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Abstract

The thesis uses (semi-)open-ended interviews with drug users and non-drug users to
document the lived practices of qualitative interviewing and talk about drugs. It draws
on Sacks and more contemporary work on conversation analysis and membership
categorization to outline in detail ‘how qualitative interviews come off” in and through
talk-in-interaction. It also contextualises the interviewees’ topic talk, their talk-about-
drugs. An (intimately) related concern, is to document some ideals about qualitative

interviewing and talk about drugs as ideals-in-and-as-lived-practice.

Underlying all types of research interviews is the tension between an extra-local need to
collect data on a topic and a here-and-now interactional event in which this data is
collected 1n and through talk-in-interaction (Antaki and Rapley 1996, Mazeland and ten
Have 1996/1998, Suchman and Jordan 1990). The thesis describes how interviewers
and interviewees manage this tension, documenting (some of) the methods - the practical
solutions — they routinely use “to get the job done”. Special reference 1s given to how
interviewers locally produce themselves as ‘the sort of qualitative interviewers they are

supposed to be’.

The research outlines how qualitative interviews are locally produced, with reference to
the structural, sequential and topical organization. It focuses on (some of) the methods
interviewers use explicitly to inform the interviewee that their questions are to be heard
and understood as neutralistic and/or facilitatory. These methods include producing
questions without preferred responses, question prefaces, specific lexical choices and
tag-components. It also outlines (some of) the methods interviewees use to produce

themselves as ‘morally adequate’ types-of-people in relation to topics in the talk.

This thesis seeks to unsettle some of the current research practices and theories 1n the
academic ‘drug’ and ‘qualitative interviewing’ worlds.  Chiefly, 1t shows how both

speakers, the interviewee and interviewer, are essential to, in Silverman’s (1973) term,

‘bringing off the research instrument’.
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1
PART ONE - INTRODUCTION

We think in generalities but we live in detail

Alfred North Whitehead

Part One contains two introductory chapters. Chapter One outlines the broad
theoretical, methodological and empirical contexts of this thesis. It shows how a focus
on the lived practices of ‘qualitative interviews’, especially the work of interviewers, 1s
relatively absent from contemporary debates in both the qualitative interviewing and

drugs research communities. It also provides an outline of the thesis.
In Chapter Two, I offer a natural history of my research, with particular reference to the

practical, methodological and theoretical issues that I have engaged with over the course

of the research.
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1

Talk about interviews

Interviewing is the central resource through which contemporary social science (and
society) engages with issues that concern it (Atkinson and Silverman 1997). Notably,
the status of interview ‘data’ has been at the centre of some debates surrounding
academic theorising. Since the emergence of the classical social survey interview, the
interview has been deconstructed and theorised and consequently emerged in various
guises. Symbolic interactionism sought to ‘open’ the talk and obtain ‘authentic’
accounts. Feminist accounts (notably Oakley 1981) sought to ‘unmask’ and then ‘de-
centre the power balance’. Alongside this work emerged an interest in the interview
itself as a topic of research (notably Cicourel 1964) and, following the linguistic turn, the
gaze fell to interviewees moral (identity) work (e.g. Cuff 1993), narratives (e.g.

Riessman 1990), poly-vocality (e.g. Holstein and Gubrium 1997a) and rhetoric and
repertoires (e.g. Potter and Wetherell 1987).

Seale (1998), in his overview of qualitative interviewing, identifies the two major
traditions on which the analysis of interviews has centred: interview data as a resource
and interview data as a fopic. I am aware that such a divide glosses over the myriad of

approaches that these terms encapsulates, but, put simply, the story goes something like
this:

* Interview-data-as-resource: the interview data collected 1s seen as

(more or less) reflecting the interviewees’ reality outside the interview.
* Interview-data-as-topic: the interview data collected 1s seen as
(more or less) reflecting a reality jointly constructed by the interviewee

and interviewer.

The data-as-resource approach has undergone considerable critique from those working

12



In constructionist traditions. Much of this critique stems from highlighting that:

‘[t]he interview is an artefact, a joint accomplishment of interviewer and respondent.

As such, its relationship to any ‘real’ experience is not merely unknown but in some

senses unknowable’ (Dingwall, 1997: 56)’

This leads to considerable analytic attention to interviewees talk as ‘accounts’, or
‘versions’, and opens up a window through which to view the various possible ways that
the topic of the interview can be talked about. However, despite a notion of ‘Joint
accomplishment’ and the related idea of the ‘co-construction of accounts’, little detailed
analytic attention has been given to interviewers’ talk. With a few notable exceptions,
outlined below, the analysis of interview data has often become an analysis of some
decontextualised-features-of-talk (or discourse/ identities/ narrative/ repertoires/
rhetoric). And, in this way, the local context of the talk - that these ‘features’ were

produced in negotiation with an interviewer - becomes silenced.

The rest of the chapter introduces the broad theoretical, methodological and empirical
contexts of the thesis. Initially, I document the theoretical approach of the thesis. 1
then situate my research in relation to some of the current empirical work on

interviewing and (il)legal drugs. In the final substantive section, I offer a detailed outline

of the thesis.

1.1 The theoretical approach of the thesis

This thesis uses (semi-)open-ended interviews with drug users and non-drug users to
document the lived practices of qualitative interviewing and talk about drugs'. It
outlines 1n detail Aow qualitative interviews come off in and through talk-in-interaction

It also contextualises the interviewees’ topic talk, their talk-about-drugs. An

(intimately) related

' I should note that I use the terms ‘qualitative interviews’ and ‘(semi-)open-ended interviews’
interchangeably through the thesis to refer to both semi-open-ended 1nterviews (also known as semi-
structured interviews) and open-ended 1nterviews (also known as unstructured interviews ). The data
set contains twenty-cight interviews that are /abelled, by those who conducted the interviews, as semi-
structured interviews and one interview that 1s /abelled, by the person who conducted the interview, as
an open-ended interview. However, on listening to and analysing the tapes of these differently labelled
interviews I cannot offer up a definitive distinction in the lived practices of the interviewing to warrant
the distinct labels. The only difference emerges 1n that, with those labelled as semi-structured
interviews, grammatically similar questions are produced both by the different interviewers and by the
same interviewers over different interviews. I therefore use the terms ‘(semi-)open-ended interviews’

13



concern of this thesis, is to document some ideals about qualitative interviewing and talk
about drugs, to document these ideals-in-and-as-lived-practice. The theoretical, and
hence methodological, perspective advocated in this thesis stems from a reading of the
work of the late Harvey Sacks. He asked analysts of social phenomena to ‘just try to

come to terms with how it is that the thing comes off’ (1992, Fall 64: 11). No order of

detail should be overlooked.

Sacks’ work has been developed into the now (separate) fields of conversation analysis
[CA] (see ten Have 1999a, Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998) and membership categorisation
analysis [MCA] (see Eglin and Hester 1992, Hester and Eglin 1997 and Lepper 2000)*
Thus thesis uses the analytic sensitivities advocated in both these fields to think through
‘how it is that the qualitative interview comes off’. As all the interviews are focused on
the topic of (1l)legal drugs, and this topic-talk is reflexively bound to the interview

practice, the thesis is also about ‘how it is that the qualitative interview about (il)legal

drugs comes off”.

Let me position the place of this approach, the benefits and problematic of undertaking
it. A “Sacksian’ perspective offers a sensitivity to the immediately local context of the
interview, 1n that its focus is primarily on Aow the interviewee and interviewer produce
the interaction as they do. It offers a sensitivity towards the local management of the
interview-talk with reference to both speakers. 1t also offers a sensitivity to how

1dentities are locally (re)produced, negotiated and mitigated.

It cannot and does not choose to directly focus on the “work’ beyond the space of the
interview itself. It does not speak directly to the broader (institutional) networks or
1deals rather it demonstrates how these networks or 1deals are locally talked into being
(or accomplished). In this way the analytic gaze is firmly centred on the work of the

speakers and does not, initially, seek to import themes and 1ssues raised other than those

and ‘qualitative interviews’ interchangeably through the thesis to document the tension between the

label or ‘ideal’, and the lived practice.
> As well influencing discursive psychology (see Edwards and Potter 1992).

14



found or pointed at in and through the interview talk®. Put simply, it always asks ‘how’

questions first, and then turns to ‘why’ and ‘what’ questions later (see Silverman and
Gubrium 1994).  This focus on ‘how’ leads to the analytic gaze falling on the

collaborative and local mediation and construction of the interview and the speakers

1dentities.

The topic of “how a qualitative interview comes off as it does’ is of special interest if we
consider the ongoing debate, sparked by Schegloff (1997, 1998) and Wetherell (1998),
that emerged 1n the pages of Discourse and Society. Wetherell (1998) cites an
‘interview’ (which she labels a ‘group discussion’) with ‘three young white middle-class
men concerning an episode in one of the participant’s recent sexual history’ (387). She
argues that if we just attend to the local context of the talk a lot of other important issues
(e.g. sexuality and gender performance) are lost in the analysis. In a reply to Wetherell,
Schegloft highlights that what 1s important, and what 1s missing from her account ‘1s that
the entire exchange appears to be researcher-prompted’ [author’s emphasis] (1998.

415). He goes on to note

“These are not just ordinary ‘conversations’ among ‘members of this community’.
How do the kids see it? Is the interaction from the outset between “interviewer
and ‘subjects’? Between ‘adults’ and ‘kids’? Are sexuality and gender 1deologies
the known interest of the interviewer from the outset? What do the boys think
Nigel (the interviewer) is doing there, talking to them? Asking these questions?

... The stances being articulated may be not so much ‘in this community, among
these members’ as ‘in the presence of this researcher, in the face of these accusation
-tinged interrogatories’ ... .

Rather than begin with gender ideologies, one might propose, the analysis begin by
addressing what the parties to the interaction understand themselves to be doing in it,
what sort of interaction they show themselves to be collaboratively constructing.

Each utterance could then be understood by reference fo its place in that enterprise’

[my emphasis] (ibid.: 415)

3 This analytic position is currently under debate in the pages of Discourse and Society (see Arminen
2000, Billig 1999 a, b, Kitzinger and Firth 1999, Schegloft 1997, 1998, 199%a, b, Speer and Potter
2000, Stokoe and Smithson 2001, Weatherall 2000 and Wetherell 1998). I will not, with this chapter,
engage with this debate in much detail. However it should be obvious that my work demonstrates a
close affinity to Schegloff’s arguments. See also the next chapter, section 2.2.3 - 2.2.4 (and the thesis

as a whole) for a more explicit discussion of this debate.
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He 1s advocating a sensitivity towards situating the speakers talk in the local context of
the talk.  This means that we seek to understand how the talk is locally constructed as

whatever 1t 1s (1.e. as interview-talk-about-drugs).

1.2 The context of the current empirical work

Since Cicourel’s (1964) ‘proto-ethnomethodological’ (cf. Lynch 1993) work on research
Interview practices, some work has begun to focus on the interactional nature of
research interview talk. Of note is the work of Antaki and Rapley (1996), Baker (1984,
1997), Baruch (1981), Gilbert and Mulkay (1984), Hester and Francis (1994),
Houtkoop-Steenstra (2000), Mazeland and ten Have (1996/98), Potter and Mulkay
(1985) Suchman and Jordan (1990), Watson and Weinberg (1982), Webb and Stimson
(1976) and Widdicombe and Wooffitt (1995). They all point to how interviewers are

central 1n inciting the form and content of interview talk.

While these sources on research interview practice make an important point, they can
gloss over the relevance of the interviewer’s work in producing the talk. Underlying all
types of research interviews 1s the tension between an extra-local need to collect data on
a topic and a here-and-now interactional event in which this data 1s collected in and
through talk-in-interaction (Antaki and Rapley 1996, Mazeland and ten Have
1996/1998., Suchman and Jordan 1990). How interviewers manage this tension has

outcomes both for the specific interaction and the broader research project to which 1t

contributes data.

The CA work on structured interviewing has begun to outline in detail the lived practices
of structured interviewers’ and how these reflexively produce and orientate to ideals-
about-structured interviewing (see especially Hootkoop-Steenstra 2000 and Suchman
and Jordan 1990). A small amount of empirical work has been undertaken on various
discrete ‘sequences’ in unstructured interviews: Kelly (2001) on assessment sequences;
Kelly (nd. a) and Roulston (2000) on complaint sequences; Mazeland and ten Have
(1996/8) on formulation sequences; Kelly (nd. b) and Widdicombe and Wooffitt (1995)
on opening sequences; Baker (1984, 1997), Mazeland and ten Have (1996/8) and

Widdicombe and Wooffitt (1995) on question-answer sequences. This

16



thesis will add to this work, highlighting a broad range of lived practices of ‘qualitative’

interviewing with special reference to the work of interviewers’.

