Accounts, then, exhibit some interesting characteristics, When examincd closely,
the reasoning employed in accounts is not strictly logical, and the information
contained in them is not precise, final, or censistent. 5till, reasoning is done;
communication is accomplished; activities are coordinated. How?

1t is axiomatic to ethnomethodology that everyday accounts are not mis-
taken, careless, or sloppy approximations of traditional logical argument. But it
is also axiomatic to ethnemethodology that everyday accounts are not sirictly
logical. Accounts differ from traditional logical argument, but not by error or
imprecision. Accounts differ from traditional logical argument by having a dif-
ferent formal structure.

Two bits of jargon crept into the last paragraph—the terms fredinional
fogic and formal structure. In apology, 1 offer this account of them. The term
logic refers to several different, highly formalized systems of rules for correct
argument and inference. In addition it refers to the sense of particular arguments
and situations. Traditional logic is just one of those sets of formalized rules.
Among philosophers, traditional logic is understood to refer to tules associated
with Arstotle, although modified by his successors. Traditional logic is the
subject of elementary logic courses. Among sociologists, however, the term
logic, without qualification, almost always refers to traditional logic. Hence
the term formal structure, which is synonymous with logic as defined in the
dictionaries and as used by philosophers, but not as it is used by sociologists.
The term formal structure, then, is an attempt to avoid confusion between
logic and traditional fogic.!

Iz it reaspnable to doubt that traditional logic is an adequate approxima-
tion of everyday reasoning? One of the main emphases of this chapter, and the
central philosophical concem of ethnomethodology, is to demonstrate formally
that it is. My strategy will be to consider two questions and to show that each,
treated carefully, leads to difficulties for traditional logic. These difficulties are
peculiarities of meaning, similar to those exhibited in the accounts described in
Chapter 1. Strict application of traditional logic, then, cannot eliminate those
difficulties. They may appear to be carelessness or error, but they can not be
avoided by preater care. They are, rather, problems that arise because traditional
logic is mot an appropriate model of everyday accounts. They will remain forever
mysterious unless their occurrence is explained in teuns of a different formal
structure.

We are about to play a word game. It has been aptly cafled “square-the-
cirele-till-youre-tired ™ In this pame, wuords are taken scriously. They are used as
precisely and consistently as possible. Then the words are manipulated logically .
The objective is to apply the rules ol logic accurately until we are led to un-

1 Yurther claboration of the varieties of logic and the speeific characteristics of traditional
logie are found in the Encyelopedia af Philosaphy (Fdwards 1967).
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acceptable conclusions and then to discover why the unacceptable conclusions
gccur. The discovery of simple mistakes in fogic or definitien is no fun. The fun
begins when we must profoundly alter cur understanding of reasoning or of
using words to explain the unacceptable results of logical thinking and how we
avoid them in everyday life.

Traditional logic and this game have one rule that you will need to keep in
mind: the low of the excluded middle. Every category or term must be well
defined to be manipulated logically. When a category is well defined, everything
js either in the category or it is not in the category. Nothing is both in the cate-
gory and not in the category; nothing is neither in the category nor out of it.
There is no “middle”; no ambiguous borderline case. Consider the category
“horse.” To use the term in traditional logical arpument, the term must be
defined so that everything is clearly either a horse or not a horse. If this rule
seerns too innocent to cause any trouble, reflect on the category “‘woman.”

TWO QUESTIONS

Haw Taff Is St Short?

This question i3 a member of a family of questions whose roots can be
traced back more than two thousand years to the Greek philosophers called
Sophists.? The issue involved is sometimes called *“the heap™ and sometimes
“the bald man.” These dignified names for the problem derve from two of the
earliest questions used to pose it: “How many grains are there in a heap?” and
“How many hairs can be removed from a hairy man’s head before he becomes
bald?™

Let us begin by agreeing, for the sake of argument, that any adult person
who is 4 feet tall is short. Let us consider, then, the person who is 4.0001 fect
tall. Is that person also short? Well, then, what about the person who is 4.0002
feet tall? 4.0003 feet talt?

The drift of this argument should be clear by now. We continue to increasc
the height under consideration by increments of 0001 feet It will take some
time, but eventually we will be considering people 6 feet tall and 10 feet tall for
that matter. Sooner or later, a choice must be faced. We conld continue to call
everyong short, If that becomes uncomfortabie, we could begin, at some point,
to call people not shart, But, so long as we follow the procedure [ outlined, to
make that shift requires us to say that a person al some height is short, but
another who is taller by an amouni imperceptible to the unaided eyc, say,
Q001 feet, is not short. If we refuse to name a precise houndary for the convept
short, to define the concept well we will soon be calling people 7 [eet tall short.
In fact, we will soon be calling every person short. To muke mutters worse, it

2 This discussion follows the argument of the Max Black (1970a},
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we begin at 10 feet, an assuredly tafl height and subtract tiny amounts, we will
soon be calling everyone tall as well. This is our unacceptable result, We must
pick a precise point and claim, absurdly, that an imperceptible increase from
that point marks the transition from short to not short or we are driven to the
absurdity that everyone is short {and also tall).

Why don’t we just draw a boundary on shortness, then, and have done
with it? All that is required is to pick a height to which any addition, no matter
how small, is sufficient to change a person from short to not short. The diffi-
culty is that selecting a height in that way is not appropriate to the meaning of
the term short. The boundary would be placed differently by different people
and even by the same person at different times. (Select a height, if you'd like,
and compare it with the ones your neighbors select.) Whether a person is short
or not depends, in part, on the practical or theoretical interests at stake . A short
basketball player is a tall jockey, The term shott, as it is used colloquially, is
not precisely defined. It is, in Black’s term, a loose concept, 2 category in which
some things do not clearly and finally either belong ot not belong. Further,
Black argues, this looseness is not accidental but, rather, is intended among
users of the term. No sensible person would consider it possible to specify the
precise height at which shortness stops. There is no specific, well-defined boun-
dary between short and not short, and to impose on¢ would indicate a mis-
understanding of the term.

Now, at least, we know why the attempt to play logically with the term
short led to absurd conclusions. Short is a loose term, and traditicnal togic only
applies to well-defined concepts. But this is not a solution; this is the problem
itself. How frequent are loose concepts? If there are many of them, then tradi-
tional logic is inapplicable to a large variety of situations. Well, there are a lot of
them. In fact, all empirical concepts are loose in the same way as shortness. This
is most obvious in terms that make quantitative comparisons or judgments—
short, bald, fat, rich, cheap, intelligent, and so on. Butitis also true, as we have
seen, with respect to the teom “‘woman,” with respect to assigning responsibility,
and with respect to deciding who has violated the law and what law has been
violated. The effect of conceding that shoriness is a loose concept, then, is to
disquality the application of traditional logic to empirical matters. That is why
the problem has intrigued philosophers for so long. And since there is no de-
fensible precise and final boundary for shortness, we cannot resolve the diffi-
culty by defining the term and insisting that common usage is in error.

Some philosophers are prepared to admit that logic is inapplicable to the
empirical world. Logic, and with it philosophy, are restricted to the realm of
well-defined concepts. This concession has two drawhacks. First, it makes
philosophical reascning inapplicable to real cvents and situations, For example,
systerns of ethics are developed that define **the good™ precisely but only in
ideal terms that do not properly apply to any cthical decisions involving factual
considerations. Second, this approach leaves philosophy with nothing to say
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about the conduct of reasoning with empirical concepts in everyday use and in
sclence.

Black suggests a different resolution to the dilemma. He is committed to the
applicability of traditional logic to empideal matters, His resolution, then, is
ta describe how reasoning is done with loose concepts and to defend the validity
of that reasoning within appropriate bounds. Black argues that loose concepts
are not always troublesome. There are cases in which the terms can be applied
unquestionably. A person 4 feet tall is short. In these cases, logical manipulation
ot the concepts will not cause trouble. We will run into no logical difficulties
because we call a person who is 4 feet tall short or a person who is 6 feet tall
not short. But somewhers between these heights we will indeed ¢ncounter
difficulties. We will be uncertain as to whether a person is short or not short.
People will disagree. We will change our minds. Attempts to draw inferences
gbout the person based on the judgment that he or she is short will prove un-
reliable. People will sometimes wear short sizes and sometimes not; people will
sometimes be able to spike a volley ball and sometimes not. Predictions will be
erroneous; deduction will lead to false conclusions. Logic will not apply >

In creating this zone, Black attempts to reconcile the looseness of empiri-
cal categories with the law of the excluded middle. He suggests that loose
concepts are sometimes not precisely and finally applicable in empirical cases.
That is what makes them loose. On the other hand, sometimes these categones
can be confidently and finally applied. In those cases, one can reason with them
as if they were well defined. Some things are clearly short or not short. About
them, you may reason logically. Some things are not clearly short or not short.
About them you must rcason warily because the application of traditional logic
may lead to untoward results. Overall, the concept is loose, but in ¢lear cases
it may be manipulated as if it were well defined. The clearness of the empirical
instance substitutes for clear definition of the term.

The nature of the vague cases must be considered. The boundaries of these
problematic areas cannot be precisely fixed. We cannot place a single boundary
between short and not short. For the same reasons, we cannot place two boun.-
daries that precisely distinguish the ambiguous cases from the clear ones. So this
borderline category is as loose as any other empirical category. Bur it is not
worthless on that account. Black argues that the looseness of empirical concepts
is a matter of consistency and confidence in judgment. A height is not, in itself,
short or not short or horderline. Rather, in some cases we are confident and
reliable in our judgments, in others we are not. The borderline category ts nota
group of cases whose definition is unclear; it s a group of judgments about
which we are uncertain and inconsisient even thougl we are ahle to make pro-
visional judgments. These provisional judgments, however, because they are apt

3 In the same way, the terms “man® and “woman™ can usually be vsed unambigucusly

despite the existence of troublssome, amblguous cases such ay Agnes’s.
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to be reversed, do not support logical manipwlation. Thus, as our confidence in
judgment decreases, it becomes necessary to place correspondingly little confi-
dence in any inferences we draw. In the extreme, logic becomes, in effect,
completely inapplicable,

Black’s solution acknowledges an element of skill and activity in reason-
ing beyond the application of rules of logic. There can be no precisely and
finally fixed rules for applying empirical terms. Still, one must apply them. One
must decide when the tenns have become too imprecize for the practical or
theoretical occasion. This is a skilled estimate, not completely formulated. One
must then apply logic with as much confidence as the case allows and constantly
check the results of reasoning against empirical events to be certain that one has
not misplaced that confidence. Weighing the adequacy of the resuits of reasan-
ing 15 another loose judgment, The results must be judged against the standard
“good encugh for now.”

Black’s analysis of reasoning with loose concepts, then, recognizes the
elevance of practical, imprecise judgment in the reasoning process. It is an
important step toward an ethnomethodological approach because it seriousty
considers how people actually reason. Ethnomethodological studies, though,
attempt more thoroughly to replace traditional logic as a model of the formal
structure of everyday rcasoning. We can see more clearly how this effort is
justified by considering some questions implied by Black’s analysis, but left
unanswered. First, Black’s analysis implies that judgments are made without
precise rules for guidance. One must decide that a case fits a particular loose
category and with a particular degree of confidence; one must check the results
of reasoning to be sure they are reasonable. How arc these judgments made?
There is a borderline region of doubtful judgments. Logic does not apply to
these cases. How do people reason when they are unsure? Are we reduced to
trial and error? Te blind intuition? To confusion and anomie? [s there a formal
structure to activities and reason undertaken in doubt?

Black’s analysis implies that either there are (1) two or more distinctive
reasoning processes used in empirical matters, each emploved with its approp-
riate level of confidence in one’s categorizations, or (2) a realm in which logic
does not apply and there is no formal structure to reasoning and action. Ethno-
methodologists are convinced that practical reasening and action have a formal
structure and also that this unspecified formal structure, when fully claborated,
will encompass all reasoning with loose concepts. That is, it will replace tradi-
tional logic *

4 This fundamental change in the way in which reasoning is formulated it one of the

bases for calling ethnomethodology [undamentally differemt from the rest of sociclogy.
Wilsan (1970) clearly shows the sociclogical implicatiens of different understandings of how
practical reasoning is done.
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Would You Like to Hear of @ Race Course Thut Most
People Fancy They Can Get to the End of In Two or Three
Steps, Whife It Really Consists of an Infinite Number of
Distances, Each One Longer Than the Last?®

The race course in the question is a syllogisin, the most fundamental fonm
of argument in traditionat logic. Carroll’s proof utilizes an axiom of geometry,
Euclid’s first proposition. This axiom contains no necessary loose terms, and the
proof applies to any syllogism whatever, even when it is expressed in well-defined
mathematical terms. Thus, the difficulties that arise in argumeéntation are not
the result of loose terms. Instead, Carroll shows that some difficulties of argu-
mentation are inherent in traditional logic itself,

Carroll's proof begins with a standard syllogism:

{A) Things that are equal to the same thing are equal to each other.
{B)  The two sides of this triangle are things that are equal to the same thing.
{Z) The two sides of this triangle are equal to each other.

