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Abstract 

This dissertation uses a synthesis of the different ethnomethodological traditions in order 

to illustrate the way in which participants employ norms as resource for social action in the 

course of public arguments. For ethnomethodological research the methods for the 

analysis of such norms are available from the members themselves (Garfinkel, 2002). 

Hence, this dissertation employs these members’ methods in order to investigate the way 

in which norms are enacted, constructed and used as resources in the course of one 

particular practice of social conflict—a practice which I call “enticing a challengeable”. This 

dissertation explores this as yet un-described practice of maneuvering an opponent with 

‘obvious’ questions in order to subsequently make a damaging implication about them. In 

order to describe the way in which participants enact and employ norms in this practice I 

employ four methods; conversation analysis (CA), embodied analysis (EA), membership 

categorization analysis (MCA) and discursive social psychology (DSP). In doing so, this 

dissertation both describes the operation of the practice of enticing a challengeable and is 

able to compare and contrast the different traditions derived from the work the intellectual 

lineages of Garfinkel and Goffman.   

 

Data for this investigation is drawn from videos of arguments which take place in public 

and have been uploaded to the social media website YouTube, with additional materials 

from other public sources such as Fox News and the BBC. A collection of 37 instances of 

the practice is used as the basis for analysis in each chapter. The arguments revolve 

around political, social and moral divisions which do not threaten the integrity of the 

personal relationships of the parties to the argument, but do threaten their public identity.  

 



 
 

This dissertation describes the programs of research derived from these researchers 

which I have adopted in the current investigation. I differentiate between the member’s 

methods of analysis, and the academic’s program of research, in order to critically 

compare the different methods and programs. This dissertation presents a novel synthesis 

of research strategies applied to the description of the practice of enticing a challengeable 

which allows for a much wider analysis of the ethno-methods of order than was previously 

available. 

 

The dissertation is divided into two parts. The first, using CA and EA, details the resources 

used to enact the practice of enticing a challengeable. The second, using MCA and DSP, 

illustrates the social action which the practice of enticing a challengeable enacts. In the 

first part I use CA and EA to describe the sequential, epistemic, preference-organisational, 

turn-taking, configurational, facial and gestural resources which participants deploy in 

order to enact the practice of enticing a challengeable. In the second part I use MCA and 

DSP to illustrate the way in which these resources are used to enact challenges to the 

target’s adherence to a norm. Finally, in the course of this analysis I engage in a DSP 

critique a social psychological theory of group conflict, Self Categorisation Theory (SCT). 

 

Analysis in the second part describes the way in which in the course of this use of norms, 

challengers recast themselves as the agents of order as they propose a relative moral 

hierarchy between the norm-violating target and themselves, the order-enforcing 

protagonist. This dissertation illustrates the resources used by participants when becoming 

an agent of normativity in the course of one upmanship in public conflict—the practice of 

enticing a challengeable.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction:  
Conflict, arguments and action 
In conflict, straightforward actions generally lead to engagement, surprising actions generally lead 
to victory. 

Sun-Tzu (n.d.)  

 

Conflict is an integral part of everyday life. Everybody during the course of their lives 

engages in arguments, disagreements and disputes. We see conflicts in our world re-

presented to us via the media, or we may be unfortunate enough to live through wars, 

violence, and physical aggression. Conflict disturbs the peaceful flow of our lives (Collins, 

2008), stresses our bodies (Rodriguez, LeDoux, Sapolsky, 2009) and may cause long 

term damage to our mental health (McDonald, 2007). Within moments of conflict, 

participants in social scenes have the most to lose and the most to gain. Conflicts are 

social scenes rich with social order, made evident in and through the disorderliness of, and 

violations of, the held in common state of affairs (Garfinkel, 1963). In this dissertation I 

investigate one moment of conflict, in which social order is made and used by participants, 

in the course of a practice of strategic ‘questioning’. A practice deployed in order to set up 

normative challenges—which I have dubbed ‘enticing a challengeable’. 

 

1.1 Introduction: Groups in conflict-talk 
It is little wonder, given the stakes, that conflict has featured prominently as a topic of 

research and theory in social science (Collins, 2008). The founders of social science, 

among them Marx, Durkheim, Weber and Freud, each discussed conflict in their theorising 

about individuals and society (e.g. Marx, 1859; Durkheim, 1893; Weber, 1921; Freud, 

1926). Large bodies of research have followed in the intellectual traditions of these 

authors, dedicated to explaining, theorising, or reducing conflict in and between societies 

groups and individuals. These traditions, grossly generalised, have dealt with ‘macro’ 

forces, conflicts of scale, or processes to cause conflict ubiquitous to humans (Collins, 

2008:307) and they have dealt with them fairly well by their own account. But in the social 

science of ‘moments and their men’ (Goffman, 1967) what of the moments of conflict? The 

visceral contingency of conflict is the focus of this dissertation. 
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Conflict happens in places, between people, about things. There are stakes to conflict, 

whether they are emotional, relational, reputational, material or ideological. People do not 

engage in conflict without reason (Grimshaw, 1990)1

 

. Such, that for all the apparent 

disorder, even conflict is done in orderly ways (Coulter, 1990; Maynard, 1985)—whatever 

the reasons for the conflict might be. As with other forms of less troublesome interaction, 

there are ‘rules’ to conflict (Eisenberg and Garvey, 1981; Coulter, 1980; Goodwin and 

Goodwin, 1990). There are even rules for breaking the rules (Collins, 2008). Thus, conflict 

happens in real life places about serious things in which people are invested in orderly 

ways.  

This dissertation adopts the ethnomethodological program (Garfinkel, 2002) to investigate 

one moment of conflict—the practice of enticing a challengeable. I provide an overview of 

the programs of ethnomethodology which I use to describe this moment of conflict in the 

next chapter. In this chapter I will deal with a description of the orderliness of conflict using 

data and literature before I present an overview of the current investigation. However, 

before this overview some refinement of terms is necessary.  

 

The term ‘conflict’ is a theoretically loaded notion with only a very generic adequacy for 

describing specific instances where people might be fighting, quarrelling, arguing, 

debating, killing, harassing or endless other particular and specific forms of social action 

(Grimshaw, 1990). The term conflict is typically deployed in those areas of the social 

sciences which deal with ‘larger’ social forces—such as politics, sociology or social 

psychology—to deal with descriptions of adversarial situations between ‘groups’ (e.g. 

Coser, 1956; Simmel, [1922] 1955). That is, it deals with a description of those social 

situations, or a generic sum of social situations, in which ‘people like us’ get in to 

arguing/fighting/debating or whatever with ‘people not like us’ (c.f. Sacks, 1995:708; 

Coser, 1956:127; Simmel, [1922] 1955:16–21).  

 

                                                           
1 Barring of course mental illness, and even in those cases their reasons may be ‘good’ in their own 
worldview (Blum, 1970; Roca-Cuberes, 2008).  
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For the current investigation the relevant point is these contexts in which ‘conflict’ is used 

as a descriptive term, namely— to deal with social situations of and in ‘public’ (Fine, 2010). 

Further, that the term ‘conflict’ is frequently further specified when used regarding within 

group disturbances where ‘structures’ break down and solidarity is threatened (e.g. 

‘disputes’ or ‘within-group conflict’ c.f. Schmidt and Branscombe, 2001). Given the great 

variety of social situations that the term conflict may describe, in order to get at just one 

moment of conflict I am going to focus on conflict-talk (Grimshaw, 1990) in public places 

where persons are representing groups. The data collection strategies I detail in section 

1.4 reflect this choice. Ultimately, the moment(s) of conflict-talk that are the practice of 

enticing a challengeable exhibit these particular features of publicness, groupness and ‘us-

them’—a matter I detail across the course of the analysis.  

 

It should be noted I have no intention of trying to define ‘conflict’. As Sacks (1995:107) 

argues, definitions take for granted that we already know everything we need to know 

about a phenomenon—however, there is a great deal yet to uncover about conflict. 

Instead, I will try and be specific about the social situations I am describing and I will 

proceed inductively, letting analysis precede description.  

 

As I noted previously there is a large body of work on conflict, and therefore there is prior 

work on conflict-talk, the practices of arguing-with and the general structural properties of 

adversarial interaction. In this chapter I outline this prior research (section 1.2), illustrating 

some of the central points with examples, before presenting a dissertation outline (section 

1.3) and a description of the data collection strategies (section 1.4). 

 

1.2 Prior research 
Previous research on conflict-talk has unpacked the basic organisation of ‘argument’ or 

adversarial exchanges along with some detailed work on specific practices and specific 

contexts of conflict. In this section I provide an overview of this basic organisation of 

conflict (with accompanying examples) along with a sketch of some of the research on 

conflict-talk relevant to the practice of enticing a challengeable. One important field which I 

do not detail in this section, or this dissertation, is rhetorical studies of argumentation. 
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Thus, before proceeding to the description of conflict-talk, I briefly deal with rhetoric as it 

relates to the current investigation.  

 

As Antaki (1994:140) notes, researchers investigating the rhetoric of argument have 

largely focused on practices of arguing-for something rather than arguing-with someone 

(see also Billig, 1996). Antaki describes the difference between the sense of arguing-

with—the quarrelling adversarial exchange—and arguing-for—the particular reasoning 

behind putting forward a position. The methods of arguing-for something, making and 

backing a claim, need not always be done within conflict-talk (Antaki, 1994:141). People 

certainly do use such practices within conflict-talk, but they are not constitutive of conflict 

talk (Hutchby, 1996:21). Furthermore, as Antaki (1994) and Hutchby (1996) demonstrate, 

the field of argumentation theory pays little concern to the ways in which opposition 

functions in the construction of disputes based on real data of real moments of conflict. 

Thus, because I am investigating the moments of conflict-talk, argumentation theory is not 

dealt with here despite the tangential relevance of the field.2

 

 

An exemplar of the difference between arguing-for and arguing-with is highlighted in an 

example drawn from the fictional comedy television show Monty Python’s Flying Circus. In 

order to capture the moments of conflict-talk this dissertation employs excerpts of talk 

transcribed and presented in text. I discuss transcription and the data collection further in 

section 1.4. However, in the current chapter I will employ the fictional argument presented 

in example 1.1 below in order to exemplify the points made in prior research. In this scene 

‘M’ has engaged ‘A’ on a fee for service basis in order to engage in a ‘2 minute argument’. 

 

Example 1.1 ‘Monty Python Argument Clinic’; part 13

URL: 

 

http://youtu.be/kQFKtI6gn9Y [01:50-02:40] 
1.  M:      Oh look, this isn't an argument. 
2.  A:      Yes it is. 
3.  M:      No it isn't. It's just contradiction. 
4.  A:      No it isn't. 

                                                           
2 It is also not dealt with because of ‘ethnomethodological indifference’ to such theoretical fields. I discuss 
EM’s indifference to theory further in section 7.4.  
3 This is a simplified version of the transcription method I employ in this dissertation. I discuss transcription 
further in section 1.4 and 2.1.3 in the next chapter.  

http://youtu.be/kQFKtI6gn9Y�


Chapter 1: Introduction: conflict, arguments and action 

5 
 

5.  M:      It is! 
6.  A:      It is not. 
7.  M:      Look, you just contradicted me. 
8.  A:      I did not. 
9.  M:      Oh you did!! 
10. A:      No, no, no. 
11. M:      You did just then. 
12. A:      Nonsense! 
13. M:      Oh, this is futile! 
14. A:      No it isn't. 
15. M:      I came here for a good argument. 
16. A:      No you didn't. no. you came here for an argument. 
17. M:      An argument isn't just contradiction. 
18. A:      It can be. 
19. M:      No it can't. An argument is a connected series 
20.         of statements intended to establish a proposition. 
21. A:      No it isn't. 
22. M:      Yes it is! It's not just contradiction. 
23. A:      Look, if I argue with you, I must take up a  
24.         contrary position.  
25. M:      Yes, but that's not just saying 'No it isn't.' 
26. A:      Yes it is! 
 

Hutchby (1996) and Antaki (1994) summarise argumentation theory research in the same 

vein as M’s position here at lines 19–20, that an argument is a ‘connected series of 

statements to establish a proposition’. Argumentation theory is interested in the validity of 

claims and propositions and improving the ability to argue-for a stance (Walton, 2009; 

Billig, 1996). However, speaker A, in example 1.1, exemplifies my position that arguing-

with is not constituted by arguing-for. Between lines 1 and 14, A is simply gainsaying 

everything M says, without seeking to back his contradictions or provide alternate 

competing claims. Yet from lines 1 to 14 there is certainly a sense of conflict in the talk—

even if it is a petty and trivial conflict. Indeed it is not until lines 23–24 that A even provides 

an alternate stance. This excerpt exemplifies the way in which argumentation theory is not 

relevant for the current investigation, because conflict-talk is constituted by processes 

other than those investigated by argumentation theory.  

 

As evident in example 1, Conflict-talk is constructed with opposition (Coulter, 1990; 

Maynard, 1985; Hutchby, 1996). The oppositional nature of arguments has been examined 

by numerous researchers investigating interaction during; arguments, disagreements and 

other adversarial situations (Schiffrin, 1984; Maynard, 1985; Coulter, 1990; Vuchinich, 

1990; Hutchby, 1996; Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998). These studies reveal the ways in which 
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arguments are constructed through strings of utterances that oppose, counter, reject or 

deflect prior utterances, thereby forming chains of oppositional talk. Example 1.2 from the 

beginning of the Argument Clinic sketch provides an example of this oppositional chaining.  

 

Example 1.2 ‘Monty Python Argument Clinic’; part 2 

URL: http://youtu.be/kQFKtI6gn9Y [01:19-01:40] 
1.  A:      Come in. 
2.  M:      Ah, Is this the right room for an argument? 
3.  A:      I told you once. 
4.  M:      No you haven't. 
5.  A:      Yes I have. 
6.  M:      When? 
7.  A:      Just now. 
8.  M:      No you didn't. 
 
In example 1.2 at line 4 M treats A’s response that he has ‘told you once’ as arguable 

(Maynard, 1985), initiating conflict with A about whether M has ‘been told’. The argument 

is enacted not by A’s spurious reply, but by M treating A’s claim as spurious. In example 

1.2, A’s response treats M’s question as already answered, when of course the humour 

turns on the fact that M has only just entered the room. A has certainly not already 

answered this question. But it is not A’s rule breaking response which initiates the 

argument, it may breach norms of answering questions (c.f. Schegloff, 1968, 2007) but it 

does not dispute or conflict with any of the prior talk. Instead it is M’s opposition to A’s 

faulty response which initiates the argument. Thus, the way in which parties to an 

interaction treat some action in talk as arguable is the first move in conflict-talk.  

 

Once conflict talk is initiated, it is sustained with chains of action and oppositional action 

(Coulter, 1990; Hutchby, 1996; Church, 2009). This is evident in example 1.2, in lines 4–8, 

in which M’s counter assertions and A’s rejection of those counter assertions forms a chain 

of contradiction. That is, the work of enacting an argument is retrospective, whereby the 

oppositional second moves of argumentation reformulate a prior action as arguable 

(Hutchby, 1996:23). In ordinary, everyday, non-conflict talk, actions (such as questions or 

requests) project a certain response as relevant prospectively forming sequences by the 

mutual relationship of the prospective first action and the retrospective second action (e.g. 

the answer or the agreement) (Schegloff, 2007). When parties are in conflict they work to 

resist projected actions, because aligning with the projected action typically results in a 

http://youtu.be/kQFKtI6gn9Y�
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cessation of conflict (Church, 2009). Thus, argument becomes a “response centred 

emergent event” (Hutchby, 1996:23; C. Goodwin, 2006).  

 

One of the consequences of this retrospective oppositional organisation of conflict-talk is 

that while there may be many parties to a conflict (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987, 1990; 

Garcia, 1991; Greatbatch and Dingwall, 1991; Dersley and Wootton, 2000) arguments can 

only sustain two sides (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987:248; Kashangaru, 2009). Parties to a 

conflict typically adopt one of the sides of the conflict, often collaboratively participating in 

the enactment of the adversarial episode (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987:248; Kashangaru, 

2009). Where a party to a conflict offers a stance which does not align with either side it 

may be treated as arguable by a party, creating a new set of sides to the dispute. The new 

side may be passed over, or the conflict may schism (Egbert, 1997;Kashangaru, 2009) 

into multiple conflicts with differing sides. Conflict-talk is therefore enacted around an ‘us-

them’ structure (Simmel, [1922] 1955) with third parties entering the fray on one side or 

another or working to sustain some form of neutrality (Garcia, 1991; Clayman, 2002).  

 

To quote Leung (2005:5) in any instance of conflict talk “...once an episode begins, it can 

follow a bewildering array of trajectories...”. Researchers have discovered numerous 

practices of conflict talk including; pursuing controversy with a ‘you say X’ device (Hutchby, 

1996), he-said-she-said practices of ‘telling’ to bring a new arguable to bear (M.H 

Goodwin, 1980, 1990), format-tying to sustain a course of argument (C. Goodwin, 2006) 

and ‘didn’t do it’ and ‘not at fault’ denials of complaints (Dersley and Wootton, 2000: c.f 

Scott and Lyman, 1968). These practices represent the very divergent contexts of conflict 

talk, which researchers have investigated such as; between children (Maynard, 1985; M.H 

Goodwin, 1990; Goodwin and Goodwin, 1990; Church, 2009) in families (Muntigl and 

Turnbull, 1998; C. Goodwin, 2006; Dersley and Wootton, 2000) in mediation hearings 

(Garcia, 1991; Greatbatch and Dingwall, 1991, 1997; Firth, Jenks and Trinder, 2012) on 

television talk shows (Tolson 2001; Myers 2001; Hutchby, 2001, 2005; Lunt and Stenner 

2005), in politics (Harris, 2001; Antaki and Leudar, 2001)  in court proceedings (Conley 

and O’Barr, 1990; Philips, 1983, 1990; Bilmes, 1988, 1995, 2008) in the media (Schegloff, 

1989; Livingstone and Lundt, 1994; Hutchby, 1996a; 2011; Housley and Fitzgerald, 2002a, 

2007; Rendle-Short, 2007a,b) or as religious debate (Liberman, 2004). Thus, even with its 
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generic underpinnings conflict talk has context-bound variations for the local interactional 

needs of the parties. 