Within the canon of (il)legal drugs research that uses research interviews, the theorising
about interview practices appears to stop with interactionism and feminism. This may
be for some obvious reasons: drugs are a ‘real social problem’ and so should be
understood by a theoretical framework that focuses on ‘the real’. However, as Sacks

(1992) noted nearly forty years ago, albeit in reference to some anthropological work:

‘[t]he trouble with their work is that they’re using informants; that is, they’re
asking questions of their subjects. That means that they’re studying the
categories that Members use, to be sure, except at this point they are not
investigating their categories by attempting to find them in the activities in

which they 're employed. And that, of course, is what I’m attempting to do.’
|[My emphasis] (Fall 64, 4: 11)

And that, of course, is also what I’'m attempting to do in relation to the interviewees’ talk

about drugs. A very few escape attempts from the realist approach to drugs research
have been mounted and this thesis 1s also part of this movement (Davies 1993, 1998,
Driscoll 2000, Giulianott1 1997, Glassner and Loughlin 1987, Krug 1989, Matveychuk
1996, Plant 1999, Plumridge and Chetwynd 1998, 1999, Reinarman 1996, Valverde

1998)*

1.3 An outline of the thesis

In the next chapter, I offer a natural history of the research, with particular reference to

theoretical and methodological 1ssues.

In Part Two, I demonstrate how qualitative interview talk 1s locally and collaboratively
produced. I focus on how interviewers work to initiate the talk and (selectively) tollow-
up specific topics in the interviewees’ talk. I also show how interviewees’ turns are
multi-turn constructional unit (TCU) answers and how this offers interviewees the
possibility to control the topical trajectory of their talk within their own turns of talk.
Chapter Three outlines the turn-taking, sequence and structural orgamzation of the

interviews. Chapter Four shifts the focus to how sequence, topic and turn-taking
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organization and identity work are inter-related. Both chapters, taken together,
demonstrate how both speakers, the interviewee and interviewer, are essential to, in

Silverman’s (1973) term, ‘bringing off the research instrument’.

With Part Three, the analytic focus shifts towards the interviewers’ work. They have to
attend to (among other things) the here-and-now interactional and interview contexts as
well as the broader contexts of the research project and the interview methods literature.
This part of the thesis documents how interviewers orientate to this range of (competing)
contexts. Chapter Five focuses on question-prefacing in general and documents how
this can be a way for interviewers to produce themselves a facilitative interviewers.
Chapter Six outlines the various ways so-prefaced questions can work to produce
interviewers as neutralisitic and facilitative questioners. In Chapter Seven, we shift to a
focus on the work embedded in interviewers’ questions and at question-endings. Taken
together, these methods document some of the practical solutions interviewers routinely
employ in order to produce themselves as “the sort of persons they are supposed to be”:

qualitative interviewers.

In Part Four, I offer one chapter on interviewees’ talk and identity work. I explore in
detail a small sequence of talk in which the interviewee called Dan talks about his ‘drug-
free life’. I document some of the methods Dan draws on to construct himself as a
specific type-of-person, a morally adequate type-of-person. This part of the thesis i1s
centred on generating a sensitivity to the moral-identity work that interviewees can, and
do, engage in interviews. Following the work of Baruch (1981) and the theoretical
directives of Sacks (1992) and Schegloft (1997), the implication for interview research 1s
that before ‘we’ make assertions about what people are “saying’, how they ‘behave’ or

what they ‘believe in’, ‘we’ need to examine 2ow both interviewers and interviewees

manage their local identities .

With Part Five, we arrive at the conclusions of the thesis. I note that the empirical work
demonstrates the general ‘/s/ocial practices that are possible’[author’s emphasis]

(Perdkyld 1997: 215), within (drugs) interview talk. Practitioners, be 1t those engaged in

1 should note that only the work of Davies (1998), Glassner and Loughlin (1987) and Plumridge and
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drugs interview talk or interview talk per se might want to juxtapose their practice, be it

interviewing or theorising-about-interview-talk, with that described in the thesis.

1.4 Some closing comments

In and through the theoretical, and hence methodological, perspective undertaken in this

thesis, I offer a detailed account of the lived practices of (semi-)open-ended interviewing.

This thesis seeks to unsettle some of the current research practices and theories in the

academic ‘drug’ and ‘qualitative interviewing’ worlds. This work 1s in no way saying
that current practice should cease, rather 1t 1s asking these communities to consider, at

least in part, some of the questions this research will raise.

Prior to engaging with the lived practices of interviewing, the next chapter contextualises

the thesis, offering a natural history of the research.

__#_

Chetwynd (1999) undertake (versions of) a “constructionist’ approach on drugs talk in interviews.
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2
A Natural History of the Research

As noted in the prior chapter, the central question that this thesis is engaging with is:
how it is that the qualitative interview about (il)legal drugs comes

off in and through talk-in-interaction.

This ‘research question’ presents a gloss that I feel deserves unpacking. This chapter
will unpack this gloss through a (necessarily) brief and selective natural history of my
research. I should note however, that this chapter is not written without a sense of irony
on my behalt. I outlined in the introduction, that the thesis is concerned to document
both the /ived practices and the ideals-in-and-as-lived-practices of qualitative
interviewing and talk about drugs. By this I mean, that interviewers’ and interviewees’
lived practices, their talk-in-interaction, both document and reflexively (re)produce some
of the 1deals-about-the-lived-practices of qualitative interviewing and drugs-talk that
saturate contemporary interview methods and empirical discourse, governmental,
legislative, media and therapeutic discourse and everyday interaction. My sense of irony
emerges as I am now going to offer a version of the thesis that has less to do with
documenting the ad hoc (strained, joyous and painful ...) lived practices of my research

and, inevitably, more to do with a retrospective ‘idealised’ account’

2.1 In the beginning ...

If T was to construct a family tree of the influences on my thesis, the great, great, great,
grandparents would be two journal articles: Shiner and Newburn’s (1997) interview
study on teenage drug and non-drug users and Baruch’s (1981) interview study on
parents of children with congenital illnesses. However, to cite these papers as just
‘distant relatives’, 1s to deny their continuing impact on my thesis. One way to
understand this thesis, 1s to view 1t as an elaborate, extended and ongoing conversation
with just these two articles. I will now offer a briet description of these articles and how

they continue to be relevant to my work.

' T am not trying to claim that I could have done anything different or ‘better’.
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2.1.1 Doing being morally adequate whilst talking about drugs

Shiner and Newburn (1997) want to discover if recreational drug use is seen as ‘normal’
by young people. This was in part, a reaction to the ‘normalisation debate’ that
saturated, and still saturates, the contemporary debate on illegal drug use (see especially
Parker, Aldridge and Measham 1998). Put simply, a considerable weight of academic
and market research, as well as the related output from the media and pressure groups,

argues that ‘young’ people no longer view illegal drug use as a deviant activity (e.g.

Collin and Godferry 1997, Release 1997).

Shiner and Newburn (1997) conducted interviews with drug using and non-drug using
11-16 year olds. They treated the interview data they gained as a resource, a source of

information (social fact) about activities and behaviour outside the interview setting.

They offer quite a ‘typical’ methodological note:
‘It is possible that the school setting may have encouraged respondents

to give what they thought were socially desirable answers ... thus reducing

the validity of the interview data.” (1997, 520).

Their concept of validity is concerned with bias, establishing trust and therefore the

truthfulness of their data, the approach Silverman names as ‘interview-as-technique’

(1993). For Shiner and Newburn:

‘[g]iven that youth clubs, arguably, provide a more relaxed setting than
schools and one in which young people feel more able to ‘be themselves’

this source of information was particularly useful. The school and youth
-club based interviews were semi-structured. Although the interviewers
had a series of questions they wanted to ask they did not ask them 1n any
fixed order and, where appropriate, they probed areas as they were raised by
respondents. This approach was favoured on the grounds that it minimised
the extent to which respondents had to express themselves in terms defined
by the interviewers and encouraged them to raise issues that were important

to them. It was thus particularly well suited to attempt to discover respondents’

own meanings and interpretations’ [my emphasis] (1997: 520)

So Shiner and Newburn wish to gain access to what Holstein and Gubrium (1997) have
called ‘[t]he subject beyond the respondent’ in which subjects are conceived as “passive
vessels of answers for experimental questions ... who, under ideal conditions, serve up

authentic reports’ [authors’ emphasis] (116-117). As noted in the prior chapter,
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constructionist approaches have seriously undermined such a stance on the role of the
Interviewees’ subjectivity, highlighting that: the interviewee is active in meaning
construction (e.g. Gilbert and Mulkay 1984, Potter and Mulkay 1985, Holstein and
Gubrium 1997) and that the interviewees’ subjectivity is Jocally produced sequentially in

and through talk (e.g. Baker 1984, 1997, Widdicombe and Wooffitt 1995).

Shiner and Newburn were interested in establishing the ‘meaning’ of drug use, the way it
1s ‘understood by the young’ (1997: 519) beyond the space of the interview. The
constructionist critique denies that interview data can be used to report on a reality
beyond the interview and treats the interview itself as the central fopic of analysis;
Interviews merely report upon, or express, their own structures (Silverman 1993). As
the “discursive turn’ in the Academy highlighted, language is performative, it is never
merely a neutral means of communication. In interviews, language is not a neutral
carrier for information, the interview-talk itself is a form of social action and should be
studied as such (cf. Cicourel 1964). Central to this analytic perspective is an awareness
ot the accounting work of interview talk, that speech-acts are performative, used to

‘present the self” (¢.f. Goftman 1959) in a morally adequate light.

However, Shiner and Newburn (1997) do show a concern for the accounting work ot
the drug using interviewees. Unfortunately, this focus was only on drug users and noft
non-drug users. They show that drug-using interviewees use, what they call following
Matza (1964), ‘neutralisation techniques’ to ‘claim that there were no really serious
consequences from the drug(s) being used, and, by implication, that the user was making
responsible and rational choices’ (Shiner and Newburn 1997: 525). They offer examples
in which drug users offer accounts which neutralise moral attacks against them, allowing
themselves to retain membership of the wider ‘moral’ adult world. For non-users’ talk,
they offer no comment about the same moral forces that shape this talk. When non-
users offer talk that makes ‘positive connections’ (1bid.: 521) between drug use and
everyday activities they offer no detailed examples or commentary. Nor do they relate

interviewees’ answers to interviewers’ questions and other actions.
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2.1.2 Accounting for actions
Baruch, following Webb and Stimson (1976), shows us that interviewees

“attend to the issue of their appearance as moral persons, competent members

and adequate performers’ (Baruch 1981: 276).
It we understand that interview talk places moral demands on speakers, the ‘fact’ that
the drug users in Shiner and Newburn’s sample construct moral talk is of no surprise.

Equally that they achieve this through detailing ‘restrictive views, characteristic of the

“adult world”” (Shiner and Newburn 1997: 521) is of little surprise.

Baruch shows us that respondents in his study - parents of children with congenital
lllnesses - produce atrocity stories about the discovery of their child’s illness. They then
work to answer the ‘unsaid’ question “How could you, as parents, have allowed that to
happen to your child?” (1981: 276). The parents produce themselves as everyday, lay,
people without special knowledge, who acted as any ‘reasonable lay person’ would do
given the information at hand. They also ‘locate health professionals in a world quite
distinct from that occupied by lay people.” (1981: 282). The respondents construct two
‘realities’ - ‘lay’ and ‘medical’- and moral adequacy is accomplished via intersubjective
appeals to the disjuncture between these realities; how could they be expected to have
access to specialised ‘medical’ knowledge? So where does this leave Shiner and

Newburn’s analysis?

If we understand that accounting work 1s central to interview-talk we should observe
how this accounting work is accomplished. Shiner and Newburn do this, 1n part,
pointing out that the only difference between non-users and users 1s that the latter
generate ‘neutralisation techniques’. But as they treat the interview-as-resource their
analysis leads them to some conclusions that are not analytically tenable’. They
conclude that ‘young people do not view drug use as an ‘unproblematic’ activity’ (526)
as both users and non-users subscribe to a ‘restrictive set of [anti-drugs] views’ (Shiner
and Newburn 1997: 525). Their qualitative data only shows us that in interviews young

people do not present drug use as an ‘unproblematic’ activity. In other contexts,

2 They initially treat their data as a resource, then switch to fopic led concerns, then construct their
conclusions from a resource perspective. They move from topic and resource concerns and make no

concessions, written or analytic, to this movement.
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notably outside the interview, interviewees (and interviewers) can, and surely do,

produce talk-about-drugs with alternative moral trajectories.

2.1.3 Respecifying interview-talk with drug and non-drug users

Such a re-reading of Shiner and Newburn’s work, through a pair of analytic spectacles
provided by Baruch, documented for me how ‘neutralisation’ 1s a local-situational
accomplishment and that in other spaces of interaction, such as talk-between-friends,

other (and Other) presentations of self are equally possible.

