stages of development, the content differ-
ence no doubt reflected in some way (as yet undocumented) an effect of
time. The current study is involved with the documentation of the
effects of time on patterns of topicalization--essentially the develop-

ment of topicalization from the point of being strangers to a later
stage of a relationship.

The present study concerns the investigation of the topical

behaviors in a relationship through the analysis of records of talk
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between two participants. As such it relates to several areas of
social science where research and observation has focused on the study
of spontanecus talking behavior in social settings.

The literature that relates to the study of talk is pertinent
as well. To begin with, there is a body of literature in the area of
clinical psychology and personality theory that relates to this inter-
est. In recent years, the publication of client-therapist interviews
have appeared, accompanied by various sorts of analyses. ZFittenger,

Hockett, and Danehy's The First Five Minutes (1960) was a pioneer in

the linguistic microdescription of psychotheraputic talk. The authors
used transcript data in order to retain a record of behavior that was,
as far as the actor was concerned, 'effortless, automatic, and out of
awareness.' Their data was a detailed linguistic and paralinguistic
transcription of the first five minutes of an interview between a
young woman and a psychiatrist. Accompanying it is the detailed
interpretive enumeration of the first five minutes of the episode, and
what was occuring therein based on noticings of the research team

(a linguist, a psychiatrist, etc.).

What is of interest about this work is the authors' recon-
struction of the events that occurred between therapist and patient.
The interpretations that the authors made are tied to specific cues in
the transcript (a particular intonation on a particular word, patterns
in breathing, use of certain expressions, etc.). However the proced-
ures for deriving the interpretation are not detalled in the text. In
ny investigation I am concerned not only with the reconstruction of

the doings of the participants, but also what the observer notices, and
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reacts to, how he or she moves from observation to interpretation and
what underlies interpreting one way rather than another--in other words

what the interpretation tells about the community cataloguing practices

(Jakobovits and Gordon, 1975-77; 1978) of the observers' memberships,
and the resulting conventions in observation and interpretation.

In a related study, Labtov and Fanshel (1977) also took a
small sample of data (from a large corpus that included Fanshel and
Moss, 1971), performed an equally fine phonological analysis, and.
generated an interpretation by "expansion" of the utterances. Expan-
sion refers to a technigue of paraphrasing a person's utterance to in-
clude, in explicit form, all of the referents and logical assertions
and "background understandings"(Sacks, 1972) that can be reconstructed.
from the data.

In the Labov and Fanshel (1977) study, the authors took a
step toward systematizing the technique of interpretation by focusing
on the logical propositions that could te found in the assertions in
the transcript data. This relates to my own interest in formalizing
procedures for deriving information from the transcript. While Labov
and Fanshel relied to a much greater extent on the content of utter-
ances in their data to shape the reconstruciion (1977:538), ny study
seeks to formalize the derivation of information from a transcript
though the application of formal analytic procedures independent of
the data's content.

In a less psychoanalytically and more psychologically orient~
ed. vein, Gottschalk (1961) edited a volume of psycholinguistic analyses

on data from two psychiatric interviews. His stated objective was to
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document the way in which therapeutic orientations differ by transcript
analysis. In a paper in this volume by Strupp (1961), category systems
were developed for describing the therapeutic activity in the data, and
three scales to rate degree of inference, initiative of the therapist,
and the therapeutic climate. Other writings in this volume include an
analysis of type-token ration, a measure of "verbal diversification";
and the analysis of psychological states interpretable from the data.
The studies cited here are part of a broader interest in the nature and
role of speech behavior. Thus, in developmental psychology, the issue
of concern is the role of developing speech behavior in a child (Luria,
1961; Roberts and Tharp, 1978). No discussion of analytic systems for
interaction would be complete without mention of Bales' Interaction

Process Analysis (1951). Bales developed a procedure by which a

trained observer could categorize the behavior of members of a small
group interaction as it occurs, that is, as the observer is watching.
The category system designed by Bales includes btehaviors which are
associated with some problem solving task (e.g. giving an opinion, ask-
ing for a suggestion, etc.) as well as behaviors which show both posi-
tive and negative emotion. With this apprcach, Bales has been able to
document the sequence of problem solving bvehavior, the assumption of
various social roles in a group by members, and the individual strate-
gies shown in the frequencies of particular behaviors exhibited by that
individual.

These writings relate to my investigation through
their data-based approaches. Each begins with the data and derives

classification schemes for the behavior evidenced in the transcript
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records. Similarly, the data generated by Ann and Beth's conversations
yields categories of activities exhibited in their topicalizing behav-
ior.

The area of discourse analysis by developmental psycholin-

guists is a main focus on the analysis of talk in social science.

Since the earliest studies of the development of linguistic behavior

in children (e.g. Brown, 1970) the research concern among developmental
psycholinguists has shifted to documenting the emergence of social
speech acts in children's talk. The notion of speech act comes from
the philosophy of ordinary language. 'Speech act" refers to the "iillo-
cutionary and perlocutionary force of an utterance’--the intent of the
person's utterance and its effects on the listener (Searle, 1969). One
outgrowth of this interest has been the development of category systems
for coding speech acts as interpreted from a transcript. Dore (1975;
1977) has illustrated this technique using a nursery school setting.
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) alsc did an analysis of transcripts from
a classroom setting, using what they call a "top-down" analysis. Un-
like the early psycholinguistics, who began from linguistic units and
attempted to move toward the explanation of larger theoretical and
interactional units, the "top-down" approach begins with the social
occasion as the outermost analytic frame, and successively divides
and. subdivides the segquence of activity at its natural juncture points
down to the smallest units. The analytic units of organization pre-
sented by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) for discourse range from
lesson (the occasion), through a series of successive subdivisions to

the smallest, an act (the minimal unit of speaking which can be said
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to have a function; acts are labelled according to function, e.g.
"elicitation," "questions," etc.). The discourse analysis approach
is of interest here as it focuses on structural features in transcript
records of talk. The transcript data at hand exhibits structural char-
acteristics at many levels, illuminating much about the organization of
Ann and Beth's topicalizing behaviors.

In a slightly different vein, a number of other researchers
in psycholinguistics, ethnomethodology, and anthropology, have been
engaged in documenting the development of the child's pragmatic under-
standing and use of speech acts. Mishler (1975) has identified the
types of questions that grade school children employ and reply to.
Ervin-Tripp and Mitchell-Kernan (19?7) have recently published a volume
on the development of sociolinguistic competence in children. In it.
there is a study on play behavior in talk (Garvey, 1977), and one on
dispute behavior in children (Brenneis and Lein, 1977). Evidence of
interest on children's talking performances as a subcultural phenomenon
is reflected in the inclusion of Watson-Gegeo and Boggs' (1977) study
of speech routines in Hawaiian children (see also Iwamura, 1977; and
Sudnow, 1972).

The major focus of the research on child discourse is on
socilolinguistic and psycholinguistics development rather than on the
analysis of talk or the development of talk in children in relationship
networks, with some exceptions, e.g. Keenan and Klien (1975). Studies
which deal more directly with the analysis of talk and conversation

have come out of backgrounds in social psychology, sociology, and ordin-

ary language philosophy.
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Allen and Guy's Conversation Analysis: The Sociology of Talk

(1974) is a recent major effort to provide a sociological description
for conversation. The authors echo social psychology's recent interest
in relationships, for they are also interested in what they call the
"bonding process," namely, the "accumulation and creation of a commu-
nicative union tetween partners” (p.7). A range of variables are
studied from a large corpus of conversational data generated by palring
college students and tape recording five minutes of their talk. First
the authors deal with a number of physical factors in conversation hav-
ing to do with the "investment of energy" as measured by "intensity,"
that is a combination of loudness, number of syllables per vocal utter-
ance, intensity intervals between adjacent syllables, and the temporal
gain between utterances. Patterns in intensity (e.g. that speakers
tend to begin their utterances with greater intensity than they end
them with) were compared by sex structure of the dyad (male-male, male-
femala, female-female), as were patierns in the other variables. The
distribution of some categories of vocabulary such as pronouns are
examined, as well as some aspects of non-verbal behavior such as head
movement, ocular behavior, and facial movement. Many of the findings
in Allen and Guy (1974) are of interest with regard <o social issues;
such as the fact that in their data, females maintained sye contact for
greater periods of time than males, and that females tended to defer to
males in the selection and maintenance of topics, etc. Allen and
Guy discuss propositions regarding conversational conduct as well.

Theirs is a major effort to quantify sociological variables in conver-

sation.
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The logical exposition of argument in conversation is another
area that 1s attracting interest. Two examples of writing from the
area of ordinary language philosophy are Gordon and Lakoff's (1975)
discussion of conversational postulates, describing the conditions of
ordinary conversation which are assumed to be in effect; and Grice's
(1975) of logic and conversation. These two works are among those re-
ferred to by researchers wishing to explicate the logic implicit in
talk (e.g. Labov and Fanshel, 1977; Ervin-Tripp and Mitchell-Kearnan,
1977).

A parallel but distinct interest in the sociology of talk is
expressed by the ethnomethodologists. The most recent, well-known
contritution in this area is the study of turm taking in conversation
by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974). Related writings focus on
sociological mechanisms in conversation and their functions, e.g.
conversational openings (Schegloff, 1968), conversational closings
(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). What I find attractive about the approach
of the ethnomethodologists is their focus on a sociology of ordinary
spontaneous conversation. This line of inquiry relates to the phenom-
enological school of thought in social sclence, and more recently, to
EZrving Goffman's writings, whose perspicacious rendering of the
bizarre qualities of the ordinary are a continuing delight to his
readers (see Goffman 1969; 1971). This study shares a concern with
ethnographically oriented writings in documenting the norms in talking
practices, and the way in which individual talking practices reflect

ethnicity (Jakobovits and Gordon, 1978).



18
The last focus of inquiry to be described brings us full

circle back to the field of social psychology. Jakobovitis and Gordon
(1978) cite the work of R. Harré (1977) who has proposed a new approach
in social psychology called "ethogenics." It is an approach to the
development of a model of social action from accounts people give in
written descriptions. Harré views sequences of action by a person as
a type of problem solving behavior; explication of the conventional
sense of an action sequence i1s derived through "the analysis of
accounts.” In other words, according to the author, accouts "reveal
the social semantic system of individuals" (1977:304). Jakobovits and
Gordon, reviewing the ethogenic approach (1978:8.2.2), highlight its
implications for a new paradigm, which 1s at once behavioristic and
naturalistic, and relate ethogenics to their own work in "ethnoseman-
tics." Their ethnosemantic investigations on "community cataloguing
practices” represent a serious attempt to identify the situational fea-
tures of social occasions through a naturalistic methodology they call
"the daily round approach.” As in other fields where culture is the
focus--ethnology, éthnography, ethnométhodology, ethnolinguistics,
ethogenics--ethnosemantics formalizes naturally occuring data into a
taxonomic system derived from the "field," i.e. the community. This
study is an attempt to apply the ethnosemantic approach proposed by
Jakobovits and Gordon (1975-77;1978) to investigate the organization
of topical behaviors in a dyad meeting under experimental conditions.
I shall txy to show that topical behaviors within the context of the
conversational interaction of a dyad proceeds according to a natural

sequence whose organization includes situational as well as
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psychological forces. To accomplish this, it was necessary that I
use an experimental frame for creating the possibility of topical
evolution in the dyadic conversation since ordinary conversational
interactions already presume prior episodal exchanges; that is, con-
versation occurs in a relationship context. Frior work on talk and
relationship, as reviewed above, has tended to ignore this longitudinal
feature until recently (see Iwamura, 1977). The solution attempted
here is to define "relationship"” in terms of successive episcdic ex-
changes of an initially unacquainted dyad and to experimentally
restrict their interactions to a sequence of taped episodes. In this
manner, the relationship of the two participants is used as a con-
trolled (i.e. experiemental) frame for producing the corpus of their
topical behaviors with one another, thus affording the opportunity of

observing the natural development of topical behavior in conversation.



IT. METHOD -

A. Gathering of the Data

In the literature research has dealt with relationships for
the psychological processes that occur therein. In this study I will
deal with a relationshlip as a naturally occuring unit of social inter-
action within which topicalization 1s generated. Generally, the 1lit-
erature to date has not dealt with either the developmental phases
of a single relationship as a case study, nor the development of
meaning in talk as 1t can be observed in the context of an entire
relationship; nor have normative and ordinary practices in talk been
observed frocm such a viewpoint. To address these ilssues required
having access to a relationship that could be observed "in its
entirety,"” i.e. in an experimental relationship. Two women known to
the investigator but unacquainted with each other were aéked to agree
to a series of six episodal interactions in which they were to enact
a relationship by performing, or displaying, or experiencing a rela-
tionship with each other. They both graciously agreed. Accordingly,
it was arranged for them to come together for six occasions for a per-
iod of approximately an hour each. These occasions would comprise the
episodes of the relationship. All of the conversation that occurred
during their contact was to be tape recorded and transcribed. Thus
the data included the tape recordings and later transcripts of all of
the talk that passed between them. Unfortunately the last tape did
not record well and was unrecoverable except for occasional snatches
during the beginning of that hour. Except for this, and any +talk that

went unrecorded at the beginning and the end or during the tape



21

changes (which the participants were warned against), virtually all
of the topicalizing work that the participants engaged in was preserved.

The decision to arrange six episodes of contact during which
to observe the relationship that developed between Ann and Beth
stemmed from two things: 1) giving them enough time together to evoke
some themes in their behavior with one another; and 2) having a man-
ageable amount of data. It appeared that six periods of contact was
enough to allow the participants to get to know each other, and the
resulting corpus of data, although relatively small in terms of the
time spent between two persons, was sufficiently large to observe
patterns in topical behavior (240 typed, double-spaced pages of data
were generated, with roughly 200 words on each page for a total of
48,000 words; equivalent perhaps to a small, 100-page book).

Because I was interested in the properties of talking behavior
as process, I was unconcerned with the particular content of the par-
ticipants' talk. As a case study, the focus was on the development
that occurred in the topicalization of two people in the condition or
situation‘of having an experimental relationship. Accordingly, the
study and its purposes was described in full to the participants. It
was explained that I was interested in studying topical Gtehavior in
detail; that it was necessary to have a complete record of the things
that they said to one another, from the beginning to the end of their
contact in order to see the development from beginning to end, as a
single complete segment of behavior in the stream of their experi-
mentally restricted relationship. Their role was to perform a "live

drama" as it were by meeting with one another for several one hour
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periods. The participants were also required to maintain the record-
ing apparatus, a standard cassette tape recorder, and had the task of
actually managing the recording themselves. During the initial meet-
ing, arranged by the investigator, and each subsequent meeting, the
participants arranged for themselves the following meeting. Table 1

lists the meeting places and dates.

Table 1

Schedule of the Participants' Episodes

Date Location of Meeting
2/3/76 Christy's apartment
2/8/76 Ann's house

2/10/76 Ann's house

2/11/76 A park

2/12/76 A park

2/13/76 A park

Apart from maintaining the conditions of the study the parti-
cipants were left to their own devices for £illing the requisite epi-
sodal hour with conversation. They were assured that their identity
would be masked, and‘the importance of their assistance in maintaining
the experimental conditions expressly emphasized to them.

The participants were free to explore whatever might come of
their interaction. The condition for thelir meeting and spending time
in contact with one another was so it could occur under observation.

The participants' awareness of this frame for their relationship gave
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the record of their talk an interesting quality: Because they were
free to range over any topic they liked, they were able to comment
spontaneously on what was occurring between them, and they often did.
Thus, I often found myself studying some occurrence in the transcripts
which they themselves focused on in thelr topicalization by commenting

on the same occurence (sometimes quite-perspicaciously at that).

B. Transcription of the Data

Behavior occurs and is experiences as a "stream'; electronic
recording devices allow preservation of the stream quality of the re-
cord. Converting the raw data into the "prepared" form of a transcript
involves the transposition of parametric elements on an electronic
"tape" record to a textual record. The endeavor to transpose the
taped record into textual form required breazking the stream inté "be-
havior units" (Barker, 1963) and constructing a symbolic system of
interface called a "notation system” (Jakobovits and Gordon, 1978) bve-
tween the tape recording and the prepared record. At the outset, the
investigator is confronted with the puzzle of determining wﬂat behavior
units are pertinent to the study, and an objective rationale for their
definition and méasurement. In this study, I was concerned with the
functional relationship between the talk that was recorded, and the
setting in which it toock place, that 1s, the topical behaviors of
Ann and Beth evoked in the progression of their relationship.

A transcript serves as a record of an event in the form of a

textual (i.e. written) rendition of who said what in which order. The

basic features a transcript must include to adequately serve as a
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record of conversation are 1) the text of the talk during the episode
in the sequence of its occurrence, and 2) the identity of the speakers
with whom each plece of text is identified (Jakobovits and Gordon,
1975-77).

Speclalized transcripts include variously detailed systems
for consistently notating what can be objectively observed from the
tape recording (see Labov and Fanshel, 1977; Pittenger, Hockett, and
Danehy, 1966; Scheflen, 1973; Gottschalk, 1961; etc.). For the data
at hand, standard orthography forms the basis of a notation system.
The aim of representing the rhythm, timing, intonation, stress, and
non-word voicing (such as coughing, laughing, saying "hm," and so on)
requires the addition of symbols and devices to the transcript nota-
tion system. The textual markings and the format of their presenta-
tion thus reconstructs a selection of information about the event
recorded.

Each participants' talk rarely overlaps with the others' (an
observation documented in Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson, 1974). For
this reason the placement of each plece of talk in conversation can be
described as sequential, alternating turns at talk, and numbered. ac-
cordingly. Strictly speaking, talking turns are not always sequential:
some conversation is simultaneously initiated by participants, some-
times one speaker begins her turn before the prior speaker has finished,
or one person may begin and end a turn while the other has not ceased
talking, and so on. Because the overwhelming majority of talk is com-
posed. of alternating contributions from the participants, the charac-

terization of "alternating turns at talk' will stand here with the
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following qualifications: 1) that there are departures from this
structure, although rare and brief, and 2) that within this majority
classification of the structure of talk, there are subclassifications.
For example, a distinction can be made between the sort of alternation
of talking turns in a series of questions and answers by two partici-
pants, and. the sort of turn, such as "uh-huh," which intersects another
participant's talking turn, and whose function may be interpreted as
giving encouragement to the other speaker without claiming the floor
for talk.

The information contained in the prepared transcript records

includes:

1. the identity of the speakers, and which text is identified
with which speaker (by the initials of their first names)

2. the sequential organization of talk, i.e. talking turns
numbered in the order of occurrence

3. a textual rendition of words, sentences, etc.

L. a textual rendition. of non-word articulation, e.g.
laughter

5. notation explaining the setting and setting activities
of the participants

6. some indications of intonation and stress, and other
paralinguistic activity

7. the duration of pause lengths greater than 2 seconds

The aim of the transcription conventions employed was to reconstruct
a record of the topicalization of Ann and Beth; that is, what each

said in reply to what the other said. . This tells us, simply, what a
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person responded to in the other person's last turn. This is not so
vague as it might initially seem in "the thread of discourse" (Halli-
day and Hasan, 1976). As the reader proceeds through the transcripts
the systematicity and specificity of the referents that surface in the
talk of the participants becomes apparent; the threads of their cor-
respondence from turn to turn keeps intact the sense of what is being
topicalized by the participants. The prepared transcript thur consti-
tutes the record of Ann's and Beth's topicalizing behavior from which

I derived the analysis in the following section.



Table 2

Transcription System

Transcript 1
Function Convention | Example
A. Turn Taking Organization
1. Index of talking turns|sequential |278 A You're very much better at keeping track of these
numbering things * that's because you're trained isn't it?
2. Simultaneous talk; or |alignment 279 B Well no * I've been
embedding of one turn }jof text practicing,
in another
280 A Aha,
281 B I've been practicing with all these
+things+.

B. Orthography

1. Punctuation

2. Spelling

3. BEmphasis

comma., period
question
pause

standard &
colloguial

underlined

5B I'm Beth, of course.

13 B ...Want some coffee?

31 B Um...if I say "I don't know" it's-sounds like (etc.)

128 A ...I'm supposed to keep mah mouth shut 'n be an angel.

122 A They love me because I just let them say whatever
they want to say (etc.)

1All examples taken from Episode 1.

L2



Table 2 (con't.)

Transcription System

Transcript ‘
Function Convention B Example
k. Quotations quotation 122 A My voice teacher always tells me "Talk as little
marks as possible (etc.)
5. Interruptions, 'false | dash 52 B Far out, so - tell me about +that * sounds great
starts’ (etc.)
6. Unclear text parentheses 2 A (That's cute, isn't it?)
7. Drawn-out pronuncia- colon after| 113 A ...at least, a:nd don't want to think of anything

tion draw-out (ete.)

syllable
8. Unintelligible text parentheses| 73 B I don't know. ( ) But this definitely (etc.ﬁ
9. Run-on sentences asterisk 8A I can't * I have to rehearse after this and I (etc.)
10. Non-word sounds standard 41 B Mm-hm * I don't feel nervous actually (etc.)
orthography
11. Laughter
a. During discouse plus sign 132 B That's a fascinating thing...it keeps you from
+talking+,

b. Non-discourse plus sign & {133 A +hhhhn+
standard
orthography | 134 B does it really keep you from (etc.)

8¢



Table 2 (con't.)

Transcription System

: Transcript
Funétion Convention Example
C. Number of seconds (if No. in 19 B 0k. (5.0)
over 3.0) of silence parentheses
D. Stage Directions (non- brackets 62 A No, it's gonna be in great archives - doesn't she

text annotation)

say that in this? /refers to instruction sheet for
participants/

62
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ITI. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
A. Structure in Topicalizing

As those who have worked with transcript data can attest,
records of conversation are awash with significant information about
behavior as it ordinarily and spontaneously occurs, so much so that the
first order of business for the transcript analyst is a question of
extracting order from the data. Harré, in his recent presentation of
ethogeny admonishes psychology for, unlike linguistics, lagging in the
integration of theoretical and research efforts on the structure of
behavior (1977:288). I add my vote to these sentiments as there is
structure at several levels in topicalization behavior, some of which
are examined in the succeeding sections. To begin with, the data indi-
cate general structural features in topicalizations, both in topic
focus ‘(Jakobovits and Gordon, 1975-77), and in the topicalizing mech-
anisms situated in the participants' transactions. Next, structure in
topicalization that individually identifies each participant is docu-
mented.

It is therefore with some puzzlement that I regard Labov and
Fanshel's remarks on the potential for transcript data. The authors
have concluded after years of painstaking efforts to reconstruct the
meaning of talk recorded in their data that they do not foresee the
advent of a discipline of conversation (1977:360). It is puzzling
because, as was indicated in the previous section, there are many
people concerned with researching patterns in talking behavior. Thus
there is much in the way of regularities in topicalization behavior,

some of which are documented on the following pages.
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The structure that is evident in the transcript data 1s of
two types: one has to do with the characteristics of correspondence
in the content of the participants' topicalizing, and the other has to

do with the syntax of moves in conversational behavior.

1. Cohesion: Correspondence of Topical Elements in Talk
Across Turns. The data shows that there is often a correspondence in
the words, phrases and ekpressions used by the participants from one
turn to another. Words and phrases either appear in a first turn and
the following turn in the same form, somewhat modified, paraphrased, or
referred to by deictic. Forms of cohesion in prose discourse have
been treated by Halliday and Hasan (197%).

It can also be noticed that the correspondences in a sequence
of turns connect sets of adjacent turns which.are distinguishable from
the other sets of turns by the particular corresponding woxds and
phrases that individually identify the sets of turns. Data shown in
Table 3 will provide an example. This excerpt takes place in the
first few moments of Ann and Beth's meeting during the first episode.
They are filling out the information for a form they were keeping to
keep track of the occurence of certain kinds of transactions.