 

As the overview of research on conflict talk indicates, prior investigation has largely 

focused on ‘personal’ or ‘private’ conflicts between parties, rather than instances of conflict 

between groups. That is, research has frequently used instances of data of conflict about 

personal issues (even while such arguments may occur in public places). The natural 

exceptions to this are research on conflict-talk in the media4

 

 (see especially Hutchby, 

1996a, 1996b) and in politics (Harris, 2001; Billig, 1989; Antaki and Leudar, 2001). This 

research on media conflict-talk has investigated the way in which the public positions of 

conflict-talk between opposing sides representing various interests in society may 

constitute a ‘public sphere’ (Livingstone and Lundt, 1994; Hutchby, 1996a,b; 2011; 

Fitzgerald and Housley, 2002a, 2007). This research has illustrated the way in which, 

when adversarial forms of media are ‘talked into being’ (Heritage, 1984), the roles, 

relationships and rivalries represented constitute Habermas’ (1987) notion of public sphere 

in which citizens come together in free debate to enact the democratic process. Sacks 

(1995:708) talks about such conflict-talk in the context of ‘generating good arguments’ in 

which a visible and relevant group differentiation specifies who is on what side and only 

serves to reinforce group identities. One example of the ‘good arguments’ generated in 

such contexts is described by Billig (1989) in his analysis of a families conflict over a 

father’s ‘strong views’. Presenting data of an argument between a family about such 

‘public’ political issues, Billig demonstrates the way in which parties employ strategic 

moves in order to press their position, attack the opposing position or attack the opponent. 

As the arguments progress differing sides enact and recruit various ideologies to further 

their position, thereby constituting a situation of opposing ideas—a public sphere.  

 

In addition, research on practices of conflict-talk in the political sphere has investigated the 

way in which it enacts generative group difference for the purposes of politics (Rapley, 

1998; Harris, 2001; see also chapters in Fitzgerald and Housley, 2009). Outside of these 

                                                           
4 Noting of course how much politics is done in and as the media (Fitzgerald and Housley, 2009). 
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two strands of research, there has been little research of public conflict-talk between 

‘members of a group’. In the exploration of conflict as an us-them phenomenon it was in 

this gap in the research that the inductive process of data collection began in the current 

investigation. I return to the way which in this data collection proceeded along these lines 

in section 1.4.  

 

In contrast to the wider body of conflict-talk research which found opposition as 

constitutive of conflict, Gruber (2001) has identified a practice of questioning in arguments 

which relies on agreement in order to ‘set up’ an opponent for a challenge. He describes a 

practice of soliciting agreement to a question in order to continue an argument rather than 

end it. Gruber demonstrated the way in which one participant in an adversarial exchange 

on a German political panel talk show was ‘enticed’ into providing an answer which was 

subsequently used to attack the answerer. His single case analysis argued that 

participants may strategically position each side (and the participants in that side) using 

agreement and alignment as a temporary resource in the service of longer-term 

adversarial ends (2001:1851). Opponents use such ‘enticing questions’ to draw out an 

opponent’s stance by giving the opponent the floor temporarily and by suspending a 

projected disagreement. These enticing questions rely on the ‘second position’ (Hutchby, 

1996a) nature of disagreement to shift the power relations in argument. By eliciting an 

opponent’s position with an enticing question a party to an argument may shift from having 

their position attacked, to attacking their opponent’s position. Constituting conflict does 

therefore not mean constant opposition, but instead a strategic orientation to oppositional 

action. 

 

While Gruber’s (2001) description of ‘enticing questions’ does not explicitly address the 

manner in which such questions are used to ‘entice’ opponents, the practice does bear 

resemblance to the enticing features of ‘known-answer’ questions used by teachers 

(Mehan, 1979), lawyers (Levinson, 1992) and police (Stokoe and Edwards, 2008, 2010), 

used to ‘set up’ information in institutional interactions. Mehan (1979) demonstrated the 

way in which teachers ask questions to which they already know the answers in order to 

test a student’s knowledge. Similarly, Levinson (1992) showed the way in which lawyers 

use known-answer questions to make assumptions inferable, avoiding explicit 

accusations, in order to ‘entice’ a possibly damaging answer. Stokoe and Edwards (2008, 
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2010) detail police use of ‘silly questions’ with ‘obvious’ answers to obtain reformulated 

statements from suspects under interrogation. These investigations provide further 

relevant background to the strategic organisation of the practice which Gruber (2001) 

describes, a practice which I further explore in this dissertation. 

 

The following three examples illustrate the most striking feature of enticing a 

challengeable; the sudden shift to a non-confrontational organisation of talk. Each of these 

examples is drawn from a protest, in cases 2 and 3 the protestor is ‘enticing’ a ‘heckler’ 

(see section 1.4), and in example 1 the roles are reversed. As I detail further in chapter 3, 

(section 3.1.2) the party enacting the practice is described as the ‘challenger’ and noted on 

transcripts as ‘C’, and the party subject to the practice is the ‘target’ and noted on 

transcripts as ‘T’. These abbreviated examples present only the enticing questions and not 

the whole practice (see chapter 3). Thus, the transcripts are labelled with the phases 

evident in the excerpt, as noted above.  

 

Example 1.3 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C1‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’5

URL: 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [05:19–05:37] 
98. C:  b→                           [>let me a]sk you  
99.     c→  something.=do you eat eggs.< 
100.        (2.0) 
101.T:  c→  <yes.> 
 
Example 1.4 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  

URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:      yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      I read [ma:ny books.]= 
 
Example 1.5 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 
9.  C:  b→  ↑you have [children?] 
10. T:      I have two grea:t kids. 
 

                                                           
5 As discussed in section 2.1.3 below transcription notation is given in Schegloff, 2007. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw�
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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((lines 12–22 omitted, see example 3.3))  
 
23. C:  c→  [do you care about their] 
24.         future? 
25. T:  c→  ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
 

In example 1.3, at line 99, the challenger asks about ‘eating eggs’ a mundane feature of 

ordinary life, the kind of thing that may otherwise be taken for granted. In example 1.4, at 

lines 31–32, the challenger—after establishing that C was ‘college educated’—asks 

whether C ‘read books’, an otherwise obvious question. In example 1.5, at lines 23–24, 

after establishing that the target ‘has children’ the challenger asks the target whether he 

cares about his children, another obvious question. These questions are not adversarial 

challenges (e.g. Heinemann, 2008) and may be straightforwardly ‘’answered’ without 

directly capitulating to the opponent’s side of the argument. They are a sudden moment of 

consensus in an environment defined by disagreement. These interrogatively formed, non-

confrontational turns form a central part of this practice. They operate in a similar way to 

the action Gruber (2001) described, although in a closer sequential relationship in each 

case. As I establish in the course of this dissertation, these turns are located within a 

systematic practice and represent key preparatory work prior to a subsequent challenge. 

 

In this section I have described the interactional structure of conflict-talk and described the 

prior research on conflict talk. I have highlighted a shortfall of research on the methods 

members use to constitute group conflict-talk and briefly described a strategic practice of 

temporary cessation of conflict as a resource to re-orient conflict. Next, I bring this 

research to bear in my description of the current investigation of a practice akin to Gruber’s 

(2001) enticing questions—the practice of enticing a challengeable.  

1.3 Outline of the dissertation 
“Conflict is the genesis of creation.” 

Aimee Mullins (2009) 

 

In this dissertation I describe a practice of conflict-talk based on Gruber’s (2001) 

description of enticing questions—a practice I have labelled ‘enticing a challengeable’. For 

the current investigation I employ methods derived from the program of 
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ethnomethodology—conversation analysis (CA), embodied analysis6, membership 

categorisation analysis (MCA) and discursive (social) psychology (DSP)7

 

—to describe the 

practice of enticing a challengeable. In the subsequent chapters of the current work I 

laminate the analysis, bringing the strengths of each to bear on the analysis of the 

constitution of the practice and its deployment for practical ends in the course of conflict. 

Next I provide an outline of the dissertation describing the way in which I set out the 

research. 

In chapter 2 I provide a background to the program of ethnomethodology, a description of 

‘Garfinkel’s bastards’ (Lynch, 1993:4), the diverse programs of research that Garfinkel’s 

initial programmatic work in ethnomethodology inspired. I begin this task with some 

necessary background on Garfinkel’s early academic influences, the threads of which later 

surface throughout the diverse programs I draw upon in this dissertation. Then I detail the 

way in which Garfinkel’s work inspired Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (who founded what 

is colloquially known as the ‘West Coast program’) in the development of the program of 

CA. This provides a basis to set out two diverging programs in ethnomethodology which 

influence the current research, namely the Boston and Manchester programs. Particularly, 

attention is paid to the Manchester program’s development of the program of research in 

MCA (based on the early work of Sacks). I also describe the way in which the work of the 

institutional talk program in CA led to a body of work on epistemics which I employ in this 

dissertation. This also provides a backdrop for discussing the program in Workplace 

Studies and earlier CA work on embodied analysis, out of which ‘multimodal’ CA later 

emerged. Finally, I unpack DSP, a field influenced by ethnomethodology8

 

, the West Coast 

program and wider postmodern philosophy, in the context of its relationship to the ‘social 

identity approach’ (a theory to which I return in chapter 7). This chapter details the source 

of the various research findings which I employ in the later analysis. The seemingly 

innocuous historical asides become noteworthy for their influence on my analysis of the 

practice of enticing a challengeable.  

                                                           
6 This is Heath and Hindmarsh’s (2012) reformulation of ‘multimodal CA’ used elsewhere. I discuss this 
further in chapter 2, part 3.2 
7 While readers may be more familiar with the ‘Loughborough school’ (Stokoe, Hepburn, Antaki, 2012) of 
discursive psychology (DP), as I discuss in chapter 2, section 3.3 I adopt a wider version of discursive social 
psychology (DSP) as suggested by Condor (2006). 
8 Though it is not collected as one of Garfinkel’s bastards by Lynch (1993) or Garfinkel and Liberman (2007). 
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Chapter 2 plays an important role to set up the difference between method and program. 

Ethnomethodology was founded by Garfinkel on the observation that social researchers 

use the very same social practices to constitute their research as members of everyday 

society. On that basis he proposed the study of ethno-methods, peoples’ methods, using 

the methods as both the topic of study and the resource for studying them. This 

methodological prescription, common to the programs of ethnomethodology and 

conversation analysis (Hester and Eglin, 2004) obscures the at times trenchant differences 

in analytic norms between the two communities of scholars (e.g. Schegloff, 2007b versus 

Carlin, 2010), and in-between the diverse programs noted above. Over time these 

programs have become somewhat ossified (Wilson, 2012; Pollner, 2012) forming analytic 

communities of practice with extant, and divergent, norms of research and analysis 

(Leeds-Hurwitz, 2010; Wilson, 2012). The programs of research are routinely conflated 

with the methods (e.g. Sharrock and Anderson, 1986; Button, 1991; Psathas, 1995; Ten 

Have, 1999 but c.f. Psathas, 1999) in line with norms of scholarly writing (Kuhn, 1962). 

This may be an unproblematic thing for other fields of research which do not also conflate 

the topic of research with the methods of analysis. However, because I am combining 

diverse programs, with different research and analytic practices, it is necessary to 

differentiate between the members’ methods and the research programs which research 

these methods as topic.  

 

With the programs clear, and the fundamentals of the methods outlined, in chapter 3 the 

analysis begins with an overview of the practice of enticing a challengeable. Chapter 3 is 

provided as a concise reference for placing the subsequent chapters in context. It 

describes the pre-requisite phases of the practice and details its sequential organisation. 

There are five phases to the practice, and they proceed as follows: (a) the ‘arguable’ which 

the challenger initially responds to, (b) the pre-challenge used to locate the target of the 

sequence and gain the floor, (c) the ‘enticing sequence’, comprising an enticing 

interrogative9

                                                           
9 As I discuss in chapters 3 and 4 I use ‘interrogative’ following Raymond (2003) in preference to ‘question’ 
because of the ‘obvious’ nature of the turns. That is, they are not questions because they do not ‘seek 
information’. Otherwise, as I discuss in greater detail in subsequent chapters these turns are similar to 
Gruber’s (2001) enticing questions. 

, and the enticed response, (d) the challenge turn which juxtaposes the 

enticed response with the arguable, and (e) the reaction to the challenge. Further, in 
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chapter 3, I detail the close sequential organisation of phases (b)–(d) and discuss the 

variant trajectories of (a) and (e).  

 

In chapter 4, I use the West Coast program of CA to describe the sequential and epistemic 

organisation of the practice of enticing a challengeable. I begin by detailing the way in 

which in the pre-challenge phase challengers constitute a target and use pre-questions to 

make the enticing interrogative more ‘obvious’. Then, I unpack the way in which 

preference organisation, epistemic rights, and a practice of ‘suspending mundane 

assumptions’ are used in the enticing interrogative to pressure the target into providing a 

response. Further, I illustrate the way in which targets are not without resources of 

resistance in the response they provide, conforming or not-conforming with the constraints 

of the question for different outcomes in the response. Finally, I highlight the organisation 

of connectives used to manage the relationship of the challenge turn to the prior response 

and of course the work of the final challenge in proposing an upshot of the pre-challenge 

sequence which contrasts with what is constituted as the arguable phase.  

 

In chapter 5, I detail the embodied and spatial resources used to constitute the work of the 

practice of enticing a challengeable. After illustrating the phenomenal field of ‘facing 

formation’ in co-present argument, I begin the analysis with a description of the ‘selectional 

pulse’. I argue this gesture is used as a part of the preface phase to index the opponent as 

the target with a combination of semiotic resources of movement, bodily configuration and 

space. Then I detail the embodied work of resisting the challengeable in the pre-challenge 

phase. Developing on the analysis of the two different trajectories presented in chapter 4, I 

highlight the way in which divergent embodied resources of ‘holding’ or ‘moving to quickly 

respond’ perform different tasks of resistance for the targets of the challenge. Finally, I 

present an analysis of ‘palm presenting upshots’ gestures used in co-ordination with the 

challenge turn as a connective to propose that something may be inferred from the prior 

talk. Chapter 5, along with chapter 4, provides an overview of the multitude of resources 

participants assemble in the course of constituting the practice of enticing a challengeable.  

 

In chapter 6 I begin to focus on precisely what these interactional resources are 

assembled for in the practice of enticing a challengeable—namely enacting a challenge to 
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the target’s adherence to an agreed-with norm. Adopting the Manchester program in MCA, 

in chapter 6 I begin by illustrating the membership resources assembled in the course of 

the practice of enticing a challengeable. I detail the way in which challengers may 

categorise the target in the preface phase in order to make the enticing questions more 

‘obvious’. I also illustrate the way in which challengers may employ ‘on sight 

categorisation’ (Paoletti, 1998) in a similar manner in order to make the enticing 

interrogative harder to resist. Then I highlight the way in which challengers may employ 

the ‘second viewers’ maxim’ (Sacks, 1972a) as a resource for both constituting that a 

norm, a moral ‘rule’, is relevant and also that the arguable constitutes the basis of a 

challenge to the status of the target’s adherence to the norm enacted in the pre-challenge 

phase. I use MCA in order to illustrate the way in which challengers use the second 

viewers’ maxim as resource for re-crafting the target as someone who is ‘a challengeable’. 

The analysis in chapter 6 provides a basis for exploring the way in which the practice of 

enticing a challengeable in centred on norms in use. 

 

In chapter 7 I adopt the divergent program of DSP in order to provide a full description of 

the way in which challengers use norms as a resource in the course of enticing a 

challengeable. I use DSP in order to illustrate the way in which challengers employ 

‘generic’ norms, as well as the category-related norms illustrated in chapter 6, as 

resources for challenging the target’s normativity. I engage in respecification and critique 

of a social psychological theory of ‘group conflict’—the ‘social identity approach’ (Hornsey, 

2008). I argue that the social identity approach cannot function as an ‘interactionist’ 

approach with its current model of social actors, illustrating the way in which they make 

‘psychological dopes’ (Garfinkel, 1967:68) out of participants—contra to the stated aims of 

the approach (e.g. Turner, 2006). This chapter highlights the important role of consensus 

in the work of enticing a challengeable and the way in which norms, specifically normative 

challenges, are the central thrust of the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

 

In chapter 8 I conclude the dissertation, unpacking the major finding that the practice of 

enticing a challengeable is enacted to challenge the target’s adherence to a norm, at once 

making the challenger an agent of social order, and the target a violator of social order. I 

work through the utility of the findings for the methods of CA, embodied analysis, MCA, 

and DSP and for the programs of West Coast CA, multimodal CA/embodied analysis, the 
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Manchester program in MCA and DSP. The differentiation of program and method 

developed in chapter 2 pays off in chapter 8 as I highlight the way in which this 

combination of methods and programs may be of utility to researchers in each of the fields 

I draw upon. Discussion ends with the ‘us versus them’ and ‘we’ in the context of conflict 

and the way in which the practice of enticing a challengeable strategically manipulates 

these distinctions in order to gain control as an agent of social order. 

 

This chapter outline provides an overview of the discussion and analysis in this 

dissertation. However, in order to properly set up the investigation a description of the data 

collection procedures, and some ethnographic particulars, are in order to give a sense of 

what is going on in the conflicts described. Next then, I describe the data collection and 

discuss some of the more important cases in the collection.  

 

1.4 Data collection and details 
Ethnomethodological investigations, whether in the programs of conversation analysis, 

ethnomethodology or DSP, use data collected from everyday life settings to analyse and 

describe member’s methods of order. Data used for the current research was what Jones 

and Raymond (2012) call ‘third-party video’. In this section I outline the way in which I 

initially investigated ‘group conflict’ through the avenue of protest videos on this third-party 

video drawn from YouTube. It was in these arguments I discovered the practice of enticing 

a challengeable described in this dissertation. After outlining the collection process and the 

selection process of the cases, I discuss the issue of ‘naturalism’—an occasionally vexed, 

and often misunderstood, issue in ethnomethodological research. Then finally, I provide 

some very basic contextual details of the arguments and adversarial episodes from which 

the collection is drawn. I begin with a discussion of the initial collection process.  

 

1.4.1 YouTube’s affordances and getting a corpus  
One of the first steps in ethnomethodological inquiry is to find a ‘perspicuous setting’—a 

social institution, or site of research—germane to a topic of investigation (Garfinkel, 

2002:181). Due to the safety and ethical challenges introduced by putting a researcher into 

situations of live conflict I chose a passive data collection strategy. Having previously 
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employed YouTube third party video as a perspicuous setting for ‘lies’ (Reynolds 2009) my 

experience was that YouTube was also an excellent source of arguments in public places 

and began an initial investigation with an unmotivated scope. Many days of watching 

arguments in ‘public places’, recorded and uploaded on to YouTube led to my observation 

that a significant proportion of these arguments occurred at protests, where parties to the 

protest argued with persons objecting to the protest. Having found a setting, I refined my 

investigation. 

 

An initial search of YouTube using the search terms ‘protest’ and ‘argument’ yielded 282 

videos. The ‘videos like this’ (in an adjacent sidebar) feature presented further protests in 

arguments, thus providing more data. Using the initial search, and the ‘videos like this’ 

feature a smaller number of videos were identified as suitable recording quality and 

meeting the criteria of appearing to be an argument appropriate for transcription. Figure 

1.1 below presents a screenshot of a typical YouTube clip selected for the study, with the 

search term circled at (1) the ‘videos like this’ circled at (2) and the (user generated) video 

description at (3).  