Readers may feel that using ‘talk-about-drugs’ 1s quite an extreme example, and that “of
course” people will work to account for such a topic, as it 1s inherently delicate. But
we should note that topics of talk are never delicate or sensitive per se. As Silverman
(1997) shows, in pre-test HIV counselling interviews, certain topics of talk may be
locally produced by speakers as ‘delicate topics’ and that what 1s a ‘delicate topic’ at one
point in the talk may later in the interview no longer be treated as delicate. As both
Baruch (1981) and Cornwell (1988) note ‘morally adequate’ or ‘public’ accounts are
products of local contingencies. Baruch highlights that the ‘atrocity stories’ given by
parents often occur at early stages in their child’s medical ‘career’ and at certain
moments in the first interviews. Cornwell (1988), contra her 1984 work, notes that 1t 1s
not ‘simply’ that public (i.e. morally adequate) accounts occur at the initial interviews
and that private (i.e. ‘personal/honest’) accounts occur with later interviews. She

suggests that this public/private distinction is less rigid and such accounting work may be

a product of local interactional 1ssues.

What both Baruch and Shiner and Newburn’s work share, is a strong concern about the
moral work in talk.  Baruch goes further than Shiner and Newburn. He begins
explicitly to connect this moral work to the specific interview context and the specitic
interview topic. I became very aware of how when you look at a piece of interview
‘data’ you should be aware that it was produced in a context and that this context does
work’ on the interviewees’ (and interviewers’) talk. Sometimes this work 1s about

interviewees producing locally appropriate ‘morally adequate answers’. In other

contexts, other ‘answers’ will be given.
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This “insight’ 1s still central to my work. Taken together, Baruch’s concern for viewing
interview talk as co-constructed and a specific-type-of-talk and Shiner and Newburn’s

understanding of the moral(ising) work of talk-about-drugs, begins to outline the

theoretical and empirical trajectory of this thesis.

2.1.4 Finding and losing and finding the interview context

Prior to my PhD, this insight also led to me completing an MA thesis with the title
‘Cocaine mister tape-recorder it’s a monster’: Accounting for drug use.” (Rapley
1998). Iinterviewed one of my friends, a recreational poly-drug user who claimed to
have cut down (and stopped using some) illegal drugs. My MA thesis focused on how
this interviewee produced himself, through talk, as a ‘morally adequate societal member’.
It also highlighted how this 1dentity was accomplished in and through interaction with me

as the interviewer and thus how both speakers are co-implicated in the (moral) trajectory

of the talk.

Part of the title of my MA thesis - ‘Cocaine mister tape-recorder it’s a monster’ - 1s a
direct quote from the interviewee in which he locally produces the interview context as
relevant for his talk. In this way, the interviewee was explicitly demonstrating a (moral)
context of the talk. For me as the analyst, ‘the problem of relevance’ (Schegloft 1987,
1991, 1992b, 1997) was temporarily resolved. I say ‘temporarily resolved’ as this was
only one utterance and as Fitzgerald (1999: 17) notes, echoing Schegloft, */o/ne
utterance does not a context make’[author’s emphasis]. What was lacking from my MA
thesis was a clear demonstration, other than my taken-for-granted knowledge, that this
was for both speakers and at all points, an ‘interview’, rather than just a “chat between
friends’ or a ‘therapy session’ or a combination of all these, or some thing else.  In
retrospect, the classic ethnomethodological (EM) question emerges: was I prioritising

analysts’ or participants’ concerns?

In my MA thesis there was a clear demonstration of how speakers can talk about drugs,
the sort of devices and methods that can be draw on - comparison with the “common

experience of everyday people’, disjuncture with other ‘deviant groups’, documenting
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self-control - to produce yourself as a ‘morally-adequate drug user’. And this ‘insight’

was made possible through engaging with the work of Harvey Sacks and its

contemporary development into CA.

I found that the devices and methods that the interviewee drew on saturated all drugs-
talk, that they spoke to and emerged from the wider strategies available to all people
involved 1n talk-about-drugs: academic, lay, media, political and therapeutic
communities. The MA work became a way to view the ‘discursive possibilities’

available to all people talking about drugs to negotiate a sense of morality. The context

(that this was - at certain points, for both speakers - interview talk) had vanished.

I applied for funding to continue my MA work, and to my surprise (and joy) I got it
The outline for the thesis was originally centred on understanding how people talk about
drugs. However, I was increasingly aware that ‘drugs talk’ always takes place within a
context, 1t 1s produced in and through a reaction to (or interaction with) something, and
notably this ‘talk’ has an audience. Personally, I did not feel happy about
decontextualising the talk, comparing and contrasting different moments of drugs talk
without acknowledging it, at least initially, as drugs-talk-in-interaction. So, to
understand talk-about-drugs I needed to find a ‘space’ in which talk-about-drugs was
produced and be sensitive to how this ‘space’, or context, was intimately relevant to the
trajectory of the talk.  In the opening month of my PhD, various possibilities arose:
news programmes, TV and radio chat shows, ‘ethnographic work’ and interviews.
Interviews seemed a good place to start, in part due to my interest in the theoretical
debate surrounding interviews, and most importantly, as I could obtain access to

: : 3
someone else’s interview data’.

The data set I ‘obtained’ was a qualitative interview study with people who have
attended or ran peer-led drugs education programmes. The interviews were originally

used to evaluate their response to the peer-education programme. It consists of twenty-

> As Silverman (2000) argues, within the canon of qualitative research there 1s very strong preference for
using data that the researcher has personally gathered. This 1s part of an appeal to "authenticity’, what
Silverman glosses as an ‘emotionalist’ perspective.  This thesis, in part, documents the possibilities of

engaging with secondary data.
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eight audio-taped interviews, with twenty eight different interviewees, conducted by
three different interviewers. The interviews last between half-an-hour and an hour I

also use the interview I conducted for my MA thesis as a further case. The thesis then

became focused on ‘drug-talk-in-interviews’.

2.1.5 Sacks’ ‘simple’ maxim

Once I had secured access to the data, I remember talking to my supervisor, David
Silverman, about what the specific analytic path my work could take. We both agreed
that using Sacks’ insights on membership categorisation was the central way to think
through the data and to begin to understand talk-about-drugs.  We also agreed that
“doing sequential work” on interviews would be “boring and unproductive” (!)*. This
was for me, to say the least, somewhat of a disappointment. Despite an earlier period of

shock and outrage towards it, I had become completely fascinated by Sacks’ work, and

the more contemporary CA and MCA work, on talk-in-interaction.

I have a favourite Sacks’ quote - that is used repeatedly in the chapters - and 1s the
central device/maxim/method/resource/tool I use when undertaking my analysis. It
‘simply’ says:

‘[]ust try to come to terms with how it is that the thing comes off. ... Look to

see how it is that persons go about producing what they do produce.’

(1992, Fall 64: 11).

Following the conventions outlined by Jefferson (see Appendix), I transcribed roughly
five minutes of one interview at the point that the topic of drugs was introduced. I
followed Sacks’ advice - ‘just’ come to terms with it - and I spent roughly a whole year

working on this section of the interview doing both categorical and sequential work on

the talk.

In that time, through working with that small sequence, I discovered lot of “things’. 1
want to offer a list of the noticings that became relevant over that time, that are

retrospectively collected under three different headings:

‘1 should note, we quickly changed our minds.
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I he interviewee’s work - how they pursued a response, used maxims and tag
components, the sing-song voice quality of maxims, positioned categories
In connection to describing drugs, doing the documentary method on their

own talk as a way of getting the interviewer to talk, worked to explicitly mark

themselves as a specific type-of-person.

The interviewer’s work - how they repeatedly used ‘and’, ‘so’ and

‘tell me’” question prefaces, how they repeatedly used contingent questions,

the role of silence in producing multi-unit turns, the use (and absence)

of response tokens.

Interviewee and Interviewer working together - the different question
types and answers in relation to the organization of the qualitative
interview, the role of pronoun choice, how both had specific home-bases
In relation to pronoun choice (interviewer ‘you [personally], interviewee
‘a lot of people’), how they often worked to gain multi-unit turns,

the differential rights and responsibilities to own knowledge and to

be a expert on experience, the work of self-repairs.

This 1s by no means exhaustive of the sorts of things that the interaction raised for me.

Interestingly, most of these noticings are now part of the thesis.

These noticings arose both out of my engagement with the data and my ideas about them
developed alongside the reading I was conducting. As the list documents, I was
fascinated by what 1s traditionally known as ‘sequential’ and ‘categorical’ work, so I was
reading texts that connected with both 1ssues. 1 was very impressed by Watson (1997b)
‘theoretical’ paper where he outlined the ‘silence’ of talk about membership
categorization in contemporary CA work: that if it 1s referenced at all, 1t 1s relegated to
footnotes. However, after engaging with some of the texts that used, what has become
known as membership categorization analysis (MCA), for example Jayussi (1984) and
Hester and Eglin’s (1997) edited collection, I found that such a focus can make analysis

of categorisation very ‘technical’. For me, three analyses became central to how I
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would approach such work: Sacks’ (1992 Winter 69, Lecture 8: 126-136) discussion of
the ‘Den Mother’ story, Drew’s (1992) paper ‘Contested evidence in courtroom cross-
examination: the case of a trial for rape’ and Lawrence’s (1996) [sorely neglected] paper

‘Normalizing Stigmatised Practices: Achieving Co-Membership by “Doing Being

2

Ordinary” *. All three, for me, “just get on with an excellent analysis”. They draw on
what 1s needed, from both sequential and categorical work, to ‘[jJust try to come to
terms with how it 1s that the thing comes off’, without engaging in overly technicised or

polemical discussions. And this is the path, I also (tried to) follow °.

I used the analysis of the five minute section for my upgrade. I wrote the following

comments to my examiners in the introduction to my upgrade:

“The chapters represent my initial work at ‘coming to terms’ with just a very small
part of my data set. ... I feel I have more than enough data in just this one section

of the one interview and am already having to forego many areas of interest in order
to make the work feasible. However, my future work will use the insights from

this fine-grained analysis as a jumping of point, in order to compare and contrast
(and destroy) some of my initial findings with additional data. If I want to engage
in a debate with the ‘drugs interview world’ I feel I need to follow this path. Also,

[ feel a larger data set will aid me in challenging and therefore strengthening my

arguments.’

I still think I only began to scratch the surface of the participants’ work and I could have

produced a PhD just on that section. However, over the eighteen months that followed
my upgrade, by contrasting and comparing the analysis of that section with the repeated

listening and analysis of the rest of the data-set, I definitely have destroyed, challenged

and strengthened my initial arguments.

2.1.7 ... in the end.

As already noted, my greatest source of analytic guidance and constant inspiration 1s the
work of Sacks and those that follow the path(s) that he uncovered. I will now ofter a
brief demonstration of the analytic mentally that a Sacksian perspective can generate. |

will then highlight some of the theoretical and methodological debates that I have

engaged with over the period of researching this work.

> Among the many texts I have engaged with, six other writers have also inspired me: C. Kitzinger, C.
Goodwin, Jayussi, Maynard, Silverman and Schegloft.
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2.2 A brief demonstration

In order to demonstrate the sort of sensitivity a Sacksian perspective advocates consider
extract 2.1a below. It is taken from an interview with a teenager to evaluate some drug-

education exercises. In the research report we may be told “interviewees often talked

about their drugs use unprompted”.

Extract 2.1a

Ben: There is a lot of people that actually do soft drugs.
[ don’t actually do them at the moment, I did

up to about a year ago.

“Traditionally” you often see this sort of transcription. Now look again at the same
extract. This time I have transcribed it following some the conventions of CA detailing

the ‘majority’ of the features of the talk.

bExtract 2.1b (IR = Interviewer, Ben = Interviewee)

1 IR:  °>so when you say the s:ofter drugs® °°what does

2 that mean.<°°

3 Ben: Well= Therm. (2.0) °tch® I suppos:e. (1.0) if we-

4 >talkin about< drink and smoking as well.

5 (.) but er, (.) sort of cannabis:: lik:e.

6 (1.4) «—
7 Ben: there is:: a lot of people that actually do that. [,.=>1

8 don’t actually do tha at the moment=I did,< °. hhh°®

9 up to about a year ago I think- (.) that was the sort

10 of >peak,<for (.) our age group °an[d ¢ v ]Jeryone®
11 IR [°(mm. )°]

12 Ben: (who/that) was into it.

13 IR: and how often were you °using (it),°=

At this stage, I am just going to note one thing: Ben only elaborates on his drug use
after he receives no response from the interviewer (IR). The gap in the talk (arrowed)
does a lot of work . The interviewer’s silence 1s vital in producing both the content and

form of Ben’s ‘answer’. Or, put differently, IR’s non-action (his silence) is an action
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(ct. Poland and Pederson 1998, Potter and Wetherell 1995) that has important

consequences for the trajectory of Ben’s answer.

As the interviews were transcribed in this way, I began to see them as spaces of finely
co-ordinated interactional work in which both speakers’ talk is central to producing the
interview. This kind of CA transcription, and the theoretical standpoint that it emerged
from, offered me specific pair of academic spectacles to see, understand and document
the world of the interview through. However, such transcription practices have been
critiqued from various analytic positions (e.g. O’Connell and Kowal 1995, Poland and

Pederson 1998). Of note, are those from within the canon of CA/EM work. It is these

critiques to which I will now turn.