The tortoise is willing to accept {A) and (B) as true statements but is not willing
to accept (Z) without further proof. The tortoise challenges Achilles to explain
why it must accept (Z), to compel the conclusion that (Z) is true. Look care-
fully at (A), (B), and (Z). (Z) cannot be false if (A) and (B) are true. And so
Achilles answers, if (A) and (B) are true, (Z) must be true, It follows logically.
The tortoise accepts the argument of Achilles on the condition that it must be
added explicitly to the proof.

(A} Things that are equal to the same thing are equal to each other.

{(B) The two sides of this triangle are things that are equal to the same thing.
(C} If{A)and (B) are true, (Z) must be irue.

{(Z) The two sides of this triangle are equal to each other.

Certainly if the tortoise accepts (C) as true, it must accept {Z) as well. But
the tortoise is nothing if not methedical. Belore accepting (Z), it wants Achilles
to explain why it ought to do so. Why must (Z) be true if (A), (B}, and {C) are
true? Achilles examines the threc statements to which the tortoise agrees and
observes that they compel one to accept (Z} as well. And so he answers the
tortoise. It follows logically. If (A), {B), and {C) are true, (Z) must be true. The
tortoise is willing to accept this argument as true, but anly on the condition that
it be made explicit and added to the other steps.

®  This question was posed by the lorteise to Achilles in a logical proof cast as & fable

by Lewis Caroll,




34 The Phitasophival Concerns of Ethnometfrodalogy

(A) Things that are equal to the same thing are equal to each other.

(B) The two sides of this triangle are things that are equal to the same things.
{C) If{A) and (B} are true, {Z} must be true.

(D} If{A), (B), and (C) are true, {Z} must be true.

{(Z) The two sides of the triangle are cqual to cach other.

The infinite nomber of steps between (A), (B}, and (Z) is apparent. So is
the sense in which each is longer than the last. The torioise has treated the
staternent, It fellows logically,” dilferently from Achilies, For Achilles, that
statement is an indication that something is obvious and that no further argu-
ment i3 needed. For the tortoise, it is just another argument. The issue between
them is the acceptance of fundamental assumptions sbout what is cbvious
without further proof or elaboration.®

For our purposes, the tortoise taught Achilles that logic is not a neutral,
universally acceptable set of rules. It rests on the acceptance of axioms and
definitions. If those axioms and definitions are not accepted, or if they are
replaced with others, a different formal structure is generatad. Spacific questions,
pursucd diligently, raise difficuities for the application of logic to everyday
reasoning. One possibility, raised by thiz consideration of logic as a method of
reasoning, is that the difficulties arise because the axioms of everyday rcasoning
are different from those of traditienal logic, Se ethnomethodolopists argue,

REFLEXIVITY AND INDEXICALITY:
TWO ETHNOMETHODOLOGICAL COMMITMENTS

Ethnomethodologists have made two commitments concerning the formal
structure of accounts. Topether, they summarize the difficulties inherent in
trying to apply traditional logic to everyday reusoning, formulate fundamental
characteristics of everyday reasoning, and provide a research program. The two
commitments are

1. All accounts are reflexive.
2. All accounts are indexieal,

At least the first of these is axiomatic. The status of the second commitment
is nut ¢lear, The indexicality of accounts may be an implication of assuming
their reflexivity axiomatically, or It may be axiomatic itself. You can judge for
yoursell as the two are discussed. It is an important commitment, in sither case,
and will be discussed here as a separate topic.

IFor additional discussions of this praof, see Winch (19558) and Black (19700}, Those
who are fond of mathematical puzzles should nate that Carroll has applicd Zeno's paradox
to steps in an argument rather than steps in space.
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Reflexivity

Originally, the term reflexive was used in grammar and logic. In logic, a
reflexive relationship is one that something could have with itself. For example,
everything is equal to itself; equality is a reflexive relationship. Nothing is greater
than itself; “greater than™ cannot be a reflexive relationship. In grammar, the
term is used in a related way. A reflexive verb is one whose subject and object
are the same. “Shave” is a reflexive verb in “f shave myself.” In the same sen-
tence, “myself"” is a reflexive pronoun, In a sense, the reflexive verb describes
a relationship of an actor with itself. The action is taken upon the agent of the
action. The barber may shave me or himself. When he shaves me, the verb is not
reflexive; when he shaves himself, it is. By extension, the actions themselves are
often called reflexive when the person acts upon himself. Shaving oneself is a
reflexive action. So are feeding oneself, paimpering oneself, deluding oneself, and
improving oneself. The term reflexive has been extended to include the action
upon oneself or relationship with oneself as well as the grammatical form we use
to describe them.

Ethnomethodologists argue that ali accounts are reflexive. All accounts
are not in the distinctive grammatical form called reflexive; they are not even all
linguistic. Rather, using the extended sense, ethnomethodologists argue that all
accounts bhave a reflexive relationship with themselves and take some action
upon themselves, regardless of their content and regardless of the medium in
which the account is exprassed and repardless of their grammatical structure,
if any. We can begin to understand the nature of the reflexivity of accounts by
gxamining the special case in which the content of accounts is concerned,
Theeries and empirical descriptions of perception, language, nonverbal com-
munication, reasoning, or any other aspect of accounting are accounts about
zeeounts. Since they are accounts, whatever they say about accounts will apply
to themselves as well. That is, they are reflexive. An example of this type of
reflexive relationship has been built into this book, The first few pages serve as
an introduction to ethnomethodology and are also about introductions. That
introduction, then, describes itself. It is reflexive.

Ethnomethodologists are very concerned with this aspect of reflexivity
because they are convinced that all empirical accounts are loose, When this
scientific assessment is applied reflexively, it implies that scientific accounts are
also loose. Until quite recently it was commonly held thal science escaped the
looseness of other empidcal accounts. This belief provided a justification to put
more conlidence in scienee and technology than in other systems ol knowledge.
Religivus faith, for instance, declined dramatically as science became more
prominent. The looseness of scientific aceounts undenmines the unyuestioning
helief in science—it provokes a crisis of confidence. In recent years, science has
been increasingly open to the challenge of justilying itsell and incieasingly sub-
ject to political decision making, [n Chapler 5 we will review ethrnomethodo-
logical research on this aspect of reflexivity.

35
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It i3 not so obvious that every account is reflexive, regardless of its con-
tent. To understand how every account stands in a relationship with itself or
acts upon itself, we must be very careful about the reference of an account—
what it is about, [ shall suggest that accounts do not more or less accurately
describe things. Tnstead, they establish what is accountable in the setting in
which they occur. Whether they are accurate or inaccurate by some other stan-
dard, accounts define reality for a situation in the sense that people act on the
basis of what iz accountable in the situation of their action, Later, if it becomes
inconvenient to continue to act on some account, the content of what is ac-
countable changes. For example, people drill wells when the probable presence
of oil or water or gas underground justifies it. The accuracy of this account is
ultimately judged by whether the well is successful or not, Regardless of the
success of the well, however, the probable success is accountable, and it is that
judgment that people act upon. At some point, if the well does not produce,
people decide that the probable success of the well is not an accountable basis
for action., They stop drilling. Drilling a well can be accountable when “in
reality™ there is nothing to drll for; stopping the drilling can be accountable
when “in reality” a little additional effort will being success. The account pro-
vides a basis for action, a definition of what is real, and it is acted upon so long
as it remains accountable. ff men define things as real, the definitions are real in
their consequences. Whatever the content of an account, whatever it seems to be
about, the cffect of accounts is to provide a definition upon which action can be
based. Accounts establish what people in a situation will believe, accept as
sound, accept as proper—that is, they establish what is accountable.

|1 do not mean to imply that people, in attempting to establish what to
believe, are aware of accountability as an issue, Nor do [ mean to imply that,
when people talk about things, they think they are defining them for the situa-
tion rather than attempting to reach the truth about them. Rather, this emphasis
on establishing accountability as a socially ratified agreement aboul what to
believe and act upon for the time being is an cvaluation of what accounts ac-
complish from a researcher’s perspective, We need to connect this assertion
about the function of accounts with what the researcher actually observes, To
that end, I will review some aspects of the study of categorizing juvenile offend-
ers discussed in Chapter 1.

Cicourel observed that all participants in the legal system worked hard to
establish the true character of the juvenile offenders and their families. They
reasoned that the task of dealing with juveniles was to separate those who would
continue to cause trouble from those who could be straightened out and to
assign them to proper treatment. The nature of the offense was nut so import-
ant in itself, but mostly for its reflection on the characler of the juvenile. So, at
cach step in the official process, the files would be reviewed; the juvenile would
be discussed with those who knew the case, attempts would be made to show
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the youth the danger of continuing to misbehave: signs of contrition were en-
couraged; the aid of the family was enlisted to supervise and discipline the
youth; and so on, But the files that developed were not consistent, despite the
seripusness of the efforts to establish the facts of the case. Different officials
had different ideas of the character of the juveniles, As the case progressed, the
fixing of responsibility and the understanding of the events changed. No effort
was made to reconcile them in a final coherent package. When the same events
were relevant to different cases, there was no effort to reconcile the conira-
dictory versions of events reached in the various cases,

The key to understanding this approach to fact finding, even when every-
one is sericus and concerned with beinp accurate, is to place the investigation in
the context of the practical decisicns it supported. Each time a new official
entered the case, cach time the file was reinterpreted, the attempts to under-
stand the case were undertaken in the process of making or justifying decisions.
The practical question was always, “What should we do with this child?” The
concern with the character of the child was instrumental to that decision.
Whenever enough was known about the case and the child to support a plan of
action, the inquiry stopped. In effect, the inquiry was concerned with defining
events in as much detail as the practical problem required, and no more. In
cffect, the inquiry provided an accountable basis for action rather than a final
truth about its content, In effect, the accounts establish what is accountable in
the situation, not knowledge for general use. Each time the situation called for a
decision, accounts would be assembled to justify a plan of action. Except as
they compromised the current plan, accounts offered at other times were not
interesting enough to comect, and no practical need existed to keep all the
accounts consistent.

This characteristic of accounts is not limited to defining the characters of
juveniles. The accounts of Agnes's gender also displayed inconsistency from
oC¢casion to oceasion and incomplete investigation suited to the practical needs
for which the investigation was undertaker, Even a doctor performing a physical
examination for a job did not check Agnes carcfully enough to discover her
physical peculiarities. In some settings, the accounts of Agnes’s gender justified
treating her as a normal woman. In other settings the accounts of her gender
justified treating her as a male child who had left home and retumed looking like
a female and drawing on family lovalty to exact treatment as a female from her
family.

The people offering and accepting these various accounts of Agnes’s gen-
der helieved, as far as we know, that her gender was a real, permanent, un-
changing state of affairs. As far as we know, they were not cynical about their
efforts Lo define it but, rather, believed that their accounts did not affect Apnes'’s
gender and were approximations of an independent reality. In cffect, though,
these various accounts were Agnes’s gender. At least they were her gender as it
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entered and influenced social relationships. In effect, each account of Agnes’s
gender established that gender as accountable for the situation in which it was
accepted.

The variety of accounts is not the important issue. In each situation,
people define a reality upon which they will act. They do so without expending
meore effort in the investigation than the action dictates. They do not work to
be consistent with the definitions found in other settings. They do not reconsider
all the evidence available in other settings to be sure of accuracy. A gender can
be made accountable by no more than a gender-typed name such as Agnes.
Leslie, Dale, and Pat do not work in the same way. By establishing what is
accountable in each situation, people restrict their accounts, in effect, to local
significance. So far as | know, my pender remains consistently male in all ac-
counts of it. Still, since that gender must be made accountable in each setting,
the accounts of pender still establish that gender as accouvntable in a serting
Consistent accounts are still not descriptions of their content; they still establish
things as accountable rather than describe them. This becomes accountable to
ethnemethodoiogists because they conduci research by doing exactly what is
not normally done with accounts—they compare accounts from different set-
tings and examine the evidence in more detail than the practical tasks of those
settings require. The ethnomethodelogists’ pracrical task is to understand how
accounts work, for which their detailed investigations are necessary.