 

 
F1.1 Ojai Labor day protest clip on YouTube 
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Unmotivated transcription and analysis of several of the protests highlighted parties to the 

argument occasionally asking what I glossed as ‘obvious’ questions which departed 

momentarily from the adversarial tone of the interactions. I had found a ‘candidate 

practice’10

 

 an instance of social action with a distinctive character and distinctive 

consequences (Pomerantz, 1990; Sidnell, 2010, 2012).  

Having found a candidate practice I chose to use the West Coast program of CA corpus 

driven approach to guide the data collection strategy11 (Ten Have, 1999; Sidnell, 2010). 

Where single case analyses were useful I chose to integrate them alongside the analysis 

(see 5.4.3). I then went looking for cases of the practice in a wider variety of settings of 

conflict, finding them in adversarial exchanges on news programs, formal debate settings 

and even the second American presidential debate of the 2012 election. I went to great 

effort to collect videos of personal arguments between families, friends and lovers looking 

for instances of this practice in the private sphere, looking over many hours of argument 

footage found on YouTube and found no instances of this practice (which will make more 

sense once the final use for the practice is explained in chapter 8). This created a 

collection of candidates of 50 or so12

 

 instances. Working through each instance with CA, 

embodied analysis, MCA and DSP in a case-by-case (Schegloff, 2009) manner to refine 

the description of the practice, locate the core features of the practice and highlight the 

function of the practice, led to a final collection of 37 instances, including 3 ‘deviant cases’ 

(Ten Have, 1999; Schegloff, 1968). These cases provide the collection described in the 

subsequent chapters.  

For those cases where the data remains on YouTube13

 

 and the case was not used in the 

analysis the URL and a notation of the time on the video where the case occurs is 

presented in appendix A. Cases removed by users from YouTube are presented in the 

body of the dissertation without a URL.  

                                                           
10 Richard Fitzgerald found the first instance of the questioning—credit where credit is due. 
11 I discuss the basis of this data collection strategy in the next chapter.  
12 The number is not precise because as analysis evolves the number fluctuates. 
13 As YouTube’s terms of use and audience evolved between 2009 and 2012 YouTube videos would on 
occasion be removed by users or by YouTube. Transcriptions of these are used under fair use provisions of 
copyright. 
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In this section I have described the way in which I formed the collection of cases of the 

practice of enticing a challengeable. In the next sections I deal with the practical issues of 

dealing with on-camera participants when searching for ‘naturalistic’ data (1.4.2) and then I 

provide some background to the sorts of conflicts from which the cases are drawn (1.4.3).  

 

1.4.2 The gaze of the camera: Issues of reactivity and ‘naturalism’ 
Ethnomethodological study prescribes that ‘natural’ data is required for the study of 

members’ methods (e.g. Ten Have, 2004; Silverman, 1998; Francis and Hester, 2004)—

however it is clear that being on camera influences the way in which parties argue with 

each other. Such influence, or reactivity, is less problematic in ethnomethodology and CA 

because as Speer (2002) has argued, social interactions are constructed by the 

participants involved. Thus, any ‘influence’ of the camera is a consequential and perfectly 

interesting part of those interactions as they are produced by participants. Additionally as 

Lynch (2002, p. 519) argues, “‘naturalness’ is not something that resides in certain types of 

data, and our data collection practices are not intrinsically natural or contrived.” Therefore, 

this study is investigating natural social interaction that occurs on camera. There is no 

issue with the fact that people may or may not act in a different way due to the camera, I 

am only interested in the ways in which the do act, while on camera. The potential for bias, 

due to the presence of a camera or being on a television stage, is part of the interactive 

production of the context by participants, and represents an object of study, not an 

influence on results.  

 

One of the features exhibited by one subset of the arguments, the protest arguments, (see 

below) was that they were ‘good arguments’ of the kind Sacks discussed (1995:708). 

While they are in many cases quite heated arguments, in each case they provide a sense 

that each group involved strengthens their communal strength of identity in the course of 

the conflict14

                                                           
14 As a note of caution this is not a sociological finding, but a cause for future research into just-how this is 
done in these videos (c.f. Schegloff, 1995:xli). These are merely impressionistic observations.  

 (Sacks, 1995:708). Moreover, the comments and perspective provided by the 

uploader presents the argument as an exhibit of the rightness of their side. Thus, the very 

fact that the arguments were on camera and uploaded to YouTube is a part of their social 

organisation. These are not viewed as a passive lens into the world, these are arguments 

chosen to be placed online, made visible to others as inspectible objects of the rightness 
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of one side or another in a conflict. The reactivity of participants is a constitutive part of 

these arguments essential to the phenomenon. 

 

1.4.3 Ethnographic particulars: Hecklers, accountability and good arguments 
Jones and Raymond (2012:120) recommend that social researchers using third-party 

video consider i) who gathered the video, ii) the organisational and institutional context in 

which those recordings were made and iii) the way in which this shapes the videos. In 

order to give a sense of this information in this section I provide an outline of the 

ethnographic details of the recordings (who, where and why). The individual cases 

themselves were each taken from adversarial situations in public places, recorded for 

various mundane reasons (e.g. not researcher generated). In each case the argument was 

in English (thus limiting the scope of this investigation). The 37 cases themselves are 

taken from the following situations: YouTube videos of arguments during protests, 

arguments and debate on television and radio news programs of varying formats and 

formal debate (including a US Presidential debate). Next, I broadly describe each of these 

environments of conflict, and the sorts of data drawn from them.  

 

The majority of cases were from arguments during protests conducted in public. These 

had been recorded, either by the protesters themselves, or by individuals heckling the 

protesters, and then subsequently uploaded to YouTube. In several cases, the camera 

person is the main antagonist in the argument (as in the heckling videos); in other videos 

the camera person is peripheral to, or uninvolved in, the argument (usually where the 

recording is being done by protesters). The videos are posted to YouTube with a brief 

characterisation of the contents of the video by the YouTube uploader. Most of the 

recordings also capture other protest activity that does not involve arguments wherein 

protesters yell or shout protests slogans, chants or statements to camera or passers-by.  

 

The protests were about contentious topics of the day and were in every case conducted 

in the United States of America or Canada. The protest topics, and ensuing argument 

topics, included; abortion, immigration, birth control, the Iraq war, racial equality and 

globalisation. These videos are not selected as representative of American or Canadian 

protest or arguments, nor are they presented in a comparative fashion. While conflict-talk 
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in the arguments in each case ranged across various subjects related to the topic, or 

occasioned by the conduct of parties to the argument, the arguments began because of, 

and were largely focused upon the major divisions involved in these topics. A broad 

characterisation of the sides of these conflicts would be: pro-life/pro-choice, stricter 

immigration enforcement/indigenous land rights, anti-birth control/anti-religion15

 

, anti-

war/’stay the course’, racial equality/’the system works’. Thus, these are provided to give a 

very rough sense to the sorts of group conflicts present in the collection and do not 

constitute analysis.  

The other main source of the practice of enticing a challengeable was broadcast news. 

Derived from a variety of formats, multi-party discussion, panel-discussion, radio interview, 

cable-access call in and interviews the interactions from which the instances are drawn are 

variously cases of argument between guests or panellists or the better documented 

structured adversarial conflict-talk of journalism (Hutchby, 1996a,b; Clayman and Heritage, 

2002). The topics are in most cases political, with divisions along party lines, with the 

remaining divisions regarding religion, the Iraq war and workplace relations. In each case 

the conflict-talk was designed for public dissemination as part of the news media. 

 

The final adversarial context from which instances are drawn is the ‘cross examination’ 

portion of structured formal debates. The specific topics of the debate were one legal 

debate, one scripture debate and the third 2012 US presidential debate. The case from the 

third US presidential debate “Mr President, have you read your tax return” was a deviant 

case gathered late in the analysis and is not used in the presentation of the dissertation, 

but is presented for the readers’ interest in appendix A.  These instances are less 

frequently posted to YouTube by those involved because posting parties have less 

emotionally invested in the dissemination of their argument. Further many formats of 

televised debate (as are frequent on the BBC and Australian Broadcasting Corporation) 

are frequently not structured to allow the practice of ‘cross examination’, meaning that 

debates from which cases were drawn were limited to US style ‘forensics’ debates, and 

the US Presidential election debate.  
                                                           
15 This topical division of sides seems strange because it is. The heckler involved in this protest ‘DC’ 
(Argument with Anti Birth control) treats the protest as religious and objects to it on that basis, the protestors 
reject that basis. 
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In this section I have presented a sense of the types of conflicts from which the instances 

of the practice of enticing a challengeable are drawn. They are public in nature, for an 

overhearing audience (for at least some of the parties in each of the cases). The 37 cases 

were all found in ‘good arguments’ (Sacks, 1995:708) where parties acting as members of 

groups come in to conflict over issues of public debate. 20 of the 37 cases employ 

categories in the course of the sequence; these instances formed the category subset of 

the collection, with the remainder forming the non-category subset. I return to these 

subsets in chapters 6 and 7 respectively. Due to the vagaries of using videos recorded by 

parties to an argument, 2 of the cases did not capture the embodied action of either the 

target or the challenger during the sequence, and a further 8 cases only recorded either 

the target or the challenger, restricting the cases available for chapter 5. As noted above, 

despite a great effort to find cases in private arguments, in only one instance was a 

personal relationship at stake, and in that instance a public conflict was layered onto the 

private issue (which was an issue negotiated by parties to the argument). The practice was 

not found in any arguments where only private issues of personal relationships were in 

dispute—for reasons which become evident in chapter 7 and 8. 

 

1.5 Summary 
This dissertation works to explore the nature of public conflict-talk with a detailed 

ethnomethodological description of the practice of enticing a challengeable. Across the 

course the subsequent chapters I present a ‘laminated’ analysis, building on prior analyses 

as I bring CA, embodied analysis, MCA and DSP to bear on the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. These methods of analysis are investigated by different research programs 

in ethnomethodology, with different analytic standards and different viewpoints on 

research. Thus, prior to the analysis of later chapters, in the next chapter I present an 

overview of the ethnomethodological programs I am co-opting in this dissertation, along 

with a presentation of some of the previous empirical findings that are relevant to the 

analysis that follows.  

 

  



Chapter 2: Garfinkel’s company of bastards: Ethnomethodology’s program 

23 
 

Chapter 2: The company of bastards:  
Ethnomethodology’s program 

2.1 Chapter overview 
In this chapter I detail the different ethnomethodological, and ethnomethodologically-

informed, programs which arose under the disciplinary rubrics ‘Ethnomethodology’ (EM), 

‘Conversation Analysis’ (CA) and Discursive Social Psychology (DSP)16 which I adopt in 

this dissertation. It was these diverse programs which Garfinkel went on to affectionately 

describe as his ‘company of bastards’ (Lynch, 1993:4—excluding DSP). It is these 

programs, including West Coast CA17

 

, Boston, Manchester, the institutional talk program, 

radical studies of work, workplace studies, multi-modal CA and, discursive psychology 

which form the basis of the programs I employ in the current investigation. 

This chapter explores each of these programs, and in doing so, details some of the 

fundamental theory and findings of CA, EM and DSP which I draw upon in later chapters. 

This chapter is divided into four sections, unpacking each of the programs in a roughly 

chronological manner the; ‘classical’ (Wilson, 2012) beginnings of EM and CA (part 2), 

early period of development and spread (part 3), innovations and evolutions in EM and CA 

programs (part 4) and new developments of multimodal analysis and DSP (part 5). Overall 

these sections describe each of the programs noted above presenting a basis for the 

investigation of the practice of enticing a challengeable. Next, I begin with the founding 

contributions of Garfinkel, Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson. 

 

2.2 The classical beginnings  
Garfinkel’s Studies in Ethnomethodology (1967) and Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson’s 

(1974) “A Simplest Systematics for the Organization of Turn-Taking for Conversation” are 

                                                           
16 Readers may be more familiar with the disciplinary heading ‘Discursive Psychology’, however as I note in 
section 2.4.3 DSP is larger than the Loughborough program. 
17 The West Coast program is not typically described in print as a distinct approach; instead it is described 
under the rubric of CA. However, the acknowledged differences between institutional talk and ‘generic’ CA 
(Antaki, 2012) have research implications which justify distinct groupings, a matter which I argue across the 
course of this chapter.  
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widely accorded as the influential works which began the programs in ethnomethodology 

and conversation analysis respectively18. However, each program was growing for some 

years before the publication of these works, developing important ideas which influence 

the current investigation along the way. From ethnomethodology’s early program, I draw 

upon the influence of classical and phenomenological authors, evident in the topics and 

perspectives of Garfinkel’s early work. In conversation analysis there are some early 

foundational studies which provide important research19

 

 strategies for this dissertation. In 

this section, I outline these influences, along with key contributions of these foundational 

works to my research, beginning with ethnomethodology.  

2.2.1 The phenomenal Garfinkel  
The publication of Garfinkel’s Studies in Ethnomethodology is routinely invoked as the 

starting point of ethnomethodology’s program (Rawls, 2002:2) but as Rawls’ introduction to 

Ethnomethodology’s Program: Working out Durkheim’s Aphorism makes clear, 

ethnomethodology’s program was developed much earlier by Garfinkel. In this section I 

chart the course of this development including the impact of Studies, as they develop 

findings and ideas which I employ later in this dissertation. Of most importance I chart the 

continuities from those classical (Parsons, Durkheim), or phenomenological (Schutz, 

Gurwitsch, Husserl), authors who have provided theories and concepts which—through 

Garfinkel—I draw upon in this investigation. In this section I chart the course of this 

influence before detailing the resulting key points of Studies for this dissertation.  

 

Garfinkel was drawn to sociology by Talcott Parsons’ The Structure of Social Action 

(Parsons, 1937) which provided for possibilities of studying social order which were 

revolutionary in their day (Heritage, 1984; Rawls, 2002). Inspired to undertake his doctoral 

dissertation at Harvard under Parsons, Garfinkel sought to rework Parsons’ theory to 

better account for the actor’s perspective and use of knowledge (Garfinkel, 2006; Rawls, 

2002; Heritage, 1984). Parsons’ use of the classical sociologists Durkheim and Weber 

passed through the ‘lens’ of Garfinkel’s respecification of Parsons’ theory of action (Hilbert, 

                                                           
18 Although Schegloff’s 1968 paper on sequencing is often cited as the first CA publication, it became better 
known in the wake of Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974).  
19 As I note below it in some sense obscures CA’s data collection strategies to call them ‘methods’ because 
of ethnomethology’s notion of members’ methods and the disconnect between the West Coast program’s 
research strategies and the member’s methods its studies (Ashmore, MacMillan and Brown 2004).  
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1992; Rawls, 2004; Wilson, 2012). Most apparently from Parsons Garfinkel draws an 

abiding interest in the held-in-common system of values which are the basis of social order 

and social action (Heritage, 1984:14; Hilbert, 1992:22; Garfinkel, 2002:84–85) a social 

resource which is central to the practice of enticing a challengeable and to which analysis 

returns to as a key theme of this dissertation. Also, through Parsons, from Durkheim, 

Garfinkel gained an appreciation for the ‘objective reality of social facts’ effectively pre-

empting the philosophical mires of later constructionism. It is Garfinkel’s view on 

Durkheim’s objective reality of social facts which forms a key part of analysis in chapter 7 

(esp. section 7.3). Garfinkel’s early influences, reflected through his later publications 

provide an important basis for the current investigation. 

 

During Garfinkel’s dissertation years at Harvard (1946–1951) he was mentored by two 

phenomenologists, Aron Gurwitsch and Alfred Schutz (Garfinkel, 2002:84). From 

Gurwitsch (1964), Garfinkel took, and expanded, his theory of the ‘field of consciousness’ 

which Garfinkel learnt in discussions during the period of his dissertation (Garfinkel, 

2002:84, 167). It was from this theory of the field of consciousness that Garfinkel later 

acknowledges (2002) he misappropriated20

 

 indexical expressions and phenomenal details 

(Garfinkel, 2002:166–67). Gurwitsch’s findings of the field of consciousness are reflected 

through the ‘phenomenal field’ which forms the central analytic resource for chapter 5 

underpinning later developments (detailed in section 2.4.1–2 and chapter 5).  

Alfred Schutz had a similarly deep influence on ethnomethodology’s program (Heritage, 

1984; Wilson, 2012). From the actor’s perspective (Schutz, 1945), to the Husserlian 

treatment of knowledge (Schutz, 1964) Schutz’s work resonates into the basis of 

ethnomethodological research (Heritage, 1984; Wilson, 2012). However, most prominently 

it was Garfinkel’s use of Schutz’s everyday life re-conception of Husserl’s ‘natural attitude’ 

which influenced the classical ethnomethodological program (Heritage, 1984:54–61). 

Schutz’s natural attitude described the way in which actors take for granted, as if already 

there, all of the held-in-common knowledge and culture required in order to interact 

competently in daily life (Schutz, 1945:534). Garfinkel adopted this perspective in his 
                                                           
20 This was one of Garfinkel’s ‘constructive misreadings’ of a text, to take the kernel of an idea and twist it to 
suit his ends while still acknowledging the source. It does not mean reading it wrong or not citing the source 
(Garfinkel and Liberman, 2007). 
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ontology of the social order, constructing illustrative ‘tutorials’ in the form of breaching 

experiments to make plain the natural attitude by breaking the taken for granted 

assumptions on which it is based (1967). The natural attitude is Garfinkel’s empirical 

expression of Parson’s interest in the held in common social order (Wilson, 2012). Thus, 

throughout this dissertation I apply these concepts as I highlight the way in which 

participants suspend the natural attitude as a resource in the course of enticing a 

challengeable (see esp. 4.3 and 7.3).  

 

Two more important phenomenological influences on ethnomethodology’s program were 

Husserl’s notion of the ‘Lebenswelt’ and Merleau-Ponty’s (1962) idea of ‘phenomenal field’ 

(Garfinkel and Liberman, 2007; Garfinkel, 2002, 1967). From Husserl’s Lebenswelt—‘life-

world’, rather awkwardly glossed—Garfinkel not only developed investigative policies to 

explore the mundane world of everyday things, but he also developed the description of 

‘Lebenswelt Pairs’. For Garfinkel (2002:187–190) Lebenswelt Pairs were the coupling of 

theoretic/instructional renderings of some social situation or practice on the one hand, and 

the real, lived, ‘haecceity’ of the moment by moment of social life on the other. Such pairs 

form the basis of EM concepts21

 

 to which I return in chapter 7 (esp. 7.4, 7.6). From Husserl 

Garfinkel took a notion influential to the basis of DSP— critique and varying perspectives 

on respecification—to which I return in detail in chapters 7 and 8 and section 2.4.3. 

From Merleau-Ponty (1962) Garfinkel took the ‘phenomenal field’, the lived achievement of 

the natural attitude in the production of the social order (Garfinkel, 2002:97–100, 1967). 

