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SOiOï REÜAHKS OB CONVERSATION ANALYSIS

Conversation analyaia, whloh has grown out of ethnomethodology 

aa Its diettnot stream, turne out to be one of ita most productive 

and Influential modelitiee. What the two linee have in oommon la 

undoubtedly the view that (1) the baaio frame of referenoe for 

etudlee of talk prooessea la the interaotlonal organisation of eo-

oial aotivitiea and that (2) aoolal aventa suet be examined in 

their situational oontext, i.e., ae ongoing aooompliebmente by in— 

tereotante from within the looal contexte of talk produotion, in 

whioh the lndexioality of the praotioae of talk ie arranged into 

co-ordinated ohaina of action tty means of the lnteraotante proce-

dural skills whloh enable them to projeot and underetęnd the in-

ternal order of the etreaae of aotlon and to dlsplay understanding 
in ooneequent aota of talking.

However, following Saoke* belief that "eoolology couldn't be 

an aotual eolenoe unleee it wae able to handle the detalle of 

aotual events" (of. J e f f e r e o n ,  1981, p. 6), conversation 

analysis has tended to eetablieh ite position ae a "natural obser-

vational eolenoe* (j e f f e r e o n ,  1981, p. 1 ) by adopting a 

radioally deecriptive and lnduotlve etanoa whioh requires that 

analyete derive the rulee of oonvereetlon from aotual end rlgoro- 

uely traneoribed talk eamplee in order to avoid the Imposition of 

some ungrounded deductive schemata on data. An elaboration of a 

formal apparatus веете to be neoeeeary, ae Wo otto n has eug- 

geeted (1975, P* 70), if ethnomethodology ie to produce generalised 
knowledge.

* University of Łódź.



Suob idea of a fornal apparatus wbich oonsists of reourrent 

rulaa and optional, yet external, oonatrainte embedded in tbe very 

structure of talking, underliea tbe baaio model of oonvereation 

analysis formulated by Harvey Sacka and bis followers in tbeir fa-

mous paper on tbe turn taking system ( S a o k s ,  S o b e g l o f f ,  

J e f f e r a o n ,  1974» bereafter SSJ-model). It oan be read as 

a continuation of tbe essential etbnometbodologioal tbeme concern-

ing invariant metbodioal devices people use in ordering tbeir in-

teractions, and as re-femulation of the ooneept of tbe mastery of 

natural language as a "member" of talk praotioes (see G a r f i n- 

k о 1, S а с к s, 1970).

Prom the very beginning ethnometbodology bas not been a uni-

form movement, the Garfinkelian and tbe Cioourelian versions being 

its different streams. Conversation analysis must be looated wit- 

bin tbe former tradition, whicb is grounded on tbe equivalence 

between making tbe sense and telling tbat sense (respectively, be-

tween "doing" interaotion and "telling" it, or, eventually., "tel-

ling" about it; see A t t e w e l l ,  1974, p. 181). And if tbe 

classical Garfinkelian tradition is often said to be, for that re-

ason, a form of sooiolinguistio structuralism (f b 1 1 1 p i, 1978), 

conversation analysis migbt, all the more, be labelled similarly. 

Indeed, its primary intention seems to be an integration of etbno- 

methodological assumptions concerning tbe reflexivity embodied in 

tbe interactans’ acoounts (i.e., tbe self-explioating situated talk 

as a source of interactional- order) and tbe formal structural ap- 

proacb to oonvereation. It is, bowever, a question, wbetber tbia 

attempt is eventually suooesful. Tbe way in wbiob tbe SSJ-model 

tries to resolve tbe problem of tbe relationship between interpre-

tive, negotiative properties of meaning operations and formal ru-

les of conversation, seems to lead to some ambivalenoe wblob pro-

duces oonoeptual tensions witbin tbe model. Tbls problem will be 

referred to as a conjectural trouble witb a precise looation of 

tbe context-free vs oontext-sensltive properties of tbe turn ta-

king system witbin tbe model. Some further remarks will be addres-

sed to the problem of the statua of the analytioal language of 

conversation analysis in relation to the classical efchnomethodolo-

gical stance concerning descriptive practices as situated pheno-

mena.