2.2.1 Transcription as sorcery?

Goode (1994) in reference to video data talks about “video sorcery”. He notes that,
"The same piece of tape can serve as the evidence for several different meaning
structures, even diametrically opposing ones’ (159). He conducted an experiment,
telling two different groups of students two different ways to ‘understand’ the same
interaction on a video tape they watched. The students saw what he told them to see.
In a related vein, Watson (1997 a, b) notes how the categorical identifications on
transcripts, for example the category-identification on the transcript above - IR =
Interviewer - ‘works to select and privilege one sociological characterization of ...

exchanges over other potential characterizations’ (1997a: 84).

Fundamentally, both Goode and Watson are concerned that the analysis of lived
practices, that recording and transcription can be central for, should be centred on the
participants’ concerns over those of the analyst (see Schegloft 1991, 1992, 1997 for a
related argument). For them, along with many others®, the analysis of participants’ lived

practices is in danger of being ‘lost’. For them, I am in danger of my transcripts

® Two related ‘camps’ are central in this debate. Those who follow Garfinkel’s “work studies’
programme (for example Bogen 1992, Hak 1999, Livingston 1987, Lynch 1993, Lynch and Bogen 1994)
and those following MCA, who critique ‘formal/foundational CA’ or the “institutional talk programme’

(for example Fitzgerald 1999, Hester and Eglin 1997)
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becoming reified and my analysis becoming centred on an abstract discussion of topics

that are, supposedly, driven by my concerns as a ‘professional analyst’.

For me, transcripts are only, to borrow Spiegelberg’s phrase, “aids for the sluggish
imagination” (cited in Garfinkel, 1967: 39). The transcript is only a translation and it 1S,
In part, a rhetorical tool in and through which I can demonstrate the lived practices of the
speakers. In and through repeated listening to the tapes, I began to ‘hear’ the lived

practices of interviewing. Goode (1994) does note

‘this unnaturalness - this vantage point created through a recorded event that
allows the researcher repeatedly to view and hear recorded aspects of a lived
order - lets the researcher discover features of the everyday orderliness that
may not be conscious to those involved in its production, or even consciously
recognized by those observing in real time. ... Video tape data would appear to
... destroy the unremarkability and mundanity of everyday events and leave in

1ts stead an unfamiliar and new world with previously unnoticed features.’

[My emphasis] (156)
For Goode, recordings only allow access to the ‘the syntactic of a lived order, the what
came first, second, and third of the event.” [author’s emphasis] (156). For the analyst

of such data, the meanings of the interaction for the participants are lost. '

Contra Goode, I would argue, the tapes gave me access to, at the very least, some of the
fundamental features, methods, moves, resources, routines ... that the speakers
themselves attend to and make relevant in and through their lived practice. Let us take,
for example, the work of the ‘silence’ in Extract 2.1b above.  Ben orientates his talk to
this ‘gap’ in their talk at line 6. In receiving no verbal uptake from IR at 6, Ae topic-
shades (Schegloff and Sacks 1973), ke elaborates on his personal drug-use. Not only
for me as the analyst, but primarily for Ben and IR, this silence is meaningful for their
interaction. I am concerned to work with and demonstrate, the participants’ concerns,

what they attend to, ‘what they demonstrably orient to as relevant (as best [1] can

establish it, to be sure)’ [authors’ emphasis] (Schegloff 1999b: 579).
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[ should also note, that, as the data-set is based on audio-tapes, I only have access to
verbal lived practices of the participants’. In an ideal world, I would have worked on a
video-based data-set, I would have extensive fieldnotes (as I would have conducted
some ethnographic work) and I may also have chosen to be the interviewer. However, I
obtained someone else’s data-set for thoroughly pragmatic and contingent reasons: it
was available and I wanted to spend as much time focusing on data as was possible’
Equally, I am aware that many other (senior) researchers who undertake interview
studies do not participate in the interviews. They often only get access to, and base
their analysis on, audio-tapes, or just ‘clean’ transcripts, of the interviews. My situation
then, is congruent with many others conducting interview studies. However, how I’ve
chosen to study the interviews is not congruent with the majority of current empirical
practice.  Hopefully, in and through producing a detailed and textured description of
some of the lived practices of interviewing I will unsettle some current assumptions

about the practices and analysis of interviews.

My discussion of the critiques of transcription practices alongside my discussion in the
introduction of the Wetherell-Schegloff debate (section 1.1) has begun to document
some of the debates within and around CA/EM/MCA work”. Whilst writing this thesis I
have been amazed by the (personalised) arguments and in-fighting on the topic of ‘how
to do CA/EM/MCA work’. A lot of time, energy and words 1s spent on arguing that
someone else’s approach is “nearly right but, then again, absolutely wrong”. 1 want to
now offer a very brief tour of one of these debates - how an analysis grounded 1n

participants’ concerns can and should be conducted - as this has been central for me to

think through, and question, how I analyse my data"".

" Although, as one of the interviews in the data set was conducted by me, I do have access here to
ethnographic detail through my field notes (and memories).
° Equally, in retrospect, if I had worked on artefacts, body work, gaze, gesture and talk, spending a year

on five minutes would probably have seemed like an overly ambitious project (!).
” Other debates, including the ‘place’ of membership category work, the utility of drawing on
Goffman’s work on ‘footings’ and the ‘problems’ of analysing quasi-institutional talk are discussed

throughout the body of the thesis in direct reference to my empirical work.
'91 want to underline that I am not just providing a literature review. The “debates’ discussed in this,

and the prior, chapter have been central to the natural, or rather, intellectual history of my work.
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2.2.2 Some fundamental(ist) debates on theory and method
Sacks, along with Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), set out, in their seminal paper, to show
how ordinary conversation actively produces orderly social interaction. Heritage (1984)

highlights three fundamental assumptions of their approach:

lalk is structurally organised. Interaction exhibits grossly observable,
stable and organised patterns which participants actively attend to: these

features are independent of psychological particulars.

lalk is sequential. Talk-in-interaction is both context-shaping and
context-renewing; ‘the context of a next action is repeatedly renewed with
every current action’ (242) and the ‘next action’ is (usually)

produced in response to the prior talk. Thus talk produces the talk that

follows 1t and reflects the past talk.

All talk is structurally organised and sequential. These features are not
merely found 1n the general actions of speakers but also within the
‘minutiae’ of the interaction, so all levels of detail are crucial in

producing the interaction as 1t 1s. Thus the analysis of talk-in-interaction is
based on what participants do, what they themselves are attending within

their talk and 1s not based on a priori assumptions of what the analyst

thinks ‘should be’ going on.

The central project of such a theoretical trajectory is to demonstrate ‘how particular
conversational outcomes happen (or do not happen)’ (Gubrium and Holstein 1997 56).
As Jayussi (1991) clearly documents, in and through the sequential organization of

ordinary conversation we can view how the conceptual, practical and moral orders are

reflexively embedded in one another. She notes that:

‘what conversation analysts are doing is revealing the practical organisation,
the interactional character, of specific discourse moves/actions. ... What is
further the case, 1s that these practical/interactional possibilities, grounded as

they are in our knowledge of the concepts that animate them, are also and at
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the same time grounded in, and constitutive of, a moral order bound up with
those self-same concepts and the practices that enable them. ... The fact that
questions expect answers is not taken, by members, to be simply a free floating
generalisation of some kind that one can take or leave - rather it is taken as a

matter of moral and practical consequence’[author’s emphasis] (243)

The central tenet of such work, is that, to document this practico-moral order, the

analysis must be grounded on what participants do and what outcomes they achieve.

Few working within, or around, the field of talk-in-interaction would argue with the
above assumptions. However, the point of departure emerges with the specifics of how
an analysis grounded only in participants concerns can and should be conducted. One of
the main areas of debate, highlighted by the critiques of Billig (1999a, 1999b) and
Wetherell (1998) argues that CA work neglects, and cannot talk to, the broader concerns
that participants bring to their interactions. It avoids further social analysis and critique,
and 1s naive in limiting itself to participants’ categories only. This critique questions
whether a ‘conversation analytic framework’ adequately accounts for, or attends to, the
[tved practices of the participants. In order to make this often highly abstracted and

theoretical debate visible, I will discuss it 1n relation to Extract 2.1b (section 2.2, above).

2.2.3 The missing ‘broader contexts’
In his editorial to the Billig-Schegloff-Wetherell debate, Van Dyk (1999) glosses the

relevant positions:

‘Unlike card-carrying conversation analysts, critical discourse analysts are not
afraid to make use of their social knowledge that being black, being a woman,
being young or being the boss will most likely be evident from the way people
write and talk. In other words, they assume that discourse may reproduce social
inequality.

Of course, and this is the major point CA makes, such an approach should not
merely presuppose (even plausible) contextualisation, but “prove’ it by attending

to the details of what social members actually say and do. If not, contextualisation

is pointless because of its discursive irrelevance’ (460)

The problem, with reference to Extract 2.1b, is the ‘fact’ that Ben 1s 17, a teenager, a
school boy, an ‘A’ level student, white, male, able-bodied, asthmatic, British, a drug-

user, an ex-drug user or any other identities relevant to the interaction? Similarly,

335



which of IR’s multiple-identities are relevant: his age, his educational level, his gender,
his job, his ‘role’ as questioner, his ‘role’ as interviewer ... 2 Or is it that, at certain

moments in the interaction, specific identities, or social structures, are (produced as)

relevant for the participants for the specific moment of the interaction?

For example, in and through Ben saying ‘I don’t actually do tha at the moment=I did,< °.hhh® up
to about a year ago I think-" (7-9) he produces himself as an ‘ex-drug user’. And this is a
specific-type of ex-drug user - an ‘ex-softer drug user’. Note how he previously
produced the category ‘softer drugs’ to include both ‘cannabis:: lik:e.” (5) illegal drugs and
legal drugs ‘drink and smoking’ (4) and that ‘a lot of people’ (7) are softer drug users. Also
note how he then makes his identity as an ‘ex-softer drug user’ relevant in connection to
his age - ‘that was the sort of >peak,< for (.) our age group ®an[d e v Jeryone®’ (9-10). Ben
produces specific identities as relevant, at specific moments in his talk''. As Schegloff

notes:.

‘Rather than a cascading set of communities of relevance from which an
1nvestigation can choose the most inviting on whatever grounds invitingness
1s based, there 1s a single - albeit shifting - community of relevance, which
challenges the inquirer to show that the observation being registered and the
analytic line being taken is resonant with the orientations of the people who
matter the most - the ones who engaged in that conduct, and on whose

understanding of its relevances the actual trajectory of the interaction was
built’ [my emphasis] (1999c: 579)
This is the position I have adopted throughout this thesis.

Such a ‘Schegloffian’ position is not without its critics from ‘within’ the canon of "CA’.

For instance, Arminen (2000) argues that

‘the recovery of embodied meaning of interactional practices may depend on

an analyst’s ability to recognize the participants’ situated competencies that

have informed their activities’ [my emphasis] (44).

He shows how a self-repair - ‘in a way this pe:rson kept me sober cause he just
couldn’t- (1.0) didn’t want to drink himself’ (43) - ascribes a specific identity to the

person being spoken about. The repair from ‘being unable to drink” to ‘being unwilling

'I For further analysis of this extract see section 4.5.
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to drink’ ascribes the person being spoken about with an Alcoholic Anonymous (AA)
Identity - someone who every day volunteers not to drink. For him, without the specific
taken-for-granted cultural competence of AA’s ‘voluntary’ ethos, the significance of the
self-repair may remain unnoticed. I would also note, the self-repair reflexively produces
the speaker as a competent user of AA discourse, documents a specific moral order, and
retlexively documents the context of the interaction, that this was an AA meeting. The
self-repair, a generic feature of talk-in-interaction, is also, a site-specific feature of the
talk-in-interaction. It begins to demonstrate the procedural relevance (Schegloff 1987,

1991, 1992b, 1997) of the context: that this is an AA meeting is actually relevant to
participants at this point.