Phenomenal fields are a central finding of, and concept in22

                                                           
21 These ideas are presented as ‘policies’ in Garfinkel (2002) but are borne out empirically in studies such as 
Suchman (1987; the shop floor problem) or Burns (1995: asymmetric alternates).  

, EM studies under various 

guises and names. Roughly glossed, they are the enacted social facts overlaid on to every 

in-course moment of social order. That is, the locally, interactionally, produced, taken-for-

granted, fabric of social-reality. Phenomenal fields underpin the social facts which form the 

basis of the analysis in chapter 5. In chapter 5 I combine ideas from Gurwitsch and 

Merleau-Ponty with empirical analysis of real world action in order to reconsider the facing 

formation and interaction space (see also section 2.4.1). 

22 Awful prepositional phrases like ‘in and of’ are characteristic of Garfinkel’s writing and are adopted to a 
greater or lesser extent throughout ethnomethodology’s program. They are necessary because of the ‘dual’ 
nature of ethnomethodology, using members’ methods (in) to study members’ methods (of).  



Chapter 2: Garfinkel’s company of bastards: Ethnomethodology’s program 

27 
 

 

From these various influences, and the 20 years of research from his dissertation 

onwards, Garfinkel developed the path-breaking Studies in Ethnomethodology (1967). 

Studies provided new avenues of research into problems of meaning, social order and 

social structure overlooked by the then-dominant functionalism (Hilbert, 1992) and 

provided the budding ‘company’ (of ethnomethodologists) perspectives, findings and 

analytic resources with which to frame their research endeavours. All of which are weaved 

throughout the current investigation. Next, I detail the basic upshot of Studies in the 

context of the current investigation. 

 

Studies presented the initial investigations into members’23

 

 management, achievement 

and use of the taken-for-granted knowledge of everyday life (Garfinkel, 1967). Centrally for 

this dissertation, it presented Garfinkel’s results of investigations and ‘experiments’ which 

illustrates that there exists (an as-yet not fully described) multitude of practices for 

enacting, managing, disputing, representing and orienting to the mundane affairs of 

everyday life in and through what members know. Garfinkel’s illustration of members’ 

methods of constituting (ongoingly) ‘shared agreement’ about enacting a particular activity 

as constructive of culture was a radical respecification of the models of Parsons. Shared 

agreement, a.k.a. the taken for granted, a.k.a. Schutz’s natural attitude, is something to 

which I return in depth in chapter 4 (esp. 4.3) and chapter 7 (esp. 7.7–8). Rather than 

culture/norms/rules governing behaviour (Parsons) and existing in reified ether, for 

Garfinkel, culture/norms/rules were assembled ad-hoc in the course of everyday activities 

by members in order to do things (Hilbert, 1992; Hester and Francis, 2004). Norms, 

constituted as a resource for action, is the central finding of chapters 6 and 7. I also return 

to norms below in section 2.2.1 as I unpack the way in which Garfinkel’s novel treatment of 

norms and the moral order influenced later Manchester program authors investigating the 

moral order.  

For sociology, one of Garfinkel’s most confounding turns was built into 

ethnomethodology’s very name—that researchers in ethnomethodology’s program 

                                                           
23 Culturally competent actors with ‘natural mastery’ of the local language (Garfinkel and Sacks, 1970). 
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investigate social order using member’s methods as research methods (Sharrock and 

Anderson, 1986:101). Garfinkel derived the term by reverse analogy from the fields of 

‘ethnoscience’—or folk science—popular in the 1970s to refer to ‘ethno’—peoples’—

methods (Garfinkel, 2002:80). It delineated both the object of study and the way of 

studying it, because of course, researchers are people too. Because there is ‘no time out 

from society’ (Garfinkel, 1988:101), researchers investigating the production of society 

must use the methods of that society as their own research methods. However, this is 

ethnomethodology’s theoretical ideal, in reality in ethnomethodology the differing 

programs24 have developed relatively stable research strategies and norms of analysis 

(Lynch and Bogen, 1994; Travers, 2012). It is therefore useful in this dissertation where I 

am combining programs to differentiate members’ methods from the programs studying 

those methods because each program comes to the research with differing assumptions 

on the way in which research is properly done (c.f. Schegloff, 2007b and Carlin, 2010)25

 

.  

In this section I have presented the findings and ideas of: the taken for granted/natural 

attitude, norms as resources, the phenomenal field/field of consciousness, Lebenswelt 

Pairs, and the distinction between program and method. These early ethnomethodological 

findings informed the theory which I employ in this dissertation. However, it was for the 

research strategies (data collection, presentation and so forth) I went to the West Coast 

program of CA, which I detail next.  

 

2.2.2 Sacks’ initial investigations 
One of Sacks’ early themes was common-sense knowledge as topic and resource, picking 

up directly from Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology. Sacks’ method of exploring this was 

                                                           
24 I use program to refer to what elsewhere may be called ‘schools’ (e.g. Stokoe, Hepburn and Antaki, 2012)  
following Psathas (2008) who argues that school overly emphasises one institution or institutions within one 
city. He shows that in fact more geographically diverse groups still ‘derived’ from perspective 
programmatically pressed by academics at one institution, but spread through normal movement and contact 
of academics better describes these academic groupings. Gail Jefferson is an excellent example; she spent 
her early academic years in California with the West Coast program, but moved to Europe and spent the 
bulk of her career in Denmark still pressing her take on the West Coast program (Wagner, 2010).  
25 As I unpack below researchers have used West Coast program strategies to investigate MCA (Stokoe, 
2011, 2012; Whitehead, 2011) or used the Manchester program to describe CA (Butler, 2008; Fitzgerald, 
1999). When combining these programs (along with DSP and embodied analysis!) it is therefore necessary 
to be clear about which theoretical assumptions, research strategies and prior findings I am adopting to 
avoid the assumption that I may be adopting some approach from a perspective which I have not in fact 
used (e.g. a programmatic focus on haecceity). 
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through investigating the use of categories in the production of descriptions. These 

investigations explored the organisation and utilisation of what he variously called 

membership devices (1964[1989], 1972a, 1972b). His two empirical studies, the ‘baby 

cried’ paper (1972a) and the ‘search for help’ paper (1967/1972b), both centred on issues 

of knowledge, the baby cried paper upon the question of what counts as a description and 

the search for help paper on the ways in which participants use category organised 

knowledge as a means to grant rights to perform certain actions. This was a part of Sacks’ 

argument that membership devices are ‘inference rich’ (1989) i.e. that categories store 

“...a great deal of the knowledge that members of a society have about the society” 

(Sacks, 1992:40–41). Sacks’ approach to knowledge, categories and description form the 

basis of the approach taken in chapter 6, which I elaborate in section 2.2. 

 

In his exploration of members’ knowledge Sacks (1972a:339) also described the operation 

of the ‘second viewer’s maxim’ a method used to produce the ‘baby cried’ story as a 

possible description. He argued that participants constructed norms as category related 

moral resources in the course of description (Sacks, 1972a:339). His approach provided 

empirical elaboration of Garfinkel’s perspective on norms, the results of which are central 

to the analysis of norms in action in chapter 6. 

 

Highlighting the early influence of Sacks, early CA also investigated the use of 

membership resources in talk. Atkinson and Drew (1979) investigated data from the 

questioning legal counsel from the various sides in the Scarman Tribunal conducted with 

the witnesses, soldiers and others involved in an incident labelled ‘the firing at Sandy 

Row’. The affair involved British troops in Northern Ireland who allegedly opened fire on 

Protestant rioters who were marching in reaction to the actions of Catholic ‘mobs’. They 

describe the way in which the legal counsel mapped the sectarian categories of 

‘Protestant’ and ‘Catholic’ onto various place-names as a part of descriptions. The counsel 

used these now category-resonant place-names to imply the invasion of each religious 

area by the opposing category members. Atkinson and Drew’s (1979) work provided an 

early template for the investigation of MCA using a CA program of research—a 

perspective which I return to in 6.3.  
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This early theme in the exploration of knowledge was only one strand of Sacks’ work; the 

other was his abiding interest in sequence organisation (Schegloff, 1995: xxxviii). It is this 

work, collaboratively undertaken with Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson which 

formed the basis of what is colloquially known as the ‘West Coast’ program of CA. The 

West Coast program of CA provides the basis of the research strategies employed 

throughout the dissertation and is the program adopted in the analysis in chapter 4. Thus, I 

present it next.  

 

2.2.3 West Coast CA 
The main thrust of “A Simplest Systematics for the Organization of Turn-Taking for 

Conversation” (SSJ) by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, was to present the ‘rules’ 

participants enact as resources to self-govern the management of interaction. These rules 

described the way in which parties to talk may design turns to (a) self-select to speak next 

(b) select another to speak next or (c) not specify a next speaker allowing any party to 

speak next (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974:704). These speaker selections come 

with rights and obligations constituted by parties at talk26

 

 (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 

1974: 704). The application of these rules in a serial ordering then describes the way in 

which participants organise speaker transition. Speaker selection is an important resource 

in the practice of enticing a challengeable, discussed in depth in chapter 4 (4.2–4) as 

speaker rights and responsibilities are closely attuned to in the course of the practice. This 

paper also made widely available the ‘Jeffersonian’ transcription system (developed by 

Gail Jefferson) and presented the results of a corpus-based approach, later championed 

by Emanuel Schegloff (e.g. Schegloff, 1986, 1996, 2010). Also, I employ Schegloff’s 

corpus based approach to analysis, using a collection of the practices as a basis for the 

findings throughout. Next then, I unpack both these important research strategies derived 

from the West Coast program in CA. 

The Jeffersonian transcription system first widely presented in SSJ, was developed in 

Jefferson’s PhD dissertation (1972a—cited in Jefferson, 1974) and in her capacity as 

Harvey Sacks’ ‘data recovery technician’ (Jefferson, 1972b). The Jeffersonian transcription 

system provided an analytic tool for the nascent program of conversation analysis (ten 

                                                           
26 Differentially depending on the ‘speech exchange system’ at hand (see Drew and Heritage, 1992). 
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Have, 1996:76). Jefferson developed the system congruent with the principles of the 

program of conversation analysis, that representation of talk should be relevant to the 

parties involved but retain ‘what was said’. For this reason she eschewed the formal-

analytic phonetic categories of linguistics in favour of a system accessible to a wider 

audience of readers (Sacks, et al., 1974:734; Jefferson, 1974, 1978). The transcripts were 

designed along orthographic lines, but also included the ‘pronunciational particulars’ of 

stress, terminal intonation, elements of dialect to balance readability with capturing the 

hearable interactionally relevant details (Jefferson, 2004a). Her system, slightly refined by 

Schegloff (2007), forms the basis of transcripts presented throughout this dissertation—

transcribed to the level of analytically relevant detail.  

 

Another central methodological perspective which I adopt in the current investigation was 

based on the foundational work of Emanuel Schegloff (1968) on adjacency pairs. Inspired 

by Sacks (Schegloff, 1968:1076; Prevignano and Thibault, 2003; c.f. Sacks, 1995:3–11) 

Schegloff developed a corpus of over 500 instances of conversational openings and 

worked through them case-by-case (Schegloff, 2009) to develop an analytic solution that 

held in each and any case of the practice (Schegloff, 1968:1079). Most importantly, on 

finding a ‘deviant case’, he did not discard it, or work around it—he changed his solution in 

order to make the analysis fit. He illustrated the way in which receiving a call is a response 

such that the ringing of the phone works to ‘initiate’ the first part of the conversation in so 

called ‘summons-answer’ sequences. These sequences were then yet one further 

instance of what he called ‘adjacency pairs’, with the ‘first pair part’ (FPP) initiating an 

action and the ‘second pair part’ (SPP) completing it. In his re-analysis then, the summons 

of the phone ringing initiated the action of ‘opening a call’ and the identificatory first answer 

of ‘hello this is X’ completed the action of opening a call (Schegloff, 1968: 1080). This 

research strategy of the collection of cases and the use of deviant cases forms a central 

part of the analytic strategy employed throughout the analysis in this dissertation (see esp. 

1.4 and 6.3).   

 

In this section I have described some of the relevant underpinnings of, and early 

beginnings of, the programs of ethnomethodology and conversation analysis. As the basic 

foundations upon which later research developed these ideas remain central and constant 

throughout the dissertation. In particular it is these two programs, Garfinkel’s classical 
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program (Wilson, 2012) and the program of West Coast CA which form the basis of 

analysis in chapters 3 and 4. These two programs also formed the basis of and/or 

influenced the development of the programs used in chapters 5–7. This dissertation uses 

the West Coast program’s corpus based approach to collection and deviant cases in the 

investigation of each of the methods (CA, MCA and embodied analysis) adjusting to fit the 

specifics where necessary. I also use the Jeffersonian system as the basis for 

representing talk, although I add to the transcripts to represent the timing of embodied 

conduct, something I discuss in chapter 5. The West Coast program in CA provides 

numerous approaches to research and findings relevant throughout this dissertation.  

 

While in many respects compatible with Garfinkel’s program in ethnomethodology, the 

focus on generics rather than just particulars and the rapid development of a different 

jargon based on the early corpus of CA studies led to an early perception that 

ethnomethodology’s program and conversation analysis’ program were substantially 

different (c.f. Schegloff, 1995:xxxii; Lynch and Bogen, 1994). These differences led to 

diverging trajectories in the two nascent programs as they expanded into the Boston 

program, the Manchester program and the institutional talk program27

 

—three approaches 

which provided empirical research findings relevant to the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. 

2.3 The expansion period 
While Garfinkel’s students at UCLA and the West Coast program were developing their 

research program in the 60s and 70s, there were active efforts by Sacks, Garfinkel and 

interested scholars in Boston, Manchester and elsewhere in the UK to engage with these 

two innovative sociological programs (Psathas, 2008).  Psathas (2008) recounts the 

history of Boston and Manchester programs in ethnomethodology in detail. He describes 

the influence of phenomenology (Gurwitsch, Schutz) on the Boston program and its close 

engagement with the ordinary language philosophy of Wittgenstein (1953, 1958). He also 

provides historical detail on the work of the Manchester program as a pugnacious 

                                                           
27 Other early expansions such as into France and Germany are not dealt with here. 
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approach to ethnomethodology willing to critique28

 

 mainstream sociology in the course of 

the efforts at ‘respecification’ (e.g. Sharrock and Anderson, 1986;  Button, 1991). The 

differing perspective on doing research derived from Wittgenstein, and the adversarial 

approach to sociology is influential to the ideas taken up in chapter 6 and 7 respectively. 

Next, I describe these influences on the current investigation. 

2.3.1 Boston  
The Boston program, in particular Jeff Coulter, was notable for its development of 

Garfinkel’s (and Sacks’29

 

 (1995:11) injunction “...The idea is not to look in somebody’s 

head. There’s nothing in the head but brains.” Coulter made it his life’s’ work to critique 

psychology based on what he took from this position of Garfinkel (Coulter, 2011, pers. 

comm.). He argued that built in to the theorising of psychology and cognitive science (in 

the wider social sciences) is a ‘cognitivism’, a Cartesian reification of an object of ‘mind’ 

that in fact only exists praxeologically (i.e. in actual human conduct) (Coulter, 2011, pers. 

comm.; e.g. Coulter, 1979; Coulter, 1999; Coulter and Sharrock, 2007). Coulter’s critique 

was deeply influential in ethnomethodology and DSP (Potter and Edwards, 2003) and the 

notion of anti-cognitivism and the problems and perspectives of critique and respecification 

are core to the programmatic arguments of chapter 7.   

Meanwhile, Mike Lynch’s social studies of scientific knowledge gained similar traction with 

his empirical respecification of the work-bench (e.g. ‘shop floor’ Garfinkel, 2002) practices 

of scientists. Unlike Coulter, his work (in the main) was not meant as a critique, instead he 

was interested in illustrating the real lived practices of scientists used to enact the 

objectivity of the science they perform (e.g. Lynch, 1985, 1993; Garfinkel, Lynch, 

Livingstone, 1981; Lynch, Cole, McNally, Jordan, 2008). His work re-specified the 

Lebenswelt-pair of the technical manuals, scientific papers and laboratory instructions of 

science versus the lived, real-worldly, practices of achieving a countable instance of a 

                                                           
28 It should be noted that often mainstream sociology was simply offended by ethnomethodological argument 
when no criticism was meant. The incidents cited in Crittenden and Hill (1968) of Garfinkel and Sacks 
confounding sociologists with their replies is just one example. According to Psathas (2008) the Manchester 
program’s output suffered from this in particular in conjunction with their actual critiques. 
29 To quote Sacks (1995:11) “Don't worry about how fast they're thinking. First of all, don't worry about 
whether they're ‘thinking’ Just try to come to terms with how it is that the thing comes off. Because you'll find 
that they can do these things. Just take any other area of natural science and see, for example, how fast 
molecules do things. And they don't have very good brains.” 
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phenomenon. Lynch’s body of work provides a counterpoint example of respecification, an 

issue I return to in detail in chapter 7.  

 

2.3.2 Manchester  
The Manchester program took on its own distinct trajectory towards investigating haecceity 

and membership (Watson, pers. comm.). Both Sacks and Garfinkel (alongside Goffman) 

engaged with the early program at Manchester, but a critical piece of advice from Sacks 

would influence their direction when he said “they have to find something (of) their own. If 

you are doing СA like us, we will be way ahead” (Psathas, 2008:59; Sharrock, 2011). This 

led Wes Sharrock to direct the program towards ethnomethodology and in particular, the 

particulars—the haecceity of individual scenes of action (Psathas, 2008). The movement 

away from CA led the Manchester program to pursue case studies and the description of 

individual social settings, rather than large collections or detailed transcripts. This different 

trajectory and different set of research questions is at times incompatible with the large-

collection based approach I am using in this dissertation, thus I only adopt the analytic 

norms used for MCA, largely leaving haecceity aside in favour of a broader analysis. 

 

One of the traditional areas of professional sociology with which the Manchester program 

dealt was Sacks’ initial investigations in members’ use of categories (e.g. Sacks, 1972a, 

b), picking up on a trajectory not grappled with by the West Coast program of CA at the 

time, (Hester and Eglin, 1997:7). In Manchester itself Wes Sharrock, Rod Watson, and 

Lena Jayussi were central in this regard (Carlin and Wowk, 2004:71). This work provided a 

systematic set of investigations into the moral order and norms in interaction, building on 

Garfinkel and Sacks’ early research. The later work of Stephen Hester and Peter Eglin 

reformulated this body of work into the systematic perspective of MCA (Fitzgerald, 2012).  

Next then, I describe the contributions of the Manchester program to the development of 

MCA. 