Xbe problem of autonomy of tbe turn taking ayetern

Xbe oore of tbe SSJ-model ia tbe idea tbat oonvereation (ae 

well ae otber interaotional aotivitiea) la organised in a non-ran- 

dom way by aome etruoturing devioea wblob are ueed by lntaraotante 

to order tbeir talk In aotual time. Xbe moat Important among tbem 

la a ayatem of eequenoing rules wbiob providea for a turn-by-turn 

co-ordination of talk.

Xbe model oonaiete of two oomponenta. One of tbem contains oon- 

atruotio&al unita for turns. At tbia level it la defined tbat" a 

firat possible completion of first unit constitutes initial tran- 

sition-relevance place", and tbat "transfer of apeakerabip ia co-

ordinated by reference to suob tranaition-relevanoe plaoes". Tbe 

second oomponent (turn-allocation component) oontaina two baaio 

rulea of sequenoingt (1) in an initial transition-relevanoe plaoe, 

wben tbe turn-allocation teobnique »ourrent speaker selecta 

next« ia involved, tbe selected person, and only be/sbe, ia en-

titled and obliged to take tbe turn. Or, if tbia teobnique bas not 

been used, (1.1) tbe aelf-seleotion may occur. Or, if tbe aalf- 

-aeleotion bas not suooeeded, (1.2) tbe ourrent speaker may conti-

nue bis/ber turn. Xbe seoond rule stipulates (2) tbe reourreno) 

of tbe wbole previoua aet until a turn transfer takes plaoe (SSJ, 

p. 703-704).

Xbe system la assumed to be oontext-free, because its rules 

are said to operate in no oonneotion witb tbe oonteat of any turn 

or a larger unit of oonveroation; tbe content constraints are ola- 

imed to be "organised by systems external to tbe turn taking sy-

stem" (SSJ, p. 710). Yet, tbe order of sequential constraints and 

tbat of content constraints are not completely dlsoonneoteds "turn 

taking organisation controls, at least partially, tbe understanding 

utterances get" (SSJ, p. 728) by means of a meobaniam of adjaoency 

pair. Xbe adjaoenoy pair, wbiob is tbe basio structural unit of 

conversation, oonsists of two utterances, wbiob are two distinct 

turns produoed by different speakers ( S a o k s ,  S o b e g l o f f ,  

1973). Ibese utteranoes are related to eaob otber in an implioa- 

tional way* tbe first part of tbe pair requires in answer (wbiob 

is to be formulated in tbe seoond part of tbe pair) an utteranoe 

of epeolflo kind (e.g., an Invitation may be aooepted or rejected



but it 1« preoiseły the acceptance or rejeotion whloh we are ex-

pected to formulate after having been Invited). Thus, the adjacen- 

oy pair la a turn-by-turn etruoture In whloh oategorisatIona and 

Instructions are displayed and reolprooally addressed, and whloh 

operates by means of the "current speaker seleots next11 teohnique 

of turn-allooatlon. "Whatever does ooour will be hearable or

reoognieable as suoh by virtue of the sequential properties of 

that pair" (£ g 1 1 n, 1980, p, 2^), In natural conversation, tha 

adjaoenoy pair may be seen as a etruoture whloh, by virtue of the 

Qonventional-lmpllcatlonal oharaoter of the preferential order, 

constitutes "a constraint on the potential flexibility of the turn* 

-taking system as a locally managed organisation" ( H e r i t a g e s  

W a t s o n ,  1979, p. 127)* If we take .Into aooount that from the 

ethnomethodologioal point of view there are no conversational ao-

tions whioh oould be known to oo-partiolpants in advanoe (all suoh 

aotions being looal products of their eenseiaaking efforts), we 

oan see, that all glossing praotloes whloh formulate the cumulati-

ve sense of a conversation, may be said to be governed by the se-

quential system, the adjaoenoy pair meohanlsm being one of Its 

essential oomponents that plays a deolsive role In ths Unking of 

structural conversational units.