Importantly, Arminen (2000), unlike Billig (1999 a, b) is not arguing that adopting the
participants’ orientation is a rhetorical trope, rather he documents some of the possible
problematics of this position. For me, how I come to understand certain moments in the
lived practices of participants talk-in-interaction, can at some moments depend on my
ability, as a culturally competent member of a specific community. I became very
aware of this - at 1ts most fundamental level - at two moments over the course of the
research. Both moments highlighted my position as a native-English speaker and the
taken-for-granted knowledge that this provides. On one occasion I was in a
membership category data session with someone working with transcripts that were
based on a Finnish-to-English translation. We kept exploring various paths that the
transcript appeared to make relevant, only to be told that “actually, in Finnish, the
inferences aren’t really like that”. Similarly, whilst in Finland, in data-session working
with audio-tapes of my data and other discussions, I became aware that I had to

translate and explain some of the drug terminology, drug and non-drug ‘slang’ and

specific sayings that the participant used'*

—

12 However, this was not without its benefits, as an ‘alien’ perspective allows for and highlights what
otherwise can remain as taken-for-granted. For example, someone in the data-session asked whether
saying ‘°>I mean my-° (.) to be honest:.” was a ‘strange’ thing to say. Well for me it 1s. The
strangeness emerges from its very routineness. It enabled me to think in more detail about the
contextual information work that speakers so routinely engage in: we [as co-speakers] routinely
explicitly inform others how to hear what we are saying. See Chapter Five, Six and Seven for a
detailed discussion of how interviewers’ explicitly produce contextual information.
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This position, acknowledging the role of my cultural competence, does not in any way
deny that attending to participants orientations is the central task of my analysis

The point is to show (and argue) how participants orientate to - how they make relevant
in and through their interaction — ‘what is [and 1s not] loomingly relevant for us (as
competent members of the society or as professional social scientists)’ (Schegloff 1991
65). It does highlight some of the possible problematics you could encounter if the

research was on talk-in-interaction in contexts where specialist or technical talk or

routines are practised. In such cases, I agree with Lynch (1993) when he argues that
analysts should gain, at the least, ‘vulgar competence’ of the research site. In respect to

my data-set, I have ‘vulgar competence’ of both qualitative interviewing (the procedures,

methods and resources) and of drugs talk and slang.

2.2.4 Vernacular vs. analytic concerns

Billig (1999a) also raised another critique of CA work: that, although CA claims to
study the participants in their own terms, they are not written about using their own
terms.  For example, in my commentaries of Extract 2.1b, I have used the words ‘gap’,
'no response’, ‘non-action’, ‘pause’, ‘receiving no verbal uptake’ and ‘silence’ to refer to
the 1.4 second ‘silence’ in the talk, marked on line 6 of the transcript. I have also talked
about Ben ‘topic-shading’ - to describe Ben’s move from talking about the definition of

the term softer drugs to talking about people of his age, and his own, use of softer drugs.

For Billig, using categories like topic-shading or non-action, 1s an analytic imposition that
obscures that I am ‘actually’ imposing categories, that I am no longer attending to the
participants’ orientations. Schegloff (1999a) dismisses this critique as a ‘minor’ point.
To paraphrase him: participants ‘do not talk of topic-shading, they exhibit it in the

2

selection of their words, reference terms, topics, etc.:;,”. However, Billig’s critique,

'> The contemporary work on the existential categories (cf. Lynch 2000) of ‘gender’ (Firth and Kitzinger
1998, Kitzinger 2000a, Speer 1999, Stokoe 2000, Stokoe and Smithson 2001, Weatherall 2000) and
‘race’ (Rawls 2000) also argues that analysts should attend to participants’ orientations. Some of the
work on gender (notably Stokoe and Smithson 2001) argues for a broader perspective than a
‘Schegloffian’ one, a stance that uses CA ‘[a]s a starting point” (239) but also seeks to “go beyond
describing data in participants’ own terms.’(232) .
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echoes the more ‘extensive’ critiques of Livingston (1986), Lynch (1993) and Lynch and
Bogen (1994). They routinely argue that ‘latter day CA’ studies are fundamentally
problematic as they have become ‘technical’, ‘professionalised’, and ‘scientised’

accounts that systematically lose the lived work of speakers.

Lynch (1993) argues that CA, under Sacks, began as a natural history of ordinary
language. Sacks ‘attempted to review ordinary linguistic competencies for a kind of
“therapeutic” respecification of previous scholastic treatments of action and reasoning’
(217). For Lynch, such a programme became professionalised as the ‘ordinary objects’
of everyday actions - ‘ordinary methods of opening and closing conversations,
negotiating the transfer of turns, and correcting and avoiding errors and
misunderstandings’ (218) - were transformed into ‘positive “facts” for conversation’
(235). These “facts” include such features as defining conversation as a ‘speech-

exchange systems’ with its ‘turn-constructional units’ and ‘turn-allocation techniques’,

and ‘adjacency pairs’. For Lynch,

‘[bly distinguishing the analytic competencies of members of the
conversation-analytic community from the vernacular competency of ordinary
conversationalists described, conversation analysts have segregated their

technical reports from the communal practices they describe. (245)

In reading such critiques of CA, I feel that ‘I must be’ some kind of robot'* who ‘only’
applies pre-programmed, technicised, formal, understandings to talk. Even Kitzinger’s
(2000b) work on the resistance of idioms - although very sympathetic to CA - oftters up

a version of some CA analysts as just following blindly the past work: “I see an idiomatic

: .. : e e 3915
expression therefore it is attracting affiliation™ .

In contrast to the mechanistic descriptions of CA practice, Schegloft argues

‘ “formal’ analytic resources are like an inventory of tools, materials and
know-how from which practising research analysts can draw for their analytic
undertakings because practising interactants draw on them 1n concertedly
constructing and grasping what transpires in interaction’

[author’s emphasis] (1999¢c 415).

14 Or maybe a cyborg (part-human, part-CA-machine). |
15 She also notes that ‘we [CA analysts’] run the risk of treating conversational devices as

mechanistically and inexorably driving conversation along preordained trggks’ (2000b: 148). She
highlights this ‘position’ in order to ‘offer a corrective to that tendency’ (ibid.).
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For me, the point of any analysis is to iry to come to terms with what those in the

‘tools, materials and know-how’. Fundamentally, I draw on their talk-in-interaction, but
this 1s also in negotiation with the ‘formal’ CA canon, the broader talk-in-interaction
canon, the MCA and EM canons, the academic literature I have studied and flirted with,
‘stufl” I have done and seen as well as my know-how as a ‘competent’ speaker. As
Kitzinger notes:

‘analysts cannot simply rely on a “bank” of prior knowledge about what devices

normatively achieve, but need to interrogate the conversational uptake of particular

devices on each occasion of use’ (2000b: 147)

So, 1n analysing participants’ talk, the focus is always centred on the participants’

orientations.

2.5 And so (nearly) to the lived practices

In this chapter I have documented some of the central practical, theoretical and
methodological concerns with which I have engaged. The work of Baruch (1981) and
Shiner and Newburn (1997) allowed me to begin to explore my data-set. Their work
highlighted, for me, the need and centrality of some empirical work that takes seriously
both Aow interviews are inherently co-constructed by interviewers and interviewees and
how talk-about-drugs-in-interviews can produce specific trajectories of ‘drugs talk’. In
following a Sacksian perspective, ‘taking seriously’ these interrelated topics means

attending to how the participants themselves produce their lived practices of interviewing

and drugs talk.

I am aware that my natural history has not offered a detailed account of conversation
analysis, or membership categorization analysis, in terms of an explicit methodological-
theoretical outline. Detailed descriptions of both the theory and practice of these
approaches are available'®. For me, rather than demonstrating the (adequacy of the)

method in the abstract, / would rather show the method-in-action. The empirical

' For general accounts in reference to CA see ten Have 1999a, Hutchby and Wooffitt 1999, and in
reference to MCA see Eglin and Hester 1992, Hester and Eglin 1997 and Lepper 2000.
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chapters of the thesis, and the theoretical discussions within them, adequately

demonstrate my approach and the commitments I have made to following a Sacksian

perspective.

The next chapter introduces the structural and turn-taking organization of (semi-)open-
ended interviews. It documents the central methods of interviewers and interviewees
lived practices. The rest of the thesis is concerned to focus on some of these methods in
detail.  The aim of this thesis is to both offer ‘a “therapeutic” respecification ( in
Lynch’s sense) of previous scholastic treatments’ on both qualitative interviewing and
drug-interview-talk and to offer some lived methods, or “facts”, that those participating
In interviews orientate to in and through their lived practice. A corollary of this, is that I
will also demonstrate how some ideals about qualitative interviewing and talk-about-

drugs are locally produced as ideals-in-and-as-lived practice.

Before, we engage with the empirical part of the thesis, I want to leave the final word on

the topic of the theoretical and methodological debates I have engaged with, to Sacks.

‘S0, the work I'm doing 1s about talk. It’s about the details of talk. In some
sense it’s about how conversation works. The work tends to change, and let
me just say a little about what I plan to do here. I have a bunch of stuff and
[ want to see whether an order for it exists. Not that I want to try to order it,

but I want to try to see whether there's some order to it

[my emphasis] (1992, Fall 67; 622)
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PART TWO - THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH INTERVIEW

Any setting organizes its activities to make its properties as an organized
environment of practical activities detectable, countable, recordable,

reportable, tell-a-story-aboutable, analyzable — in short, accountable.

Harold Garfinkel

In Part Two, I demonstrate how qualitative interview talk is locally and collaboratively
produced. I focus on how interviewers work to initiate the talk and (selectively) follow-
up specific topics in the interviewees’ talk. I also show how interviewees’ turns are
multi-TCU answers and how this offers interviewees the possibility to control the topical
trajectory of their talk within their own turns of talk. ~ Chapter Three outlines the turn-
taking, sequence and structural organization of the interviews. Chapter Four shifts the
focus to how sequence, topic and turn-taking organization and identity work are inter-
related. Both chapters, taken together, demonstrate how both speakers, the interviewee
and interviewer, are essential to, in Silverman’s (1973) term, ‘bringing off the research

instrument’.
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3

The art(fulness) of qualitative Interviewing: the turn-taking, sequence

and structural organization.

This chapter shows how the interviewee and the interviewer collaboratively produce the
talk. It consists of a close analysis of transcribed data excerpts from (semi-)open-ended
interviews. Initially, I discuss how Perikyla and Silverman’s (1991a) work on the
‘Interview communication format’ can aid in our understanding of the talk. I then
highlight the ‘methods’ (in Garfinkel’s sense) in and through which the talk ‘comes off as
it does’. These methods include: the interviewers’ use of topic-shifting questions to
establish and maintain the overarching topical trajectory; the interviewers’ use of follow-
up questions to establish detailed and comprehensive talk; the interviewees ‘answers’
being responsive to the interviewers’ questions and silence and response tokens, as well
as a product of the interviewees rushing through possible turn-transition points and other
floor holding devices. Through a focus on formulation sequences, I also demonstrate

that the main activity of the interaction is to produce ‘detailed’ and ‘comprehensive’ talk

on “this-or-that” topic.

In my next chapter, I will build on this work, showing in more detail how interviewers
‘facilitate’ interviewees in accomplishing ‘detailed’ and ‘comprehensive’ talk. I will
show how this process of facilitation allows the interviewees the possibility to construct
their identity in relation to the topic of talk in whatever way they desire. I show how the

qualitative interview can facilitate interviewees constructing, what I call, “‘morally

adequate’ topically-aligned identities.

The following empirical chapters, and the thesis as a whole, are centred on generating an
awareness that both speakers part in the talk 1s essential to “how it comes oft” and
showing that this awareness should equally be centred on the identities they locally
accomplish in and through their talk. The implication for qualitative interview research

is that an awareness (and analysis) of the both speakers lived practices 1s central.
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Since Cicourel’s (1964) groundbreaking work, a small number of studies, discussed
below, have highlighted the interactional nature of interview talk. My work seeks to add

more empirical evidence to this debate and expand on some of the insights of this work.

Let us mitially focus on how the interviewer and interviewee locally collaborate to

produce the talk.

3.1 The organization of a qualitative interview

As the thesis documents some of the lived practices in and through which qualitative
interviews are ‘organized’, I initially focus on some of the mundane organizational
activities: how turns of talk are ‘allocated’ (turn-taking organization), the ‘courses of
action’ accomplished in and through these turns (sequence organization) and how
specific courses of action are ‘organized’ over the whole interaction (structural
organization). Let us view a ‘proto-typical’ stretch of talk in order to demonstrate some

organizational properties of qualitative interviews':

Extract 3.1

1 Ben: cause er, (0.4) a lot of people have different

2 views, >and things=I think, < discuss:1on. is

3 the best way rather then, (1.1) wo:rk sheets

4 °and things like that, <I don’t think yeah.>°

5 (0.2)

6 IR:  °(s-) >coming back to the cards then< what

7 did you think of the exercise, with the® °°cards.®®=
8

9

Ben: =I thought that was good, (0.2) cause erm,
(1.4) (tt) I- did find a few things out
10 tha-°t°, (0.3) I didn’t know before, (0.4)

11 but er:m, (1.0) °sort of like. (0.9) some of

' A considerable part of the analysis and argument in this chapter is undertaken in and through a
discussion of Extract 3.1.  This is not to say I am engaging in a version of single-case analysis (ct.
Schegloff 1987 and Chapter Eight). Rather, it is a reflection of “the relative non-exhaustibility of what
one might be able to dig out and use from what at first glance is relatively uninteresting” (Sacks 1992,
Spring 1967: 549) as well as [t]he idea being, then, to come back to the singular things we observe in a
singular sequence, with some rules that handle those singular features, and also necessarily handle lots
of other events as well, other than this fragment’ (Sacks 1992, Spring 1971: 339). And what the extract
documents (among other things), are the ‘rules’, methods, norms, procedures, routines... that are the
bedrock of the lived practices of ‘(semi-)open-ended interviewing’ in my data-set.
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12 the effects: and er.° (0.4)

13 IR: “>(could y-) tell me,< can you tell me what sort of things,°

14 Ben: er::°(h)°m. (1.9) I can’t actu(huh)ally re(heh)me(hh)mber

((continues))

We can clearly see that IR’s turns are made up of questions, 6-7 and 13. Ben’s turns, 8-
12 and 14 onwards, are answers to those questions. This pattern of interviewer aligned
as questioner and interviewee aligned as answerer is a massively observable feature of
the data-set. This same feature can be found within other conversation analytic material,
notably the research on interviews, whether, news interviews (Heritage 1985, Clayman
1988, Greatbatch 1988, Heritage and Greatbatch 1991, Heritage and Roth 1995), job
interviews (Button 1987/1992), psychiatric intake interviews (Bergmann 1992), ‘quality
of life’ interviews (Antaki and Rapley 1996) qualitative research interview (Mazeland
and ten Have 1996/8, Watson and Weinberg 1982, Widdicombe and Wooffitt 1995) and
structured research interviews (Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000, Suchman and Jordon 1990)
and also in various sequences of court room interaction (Atkinson 1992, Atkinson and
Drew 1979, Drew 1992), doctor-patient interaction (Frankel 1984, ten Have 19990,
Heath 1986) teacher-pupil interaction (Mehan 1979), counsellor-client interaction
(Perikyld 1995, Silverman 1997). Also within everyday/ordinary conversation such a
feature is grossly observable (Sacks 1992).