 

Sharrock (1974) and Sharrock and Turner (1980) replicate and expand upon Sacks’ 

description (1972a) in their analysis of the way in which knowledge and category30

                                                           
30 Although Sharrock (1974) does not explicitly refer to category. 

 are tied 
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together by participants as resources for interaction. Sharrock and Turner (1980) describe 

a case in which in a complaint to the police about a ’57 Chevy’ parked on the street 

illustrates the way in which knowing it is a ‘57 Chevy’, and describing it that way, works to 

categorise the categoriser (Schegloff, 1995, 2007, Whitehead, 2009) as someone who 

‘knows cars’. They argue that anyone with access to this body of knowledge will routinely 

observe a car in a different way to someone who does not. Knowledge then can be tied to 

a category and thereby constitute membership of a category, and a display of knowledge 

can be treated as a display of category membership (Sharrock and Turner, 1980). I adopt 

this category-tied approach to the analysis of knowledge as a social resource in chapter 6 

(esp. 6.3) as the intersection between category, knowledge and the moral order is a 

central analytic pivot of this dissertation. 

 

Lena Jayussi (1984) explored the way in which participants order category resources to 

constitute a moral order in the moment-by-moment lived work of society. She illustrates 

the way in which participants employ categories and category-tied activities, values and 

attributes as evaluations, descriptions and judgments which morally position those 

categories relative to each other. In one of her examples members of the ‘Hells Angels’ 

are described as ‘dirty scruffy dropouts who don’t stop at home’—a description she notes 

might fit any number of categories (Jayussi, 1984:22–23). These attributes are tied to the 

category ‘Hells Angels’  working to differentiate ‘Hells Angels’ and another category, 

‘skinheads’, in order to perform interactional work which is constitutive of a moral order in 

which ‘skinheads’ are favoured over ‘Hells Angels’. Jayussi’s work on the moral order 

opens up an empirical way of analysing the practice of enticing a challengeable in 

normative terms (alluding back to Durkheim).  

 

The work of Sharrock, Jayussi (noted above) and Rod Watson (see Wowk and Carlin, 

2004 for a review) provided a basis for Stephen Hester, David Francis and Peter Eglin to 

develop a research agenda in the Manchester program for membership categorisation 

analysis (MCA) (Hester and Eglin, 1997). Hester and Eglin took Sacks’ work on the 

analysis of membership devices, categories and category-bound activities (e.g. Sacks, 

1972a,b) from ethnomethodology’s program31

                                                           
31 Rather than the nascent West Coast-coast program Sacks was developing as he wrote these pieces. 

, removing what they saw as the formal-
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analytic elements in the talk of ‘machineries’ (Hester and Eglin, 1997:10–20). Their 

position also reflected on the analyst’s role in recognising categories and devices used in 

talk (c.f. Turner, 1971) a reflective turn picked up in subsequent literature (e.g. Butler and 

Fitzgerald, 2010). They also drew on Watson and Weinberg’s (1982) description of 

predicates (i.e. category bound activities and rights, obligations, features etc.) and Lena 

Jayussi’s work on the moral order with a program that emphasised the haecceity of local 

orders and not the generality sought in the West Coast program of CA. Hester and Eglin 

took the analysis of category out of Sacks’ West Coast program and built it into the 

Manchester program of MCA (Stokoe, 2012a)—a research program which provides 

findings and literature for the analyses in chapters 6 and 7. 

 

In this dissertation I explore the members’ methods of membership work in chapters 6 and 

7. Chapter 6 takes much of the perspective of the Manchester program in the particulars of 

doing analysis but still leverages the results of the West Coast program of CA in earlier 

chapters—an at times awkward juxtaposition that I return to in the conclusion. Manchester 

was not the only program developed by early engagement with Garfinkel, Sacks, Schegloff 

and Jefferson—the program of institutional talk developed out of the application of CA to 

workplaces (Drew and Heritage, 1992). This program in CA subsequently influenced 

workplace studies, DSP and provided a body of research which investigated epistemic 

asymmetry in talk. Thus, following I present the institutional talk program in CA. 

 

2.3.3 Institutional talk 
The institutional talk program in CA made its mark in particular with the investigation of 

work settings such as legal (Atkinson and Drew, 1979), political (Atkinson, 1984) and 

medical (Atkinson and Heath, 1981) contexts. This extended to a systematic way of 

exploring speech exchange systems indigenous to institutions in Talk at Work (Drew and 

Heritage, 1992). These developments proved influential to DSP, workplace studies and 

studies into epistemics in talk.  

 

In Order in the Court (1979) Atkinson and Drew first investigate the differing order of 

organisation of the speech exchange system of courtrooms. Using a variety of materials 
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from court settings they developed upon the West Coast program’s work on basic32

 

 

conversation to illustrate the different turn-taking rights, and action bound rights in 

courtroom talk. This exploration formed the basis for the later Talk at Work (1992) in which 

numerous contributors expand on Drew and Heritage’s institutional talk program looking to 

specific workplaces in order to investigate: (1) turn-taking organization; (2) overall 

structural organization of the interaction; (3) sequence organization; (4) turn design; (5) 

lexical choice; (6) epistemological and other forms of asymmetry (Heritage, 1998:5). It was 

this last theme that has had an enduring influence on the program of conversation analysis 

with results about the negotiation and management of epistemic rights, responsibilities and 

the general terrain of knowledge in talk spreading from initial studies in doctor-patient 

interaction (Heritage and Sefi, 1992) or the media (Heritage, 1985) to the generic 

systematics of knowledge in talk (Heritage, 2012a). The work on epistemics which 

emerged from the institutional talk program in CA is pivotal to the analysis in chapter 4 

(esp. 4.3) 

The institutional talk program provided an environment which supported the push into 

workplace studies, was influential on the developing discursive social psychology and 

provided a ‘perspicuous setting’ for the study of epistemics. In chapter 4 I draw heavily on 

this work into epistemics, in chapter 5 I employ a line of research conducted in workplace 

studies and chapter 7 adopts the program of discursive social psychology. Thus, next I 

detail the developments of workplace studies, ‘multimodal’ CA and discursive social 

psychology. 

 

2.4 Innovative directions 
Advancements in technology and the cumulative empirical programs of the West Coast, 

institutional talk and Manchester led to new innovations in the study of social action. One 

of the first innovations was workplace studies, with a focus on the analysis of the 

embodied social action in places of work which I detail in section 2.4.1. This later provided 

the basis for ‘multimodal CA’, the adoption of the detailed analysis of embodied conduct in 

the methods of the wider programs of CA (2.4.2). As the program of West Coast CA grew 
                                                           
32 But see Watson (1997) for instance regarding difficulties with the analyst’s heuristics of ‘basic’ and 
‘institutional’. 
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it developed an interest in the analysis of category, returning to Sacks initial investigations 

with varying perspectives on aligning CA and MCA  in section 2.4.2. Alongside these 

innovations DSP was developing in different environment, from social psychological 

beginnings (2.4.3). In this section I outline each of these developments, beginning with 

workplace studies.  

 

2.4.1 Embodying action in workplace studies  
Places of work provided a ‘perspicuous setting’ (Garfinkel, 1967) for researchers to 

investigate the ways in which we constitute our social order in and through our bodies, 

artefacts and spaces (Mondada, 2006). Christian Heath and Charles and Marjorie-Harness 

Goodwin forged an early path in the detailed analysis of our lived world from video 

recordings (Mondada, 2006). As Mondada (2006) notes, their research was congruent with 

both the programs of ethnomethodology and conversation analysis, forming an ideal 

template for the current investigation’s integration of programs. Their fine grained-

renderings of scenic action satisfied analytic norms in both programs33

 

 at a time when 

technology for such research was still comparatively unwieldy. 

The initial technological hurdles of camera technology in the 70s and 80s led the early 

research on embodied action by the Goodwins and Christian Heath to focus on single 

instances, rather than the larger corpus methods available to the West Coast and 

institutional talk programs in CA (e.g. Heath, 1986; C. Goodwin, 1981, 1996). For this 

reason studies of embodied action focused on recovering and describing all of the 

haecceity of the local work order enacted in the scenes recovered in their video recordings 

(Mondada, 2006) rather than generic regularities of practices recoverable each next first 

time. These pragmatic constraints, rather than principled objections (c.f. Sharrock and 

Anderson, 1986; Lynch and Bogen, 1994) led workplace studies to employ single case 

analyses in the investigation of embodied work. These pragmatic constraints are echoed in 

chapter 5 as I employ a single case analysis in order to demonstrate the work of resisting 

engagement in a mutual bodily orientation to talk as a resource for resisting the practice of 

enticing a challengeable (see 5.4).  

                                                           
33 Unlike the ethnographies used by ethnomethodologists, which were largely overlooked by the program of 
conversation analysis (the West Coast program in particular).  
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At the inception of the programs of conversation analysis and ethnomethodology Charles 

Goodwin under the teaching of Goffman and Jefferson (and the influence of Sacks) (C. 

Goodwin, 1981:xi) pioneered the early use of camera footage to investigate the embodied 

work of parties to conversation (Psathas, 1979:5). His work and the work of Marjorie 

Harness Goodwin, has presented fine grained analyses of gesture, gaze, artefact 

manipulation, ‘ways of seeing’ consonant with work in the programs of ethnomethodology 

and conversation analysis (Mondada, 2006). Their body of work provides empirical 

realisation of phenomenal fields, presenting findings which form the basis of my analysis in 

chapter 5. 

 

One of Charles Goodwin’s major contributions was to describe the work of ‘professional 

seeing’ in the practice of ‘professional vision’ (C. Goodwin, 1994, 1996a, 1996b, 2003.). 

Professional vision described the work of professionals who enact competence and 

membership by orienting to shared social fields. Examples include the interesting area of 

dirt in an archaeological dig (1996) or young girls arguing over rules violations while 

playing hopscotch (with M.H Goodwin, 2003). Charles Goodwin’s research highlighted the 

way in which gesture, posture and gaze are co-ordinated with talk to enact these socially 

mediated fields and the ways in which these fields are used as resources for social action. 

For instance, the way that girls in the game of hopscotch may describe, point to, face and 

look towards a certain part of the hopscotch grid in order to enact that area as a field of 

social relevance in the course of disputing some action of another girl in the game—using 

their ‘professional vision’, their competence in the game, the field is enacted and used to 

mediate the dispute (M.H Goodwin, 1998). These phenomenal fields the Goodwins 

describe are used by participants in the course of enticing a challengeable to manage 

participation, they underpin the facing formation and interactional space which I unpack in 

chapter 5 (esp. 5.1, 5.4–5).   

 

In addition to elaborating the resources used to constitute the more basic semiotic 

resources of our everyday lives (C. Goodwin, 2011) workplace studies illustrated that 

when the main business of the activity at hand involves employing our bodies in relation to 

the physical world, the practices involved in any particular activity routinely orient to a 
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primacy of our embodied conduct (e.g. C. Goodwin, 1996; M.H Goodwin, 2006; Heath, 

1986; Heath and Hindmarsh, 2000). Thus, they argue that the centrality of a resource to 

enacting action is flexibly constituted by members as a function of the resources 

necessary to complete the task at hand (Streeck, C. Goodwin and LeBaron, 2011). That is, 

when people are talking, of course they treat talk as primary, but when they are at an 

archaeological dig (C. Goodwin, 1996), playing hopscotch (M.H Goodwin, 1998) or being 

inspected by a doctor (Heath, 1986) or working over plans and maps (Mondada, 2007) 

bodies, gestures and configurations are treated as central to the interactive business at 

hand. Hence, as I return to in 5.2, the practice of enticing a challengeable is constituted by 

participants with talk—embodied action is not the central vehicle of the practice. 

 

2.4.2 New modalities, new memberships? 
The program of conversation analysis was by no means limited to the West Coast and 

institutional talk programs. Through the course of the 1990s and 2000s the program of 

conversation analysis spread worldwide and added multimodal analysis (Stivers and 

Sidnell, 2005) and membership analysis (see Stokoe, 2012a) alongside conversation 

analysis. The ‘multimodal’ program in conversation analysis in particular has increased 

apace since the ubiquity of camera technologies (see Stivers and Sidnell, 2005). 

Meanwhile, there has been both a return to Sacks’ original approach to membership 

analysis by the West Coast program in CA (e.g. Schegloff, 2007, 2010; Whitehead and 

Lerner, 2009) and the integration of Manchester program MCA by researchers in the wider 

program of CA (e.g. Stokoe, 2006; Butler, 2008). These combinations of research 

programs have opened up new areas of social action to analysis. 

 

The multimodal program in conversation analysis was christened by Stivers and Sidnell’s 

(2005) adoption of Enfield’s (2005) semiotic perspective on the different modalities of 

visuospatiality and vocality. Enfield (2005) argues that visuospatiality combines all of the 

embodied resources of gesture, bodily orientation, gaze and expression. Stivers and 

Sidnell’s (2005) use of Enfield’s (2005) term has been widely adopted in the new program 

of studies within the program of CA investigating bodies and talk in interaction (Heath and 

Luff, 2012). However, as Heath and Luff (2012:295) note the phrase ‘multimodal’ 

awkwardly emphasises distinct ‘modes’ over social action and implies that “...interaction 

consists of combining distinct channels...”. Such a notion of distinct channels assumes 
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their a-priori relevance in pre-structured ways, something incompatible with the contingent, 

ongoingly assembled, perspective on embodied action (something which CA authors using 

the term have themselves demonstrated (e.g. Mondada, 2006, 2011; Stivers and Sidnell, 

2005, Sidnell, 2006)). Instead, following Heath and Luff (2012) in this dissertation I use the 

term embodied action, or instead refer to the specific ‘mode’ being used by participants 

(e.g. space, expression, gaze, gesture, bodily orientation). 

 

Regardless of terminological tumbles, the program of multimodal CA has increased apace 

with the improvements in digital recording technologies, providing insights into reference 

and the co-ordination of participation in talk important to chapter 5 (see Heath and Luff. 

2012). Despite the late start, much of this work was founded on the research of Adam 

Kendon, who pioneered the detailed naturalistic analysis of embodied action in the 60s 

and 70s (working with Ray Birdwhistell, Gregory Bateson and others). The field of ‘Context 

analysis’ (Kendon, 1990) described the detailed configurations of the hands used to point 

to interlocutors and distally far points of reference (see Kendon, 2004 for a review). 

Building on Kendon’s work, researchers in the multimodal program of conversation 

analysis have illustrated the fine co-ordination of gestures of reference prior to talk (e.g. 

Mondada, 2007; Oloff and Mondada, 2011), in alignment with talk (e.g. Schegloff, 1984; 

Sidnell, 2005; Rendle-Short, 2006) or after talk (e.g. Heath and Hindmarsh, 2000). These 

differing placements have differing interactional uses to focus the reference of the turns in 

differing ways. Kendon’s work on participation (following Goffman), his ‘facing-formation’ 

(1990), also inspired work on participation by Schegloff (1998), Mondada (2009, 2012) and 

Sidnell (2006, 2009) who illustrated the way in which bodies, gaze and gesture are used 

by participants to enact a sense of ‘we-ness’ about who is interacting and how involved 

they are. These studies in the program of multimodal conversation analysis provide 

detailed analytic methods, congruent with the West Coast program in CA, which I adopt in 

chapter 5 (esp. 5.1, 5.5).  

 

Researchers have also begun to combine the approach of the Manchester school in MCA 

with West Coast CA style research. Elizabeth Stokoe’s work (Stokoe, 2003, 2004, 2006, 

2008, 2009, 2010a,b) has illustrated the utility of bringing MCA into a CA perspective, 

highlighting unique practices in which categories are employed (2010; 2012). Her push for 

a systematics in MCA draws on elements of the West Coast and aligns with very early CA 
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(e.g. Schenkein, 1978; Drew and Atkinson, 1979), while retaining some elements of 

Manchester program analysis. Similarly, Butler (2008) has highlighted the analytic utility of 

drawing on a depth of CA analysis in an investigation based on the Manchester program 

for unpacking the haecceity of girls’ order of play in the playground. She demonstrated the 

fine order of haecceity available in a combined MCA and CA description of talk in 

interaction. As with the analysis of embodied conduct, members make no differentiation 

between these resources, they simply draw on them as needed. Thus, my analysis 

combines more of the members’ methods in order to make a deeper analysis of the 

practices or scenes under investigation. This dissertation adopts Stokoe’s (2012a) 

approach to collections in the analysis of membership work, which I return to in 6.3.  

 

In this section I have detailed some of the newer work in embodied analysis 

(multimodality), including the argument for less risky jargon. My analysis in chapter 5 

illustrates the point Heath and Luff (2012) make about using embodied analysis as a term, 

as I illustrate the way in which action is more important than the mode employed. In 

chapter 6, I return to Stokoe’s (2012a) category systematics, unpacking the way in which I 

have employed it in the current analysis.  

 

The final program, influenced by CA and classical ethnomethodology, which I employ in 

this dissertation, is Discursive Social Psychology34. However, DSP is somewhat of an 

outlier in the fold of CA and ethnomethodology35

 

. Thus, some further detailed background 

on its beginnings amidst social psychology better explains its utility for chapter 7, 

especially its work of critique.  

2.4.3 Discursive (social) psychology  
The crisis of social psychology in the 1970s saw the emergence of critical and innovative 

perspectives in social psychology willing to challenge positivism and reductivism (e.g. 

Gergen, 1973, Tajfel, 1981). These developments occurred largely in isolation from the 

                                                           
34 See below on the various changes in name. I have adopted this name to emphasise the non-CA element 
of discursive psychology that I employ in the chapter.   
35 As a program of research DSP has not always used ethnomethodological methods. However, increasingly 
elements of DSP are moving towards CA, and away from the post-structurally-influenced analysis (see 
below) as a method for their program (Wiggins and Hepburn, 2007).  
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development of ethnomethodology, the influence of Wittgenstein or continental philosophy 

and were instead an internal reaction to the methodological impasse of experimentalism 

(Condor, 2003). One of the developments was an innovative new approach founded on 

strong experimental results that illustrated the power of context. The resulting ‘social 

identity approach’ (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) dealt with the theoretical quandaries of the 

influence of context on experiments by investigating ‘context’ itself—which I return to in 

chapter 7 in my critique of the social identity approach. It was in this environment that as 

doctoral students Jonathan Potter, Derek Edwards and Margaret Wetherell grew 

dissatisfied with rough glossing over language. They began to develop the precursors to 

DSP (Edwards and Potter, 1992; Wetherell and Potter, 1987) which forms the basis of the 

program incorporated into chapter 7. 

 

Discursive Social Psychology was born of Jonathan Potter, Derek Edwards and Margaret 

Wetherell’s dissatisfaction with both the methods used in cognitive psychology, and the 

assumptions which cognitive psychologists made about people, order and interaction 

(Potter and Wetherell, 1987, Edwards and Potter, 1992). They were influenced by 

Wittgenstein (1965), Garfinkel (1963) and especially Coulter’s program against 

cognitivism36

 

—his argument against the cognitivist view that certain words allow a direct 

‘window on the mind’. As one example of DSP’s early work, Edwards and Potter illustrate 

the way in which ‘mental predicates’ (i.e. ‘think’ cf. Johnson-Laird, Legrenzi, Girotto and 

Legrenzi, 2000) are not interior mental objects but that they are instead employed as 

interactional resources, to do things in talk (Edwards and Potter, 1992, Edwards, 1997, 

2005). This dissertation picks up this theme of critique in chapter 7, following on from the 

influences of the Boston program, to respecify and critique DSPs’ forbear, the social 

identity approach. 