Accounts, then, regardless of their subject matter, do not describe things.
Rather, they establish what is accountable in the setting in which they occur.
We shall now see that these settings arc made up entirely of accounts. To under-
stand this point, we will have to consider what else might be part of a social
setting,

For most purposes, manufactured objects such as buildings, automobiles,
parbage cans, chain saws, and disposable diapers can be conveniently understood
to exist on their own, independent of cur accounts of them. However, these
objects are the products of considerable human activity. Hach serves as an
account of the activity that produced it, jusl as words on a page serve as an
account. A disposable butane lighter is, in its plastic convenience, an account
of considerable invention, marketing, distributing, exploring (for fuel), chemical
engineering, and our way of life. We do not usually make this much of butane
lighters, but I am only treating them in the same way as archeologists routinely
treat the fire-making tools they uncover. A butane lighter, properly considered
as an account of the activitics that produced it and the uses Lo which it is pot,
lells as much about our way of life as chips of flint tell about our forehears’.
Manufactured objects, then, serve as retrospective accounts of how and why
they were produced and as prospective accounts of uses to which they can
potentially be put. We simply treat the object as a medium of communication
and decipher its message.

Objects that are not manufactured are treated in essentially the same way,

T S TR
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The only difference js that the information they provide was not encoded by
humans. I have distinguished these objects from manufactured ones to make
it clear that we can perceive decipherable messages in things and events that were
not arranped for us by the actions of other people. Every human perception is
manufactured, even if the perceived object is not. It is made by the very active
process of seeing. We make things by perception as well as by manufacture.

Technically, then, we can view situations as made of our perceptions or
accounts of objects rather than as the objects themselves, Things may exist
independently of our accounts, but they have no human significance until they
become accountable. Things may not exist, but they may take on human signi-
ficance by becoming accountable. To understand how accounts work, we do
not need to know what is true in some final sense. Rather, we need to know
what is accountable or accepted as true. For example, we do not nced to decide
Agnes’s true gender; we need to know how her gender is made accountable.
What things really exist is an extremnely important question. The more closely
accounts approximate such real conditions, the better actions based en them
will work. However, for the purpose of understanding the formal structure
of accounts, we do not need to know what really exists. When people differ,
we need not take sides,

We can now understand how every account is reflexive, Accounts establish
what is accountable in a setting, At the same time, the setting is made up of
those accounts. This reflexive relationship can be understood in two ways. If
we think in terms of the definitions that are established through accounts, we
can see that the accounts define reality and at the same time that they are that
reality. If we think in terms of accountability, we can see that accounts establish
what is accountable at the same time that they are the things that are account-
able. Accounts arc always in this reflexive relationship with themselves because
they are the medinm of definition and accountability and because they make up
the defined, accountable world at the same time.

The theoretical importance of accounts and how they work is also clear,
[F social settings arc made up entirely of accounts, then the processes by which
accounts are offered and accepied are the fundamental social process. The
formal structure of accounts is the fundamental social structure, This is exactly
the position that Garfinkel has taken,

In cxactly the ways that a setting is organired, it coasfsrs of membaears'
methods for making evident that setting’s ways as clear, coherent, plan-
ful, consistent, chosen, knowable, uniform, repreduvcible connections
i.e., Tatinnel connections.

Garfinkel (1957, p. 34)

the activities whereby members produce and manage scttings of organized
everyday affairs are identical with members’ procedures for making those
affairs “account-able.”

Garfinkel (1967, p. 1)



frdexicality

Each account is part of the setting in which it occurs and which it helps
organize. Reciprocally, each account is organized, in part, by the setting in
which it occurs. The setting, remember, is itself made up entirely of accounts.
The abstraction of one account from the rest eliminates infoymation that con-
tributes to the meaning of the abstracted account. In general, the participants
in a social situation will have particular purposes, particular time references,
particular resources available, and particular skills, All these matters, as we have
seen, affect what will be accepted as an adequate account. These practical
circumstances, and others, affect the meaning of accounts. Loose concepts
take on a specific sense. Temporal refercnces make some events meaningful,
others irrelevant,

Consider the interactions between the police and the citizens of skid row.
The police were inclined to allow vulgar familiarity and back talk from people
on skid row without reprisal. However, when there was an audience, disrespect
was likely to be punished by a display of police power, even arrest. The person’s
wotrds and behavior in response to the police may have been the same on two
occasions, Told to stop drnking and get off the street, the person may have
insulted the police, responded slowly, and generally displayed disrespect. When
no one was there to observe the performance, it was accepted without retribu-
tion. But, when others were present, the police responded forcefully. The same
actions and words are a threat to authority on one occasion, a tolerable nuis-
ance on another. The situation in which the episode occursinfluences its meaning.

The termn for influence of the setting on the meaning of accounts is indexi-
cality.” Historically, indexicality has been ¢considered only as a characteristic of
linpuistic accounts. An indexical expression is a linguistic expression that has
different meanings on the different occasions on which it is used. The meaning
of the expression may be quite ¢lear on any occasion, but, when the expres-
sion is repeated, its meaning changes. For example, “It's raining™ is an indexical
expression. Its meaning is peneraily clear enough, but in different instances it
refers to different times and different places. *1 am hungry™ is another indexical
expression. The sentence refers to different times, places, and people on the
various occasions of its use.

Indexical sentences are often clear in their meaning because supplementary
information i3 communicated nonverbally when they are used. If everyone
knows where he or she is and what time it s, the ambiguity of ““Tt is raining™ is
preatly reduced. Similarly, when everyone knows who has said so, when, and
where, the ambiguity of *T @ hungry™ is reduced . While their meaning is made
clear by this contextual information, the indexicality of these sentences is not
reduced. Ambiguity is not a necessary feature of indexical communication. The

T I'his discossion of indexicality draws most heavily from those of Bar-Hiflel (1954} and

Garfinkel and Saclks (1970].
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crucial feature is the dependence of the meaning on its context. Often, the
context makes the meaning quite clear. The topic for study is how people are
able to use contextual information to achieve clarity and adequate reasoning for
their purposes.

The meaning of indexical sentences varics in more consequential ways than
just the identity of the speaker and the time and place of the utterance. “1t’s
raining” has different meanings: on the day of a long awaited picnic, at the
end of a drought, when the overs are already averflowing their banks, or when
one is driving and the temperature is near freezing. These variations are similas
to the transformation of an insult from tolerable to unacceptable by the pres-
ence of an audience.

One of the major purposes of philosophy is to think, speak, and write
clearly. A condition of success in those endeavors is precision in the use of
language. Indexical expressions subvert those goals. The variahility of their
Meaning may not cause trouble in ordinary discourse, although sometimes it
does. But stripped of contextual information, as language is in written communi-
cation, indexical expressions are rendered more unclear.

Indexical expressions have been noted for over two thousand years by
philusophers. “Loose concepts™ are one kind of indexical expression, PIONOUNS
are another. These, and other kinds of indexical expressions, frustrate clear
communication and the use of logic. Accordingly, indexical expressions have
been addressed as a problem.

Indexical expressions have traditionally been contrasted to unproblematic,
objective expressions. Objective eXpressions are clear and consistent in meaning,
regardless of the nonlinguistic context in which they occur. Objective expres-
sions will be understood to have the same referen cc by anyonce who knows the
language in which they are made. Mathematical formulations have this charac-
teristic. Seientific reports are said to have it. The description of the research
procedures gives a determinate sense to the results so long as the reader knows
the specialized language employcd and so long as ail sighificant procedures are
described,

Recently, the universality claimed for the meaning of objective statements
has been broadened. We have begun to launch projectiles that will leave this
solar system and to include messages in them which we hope will be understood
by any beings who are intelligent enough to encounter the missiles. This sense
of objectivity is not limited to those who share 4 language or even to members
of a species, Our Voyuger missiles, carrying images of us, mathematical notation,
music, maps of our solag system, and, perhaps, coupons for special extraterresinian
fates at sclected motels, mark the boundaries of our belief thal a message can he
completely self-contained. We are not hoping merely that an alien spucies will
tirake something of the Mmessage; we are hoping that they will make the same of

the message as we do, With luck, if they take offense they will not be able to
decipher the maps.
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Many approaches have been suggested to solve the problem posed by
indexical expressions. In common, these approaches attempt to replace indexical
expressions with objective ones and to justify a domain for precise linguistic
expression. In scientific work, for example, [ooseness is a constant problem. The
report of methodology and the development of precise measnrement halps ta
reduce unclarity. The report of scientific research procedures is a special case of
a general approach—expressing the nonlinguistic context of an expression
linguistically. For example, tones of voice, the situation, and facial expressions
can be described along with the words spoken.

The attempt to remedy indexical expressions tends to ignore the formal
structure of ordinary language. Increased clarity may result, but, if the formal
structure of accounts is different from that of traditiona logic, the effort will
never succeed completely, Also, this approach daes not explain how indexical
expressions are actually used in everyday life. In effect, approaching indexicality
as a problem disregards what people actually do in favor of what they might do.
Ordinary language is treated as having no distinctive formal structure. At its
best, ordinary language approaches traditional Jogic in precision; at its worst, it
is unclear and mistaken in its standards for argument, In either case, only logic
arl other rgorous formal systems are recognized as standards for adequate
reasoning.

Garfinkel and Sacks describe this approach in a pleasant simile. Indexical
expressions are like a spot of dirt on the white wall of language. For over two
thousand years philosophers and scientists have unsuccessfully atternpted to
scrub the wall clean. For over two thousand years philosophers and scientists
have debated how best to remove the blemish. (If 1 may embellish the simile,
the treatment of indexicality is like a two-thousand-yearlong series of com.
mercials for varous laundry products, each claiming to make the wall bright
and clean.) Garfinkel and Sacks propose, instead, to examine that spot closely
and to describe its characteristics. Perhaps, upon examination, the spot may
prove to be a work of art. Ethnomethodologists are intercsted in the formal
structure of comunonsense accounts, To continue with the simile, they pPropose
to put a frame around the spot and study it.

There is another fundamental difference between the ethnomethodological
approach to indexicality and the traditional philosophical one. Philosophers
define indexicality as a characteristic of Hnguistic expressions. Information is
understood to be transmitted in other ways, tone of vaice far example, but the
information is freated as subordinale (o linguistic expression and, generally, no
formal structure is attributed to nonlinguistic cxpression. Eih nomethodologists
consider indexicality as a formal characteristic of any account, regardless of the
medium. For example, Agnes’s urine sample is an indexica! particular® whose

®  An indexical particular is anything that eommunicates mearing and communicates

different meanings on different occasions. An indexical expressian is a lingvistic indexical

particular.
"
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meaning changes depending on the contextual knowledge of the person inter-
preting it. To the lab techniciant who analyzes it, it is just another urine sample;
to Agnes’s roomimate, it is a favor to 2 friend; to Agnes, it is a threat to discovery,
to us, it {5 an example of an indexical particular; to us, while reading Chapter 1,
it is an example of how perceptual routines can be manipulated. The linguistic
portion of accounts is not awarded special status in ethnomethodology, although
it is studied more. Any information, carried in any medium of communication,
is considered as an account. It is assumed to have the characteristic formal
structure of accounts; it is congidered to have all other information 43 its context
and to be context for all other information. Any account is reflexive. Insefar as
it draws its meaning from its context, its meaning changes as the context changes.
Any account is jndexical,

An exetcise may help to bring this topic into [ocus for you. Think about
the varioussmeanings of the phrase “It’s raining.” Imagine the various situations
] mentioned as clearly as you can, and, with your mind’s ear, listen to the way
in which the wotds would be said on each occasion, Are the tones of voice,
inflections, volume, and 3o on interchangeable from situation to situation? How
would Joan of Arc say it? You know when. The tin man? Noah? Noah's next-
door neighbor? Notice the relationship among the words, the situation, the
nonverbal aspects of communication, and the meaning of the sentence. Now,
stop abusing your imaginations and listen carefully to people talking.

Let 1t Pass

“Let it pass™ is a fundamental rule of accounting that Garfinkel (1967)
suggests is part of the formal structure of everyday accounts. By relating this
rufe to reflexivity and indexicality and to the studies deseribed in Chapter 1, we
gan begin to see what is implied by “formal structure”™ and how ethnometho-
delogists attempt to study it, We begin with the axiomatic premise that any
account is only part of the total account of a situation. Every account is in-
complete. Put another way, every account is technically loase or indexical.