The system of rules of sequenoing and the adjaoenoy pair are 

also meant to be a context-bound device whloh la sensitive to all 

oontingenoies of talk situations. Therefore, the whole system is 

assumed to work in a situationally negotiable way. The question 

arises, in what sense and to what extent this negotiability of the 

uses of the formal context-free system ooours.

Turn order, turn size, length of conversation, what parties 

say, and relative distribution of turns are not fixed or speolfled 

In advance. (SSJ, p. 701, 708-712). The very delineation of the 

turn la a phenomenon under investigation, sinoe "In aotual conver-

sation tbe boundaries of the turns are mutable” (Q o o d w i n, 

1981, p. 19-20), Similarlly, the Initial transltlon-relevanoe pla-

ces must be oonceived as essentially negotiable, beoause oo-partl- 

oipants decide whether and,when an utterance is oompleted or not. 

Thus, the oontext-bound oharaoter of the SSJ-model excludes any 

possibility of finding a conversational objeot insensitive to the 

negotiable options of conversing people. The actual comprehensive 

use of the whole system is based on tha oo-partiolpants' lnterpre-



tire work» and we aay assume tbe eyetem not ae primarily control-

ling, but ratber aa oontrolled by understanding utteranoe* get* In 

wbat sense oan we say tben tbat tbe turn taking ayetem is autono-

mous in relation to conversant*' interpretive work in partioular 

aotual oontext*?

Tbe context-free struoture i* said to be defining bow and wbe- 

re oontext-*en*itivity oan be displayed*'"Tbe particularities of 

ooutext are exhibited in systematically organised ways and places, 

and tboee are abaped by tbe oontext-free organisation” (SSJ, p. 

699).

Conversation analysis tend* to construet a universally valid 

model of ocnatraints wbioh are imposed on the linear (ocouring in 

aotual time) stream of talk by mean* of tbe very nature of talk-

ing. If we aaaumed tbe components and rulea of tbe SSJ-model to be 

pragmatioally universal in tbe aenae of tbeir atruotural neoeasity 

for any conversational produotion, it would mean that they oonati- 

tute invariant conditions for talking. However, they are not obli-

gatory generative rules regulating talk produotion in tbe way tbat 

grammar does in relation to well-formed sentenoee analysed in lin- 

guietio model*. Nor are tbey etriotly optional, particularly in 

tbl* aenae tbat tbey oan be oreated, Invented or defined in tbe 

speakers' going along * conversation, as W i t t g e n s t e i n  

would aay (sae 1951» P* 1» 83).

It is oruoial tbat tbe SSJ-model seems to assume tbat tbe oon- 

text-bound properties of tbe aystem of oonvereation oonaiat pri-

marily in tbe conversant*' ability to use in a situationally se- 

leotive way aotne pre-given mode* of regulations, wbiob are norma-

tive devices or patterning resouroes operating "from tbe outside" 

of tbe aituation* of talking, ibile tbe Garfinkelian version of 

etbnometbodology la preoooupied with interpretive prooedurea wbioh 

are tbe intrinalo featureo of talk itself, but wbioh are referred 

to members7 praotioal reasoning, oonvereation analyela tends to 

eubordinate tbeae prooedurea, «t least partially, to external (in 

relation to aembera’ interpretive work) rules coming from tbe out- 

aide as a set of conventionalised structural devloe* «blob oan be 

analltioally and empirically disconnected from tbe participants' 

reflexivlty in tbeir use of talk. It suggests tbat tbe SSJ-aodel 

deals with a *et of surface rules, and implioitly postulate* a 

deeper level of interpretive procedures tbat would enable speakers



to Identify talk indexloalities in terms of conversational aotlon- 

-typea, and thereby to manage the system of struotural organisation 

of talk. If thla suggestion is right, the SSJ-model might be eald 

to contain, implloitely, the Cloourelian distlnotion between sur- 

faoe normative rulea and interpretive procedures (C i o o u r e 1, 

1973). When Cioourel states that the hearer's acknowledgement of 

a short gap in the current speaker's speech in the form of a pause 

or a transition-relevance place presumes an understanding of oon- 

tent, he points to the interpretive competence of speakers, whlah 

is not specified by the turn taking system ( C i o o u r e l ,  1976, 

p. 124). Thus, while conversation analysis is right and original 

in developing tbe descriptive and aooountlng schemes for the turn 

taking basis of talk as a generally relevant problem, it seems to 

overemphasize the regulative influence of sequencing rules on 

meaning processes,and understlmate the role of complex and multi- 

souroe meaning operations in putting these rules into aotual use 

(see C i o o u r e l ,  1976, 1978, 1980).

In a reoent review of developments in conversation analysis 

J. Heritage argues that it hae been its fundamental assumption 

that "all aspeots of sooial action and lnteraotlon oan be exami-

ned in terms of the conventionalized or institutionalized struc-

tural organizations which analyzably inform their produotioif. This 

assumption links conversation analysis to the linguistics of Har-

ris, and, via Goffman, to the tradition of Dürkheim ( H e r i  tage, 

no date, p. 2).

The above affiliation seems to confirm that ths context-free 

aspects of the system for sequencing are to be located in the sphe-

re of normative rules. If so, another question will oocurt are the-

se rules universal, orosB-oulturally oommon prerequisites of con-

versational regulations? bloerman's analysis of conversations in 

Lus 0972) suggests that the procedural identity of conversa-

tional cultures among societies of different oultural background 

does exist. However, rules of turn-allooation are shown to bo 

oross-oulturally differentiated ( P h i l i p s ,  1977» of. С о r- 

s a г о, 1981, p. 14-15 * ï a e g e r, of. L a b o v ,  P a n s h e l ,  

1977, p. 110). Another dimension of their intraoultural differen-

tiation may be the diversity of settings, whioh has hardly been 

explored in an explioit and purposeful way. This laok of ethno- 

graphloally grounded reference for the SSJ-model has often been



■treaaed by C i o o u r e l  (1978, 1980). S o b  e g 1 о f f (1979, 

p. 27) declares tbat a oooiolinguiatioally styled parametrization 

of tbe atudiea on oonvereation ie irrelevant to tbe mattera wbiob 

conversation analyaia ie concerned witb. On tbe one band be ie 

rigbt, as suob a paraiae trillion (if it ia tbe eventual target of 

analyeia) doea not yield knowledge about tbe dynamio propertiea of 

talk aa a prooeaa. On tbe otber band, it ia the normative diffe- 

renoea between aexes, atatua and age groupa, wbiob people aotually 

take into aooount in tbeir interaotion. Turn diatribution in natu-

ral oonvereation may be (flexibly) aeen aa eomebow prelooated. Ea- 

eentially free allocation may occur only among eooially equal par-

tners. A definite mode of aooial inequality may provide for a pos-

sibility of legitimate interruption of tbe other's turn, giving 

diepreferred seoond parts in answer, eto. Tbie may eerve ae a me-

ans of exertixig power or maintaining sooial distanoe.