These three research interests of ideology, the analysis of bias, and fact construction saw 

DSP grow into three distinct programs (Potter, 2010, Wetherell, 2007). Developing on the 

analysis of the enactment of ideology in discourse (Potter and Wetherell, 1987, 1992, 

Wetherell, 2007, Edley, 2001), one program went down a path of incorporating eclectic 

methods around a post-modern theme, such as ‘Foucauldian’ discourse analysis (FDA) 

                                                           
36 Coulter later objected to discursive psychology, noting differences in the respective agendas (1999).  
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(see section 7.3) used in investigations of ideology (Wetherell, 2007, Potter, 2010; e.g. 

Wetherell, 1998, Rapley, 2004; Condor, Figgou, Abel, Gibson, Stevenson, 2006). Another 

program, drawing heavily on the rhetorical psychology (RP) of Michael Billig (1991, 1996, 

2005), and the analysis of bias (Edwards and Potter, 1992), investigated the rhetorical 

work of accountability, objectivity and prejudice (e.g. Mckenzie, 2003, Aiello and Bonaiuto, 

2003, Condor, 2006, Augostinos, LeCouteur and Fogarty, 2007, Augostinos and Every, 

2010, Gibson, 2009—see also section 7.1). Finally, an interest in the construction of facts 

(Edwards and Potter, 1992, Edwards, 2007, 2008) and the representation of events 

(Potter, 1996) saw one program take on an ‘epistemic’ flavour37. This approach focussed 

more on analysts’ methodological practices, (e.g. Potter, 2003a, 2003b, 2010 Potter and 

Hepburn, 2005, 2007) and participants’ epistemic resources (e.g. Edwards, 1997, 2004, 

2008, contributions to Hepburn and Wiggins, 2007; see section 7.1, 7.8) retaining the 

original discursive psychology (DP) label (Edwards and Potter, 1992). For strategic 

reasons, following Gibson (2009), I shall use Discursive Social Psychology (DSP) to refer 

to the three broader programs as I adopt them in chapter 7, and reserve FDA-DP, RP and 

DP to refer to the first, second and third programs respectively. I adopt the term DSP 

because of DP’s ongoing evolution towards CA as its primary method in its program of 

work. In order to distinguish my ethnomethodologically-informed analysis in chapter 7 I 

instead adopt DSP as a strategic rhetorical choice to align with a ‘broader-church’ of 

work.38

 

  

One of the pillars of the DP aspect of the DSP program has been ‘respecification and 

critique’. This is based on Garfinkel’s (1967, 1988) use of the term to describe the move to 

study the ethnomethodological part of Lebenswelt Pairs. Garfinkel however does not 

propose a program of critique (2002:121) and yet DP (rather than DSP) has incorporated 

Garfinkel’s approach of respecifying study from theorised models to lived real-worldly 

practices as the basis for a criticising psychology (e.g. Edwards, 2005). DP follows in the 

footsteps of some of Garfinkel’s ‘company of bastards’ in this regard (e.g. Suchman, 1987; 

Schegloff, 1997; Sharrock and Anderson, 1986; Hilbert, 1992) but unlike these individual 

                                                           
37 See Potter (2010) and Corcoran (2009) for an extended discussion of DP’s epistemic orientation.  
38 In terms of research, DSP differs little from ‘early’ DP research. However, it is due to the evolution of DP’s 
methods towards an almost exclusive use of CA that I adopt ‘DSP’ as the label for the approach I take in this 
chapter. I seek to make it clear that I will employ the ‘older’ DP and some elements of ethnomethodology to 
which the current form of DP may object.  

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1348/014466604X18064/full#b1�
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1348/014466604X18064/full#b1�
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authors DP makes a program of criticism (e.g. Edwards and Potter, 1992; Edwards, 2005). 

I return to this in chapter 7 as I engage in DSP’s program of critique.  

 

One of the theories DSP researchers have not overlooked in their critique of psychology is 

the social identity tradition—given the tradition’s place as the dominant European 

psychological theory of group. Several prominent critiques (Widdicombe, 1995; Edwards, 

1998; Rapley, 1998; and volumes in Antaki and Widdicombe, 1998) have attacked Self 

Categorisation Theory’s (SCT) (a cornerstone of the social identity approach, see Turner, 

Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher and Wetherell, 1987) cognitivism, on the basis that 

categories are instead used by members to do things in talk. These authors illustrated the 

way in which categories39

 

 are not banal constructs resident in the mind which impel people 

to action—they are instead live and contested, and used to achieve things in interaction. 

Further critiques have illustrated such issues as: SCT’s naïve realism (McKinlay and 

Dunnet, 1998); SCT’s implicit adoption of an individual/social dualism (Widdicombe, 

1995:111); or where oversimplification has led to an ideologically-deficient stance which 

reinforces the hegemonies that Henri Tajfel sought to resist (Billig, 2002). DSP critiques of 

the social identity approach spotlight an inbuilt inconsistency—it is a context-driven theory 

that often overlooks the detail of the context which it claims to study. As an extension of 

this work in chapter 7 I critique SCT’s claim to ‘interactionism’ in the course of my 

discussion of their approach to norms.  

However, DSP has always had a curious relationship to the social identity approach 

because of the early overlaps in authors between the two methods. DSP did not stay its 

hand and has still targeted SCT in its program of critique (e.g. Edwards, 1998; Dickerson, 

2000) but programmatically DSP has had harsher words for cognitive, rather than 

(cognitivist) social-psychological fields (e.g. Edwards, 2005; Edwards, 2011, pers. comm.).  

This slightly gentler hand towards what is the dominant field in British social psychology 

today (Haslam, Ellemers, Reicher, Reynolds and Schmitt, 2010) makes sense considering 

both approaches have such a strong focus on ‘context’. Michael Billig, now a key 

proponent of rhetorical psychology (e.g. Billig, 1996) was one of the research assistants 

and co-authors of the original studies in the social identity tradition (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, 

                                                           
39 Edwards and Potter (1992) refer instead to ‘roles’ in a similar critique of attribution theory. 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202/abstract�
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and Flament, 1971). Similarly, Margaret Wetherell one of the founders of DSP (Potter and 

Wetherell, 1987) was also a student of John Turner the founder of SCT and was a co-

author of the book first presenting that now highly influential theory (Turner, et. al., 1987). 

Moving from the social identity tradition to closer engagement with language and social 

action makes sense when you consider that the social identity tradition champions the role 

of context and argues for a socially constructed model of the actor (Hornsey, 2008).These 

ideas are consonant with the DSP program, allowing as much consensus as conflict 

between each approach. This close alignment however creates theoretical inconsistency 

in the social identity approach, a problem with their take on ‘interactionism’ and what it 

means for research. I take up this relationship between the two fields in chapter 7, 

engaging in a critique of SCT on its own terms. 

 

In this section I have outlined the approach to the analysis of embodied conduct, some of 

the approaches to integrating West Coast CA with Manchester program MCA, and 

provided some background on the ‘fellow traveller’ project of DSP. As I have noted 

throughout, each of these perspectives have different approaches to the practical matters 

of doing research, all of which has implications for any study attempting to combine the 

approaches. Thus, throughout the dissertation there are occasional asides to discuss 

contrasts in the various programs employed in the course of the research.  

 

2.5 Conclusion 
Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology, and conversation analysis and discursive social psychology 

which it so deeply influences, has produced a rich company of bastard programs. These 

programs, in many instances, lack resemblance to their forefather, resulting in strident 

differences of opinion (e.g. Coulter, 1999; Fitzgerald and Housley, 2008; Schegloff, 2007c; 

Carlin, 2010). But despite any differences, consistent themes run throughout, a focus on 

members actual conduct, detailed analysis, unmotivated observation, and aversion to a-

priori theorising. Remembering that participants of social scenes do not make the 

disciplinary40

                                                           
40 They do of course make all sorts of other ‘carve-ups’, such is the basis of MCA. 

 carvings-up of social order like social scientists do (e.g. Housley and 

Fitzgerald, 2009a; Hepburn, Potter and Edwards, 2009) it is now possible, given the 
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developments I have outlined, to provide a detailed accounting of numerous members 

methods, as participants enact them in the course of social action.  

 

In this chapter I have provided a basic outline of some of the prior research into CA, 

embodied action, MCA and DSP which I employ in later chapters. I have differentiated the 

member’s methods—CA, embodied action and MCA—from those programs which 

investigate those methods. This rhetorical move allows me to select research strategies 

from the different programs as I investigate each method in new ways. In this dissertation I 

have broadly adopted the West Coast program’s large-collection approach to the analysis 

of social practices. This allows me the flexibility to move from collection-oriented analysis 

to the use of single cases. I have also encountered a number of useful deviant cases, the 

analyses of which are included in the following chapters. Single case analysis is also 

especially useful in the detailed analysis of embodied conduct, so in chapter 5 I employ 

single case analysis to highlight a particular member’s method. The reflective orientation 

the Manchester MCA program has regarding the role of the analyst’s knowledge in the 

course of investigation is central throughout, but becomes most apparent in chapters 6 

and 7. Finally, I draw heavily on DSP’s unfettered perspective (i.e. a program not focused 

on any one member’s method) in order to further explore consensus and critique in 

practice and theory. 

 

This combination of research norms from a variety of Garfinkel’s bastards has a number of 

payoffs that I will realise in the final chapter. Innovative layered analysis, combining 

approaches, led to the precision and diligence of West Coast analysis exploring topics of 

membership, the reflective analysis of Manchester program applied to sequential action, a 

collection of a practice analysed for the embodied conduct alongside talk (including the 

analysis of membership) and taking a member’s practice of critique to reflexively explore 

DSP’s program of critique. This payoff will return to Garfinkel’s influences namely, 

Durkheim’s objective reality of social facts, Schutz’s natural attitude and Parson’s social 

structure. In the next chapter then I present an outline of the practice of enticing a 

challengeable using on the basic elements of the West Coast program of CA to provide an 

overview of ‘what’s going on here’. 
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Chapter 3: Enticing a challengeable: 
Overview of the practice 

3.1 Introduction  
This dissertation describes the practice of ‘enticing a challengeable’, a members’ method 

employed in ‘good’ arguments (Sacks, 1995:107) in the public domain. In this practice 

participants ask uncontroversial, ‘enticing questions’—henceforth enticing 

interrogatives41

 

—which do not transparently oppose the addressed speaker, manipulating 

epistemic displays and epistemic rights in order to establish a basis for a later, 

oppositional, action. The nature of this manipulation of knowledge, and its use as an 

adversarial method to recruit the target’s position against their own argument, is an as-yet 

undescribed practice of interaction. This chapter employs CA to elaborate the fundamental 

parts of enticing a challengeable, presenting a basic reference guide with which to 

navigate later chapters. 

The description of the practice of enticing a challengeable begins with an example in order 

to ground the use of terms for the various phases and actions. After a brief elaboration on 

why I employ ‘challenger’ and ‘target’ to describe the parties to the practice, the chapter 

proceeds with an overview of the phases and sequences which members use in order to 

enact enticing a challengeable. Then, using a different example, I outline the two core 

features of the practice; the manipulation of epistemics and the use of a contrast device to 

reveal something about the target of enticing a challengeable. Finally, I provide a 

sequential analysis of each of the actions implemented in each phase highlighting the 

heterogeneous nature of some parts of the practice—the first and last phases in particular.  

Hence, to introduce the overview of the phases and sequences of the practice, an 

illustrative example is presented next. 

 

                                                           
41 As I outline in section 3.3 and further in chapter 4, these turns do not ‘do’ questioning and hence I refer to 
them as ‘interrogatives’ following Raymond (2003). 
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3.1.1 A canonical instance by way of introduction  
A canonical instance of such an ‘enticing a challengeable sequence’ already presented in 

chapter 1 is presented again in example 3.1, in which the challenger, a ‘heckler’, is arguing 

with a protester (the target) about whether or not to advise women that the birth control pill 

is dangerous. Prior to this excerpt the heckler has initiated argument on the basis that the 

‘anti-pill’ protest is a religious one, and asserted that religious protest has no place in 

public (see example 4.12), whereas the protestors have prosecuted their argument that 

‘the pill kills women’. Immediately prior to the excerpt the heckler has taken issue with 

over-regulating risky behaviour (e.g. allowing smoking), thus the heckler’s turn at line 92-

93 refers to whether or not to ‘destroy’ harmful materials to protect people. This example is 

canonical as it exemplifies the minimal necessary features of the practice because it has a 

minimal preface phase and no explicit categorisation work. Each phase of the practice is 

labelled (a) through (e) on the transcript below. 

 

Example 3.1 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C1‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’42

URL: 

 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [05:19–05:37] 

92. C:       what’s poisonous for one plant- for one creature,  
93.          may not be foo:d for another.= 
94.          [you ca:n’t destroy all the food.] 
95. T:       [>but we’re talking about< <human beings.>] 
96.     a→   we’re not talking about destro:ying anything.  
97.          you’re ju:mping to conclu[sions.   ]  
98. C:  b→                            [>let me a]sk you  
99.     c→   something.=do you eat eggs.< 
100.         (2.0) 
101.T:  c→   <yes.> 
102.C:  d→   that’s a fe:tus. couldn’t it be¿  
103.         if there’s a blood thi:ng  
104.         [it’s->it’s a foetus.<] 
105.T:  e →  [<we  are  talking >  ] about <the pi:ll ki:lling  
106.         wo:men.>you’re going off topic. >we’re talking  
107.         about the< PI::LL being harmful to women.= 
 

At lines 92–94, the challenger enacts an oppositional action that characterises arguments 

of the sort previously described by Coulter (1990) and Maynard (1985). The challenger 

employs the sequence in order to counter the target’s ‘arguable’ (Maynard, 1985) claim of 

                                                           
42 As discussed in section 2.1.3, in chapter 2, transcription notation is given in Schegloff, (2007). 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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line 96 at (a) ‘that she isn’t talking about destroying things’. Broadly, the practice is 

launched in response to this arguable at (a), using a preface at (b), to create space for the 

practice, a pre-challenge at (c) which enacts consensus, in order to use an upshot of (c) to 

challenge the target at (d)—to which she reacts at (e).  

 

Line 96 is the ‘arguable’ which the enticing sequence ultimately works against, a statement 

(by either party) of ‘how things are’. At line 98-99 the challenger begins the sequence by 

creating space for further turns at talk with a pre-pre ‘let me ask you something’ (Schegloff, 

1980) in the ‘preface’ phase of the sequence. This preface projects that there is a longer 

sequence to follow and that the target is the topic—the target—of that sequence. 

 

In line 99, with the preparation for the sequence complete, the challenger and the target 

move on to the ‘pre-challenge’ phase, comprising the challenger’s enticing interrogative at 

line 99 and her response at line 101. In line 99, at (b) the challenger further departs from 

the antagonistic tone of the prior turns with an uncontroversial question ‘do you eat eggs’. 

The challenger’s question is tilted by virtue of preference organisation towards a ‘yes’ 

answer, (Koshik, 2002, 2005) displaying the challenger’s assumption that the target does 

eat eggs, but deferring primary epistemic rights to the answer to the target. The target 

delays her response, delivering the eventual ‘yes’ slower than her preceding turns, thereby 

treating the challenger’s question as a source of trouble. Her delay projects that she may 

have a problem of understanding (Jefferson, Sacks, Schegloff, 1977) with the challenger’s 

turn in line 98. This enticing interrogative and the response form the basis of the challenge 

to follow—hence ‘pre-challenge’ phase. 

 

On the basis of her response, in lines 102–104, she challenges the target with ‘it’s a 

foetus’, referring to the eggs she eats—the upshot being that she does ‘destroy things’ 

because she eats eggs. The challenge is working to undermine what the challenger is 

treating as the target’s position by highlighting that her actions are not consistent with her 

argument. The target deflects the challenge, in lines 105–107, with her reaction by 

providing a different formulation of her position, of ‘why she is out here’. The challenge 

works to try and use features of the target—her eating eggs—against her own position in 

the argument. 
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With this example I have illustrated the basic phases of the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. In the preface phase the challenger ‘does targeting’ using ‘you’, likewise he 

challenges her in line 102–104. It is based on the analysis of what participants are doing 

which led to the descriptive terms ‘target’ and ‘challenger’, discussed next.  

 

3.1.2 Who is talking to whom: Challengers and targets 
As I noted in chapter 1 there are two sides to any argument—in the case of this practice 

there is the challenger’s side and the target’s. In all but four43 of the cases each side has 

only one party each (even in multi-party arguments). The initiating side—in example 3.1 

the ‘heckling’ participant—I refer to in this dissertation as the ‘challenger’. I use this 

description because ultimately this participant is working to challenge the other side with 

the outcome of the sequence. Conversely, I refer to the challenged-side as the ‘target’ 

because in each case of the practice the challengers employ several different resources in 

order to ‘target’ the challenge at one or more specific parties to the argument. This 

analysis also formed the basis of the notation on my transcripts, ‘C’ marks the challengers 

and ‘T’ indicates the targets. Rather than adopting a neutral ‘pre-analytic’ notation on the 

transcripts for the various parties, the transcripts in this dissertation reflect the final 

analysis and the relevance of the ‘turn-generated’ categories (Fitzgerald, 1999; Watson, 

1997). While such value laden descriptions no doubt have their weaknesses (for more see 

chapter 6), these terms are based on the actions of the participants in the course of the 

sequence. Hence, when used throughout this dissertation the terms challenger and target 

refer to members as constituted in and through the sequence and are based on the final 

analysis.44

 

 

3.2 The different phases of the practice 
Having established a preliminary description of the course of action for the practice of 

enticing a challengeable, and delineated descriptors for the participants engaged in the 
                                                           
43 In these four of the cases the sequences are either directed at multiple parties (cases 42, 47 and 50), or 
enacted collaboratively (case 40). 
44 Garfinkel and Sacks (1970) refer to a member as ‘mastery of the natural language’ and not as discrete 
biological bodies. Thus, while there may be several persons who are the target I only use singular terms 
because the practice is done orienting to singular targets and singular challengers.  
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practice, the different phases of the enticing challengeable sequence, based on example 

3.1, are outlined in table 3.1 below45

 

.  

Table 3.1: The phases of enticing a challengeable 
Line(s) Phase Initiating 

participant 
Function 

96 
  

(a) Arguable 
 

Target A statement of ‘how things are’ making 
an argumentative ‘point’ which the 
enticing a challengeable sequence 
retrospectively responds to. 

98–99 (b) Preface 
 

Challenger Create the interactional space and 
epistemic grounds to deliver the pre-
challenge. 

99 (c) Pre-
challenge 
 

Challenger Establish an ‘obvious’ point as a 
feature of the target via an 
interrogative and a ‘good enough’ 
answer.46

102–104 
 

(d) Challenge 
 

Challenger Juxtapose the ‘obvious’ feature of the 
target with an upshot of their current 
conduct/argument. 

105–107 (e) Reaction 
 

Target A ‘bottom-line’ move to return to the 
argument at hand or a deflection away 
from the issue. 

The practice of enticing a challengeable is comprised of five phases; (a) the arguable, (b) 

preface, (c) pre-challenge, (d) challenge and (e) reaction. The first phase (a) is a prior 

point made in the argument. Most frequently, this is a point made by the target, but the 

sequence may also be used to support a point made by the challenger. The arguable in 

each case represents the completion of a prior sequence where one party (either the 

challenger or target) has made a case of ‘how things are’ in relation to the main issue at 

hand. Thereby the arguable touches off each sequence as points in the argument where 

opposition is relevant (unlike being evasive or not presenting your own side c.f. Hutchby, 

1996). Also it is oriented to in the final challenge phase, but it has no routine character, 

and it may be authored (Goffman, 1979) by either of the parties (e.g. the challenger may 

argue-for their own arguable or argue-with the target’s). Hence the arguable phase is not a 

part of the sequence of the practice, despite being integral to its enactment. I discuss the 

arguable phase below in section 3.4.1  

                                                           
45 These phases are not the sequences, or actions, of the practice. They are simply a heuristic ‘aid to a 
sluggish imagination’ (Garfinkel, 2002) of the necessary features of the practice. 
46 I discuss a case in which this fails in section 4.2.2 
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The sequence proper is launched with a preface phase (b) by the challenger, to create the 

interactional space upon which the later phases rely. It is in the preface phase where the 

opponent is first made the target of the sequence to follow. This phase is mode free, 

(Raymond, 2010), that is, it may be enacted with embodied resources, talk, or both. 

However it is achieved, the work of the preface—selecting target and obtaining space to 

talk—remains necessary. I discuss the resources used to enact this phase in further detail 

in chapter 4, section 2, and chapter 5, section 3.   

 

Following the preface, the pre-challenge phase (c)—comprising the enticing interrogative 

and enticed response—works to obtain a prefigured answer and is about the target, which 

also forms the basis of the sequence. Numerous features of the sequence’s design are 

oriented to ensuring a response from the target in this phase, features which are 

discussed in the next chapter in section 3. In this phase the target has their first 

opportunity to talk—and thereby resist—the work of this practice in providing the ‘enticed 

response’. These responses and the resistance which is enacted through them is 

discussed in detail in chapter 4, section 4. 

 

The challenge phase (d) is initiated using the response to the pre-challenge as a basis 

upon which to challenge the target. The challenge juxtaposes an upshot of the enticed 

response with some feature of the arguable, in order to reveal something about the target. 

I detail the work of challenge in chapter 4, section 5, chapter 5, section 5, and throughout 

chapter 6.  

 

The argument is continued in the reaction phase (e) in which the target treats the 

challenge as any other move in an argument, deflecting, minimising or getting back to the 

‘bottom line’ (Ashmore, Edwards and Potter, 1994) of the argument in a myriad of distinct 

ways. Because in many cases the reaction is a first action, or an expansion in first pair part 

position (Schegloff, 1968, 2007) while also being ‘reactive’ to the practice, I have 

separated it into a discrete phase away from the challenge. The reactions have none of 
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the patterned routine character integral to a coherent practice, a matter which I discuss 

below in section 4.1.  

 

These five phases are each oriented to the ‘enticed response’ as a strategically 

manufactured resource for challenging the target with a contradiction inherent in their own 

actions. The use of enticing interrogatives with format akin to ‘exam questions’ (Mehan, 

1979), ‘known-answer questions’ (Levinson, 1992) or ‘silly questions’ (Stokoe and 

Edwards, 2008) is the first core feature of this practice. The second core feature is the way 

in which features of the target are used as the basis upon which to challenge the targets 

own actions. These two core features are the focus of the next section.  

 

3.3 The two core features: flat epistemic gradients and juxtaposition  
The core features of the enticing a challengeable sequence, the flat epistemic gradient 

(Heritage and Clayman, 2010) of the enticing interrogative turn, and the juxtaposition work 

of the challenge phase are each contingent on the work of the prior phases, the preface 

and pre-challenge. This contingency shapes the outcome of these core features, for 

example each of the phases may comprise more than one turn, or more than one 

adjacency pair. The next extract illustrates that contingency in closer detail as the 

challenger employs several turns in the course of the preface phase. Example 3.2 is drawn 

from an argument about the legality and morality of gay marriage. The target is contesting 

a sign that the challenger is holding, which says ‘homo sex is a threat to national security’ 

(figure 3.1.1). As in example 3.1 above the phases are labelled: (a) arguable, (b) preface, 

(c) pre-challenge, (d) challenge, (e) reaction.  

 
F3.2.1 at line 21— ‘The stupidest thing I’ve ever seen’  
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Example 3.2 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  

URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
21. T:      tha:ts the stupidest >thing I’ve seen.< 
22.        (2.0) 
23. T:      and you have NOTHing to back that up.  
24.        (2.5) 
25. C:  a→  bible teaching.    
26. T:  a→  the bible is a boo:k, written by a ma:n. 
27.         there’s a lotta books. 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:      yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
41. C:      =>↑Yes you do:.< 
43.         oh so you live your life by conscience?   
44. T:      I ↑do.= 
 

At line 28 the challenger uses ‘let me ask you a question’ a pre-pre (Schegloff, 1984) in the 

preface phase (b) to introduce a pre-question “you have a college education?” which forms 

the basis of the challenger’s later pre-challenge phase (c) at lines 31–32. The pre-pre and 

pre-challenge turns constitute the preface phase (b) by setting up the pre-challenge phase. 

In example 3.2, there is a chain of preliminaries as the preface phase: a pre-pre which sets 

up a pre-question, which then prepares the pre-challenge phase. The pre-pre in line 28 

allows a shift from the target’s accusation that the sign is ‘stupid’ to the topic of the target’s 

education and the pre-question in line 28–29 establishes a common epistemic domain, two 

actions which preface the ‘did you study books’ interrogative of line 31.  

 

The enticing interrogative in line 31 as the pre-challenge phase at (c) is treated as obvious 

or ‘silly’ by both participants (Stokoe and Edwards, 2008). The challenger’s ‘alternative’ in 

lines 31–32 and line 34 ‘or did you read messages in the sky’ and ‘then etched in the 

earth’ treats the response to the interrogative as a given, prefigured outcome, and works to 

bluff the target by treating any other response as ridiculous. The challenger’s repeat of the 

target’s response in line 36 further treats the response to the enticing interrogative as 

http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw�
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prefigured. The challenger’s use of an ‘X or Y’ alternate format raises the interactional 

stakes (Edwards, 2008), proposing that the target either answer in the conforming way or 

alternatively that the target is in some way ‘not normal’. I discuss this indexing of 

normativity more in chapter 4, section 4.3.3 and further in section 6.5.3 and 7.2. The pre-

challenge phase (c) includes an enticing interrogative with a known-in-common question, 

and an enticed response. 

 

The target and the challenger treat the interrogative ‘did you study books’ (at lines 31–32, 

34 and 36) as having a flat ‘epistemic gradient’ (Heritage and Clayman, 2010; see 

Reynolds, 2011). Heritage and Clayman (2010) describe the way in which participants 

using questions orient to an ‘epistemic gradient’, or a difference in knowledge. They 

discuss the way in which questions designed to find something out, such as ‘what is the 

time?47

 

’ project a ‘steep’ epistemic gradient, interactionally displaying that the question-

asker does not know the answer. While at the other end of the spectrum tag questions 

work to confirm an answer (but show interactionally that the question asker is pretty sure 

of the answer) thereby projecting a flatter epistemic gradient. Thus, the enticing 

interrogatives (‘did you study books’) are not questions in the same way that turns such as 

‘you have a college education’ (lines 28–29) are. They are not working to ‘find something 

out’, instead they are working to obtain one specific response from the target. These 

enticing interrogatives are the first core resource enacted in the course of enticing a 

challengeable. Because these turns do not work to find anything out I will refer to them as 

enticing interrogatives (c.f. Raymond, 2003) to differentiate form from function. 

By bluffing the target to provide a response or else risk appearing bullish or unreasonable 

the challenger can now formulate an upshot about the target’s history in order to contrast 

that with the arguable (a). The challenger uses the target’s agreement that ‘he reads 

books’ to propose, using a tag question format, that the target lives his life by books. That 

is, the challenger is working to rebut the target’s assertion that the bible being ‘a book 

written by a man’ as not sufficient or proper to ‘live your life by’ and thereby support the 

protestor’s claims about ‘homo sex’. The challenge juxtaposes the target’s arguable —that 

                                                           
47 Presuming of course in the context of use the question is being used to find out the time (rather than strike 
up conversation, imply lateness or the host of other possible uses.) 



Chapter 3: Enticing a challengeable: Overview of the practice 

57 
 

bible teaching is not ample support to the claim—with the now revealed proposal that the 

target lives his life by books.   

 

In the final challenge turn the challenger proposes an upshot (Heritage and Watson, 1979; 

Antaki, Barnes and Leudar, 2005) for the target’s confirmation. The challenger is working 

to reveal with this upshot that the target has been ‘taught by books’ himself and thus has 

no basis upon which to claim that because the bible is a book that the challenger should 

not justify such ‘stupid signs’ with it. The challenge proposes an upshot of the pre-

challenge that contrasts with the arguable phase. Because the arguable phase is itself a 

counter to a prior turn, the challenge is working with a strong retrospective focus to support 

the challenger’s own argument. Thus, the second core component of the practice of 

enticing a challengeable is this contrastive work of the challenge turn which takes an 

upshot of the worked-up pre-challenge (c)—a feature of the target themselves—and 

contrasts it with some part of the arguable (a) phase in order to challenge the target.  

 

In this section I have outlined the flat epistemic gradient of enticing interrogatives and the 

contrastive work of the challenge turn. Next, I present an outline of the sequence 

organisation of the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

 

3.4 The options for targets and challengers 
The practice of enticing a challengeable revolves around two core features, the 

manipulation of epistemic gradient in the pre-challenge, and the contrastive work which 

results as an upshot of the pre-challenge. The other resources deployed throughout the 

sequence are ultimately deployed towards these ends. Thus, challengers and targets have 

various options in the construction of these phases. In example 3.1, the challenger, 

employed a pre-pre, but not a pre-question, with implications for the epistemic gradient of 

the pre-challenge turn. Conversely, in example 3.2, the challenger employs a pre-pre and 

a pre-question at (b), making both space for himself to deliver the sequence (with the pre-

pre) and an epistemically flat, rather than pretty-much-flat, epistemic gradient in the 

preface phase. Just as challengers have options, so do targets. They may, as the target 

does in example 3.1, delay their response and provide a minimal type-conforming turn 
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(Raymond, 2003). Or, as the target does in example 3.2, they may provide a non-type 

conforming answer with minimal delay in order to resist the ‘askability’ (Stivers, 2011) of 

the pre-challenge turn. Thereby, both the challengers and targets have resources available 

for constraining and resisting the other in the course of enticing a challengeable. 

 

With options come variations, thus it is also necessary to identify the “...specific locations 

within a turn or sequence...” (Heritage, 2010:6) in which the practice is enacted. This 

requires an analysis of the sequence organisation (Schegloff, 1968, 2007) of the turns 

enacted in the course of enticing a challengeable. This analysis is presented next.  

 

Example 3.3 illustrates a case without a pre-pre in which the target resists with both delay 

to one pre-challenge and a non-type conforming answer to another. This example is drawn 

from an argument between an anti-globalisation protestor, the target, and a counter-

protestor, the challenger, during the G20 summit of leaders conference in Toronto in 2010. 

In this argument the counter protestor is pressing for the protestors to stop protesting and 

‘seek legal means’ to express their political will, while the protestor is arguing that the G20, 

and the globalisation forces behind it are destructive to the ongoing good of the planet. As 

in examples 3.1 and 3.2 above the phases are labelled (a) arguable, (b) preface, (c) pre-

challenge, (d) challenge, (e) reaction. 

 

Example 3.3 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 
5. T: a→   so whaddya you want to happen.  
6. C: a→   I want our world to <su[rvive. > ]  
7. T:                             [you wanna] stop 
8.         [°fishing?°] 
9. C: b→   [↑you  have] children? 
10.T: b→   I have two grea:t kids. 
11.C:      do you have gran[d children 
12.T:                       [and there a lot smarter  
13.        than anyone in this park.  
14.C:      well that’s a [bit subjective] 
15.T:                    [including me .] 
16.P2:     yeah because they’re stupid [that’s why.] 
17.C:                                  [do you care]= 
18.        =about what’s gonna [happen  to ] 
19.T:                          [NO. They’re] educated, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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20.        [and they’re-] 
21.P2:     [>you  just- ] you just called us stupid.<] 
22.C: c→   [do   you   care   a b o u t    t h e i r ] 
23.        future? 
24.T: c→   ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
25.C: c→   do you want them to have clean water? 
26.        (0.6) 
27.C: c→   clean air? 
28.T: c→   ↑~yeah~. 
29.C: d→   wull, you better oppose the geetwenty,  
30.        [because the (maybe) sure as aint gonna have it.] 
31.T: e→   [well I’m sending down to the gulf to get  some.] 
 

In line 9, the challenger asks the target a pre-question (b) ‘you have children’ in 

preparation for his turns at line 23 and 26. The challenger’s pre-question exhibits a steeper 

epistemic gradient (Heritage and Clayman, 2010) than his pre-challenge (c) turns, not 

displaying any assumption that he may already know the answer, nor is it treated as 

epistemically flat with the target’s response. Instead, it works as a part of the preface 

phase to establish information which will be required for the subsequent pre-challenge. 

This illustrates that the ‘pre-TCU’48

 

 (Schegloff, 2007) pre-pre’s are optional, while the 

preface phase (b) is not and that the preface may be done with a question-answer 

adjacency pair. 

In lines 23 and 26–28, the challenger asks two enticing interrogatives, which have a much 

flatter epistemic gradient, due to the fact that the challenger and the target orient to these 

questions as mutually understood. The target’s response to the first enticing interrogative 

does not conform to the constraints of the yes-no question design (see Clayman and 

Heritage, 2010; Koshik, 2005). This response challenges the askability (Stivers, 2008) of 

the yes-no formatted question, because presuming the possibility of a ‘no’ response paints 

the target as a father who might not care about his children. The target uses ‘of course’ to 

challenge the presupposition that he might not ‘care for his children’, denying the 

possibility of any alternative and working to reclaim rights over knowledge about his family 

                                                           
48 Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) describe the ‘turn constructional unit’ (TCU), the basic unit of talk. 
Subsequent research, discussed in Schegloff (2007) has illustrated that some interactional business may be 
done in a ‘pre-TCU’ position—interactional work which does not implement a distinct action but is distinct 
from the main action implemented in the turn.  
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(see similarly his response in line 10)49

 

. In line 29, the target orients to the alternative 

response design which targets of the enticing sequence may employ a delay + minimal 

response. In line 28 the challenger treats line 27 as an accountable absence (Schegloff, 

1968) as he increments his pre-challenge with a follow-up in search of an answer about 

wanting them to have a clean environment. That is, the challenger orients to the target as 

having delayed his response. Example 3.3 illustrates that the pre-challenge phase (c) may 

be expanded, but minimally involves at least one enticing interrogative and response 

adjacency pair.  

Unlike examples 3.1 and 3.2, the challenge (d) in example 3.3 is more prospective, 

proposing a future action (opposing the G20) as an upshot of his status as a father who 

cares for his kids. The challenger contrasts this in defense of his own point—wanting the 

world to survive. He contrasts the challenger’s claimed status as a father who cares for his 

kids against what he is currently doing, opposing the challenger’s argument in defense of 

‘clean water and clean air’. Example 3.3 illustrates the different consequences of a pre-

question on the epistemic gradient of the pre-challenge and the different options for 

resistance by the target. 

 

3.4.1 An action-formation and adjacency-pair description of the practice 
Based on the sequential analysis of the collection Table 3.2 presents a broad 

characterisation of the actions available to challengers in each phase and the adjacency 

pairs present for those actions.  

 

Table 3.2: The sequence: actions and adjacency pairs of enticing a challengeable 
Phase Action Adjacency Gloss  

b) Preface Pre-pre Pre-TCU “Let me ask you X” 

Pre-question Pre1 - FPP Question 

                                                           
49 In the immortal words of Admiral Akbar from Star Wars: Return of the Jedi, it is at this point in the 
sequence that targets realise ‘it’s a trap’ and they immediately work to ‘take evasive action’. (see 
http://youtu.be/dddAi8FF3F4) 
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Pre1- SPP Answer 

c) Pre-challenge Enticing interrogative Pre2- FPP Obvious question 

Enticed response Pre2- SPP Known-answer 

response 

d) Challenge Challenging upshot Base - FPP Challenging upshot 

e) Reaction *Various Base – SPP Deflect, reject, deny or 

counter the challenge. 

In terms of sequence, the preface phase (b) and the pre-challenge phase (c) operate as 

consecutive pre-sequences prior to the main action of the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. The preface may operate in pre-TCU position, as in pre-pre (Schegloff, 

1980, 2007) working to establish interactional space for the pre-sequences to follow, or as 

a pre-sequence—in the case of pre-questions to establish the grounds for the pre-

challenge—or both. The preface comes sequentially prior to the pre-challenge phase in 

every case.  

 

The pre-challenge pre-sequence is designed around the interrogative-response adjacency 

pair, because—as I return to throughout this dissertation—having a response in the 

target’s own words is treated as necessary by the challengers. It allows for their own 

words to be recruited against them in the course of the argument, strengthening the 

argumentative claim (Antaki and Leudar, 2001). 

 

With the pre-sequences complete, the base first pair part (Schegloff, 2007) of the 

sequence is the challenge turn (d). This challenge is initiated with a resumptive ‘so’, ‘but’, 

‘then’ or ‘well’, which marks it as a challenge—the differences between which I return to in 

chapter 4 section 5. The challenge provides the grounds for an upshot (discussion in 

chapter 4) allowing the challengers to make inferences and implications about the target 

(discussed in chapter 6).  
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The final reaction phase (e) has no consistent patterned action. Targets of the sequence 

resume conflict talk, and employ myriad different forms of adversarial action in order to 

continue the arguing at hand (see section 3.4.2).  

 

The actions within the practice are directed by the challenger to two aims; getting a 

response using the bluff tactic by employing a flat epistemic gradient and then using an 

upshot of that response to contrast against some aspect of the arguable. 