Within the space of the qualitative interview, as Extract 3.1 above shows, as well as the
other research on interviews, one speaker aligned as questioner and the other aligned as
answerer, is the stable format, or home-base (cf. Perdkyld and Silverman 1991a) of the
participants. This may appear as a relatively unremarkable feature to highlight, but 1t

cannot be stressed enough that is the foundational feature of the talk that makes it
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observable-reportable as an interview, for both participants and analyst®. I should note
that in ‘everyday talk’ such a method, the chaining of questions and answers, is a highly
visible and regular phenomenon. However when only one speaker is consistently the
questioner this may be treated as ‘strange’, as accountable, by the speakers®. Of course,
within “institutional talk’ such a feature may also be accounted for. Heritage and
Sorjonen (1994) note that in health visitor-client interaction prior to the form-filling
stage of the interaction (which is accomplished through an extended question-answer
chain), the health visitor prefaces this activity with a description of ‘what-is-to-come’.
Within HIV counselling, counsellors regularly produce prospective and retrospective

Justifications for asking questions (and follow-up questions) about clients’ behaviour

(Silverman 1997).

Despite this, the method of one speaker aligned solely as questioner and the other as
answerer, 1s the home-base (cf. Perdkyla and Silverman 1991a) for these speakers and as

such should be the home-base from which an analysis of these interactions is built.

3.1.1 The interview communication format

Perédkyld and Silverman (1991a) have shown how two distinct ‘communication formats’,

the interview format (hereafter IW) and the information delivery format (hereafter ID),

* Yet this understanding of the interview glosses over a myriad of work that gets done when the speakers
produce talk hearable as "questions’ and ‘answers’. For example in my data-set, interviewees routinely
work to produce themselves as ‘locally appropriate morally-adequate types-of-answerers’ and
interviewers routinely work to produce themselves as both ‘neutral and facilitatory types-of-questioners’.
This i1dentity-work comes off in and through their answers and questions, as well as other actions, such
as responses tokens and silence. Also such a gloss only refers to “traditional’ versions of qualitative
interviewing. Some types of active interviewing, for example Douglas’s (1985) “Creative
Interviewing’, or Ellis’s (1991) interviews carried out under the rubric of an "‘emotional sociology’,
advocate mutual self-disclosure by interviewer and interviewee. In these cases, interviewers can
routinely produce talk that 1s not even minimally a question. However, the actual ‘lived practise’ may
be different from what 1s “advocated’.

? Garfinkel’s (1967) classic demonstrations exemplify this point. In producing the taken-for-granted-as-
strange through repeated requests for specification the “requester’ 1s held accountable. I also have a
personal experience that nicely demonstrates the point I am raising. On my way to an appointment, for
which I was late, I walked past a shop and noticed a friend I had not seen for a long period of time. I
entered the shop and started to talk to him, this involved a series of ‘rapid fire’ questions from me on
what he “had been up to”. Part way through the conversation the shop assistant interrupted and said to
me (something like) “easy mate, this ain’t an interrogation room/police station”. Whatever the exact
words were, this example shows how another speaker, in this case the overhearing audience, may make

someone solely adopting the role of questioner accountable.
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‘cover most of the talk done’ (629) in AIDS counselling *. In IW the counsellor is
aligned as a ‘questioner’ and a patient is aligned as a ‘answerer’. Perikyld and

Silverman note that

“The basic structure of the IW appears to be a very simple chain of questions
and answers. The participants often produce long sequences of interaction where
[counsellors] act exclusively as questioners and [patients] correspondingly as

answerers. The production of these appears very unproblematic.’ (630)

In the ID the counsellor is aligned as speaker (offering large packages of information)
and the patient is aligned as recipient (often only producing acknowledgement tokens).

They note that

“The two stable formats have at least two features in common regarding

the local 1dentities they allocate to the participants. First, in both of them the
|counsellor] 1s 1n an initiatory role and the [patient] in a responsive one

(ct. Greatbatch 1988). The [counsellors] initiate the actions that project the
adequate next action by the [patients]. This also entails control of the topical
focusing and the opening and the closing of the consultation. Second, 1in both
stable formats, the counsellor is allocated a knowledgeable 1dentity. In information
delivery, this is realized in the production of specialist knowledge; and in interview,
it means a warrant to ask questions and sometimes to evaluate answers’

[authors’ emphasis] (638)

This broad description of the practice of the interview communication format documents,
as may be expected through the title it is given, the lived practices of participants in my
data-set’. The counsellor/interviewer initiates the talk, controls topical focus and opens
and closes the talk. As the authors point out, although the interviewer may lack
knowledge® about the interviewee’s experiences on ‘this or that topic’ that the questions
raise, the interviewer’s role as knowledgeable is situated in and through the series ot
questions they ask, the act of asking the questions and ‘rarely’ offering surprise or

reaction to the answers through change of state tokens (cf. Heritage 1984, Atkinson

1992).

* See also Perakyld 1995, Silverman 1997, Taylor 1999 in reference to various “formats’ in AIDS

counselling and ten Have 19990 in reference to formats in GP-patient consultations.
> A possible future area of analysis is a detailed focus on the difference between the qualitative interview

and counselling and/or other talk that occurs in the interview communication format.
6 This is not in reference to any psychological state but instead a ‘lack of knowledge” that 1s

demonstrated in and through the talk.
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Simular findings, about the centrality of question and answer chains, have been
established within the research on the news interview (Greatbatch 1988, Heritage and
Greatbatch 1991). From this literature the ‘communication format’ is glossed as ‘turn-
type pre-allocation’. This is identical to the IW format discussed by Perdkyli and
Silverman (1991a), in that question-answer adjacency pairs are chained and after each

answer the interviewer can produce a further question. Heritage and Greatbatch tell us

that:

‘[c]Jompliance with these procedures is, in part, what distinguishes a radio

or I'V "interview” from a “discussion”. Similarly, in the ways that the
participants adhere to these procedures, they constitute themselves - for one
another and for the news audience - as [interviewer] and [interviewee]
respectively. We stress that the terms “question” and “answer” only minimally
characterise the data. ... [Utterances] overwhelmingly remain packaged within

turns that remain minimally recognizable as questions and answers.’

(1991, 98)

As such, the IW is portrayed as ‘stable’ within the news interview as well. A similar

narrative exists within the CA literature on the structured research interview (Suchman

and Jordan 1990, Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000).

The IW seems a powerful ‘format’ that 1s at the centre of many institutional activities; it
also offers us, as analysts, a framework from which to explore further the question ‘how
it 1s that the thing comes off as it does’. Such a cursory understanding of the format
directs our attention to the centrality of both ‘question’ and ‘answer’ turn-types (and the
identities questioner and answerer) as well as the relationship between them. An analysis
of the talk, even at this gross level, demonstrates that 1t 1s collaboratively produced and

as such an awareness of how this collaboration ‘comes off’ i1s central.

With few exceptions, outlined below, little analytic attention has been given to the
detailed ways that interview-talk is locally and collaboratively produced. Some
approaches focus on the construction of accounts (e.g. Wetherell 1998), others talk
about the co-construction of accounts but with little of the actual analytic attention, or

the level of transcription detail needed to document this, being given (e.g. Holstein and

Gubrium 1995,1997a).
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Over 30 years after Cicourel’s (1964) work, CA and EM has started to focus on

qualitative interviewing, offering a distinctly local approach to answer the question ‘how
1s 1t that the interview comes off?”. Baker (1984, 1997) has focused on how the
categories that interviewers implicitly invoke in their questions are central to producing
interviewees’ talk, the categories they invoke and identities they speak from. Watson
and Weinberg (1982) show how interviewees and interviewers collaborate in producing
the interviewees’ identities and biographies as ‘male homosexual’. Widdicombe and
Wooftitt (1995) continue this vein of work, studying semi-structured interviews with
members of youth subcultures. They document how interviewers’ opening questions -
“tell me something about yourself ...” - are responded to by interviewees as ‘invitations’
to describe themselves as members of a specific subcultural category - “I am a Goth”.

They also show the methods interviewees draw on to resist categorising themselves in

terms of a subcultural identity - “I dunno I hate those sort of questions”™.

Mazeland and ten Have (1996/8) have shown how an interview is a negotiation between
the extra-local research agenda and the local in situ interaction, documenting what they
call ‘the essential tension’ in interviews. In a similar vein, Hester and Francis (1994)
offer an insightful ‘radically local’ understanding of one interview. They document the
mundane work in the interview, how it is locally managed and practically accomplished.
They note that the ‘talk is produced with minimum interactional involvement on the part
of the interviewer. ... [T]he only rule the interviewer seems to follow is one which could

be characterised as “let the subject talk” * (692).

As I noted in Chapter One, while these sources make an important point they can gloss
over the relevance of the interviewer’s work in producing the talk. Underlying all
research interviews is the tension between an extra-local need to collect data on a topic
and a here-and-now interactional event in which this data 1s collected in and through
talk-in-interaction (Suchman and Jordan 1990, Antaki and Rapley 1996, Mazeland and
ten Have 1996/1998,). A detailed description of how qualitative interviewers manage
this tension - the practical solutions they draw - is still in an embryonic stage in the

current CA/EM literature.  Following this, it is not by ‘chance’ that a primary tocus of

the thesis is on interviewers’ lived practices.
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However, 1n most ‘“interview based’ journal articles, only the interviewees’ talk is given

(ct. Silverman 1998). More importantly in this type of work the analysis focuses on the

interviewees’ talk on “this or that” fopic, whether the focus be on what is said or the

how 1t 1s said.

I teel we should not see the topics raised in the talk as somehow ‘distanced’ from the

local context of its production (Silverman 1993). These topics are talked into being in

and through interaction.

As the interview format shows, the topical trajectory is a product, in part at least, of
interviewers’ questions. This is especially clear as the interviewers are positioned,
within the interview format, as the initiators of talk and thus the topics of talk. It 1s to

this 1ssue, how the interviewers 1nitiate talk, to which I will now turn.

3.2 ‘Doing questions’

Above, I have said that the vast majority of interviewers’ turns consist of questions, yet
these turns, despite all being ‘questions’ have differing relationships to the surrounding
talk. I have identified two types of question which can be glossed as: ‘topic-shifting’ or
‘topically-disjunctive’ questions and ‘follow-up’ questions. These two question types,
and their sequential relationship, are a central resource through which the fopical

trajectory of the talk is produced and maintained. Let us return to Extract 3.1 to

exemplify the work they do:

Extract 3.1

1 Ben: cause er, (0.4) a lot of people have different
2 views, >and things=I think,< discuss:1on. 1s

3 the best way rather then, (1.1) wo:rk sheets

3 °and things like that, <I don’t think yeah.>®

5 (0.2)

6 [R:  °(s-) >coming back to the cards then< what «a
7
8

did you think of the exercise, with the® °°cards.®*=

Ben: =Ithought that was good, (0.2) cause erm, b

>0



9 (1.4) (tt) I- did find a few things out

10 tha-°t°, (0.3) I didn’t know before, (0.4)

11 but er:m, (1.0) °sort of like. (0.9) some of

12 the effects: and er.° (0.4)

13 IR:  °>(could y-) tell me,< can you tell me what sort of things,° <«C

14 Ben: er::°(h)°m. (1.9) I can’t actu(huh)ally re(heh)me(hh)mber

((continues))

At arrow ‘a’ IR produces a ‘retrospective topicaliser’ a question that is topically
disjunctive from Ben’s previous talk. This topic change is clearly marked by IR through
the question preface ‘°(s-) >coming back to the cards then<’. This preface works to highlight
the work that is about to occur, the work of topic change’. The preface to the question
hearably produces the question as topically-disjunctive®. Ben then produces a
‘newsworthy event report’ (arrow b), which takes the form of an multi-unit turn answer.
At arrow ‘¢’ IR produces a further question, that ‘topicalizes’ an issue introduced in

Ben’s prior report.

Button and Casey (1984) highlight how a similar sequence - [introduce fresh topic-
newsworthy event report-topicaliser] can operate in everyday/ordinary talk. In ordinary
talk, topic change frequently occurs without any such ‘boundary work’ - ‘°(s-) >coming
back to the cards then<’ - occurring (Sacks 1987). Perakylad (1995) has shown that, in
AIDS counselling, such clear ‘boundary work’ for the generation of new topics 1s usually
undertaken 1n a similar fashion to Extract 3.1 above. He notes that in ordinary
conversation the ‘role’” of topic elicitor is not pre-specified, whereas in AIDS

counselling, and in this data-set, fopic initiation is massively the role of counsellors and

interviewers respectively.

" For a detailed analysis of the work of question prefacing, see Chapters Five and Six.

® When I use the phrase ‘hearably produced’ I mean to emphasise that rather than the action I am
reporting on being implicit, the action that is being undertaken 1s being explicitly shown to be done by
the speaker through the action itself. By this I mean the speaker 1s making the action visibly reflexive
or visibly accountable. A comparable analogy may be when someone says something like ‘1t was huge’
and at the same time they stretch their arms out wide to emphasise, or make clear, the point being made.
When I say hearably produced I mean to say that the “arm-stretch’ i1s done through verbal means.

> or discourse identity (cf. Zimmerman 1998) or turn-gencrated category (ct. Watson 1994).
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Let us view some other examples of topically-disjunctive questions:

Extract 3.2

1 ((tape switched on))

2 IR: “(this1ser de de ) just stick it there (0.4)

3 SO 1t can pick you up,°

4 (0.3)

5 okay >to start off with< if you just wanna (.) tell me a bit
6 about yourself, and what your doing at sixth form

7 °.hh® and what your, interested 1n.

8 gwen: erm:::. (0.3) I'm do:ing:: (.) psychology:: (.) english language:
9 >and sociology a levels:, <

10 IR: oh, right.

11 (0.5)

12 gwen: er::m. (0.2) >because I'm quite interested as I want to
13 get into psy.<chol,ogy..

Extract 3.3

24 dan: C°er english lit theatre studies

25 and sociology [( )°

26 IR: [oh, right. all a levels.

27 dan: °yeah a levels® °°( )°°

28 IR: “okay.°

29 dan: °( )°

30 IR: o:kay. er:m: (0.4) >o:kay. so thin:<Kking, (0.3)

31 specifically about the peer=ed group, [can you tell
32 dan: [°mm.°

33 IR: me:, er:m: ho:w you first heard about it and

34 °when that was:.®

35 dan: er:m. (0.7) when I first heard about it it was mentioned
Extract 3.4

| Ben: illeg:al at our ag::e- it’s: (1.0) <not s0.> (0.5)

2 > don’t know.< you: >f::<eel more comfortable

3 with it. °©an:d.°° (0.2)

4 IR: °>c¢’n? we-<=jus kinda, go back to the session,

S again.=
6 Ben: =hm:: .=

T

T

)
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7 IR:  =do you think-, were=they- were they what «—

8 you expected?® “—
9 (.)

10  Ben: °c.hhh® TER::[M:] (1.2) no? not

Extract 3.5

| Jill; age,=they should do a lot of them.

2 (0.3)

3 IR “0:kay, >1s there anything else you want to say,<° «—
4 Jill: no:;=that’s it,

5 IR °0:kay. then.® can you just er:m:, (.) <«
6 ( )

7 ((tape turned off))

All these topic-shifting questions (arrowed) have a preface (shown in bold) to the
questioming component. And this is a grossly observable feature throughout the data-
set, the massive majority of questions that seek to produce topically-disjunctive talk are

prefaced.

The prefaces all work to forecast that ‘something’ is occurring. The prefaces in Extract
3.1 (arrow a), 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 all work to mark explicitly that the context from which
the topic of the question 1s formed 1s nof from the interviewees’ immediately prior talk.
These question prefaces all work to ‘give instructions as to how the action of [the
speaker’s] utterance is to be appreciated’ (Sacks 1992, Winter 1969, 8:135). They
provide contextual information, that this question i1s not following-up the topic of the
immediately prior talk. With Extract 3.5, unlike the other prefaces that ‘unequivocally’
mark a new topical trajectory, the preface ‘o:kay,” works to acknowledge the prior talk

and forecast a possible topic-transition (cf. Beach 1993, 1995) but does not ofter any

further contextual information.

All these questions work to provide some form of account - either explicitly (Extracts
3.1-3.4) or implicitly (Extract 3.5) - for the fact that the interviewer 1s drawing on some
other source of ‘talk’ for the question. These sources include talk from an earlier

sequence (Extract 3.1 arrow a, 4) and new, previously undiscussed, areas (Extract 3.2,
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3.3,3.5). Note that with Extract 3.5, that despite the family resemblance to the other

questions ‘something else is going on’. This question offers a different ‘frame of

relevance’ for the-sort-of-things-that-should-be-included-in-the-answer. At this point, I

only want to note that, compared with the other questions, the interviewee is ‘relatively

free’ to introduce the specific topic'".

All these questions do similar work - initiating topically-disjunctive talk - but they do
differ quite considerably in relation to how they orientate to the interviewees’ prior

topic-talk. It 1s this relationship to the prior topic-talk that I will now turn to.

3.2.1 1opic Initiators
Perdkyld (1995) has done some detailed work on topic-shifting in AIDS counselling. He

found three distinct types of topic-initial elicitors:

* retrospective topic initial elicitor (T1E) ‘[which] make relevant a
description of the past events or the present state of life of the

client as an answer’ (1ibid. 243).

* open-topic TIE ‘[which] do not specity the
temporal (or other) character of the sought-after matter’ (1bid. 245).

* distress-relevant TIE ‘[which] conveys indirectly

to the client an invitation to disclose his or her fears’ (ibid. 251).

He also identifies another question type, a question that ‘refrieve[s] themes that were
mentioned or absent in clients’ earlier talk’ [authors emphasis] (257). These questions
are similar to TIEs in that they are ‘fresh first acts’, but they differ in that 1) they use the

clients previous talk (nof immediately prior but in the same encounter) as resource for

question and 2) the counsellor is more ‘active’ in defining the question.

' Such questions are discussed in detail below, in section 3.6, ‘The closing questions’.
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Using Perakyld’s work, let me offer a typology for the topically-disjunctive questions in
my data-set. Initially I would like to gloss these questions as ‘not-tollowing-up-the-

immediately-prior-talk’, by this I mean that all these questions do not use the

interviewees’ immediately prior talk as a resource for the topical focus of the question,

they are all fresh first acts. We can then further divide the questions into categories:

*Retrospective-T]Es: specifies a previously

undiscussed theme of talk (see Extract 3.2, 3.3)

*Retrospective topicaliser: retrieves theme mentioned from

interviewees talk (see Extract 3.1, arrow a, 3.4)

*Open-11Ls: does not specify the theme of the talk
(see Extract 3.5 and 3.15, 3.16 below)

This typology begins to make more sense if we position where in the transcript such
questions occur.  Please view Figure 3.1 in relation to Extracts 3.2-3.5, as they are also

presented in the sequential order they routinely appear in an interview.

Figure 3.1: The trajectory of the interviewer’s topic initiating questions within a

typical’ interview.

((tape turned on))
\
Retrospective-TIE [ice-breaker]
)
Retrospective-TIE [focuses-talk-on-themes-for-the-rest-of-the-interview}

v

Retrospective topicalizer [retrieves general/specific themes
raised by interviewee]
\)

Retrospective topicalizer [retrieves general/specific themes
raised by interviewee]
\)

((retrospective topicalizers continues until))
)

Open-TIE [interviewee asked to raise any 1ssucs not
previously talked about]
y

((tape turned off))
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The retrospective-TIEs occur at the beginning of the talk. They work to specify the
‘introductory’ topical areas, the first question focuses the talk on introductory issues ‘to
start off with’ (1n some senses working as an ‘ice-breaker’). The interviewer’s next
retrospective-TIE, when the speakers are engaged in ‘thin:<king, (0.5) specifically’ , does
not talk up any themes that the interviewee has mentioned in any of the prior talk. The
discussion of this topic, ‘the peer=ed group’, is the reason why the interviews are being
conducted, the ‘institutional mandate’. A retrospective-topicaliser, a question that re-
topicalises a general/specific theme the interviewee has introduced in earlier (but not the
immediately prior talk) follows: ‘go back to the session, again.” . These retrospective-
topicalisers continue until at some point, the interviewer produces an open-TIE, which
allows the interviewee to talk on any theme that they would like to raise. After the

interviewee has raised ‘this or that 1ssue’ the interview 1s closed.

I should note that, as the heading to the diagram highlights, such a description 1s an
ideal-type configuration for what is inherently a /ived practice. Interestingly, very
similar ‘taxonomies’ can be found in the methodological literature on “how to do

interviewing” albeit not in diagrammatic form (see for example Ackroyd and Hughes

1992, Mason 1996, Smith 1995).

Elsewhere, deviations from this format do occur. In two interviews, no open-TIE 1s
produced hence such an action is clearly optional to the format. In one interview no
‘ice-breaker question’ is produced and ‘background information’ is collected at the end
of the interview. However, I should note that this deviant case can be accounted for by
what Perikyld (1997) has called ‘ambulatory events’. The interviewer and interviewee
were friends, so prior to the tape being switched on about a half-hour of ‘ice-breaking
talk’ had occurred. The ‘background information’ was collected at the end of the
interview and is explicitly marked as “something-that-should-have-occurred-at-the-start”.
The interviewer claims forgetfulness and then ask for the information.  Despite this
deviation from the trajectory, so that the question is produced as tag-component of the

interview, it is marked that it should ordinarily have come at the start.

56



3.2.2 Discussion

This trajectory of questions builds on the interview format (IW) described by Perdkyla
and Silverman (1991a). This method of topic-shifting questions being used to move
across distinct topical areas of the talk is not unique to qualitative interviews, vet it is one
feature, or method, that produces this talk as (semi-)open-ended interview talk. In

ordinary talk, such a method could be used but may be treated as strange if it is the only

way that distinct topical transition occurs.

In various moments of institutional talk such a method - topic shifting - is often found,
we need only think of the closed, or structured interview where topic change occurs
rapidly from question to question. Yet, in structured interviews the questions are not
always prefaced, as the work of topic shifting is not explicitly and repeatedly attended in
the talk, although 1t may be explicitly orientated to in the talk prior to the questioning
stage commencing (Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000) or, in and through, such methods as
‘and’-prefacing questions (see Heritage and Sorjonen 1994 in relation to a form-filling in
health-visitor/client interaction). Although, in structured interviews the same trajectory
of topically-disjunctive questions may occur, there may be an ice-breaker question,
followed by a focusing question etc. To take another example, in AIDS counselling,
especially family therapy (Perdkyld 1995) a similar trajectory and prefacing-style work

can be found.

Clearly this trajectory and prefacing work 1s not unique to qualitative interviewing. It is
one method through which (semi)open-ended interviewing 1s produced. The other
methods which the rest of this chapter (and the thesis as whole) seeks to describe, taken
collectively, are (some of) the methods that makes the talk distinct as qualitative
interview talk. The next method through which the talk ‘comes off as 1t does’ is the

follow-up question and this is the fundamental method for the talk to come off.
3.2.3 The follow-up question

In order to understand further the role of the topic-shifting question we need to

understand the talk that occurs between these questions. Let us return to Extract 3.1.
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Extract 3.1

1 Ben: cause er, (0.4) a lot of people have different

2 views, >and things=I think, < discuss:ion. is

3 the best way rather then, (1.1) wo:rk sheets

4 “and things like that, <I don’t think yeah.>°

S (0.2)

6 IR:  °(s-) >coming back to the cards then< what

7 did you think of the exercise, with the® °°cards.°°=
8 Ben: =] thought that was good, (0.2) cause erm,

9 (1.4) (tt) I- did find a few things out

10 tha-°t°, (0.3) I didn’t know before, (0.4)

11 but er:m, (1.0) °sort of like. (0.9) some of

12 the effects: and er.© (0.4)

13 IR:  °>(could y-) tell me,< can you tell me what sort of things,° «—

14 Ben: er::°(h)°m. (1.9) I can’t actu(huh)ally re(heh)me(hh)mber

((continues))

As noted above , the IR’s question at 6-7 1s a ‘retrospective topicaliser’, a question that
retrieves a theme that was mentioned 1n the prior talk (but not the immediately prior
talk). Ben answers this question. IR with his question at 13 asks Ben to specify part of
his immediately prior answer. This question acts as a request for
clarification/elaboration/more information/specification. This question follows-up, or 1s
contingent on the talk immediately prior to it. Heritage and Sorjonen offer a definition

of what they gloss as ‘contingent queries’. They tell us that:

‘Contingent 1inquires emerge in environments 1n which there 1s (1) some

“unexpected” or “problematic” response to the prior question, where (11) the

inquiry sustains the topical focus of the preceding question/answer

sequence; it thereby (iii) treats the prior response as embodying some

problem that needs to be dealt with, and (iv) it is recognizably produced as

ad hoc or contingent in character, rather than as “anticipated” or “prefigured”

(1bid. 1994: 11).
The follow-up question in Extract 3.1 (arrowed) is used to follow-up a response that
offers limited-informational-content(-for-the-purposes-of-this-interaction). This

question can be given the gloss of ‘a request for information” and fundamentally work as

‘a request for more information on “some thing” mentioned by Ben’.
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As Annsi Perakyld (personal communication) noted, the question is only “problematic” in
a ‘weak’ sense. A follow-up question is not orientating to the inadequacy of the prior

talk 1n terms of 1ts hearability as an ‘answer’ to some prior question, rather that the

answer needs some specification.