It ia unquestionable tbat tbe phenomenon of sequential organi-

zation is greatly oommon, perbapa universal not only aa a princi-

ple of the eoonomy of exobange, but in tbe firat plaoe ae в natu-

ral neoessity implied by tbe fact tbat tbe aenae of bearing am 

tbe epeeob articulatory aparatus are specialized to eaob otber 

Speaking and listening to anotber persons' epeeob simultaneouslj 

would produce not bing but noiae preventing botb speaker-hearere 

from effeotive exobange of information. It ia also certain that 

people uaa devioes for conversing wbiob may be, and in faot are, 

tranaoontextually stable aa typifioative patterna implemented and 

modified in tbe aotual aota of uae. Dut tbe very aoope of oommona- 

lity end stability wbiob people taoitly presuppose requires deeper 

analytical aenaitivity to tbe multiform ayatematio differentiation 

of contexte, wbiob oan perbapa effect tbe model of context-free 

oonatrainta proposed in SSJ aa valid for natural conversation. Ex-

cept for a few examples like W о о t t о o's (1981) studies of 

tbe cbild-parent disoourse or Atkinson's and Drew's analyaes of 

talk in oourt (tbe latter not concerned witb spontaneous, unfoou- 

aed, natural oonvereation (see A t k i n s o n ,  1979; A t k i n -

s o n ,  D r a w ,  1979)), oonvereation analyaia eeema to ignore, 

in a purposeful and tbeoretioally deliberate way, tbe possible im-

portance of contextually speoified explorationa, and tende to seek 

confirmation for tbe present model and for further possibilities 

of developing it, always within the frame of the generalized oon-



oepte of oontext (referring to the boundaries of a single conver-

sation) and universally applicable rules.

The problem of reliability of.analytioal procedure

Discovering rules in data, or confirming tbat a known rule was 

aotually used, oan not be done without a oareful reconstruction of 

the co-partioipants' interpretive work displayed in consequently 

ocouring turns, Thus, analysts have to follow the work of identi-

fying speakers' meanings, already performed by ths latter. In other 

words, they have to reconstruct all the souroes of meaning whioh 

were employed by conversing people when the oonversant« were defi-

ning the situation, negotiating their identities and reoognizlng 

utterances as instanoes of partloular conversational aotlon types. 

However, if the very prooedure of analysis oonslsts in carrying 

out the slloitatlon of members procedural devices by means of 

"overbearing" their understanding, the analyst who is primarily 

Interested in the "how-type” questions (namely, how ths studisd 

pleoe of conversation was aotually oonstruotsd), has to recon-

struct the speakers' substantive options of the "what-type". Only 

in this way is he able to inspeot the zulss whioh he is searching 

for. These options become his descriptive resource, particularly 

when he is determining the types of conversational actions whloh 

were oho8en by tbe oo-partiolpants to remedy the indexioallties of 

their talk.

What is tbs methodological rationale for this procedur«? ia 

S o h e g l o f f  (1978, p. 89) has argusd, "utterances are built 

to display speakers1 understanding, they arc thereby available for 

co-participants' inspection to sss if they display aa adequate un-

derstanding of that whioh they olaim to understand [...] they also 

make available to the analyst a basis in the data for olsiming 

what the oo-partiolpants' understanding is of prior utterances, 

for as they display it to one another, we oan see It too". This ar-

gument is oommonly shared by the analysts who follow the SSJ-model.

nevertheless, one oan find it not quite convincing and unpro-

blematic. Tbe assumption may be adequate when the analyst dsals 

with talk between strangers, in whloh the levs1 of explioit mean-

ing elaboration is relatively high. A oase of more intimate talk



based on tbe conversants taoitly shared knowledge and tbe lmplioit 

agreement on meanings, seems to be a muob more diffioult target, 

Indeed a oballenge for tbe SSJ-modelled analysis. Tbe Intimate 

talk require* from tbe analyst to know well tbe deep oultural, or 

even biographical baokground underlying tbe context with whioh the 

participants are familiar. Aa L a b o r  and P a n ■ h e 1 (1977, 

Р» 29-30) have argued, "moat utterances can be seen aa performing 

several speeoh acta simultaneously*. Therefore, conversation is 

not a chain of utterances, *but rather a matrix of utteranoes and 

aotions bound together by a web of understanding and reactions"« 

And "there are no neoesaary oonueotions between utteranoes on tbe 

aurface level" ( L a b o v ,  P a n s b e l ,  1977, p. 350).