In everyday life, people organize their conduct with reference to the
information available to them. This information is always incomplete and always
less than perfectly clear in the technical sense. Tt may, however, be quite satis-
factory and cause no trouble. A persistent practicat problem, then, is to make do
with indexical, more or less imprecise, accounts. Whenever people decide to act,
they will be acting on information that is imperfect from a technical standpoint.
People may be aware of inadequacies of their information from their own, non-
technical standpoint too. Sometimes informalion will seemn adequate and people
will be confident in it, even though s technical analysis would show it to be
indexical. Sometimes, however, circumnstances may compel gction or infunna-
tion that appears inadequate and that is undertaken hesitantly or reluctantly.
These feclings about the information and the action based upon it are different
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responses to data that are always technically indexical but vary in their value
from other standpoints. Agnes, for example, needed to respond to a request for
& urine sample without clear knowledge of what urinalysis could reveal about
her. Her resources did not permit her to ascertain whether the risk of requesting
a sample from her roommate was greater than the danger that she would be
embarrassed by the analysis of her own urine. In so doing, Agnes was aware of
the discrepancy between the knowledge available to her and the knowledge that
she would prefer to act upon and let it pass. That is, she acted without seeking
more knowledge.

“Let it pass™ applies fo steps in reasoning and to categorization. It pro-
vides that minor discrepancies be overlooked, at least temporarily. By letting
it pass, people forgive each other minor disagreements over the applicability of
loose concepts, the degree and nature of appropriate detafl, and so on. Another's
account i3 perceptibly imperfect in some way, but ¢lose enough to the account
that one wanted to be accepted without undue complaint, at least famporarily.
Later, new information tmay retroactively disqualify prior accounts, A teenage
girl may be transformed from innocent victim to delinguent.

There are many teasens to let things pass, reflected in the many idioms in
which the rule can be expressed. “You can’t fight city hall,” “Don’t worry, its
(I'm) insured.”™ “Caveat emptor.” “It’s his {or her) life,” “Everybody does it,”
“That’s good encugh for what they’re paying.” Application of this rule in any
of its forms allows disagreements to be acknowledged as problems but still
accepted as accountable reasoning for the time being, The person giving the
account i3 temporarly forgiven slight deviations from one’s expectations.
Simultaneously, the person receiving the account is temporarily forgiven the
failure to accept the account more enthusiastically. Each lets it pass. A person
who does not let things pass may be regarded as uptight, grumpy, demanding,
and a nuisance, although others may lct that pass without too much trouble.
Of course, if challenged too much, others can retaliate. To be social is to be
forgiving.

The studies in Chapter 1 provide many illustrations of what can be in-
volved in letting things pass. The doctors went to considerable pains to deter-
mine the truth of Apnes’s condition when they were considering whether to
perform her sex-change operation. But Agnes refused to let them interview her
family, boyfrend, and others, and they wltimately decided to let her account
pass a5 an adequate justification of surgery even though they wanted that
information. Juvenile officers and the other zuthorities with whom they work
Jo not attempl to reconcile the discrepancies in their various files. They let
them all pass as adequate, even when it is apparenl that they disagree with one
another. Skid-row police allow disrespectful and illegal behaviors to occur
cpenly unless there is a special reason to respond to them. The citizenry, Tor its
part, decs nol strenuously challenge or resist inconsistencies in the application
of these laws.
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In all these settings, the people involved are able to mainfain orderly
social arrangements by forgiving accounts that are inconsistent, incomplete, or
otherwise flawed from a technical standpoint. This practice and the constant
reevaluation of situations as new information becomes available are part of the
formal structure of accounts. It is studied by finding ways in which accounts
are technically imperfect and then observing the conditions under which the
accounts remain acceptable anyway, the troubles caused by acting on incom-
plete accounts, and the resolution of those troubles. Instead of a fixed standard
of acceptable information such as the law of the excluded middle used in techni-
cal arguments, practical circumstances are managed by using information judged
by flexible standards, often with fittie con fidence. To Jet it pass is to apply those

standards.

ANTECEDENTS TO THE
ETHNOMETHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The snbstance of the ethnomethodological approach and its terminology have
been influenced by eatlier attempts to incorporate fundamental implications of
indexicality and reflexivity in social theory. The work of Alfted Schutz on the
attitude of everyday life or commonsense attitude and Karl Mannheim on the
documentary method of interpretation have been the most strikingly influential,
Although modifications have been made, ethnomethodological imagery and
terminology are greatly indebted to Mannheim and Schutz.

The Commonsense Attitude”

Alfred Schutz, a2 phenomenologically oriented social philosopher, had
considerable influence on the development of ethnomethodological thought. He
argued that people can adopt different attitudes or different sets of assumptions
about the world. Each attitude leads to the experience of a distinctive reality,
and each includes a distinctive formal structure. The commonsense attitude, also
called the natural attitude or the attitude of everyday life, is Schutz’s model of
the attitude of adult humans as they pursue practical affairs. Its characteristic
form of reasoning is the use of indexical expressions, which Schutz calls 1ypili-
cations. This term indicates that all categorizations and inferences have typicalily
as the standard of adequacy, not the precision of traditional logic.

The foundation of commonsense reasening is the unquestioned belief that
the world really cxists and has characteristics that are imposed on us indepen-

?  This discussion of Schutz is based primarily on Schutz (1964 1967
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dently of our definitions of it. Fire bums. Speed Kills. When conflusion arises,
when events appear ambiguous, the commonsense belief is that there is some
determinate truth to the matter. The confusion or ambiguity is a failure of
knowledge and can be resolved by investigation. In the commonsense world,
there is centinual interest in ¢lanification, in reducing ambiguity . But this inter-
est stands against a background of an unquestioned belief that answers can
always be found if the question is addressed propetly. The world exists and its
existence is not questioned. The world has characteristics that arc imposed on
us. These characteristics must be discovered by investigation, not defined arbi-
trarily. The belief in the stubbom reality of the world puarantees that answers
can be found to any question about it.

In the commonsense attitude, the world is always addressed from practical
motivation. The world is, in part, a condition of action. To achieve one’s ends,
one must correctly identify the unalterable characteristics of the world and
accommadate action to them, To some extent, the world is manipulatabie and
provides resources for action. The presence of an ocean between the United
States and Europe is a condition of any action designed to move a person from
one to the other. Gravity is another inflexible feature of the situation. However,
we can build planes and beats.

In the commonsense attitude, definitions of events are judged to be better or
worse. The critedon for judgment is the success of plans based on those defini-
tiors. As plans unfold in action, continuous minor imperfections lead to con-
tinuous minor adjustments of our definitions. It is charactenstic of the cammon-
sense attitude that one is not shaken in one's belief in a determinate world by
the continuous, if minor, failure of our comprehension. It is also characterstic
of common sense to communicate one's understandings to others with the
premise that disagreements will be resolved by exposure 10 the common reality.
Differences in perceiving and defining events are attributed to differences in
purpose and perspective. Disagreements with others about the nature of events
do not shake the commonsense belief in their imposed reality.

Neither imperfections in one’s own definitions nor disagreements with
others are corrected for the sake of perfect understanding. They are corrected
only as they cause problems for the successful completion of one’s plans. The
belief that correct understanding can be achieved is not tested. Instead, one is
concerned only that definitions are close enough to accuracy so that one’s plans
will work satisfactorily, The issue is not precision of thought for its own sake
but, rather, practical success. And practical success is not judped against the
Larsh criterion of perfection; instead, it is judged by the practical criterion of
being not worth the trouble to improve. Ethnomethodologists use the term
“objective (adequate) for the purpose at hand (all practical purposes)” to
describe knowledge that meets this practical criterion. As the purpose changes,
knowledge may be transformed from adequate to inadequate, or vice versa.
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The Docurnentary Method of Interpretation™

Mannheim was concerned with understanding social scientific knowledge
from a social scientific perspective. That is, he was concermned with the reflex-
jvity of social scientific statements. Specifically, he was concerned with under-
standing the interpretation and reinterpretation of historical events by historians
of different periods and by historians of differant political persuasions during a
given period. You can see what concerncd Mannheim for yourself without
extensive research, Look at history books used in public schools with publica-
tion dates scattered over a thirty- or forty-year period and see what each has to
say about a major event. The writing will be sirnple and the presentations briaf,
but even over such a short period of time you will find wide varation in atti-
tudes toward the American Indian, the varous waves of immigration, the Civil
War, or what have you,

Mannheim argued that these changes of interpretation are essential to
cultural and social scientific knowledge, but not te natural scientific knowledge,
They occur, he suggested, because cultural and social scientific knowledge is
different in kind from knowledge in the natural sciences and is apprehended in a
different way. His concern was to characterize the formal structure of cultural
and scientific knowledge, which he called documentary, and te consider how it
is achieved and defended.

Mannheim argued that documenitary knowledge is knowledge of the pat-
terns that underlie behavior. Individual items—patterns of behavior, works of
art, religious beliefs—serve as evidence or documents of the underlying patterns.
For example, each work of art is a document of the overall meaning of an
artist’s work. Documentary patterns may be more or less complex and en-
compassing. The most encompassing of these pattems is the Weltanschauung or
“world view” of an era. It encompasses the entire social and cultural reality of
an historical period. The pattern can be discovered only by reflection upon all
of the less encompassing patterns of the period—the style and substance of art
and literature, etiquette, fashion, patterns of conduet, the issues of political
life, patterns of social inequality, religious beliefs, scientific achicvement, and so
on. The more immersed onc becomes in these documents of the era, the more
completely can one grasp and fornulate the spirit of the time. Reciprocaily,
once the pattern is grasped, it lends meaning to the less encompassing docu-
ments, For example, by looking at many paintings, one can grasp what the
“Pop Art” movement wax abont, Once the pattern is grasped, each painting
takes un meaning from its place in the pattern.

Mannheim suggested that there are three kinds of knowledge: objective,
expressive, and documentary. Objective knowledge is knowledge of the meaning

10

This discussion is based primarily on Mannheim {1964},
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of things from a taken for granted perspective of the era. For example, in our
era, the objective meaning of authors’ appearing on a series of Iocal television
and radio shows is that they are publicizing their books and promoting sales.
Expressive knowledge is knowledge of what the actor subjectively intends to
express in his or her conduct. On a promotional tour, it often appears that
authors intend to express their concern for issues, commitment to an educa-
tional mission, their own brilliance, or the special quality or utility of their
work. These are among the subjective meanings of their conduct, whether they
succeed in communicating the intended message or not, The world view of the
period serves as global background that allows both these interpretations to be
made. It is by knowing the facts about promotional tours in our cra that particu-
lar tours are tecognized for what they are. It is by knowing patterns of self-
expression in our era that we can grasp the intended messages.

Mannheim wanted to make this global pattern an object of scientific study.
Instead of merely ILiving in an era and intuitively sharing its perspective, he
argued that students of society must formulate this perspective, They must
come to know it explicitly. But a paradox ariscs. The perspective of an era
intuitively grasped affects how items will be interpreted. This creates a special
relationship between the documentary pattern displayed in a collection of items
and the items. One’s own intuitive grasp of one’s own era influences the items
to which one wilt attend and what one will make of them. Thus, the global
perspective helps to create the documents that are employed as evidence in
explicating the global perspective. One’s place in the sacial structure—one’s
education, class statns, income, religion, and so on—serve to influence one’s
grasp of the global perspective. Thus, decumentary interpretation will vary
with one’s social position. It will also vary as onc passes through different
stages of the life cycle. The diverse documentary interpretations are docu-
ments of the era in which they occur. So, for example, the interpretation of
their own era, and others, by medieval historians, is an important document of
the nature of the medieval era. And the sense we make of that document is a
document of our own era.

Book promotion through television interviews seems to document the
importance of television as an arbiter of taste, especially with respect to mass
marketing. Authors and their books are at one with doctors and their diet plans,
psychologists and their sex and child-rearing advice, sellers and their records,
acne medication, and kitchen tools, consumer advocates, and hucksters of
diverse products and corporate images. Whether they pay for the exposure ax
an acknowledped advertisement or present themselves us newsworthy, all need
television to create a market and all must accommuodate themselves to its format
and substantive restrictions. Pethaps in a few years, we will be less impressed
with the importance of television to this period of time and draw new conclu-
siong gbout these practices, and others. Notice that the proposed docomentary
meaning does not imply that authors recognize or intend their kinship to actors
in laxative commercials. Some do; some dun’t.
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Mannheim’s methodological suggestions are sketchy. To probe the docu-
mentary meaning of events in an era, one must attend to as many items as possi-
hie, grasp and express the pattemn they display, and then test one’s comprehension
by attending to additional items suggested by the explicated pattern. The goal
is to make a statement that encompasses as many items as possible. The import-
ance of Mannheim’s discussion to ethnomethodology lies more in his recognition
of the reflexivity and indexicality of social knowledge than in the adequacy of
his methodological suggestions.

Ethnomethodologists have applicd the documentary method of interpre-
tation to a different domain. Mannheim was concerned primarily with the
interpretation of global cultural patterns. His temporal reference was the passage
of historical eras and within each era his contextual concems were with the
overall structural arrangement of society. le did acknowledpe, however, that
the formal structure of documentary interpretation was also exhibited in the
interpretation of the relatively faster and less encompassing events of face-to-
face social interaction. Ethnomethodologists have made these relatively quick,
small activities their major concern.

The justification of this diminution of scale is 1elatively simple. Mannheim
was concerned with defining events as they appeared from the perspective of an
era. However, every attempt to define events from the perspective of an era
would be, in fact, a definition of those events from the perspective of an cra at
a particular moment during the cra and from a particular practical standpoind.
No matter how extensive the research, ultimately, the account is constructed
in a particular situation of relatively short duration. We have already seen ex-
amples of this in the attempt to define events in the relatively short histories
of problem juveniles. This does not imply that extensive research is unnecessary;
only that the facts must be understood as they are assembled in a particular
situation and that they must be understood to change from situation to situa-
tion. Claiming that the facts are valid, relevant, coherent, and credible over an
extended period of time and in many situations does not alter the fact that thair
validity, relevance, coherence, and credibility are established in each situation
for its duration and for its purposes.

WHY ETHNOMETHODOLOGY 5 SO ABSTRACT

[t showild have become apparent by now, that ethnomethodologists discuss data
that are picayunc. Fthnomethodologists are quite seriously interested in the
meaning of urine samples and how that meaning is achieved, the response of
beat police officers Lo snide remarks, the observation that simple phrases change
meaning from occasion to occasion, and so on. But these matters are considered
in terms of highly abstract issucs. So abstract arc the ssues, in fact, that cthno-
methodologists most frequently attemnpt to cunduct empircal research on topics
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ordinarily treated as matters for philosophical discussion. Instead of leaving lagic
to logicians, for example, ethnomethodologists treat logic as a substantive
theory of reasoning and are attempting to improve upor it by empirical research.

A moment’s reflection will indicate why this schism between the extreme
toncreteness of the data and the extreme abstraction of the sense made of them
is necessary, Accounting occurs cverywhere and always, | menlioned, for ex-
ampie, that primitive social groups do not have petroleum in their environments,
everl when, by our accounts, it is in the ground under them, Still, they are
accounting, making sense, in the same way as we are. The factual evidence they
accept is different, and this difference is important in many ways. But it is not
important to the study of how accounting is done with the facts at hand. If [
wanted to say something that is true of all professional football teams, I should
have to ignore quite a few differences ameng them, searching for the common
features. If I limited my search to NFL teams, my task would be reduced. If |
expanded my interests to ajl professional athletic teams, I should have to abstract
my common features from among stil more variations. Ethnomethodologists
are interested in constructing an account that SnCompasses the common fes-
tures of all situations in which humans make sensg. They are attempting, after
all, to study the process of reasoning itself. This process will have to be ab-
stracted from sitvations as diverse as winos’ arranging propet turns on a wine
bottle and bankers’ attempting to project housing values in the various neigh-
borhoods in a city. There are many differences to be disregarded for this purpose,
What remains will be highly abstract.

SUMMARY

Categorization and inference display a formal structure. Insofar as not Every
categorization will be accepred as accurate and not every inference will be
accepted as valid, people act as if there are rules for making sense. In their own
reasoning, orented to the successfil achievement of practical goals, people
attempt to reason and categorize accurately. They judge the reasoning of others,
as weil, and attempt to reconcile differernces of opinion through communication.

Traditional logic has been utilized as the model for this Te350TNgE process
for over two thousand years, although the details of the mode] have been modi-
fled from time to time. By all accounts, it has been a very successful theory of
teasoning. However, the modei js not without its difficuities. Empirical terms
are problematically accommodated by traditional logic. This difficulty has been
recognized for almost ag long as the model hag existed, and without an accepl-
able remedy. Adequate descriptions of events are easily demonstrated to be a
function of tem poral reference and, in lurn, a function of the practical circum-
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gstances under which the events are described. The question of “What happened?”
has no single angwer.

These formal difficultics have been addressed, typically, under the assump-
tion that traditional logic is the proper mode! for reasoning. Where common
usage does not seem to fit the model, common usage is held to be erroneous,
sloppy, careless, and so on. But the assumption that traditional logic must be
the model of everyday rcasoning necd not go unchallenged. The premises of
traditional logic are axiomatic, accepted without question or proof. Altetnative
axiorns are already available, although none seem more appropriate to the
reasoning of everyday life.

Ethnomethodological thought beging with the prenisc that a new formal
structure of accounts is a prerequisite to understanding human activities, Two
fundamental ¢commitments have been made as premises for research. All ac-
counts are reflexive. All accounts are indexical. The goal is to cxplicate a formal
structure that respects these principles. The principles are formalizations of the
variety of problems encountered when tiaditional logic is applied to everyday
reasoning.

A number of terms were introduced. Reflexivity refers to the premise
that all accounts are part of the situation that they organize, Indexicality is the
dependence of an account upon the ¢ontext in which it occurs for its meaning.
The attitude of everyday life is the orientation of people who are engaged in
practical activities. Tt i a partial specification of the rules for using indexical
cxpressions. The documentary methad of interpretation is another term for the
formal structure of activitics involved in understanding indexical expressions.
It stresses the reciprocal influence of inference and evidence upon one another,
The reciprocal influence of one’s social circumstances and one’s social know-
ledge is a special case of this,

A FORMAL EXERCISE

This exercise is an cxtension of the first, Go out and observe pecple interacting
when you are not part of the interaction. Do not invade privacy. Go to a public
place and pay attention. Watch. Listen. Take notes about a few episodes in as
much detall as you can. Episodes may be as brief as two people greeting one
anather in passing. Bring your notes to class and proceed as in the first exercise.
Do this while the episodes are still fresh in your mind and can be filled in from
memary when you are questioned.

The goal of this exercise is to improve your ahility to take notes. Attend
closely to what yvou and others must add to your notes from memaory, In taking
notes for a more extended project, there will be many entries dispersed over a
long time pericd. Memary will fail. Repeat this exercise a few times until your
notes are adequate,
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THE STANDPOINT OF CONVERSATION ANALYSIS

Conversation analysis is a distinctive approach to research within ethnomethod-
ology. Conversation analysts study the social organization of talk by practices
contained in the talk itself. The reflexivity of conversation, as embaodied in its
sglf-organizing practices, is the ¢core topic of the research. Conversation analysis
cultninates in the specification of rules to which conversations and conversation-
alists are held normatively accountable. The rules are understood to be a necessary
component of an adequate model of the actor. The rules are relatively inde-
pendent of the specific topics of conversation. Many apply invariantly in conver-
sation on any topic. Thus, the strecture provided by the rules is a formal structure,
The rules, though, are indexical in their application. Whether the rules have been
adequately followed is a practical judgment made in and for practical situations,
The formal structure of practical reasoning applies. In all important respects,
then, conversation analysis is conceptually ethnomethodological. The state of
conversation is conceived as a social situation. Its organization is studied opera-
ticnzlly and with the same concems that ethnomethodologists bring to the study
of other sitvations. The distinctiveness of conversation analysis lies in its re-
search strategy.

Ethnomethodological studies have typically reflected three principles of
abstraction in the selection and bounding of topics. First, each study has selec-
ted either a single person or a relatively small collection of people for study.
When a collection of people has been studied, those people have not only
shared occupancy of @ particular social role or interlocking set of roles but have
also participated in those roles together. For example, Cicourel’s (1974a) study
of interviewers working on demographic studies concerned rescarchers who were
part of the same research team rather than, for instance, a sample of researchers
working on different projects throughout the United States. Sccond, the studies
have typically been concemed with activities in a peographically and socially
defined setting. Hospital clinic workers were not followed home, or obscrved
during off-duty recreation, or studied in all aspects ol their lives, Rather, they
were selected for study as helders of a particular role and studied only in the
clinic, the primary place in which the role was enacted. Third, the studies have
typically explored omly one, or a very few, substantive themes in the activities
of the subjects. We have considerable information concerning how Agnes man-
aped her gender identity but none about her skills as a typist, how she and her
roommate divided the houschold chores, or how successfully she budgeted
her income. We know aboul the social organization of paranoia as a theme in
the drug-using community, but we do not know the mating ctiquette of that
cormmmunily, whether they read books, or how seriously they pursued their
studies. The abstraction of one theme from the complexity of cveryday life
allows the practices that organize that theme to be studied in detail,

130
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. These characteristic modes of abstraction give the empirical portion of
omethodological studies a distinctive character. First, they tend to be
ataited studies of narrowly delimited aspects of social life. They seldom attempt
gapture the life of a group or community as a whole. Second, themes other
h R than the main topic enter the studies as practical contingencies of organizing

omethodsy : .&Ig selected theme. For example, the conditions imposed by the social organiza-
by Practice; = . ion of physical examinations enter the study of Agnes only as they become
'F}dmd I its3 rracucall}’ relevant to the management of her gender identity. Reciprocally,
1o analygjg] tudies of physical examinations would include such special problems as Agnes's
anversation- 3 gnxious modesty m::rnl:»,r as they are practically relevant to the organization of
 Anecessary 3 ysical examinations,! What is the central theme, and the practically relevant
m‘j'eh" inde.5 text, is relative to the purposc of the study. As a collection, the various
¥ in conver- tudies provide background for one another.® Finally, in elaborating how a
alstrucmm-, ¥ theme is sustained in a social setting, verbal and nonverbal behavior are both
8 llla""-" 'L ™ giscussed. The overall result is detailed description of how a wide variety of
I situationg?y B activities contribute to organizing one theme in a setting. The social context

nt W’SPE“S 7:: $ of the activities must also be described in some detail because it gives the indexi-
1:’ state of & cal practices the particular sense they have in that setting,

y 1;? Dfed" }"-' . In contrast, conversation analysts typically abstract a single communica-
0 the study?

k: ti-:m practice, or small family of related practices, and explore the normative
F structure that that practice imposes on accounting and practical reasoning on
. any topic, in any setting. The practices are, almost exclusively, ways of talking.

8 N its re.!

rinciples crﬁ:

has selec. " S0 long as the appropriate practices are employed in the conversations studied,
:y'ﬂ}ds stsi ;c- E- there is no need for the conversations to have occurred in a single setting or
e n:)t 1l £ among a single group of individuals. Any conversations will do. For example,
| 4] }r ' N, .

if:one wanted to analyze the practices by which strangers are introduced to one
another by mutual friends or acquaintances, onc could gather conversations
g otcurting in any group and on any topie, as long as they included such intro-
dllctinns. Sccond, the substance of the conversation (even in the limited sense
the studies ¥ }"qf requiring introductions to ::fccur} are ::)nly sometimes relevant to analysis.
nd sociall }r:._ - For fi‘xample, Sacks, SclImquIf, and Jefferson (1_9’?8) anally?.e how turn; at
it observed § 3 caking ire cnordinatcdlln l:_unversaticm, Turn-taking oecurs in all conversation,
ather, they 3 __onvers?tmn on any toPm will do as data_. Third, the situation _in which the talk
only in tha'? pOccurs is not necessarily relevant Studies of turn-taking, for exampie, can
fudies ha\re",' : pl conversations thal occur in any situations that are convenient. Some-
- uul.ivitiﬂs'. 1'1__1'-"5, though, the setting of the conversation is a factor in the selection of data

les but have §
I74a) study- ¥
s who were 3
researchers 4

Agnes mﬂn';_:; , - Emerson (1975) has donc detailed studies of interaction between gynecologists and
she and har 4 T patients from the perspective of ity consequences for the organization of gynecological
2 budgetedl iminations. [n her study, the crigins of the patients’ anxieties and fears are addressed
a theme in 3 %’ Peripherally. Only the expression and control of anxiety in the examination itself, as

ndition of sustaining the medical deflnition of the eximinalion, ure addreszed system-
Cally. Thus, in important respects, her study is & mirrgr image of Gartinkel's [19%67)
pecussion of Agnes's cxperiences with doctors and provides context for it

tte of that §
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eryday ¢ 1. Handel (1979} for a discussion of the methodological implications of this reciproc-
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and sets limits to the generality of the findings. For example, Schegloff (1979)
has studied greetings in telephone conversations. In some respects, telephone
conversations differ from face-to-face ones because supplementary nonveibal
information is not available to the speakers. Thus, telephone greetings have
some charzcteristic features, and care must he taken not to overgeneralize from
them.

The overall effect of this approach is to limit studies to the verbal com-
ponent of conversation without systematic discussion of the context in which
the talk occurs. Very detailed attention is paid, instead, to the exact phrasing
of messages, the placement of pauses and their effects, the fate of interruptions,
signals in the talk that a new speaker will be chosen, regular sequences in the
talk (such as question and answer), and so on. Transcripts of conversations are
generally provided as illustrations of the analysis, and the normative rules
ordering the conversation are specified in more detail and variety than is found
in other ethnomethodological studies.

Conceptually, conversation analyses complement the studies of practical
reasoning. In use, conversation is an indexical component of accounting practices.
Talking is an accounting practice with its own rules. In effect, te engage in
conversation is to perform a specific social role. This role can be performed
simultaneously with virtually every other social role. Agnes talked. The police
talked. The drug users talked. To understand fully how each role imposes
contingencies on the olher, each must be understood in its own right.

Conversation analysts study talk wherever it occurs, whatever it is about,
whatever accompanies it. Studies of practical reasoning examine how socially
defined themes are sustained in particular settings by a variety of practices,
jncluding talk. Ultimately, il both approaches to research continue, it should
be possible to specify the social organization of settings and to differentiate the
effects of the rules of conversation from those of other practical circumstances
of the setting.

GENERAL RULES OF CONVERSATION

Conversational analysts argue that conversation, regardless of context and
content, displays regularities of form. The term conversation is used, as Schegloft
puts it (1968, pp. 1075-1076), tv inciude “chats as well as service contacts,
therapy sessions as well as asking for and getting the time of day, press confer-
ences as well as exchanged whispers of “sweet nothings.’” Te account for the
observed behavioral regularities, normative rules are posited that, if followed by
conversationalists, would produce the regular behavior. These rules are intended
as part of an adeguate model of the actor. The specific interests and situation
of the actors must be added to these rules describing how conversation should
be ordered to account for the specific content of each conversation.




(1979) 3 Taking Turns
ephone. ‘l _ Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1978) specify rules for taking turns in
nverbal R conversation that are asserted to be invarant, to apply in all conversation. The

gs have "4

rules are formulated in a way that accounts for three gross behavioral regulari-
ze from A

ties of conversation. First, almost always, only one person speaks at a time.
Second, the tums at talking are orderly. Third, the transition from one turn to

al com- - the next is orderly. These three regularities, they suggest, are the most funda-
1 which : mental repular features of conversation,
thrasing - Their detailed examination of a large aumber of conversations showed that
iptions, it is common for two speakers to talk simultanecudy but that these overlaps
s in the are typically very brief.? Transitions from one speaker to another occur in the
lons are h]ajnrity of cases, with only slight gaps or overlaps in talk, or none at all. That
ve rules is, the end of one persen’s tumm and the beginning of another’s tum are well
18 found - coordinated. The order and length of tumns within a conversation vary and so
: do the number of parties to a conversation and the lengths of conversations as a
wactical | whole. The Jength of conversations, their content, and the distribution of turns
ractices. are not worked out in_advance. Instead, they are worked out by participants
1gage in M and by practices contained in the conversa-
tformed tion, Some talk is discontinuous, punctuated by pauses or gaps. A variety of
e police behavioral techniques is emploved during conversations to distribute tums

imposes "3 within them. When ¢rrors or violations of smooth turn-taking procedures oceur,
a variety of behavioral techniques is used to repair the trouble and sustain
orderly conversation.

Having identified a group of behavioral regularities in conversation, Sacks,
Scheploff, and Jefferson (1978} specify the normative rules that could account
for them. They argue that the techniques for allocating turns are divided into
two groups. Either the cumrent speaker can select the next speaker or the next
speaker can select himself or herself.* A fow simple rules can order these two
modes of turn-taking. Turns at talk include places, such as the asking of a
question, at which a transition from one speaker to another is relevant. At snch
Places, if the current speaker has selected the next speaker (by directing a
question to him or her, for example), that person has the right and the obliga-
tion to take the next turn. No cne else shares that right and obligation, I the
speaker has not selected the next speaker (by addressing the question to anyone
who can answer it, for cxample), the next speaker selects himself or herself by
' starting first, If no next speaker selects himself or herself in such a situation, the

eurrent speaker may, but need not, continue until another opportunity for
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reansition occurs. When that next opportunity occurs, the same three rules
apply. Assuming that people can recognize the places at which transitions
from one speaker to another are relevant, these three rules, if followed, would
produce ihe observed regularities of turn-taking. They are not necessarily the
only rules that could account for the phenomenon, but, in the strong sepse that
we discussed earlier, they arc adequate.

The application of these rules requires a catalog of behavioral technigues
that could serve to select speakers and repair difficulties caused by overlaps ot
gaps. In addition, to understand the application of these rules in actual conver-
sations, we would need to know why the various options are exercised in partic-
ular ways. The practical reasoning of the speakers would be relevant to that
task. Some of the behavioral techniques might be generally recognized; others
are surely specific to certain settings. That is, the collection of behaviors that
might serve to direct the transition from one speaker to another is loosely
defined or indexical, even though the rule for using them is quite specific. Once
again, practical reasoning remains effective in the application of 3 formal systemn.
The interdependence of the two types of ethnomethodological studies arises
from simultanecus existence of adequate formal rules and loose collections of
behaviors that meet their conditions.

Getting a Conversation Started

Once a conversation is under way, a small group of norms distributes the
turns at talking and produces smooth-flowing conversations. These rules give
considerable control of the conversation to the speaker. Within possible norma-
tive limits of turn length, the speaker controls when the transition to a new turn
will oeeur and can select the next speaker if he or she chanses. This normatively
guarantced control is & considerable resource for the speaker.5 However, the
normative ordering of turns assumes that a speaker has already been selected
and that the conversation is under way. Somehow, people must determinc who
will be the first speaker and assume initial control of the conversation.

Schegloff {1968) studied the opening of conversations over the tele-
phone_ In all but one of five hundred recorded calls, the conversation was
opencd according to the rule that the person called speaks first. The initial turn
is typically confined to & greeting, such as “Hello,” after which the caller refurns
the greeting and introduces the first topic of discussion.

5 Spe Scheff (1975) fora discussion of how control of the conversation can be utilized
to guide the substance of others’ talk and the outcome of discussions, Scheff shows that
psychiatrists’ normative rights to determine what 5 a suitable answer to guestions and to
return the floor tu patients for better answers leads patients to define their problems in
peychiatrcally meaningful ways. Lawyers’ ability 1o hold the tloor until they have &X-
plained the legal implications of various statements leads their clients to tell their stories
in legally advantageous ways.
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aree rules »  In the one deviant case, the person called picked up the phone but did not
transitions speak. After a pause of about one second, the caller said “Hello.” Despite the
ed, would overwhelming majority of cases in which the person called spoke first, Schegloff
ssarily the did not regard the rule as adequate. It did not account for the observed evidence.
sense that Instead, he relormulated the rule to include the deviant case and, in so doing,
probabiy extended the generality of his analysis of openings beyond telephone
techniques conversations.
werlaps or To accommodate the deviant case, Schegloff acknowledged the ringing of
nal conver- the telephone as the initial turn in the conversation. He argued that a ringing
d in partic- telephone is one of many ways in which one person may summon another to
nt o that speak. In person, making eye contact, speaking to the other person, or tapping
zed; others him or her on the shoulder could be used. These summonses normatively require

Aaviors thatr '3 an answer, and, when the summons is acknowledged, both parties have expressed

- is loosely Y f. 2 commitment to interact further. Thus, in effect, the caller opens the conversa-
:cific. Once ¥ ¥ tjon, and, when the called person says the initial words of greeting, he or she is
nal system. -4 k- responding to a summons, A relatively long pause between picking up the phone
udies arises

and speaking a greeting produces a problematic situation. The phone has heen
picked up and somcone is presunmed to be helding it, but the summons teo
converse has not been fully acknowledged. When the caller says “Hello,” the
caller is repeating the summons in a new form. Until the summons is acknow-
ledged, the conversation will not proceed. Over the phone, the acknowicdg-
ment must be spoken.

Scheploff’s analysis is interesting in two respects. First, it recognizes a
nonverbal event as the opening turn in conversation. Although he is concerncd
with the talk, he cannot make it fully explicable without reference to other
accounting media. It is quite likely that, as analyses of talk become more de-
tailled, the nonverbal context will he incorporated in additional ways, Already,
for instance, conversation analyses occasionally refer to tones of voice, although
not in a systematic way. Sccond, his explication of the different functions thal
can be served by the term “hello” illustrates the looscness of the application
of rules. To understand even the word “hello,” one must know when it ocours
in the eonversation. The word can serve to summon angther to interact or to
ersation was # dcknowledge the summons and commit onc to further interaction. At least in
e initial turn % - old Sherlock Holmes movies, “hello” is also used as a mild exclamation of
caller retumns : B, discovery to signal that a clue has been noticed.
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Conversational exchanges must eventually be ended. The smooth termina-
tmn of talk requires that the relevance ot rules for allocating tums must be
terrrundted The parties to the conversation must agree, in effect, that it is

: One’s normatively protected turn to spcak. The problem is not simply to stop
' ing. This could be accomplished by hanging up phones without warning,
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by abruptly tuming one’s back and walking away from a speaker, of by nodding
off to sleep. The problem is to end the conversation smoothly and cooperatively,
with all parties knowing and agreeing that it has ended and all parties ceasing
to make normative claims on the attention of the others.

Schegloff and Sacks (1974) studied how people use signals in a conversa-
tion to coordinate its end. The termination of a conversation requires a sequence
in which the parties to the conversation acknowiedge its end. The acknowledg-
ment is signaled by the exchange of appropriate terminal rernarks. The collection
of appropriate remarks is jooscly defined and probably varies from group to
group, Some examples are “aood-bye,” **"bye,” “see you later,” *‘later,” “what it
is,”” and “good night.” The normative obligations of the people in the conversa-
tion to one another are changed by the exchange of terminal remarks. These
terminal exchanges signal the end of a role relationship (enpaging in conversation)
and the irrelevance of its norms.

The closing exchange, however, is not sufficient to coardinate withdrawal
from conversation. Rather, events occurring earlier in the conversation provide
places in which terminal exchanges are appropriate, just as places are provided
where the rght to speak may be transferred from one person to another. One
way of coordinating the end of conversation is the use of “*preclosing” remarks.
At the end of a topic, common phrases, such as “so,” “well,” or “okay,” spoken
with appropriate intonation, can serve to signal that the conversation can appro-
priately be ended. Participants then choose whether to terminate the conversation
or to introduce another topic. This type of preclosing makes ending the con-
versation an accountable option because the topic is exhausted and no other
one is introduced. Alternately, these preclosing dgnals make changing the
subject an accountable option.

Other preclosing signals make ending the conversation an accountable
option for other reasons. A person ¢an annoynce, as part of the conversation,
that he or she must attend to other matters that have priority over continuing
ro talk. For example, “I've got to go. Il be late for dinner” can serve as a
signal to begin terminating the conversation. Alternatively, one person can begin
to terminate the conversation because of priorities or interests attributed to the
other. “T7 let you get back to your studying,” or “This call must be getting
expensive,” or “You must be tired after your trip” are examples. Truncated
announcements may indicate that a person has reasons 1o end the conversation
without specifying them. “['ve got 1o get going” is an example.

The substance of these signals can by as varied us the practical nterests
that take priority over the extension of a particular conversation, Their candor,
completeness, and explicitness can vary as widely as the intimacy of relation-
ships and the privacy of conversational settings. They serve the common func-
tion, however, of signaling the end of conversation accountably, and without
piving offense to others.

Even sarlier in conversation, remarks may be made that provide a temporal
reference for the length of the conversation. Remarking on the latencss of a
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phone call or its closeness to dinner time may serve to justify the briefness of
the call, independent of specific reasons to end it and of the exhaustion of topics
to discuss. Such remarks provide a frame of reference for decisions concerning
how long to speak on a topic, their order of introduction, how many topics
to expect to cover, and whether to treat possible closing places as such. Know-
ing that a conversation will be brief, a person might decide to save complex
topics for another time or be sure to raise important topics early.

The smooth termination of conversation, then, is dependent upon the
exchange of signals throughout the conversation. The minimal requirement is
that one party provide a practical reason to terminate the conversation at a
particular time and that all parties acknowledge the end of conversation with
appropriate closing remarks. Earlier parts of the talk may provide temporal
references for the appropriate length of the conversation, with or without
specific reasons. While the rest of the work of the conversation is being ac-

complished, this organizational matter is generally resolved without being
noticed.