 

3.4.2 The arguable and reaction phases 
The arguable (a) and reaction (d) phases are a part of the practice inasmuch as the other 

phases, those with a routine character orient to their existence. However, the arguable and 

the reaction phases do not have a patterned form, unlike the preface, pre-challenge and 

challenge. The challenge constrains the possibilities of the reaction phase inasmuch as 

the challenge may be difficult to directly counter. To evade the challenge, targets instead 

routinely use ‘bottom line’ (Edwards et al., 1994) arguments in order to re-orient debate 

back to the safe partition of argument (Sacks, 1995) which frames the target’s terms of 

debate. Example 3.4, repeated from example 3.1 above, illustrates.  

 

Example 3.4 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C1‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’  
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [05:19–05:37] 
102. C:  d→   that’s a fe:tus. couldn’t it be¿  
103.          if there’s a blood thi:ng  
104.          [it’s->it’s a foetus.<] 
105. T:  e →  [<we  are  talking >  ]about <the pi:ll ki:lling  
106.          wo:men.>you’re going off topic. >we’re talking           
107.          about the< PI::LL being harmful to women.= 
 

At lines 105–107 the target’s reaction does not address the substantive issue raised by the 

challenger, instead re-iterating what the topic is. The target’s move is to return to the main 

course of the argument—as they define it. These moves orient to inherent vulnerability in 

the practice, that the work of the pre-challenge is routinely not topically coherent with the 

business of the argument. Eating eggs, after all, has little to do with the harm that the pill 

may or may not cause women. Thus, by moving to get the argument back to the bottom 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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line of the dispute, targets may evade even addressing the substantive disjunction posed 

in the challenge turn.  

 

Targets are frequently also flippant or disingenuous in their reaction. For instance they 

may work to shift the issue away from the challenge, as in example 3.3 with “well I’m 

sending my kids to the gulf to get some” [clean water] referencing the 2010 Deepwater 

Horizon BP gulf oil spill (which he does in the next turn see example 3.3, line 31). Thus, by 

whatever means, evasion is the substantive goal of the response to the practice. 

 

The least frequent form of reaction is a direct counter, which is surprising considering the 

argumentative environment in which the practice is located. The single example of a direct 

counter is in example 3.2, repeated below in 3.5. 

 

Example 3.5 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  
URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [02:05–02:25] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
41. C:      =>↑Yes you do:.< 
43.         oh so you live your life by conscience?   
44. T:      I ↑do.= 
 

The target’s turn at line 40 flatly rejects the candidate answer (Pomerantz, 1988) built into 

the polarity of the challenge turn (i.e. a ‘yes’) asserting his rights to know ‘how he lives his 

life’. What is noteworthy is the challenger’s rebuttal of the target’s response. These are 

apparent strangers arguing on the street, the challenger’s rebuttal claims epistemic rights 

to know how the target lives his life. The challenger goes on to reformulate the 

confirmation seeking statement in line 43 proposing a new candidate, but without the 

disjunctive contrast to the arguable, the force of the turn as a challenge is lost. Instead, the 

challenger is forced into a new sequence to re-establish the link. The target has evaded 

the challenge by rejecting the link between reading books, and living one’s life by them. 

The force of the final challenge is dependent on the strength of that link (which is often 
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dependant on the amount of prior work to establish it). The point of note here is that the 

challenger’s claim to know better than the target ‘how he lives his life’ illustrates the 

difficulty of directly countering the challenge turn, thus, targets routinely employ other 

means to do so. 

 

Because of the varied nature of the reactions I spend less time in this dissertation 

unpacking precisely the way in which targets get out of the trouble posed by the challenge 

turn. Thus, I only discuss the reaction and arguable phases where it is relevant and useful 

to illustrate another phase.  

 

3.5 Conclusion 
Examples 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 share the two core features of enticing a challengeable: a flat 

epistemic gradient (although with varying degrees of slope), and contrastive final 

challenges based on the pre-challenge. The first core feature, the flat epistemic gradient, 

involves the deployment of a suite of interactional resources in the preface phase and 

enticing interrogative turn, including pre-questions, pre-pres, preference organisation and 

epistemics in order to constrain the target’s form of response. The second core feature, 

the contrastive challenge, is enacted by a juxtaposing of the results of the work of the pre-

sequences—getting a target and getting a set response—with the arguable in order to 

reveal inconsistency. Thus, throughout this dissertation the analysis relates to the 

resources used to support, develop, react to, resist and otherwise orient to, these two core 

features. 

 

The interactional work of each phase of enticing a challengeable is directed toward 

specific aims using numerous resources of talk and the body, some leveraging categories 

in the course of the practice. The preface is designed to locate the target, and in some 

cases refine that target. In the pre-challenge the challenger works to get something on-

record in the target’s own words so that in the challenge an upshot of that on-record thing 

may be juxtaposed against the arguable phase. Finally the target works to escape the trap 

reiterating the bottom line or engaging in other evasive work to defend their side in the 
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argument at hand. The next two chapters detail the resources enacted towards these 

aims.  

 

While I have highlighted the way in which enticing interrogatives are a core feature of the 

practice of enticing a challengeable there is more detail to the interactional work of enticing 

interrogatives. They have a flat epistemic gradient (Clayman and Heritage, 2010) and a 

similarity to: silly (Stokoe and Edwards, 2008); exam (Mehan, 1979); or ‘blinds up’ (Koshik, 

2005) interrogatives which has not yet been fully unpacked. What is it about these 

interrogatives which give them this known-yet-askable quality? In the next chapter I 

unpack much more of the detail of the design, implementation and response to these 

enticing interrogatives. Using the fine-grained approach of West Coast program CA I 

explore in depth some more of the details of these interrogatives that I have mapped out 

here.  

 

Similarly, while I have highlighted the importance of the upshots and contrastive work of 

the final challenge turn there remains a good deal more detail to unpack in the 

organisation of these turns. Recruiting your opponent’s words against them is an important 

argumentative resource (Antaki, 1994; Antaki and Leudar, 2001) as is making your 

opponent seem inconsistent with their own expressed views (Goffman, 1955:9). Thus, as a 

practice of argumentation, enticing a challengeable trades on structures of social action 

fundamental to much of the organisational detail of ordinary life. A number of interactional 

resources support the work of this action, and I explore these in chapters 4 and 5. 

However, the challenge is the ultimate aim of the sequence and therefore the analysis of 

the structures of social action, in and of, this feature are dealt with in chapters 6 and 7.  
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Chapter 4: Conversation analysis:  
Recruiting resources in the service of 
conflict 
In the adversarial environment of arguments, responses to actions routinely do not 

conform to the type, shape or design of the initiating action (Hutchby, 1996a; Schegloff, 

2007). It was the discovery of actions which do conform, or align, to the prior turn which 

initially spurred investigation into the practice of enticing a challengeable. This was 

because it seemed out of place for disputants to be in consensus about something during 

an argument (c.f. ex 1.1–1.2). However, participants engaged in this practice are not 

ultimately agreeing or aligning. The practice of enticing a challengeable remains a tussle, 

with numerous interactional resources deployed by challengers to craft a course of action 

that has a certain trajectory. The target’s pattern of response plays a pivotal role in this 

trajectory, beyond dispreference, with the forms of resistance playing out in two distinct 

ways. In this chapter I employ the West Coast program of CA to investigate the resources 

which are used to enact the aims of each phase to: 1) locate the target, 2) obtain a 

response, 3) navigate the demands of resisting the trajectory in the response turn and 4) 

reshape that resistance into something useable for the final challenge. This chapter 

illustrates the way in which the methods of less adversarial environments are recruited for 

an adversarial agenda. 

 

4.1 Chapter overview 
Getting a target is the first task of the challenger in the course of this practice. In section 

4.2.1 I present the way in which resources of turn-taking are enacted as challengers 

employ speaker selection throughout the preface and pre-challenge. I also present a 

contrastive case to illustrate the use of these speaker selection resources in forming and 

selecting the target of the challenge. In some cases challengers also refine the target, 

locating them as of a particular epistemic domain with pre-questions. In 4.2.2, I briefly 

unpack the way in which these pre-questions are used to flatten the epistemic gradient. In 

this section I highlight the way in which the preface phase projects a trajectory of a 

defeasibly unspecified sequence to follow. 
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Getting a response to the enticing interrogative is the next step in the practice, for which 

challengers employ preference organisation, epistemics and (mis-)use of the ‘commitment 

to the mundane’ (Sacks, 1984). In section 4.3.1, I explore the preference organisation of 

the enticing interrogative turn, illustrating with a deviant case of the practice the structural 

preferences in the pre-challenge phase. Then, in section 4.3.2, I illustrate the way in which 

epistemic rights are employed to obligate the target to respond. In section 4.3.3, I highlight 

the organisation of the method of bluffing the target’s ‘commitment to the mundane’ 

(Sacks, 1984) used to secure a response. In this section I argue that the weight of 

interactional resources challengers must bring to bear toward the goal of securing one 

particular form of response is part of the on-going mis-alignment of being in an argument—

rather than any temporary cessation of conflict. 

 

The response in the pre-challenge phase (c) is pivotal to the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. As the target’s first opportunity for resistance it exemplifies that, even 

despite the weight of resources employed to obtain a particular response, targets need not 

meekly acquiesce. The responses take two forms, a minimal type-conforming response 

coupled with a delay (section 4.4.1) and non-conforming responses which resist the use of 

mundanity as a resource (section 4.4.2). These responses push back at the challengers 

making the work of completing the practice more difficult while (in most cases) not falling 

foul of the traps set in the enticing interrogative.  

 

Having obtained a response which evidences some form of resistance, challengers must 

get the challenge back on track in order to draw out the damaging contrastive upshot 

which forms the ultimate aim of this practice. In 5.1, I highlight the various connectives (so, 

well and then) used by challengers to orient to the epistemic landscape (Schutz, 1964) of 

the prior turns. Then, in 5.2, I highlight the way in which challengers finish off the practice, 

making a contrastive upshot using those features of the target enacted in the pre-

challenge as resource for carrying on the argument. That is, the final challenges make the 

targets work against themselves in order to achieve argumentative aims. Analysis begins 

next, where these aims are both forecast but briefly set aside, in the preface phase. 
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4.2 Preface:  Getting and refining the target 
In the course of preparing for the enticing interrogative, challengers need to locate the 

target of challenge, and in some instances refine the target. Simply put, in the preface 

phase (b) of the practice, challengers select their opponent as next speaker and make 

reference to their opponent in order to constitute them as the target. In this section I 

highlight the resources challengers employ to make their opponent the target of the 

practice of enticing a challengeable.  

 

4.2.1 Preface and pre-challenge: Speaker selection and reference 
In the preface phases challengers employ ‘you’ to select the target as next speaker and 

make reference to them. In these three examples following (two from above), the 

challenger uses ‘you’ in both and the preface and the pre-challenge phases.  

 

Example 4.1 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C1 ‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww  [05:19–05:37] 
98. C:  b→                            [>let me a]sk you  
99.     c→   something.=do you eat eggs.< 
 
 
Example 4.2 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  
URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education? 
 
Example 4.3 GIC:EJR:2010:01:C6 ‘Joe Horn Protest’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA [04:21-04:35] 
37. P: b/c→ >I’ma ask you here.< Are you a fair man.   
 

At lines 98, 28 and 37 the challengers reference the target with ‘you’ in the design of their 

‘pre-pre’ (Schegloff, 1980) in order to set up interactional space for a longer sequence of 

questioning. The pre-pres also propose that the target is accountable for answering these 

yet-to-come questions. In those cases where a pre-pre constitutes the preface phase 

(rather than a gesture, see 5.3) they employ ‘you’ in their design which works to select the 

target as the next speaker (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974:704) and topically 

focuses the question as about the target (Schegloff, 2007:170).  

 

http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw�
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As target selecting, recipient-focused topic questions, the pre-pres in examples 4.1–4.3 

make the sequences personal. Having been selected as the speaker, and selecting an 

epistemic domain centred on the target—the target is now in a position where they are 

specifically invested in the challenge. Pre-pres also project the final action to follow 

(Schegloff, 1984), that is, they have a ‘pre-ness’ which proposes some further sequential 

business is upcoming (Schegloff, 2007). Thus, the opponent is invested and made the 

centre of a sequence to follow—they are made the target of the sequence. 

  

Next is a case which is not included in the collection because it lacks the target selecting 

features of the practice but has an otherwise similar format. It is presented because the 

challenger does not make reference to their opponent (with ‘you’ or otherwise) and does 

not use recipient-focused topic. Because this case lacks the targeting work of the preface 

phase I use ‘opponent’ in place of ‘target’ to describe the receipt of this different instance. 

This single example is presented next in order to demonstrate necessity of speaker 

selection in enticing a challengeable. 

 

Drawn from the same argument as example 4.1, the events presented in example 4.4 

occur several minutes later, after some argument about whether the protest about the pill 

is religious or not. The challenger has countered the teachings of the bible on ‘breeding as 

much as we want’ and subsequently leads into his ‘pre-challenge’50

 

 at line 134. 

Example 4.4 GIC:EJR:2009:11:NC ‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [06:00-06:25] 
130.O:       did you know that? 
131.         mo::st people don’t know that. 
132.C:       so it’s a carci:niogen. 
133.         (0.3) 
134.C:     what’s the average lifespan of a human. 
135.         (0.8) 
136.O:       depends on the country.  
137.         (0.6) 
138.C:       yA:y- humans usually only used to  

                                                           
50 As a note of caution this is less a ‘failed’ case and more one that does not fit the parameters of the 
practice. To claim it failed presumes in advance the challenger was trying to engage in an enticing sequence 
in this instance, for which there is no evidence. The evidence is available for what he did do, rather than 
anything he might have intended. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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139.         live <thirty years.> 
140.         (0.4) 
141.C:       SO: >anything over that is an extension of life.< 
142.P3:      so tell us how you feel about this sir.  
143.         how do you feel about the birth control pill. 
 

The challenger’s turn at line 134 acts as a pre-challenge to set up the ‘average lifespan’ as 

the basis for his challenge upcoming in line 138-9. However, this time the opponent does 

not treat the challenger’s question as straightforwardly answerable. Her response —

‘depends on the country’—undermines the challenger’s question by making the basis of it 

problematic. By treating the basis of the challenger’s question as non-straightforward, 

rather than as a known-answer question, the opponent undermines the challenger’s 

attempt to set up the information required for his challenge. The challenger then orients to 

the additional work now required to make his challenge by providing the answer himself. 

However, the challenger’s failure to entice a challengeable now means that unlike other 

cases (those cases included in the collection) he does not have consensus. The 

argument’s principal is himself (see section 7.1), rather than both parties to the argument 

and thus his attempted juxtapositions fail because the grounds upon which he makes it are 

in dispute. 

 

The structure of example 4.4 is different from examples 4.1–4.3 and those examples 

presented in the previous chapter, because it lacks a preface phase entirely and the pre-

challenge phase is missing the features necessary to craft a flattened epistemic gradient. 

In example 4.4, the challenger does not select a next speaker (e.g. ‘you learn biology in 

school?’) nor does he personalise the pre-challenge. A wh-question posed in a 

hypothetical less strongly projects the form of the answer preferred in response than the 

yes-no questions or confirmation seeking done in other cases (Hayano, 2012) and thus the 

opponent is less obligated to provide a conforming response. 

 

Pre-pres select the opponent as the next speaker, reference them as the source of the 

sequence and project a course of action of which the opponent is central, thereby enacting 

the opponent as the target as the central work of the preface phase. However, as I noted 

in the previous chapter in section 3, challengers may refine aspects of the target with pre-

questions in the preface phase on the way to the enticing interrogative. 



Chapter 4: Conversation analysis: recruiting resources in the service of conflict 

71 

 

4.2.2 Preface: Pre-questions 
Pre-questions are an optional feature in the preface phase, used by challengers to locate a 

specific epistemic domain (Heritage, 2012) as of the target. In Example 4.5, already 

presented in example 3.2, which is drawn from an argument about the legality and morality 

of gay marriage, the target is challenging a sign that the challenger is holding, which says 

‘homo sex is a threat to national security’ (see figure 3.1). 

 

Example 4.5 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  

URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
21. T:      tha:ts the stupidest >thing I’ve seen.< 
22.        (2.0) 
23. T:      and you have NOTHing to back that up.  
24.        (2.5) 
25. C:  a→  bible teaching.    
26. T:  a→  the bible is a boo:k, written by a ma:n. 
27.         there’s a lotta books. 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:      yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
 

At line 28 the challenger uses ‘let me ask you a question’ to introduce the pre-question 

‘you have a college education.’ which forms the basis of the challenger’s subsequent pre-

challenge at lines 31–32. Thus, in example 4.5, there is a chain of preliminaries: a pre-pre 

sets up a pre-question, which further sets up the pre-challenge phase. The pre-pre in line 

28 allows a shift from the target’s accusation that the sign is ‘stupid’ to the topic of the 

target’s education. The challenger’s pre-question at line 28 is off topic and the challenger 

is using the pre-pre to display that the following turn (the pre-question) is required for a 

later utterance. Similarly, the pre-question at lines 28–29 prepares the way for the enticing 

interrogative at lines 31–32 by locating ‘the target-as-college-educated’ as the target. The 

target treats line 28–29 as a question providing a type conforming answer. The following 
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enticing interrogative gains its flat epistemic gradient in part because the challenger has 

established that the target has a ‘college education’. Further, both the target and the 

challenger treat the enticing interrogative as obvious in the way they orient to the turn, 

unlike the comparatively straightforward response the target gives to the question about 

college.   

 

As example 4.5 illustrates, pre-questions are used in the preface phase in order to refine 

the target from the quite general referent ‘you’ as employed in a pre-pre turn, to a 

particular epistemic domain. That is, the target is not always the opponent writ-large but on 

some occasions may be a particular portion of who a person is and what they know. I 

return to this in chapter 6 on membership categorisation analysis.  

 

In this section I have illustrated the way in which challengers work to craft a target of the 

challenge in the course of the preface phase. I highlighted turn taking, reference and 

action-projection as resources for locating the opponent as the target of the sequence as 

the main business of the preface. Further, I illustrated that the target may be refined to a 

particular ‘part’ of the opponent as a person using pre-questions. For challengers, having 

enacted the target, the next step is to get a response to the enticing interrogative. The next 

section steps out the resources employed by challengers in order to get the response they 

need. 

 

4.3 The pre-challenge: Preference, rights and the mundane 
In order to obtain a response to the enticing interrogative, a specific projected ‘known-in-

common’ response (Levinson, 1992, Mehan, 1979, Koshik, 2005), challengers employ 

resources in a manner which is not adversarial—albeit for ultimately adversarial ends. In 

order to enact the work of the pre-challenge phase, getting the right response in the 

target’s own words, challengers use preference, deference in epistemic rights and 

‘suspension of the mundane’ to pressure their target into responding in the projected way. 

In section 4.3.1, I highlight the way in which challengers recruit preference organisation, 

using candidate answers to prefer one form of response and a polar design to delimit the 

field of possible responses. