Making Arrangements:

Remote proposal sequences and attendant

structural phenomena in social interaction

Stuart Ekberg

A thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements

for the degree Doctor of Philosophy

School of Psychology

University of Adelaide

February 2011



Table of Contents

LAY o1 1 - ot SRR PPOPPPPOP iv
D =Tol - =) o o H O PP P PP PPPPPRPP Vi
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... . e e e e e e e e e s ere e e e e e e e ssnnnrraneeeeeas vii
Chapter 1: Introduction: Making arrangements in interaction ........cccccceeevvcciiveeeeeeeceenns 1
1.1  Making arrangements as a special status, closing relevant topic...................... 3
1.2 Arrangements as an accountable social practice.......ccccceeeieiicciiiiieereee e, 6
1.2.1  Accounting for a particular arrangement .........ccccceeecieeeciiieee e 7
1.2.2  Mutual accounting for arrangements.........cccceccvveeeecciiee e 8

1.3  Context relevance in designing actions that make arrangements................... 10
1.4 Proposals for an arrangement........cccoecueeeiiriiiee e 14
1.4.1  Immediate Proposals .....cceeeiriiieiiiiiiiee e 15
1.4.2  ReMOLE PropPoSals ....ceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e 18
1.4.3  Requests as remote ProposalS....cccccueeeieiieeeieiiiiee et 21
1.4.4  Remote proposals as a possibly broad action type .......cccoceveveeviiveeennnnee. 23

1.5  AIMS Of the thesSiS .eciiiiiiiiceiie e e 24
Chapter 2: Data and methodological approach......cccccuveveieciieeiiciiiee e, 27
2.1 DAt SOUICE..uuuuiiiiiiiiitieitte et bs st ebsbnbnbnbnbnnntnnnnnnes 27
2.1.1 The data source: Community and Home Care.........cccceeveeeevcvieeeesivnenennns 27
2.1.2  Community and Home Care in Australia........ccccceecuveeiiriieeeinicieee e 29
2.1.3  Sites of data COllECtION ....cocuiiieieiieee e 31

2.2 Conversation analysis as a research methodology ......ccccccvveiviiieeeinciieee e, 32
2.2.1  Studying naturally-occurring talk-in-interaction...........cccccceveiveeiiiiinennnns 33
2.2.2  ‘Unmotivated examination’ of participants’ methods .........ccccceevvivneenns 37

. T ol ¢ oY [T o o Yol =To [0 =Y 39
2.3.1  Data COIECLION ..ueeieiiiiieee ettt e e s e e 41

D00 2 I - o T ol ] o)1 f o o S 43
2.3.3  Analysis: Single episodes of interaction.........cccccceeieecciiiieeec e, 44
2.3.4  Analysis: Collections of interactional phenomena........ccccceeeiiiecviiennen.n. 45
Chapter 3: Foundational findings in conversation analysis .........ccccceeeeeiiecciiiieeeee e, 47
3.1 Turn-taking organisation .........ccocccciiiiiiee e e a7
3.2 SequeNnCe OrganiSatioN ..........uuvuuerruuiuiriiiiiiieiiriirieeeeerrr e ———————————— 50
3.3 Preference STtrUCTUIE ..oouviieiieeeeee e s 53
R (=T oF- 1 o] == 1 a1 KT 1 o] o 56
Chapter 4: Prospective informings as proposals for remote action..........cccccvveeeeeeennnes 63
o R = - Tl ¢ o TU T o [ SR 65
4.1.1 Remote proposals as an action type.....ceeeeeeeccciiiiiee e 65
4.1.2  Accounting for remote proposals .......cccceeeeeeciiiieiiee e 69

4.2 Initiating and outlining prospective informings ........ccccceeevvivveeeeeeeevccccreeeeeeen. 70
4.2.1 Some ways of initiating prospective informings........cccoeevvvveveeeeeeieiicnnnnen. 70
4.2.2 The function of ‘outlining’ prospective informings ........cccoccceeeeeeeeiennnneee. 72

4.3 The components of prospective informings in the CHC data corpus .............. 76
4.3.1  Accounting for arrangements ......cccvveeeeeeeeeeiiiiieeeeee e 76
4.3.2 Informing the client of a substitute arrangement service...........ccceuuu..... 78

4.4  Accomplishing a multi-unit prospective informing.......cccccevvvveeeeeieeveciinveeennn.n. 81
4.4.1 A pragmatic resource: Informings of consequential occurrences............ 82