STRATEGIC OPPORTUNITIES PROVIDED
BY NORMATIVE STRUCTURE

Thus far, we have discussed normative structures that repulate all conversations.
Every conversation must begin and end. Between beginning and ending, people
take turns speaking. Other normative regulations do not apply to every conversa-
tion. When they become applicable, however, they regulate conversation in at
least two distinet ways. First, it may be optional whether to initiate 2 kind of
talk which, once it has been initiated, imposes & normatively governed seqquence
on participants. For example, one need not, but may, ask a question, Once the
question has been asked, however, it is normatively required that the subsequent
sequence of talk culminate in an answer. Second, there may be quite general
niles for how a topic is to be discussed, if it is discussed at all, Raising the topic
is optional, but, by raising it, normative rules ure imposed on the conversation.

These normative rules are strategic resources that people use as needed in
conversation. When one wants information, one may, but need not, get it by
asking a direct question. The question can be relied upon to evoke an answer. It
may aiso reveal one’s ignorance, express impolite interest in a topic, embarrass
the person asked or asking, or reveal the asker's intentions. Speakers are free to
ask or not to ask questions, to seek information or do without it, as their practi-
cal purposes dictate, The normative constraints imposed upon conversation by,
for example, questions, and the consequent predictability of the response to

% -them, make the initiation of sequences that are optional but regulated a reliable
. toal,



{dentifying Peaple

Conversations need not include reference to people who are not present,
but they often do. When people are discussed, it is necessary to identify them,.
A vadety of forms of identification apply to any person and can be used to
establish who is being discussed. L am Warren or Dr. Handel. 1 am Ethan's father
and Judy’s husband. [ teach out at SJUE. Some people identify me as a friend.
I'm the guy who wrote this book, [ am a former paper boy. Every mail-order
business in the country seems to have identified me as a mail-order consumer.
Any fact about me, or about any person, could be used to identify me {or urmn
or her) in certain situations. It is not the importance of the fact that matters
but its utility in establishing the person’s identity in a particular conversation
anong particular people with particular prior knowledge. Sacks and Schegloff
(1979) discuss the norms that regulate the identification of people in and for
conversations.

The substance of the identifying form is not normatively regulated. The
form of identification, however, is constrained by two normative preferences,
which occasionally conflict, The conflict between the two preferences is re-
solved in a normatively constrained way. The first norm is a prefercnce that
identification be accomplished with a single reference form, The second norm
is that ,if possible, clear recognition of whois being discussed should be established.

Following the two norms simultaneously, a person will attempt to estab-
lish recognition with a single reference form rather than listing several identifying
facts about the person being discussed. i the hearer signals that he or she
recognizes who is being discussed, the sequence is complete. No more will be
said to identily the person, although specific things about him or her may be
discussed. If the hearer signals lack of recognition, another form of recognition
is attempted. Again, rather than describing the person fully, a single fact will be
introduced. In such cases, the norms that give preference to clear recognition
and the use of single teference forms are in conflict. Second, and subsequent,
forms arc emploved because the preference for clear recognition 15 the stromger
of the two. Additional reference fumns are employed onc at 4 time because the
prefercnce for single forms is not dropped when the initial attempt fails. Instead,
it is modificd to a preference for establishing recognition with one more tomn,
Ultimately, either clear recognition is achieved and signaled or the parties signal
one another that establishing recognition is not worth continued cffort. Either
signal terminates the sequence, allowing the conversation to proceed.’®

These norms provide strategic resources in at least two ways. First, if
people are a topic of conversation, these norms allow their identity to be cstab-

6 Apparently, double reference forms such as “my dog, Spet,” which includes the nume

and the relativnship of possession, or “‘my son, the doctor,” are normatively deviant and
infrequent. Othcrwise, it would be mere patsimonipus io formulate a single norm which
gives a normatlve prefersnce to establishing clear recoghition with as few forms as possible.
At sach step in the sequence, speakers would decide which forms, and how many, would
maost efficiently ldentify the person.

135
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¥. - lished in a quick, coordinated way. Second, the freedom of the speaker to
choose the identifying form allows the selection to serve purposes other than

se
ner:tj those of simple identification. For example, the discretion to choose identifying
d to forms i an mmportant resource for Keeping secrets in conversation and for
ither communicating quite diffcrent messages simultaneously to different hearers,
iend. depending on their contextual knowledge of the person being discussed.
srder Consider talk about the person John Smith, a college student who lives on
imer. Elm Street, drives the old Edsel with the “Nuke the Dizcos™ bumper sticker,
- him used to date Emily, and pays his bills by selling illegal drugs on a small scale to
Ltters friends. Any of these facts can identify him accurately. Let us send John on a
ation trip to Florida and discuss it in a casual way with other acquaintances. This
gloff news will be interesting gossip, but it will have different imiplications for those
d for who know he sells drugs than for those who do not know this fact. By not
identifying John as a drug dealer, and not specifying the purpose of the trip,
. The this news can be discussed in a group whose members are not all aware of his
nces, means of livelihood. To some, it will sound like a nice vacation; to others, a
is te. resupply mission.
that The normatively preferred limitation of identification forms makes the
nom omission of important identifying facts unnoticeable. Speakers can identify
shed. people without telling all that they know, and without revealing that they are
sstah holding anything back, so that speakers’ trust of hearers docs not become an
fying issue, Hearers’ knowledge about the person allows them to fill in their contextual

1 she {4 B knowledge and to receive information that is never mentioned. The hearer may
ill be ;;- -~ even know morc about the person than the speaker and may get more informa-
ay be F tion from what is said than the speaker intends. The freedom to select the form
of identification, coupled with the normative preference for brief identification

:111??}2 allows secrets to be preserved and allows hearers 1o assess the practical relevance

aition of news in the contexts of their diverse knowldge.

juent, The selection of identification forms can also communicate an attitude

onger toward the person being discussed and establish which of the many facts about

se the the person are relevant for the ongoing conversation. The form of identification

stead, may also signal something about the relationship between the people in the

form. conversation. ldentifying John Smith as a drug dealer, for example, reveals

signal orie’s knowledge of such matters and can be used as 3 sign of trust and intimacy

Either between speaker and hearer. The identif ying form, then, provides a factual bit
of information about the person being discussed. The choice of one form from

st if among all the possibilities communicates other news as well.

estab

¢ name Directing Remarks at Particular Others

it and

which By examining videctapes of a conversation among four people, Goodwin

ossible. (1979) was able to establish two relatively simple norms that govern the address-

g M2 of remarks to parlicular others in groups by the coordination of gaze with
talk. If the remark is directed at a particular person, the gaze of the speaker
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should e directed at that person while speaking. When talk is directed in this
way, eye contact should be made while gazing at the other person. These two
norms allow remarks to be addressed to a particular person in a discriminable
way and provide eye contact as a signal to acknowledge that the direction of
the remarks is recognized.

This notmative arrangement can also be put to other purposes. Gazing at
a person may be an end in itself or a means to initiate further interaction. The
normative right to gaze and establish eye confact can be established by speaking
to the subject on any topic. The gaze and eye contact, not the tatk, may be
important. Asking for the time, then, or for directions, justifies eye contact
which can then be exploited to signal other intentions.”

Formulating the Conversation

During a conversation, people may sum up what the conyersation has been
ahout, its purpose, or it imp ications. These capsule summaries are, at once,

about the conversation and part of it. They are called formulations. No simple
so1 of niorms that regulates formulations has been specified because formulations
take & wide variety of forms. However, Heritage and Watson (1979) point out
that formulations normatively tequire a sequence (in a form appropriate to the
formulation) that acknowledges the formulation and signals whether it is accu-
rate or not, In a conversation including reference to several events, Tor example,
the time sequence may be formulated. «All this happened last weekend, right?”’
could serve as a formulation of when the events took place, over what time
span, and so on. Since this formulation employs a question, the sequence will
culminate in an answer. The answer either confirms or denies the accuracy of the
formulation. The formulation might take the form of an exclamation. ‘“Wow!
That must have been a busy weekend!” could serve 10 formulate the timing of
the events. “Yeah” would acknowlcdge the accuracy of the time reference and
the business of the weekend. Tt wasn't that busy”™ would confirm the timing,
tut not the level, of excitement.

Formulations serve many strategic ends, One is 1o help people keep track
of the content of conversations and confirm that they share an understanding
of it with others. A very important function of formulations is to make the
content of the formulation normatively binding on participants. Once a formu-
lation has been suggested and acknowledged, all parties to the conversation are
nocmatively accountable to respect that version of the conversation. One espec-
ially important function of accountabilily to an explicit formulation of the
content of a conversation is to coordinate actions subsequent to the conversation.
In our discussions of praclical reasoning, it became clear that categorizing events
often implies a course of action, even if the course of action is not made explicit.
_ Agreeing to the accuracy of a formulation binds people to courses of action

7 Goftman (1971) discusses many variations on this strutegy-
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appropriate to the formulation. Thus the formulation can provide reassurance
that others will act in preferted ways or wamings that they may not. Some-
times, the formulation can bring normative pressure to bear on oneself by
establishing a public and normative commitment to a line of action. People who
reveal New Year's resolutions to others in hopes of establishing an extra incentive
to keep them are using that strategy.

COMMUNICATING CONTENT THROQUGH FORM

Content can be ecommunicited in conversation by the manner of speaking,
independently of the topics explicitly discussed. Some preliminary work has
been done along these lines with respect to the display of sex roles in conversa-
tion. A number of studies have shown differences between the ways in which
men and women respond to each other, The work is preliminary in two senses.
First, the norms governing the observed regularities have not been specified yet.
Second, the exact theme expressed in the behavioral differences is not clear.
The theme is related to the conversational display of male dominance, but
the evidence does not yet support a precise specification.

Fishman {1978) gathered her data by placing a tape recerder in the apart-
ments of three couples. The couples controlled when the recorder operated and
recorded themselves for continuous perods ranging frem one to four hous.
The resulting tape recordings were of ordinary conversations around the house.
Although the sample of couples was small, prohibiting generalization, the 1are-
ness of such detailed data concerning everyday talk makes the study valuable,®

Fishman (1978) found that the women asked questions appreximately
three times as often as the men. Questions are among the conversational re-
sources that oblige others to respond. That is, they tend te ensure that the
conversation will continue, at least until an answer is given. Conversation can be
opened with a type of question that normatively obtains the right to speak for
the asker. “Know what?” and *Do you know what?" were common forms of
this type of opening in her data, Normatively, the person who is asked such
opening questions must respond with another question such as “No, what?”’
The original questioner is then normatively entitled to introduce a topic. The
wamen used this attention-getting device twice as ofien as the men. Statements
such as “This iy interesting” also tended to initiate a question and answer se-
quence that culminated in the introduction of a topic, The women used this
device more than the men. Openings such as “You know™ are less reliable than
the other attention-getting openings but still tend to start sequences leading to

] .
The detailed data make a very impressive case study of talk around a few homes.

Sampling Issues arise when we want to generabize the reqults of sex role behavior throughout

‘our society. Other studies indicate that the conversations are typical,
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the introduction of a topic. The women used this sort of opening eleven times
as often as the men. Minimal, monosyllabic responses such as “yeah,” “umm,”
and “huh” function in two different ways. At the end of someone’s statement,
they discourage further interaction. At short pauses during a turn at talk, they
encourage the speaker to continue. The women’s short responses tended 1o
occur during men’s tums at talk and to cncourage the men to continue. The
men’s short responsas tended to oceur at the end of women's tums at talk and
to discourage further talk. The men used direct statements twice as often as the
wornen. The women almost always responded to the men’s statements, but the
men did not respond to the women as predictably.

In general, then, the women talked in ways that tended to extend conver-
sation on any topic, both by encouraging men to continue and by introducing
their own topics in ways that appended two or three turn sequences to their
beginnings. Women's direct statements were not as successful in eliciting re-
sponses from men as men’s statements were in eliciting responses from women.
Fishman suggests that the indirect tactics are used by women because the direct
tactics do not succeed as reliably for them. She also suggests that women do
more of the “necessary work of interaction, starting conversations and then
working to maintain them™ (1978, p. 404). She concludes that women niust do
extra work to ensure that topics of their choice will be addressed in conversation
because men, by their approach to conversation with wornen, express disinterest
in what women have to say.

One interpretation of this asymmetrical distribution of the supportive work
required to Sustain conversation is that the men display dominance over the
women by their manner of speaking. The conversational asymmetries are a
reflection of the sex roles that operate in our society and are part of the opera-
tions by which those sex roles are sustained. Inequalities in conversational work
are analogous to other incqualities, such as in rates of pay or employment
opportunities. This interpretation gets some support from the observation that
children utilize the same techniques in talking to adults that women use in tafking
to men {Fishman 1978). Children are known to have limited rights in conver-
sation with adulis, and those rights are defined by the adults by exercising the
related rghts to discipline children and teach them how to behave properly. If
womern are treated by men as children arc treated by adults, and if women
respond with conversational tactics silar to those used by childrer, it is
reasonable to assume that they are being denied full adult rights in conversation.

West and Zimmerman {1977) investigated another conversational asym-
metry that reflects directly on this interpretation of sex rolcs in conversation,
They found that men intcrrupt wOomen in two-party, Cross-s¢x conversation
ore than women interrupt men. Interruptions are especially significant because
they compromise the right of the speaker to complete turns at talk and determine
the place where transitions to new speakers can Occur. The interrupter simply
takes the floor by speaking simuitaneously with the speaker. This violates the
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fundamental norms that govern turn-taking and can be taken as direct proof
that full rights are not being extended to the interrupted person. If men inter-
rupt women more than women interrupt men, one can conclude that the WOmen
are not being granted equal rights to speak. The men are apgressively violating
those rights, andfor by accepting the treatment, women are accepting or inviting
their own subordination,

West and Zimmerman recorded conversations in a variety of settings. Some
weic between two men, some between two women, and some between a man
and a woman, In the same-sex conversations, the mntermuptions wera divided
approximately equally between the two speakers. However, in the cross-sex
conversations forty-eight interruptions occurred, of which forty-six were inter-
ruptions of women by men® To confimrn the observation that women’s and
children’s speech tactics were similar, West and Zimmerman recorded parent-
child interactions in a physician’s office. Fourteen interruptions occurred. Tn
twelve of the fourteen cases, the parent interrupted the child.

The women studied by West and Zimmerman did not react in an obviously
negative way to being interrupted. In fact, after being interrupted, the women
tended to be silent. West and Zimmerman tentatively concluded that the wom-
en’s right to speak without interruption was routinely abridged by males without
protest. West {1979) conducted another study to determine whether women
accepled interruptions more passively than men did. In addition, she attemnpted
to provide some support for the typicality of the earlier findings,

West recruited five male and five female subjects from an introductory
sociology class. The subjects were previously unfamiliar with the other-sex
person with whom they were paired in the experiment. They were told to relax
and get to know one another prior to a more focused discussion of a campus
probiem chosen by the experimenter. The informal talks lasted twelve minutes.
Since the subjects were strangers, politeness was expected to be relatively
greater than among friends. That should have reduced the number of interrup-
tions, In addition, although the sample was still small and not statistically
random, the use of sirangers suggested that regularities in the talk were the
result of norms that were not peculiar to a small group of friends.

Twenty-eight interruptions occurred in the conversations. Tn twenty-one
vases (75 percent) the male interrupted the femnale. West argues that, despite
the different frequencies of interru ptivn, the men and women responded simi-
larly once interrupted. The most assertive tesponse—continuing to talk simul-
taneously with the interruptor—was used after 14 percent of the interruptions
by both males and females. Men interrupted by women finished their utter-

To fully understand this wtymmetry, it will be necessary to determine whether males
Interrupt each other more than females interrupt each other. Interruptions may be charac-
teristic of male speech in ail conversations, or they may ocour more frequently when men

telk to women than when they talk to othcr men, These are two quile differcnt states
of affairs.
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ance brefly and then stopped in 43 percent of the cases. Women responded
in that way about 38 percent of the time. Males interrupted by women stopped
without finishing their utterances in 43 percent of the cases, Women showed
this response after 48 percent of their interruptions by men, A larger sample
is needed for a more thorough statistical appraisal, but the observed rates of
respense are not grossly different. This similarity suggests that the women do
not accept interruption in a particularly passive way, and it undermines the
argument that women accept, or even invite, dominance by men in conversation.

Other aspects of West’s analysis are less clear in their implications. While
the immediate response of the men and women were similar, the ultimate fate
of the interrupted topics showed some asymmetry by sex. In a small percentage
of cases (14 percent for men, 10 percent for women), the interrupted speaker
reintroduced the interrupted topic later in the conversation. But, after interrup-
ting 2 man, the women rcintroduced his interrupted topic later in 43 percent
of the cases. Men reintroduced women’s interrupted topics in only 19 percent of
the cases. As a result, only 43 percent of the males’ topics were dropped after
interruption, as compared with 71 percent of the females’ topics. Women’s
and men’s immediate responses to interruption were similar, but the results
of the interruptions were quite different with respect to ending discussion of
the interrupted topics. Thus, men’s and women’s responses to intérruption,
while behaviorally similar, are subject to different practical contingencies. Men
can accept interruption gracefully, secure in the knowledge that the conversation
will return to their chosen topic in the majority of cascs; women must accept
interruption gracefully despite the fact that 71 percent of their chosen topics
will not be reintroduced. This result is quite similar to those reported by Fish-
man ( 1978}.

These studies of asymmetries between men’s and women's manners of
speaking demonstrate clearly that conversational style is an important accounting
medium. However, even if we grant that the observed asymmetries are typical,
there are many unresolved empirical questions about them. For example, it is
not clear whether women acquiesce in the abridgment of their rights relative to
men’s. The inconclusiveness of the rescarch indicates the importance of camying
through the analyses of observed regularities until the nomms underlying the
observed behavior can be specified adequately. To illustrate the importance of
that step of the analysis and the related step of specifying the practical reason-
ing by which the conduct and norms are related to one another, 1should like to
speculate about a possible set of norms that could account for all the conversa-
tional asymmetries just discussed.

It is important to remember that the asymmetrical conduct and its impli-
cation of male dominance are not necessarily intended or recognized. The
regularitics were only observed after careful examination of tape recordings, and
their implications remain unclear even after considerable research. The norms
that are followed in conversation may be quite unrelated to the theme of male
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dominance, even if they promote it. The connection among the norms, the

manner of speaking, and their thematic implication may be concealed in the
process of practical reasoning. Even people who are aware of the cultural theme
of male dominance, even those who also approve of the arrangement, need not
recognize that they act out and display that arrangement in conversation. Nor
do they need to be aware of the asymmetrical conduct of men and WOIMEN, even
apart from its implications.

The speaker’s control of tums at talk must apply only within loosely
defined limits of how long talk has proceeded. After all, the right to hold the
floor in conversation is not open ended. Once having begun speaking, 4 person
cannot normatively command our attention forever by never providing a place
where another speaker could begin or whete the conversztion could he ended.
The length of turns, the number of turns that a person may take during a conver-
sation, the number of topics that a person may introduce, and 30 on, must all be
normatively limited in some way so that speakers will not tmpose too long on
the attenrtion of their audiences and so that audiences can extricate themseive:
accountably from conversations with people who talk too long or about toc
many things, and so on. We cannot quantify the norm at this time, but speakers
and hearers must follow rules such as (1) continuing to speak or encouraging
others to speak until enough has been said and (2) stopping the talk or en-
couraging others to stop speaking when enough has been said. These norms
set upper and lower limits on the proper quantity of talk.

Suppose, now, that men and women define the word “enough™ differently
as it applies to various quantities of talk. If men, on average, preferred less talk™®
than women and if men and women applied the two conversation-limiting norms
without attention to the sex of others in the conversation, all the observed
phenomena would occur. Women would tend to talk more than men would
prefer. That should lead to less frequent encouragement by men to continue,
more interruptions by men, and less frequent followuip by men on proposed
topics. Men would tend to talk less than women would prefer. That should lead
to fewer interruptions by women, to more frequent encouragement by women

to continue, to more frequent follow-up by women on proposed topics, and to
the reintroduction by women of their interrupted topics. Also, since these
quantitative preferences are linked to gender, conversations between people
of the same sex ought to display less asymmetry. People would still intermapt
one another but would do so approximately equally.

Notice that the proposed norm docs not call for different behavior toward
the two sexes; nonetheless, it leads to that result. If the quantitative preferences
are not recognized, the regularities, their factual connection to gender, and their
implications could all go umnoticed. Each person, unaware of quantitative

] . . . .
1 The guantity of talk might be measurad directly or by some ratio wch as time talking
¥ersus Hime Bstening or topics self-raised versus topics raised by others,



146  Conversation Analysis

differcnces, could just be following the norms in accord with his or her own
definition of “encugh.” If the genderlinked bias of the results are noticed at
all, they could be experienced as a sense by men that women talk too much and
a sense by women that men are sccretive, cryptic, or too quiet. In addition to
the quantities mentioned, preferences for the amount of talk in a given time
period, for the frequency with which topics are reconsidered, and for the num-
ber of topics discussed in a given time period might also operate. Similar self-
goncealing reasoning processes could be generated by, for example, gender-linked
preferences for different accounting media. Women might prefer talk, for
instance, when men prefer nonverbal cues for the particular message and situation.

This speculative exercise is intended to make several points. First, it is
imperative to complete these analyses. We must know what the chserved regu-
larities are, and we must also know how these regularities oceur. Second, the
operative norms may be quite different from their consequences. This is an
important implication of the principle that practical reasoning is self-concealing.
Given simple, unnoticed conditions, such as gender-linked preferences on any of
a variety of quantitative dimensions, norms that apply equally to men and
women may lead to differences between men’s and women's behavior and their
response to one another. Third, the principle that practical reasoning is self-
concealing allows the analyst some discretion in specitying nomms. Fourth, the
principle also suggests an obligation to specify how the norms could operate
without notice, unless there is evidence that they are known to aclors.

AN EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE FOR SPECIFYING
THE IMPORTANCE OF CONVERSATIONAL RESOURCES

This discussion of conversational norms has distinguished between norms that
are invariantly applicable and norms that are only occasionally relevant. Various
optional conversational techniques may all be useful, but not all are necessary
to comversation or equally valuable. Kent, Davis, and Shapiro {1978) devised
an experimental technique to assess the function of guestions in structuring
and restructuring conversations. Some evidence indicates that their procedure
can be adapted to the investigation of other conversational techniques. If that
proves true, it should be possible to differentiate the functions of different
conversational technigues and to assess their relative importance for organizing
conversations.

Kent, Davis, and Shapire divided experimental subjects into three groups.
In one group, pairs of subjects held unconstrained conversations. in the second,
the subjects were instructed not to ask questions or to imply them by (he
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intonation of their talk, The foss of questions as a resource was expected to
disrupt the conversation. To be sure that the disruption was due specifically
to the absence of questions, and not just to the difficulty of unnatural style,
a second contrel group was used. In that group, the use of subordinate clauscs
was forbidden, limiting the speakers to simple sentences. This was expected to
be unnatural, but not to pose any difficulties in getting messages across. Al-
though the subjects did not perfectly follow their instructions, the reduction
of questions and subordinate clauses was statistically significant.

Questions have the effect, among other things, of turning over the floor
to a new speaker for the purpose of providing an answer. Thus, a specific hypo-
thesis of the study was that turns at talk would be longer when questions were
not permitted. This hypothesis was borne out, The absence of subordinate
clauses did not have this effect. On the other hand, the absence of subordinate
clauses and of questions both tended to slow down the speed of talk relative
to the unconstrained condition. The general effects of the difficulty of talking
in an unnatural manner, then, could be differentiated from the effects of losing
a particular resource.

More pervasive effects of the absence of questions were also demonstrated.
The talk was transcribed, and cach turn was typed on a separate card. The decks
of cards were then shuffled and sorters were asked to reconstruct the conversa-
tion. Even after the ability to connect questions with their answers was controlled,
the ability of sorters to reconstruct the questionless conversations was im-
paired. That is, without the use of questions, the conversation could not be
returned to its original order. The talk was less organized.

The importance of this study lies in the contrast between the prohibitions
of questions and of subordinate clauses. Both were difficult and caused the
conversation to slow down. But only the prohibition of questions disrupted the
structure of the conversation or altered the length of turns. We can conclude,
then, that the prohibition of questions disrupts conversation more than the
prohibition of subordinate clauses, In that sense, questions are the more im-
portant conversational resource, This design may allow the comparison of
various conversational resources with respect to how difficult it is to conduct
conversation without them, the specific nature of the probiems generated by
their absence, and their importance to orderly conversation

This cxperiment also suggests that conversation analysis may have direct
practical imphications. If instructions can be designed that disrupt conversation
in predictable ways, it is likely that instructions can be designed to improve
conversational effectiveness as well. As the norms of conversation are identified,
perhaps they can serve s the basis for training programs to develop special
skills to systemalically improve the routine conversational skills learned in more
traditional and more haphazard ways.