Elioiting the rule* of conversing, the analyst aa an "over-

hearer", or a "third party from outaide", may rely only on bia own 

native oultural and interactional oompetenoe. Wbat be applies is 

rather an art than a preolosed standardized method of interpreta-

tion. In the oaae of more Intimate talk, hi* oompetenoe may be in-

sufficient for ths adequate analyaia of data, even if he has, ae 

L a b o r  and F a n a h e l  (1977, p. 351) euggeet, the video- 

-taped reoordlng* of the studied behaviour at hia dleposal. The 

more the oontext la epeolflo (i.e., deoonventionaliaed), the dee-

per is the level of oonneotivlty between utterances, and between 

utteranoes and aotiona, and the further the analyat must go into 

detail* revealing the speakera oommon ground for their invisibly 

prooesssd understanding of eaoh other. It la certain, that even if 

we take into aooount the more reoent attempta to Integrate the ana* 

lyaia of verbal data tranaoriptiona witb tbose wbioh oontain also 

non-verbal aapeota of aotion* the analyst still oan be said to 

work on easentially deoontextualized texte. Suob attempts bave 

recently been a major development and contribution to oonverea- 

tion analyaia (see Q o o d w i n, 1980, 1981). But the possible 

grasping of tbe aotual meaning of parellnguistio cues, and espe-

cially binding tbem together with linguistic data,le not more free 

from the danger of arbltrarlnaee than an analysis of purely verbal 

material (see L a b o v ,  P a n s h a l ,  1977* p. 356; H i  n d e,

1979, p. 58-59, 67-67; C l o o u r e l ,  1980, p. 101, 117).

All tbia impliea tbat the analyat oan, in hia overbearing of 

wbat the co-participanta were talking about in wbat tbey actually 

said, make eome miatakea, e.g., by imputing a definite meaning



qualification to utteranoea whioh might aotually go through the 

interaction unresolved by the participants themselves (ees C o u l -

t e r ,  no date). Or, it may happen that he will ascribe some lm- 

plioational relevance to a chain of separate spesob-entrles whioh 

oould be, from the point of view of the speakers, not adjacently 

paired turns, but disoonneoted, mutually interruptea lines of their 

narratives.

These remarks are not made to oomplaln that conversation ana- 

lysia oan not achieve a perfect reoonetruotion of its object! such 

an idea ia surely an Intellectual utopia. Analyais of thla kind 

may be found deficient in many respeota. Meanwhile, as L e v i n -

s o n  (1983, p. 367) justly states, "no other kind of investiga-

tion of conversational organization has yielded suoh a rloh har-

vest of insights", nevertheless, It aeems that the method disous- 

aed here is muoh more plausible in relation to one kind of data, 

and muoh leaa reliable and plausible in relation to the data of 

other kinds. Namely, it may be suggested that its adequaoy is in-

versely proportional to the apeoiflolty, in tbe senae of intimaoy, 

of the analysed talk.

The^ statua of the analytical language cf conversation 

analysis in relation to ethnomethodology

The crucial point in the argument against the so oalled "nor-

mal" social scienoea, whloh haa been developed In the radically 

crltioal orientation of ethnomethodology, is the question of dif-

ference between the rationality of mundane praotioal reasoning and 

the rationality of soientifio desoription and explanation of eo-

oial faots. The "normal” social aoienoes take this diffsrenos for 

granted, but, guided by the same praotioal interests as members 

of everyday aotions, they confuse the "topic” and the "resource" 

of tbelr investigations. They allow thereby that the assumptions 

and rules of the everyday praotioal reasoning permeate their pro-

duotion of data, reports and generali aat ions (see Z i m m e r m a n ,  

P о 1 1 n е r, 1971, p. 81-93). Thus, aoolal eolenoe of that kind, 

and soolology in particular, oan be nothing more than a "profes-

sional folklore" ( Z i m m e r m a n ,  P o l l n e  r, 1971, p. 93). 

The only alternative could be that one take these obstacles as a



probleaatlo phenomenon for investigation» it is a proper object 

for tha athnomethodologioal analyaia* Z i m m e r m a n  and 

P o 1 1 n e r (1971* p* 99) do not aae any possibility of 

remedying the "normal" eooiology aa euoh. Yet* they believe etbno- 

aetbodology ie capable of generalizing about the prooeduree people 

apply methodically in the produotion of their eooial world*

In the paper "On Formal Struotoree of Praotioal Aotiona",0 a r- 

f i n к e 1 and S а о к е (1970) have argued that indexioality 

of expressions in natural language is an unavoidable and irremedi-

able phenomenon. It entails that any attempt at substituting in- 

dexioal expressions with objective ones is no more than a glossing 

praotice wbiob gains its validity witbin its own meoning-oontext 

and wbiob has its own sooially organized mode of relatedneos to 

the Investigated phenomena. Tbe authors stress oonstantly tbat the 

essential differenoe between tbe "normal" or "oonstruotive" sooio-

logy and etbnomethodology is well-grounded in the methodical eli- 

oiting of the membera’ (both laymen's and profeeeionale') procedu-

ral basis for glossing praotioea, whioh is the task of the latter 

approaoh, and in the searching for objeotivizing remedies for the 

lay knowledge about substantive questions oonoerning tbe aooial 

world, whloh is an Infinite task of the former. However,regardless 

of the interest in the formal "how-type" probleme, the theeie of 

unavoidable oontextuality of any form of disoourse ie a fortiori 

applicable to etbnometbodology aa well. It must be, at beet, a 

gloes on glossing* and ite results can be valid only within ite 

own theoretical 8phere.

Oonvereation analysis shares with the olaasioal version of its 

mother-branob the problem of formal organisation of sooial activi-

ties. Moreover, it maintaine a Garfinkelian equivalence between 

"doing* and "telling" (about) Interaotion. However, while in the 

paper on formal etruoturee of praotioal aotiona* as well as in the 

earlier worke by Saoke, the probleme of meaning interpretation and 

a pragmatio oonvereational ^grammar* or "ayntax" were balanced, 

oonvereation analyale conoentratee on the eequential organization 

of talk. S a o k e  (1957, p. 57) waa aware of the faot that out 

of the two con-ourrent strants in hie reeearoh, identification se-

lection and eequential organization, the latter has beoome preva-

lent. It is still true today, Aa a result, however, oonversatio; 

analysia seems to programmatically avoid the problem of meanin



prooeaaing whioh underlies members' management of the sequential 

organization. It is the apparent oost of the one-way orientation 

whloh limits the analysis in ita soope, and perhapa in depth. Ы e- 

r 1 t a g e (no date, p. 10) admits, for lnstanoe, that topio or-

ganization and shift have made it diffioult to evidence their se-

quential relatedneas, and that it oan be that auoh relatedneas is 

beyond a possibility of methodioal description due to the very 

complexity of the phenomenon, even though in his previous work on 

formulations ( H e r i t a g e ,  W a t s o n ,  1979) he was muoh 

more prone to see the cumulative order of talk as considerably de-

pendent on the machineries of sequencing.

Finally, one Bhould aak how conversation analysis might be 

looated in relation to the ethnoaethodologioal thesis of ths irre-

mediable lndexioallty of natural talk, In this perspeotive it could 

be questioned as violating the internal unique order meanings in 

their relatedness and intsgrlty within ths fraas of oontsxts of 

their produotion. An affiliation to the Durkhelalaa tradition, 

formulated by Heritage in his recent oomaent on conversation 

analysis ( H e r i t a g e ,  no date) would spsak for ths conjec-

ture that the thesis oitsd above has besn suspended or abrogated.
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Autor przedstawia krytyczny komentarz do analizy konweraaoyj- 
nej, odnośząoy ei« zarówno do jej teoretyoznyob ustaleń, jak i do 
kweatii prawomocności praktyki badawozej w analizie konweraaoyjnąj.
* obydwu kweetiaob wątpliwości sformułowane przez autora odnoszą 
ei« do niewystarczającego - Jego zdaniem - rozwiązania zagadnienia 
interpretacji znaczeń.