4.4.2 PrOSOTIC FESOUICES ..cevvuiiiiiiei ettt e ettt e eettie e eeetaeseetaseseeetsneseesenessesrnnnsees 86

4.5 Contributions to the existing understanding of remote proposails ................. 92
Chapter 5: Responding to remote ProposalsS........eeveieeiieiiieeiniieee et esieee e esaaeee e 94
T R - 1ol <= { o TU T o [P RPURTRPPP 94
5.1.1  Previous research on responding to remote proposals .........cccceecuvveernnnns 94
5.1.2  TermMiNOIOBY «ouuveieeiiiiiie ittt e e st e e s s eaae e e e eans 98
5.2 The function of responses to prospective informings as proposals for
remMoOte aCtioN ..o, 100
5.2.1 Three possible sequential trajectories.......cccccvvvveeeiriiieeeniieee e 101
5.2.2  Types of responses to remote proposals.......cccceeccrrieeieeeeeeeccciinieeeeeeenn. 107
5.2.3  Prior research on response solicitation ........ccceccuveeeiviiiiiiniciee e 115
5.2.4  Response solicitation following remote proposals.......cccceccveeeiriiverenns 117
5.3 Requests in the data COrpUS ...ttt 121
5.4 SUMMAIY. oottt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e et e e eeteteeeseeeaeeeeeeeeeees 124
5.5 Onthanking following remote proposals.........ccccecvuveeiiiiiieiiniiieeecneee e, 125
5.6  Discussion: Remote proposal sequences in conversation ...........ccccceeeeeeennnns 129
Chapter 6: Indexing acquaintance in references to non-present third parties:
An attendant consideration when making arrangements..........ccccccveeeeeeiecciieneeeeeen, 133
T A = 7= ol 4= o 10 o T SR PSSRRR 134
6.1.1  Previous research on practices of person-reference.........ccocceeevcveeeennns 134
6.1.2  Person references in the data corpus......ccccccevivicciiiieee e, 139
6.1.3  Locating evidence in the study of person-reference.........ccccceeeecuvveeennns 142
6.2  Repairs on person referenCes ..o vcvieee e 145
6.2.1  Correcting non-recognitional person descriptions.......cccccceeecvvvvveeeennnnn. 146
6.2.2  Correcting recognitional person references......ccccccovvveeeeeiieccciieveeeeeennn. 155
6.2.3  Other-initiated repair of recognitional person references:
ACQUAINTANCE QUETIES .uuuuuiuiriuiiiiiiiss s nanan 158
6.2.4  Other-initiated repair of recognitional person references:
Category-constrained interrogatives ........ccccceeeeeecciiieeeee e, 162
6.2.5 Self-initiated repair of reference forms......cccccccevvevivieeeee e, 169
6.3  Person-reference, indexing acquaintance and the maintenance of a
socially-shared nexus of acquUaiNtanCesS.........ccoevvvvvveeeeei e, 170
Chapter 7: Case study of trouble when making an arrangement ..........ccoovveeeeeeenicnnns 175
7.1  Background to the source of trouble ........ccccovveeeiiiiiiiciii e, 176
7.2 Making mutually exclusive claims: An informing and counter-informing.....179
7.3 Sustaining mutually exclusive claims: Evidence and qualification................. 182
7.4  Resolving mutually exclusive claims: A post-possible-completion account .. 186
8= T T8 T2 00 0 = | 2SR 193
Chapter 8: Summary and CONCIUSION .......uvveiieeiieiiiiieeeee e e e e e e e eanns 195
8.1  Overview Of the thesSis......ccciciiiiiiiiiie e 195
8.2  Contributions to conversation analysis........ccoccveereeiieicciiireeeee e, 203
8.3 Implications for Community and Home Care practice......ccccceevvevvcrrvveneeeennn. 203
8.4 CONCIUSION ettt ettt sttt st e e sne e e sane e s nans 206
2] =T =Y ool T PP PPPPROPPPPRNE 207
Appendix A: Overview of the Jeffersonian transcription system ..........cccoccccviivennnennn. 220
Appendix B: Employee information Sheet .......ccooo v 224
Appendix C: Employee consent fOrm.........ccuueeieei i 226
Appendix D: Employee instruction sheet........ccccoerieciiiiieiee e 227
Appendix E: Transcript for case study.......cccuuieeeeiir e 229



Appendix F: Report to collaborating agencies...........

Appendix G: Running sheet and slides of presentation to agency employees ............

Appendix H: Resources for recruitment and training



Abstract

In this thesis, | contribute to the study of how arrangements are made in social
interaction. Using conversation analysis, | examine a corpus of 375 telephone calls
between employees and clients of three Community Home Care (CHC) service agencies
in metropolitan Adelaide, South Australia. My analysis of the CHC data corpus draws
upon existing empirical findings within conversation analysis in order to generate novel
findings about how people make arrangements with one another, and some of the

attendant considerations that parties to such an activity can engage in:

Prospective informings as remote proposals for a future arrangement — Focusing on
how employees make arrangements with clients, | show how the employees in the
CHC data corpus use ‘prospective informings’ to detail a future course of action that
will involve the recipient of that informing. These informings routinely occasion a
double-paired sequence, where informers pursue a response to their informing. This
pursuit often occurs even after recipients have provided an initial response. This
practice for making arrangements has been previously described by Houtkoop (1987)
as ‘remote proposing.” | develop Houtkoop’s analysis to show how an informing of a
future arrangement can be recompleted, with response solicitation, as a proposal that

is contingent upon a recipient’s acceptance.

Participants’ understanding of references to non-present third parties — In the process
of making arrangements, references are routinely made to non-present third parties.
In the CHC data corpus, these third parties are usually care workers. Prior research
(e.g., Sacks & Schegloff, 1979; Schegloff, 1996b) explains how the use of ‘recognitional
references’ (such as the bare name ‘Kerry’), conveys to recipients that they should be
able to locate the referent from amongst their acquaintances. Conversely, the use of
‘non-recognitional references’ (such as the description ‘a lady called Kerry’), conveys
that recipients are unacquainted with the referent. | examine instances where the
selection of a recognitional or non-recognitional reference form is followed by a

recipient initiating repair on that reference. My analysis provides further evidence that



the existing analytic account of these references corresponds to the way in which
participants themselves make sense of them. My analysis also advances an
understanding of how repair can be used, by recipients, to indicate the inappositeness

of a prior turn.

Post-possible-completion accounts — In a case study of a problematic interaction, |
examine a misunderstanding that is not resolved within the repair space, the usual
defence of intersubjectivity in interaction (cf. Schegloff, 1992b). Rather, | explore how
the source of trouble is addressed, outside of the sequence of its production, with a
‘post-possible-completion account.” This account specifies the basis of a
misunderstanding and yet, unlike repair, does so without occasioning a revised

response to a trouble-source turn.

By considering various aspects of making arrangements in social interaction, | highlight
some of the rich order that underpins the maintenance of human relationships across
time. In the concluding section of this thesis | review this order, while also discussing

practical implications of this analysis for CHC practice.
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