The tollow-up question is the question most used by the interviewer. With one

interview, I decided to ‘count the countable’"’

. and 77 out of 87 questions the
interviewer asked were follow-up questions. The other ten questions all opened up new
areas of talk, they all worked to introduce a ‘fresh’ topic to the interview. I didn’t carry
on the counting over the other interviews in the data set, so I have no other figures to
offer. However, after analysing roughly 30 interviews this pattern - that the vast

majority of interviewers’ talk is made up of follow-up questions - still holds. Their role

within the talk and the overall trajectory of the talk is expressed in Figure 3.2

Figure 3.2: A gloss of the relationship between interviewers topic-shifting

questions and follow-up questions

Topic-shifting question
\)
Follow-up question
\)
Follow-up question
\)
((Follow-up question continues until))
v
Topic-shifting question
\)
Follow-up question
v
Follow-up question
\)
((Follow-up question continues until))

v
Topic-shifting question

As this diagram seeks to show, the focus of interviewers’ questioning turns (and
therefore their talk as a whole, as the majority of their turns are questions) is the follow-

up question. In this way, the main activity of the interviewers work within these

qualitative interviews is an orientation to the topical trajectory of interviewees’

1 of Silverman (1993).
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utterances. This 1s the fundamental difference between qualitative and fixed-choice

interviewing. This observation is further reinforced if we look (briefly) at the different

styles of follow-up question that interviewers adopt.

I have 1dentified two main types of follow-up question: prefaced and non-prefaced I

will focus on the prefaced follow-up question first.

3.2.4 The prefaced follow-up question

We enter the talk part way through Ben’s response to the follow-up question in Extract

3.1
Extract 3.6

24 Ben: erm

25 (1.2)

26  Ben: .hhImean alot of people have sort of experienced
27 the <s:ofter drugs:.>

28 ()

29 Ben: “and things like that,® (.) so they do know a fair
30 bit about them.

31 IR:  °>so when you say the s:ofter drugs® °°what does
32 that mean.<®°

33 Ben: Well= Therm. (2.0) °tch® I suppos:e. (1.0) if we

34 >talkin about< drink and smoking as well.
35 () but er, (.) sort of cannabis:: lik:e.

IR produces a turn (arrowed) hearable - and attended to (33-35) - as a follow-up

question that works to stay on-topic and that seeks a clarification/elaboration on a

specific part of Ben’s previous answer, namely what he means by the term "<s:ofter

drugs:.>‘ (27).

Note that IR’s follow-up question is prefaced. Through the ‘so when you say’-preface the

question 1s hearably produced * as contingent on Ben’s talk. Note how IR produces the

question: ‘°>so when you say the s:ofter drugs® °°what does that mean.<°°’.

The whole preface

prior to the question component works to produce the question as connected to, or the

12 §ee footnote 8.
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product of, Ben’s talk. And this is used to align Ben to the topic of the question. The

'so when you say’-preface is not needed for the question to ‘survive’ or be hearable-

treatable as a question about the meaning of the term ‘softer drugs’.

The “°>so’ forecasts follow-up talk, then ‘when you say’ forecasts reported speech and thus
marks that IR is doing follow-up talk. The topical focus of the question is then
produced, ‘s:ofter drugs®” and marks that IR is doing reported speech. Note how IR
mirrors the sound stretch on the ‘s:ofter’ that Ben produced when he first introduced this
utterance at 27/. IR then produces the question-delivery component [QDC] (cf
Heritage and Greatbatch 1991), ‘°°what does that mean.<°®’.  The preface and QDC work
together to produce the question as ‘understandable’. The preface also attends to the
way that IR’s question topicalises talk prior to Ben’s last TCU, as in, IR does not target

the formulation ‘so they do know a fair bit about them’(29-30).

What makes the turn, and especially the prefacing work so ‘beautiful’ is the identity
work that 1t does. IR’s talk produces him in the identity of ‘questioner’.  And tied to
this are (massive number of) various associated 1dentities, for example: interrogator,
information-gatherer, interviewer, interested co-party, invitation-offerer, co-
conversationalist, empathetic-questioner, friend, adversary ... . The prefacing works to
downgrade the question as a product of a more ‘adversarial or bureaucratic’ 1dentity and
hearably upgrade the question as a product of a more ‘facilitatory’ identity. The “so when

you say’ -preface works to say ¢ I’m not responsible/accountable for introducing this

1> So this pragmatic optional utterance

topic, in fact you are as you introduced it
works to demonstrate and highlight for Ben that IR is following Ben’s talk, listening

closely and trying to work with Ben’s topic-talk.

The specific work that question-prefacing can do is documented in detail in Chapters
Five and Six. However, I simply want to note that a prefaced follow-up question 1s a
follow-up question that has a pragmatic, optional, utterance prior to the QDC. The
preface is not essential for the question to be heard as a question.  As the above

example demonstrated, prefacing does work for interviewers’, it works to downgrade the

01



relevancy of some identities associated with ‘questioner’ and upgrade others.

Essentially it can provide a more facilitatory (and/or neutralistic) edge’. Irrespective of

the particular role of the preface, we should note that IR’s turn works to promote a

detailed and comprehensive answer.

The other main type of follow-up question is the ‘non-prefaced follow-up question’.

This works in an identical way to the tollow-up question described above, yet it does not

have the pragmatic, optional utterances prior to the QDC*,

3.2.5 The ‘plain’ follow-up question

In Extract 3.7 below, the arrow shows the follow-up question. Prior to the talk, Ian has
been asked whether he thought the peer-educators had “had experiences with drugs”.

We join the talk part way through his answer.

Extract 3.7

—

Ian: >and they probably know the effects,

and all that.=you know, .hh but I don’t

think, I don’t think you could=have

actually. been there-=done that.=I don’t

think they’ve actually,<

what makes you say th°a:t.°= «—
[an: =>]don’t know,=it’s jus more like

erm:,< (1.8) 1t makes you feel like=more

O 0 0 AN W AW N
| o
g

like an organis:ation, whose helping

10 <pe:.op::le,> (1.1) ed,uca::.>te:,< (0.4) on
11 drugs:.
12 (0.5)

At 6, IR produces a follow-up question that complies with Heritage and Sorjonen’s

(1994) definition of a contingent query. It sustains the topical focus, treats the prior

'3 See also Buttny (1997, 1999) and Holt (1996, 2000) in relation to ‘doing reported speech’ and
downgrading ‘responsibility’ and ‘accountability’ for introducing the topic of the reported speech.

'* This is, somewhat, of a simplification as a very small number of the prefaced follow-up questions do
not always contain optional utterances. By this I mean the question would not survive as an intelligible
question without these utterances. For example the question delivery component (shown 1n bold) of the
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response as ‘problematic’ and is produced as ad hoc, in that it cannot be said to be
prefigured. The question works to topicalise Ian’s prior talk, what makes him ‘say’

peer-educators have not ‘actually. been there-=done that.’ (4), the indexical ‘that.’ referring to

‘drugs’. Ian then works to provide an account for his prior ‘thoughts’

The arrowed follow-up question in Extract 3.7 works as ‘a request for (more)
information’, and unlike the follow-up questions described above it is 7ot prefaced.
Let us briefly view another example. Prior to this extract, Dan has been asked “whether

he thinks his friendship would change if he discovered that one of his friends took

drugs”.

Extract 3.8

| dan; (>1 that<) I feel it would chan:ge (.)

2 I mean not the friendship, °<but>° but

3 certainly, >certain aspects when you think

4 about certain things< and (.) when >you

5 know things come up in discussion like

6 this<=it would er. (0.6) °something that >I

7 wouldn’t say is. [ er, <°]

8 IR: >[how w]ould it< change: what «—
9 would 1t change «—

10 dan: ohT I think you’d=er you’d you know

11 >certain things (on) the dis:<cussions: and

Again, this question 1s clearly contingent on Dan’s prior talk, it makes relevant a detailed
elaboration of Dan’s prior talk. It topicalises and makes ‘problematic’ Dan’s
descriptions of the ‘chan:ge (.)’ (1) that would take place if he discovered a friend took
drugs. Note how Dan provides euphemistic descriptions of the changes (cf. Bergmann

1992): that 1t would not change the friendship only ‘certain aspects ... certain things< ...

things’ (3- 5). And note that, despite IR’s question seeking detailed talk on this topic,

turn ‘>so can you tell me about< kinda, how you did it, and (.) where °you did it°’ would have to be
changed to ‘how did you do it and where did you do it’ if the preface were removed.
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Dan continues to produce a euphemistic description ‘you know >certain things’(10-11)"
With these question, as compared to that in Extract 3.6, the facilitatory edge (and its
related 1dentities) is slightly downgraded and the identity of ‘bureaucratic information-

gatherer’ and ‘adversarial interviewer’ are upgraded.

Within the data-set, there is a weighting towards ‘prefaced’ follow-up questions over
‘non-prefaced’ follow-up questions. However, as I have not undertaken an systematic
count this remains highly speculative.  Given that prefacing can be an economical way
to produce a question as ‘less blunt’ why are prefaces not used all the time? The
question should be, given that the interview ‘comes off” through both preface and non-
prefaced follow-up questions [the ‘answer’ to the ‘how question’], what 1s the local
function of this combination of questions used in these interactions? Do these question
styles do similar or dissimilar work? I began to think through these questions, and the

work of interviewers more generally, in Chapters Five, Six and Seven.

3.2.6 Summary

I have tried to develop a framework through which we can understand how the interview
format works within the ‘qualitative interview’. The speakers co-operatively align
themselves as questioner and answerer. The ‘questioner’, or interviewer, turns are
predominately made up of turns that can ‘minimally’ be called questions. These
questions are either topically disjunctive (they ‘talk up’ a topic not mentioned 1n the
immediately prior talk) or are contingent on the prior talk. The topic-shifting questions
introduce topics of talk on which the interviewer ‘would like’ the interviewee to tocus.
The follow-up questions, that make up the majority of interviewers’ questioning-turns,
then provide the possibility to gain very detailed and comprehensive talk on that topic.

They constantly seek ‘to unpack’ the prior talk, and allow a multiple number of issues

that the interviewee raises to be explored and/or followed up.

!> Following Silverman (1997), in and through continuing not to ‘unpack’ his own euphemistic |
descriptions Dan is ‘leaving it up to’ (73) IR to do the naming work. IR does produce some candidate

descriptions with his next question (data not shown). Like Maynard’s (1991) perspective display
sequence, rather than self-initiating his specific ‘take’ in relation to this topic, Dan only comments on

and ties his ‘moralising-about-possible-drug-taking-friends’ to descriptions that IR introduced.
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This finding echoes a ‘brief aside’ that Watson and Weinberg’s (1982) make in relation
to their qualitative interview data. They note that:

"The interviewer, through his questions, had a measure of control over the
alternation between advancing the narrative and introducing ‘background’

or "scenic’ features. In short, the interviewer’s line of questioning often took
on the format of an invited story where the interviewer, the story-recipient,

in various ways scts the relevancies of the story and where the respondent,

as the teller, has in many respects to tell the story which the recipient wishes
to hear. The line of questioning serves to maintain throughout the story that

margin of recipient control which is not found in volunteered (teller-initiated)

stories.” [My emphasis] (62).
As their hedges, shown in italics, document, the control over the topical trajectory is not

clear-cut but ‘subtly’ negotiated in and through both speakers talk.

3.2.7 A (re)specification

The notion of emphasizing the local collaborative production of talk needs to be refined
in the light of the above work. Interviewers are the questioners, the initiators of the
talk. Yet the interviewers are both the initiators and (selectively)-responsive-to-the-

interviewees-in-the-majority-of-the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>