There are a number of things that can be observed from this
sample of the data. First, some of the talking turns contain words and
phrases that correspond to those in prior or subsequent turns, and some
do not, e.g. turns 1:19 and 20 (Henceforth, references to the data will
be indicated by the episode number, and transcript line number, separ-

ated by a colon). In Table 3 most though not all of the correspondences
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Table 3. Topical Correspondences
1:11 B ( ' Christy ?)

12 A Yes. Seems to me a very difficult thing to do (to),

13 B Yeah.
14 A keep track

of everything you do..

15 B Well, we'll see as we go along * cause it
might - it might be really distracting, and then it might -
I s — p > —
get in - get to be something else. (I don't know.) Want some

o
coffee?

16 A No thanks. I had uh toast and coffee when I got up this morn-
ing (and) I'm full.

17 B (Ok.) Uhh do you know the date? I've been trying to watch

the date, I can't remember - the first or -

18 A I, think it's February second.
\__j

19 B Second.

20 A Mm-hm, yes it, is indeed February second.

21 B Ok.

22 A +hhm-hhm+ "Episode number."

23 B Mm-hm. So I remember when you uh...let's see...(5) you said

"I can't because

24 A Because I -

25 B I'm gonna be singing" so that would
be you

26 A +hhhhn+

27 B Justifying, ok?

28 A I also said I didn't want coffee, cause I had breakfast.

\\\\~__________‘__,,Jﬂ
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have been indicated with connecting lines. There are four types of
corresponding elements that can be noticed:

a) Pronouns. Including HE, SHE, THEY, WE, etc.

b) Topic Nominals. Jakobovits and Gordon (1975-77) have
referred to the topical elements or referents in conversation as topic
nominals. A given topic nominal may take one of several paraphrastic
forms, including deixis. Some examples from this sample are: DOES IT
and IT DOES, JUST COMING IN AND TALKING TO A STRANGER and IT, IT and
IT, etc.

c) Deictics. Deictic forms stand for or point to other ref-
ersnts in the transcript. Including IT, THAT, WHAT, WHICH, THIS, THESE,
etc.

d) Idiomatic Utterances. These are elements in the transcript
that contain no topic content, such as WELL, OK, HM, HM-MM, and laugh-
ter. These expressions can serve as a talking turn in and of them-
selves, or with other topical elements in a turn.

Next, it can be noted that sets of tumms, e.g. from 1:12 <o
18, are linked together by correspondences. ther turns have no corres-
pondences, yet clearly "belong'" with other turns. For example, 1:19
appears to be a reply by 3eth to the foregoing turns; 1:20 and the first
part of 21 seem to belong together, and the rest of 21 has correspond-
ences to the subsequent turms. (This aspect of correspondence in talk
is addressed in depth in the following section.)

The majority of talking turns can be grouped as sets of
adjacent tums, with the definition of a particular set based on corres-

pondences in topical elements. Typically the sets of turms involve a
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unique set of topical elements that correspond. These sets of turns

identify topical exchange units (Jakotovits and Gordon, 1$75-77), or

the sequences of turns in which the participants topicalized jointly on
a given focus. These units have also been identified by Sinclair and
Coulthard (1975) and others. Thus the transcripts, when examined,
"break up" into topical exchange units, different in content, length,
and position in the episode. (Of course, there are sequences of talk
that contain few or no topical correspondences. The correspondence
may then be apparent in the transaction, indicated in the talk as
non-topical or idiomatic. See the following section.)

Accordingly, a firsti-level rearrangement oi the data was the
indexing of units and subunits of topical exchange with a synopsis.
A sample of one episode's index is presented in Table 4. Constructing
the index allows the localization of any of the topics that the parti-
cipants were engaged in (and familiarity with the transcript allows
recall of fhe particualr sequence of acts evidenced in the record).
One thing that can be noticed about this index is the paragraphic
structure of topicalization; that is, the way a main topical exchange
in the data is comprised of chunks of discourse that exhibit successive
sub~topical focuses, and eventually another main focus, which in tufn
subdivides, until the conversation winds down to the endpoint. This
is shown in the index by a hierarchical indenting of the identifying
talking turns and paragraph synopses. Examining the index of the parti-
cipants' topical exchanges gives a good overview of the range of topical

developments in the sequence of five episodes.
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Table 4
Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange

Indexed for Episode 1

1 - 11 Beth is standing at the door as Ann approaches. They ex-
change greetings and Beth invites Ann in. The door closes.
They settle themselves at the table.

11 - 15 Ann comments on the difficulty of keeping track of certain
transactions that occur between them, something they did
throughout the episodes. Reth says "We'll see as we go along
along."

15 - 16 Beth offers Ann coffee and. she declines, saying she has
already eaten b;eakfast.

17 - 37 17 - 28 Ann and Beth fill out some information on a form

designed for keeping track of certain transactions
(date, episode number, etc.), then Beth begins to
categorize something Ann said as "justifying.”
Ann thinks of another case where she "justifi

29 - 34  This makes them both laugh, and Ann comments again
on the difficulty of the task.

35 -~ 37 They go back to the task and categorize one more
statement made by Beth.

37 - 48 Beth stops working on the form and says that it's interest-

ing to Jjust come in and talk to a stranger. They both tell
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Table 4 (Continued)

Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange
Indexed for Episode 1
Turns Synopsis
what they have had in their heads about this meeting. Beth
mekes a joke ("The worst we could do is a few long silences")
and. Ann laughs.

49 - 96 L9 - 60 Beth asks Ann to explain her mention of singing.
Ann explains that she works as a singer in a gay
bar in Waikiki, and at Beth's urging, begins to
talk about it.

61 - 96 61 - 62 Beth asks Ann if she knows a Thomas.
Ann doesn't seem to.

63 - 80 Bringing up Thomas raises some concern
from both of them about what can be
mentioned in the presence or the tape
recorder, especially Beth.

80 - 96 Ann switches the topic back to who
Thomas might be, says she does know him
and. they talk atout him. A4nn begins <o
tell a story about him when -

97 - 105 Beth interrupts to remind Ann that they haven't kept track of

their transactions. She works on it, commenting on the
difficulty. Ann jocularly suggests sabotaging the task; Beth

doesn't respond to the humor.
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Table 4 (Continued)

Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange

Turns Synopsis

105 - 230 105 - 120

121 - 137
138 - 195
196 - 212
213 ~ 230

Indexed for Episode 1

In response to Ann's joke, Beth begins to talk
about the idea of a conversation machine, where
everything that goes on a conversation gets dis-
played visibly somehow. Ann doesn't seem to take
it as a topic they can seriocusly pursue.

By way of giving a rationale for a conversation
machine, Beth tells of being victimized in conver-
sational practices in the past by people digres-
sing, not really listening, and otherwise being
unfriendly and intimidating.

Ann gives a reciprocal account of how she is vic-
timized by the conversational practices of the
people in the club. When she mentions that her
voice coach told her to keep talking to a minimum,
Beth asks her about this and her other talking
habits, who she talks to and when, etc.

Ann turns thetopic more generally to the people in
the club and their otmoxious behaviors. Beth stays
interested--commenting, questioning, and advising.
The topic of gay men comes up and Ann and Beth

discuss gays versus straight men for a few minutes.
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Table 4 (Continued)

Units and. Subunits of Topical Exchange

Indexed for Episode 1

Turns Synopsis

231 - 241 Something occasions Ann's remembering to keep track of the
transactions, and they spend a moment working on it coopera-
tively. This time, Beth comments that a behavior can be two
types of transaction at once, and Ann proposes a commonsense
way of distinguishing them, to which Beth agrees.

242 - 285 242 - 267 Ann asks Beth what she does, and Beth explains
that she is a studeﬁt, and that she used to work
for a psychologist doing psychological testing.
It is then discovered that they toth went to the
same high school, with Christy.

267 - 272 Beth suddenly remembers the tape, and asks Ann to
check it.

273 - 285 They continue talking atout the people they might
mutually know from high school.

285 - 330 285 - 290 Beth points out that the people they are mention-
ing will be immortaligzed in the transcripts as
part of a new movement in psychology. Ann does not
seem to be too struck with this idea, as she res-
ponds in a lighthearted tone, finding the oppor-
tunity to -

291 - 295 (Ann) re-raising the topic of Thomas again. She

tells when she first met Thomas while in a tand
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Table 4 (Continued)

Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange

Synopsis
with her boyfriend, Jack. Beth asks Ann whether

she still plays in the band, and Ann says no.

296 - 330 Then she goes on to talk about the ’
type of music she sings aﬁd the reaction of the
crowd, what they like and dislike, their tastes in
music. She says she was paid $20 once to sing
"Taking Care of Business." Beth laughs.

330 - 353 Laughing, Beth turns to their transaction form, to
categorized. her comment "I can't believe it."

She and Ann spend a few moments discussing which
category it belongs in and why. Ann comments that
Beth is good at cataloguing statements, and Beth
says that it is because she has been practicing
doing it.

353 - 403 Beth turns the topic back to the music world, and
they discuss in general terms the decline of music
from current, well-known rock and contemporary
singers.

4Ol - 416 Ann asks Beth about her tastes in music, and Beth
talks about a composer she's particularly fond of.

416 - 518 U416 - 468 Beth asks Ann about club people, and

the topic goes to gays in America, and

bizarre subcultures on the mainland U.S.



Table 4 (Continued)
Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange

Indexed for Episode 1

Turns Synopsis

468 - 475 The topic turns to decadence and what
it is. Beth looks it up in the dic-
tionary.

475 - 505 Beth tums the topic back to gays and
she and Ann talk about gays' taste in
music.

505 - 518 Reth finds the "decadence" entry in
the dictionary, and they discuss the
definition, concluding that decadence
isn't really explained adequately.

519 - 522 Ann's noticing the tape recalls their attention to it.

523 - 567 Beth suggests arranging their next meeting. She and Ann
describe their schedules to each other, and agree to meet at
Ann's house next time.

567 - 575 Beth brings up someone else Ann might know. Ann doesn't.

576 - 603 The topic turns to Thomas again, and they spend a few momenis
talking about him.

603 - 627 The movie "Story of 0" is mentioned and Beth recommends it
to Ann. Ann says she doesn't like the images of women pre-
sented in that movie and the film "Emmanuel."”

628 - 688 628 - 654 Ann complains that there are no truly masculine

men and feminine women around. She talks about
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Table &4 (Continued)

Units and Subunits of Topical Exchanges

Indexed for Episdde 1

Turns Synopsis

what behaviors she would like to see in a man, and

Beth offers questions, comments, and advice.

654 - 688 They discuss Ann's sense of responsibility. Ann
says she feels tied down economically, and then
goes on to talk about her goals in the music
business. (The tape runs out and is replaced)

698 - 691 When the tape begins recording, they are talking about the

sound the tape gives %hen it is at the end of the reel.

691 - 719 Beth initiates making a few more arrangements for how they
are to leave the apartment, where to put her car the next
time they meet, maintaining the conditions of the study.

720 - 748 720 - 742 Ann's copying Beth's record of the transactions

occasions more discussion zbout what they are doing
in the study and why they each got picked.
742 - 748 The above occasions scme comments about Christy.
748 - 764 The talk turns to what Ann does; Beth says that she seems to
be doing pretty well, and Ann enumerates all the reasons

that things aren’'t so good.

764 - 818 764 - 770 Beth proposes closing the session and recalls
their next appointment.
770 - 818 Beth mentions that she wants to pursue the issue

of Ann's talking practices; the talk drifts to



42
Table 4 (Continued)

Units and Subunits of Topical Exchange

Indexed for Episode 1

Turns  Symopsis
exercise, and Beth suggests doing some together
the next time.
820 - 833 Apparently the two of them stand up or move away from the
table. They wind up their business, exchange last confirma-

tions about their next meeting, and say goodbye to each other.
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2, The Round: A Minimal Unit of Transactional Exchange.

A second structural characteristic of conversation has to do with the
mechanisms which connect talking turns more immediately to each other
within a topical exchange unit. Among ethnomethodologists and other
social scientists the phrase "adjacency pair" is often used to refer
to the two-turn unit of a conversational move and reply move, such as
question-answer, assertion-comment, and so on. Its origin is attri-
buted to Harvey Sacks (19 ). The notion of an adjacency pair needs

a rationale for formally relating two turns to one another. Searle's
(1969) ordinary language philosophy notion of illocution--the intent of
a speech act (an act performed through speech, such as making a demand,
asking a questions, and so on)—-and_Eerlocution——the effect of that
speech act on the other person, is helpful here. These give us the
idea of a person's utterance directing itself to another utterance.

From all indications in the data, a talking turn is usually
definitely addressed to, directed toward, or in reply to another turn.
The topic focus in a turn modifies the prior focus according to what
sort of connection obtains between them. In Table 5 the sample taken
from the data (also toward the beginning of Ann and Beth's first con-
versation) exhibits several forms of these connections.

This sample appears to me to be a typical example of the way
that talking turns "group” in twos, threes, and fours; that is, the
way in which one turn raises or establishes the topic focus, and a
subsequent turn is addressed in reply to that topic focus indicating
agreement, disagreement, acceptance, or one of a number of ways of re-

lating to that topic focus. Xeenan and Klien (1975) have observed



Table 5. Rounds in a Transactional Exchange

Transcript Segment

1:33 B

34 A

35 B
36 A

37 B

38 A

39 B
Lo A

41 B

42 A
43 B

Well, it's really interesting you know Jjust
coming in and talking to a stranger.

Yes it is * T um...I thought about it and
then I saild to myself "Does it make you ner-
vous or does it not make you nervous," and
then I said, "It makes me nervous.'" +hhuh+

Does it?
It does.

Mm-hm * I don't feel nervous actually maybe
...let's see...it's more...the only thing I
keep thinking is "What if we run out of
things to say?" but I know that's not pos-
sible.

It shouldn't be,
It isn't -

certainly shouldn't
be.

Mm it's not possible so, you know the worst
we could do is a few long silences for her
to listen to +you know+.

+hhm+ Really.

'S about the worst we could do.

Annotations
x
X &

b,
-+
[

X
Xl

[x]

d

Beth raises a topic focus,
inviting comment from Ann

Ann replies to that with
an autobiographical account

Beth asks Ann about what she said
Ann replies to that

Beth initiates a reciprocal topic
focus to Ann's comment in 1:34;
invites comment from Ann

Ann replies to that

Beth makes an unfinished move

Beth continues her topic focus
from 1:37

Ann replies to that

Beth continues her topic focus
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similar phenomena in their data as well as Watson (1975). This recip-
rocal orientation in a conversational dyad appears to be some sort of
basic unit of interaction in a2 toplical medium; it has also been ob-
served in non-human primates as a gestural exchange (Byers, 1971).

In this data sample, turns either reply to the prior turn,
or to a turn several turns prior, just as 1:37 is both a reply to 1:36
as well as 1:34. A variant of this characteristic is a sequence of
turns in which each turn replies to the preceding turn, and "sets-up"
the subsequent turn, which in turn will reply to the preceding turn.
In the data, I have observed three basic forms of inter-turn connection,

described below:

Round Form 1: a simple move-reply move format, such as 1:39

and 40; this is the form that has been identified as an

ad jacency pair.

Round Form 2: involves three turns. The second turn sets-up

directs, or anticipates the turn to follow, by way of reply
to the first move. The round cannot end. (or would not ordin-
arily) without what sociolinguists have called a violation of

conversational norms. Below is an example:

i

3:38 B And I can't remembver what I did with the list.
went to this luggage repair place this morning *
that's the one thing I got done. One thing +I got
done.+

39 A Which one?

40 B Fran's. It's called Fran's (etc.)
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Round Form 3: also involve three turns. In contrast to the

above Round Form 2, the second turn of Round Form 3 a)contri-
butes no new topical elements, though will include idioms

such as "uh~huh," "right," "oh," "mm-hm," echoic utterances
(Skinner, 1957), laughter, and so on. Turns 1:45-47 exempli-
fy. Notice that this sort of turn (1:46) functions to facili-

tate the other person's continuing on the same focus.

The finding that talking turns group in this way fits with
Jakobovits and Gordon's (1978) characterization of relationship as

transactional. These reciprocal orientations in the topicalizing form

minimal units of transaction, sufficient to include some topicalizing
from each person on a topic focus. The authors have described this
phenomenon as a round in talk (Jakobovits and Gordon, 1975-77). The
data virtually all exhibit this characteristic.

The observation of round structures in the data suggests a
property of topicalization behavior, at least in dyadic conversation,
namely that it proceeds in "stages" or "steps" in which the partici-
pants must both indicate, i.e. ratify (Jakobovits and Gordon, 1575-77),
their joint focus--first one, then the other--before moving on to the
next focus. Thus the round is a "building olock” not only in the devel-
opment of the topic (whose depth might conceivably be measured. by the
number of rounds the participants went on it), but is also a sub-unit
in the accomplishment of the larger transaction.

The actual structures observable in conversational transcripts
contain these forms as they are exemplified above, as well as sequences

where these forms are in various combinations and permutations (some
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illustrated in Table 5), e.g. back to back, embedded in one another,
sub- and superordinate to one anothers, and so on. Some sample seg-
ments from the data have been analyzed for their round structures and
presented in Table 6. Although a focus on the round structure in talk
is not the main focus of this writing, the notion of a round will be
useful in a later discussion on the logic in the data.

The round structure for segments of about 100 turns in the
middle of Episodes 1, 3, and 5 were examined. At first glance, the
data sheets showing the round structures all appear about the same.

The majority of the associations between turns link sequences of two
turns; the next highest frequency is three tums, and so on., All of
the segments have some rounds that are longer than four turns, all
have rounds with "legitimizings" (idiomatic or otherwise, indicating
agreement, identifications, or self-inclusion in the topicalizing)
augmenting the basic form, all have turms which function both as a
reply to the prior as well as "setting up" the turn to follow (e.g. the
way a question does, or the raising of a new topic focus, occasioning
the other's returning a comment, and so on). The functions that a tum
can serve to create and maintain the topic focus are called "topic focus
mechanisms" by Jakobovitis and Gordon (1575-77).

Topic focus mechanisms are the types of action taken in top-
icalization by the participants in order to engage, orient to, or
address the other person (or avoid doing so). One of the most interest-
ing things revealed in the following table illustrating these mechan-
isms is that there are relatively few, and they surface again and

again. Each turn position in the round exhibits a distribution of



Table 6

Topicalizing Mechanisms Indicated per Round Position in a 100-Turn Sample from Episode 1

Turn ‘Position 1

2 3 ‘L4 & Others

353 B set up 354 A (reply) raising| 355 B ( ) 356 A continuing 354
357 B legitimizing
358 A continuing 356
359 B legitimizing

360 A maintaining 361 B legitimizing 362 A continuing 360

363 B maintaining 364 A legitimizing 365 B continuing 363

366 A maintaining 367 B legitimizing 368 A continuing 366 | 369 B legitimizing
370 A continuing 368

371 B raising 372 A legitimizing 373 B continuing 371

374 A raising 375 B legitimizing

376 A maintaining 377 B legitimizing

378.A raising 379 B ( ) 380 A continuing 378 | 381 B legitimizing
382 A continuing 380

383 B maintaining 384 A legitimizing 385 B continuing 383 | 386 A legitimizing
387 B continuing 385

en




Table 6 (Continued)

Topicalizing Mechanisms Indicated per Round Position in a 100-Turn Sample from Episode 1

Turn Position 1

2

3

4 & Others

388 A

raising

390 A raising

399 B
Lo2 A
hol A
405 B
4Lo7 B

412 A
415 B

reply/raising
maintaining
setting up
setting up

raising

maintaining

setting up

389 B
391 B

Loo A
403 B
405 B
Lo6 a
408 A

43 B
L16 A

reply

re-setting up

reply
legitimizing
reply/
reply

legitimizing

legitimizing

reply

392 A xeply

Lol B 1legitimizing

L09 B continuing 407

L A legitimizing

393 B
394 A
395 B
396 A
397 B
398 A

410 A
411 B

legitimizing
continuing 392
legitimizing
continuing 394
legitimizing

continuing 396

legitimizing

continuing 409

6%



Table 6 (Continued)

Topicalizing Mechanisms Indicated per Round Position in a 100-Turn Sample from Episode 1

Turn Position 1 2 3 L & Others

417 B setting up 418 A reply

419 B raising L20 A reply 421 B legitimizing

L22 A maintaining 423 B legitimizing L2k A continuing 422 | 425 B legitimizing
426 A continuing 424

427 B setting up 428 A reply

429 B setting up 430 A reply 431 B legitimizing 432 A continuing 430
433 B legitimizing
434 A  continuing 432
435 B legitimizing
436 A (interrupted)
437 B reply

438 A maintaining 439 B reply Lo A  continuing 438 hhllB legitimizing/

bl B raising W2 A re-setting up L3 B reply

Lidy A maintaining L5 B legitimizing L6 A continuing W44 | 447 B legitimizing/

L47 B maintaining L8 A legitimizing 449 B continuing 447 | 450 A legitimizing

0%
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mechanisms, which serve as a limited number of devices for the mainten-
ance of topicalization in the data. Table 7 below shows the mechanisms

observed in thelr appropriate turn positions.

Table 7

Distribution of Topic Focus Mechanisms per Talking Turn
Position in the Round from 100-Turn Segments of Episodes 1, 3, and 5.

Turn 1 Turn 2 Turn Turn 4
a. Raising Topic a. Legltimizing a. Continuation a. Continuation
of Tum 1 of Turn 2
- mentioning - laughter
- commenting - idiomatic b. Legitimizing
- noticing - echoic

- bringing up -
- disclosing ©. Topical Reply
to FPrior Turn
b. Setting Up
¢. Re-setting Up
- question
- request
- occasioning
other's
disclosure,
comment,
report, etc.

¢. Maintaining

Prior Topic

We could also add to the list these possibilities: Topical Reply to

Turn 2 and to Turn 3, Legiiimizing to Tuxn 3, and so on. 1%t would be
of interest to conjecture why these don't appear in the sample. It
may be, for example, that the topic itself has some effect on the form
of the round. A sequence of rounds comprised of disclosures and leg-
itimizings suggest a different involvement on the part of the partici-
pants than a sequence where the participants give a string of topical

replies, furthering the topic with each turn. It may be that samples
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selected for variation in the apparent intensity of involvement of
the participants woulq reflect a different distrivution. This, how-
ever, remains to be demonstrated.

In summary, two structural features evident in conversation
transcript data have been described: the topical correspondences which
indicate the boundaries of topical exchanges; and within the topical
exchange boundaries, the round structure, the minimal transactional
unit in which participants indicate their joint topic focus. Further,
a limited list of topicalizing mechanisms were observed in each of

four turn positions in a round, when some data samples were examined.

B. A Daily Round Social Psychology of the Individual: Role Type

Up to this point, observations on the transcript records have
dealt with the structural features evident in the data. Though it
remains to be demonstrated, I expect that similar structure would be
found in any conversation. It is appropriate then, having addressed
the features of Ann and Beth's conversational behavior in general, to
turn to the particular aspects of their case.

The transcript data chronicles the moment to moment doings in
each speaker's topicaliging, or more specifically, the round by round
progression of their transactions. Such a specific and detailed por-
trait of Ann's and Beth's behavior yields an objective description of
each person's unique, individual and identifying topicalizing. Thus,
of first and foremost interest here is what the transcript data reveals
about the psychology of these two women. Topicaligzation mechanisms

used by the participants show the characteristics of their arguments,
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positions, and postures on various topics, evidence of reasonings,
evidence of planfulness, evidence of reactions, and so on, can all be
indexed from the transcripts. Ultimately, what can be demonstrated
with transcript data with regard to a social psychology of the individ-
ual is the evidence of the unique perspective of the person and his
unique reconstruction of an event as it is occuring and at later points.
What is more, there are several ways in which the characteristics of a
person's behavior can be documented.

For some time psychology has been developing measures to
"tap" various consistent and identifying behaviors that have been
called "personality traits." A common way is to identify some behavior
whose presence or absence is noticeable in people. Next, a number of
questionnaire items are designed which contain attributions associated
with the behavior being measured. The questionnaire is scored in terms
of how'many attributes a person taking it agrees with aligns themself
with, and to what degree (if degrees of agreement are differentiated
in the questionnaire). One issue that has surfaced in the field of
personality is the constancy of a behavioral trait as measured in a
personality test across situations (see discussions by Alker, 1972;
Bem, 1972; Mischel, 1969).

A complimentary approach to personality psychometrics is the
observation of regularity and thematicity of an individual's behavior
as he moves through his day. The transcript data explicitly indicates
the way in which a person's individual style or strategy in discourse
is realiged again and again as various issues, topics, and circumstances

develop through the sequence of episcdes. I have selected one aspect
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each from Ann's and Beth's patterns in topicalization to illustrate.
Each illustration was chosen because it reflected a predominant, char-
acteristic and identifying behavior for the participant in the setting
of their relationship, and because together they provided an interest-

ing contrast in the themes in their conversational styles.

1. A Characteristic in Ann's Talk. First, I looked 2t a
characteristic aspect of Ann's talk, namely the readiness with which
she was engaged in telling Beth about her history and aspects of the
people and situations she encountered as a rock and roll singer in a
nightclub. Both participants did this, of course. In fact, this
activity, termed "biographical accounting” by Jakobovits and Gordon
(1975-77), was the most frequent subject of discussion in the Ffirst
four episodes of their conversation.

Ann's accounting was interesting not only because it was a
theme in her topicalization, but also for its inherent dramatic style.
This, coupled with her situation--a singer in a struggiing rock and roll
band in Waikiki--made taking a look at this feature of her talk irresis-
table. One realization to be derived from the study of talk, and no
doubt one that has fascinated observers of human nature, is that the
individual reveals himself in what he says, the way in which he says it,
and the point in the conversation at which he says it. t is for that
reason that the study of what a person says about himself is of inter-
est, namely that he himself is the focus of the account. The position
of the individual's unique perspective in biographical accounting in
the field of social psychology has been addressed in Harré's volume

entitled Life Sentences (1976). As well, this concern related to the
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ethogenists' interest in accounts (sée Harrg, 1977), the psychological
literature on self-disclosure (e.g. Jourard, 1971), and the socio-
linguists' focus on narrative accounts as a discourse genre (e.g.
Labov and Waletzky, 1966).

In this topical case history, an interest in each others'
backgrounds and daily situation was a natural result of the regular
opportunity to talk to each other. Both Ann and Beth devoted a
noticeable amount of time to talking about biographical matters. The
information being solicited and offered in exchange between them, was
the most common topical theme in their conversation; the reciprocity of
this information became an issue, as a matter of fact. (I will return
to this at a later point.) Below, Table 7 describes the proportionately
greater frequency with which Ann gave biographical accounts in compari-

son with Beth.

Table 7. Frequency of Biographical Accounts by

Ann and Beth for Each of Five Episodes of Cenversation.

Episode Ann Beth
1 11 7
2 22 6
3 7 13
4 16 22
5 12 8

The variation in these frequencies are telling about the character of
the episodes: During Episode 1, Ann was inclined to give more and

longer accounts about her work as a singer in a band, the sorts of



people in the nightclub where she worked, etc., and Beth acts
interested by asking questions, commenting and reacting. In Episode 2,
they continue in much the same vein--Ann talking in greater depth
about her professional surrounds, and Beth encouraging her more than
talking about herself. At the end of Episode 2, Beth points out that
Ann has asked her relatively little about herself and Ann concurs. To
be sure, in Episode 3, Ann does make several efforis through the hour
to get Beth to talk about herself, the increase in the frequency of
Beth's biographical accounts reflect it. The fourth episode was spent
comparing notes on the events and people they had in common in high
school and college, and contains the greatest frequency of biographical
accounts given in any one episocde. The last episode recorded intact
contained an involved and intense discussion on the merits of psycho-
therapy. Here, biographical accounts were used by the participants
not as the topic of the conversation, btut to make a point or to
support an argument.

An examination of thé occasions that Ann talks about herself
reveals a condensed picture of this particular characteristic. A pre-
liminary observation of the data indicated the existence of two types
of accounts in the data. One is the narrative account, whose distin-
guishing feature of temporal sequence in the description of personal
experience was specified by Labov and Waletzky (1967). An additional
identifying feature that can be observed is that there is reference in
the narrative account to a particular and actual event that can be
localized at some point in time. Note that a narrative does not
necessarily refer to an event that the speaker participated in. In

this data, the number of such narratives is so small that they are
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included with narratives that actually were experienced by the
participants. An example is given below from Episode 5:
5:373 A ...I went into rehearszal one night at this warehouse where
myself and this little terrivle bvand I was playing with,
were playing, and Patti walked in and said "Guess what *
we've got an audition for the Ninties at twelve midnight

tonight" * and we said "What? an audition at the Nineties?"

Narrative accounts contrast with accounts which serve as a kind of
"self-characterization" and are not about a specific occasion; rather,
Ann or Beth would characterize themselves during a period in their

life, or with regard to some topic or issue. 3Below is an example:

3:257 B Oh, well, when I got married I thought - I had an idea

about what marriage was, for one thing.

258 A Mm-hm

259 B And also it was a charac- it was my character, to be, like
that you know...perfect, trying to be perfect+hh+ and so I
did that. And so I also thought that * you know * what
wives should do when they're married, all that kind of
stuff, and I - I thought the house should be run a certain
way (etc.).

Of the incidences of biographical accounting in the data,
most could be identified as predominantly narrative or predeminantly
self-characterizing, although in some cases the account was mixed
between the two, and toward the end of Episode 4, the accounts are

consistently mixed between the two types.

Following is a summary presentation of all the occasions of
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accounting by Ann and circumstances surrounding them. The data
summary indexes each instance according to the sequence of talking
turms it contains, the number of rounds contained in each instance of
accounting, and a brief description of what occasioned an account from
Ann, a synopsis of her biographical account, and what followed it.

In examining this re-presentation of the data, some observa-
tions can be made: The subject matter of Ann's accounts revolve for
the most part around the people and circumstances in which she spent
her time, namely the people who frequented the nightclub where she
worked, the musicians that she worked with as well as the other enter-
tainment business people she came in contact with regularly; also,
these accounts reveal Ann's membership in a local subculture as well
as her identification with the larger "music world" as she called it in
Episode 2.

Over one-third (36%) of Ann's biographical accounts were
given in reply to Beth asking Ann something about herself, asking her
what she thought about some issue,.asking her to elaborate on a
position she had taken, making the sorts of comments that in turn
provoked Ann's commentary, and so on. A systematic examination of the
occasions for and performances of Ann's accounting shows this to be a
routine or thematic transaction between them.

Finally, this analytic focus illustrates as do the measures
already discussed, the way in which each episode has a unique character;
each set of synopses per episode have a character which distinguishes
it from the set for the next episode. The biographical accounting

had various functions through their episodes of contact; in the



Table 8.

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autoblographical Dramas

Talking No.gn . .
Turns  |Rnds. Occasion Synopsis Consequent Type
Episode 1
49-60 5 B asks A about singing. With some prodding from Just as A warms to her Narrative
B, A begins to talk story, B switches topic.
about her job.
9496 1 A and B discussing Thomas. A starts a story about T.| B first legitimizes, Narrative
then switches topic.
138-212| 23 B tells about being vic- | A tells a complimentary B acts interested, asking|| Self-Char.
tim to certain conversa- story about her talking Juestions about what A
tional practices. practices at home and in | says.
the club.
258-267| 3 B mentions that she and A says that she's also B asks a few questions,5 || Narrative
Christy went to Kailua from Kailua and that's then switches topic
High School. how she knows Christy. while she checks the
tape.
291-330| 17 A mentions T again, and A talks about being a B listens, asks questions, Narrative/
B begins asking her singer. then switches topic with || Self-Char.
about what she does. a Joke. '
628-678] 14 A and B are discussing A talks about American B, interested, pursues Self-Char.
a recent movie {("Emman- morality, masculinity, these topics.
uel"). what she wants in a man,
her responsibility, what
she wants in life.
wh8-7611 2 B says A's doing pretty A says it may not be B listens, then switches || Self-Char.
well, all considered. worth it, and talks of topic.
hardships.

65



Table 8 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autoblographical Dramas

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Talking! No.
Turns |Rnds|
773-799] 8
Episode 2
59-69 4
80-116] 10
133-151} -
163-189 9
201-244 10

A asks what B's livelihood
is, and B says 'getting inm
volved in relationships.

A and B are talking about
the moonstone jewelry
they have seen each other
wearing. B tells the
story of hers.

A and B are meeting in A's
house; B complements her
on it.

A is showing B around the
house.

B is telling about C's
oral exams, and 'goes
blank'.

B reraises what A does
at the club.

A explains that her tal-

ent 1s her commodity, and
that she has to take care
of it.

A tells the stody of buy-
ing her moonstone ring in
Bangkok.

A tells the story of find-
ing -it and fixing it up.

A interjects stories
about the rabbit, esp. on
Jack and the rabbit at
play.

A tells about forgetting
lyrics the previous night
at work; recent news from
work (no piano player).

A talks about some obnox-
ious people who hang
around at the club.

Topic drifts to physical
exercise, and plans to do
some at their next meeting

B appreciates A's story,
then switches topic.

B listens and comments,
then switches topic as
A's rabbit appears.

House tour finishes; B
switches topic.

B pursues A's talk about
singing automatically;
then switches to schedul-
ing when she hears that
A has some time off.

B comments, questions,
commiserates; tape change

occasions topic switch.

Self-Chax.

Narrative

Narrative

Narrative

Narrative

Self-Char.

09



Table 8 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autobiographical Dramas

Talking
Turns

No.
Rnds.

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

281-283

315-333

353

379-381

Li1-429

452-460

Lel-476

541-558

2

A offers B some tea.

A is talking about teas
that are good for smoking.

A and B talking about mus-
icians using drugs.
More on the effects of

coke,

On the same topic.

B asks A about her work
routine,

B is asking A about her

involvement with her job.

A and B are talking about
what a lucky break is.

A tells the story of find-
ing the recipe in a book
on dope.

A mentions that she and
J have stopped smoking.

A tells about the time
the band's bass player
Was a coke dealer.

A tells of observing the
effects on band members.

A tells about the bad ef-
fects of drugs she's .
tried; story about hurt-
her throat from smoking.

A tells about the hours
she works.,

A talks about her attach-
ment to smoking, drink-
ing, and her work.

A talks about prospects
for her band.

B asks about the book
and how she can get it.

B asks her why.

A and B talk about the
effects of cocain.

B talks about the effects
of grass.

B reciprocates by saying
she can't take certain
drugs; admonishes A for
not taking care of her-
self,

B goes on to make a point
about it.

B questions her arguments.

Discussion continues.

Continue on lucky break
topic, with B pursuing
vhat A means and claims.

Narrative

Self-Char.

Narrative

Self-Char.

Self-Char/
Narrative

Self-Char.

Self-Char.

Self-Char.

19



Table 8 (con't.),

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autobiographical Dramas

Talking| No. .
Turn  |Rnds. Occasion Synopsis Consequent Type
584-598! 6 |lA and B are talking about | A tells about developing | Topic drifts to Streis- Narrative
style in singing. her own style. and's style. '
637-647{ 3 LA and B are talking about [ A reconstructs what T B gives advice on how to || Narrative
Tony. said and did at their deal with him.
meeting.
678/ 1 ||B says A hasn't asked her | A says she mentioned it A justifies herself. Narrative
about herself. to Christy.
Episode 3
L5 56 5 || B, lamenting the loss of A tells the story of her | B listens, then switches || Narrative
her list of things to do, experience at the Lock topic.
mentions she was at the Doctor's.
luggage repair that day.
358-3641 4 |IB tells of living with A talks about what it was| A turns the topic back Narrative
female roommates after like living with girls. to B.
her marriage.
L2h-428f 2 }A and B are planning their| A tells what's currently Topic turns to Ethyl Narrative
meeting schedule. happening with the band. Azama.
L32-L4o| 4 | B says she never heard A tells the stories she Topic drifts to the Narrative
Azama sing. knows about Azama. Waikiki entertainment
scerne.
582-596 6 | A and B are talking about | A tells about her reading| B listens, legitimizes, Self-Char.
readings they have done. habits. and switches topic.

29




Table 8 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autobiographical Dramas

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Talking| No.
Turns |Rnds,
Episode &
102 1
168-188] 6
193-216 9
239-318] 30
322-334{ 4
3h2-361| 7

B notices the watch A is
carrying.

B talks about her parents.

B asks how A traveled
around the world.

A and B talking about the
high school chorus and
the people they knew.

Talk drifts to the Latin
songs taught in chorus.

On the same topic.

A tells about buying the
watch for Jack.

A tells about her parents,
her history of residence,
and about visiting her

folks in Washington, D.C.

A tells about how she
got involved with the
Kailua Madrigal Singers.

A has many accountings;
the people she knew; the
character of the choir,
its director, etc.

A tells a story of pre-
tending to sing Latin in
church with her boyfriend
and his grandmother.

A tells about a musical
plece that she was select-
ed to do, the girl who
did it before her.

B legitimizes, then
switches topic.

B follows, asking ques-
tions and legitimizing;
then switches topic to
a bug on A's hat.

B tells how she avoided
getting involved with
the Madrigals.

B also has stories; to-
gether they reconstruct
those times and events.

B listens and legitimizes,
then switches back to the
main topic - chorus.

B doesn't remember the
piece, but remembers the
other girl and starts to
talk about her.

Self-Char.

Narrative

Narrative

Narrative

Narrative

Narrative
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Table 8 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Ann's Topicalizing:

Autobiographical Dramas

No.}ﬁ.

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Talking
Turns |Rnds.
368-end
Episode 5
68-80 L
112-137 8
143-155 5
163 1
195-201 2

Topic drifts to other
people they knew in high
school; people they have
in common in the Univer-
sity theater circles.

B gets A to talk about her
talking practices with
her boyfriend.

H0On the subject of depres-

sion.

B has presented an argu-
ment against therapists.

Again A has many 1little
stories: the high school
drama crowd; the Univer-
sity drama crowd; her
days in the University
theater; etec.

A says that she doesn't
talk to him much, esp.
when depressed; this
leads to an accounting
of her depression, and
what happens.

A tells about her sister
being depressed after a
car accident.

A tells the story of a
friend and what a thera-
pist did for her.

B shares reminiscences
about the people they
knew in these circles,
Eventually, they end the
meeting.

B pursues, asking ques-
tions, and then says
something about hexr own
experience with depres-
sion.

B listens and legitimizes
til A brings up therapy
for her sister; then B
begins talking about
therapists.

They continue the debate.

Narrative

Self-Char.

Narrative

Narrative.

79
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earlier episodes biographical information exchange had a function of
its own, namely it gave Ann and Beth access to each other in terms of
their histories and situation; in contrast, the accounting in the fifth
episode was specifically done to support a position the participant was

asking.

2. A Characteristic in Beth's Talk. Now I would like to
turn to a complementary illustration showing a characteristic feature
of Beth's talk, namely her penchant for being persistent in making a
point or in keeping the topic focused in a particular way. Note that
this characteristic of Beth's has already been introduced since it
occasioned many of Ann's instances of 'biographicalizing' when she
asked Ann about herself.,

Just as Ann's biographicalizing had subtypes, so does Beth's
strategy recur in one of three types. The first is a type of Interview
style: Beth asked the questions and Ann answered them. Here is a docu-
mentation of this type of conversational move taken from a discussion
where Ann was talking about drug-use among the musicians she was

around..

2: 353 A ...Bverything sounds good to you, bui you can be itotally out
of tune, and - and you can be -
354 B Is that true, really?
355 A doing wailing riffs that
Just don’'t fit in, at all. Oh yeah man sometimes -
356 B You mean they get carried away.

357 A They get carried away and they get tasteless,

358 B Tasteless.
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359 A about what they're

playing. Yeah you know how some guitar players are really

tasty guitar players...

478 A I've got nothing to lose. I've got all the time in the world
to do all the things I want to do. I Jjust have to learn to
slow down and enjoy it.

479 B Do you?
How do you know +that? heh-heh+ How do you know you have all
the time in the world?

480 A Jeez if I'm gonna be panicking out about perhaps meeting with
an accidental death next week -

481 B Oh not it's not that * it's just that how can you plan * how can
you say I mean how can you say "I have this much time'?

Another type of topicalizing work evident in the data were the occasions

when Beth took the role of an advisor with Ann. Below is a documenta-

2:430 B These things you do to yourself. +hhnh+
431 A Yes, yes. That's why I don't -
432 3 Such things that you do to yourself.
433 A That's why I don't smoke that much anymore.
434 B T don't mean that, I mean him and you singing and doing that to
yourself.
435 A Well you can't not do it.
436 B Why not.

437 A Don't you ever do dumb things to yourself?
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438 B Oh of course. OF course I do.

I always feel like such a schmuck when I find out about it.

439 A Yeah. +hhm+ yeah.

LU0 B Yeah. See? How I victimize myself? You know it's self-
cruelty, it's really self-cruelty, and then it makes me feel
like "why am I," you know "why do that?" and then I get into
all that psychology shit which is totally useless...(5) Self-
cruelty.

L4l A It's hard to be an angel though.

442 B Well it's not being an angel * it's being good to yourself.
It's looking out for yourself and protecting yourself and being

good to yourself.

The third excerpt documents an occasion when Beth persisted in trying

to get Ann to legitimize a point that she (Beth) was making, whereas

Ann either disagreed, was trying to get her own point legitimized, or

was preoccupied with something else.

5:330 B 0K so you know the difference heiween those who do and those
who don't.

331 A Ok.

]

332 B So, the difference is that the enacting isn © authentic.
Right? It's something that's a scene * it's a character that's
a scene for whatever reason (you know - )

333 A We-we presume that they are assuming it.

334 B It must - must be that that's what they've done because they
weren't born that way were they? Talking that way?

335 A Uh well you want - weren't born talking the way you talk.



68

336 B I Isn't it something you learn? That's right, I
wasn't, that's exactly right.

337 A Well perhaps they've learned it and perhaps they didn't but
if they've learned it well then perhaps it is not Jjust
assuming the role ¥ perhaps they are exactly that way

338 B ( )

339 A and they even talk to
themselves like "thith."

340 B Sure. I'm d- I'm sure, they even talk to themselves like
that maybe.

341 A Well, then, then you can't say they are simply assuming a
role. They are what they are, and that is they.

342 B Well no, it's not simply assuming a role. At all.
I mean it's not simply assuming a role like you singing, do
you th- cons- do you think of that as simply assuming a role?

343 A Oh certainly * I certainly do assume a role as a singer.

344 B But is it 'simply,' I mean isn't it encompassing * doesn't it
involve your whole everything? You know doesn't it involve
the way you move and the way you talk and the way you act...
(etc.)

There are other objective indications of Beth's sirategy as
well - the fact that she by far raises the most new topics and subtop-
ical focuses in their conversation, that she often created occasions
for Ann to say something, and so on. Of the two, Beth took more the
conversational "engineer" role in affecting the development of the
topic during the periods of their contact.

The regularity of appearance of topicalizing behaviors in a



Table 9.

A Characteristic of Beth's Topicalizing:

Topical Pursuit

Talking
Turns

Rnds.

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Episode 1
L9-60

69-80

105~

153-165

Ann mentioned singing

in passing after she came
in; A and B have been
chatting about their
situation.

B expresses concdern about
mentioning details about
people lhey refer to; A
and B discuss this.

B brings up the notion of
a conversation machine.

A is talking about her

talking practices - that
she has to avoid talking
and save her voice, etc.

A is describlng some of
the obnoxiousness of cer-
tain people in the club.

B asks A to talk more
about singing; she asks A
several questions about
A's singing career.

B is explaining why she is
reluctant to mention some-
one; A seems to have the
wrong idea about it, and

B corrects her idea by
explaining what she meant.

A gets the wrong idea and
makes a joke; B explains
what it would be for, and
relates what she means to
her own experiences in
conversation of being
victimized.

B asks her why she's not
supposed to talk, and how
she manages her talk with
the people around her.

B asks her about this and
advises her on dealing
with then.

A, after some brief an-
swers, warms to the
subject and talks about
her job as a singer.

B switches the topic.

A gives a minimal legiti-
mizing and switches the
topic to something that
was left unfinished when
B brought this up.

A listens, then relates
her own examples of being
victimized in talk.

A answvers all of B's
questions.

A listens, responds,
and continues telling
about the situation.

Interview

Getting

Legitimig.

Gelting

Legitimig.

Interview

Giving
Advice

69




Table 9 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Beth's Topicalizing:

Topical Pursuit

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Talking| No.
Turn |Rnds.
328-391| 23
490-533| 14
Episode 2
87-98 L
163-189 8
201-212 5
326-333 3

.

A and B chatting about
trends in music and relat-
ed topics.

A and B talk about a rec-
ent movie and A comments
ori her notion of morals,
masculinity and femininity

A, describing how her
house got fixed up, men-
tions that a friend stole
the paint that was usea.

A mentions that her mem-
ory for lyrics was fail-
ing her during the pre-

vious night's work,

After taking care of some
scheduling business, B
brings up A's singing
again. A 1s talking about
a particular person.

A has mentioned that she
and her boyfriend have
given up smoking.

B alternately offers op-
inions and asks A to talk
about the people in the
club and what they do.

B asks A about what she
means; advises her on her
relationship with her
boyfriend; intervieus A
on what'she's said.

B asks more specifically
who the person was and
what he did.

B gets A to talk about
does (thinks about, etc.)
when she's singing.

B advises A about her
part in it and how to
deal with this person.

B gets A to justify giv-
ing up smoking.

A responds to B's ques-
tions.

A responds to B's ques-
tions by continuing to
explain herself.

A answers B's questions;
B and A remedy the fact

that the act was illegal.

A responds and talks
about singing automati-
cally and thinking of
other things.

A argues that B's idea

wouldn't work and ex-
plains why.

A answvers.

Interview

Interview
Advising

Interview

Interview

Advising

Interview

0l



Table 9 (con't.),

A Characteristic of Beth's Topicalizing:

Topical Pursuit

Talking
Turns

No.
Bnds.

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

348-366

394-L03

430-500

535-568

569-596

624-660

5

23

12

10

10

A and B are talking about
musicians using drugs,
and how it affects them.

Still talking about music
ians and drugs, A says
her band members screw up
from too much coke.

A tells a story about
smoking too much and
hurting her throat.

More on the lucky break
system.

B is listening to A talk
about lucky breaks, and
comments that A reminds
her of Judy Garland; A
acts slightly put off by
some teasing that B does.

A and B prepare to wind
up the conversation.

B asks A to expand on her
claims regarding the ef-
fects of drugs.

B advises A on how to deal
with them.

B admonishes A to take
care of herself and ques-
tions her about her in-
volvement with her job,
her prospects, etec.

B gets A to talk about
what actually happens in
a lucky break.

B pursues a point about
style in singing and what
it consists of.

B asks when A will meet
with T; B gives her opin-
ions & observations on T
and advises A on dealing
with him.

A does so.

Discussion continues.

A tries to explain what
"the lucky break system"
is like.

A responds to B's ques-
tioning.

A doesn't appear to really]
see B's point or at least
she isn't responsive to
it; she continues on her
own comments re (her)
style,

A is receptive to B's
advice,.

Interview

Advising

Advising/
Interview

Interview

Getting
Legitimiz.

Interview/
Advice

T



Table 9 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Beth's Topicalizing:

Topical Pursuit

Occasion

Synopsis

Consequent

Type

Talking| No.
Turns | Rnds.
677-683 2

Episode 3
Kly7-486 9
525-534 L

Episode 4
0

Episode 5
50-58 3
68-80 L
112-137 8

A and B preparing to
separate.

A is telling a story
about the unfair treat-
ment a local intertainer
in Waikiki.

A is questioning B about
what she means by "wit-
nessing."

A and B are talking about
their conversation; B
says that A must talk to
her boyfriend more intim-
ately than with her.

After an interruption
(to 1light a match), B
reraises J's reaction to
A's depression.

B tells A she hasn't
asked her about herself.

B makes the point that

Waikiki is geared for the
tourists, not local trade,
and that's the way it is.

B tries to get A to legi-
timize that she talks to
herself, and its relation
to what B says about
Wwitnessing.

B gets A talking about
the kind of talk she does
with Jack.

B gets A talk more about
what she does when de-
pressed.

A Justifies her conduct.

A continues her protest;
after a point she changes
topic and asks B about
herself.

A takes the opportunity
to point out what she
considers B's avoidances
in their conversation,

A responds and starts
talking about her commun-
ication with J., esp.
regarding her depression.

A responds and talks
about being depressed.

Getting
Legitimiz.

Getting
Legitimiz,

Getting
Legitimiz,

Interview

Interview

A



Table 9 (con't.).

A Characteristic of Beth's Topicalizing:

Topical Pursuit

T;ii;gg Rggé. Occasion Synopsis Consequent Type

151-157 2 Il A is talking about her B switches focus and asks | A, well into her story, Interview
sister's depression and A more about her sister. responds,

B aboutl her own, for
several turns.

163-194] 11 || A says her sister would B goes to some lengths to | A first disagrees, then8 |[|Getting
have done belter if she explain why therapists gets interested in B's Legitimiz.
had had psychotheraputic are terrible, and what argument .(though not won
counseling. they do. over)

203-284 24 |l A and B are discussing B pursues a point about A argues and discusses, Getting
therapists' responses to the nature of suicide, trying to see the point Legitimiz.
suicidal clients. and not really succeeding.

291-347| 16 || A and B still discussing | B tries to explain sui- A still trying to under- [{Getting

362-394| 15 suicides and therapists. cide as a dramatization, stand; at one point says Legitimig.

a character one adopts. she agrees with B, but
then it becomes apparent
that she doesn't.

Lo6-4561 16 || Continuing the above B continues in the same A continues in the same Getting
discussion. veln. vein, Legitimiz.

504-509 2 |} Continuing the same B tries to make a point A is not persuaded. Getting

512-520 L |{ discussion. about psychologists and Legitimigz.

what they do.

521-602 25 Continued. B continues her themes A remains unpersuaded of |[Getting

on dramatizing, authen-
ticity, etc.

B's arguments.

Legitimiz.

2



7h

person's behavior are what have been referred to as role type
(Jakobovits and Gordon, 1975-1977; Winskowski, in press). It is

these characteristic regularities of a person's enactment that we
ordinarily call "personality"”, and that forms part of the person's
social identity, i.e. those characteristic topicalizing behaviors

that he or she is known by, and which predispose in certain ways the
development of that person's relationships. The documentation
presented opens the trail for impirical investigation of the role of
role type in the organigzation of individual behavior on the daily
round. The study of "personality types" could proceed by taxonomies
of those thematic role type enactments recognized in a community. In
doing so, one would wish to document the systematicities in a person's
conversation in a variety of relationship settings. "Indexical con-
cordance measures" (Jakobovits and Gordon, 1976; Nahl, 1976;
Winskowski, 1976) would summarize the amount of overlap in a person's
characteristic topic focuses and transactional strategies from one
relationship to the next. This technique, developed by Jakobovits and
Gordon (1975-77) to measure the changes in the concerns of psychology
according to the contrasts in the indexes of William James'

Principles of Psychology (1890) and The APA Thesaurus of Psychological

Terms (1974), could e applied to the carryover of topical content
from one relationship setting to another, as well as the pafiicular
strategies of conversationalists.

(As a matter of fact, I haﬁe a second set of conversationai
data recorded between Ann and a2 man in his forties, Tony, also a
student. A preliminary look at the data indicates that there is a lot

of topical overlap between Ann's talk with Beth and with Tony. This is
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due, no doubt, to the relative similarity of the situations for Ann,
since they were voth part of my original data gathering procedures
(though ultimately not part of this study), and the fact that the

Ann-Tony conversations took place after the Ann-Beth conversations.)

C. Meaning in Talk

1. Topical Development Across Episodes

The stage is now set for the last s%ep in this exploration
in the development of a data-based account of topic development in a

relationship. I want to focus now at the level of understanding what

is going on in the transcript. Apart from clear omission of referents

in the topicalizing, a transcript reader can, with some perseverance,
make quite a bit of sense out of a transcript provided enough clues
about the occasion are given in stage directions or some other form.
The reactivity that people commonly have to a transcript gives us the
cue to the focus now needed: There must certainly be things that a
person can understand at any given point in the transcript about what
is going on in order to react at the approvriate places, wherever
they fall. What can be understood of what is cccurring at the moment,
what the meaning is of what is belng said, what the parilcipanis are
doing with each other at any given moment, how they are relating to
each other and how this is apparent from the evidence in the tran-
script record: this is ultimately what needs to be addressed in the
analysis of the participants' topicalizing. These understandings
must be generally available to readers of a transcript (otherwise how
could we appreciate transcripts of more than our own conversation?),

which in turn suggests that they are in some way standard; regular,



76
and logical, i.e. "ethnosemantic." The point of my interest in under-
standing the meaning or the sense of a transcript at any given point
is to understand its weight or significance in the overall progres-
sion of talk, hence the progression of Ann and Beth's relationship.

The interest in dealing with the logical components of
meaning in conversation is central to many soclal science concerns.
One example is Pawley and Syder's studies (mimeo) of formulaic claus-
al units in talk whose ascribed meaning 1s only found in a particular
sequence of words of limited or no variability. The implication is
that the logic or sense of talk resis on more than just the proper
grammatical positioning of words; that the meaning of the clausal
whole may be more (or at least independent) than the denoctative sum of
its parts. This idea is reinforced by Fillmore's notion of case gram-
mar (19 ), which argues that not all verbs, for example, function
equivalently with other grammatical categories. 1In other words, the
appearance of certain lexical items are constrained by thelr charac-
teristic semantic attributes. Finally, 3Bilmes (mimeo) has presented
a study detailing the strategies of logical argumentation exhibvited
by participants in a legal discussion. These writings taken together
suggest that meaning in talk subsumes logical structure, evidenced in
grammatical structure as well as the progression of logical arzumen-
tation.

The accepted practices for addressing the issue of meaning
usually involve the interpretive paraphrasing of a segment of conver-
sation transcript with the intent of explicitly asserting the consid-

erations that may have been operational for the individuals speaking,
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according to what is apparent to the analyst from the transcript.
These may include supplying the referents contained in a person's
utterance, specifying implications, explicitly stating information
that the participants are assumed to presuppose, as in Pittenger, et.
al., (1960) and Labov and Fanshel (1977). It is assumed in these ef-
forts, that theres i1s a point beyond which annotation is nonproductive
or redundent, i.e. that there is a finite corpus of information, crit-
ical to understanding, that can be supplied for any given transcript
segment.

Garfinkel (1967) presents a sample of such an interpretive
rendering by a student of one of his own conversatiions. For each of
the six talking turns taken in the transcript segment, the student
annotated "what he and his partner understocd" (see p. 38ff). Accord-
ing *to Garfinkel this segment illustrates the many references that
are not explicitly expressed in talk, and the relationship between the
overt statements that the speakers made, and something of the strategy
of their ongoing interpretation of what was belng talked about as they
were talking. His point is that the speakers themselves are not nec-
essally in possession of knowledge of what is going on in the talk at
a given moment, and that a speaker will (as in his example) wait for
further developments in the conversation to render the expressions as
meaningful.

Thus many expressions had the property of being

progressively realized and realizable through

the further course of the conversation (1967:41).
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The data contains a very instructive example which illus-
trates this quality of progressive realization in topic development.
In studying the example, we shall be able to trace its evolution as a
topic through a serlies of episodes, and to situate facets of its in-
terpretable meaning in the progression of referents that are topically
related. The relationship of one point in the transcript to previous

occurrances form a kind of logic, termed argument logic by Jakobovits

and Gordon (1978:8.5).

The particular piece selected for illustrating was a point
near the beginning of Episode 3. Ann and Beth talk about the imbal-
ance created by Ann's having told more abcut nerself to Zeth than
Beth did to Ann. We are already acquainted with the rather major role
that the autoblographical toplcs in these episodes played. Not only
had Ann done the greater share of autobiographicalizing, tut she did
not reciprocate an active pursuit of Beth's autobiograﬁhy in their
conversations. Both claimed to have noticed thlis at the end of

Bpisode 2, when Beth brought it up:

2:677 B You know what I find interesting * we've talked two hours
and you haven't really asked me about myself. So I thought
I'd throw that out for next time+.
678 A Yes * you know what I did? I- last time I said to Christy
that "Somehow I'm - somehow I'm gonna get her to talk about
herself more.”" And I didn't really -

679 B Yeah I've been waiting for you to do it.

680 A Everytime -

681 B And I kept thinking
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"I'1l say something" and then I decided no ( )

um...see what happens rnext time.

There are several minutes of preliminaries at the beginning

of the third episode, during which Ann does a chore or two around the

house, Beth takes care of some unfinished business, and they exchange

comments on thelr schedules for the day. During this time they are

moving around the house; after 10 or 15 minutes they settle down

(probably in the living room) for the hour, and the following exchange

ensues:

3:147 A
148 B
149 A

150 B

152 B

153 A
154 B

155 A

156 B

So we discussed (that) last time,

+hheh-heh-heh-heh+

but I never did find out
anything about you * would you like something to write on?
Oh you're going to persist. ( )

Yes. It's because I didn't know
what questions to ask and when I do ask gquestions you give
very short sweet answers and don't volunteer more.

Really?

That's what you do.

(I don't know.) Give me an example. -+hheh+

Weh~ the first time I said "What do you do" and you said "I
talk to people.” +hhuh+ That's all * I went "Oh." +hheh-
heh+ Mmm, +hheh-huh+ no kidding, how do you make a life -

how do you support yourself on talking to.people?

Oh. Well...um I thought we were talking about hobbies,
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Tape runs out.

There are several references in this segment to events in
previous episodes. Because there 1s an available record of their con-
versation during those episodes, this topic provides a good opportun-
ity to examine "genotypes" (in the logical relations obtaining between
points in the sequence of topicalization) and 'phenotypes' (the mani-
festation of those logical relations in the data) in topicalization.
We will examine the historical antecedents of this exchange, both
segments referred to by Ann and Beth, and segments which are topically
related but not mentioned in the above excerpt.

To begin with, Ann refers to thelr previous conversation,
and says that she "didn't find out anything about" Beth. (Notice here
the change in the argument between the end of Episode 2 and the begin-
ning of Episode 3: Beth's atiribution "You haven't asked me about
myself" changes to Ann saying "I never did find out anything about
you.") Further, she claims that when she tries to ask something of
Beth, she is given "short, sweet answers" in reply. Ann's example in
3:155 gives us a clue about what part of their conversations she is
referring to; however, an examination of the record gives us immed-
iate understanding of how her interpretatiwve reconstruction of their
'conversatioﬁs differs from the events themselves.

It can be recalled from Table 8 on the autobiographical ac-
counts of Ann, that Beth had Ann talking about her career as a singer

and what it was like early on in the first conversation they had, and
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that Ann talked of 1% and related toples through the first and second
episodes. During the first episode, there were actually two occasions
on which Ann asked Beth about "what she did." The first occasion
occurred some 20 or 25 minutes into the eplsode, where they had been
dealing with Ann's job, gay people, the topic of men, and then had
returned to the task of classifylng thelr transactions. Ann was
Just making a point about classifying what they were saying to one

another:

1:238 A ...but you can bring up a topic without actualizing such as

ny saying to you

239 B Hm.

240 A "What do you do?" That's just plain
"bringing up a new topic.'

241 B That's right. That's exactly right.

242 A What do you do?

243 B What do I do? Well, +hheh-heh+

244 A +hhhmm~hm+

245 3 until recently I:: was a
student * I'm still a student * I'm not registered, and I
was working for a psychologist doing testing, psychological
testing.

246 A What kind of testing?

247 B You know like IQ testing.

248 A No kidding.

249 B Yeah, and uh achievement tests, neurological functioning,

and...
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250 A D'you major in psychology.
251 B Yeah. I still don't have a BA, I've been working on it over
there for a couple of years. I've been working with um Dr.
Jakobovits for a year. That's where I met Christy.

252 A That figures. +hhuh-huh+

As the topic drifts along, the two discover that they both knew
Christy as a high school alumnus, hence that they went to the same
high school; the issue of what Beth does is, for the moment, forgotten.
The second raising of this toplc came at the end of this
first episode when Ann and Beth were "winding down" their conversation,
that is, preparing to end by making comments on what they had dis-
cussed up to that point, and planning what they might talk about in

the upcoming episode.

1:770 B It was really interesting. Also about you not talking * I
never - I wanted to keep talking to you about you not talk-
ing. You know ( )}

771 A Well, it's all economics.

772 B It's really interesting though I mean...to have that as a
rule that you can't talk.

773 B Well it's simply protecting...it - it's - it's protecting
that which is your livelihood, like what is your livelihood?
What do you do?

774 B I talk, +hheh-heh-heh-heh+

775 A +mhhhhhhhhhhhh-+

776 B I talk to people ¥ that's what I
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do.

777 A That's what you do?

778 B Yeah that's why it's so amazing to me, that you don't talk
or that it's a rule that you can't talk.

779 A Yes but how d- how do you protect it, how do y- how do you...
um,

780 B +hheh-heh-heh-heh+

781 A ok lemme -

782 B Relationships * I get lnvolved in rela-
tionships * that's how I keep myself talking to people.
That's how I keep - you know doing what I want to do.

783 A Ok, then
think of it this way * my voice is my commodity. I - my -

my physicality is a commodity, they sell me.

Two question are immediately raised by this excerpt: 1) When Ann
asked in 773 "What is your livelihood" What do you do?" had she for-
gotten that she had asked this very question earlier, and. that Beth
had answered by saying she was a student and had been working for a
psychologist, etc.? (It would seem so.) 2) When Ann asks Beth what
she does (i.e. her livelihood), Beth replies that she talks to people,
what is that she gets involved in relationships; it later transpires
from the record of Episode 3 (3:156) that Beth thought that they were
discussing hobbies, not livelihcods. Did Beth misunderstand or mis-
hear what Ann said? In her wish to explain what lay behind her

1Ann had mentioned that her voice teacher advised her to
avoid talking as a means of "saving" her voice.
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curiosity about Ann's restrictions on her talking activity, did Beth
dismiss the phrase '"livelihood," assuming that it would be clear to
Ann that she (Beth) was referring to a broader characterization of
herself than just her occupation, namely an ongoing interest in
people?

At any rate it is clear that at this point, Ann and Beth
has concretely different notions about what was being discussed. It
is easy to see how this became a point of confusion for Ann, as she
later recalled their conversations, and hence what underlies her chaxr-
acterization of this exchange at the end of Episode 1 in 3:155 when
she says "I said 'What do you do' and you said 'I talk to people.'
+hhuh+ That's all * I went 'Oh.'...how do you support yourself on
talking to people?”

It can be pointed out, however, that Beth's remarks about
being a student had not left Ann's memory altogether. In the ensuing
few minutes in the third episode, when Beth is explaining her interest

in talking to people as a hobby, this fact emerges:

3:158 B So I was uh, yes my job * I was saying, about my job. I
was working for a psychologist doing testing ycu know, IQ

testing and all that,

159 A Mm—hm.
160 B So that I was talking to people * asking
questions, ( ) you know, like that, that I meant

it as a hobby.

161 A Mm.
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162 B Relationship.
163 A But actually you're a professional student at this point.

164 B Yeah. VYeah cause I don't have a job anymore.

The issue at hand, namely the (in)equality of exchange of
personal information, resolved itself as the episode proceeded. Ann
found several opportunities to ask Beth about herself, and Beth re-
vealed many things about herself and her past in response. Further,
in the subsequent episode (4), the topicalizing was comprised almost
completely of Ann and Beth trading stories about people, events and
occasions they had in common from high school and from the University
Drama Department.

This illustration has indicated the way in which topical-
ization begets topicalization in these two peoples' relationship.
Several issues in the participants' discussion on telling one another
about themselves became understood when specific historical antece-
dents could be found from preceding episcdes. Thus it 1s a good ex-
ample of the phenomenon Garfinkel described (1967) of speakers not
being in possession of full knowledge of what 1s going on, as this is
essentially what precipitated the confusion on Ann's part about Beth's
repllies, and Beth's mis-reading of Ann's question avtout her livelihocd.,

The examinations made of the transcripts suggest to me that
the data would bear formal analyses of topical development. ILacking
techniques at present for doing so, and the notation system, we must
depend on the observation of some fundamental characteristics of the

topicalization occurring in the setting-frame of the relationship.

They are listed below,
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1. Much of the meaning of a given point in talk is sit-

uated in a consideration (i.e. awareness of or memory of) the prior

events; this can be observed from the evidence of the transcript re-
cord of the participants' talk when observed in the standard, episode-
to-episode format of ordinary relationship.

2. We have evidence of the participants' individual logic
in the presentation of their arguments (i.e. their positions or
stances in their topicalizing). In the example at hand, what the
participants talked about with regard to their own prior topicalizing,
we can list or present the arguments that are suggested by each per-
son's reconstruction of éhe topic. Implications which relate specifi-
cally to prior topicalization can be shown. For example, in Ann's
line 3:149, the attribution she makes about their previous conversa-
tions on the getting-one-another-to-talk-about-themselves 1s that she
"never did find anything out" about Beth. The implication that might
be drawn is that Ann sees herself as having made efforts to get Beth
to talk about herself, and was thwarted at every turn. The subse-
quent turns in this segment further suggest that Ann considers Beth
at least partly responsible for the situation. (From all indications
in the transcript, Beth saw this quite differently.) In the same
segment's first line by 3eth, 3:150, where she says "Oh you're going
to persist,' there is another example. The turn suggests that Beth
not only considers this topic in.order from the previous conversation,
but raises the possibility that she was anticipating Ann's raising it.

3. The examination of transcript data indicates the fol-

lowing about topicalization in the setting-frame of a relationship.
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The impetus for topicalization comes from three different

sources in talk:

1) one is the physical co-presence of the participants

2) another is the previous topicalization between the
participants

3) the third is the interior dialogue (Jakobovits and

Gordon, 1978) of the participants either between
episodes, or during them; interior dialogue can be
inferred, for example, from the rather different
viewpoints that Ann and beth had about what was

taking place between them.

2. Discussion

The foregoing brief exploration into the logic of talk in
the data tells us a few things atout the mechanics of topicalization.
The concerns and issues that come alive for the analyst after long
slow days of study whiz by 1n an instant for the participants, and
are quickly replaced by another set. We can see from the sample of
transcript that each point is a complex of issues and topical dynamics,
with historical antecedents. ZParticipants often do not stop to deal
with all of the issues that arise in conversation (in Episode 5, Beth
comments a couple of times on the difficulty of keeping track of all
the loose ends left in their discussion, even with a concerted effort).
This in turn must affect the impact and quality of their contact with
each other and thelr mutual regaxd.

It is of interest to note here that Labov and Fanshel (1977)

have pointed out that microanalysis of ordinary intimate conversation
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may often give the impression of a tangle of unfriendliness and incom-
petence in sustaining smooth, gracious topicalization. Yet there are
so many other facets of the interaction that demand attention: the
mechanisms by which topicalization is accomplished, interpretation
based on clues from the data, alternative interpretations that are
raised by the addition or subtraction of clues to the events, the
observation of ordinary conversational practices, intimate and other-
wise, and so on. For example, in Episode 3, after Beth had explained
again that she talked to people and got involved in relationships as
a hobby, Ann's reply was directed to the fact that she (Beth) was
"actually"” a student. One might interpret this reply as disinterest
on Ann's part toward Beth's rather interesting hobby, or some sort of
preoccupation with the facts about Beth. However, given the perspec-
tive on the prior events in the transcript, Ann's reply reflects a
concern with resolving the confusion about what Beth actually did as
a living.

These transcripts, and all conversation, reflect varying
degrees of soclal competence and polse on the part of speakers. It
would be regrettatle indeed 1f the dramatic character of talk, magni-
fied as it is by microanalysis, were to hinder further invesiigation
into the conversational practices of people. The toplicalization ob-
served in the data indicate that the conversations were independent
events in the perspectives, hence the consciousnesses, of Ann and
Beth. Thus the study of toplcalization contain the rudiments for the
study of the nature and functioning of individual consciousness in

social life.
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This has been an exploratory analysis with two focuses.
One is the suitability of transcript data for the study of behavior.
The other is the observation of a case study of the topicalization
evoked in the setting of an experimental relationship.

The participants were <iwo women, Ann and Beth, who were
brought together for a pre-determined number of times, and their con-
versation recorded and transcribed.

A first level investigation of the transcript data yielded
some observations on structural aspects of topicalization. It was
noted that talking turns group into segments of transcript that can
be identified by the corresponding referents contained in adjacent

talking turns. These segments were termed. topical exchange units.

It was al;o obtserved that the talking turns, in groups of twos and
threes, typically, cohered immediately with cne another. Their coher-
ence was based on the reciprocal topical orientation (i.e. direction
toward and reply to) of the turms tc one another. These.units were
referred to by Jakobovits and Gordon (1975=77) as rounds; some proto-
typic forms of rounds found in the data were discussed, e.g. question
- answer, toplc raising - legitimizing, etc. It was argued that this
mutual orientation is a property of topicalization, and serves as a
'building block' in topic development.

Next, the investigation turned to a focus on the individual
and characteristic features of Ann's and Beth's talk., The transcript
record for thelr talk yielded rather specific toplcalizing behaviors

characteristic of each. The most prominent feature of Ann's
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topicalization (her dramatic narrations) and Beth's (her interviewing-
advising-topic pursuing style) were documented. The mechanisms in
topicalization characteristic and identifying of their talk wexre dis-
cussed as role types.

The final step in the investigation involved taking a
microanalytic look at the development of argument logic in topicali-
zation. A sample of data was selected for its readily traceable toric
history. The historically related segments were juxtaposed to present
a picture of the issue's development and its bearing on the meaning,
or sense, or function on a later segment of the data. 1 was observed
that an understanding of the meaning in the selected data sample re-
quired an awareness of the topic's prior development. The developmen-
tal logic of each participant's talk was distinct, unique, and char-
acteristic, and could be tied very specifically to previous points in
the topicalizing. Topicalization was seen to be occasioned by 1) the
physical co-presence of the participants, 2) previous topicalization
between them, and 3) the participants' interior dialogue.

These steps of the investigatlion have led me to the con-
clusions stated below:

1) Transcript data indicates, via its structural aspects,
that topicalization is a phencmenon that behaves with regularity or
lawfulness. Thus, topicalization lends itself to formal analysis and
warrants further research to document its properties and laws of
functioning.

2) Persons can be uniquely identified by their topicaliza-

tion; relationship dyads can also be identified by their unique
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features of topicalization. The explorations in this study have laid
the foundations for a natural history approach to the study of person-

ality and of issues in the analysis of relationships as social phenom-

ena.
3) A record of topicalization, evoked in the framework of
an experinental relationship, illuminates the evolutionary or pro-
gressive nature of meaning in talk and reflects a standardigzed devel-
opmental argument logic. In the context of the relationship, the
functional value or meaning of topicalization is situated or tied in
particular ways to the issues, topics, and concerns raised by the
participants. A relationship serves as a natural frame or unit for
studying the occurrance of topicalization. Toplcalization in turm

serves as an index of the events that transpire in a relationship.
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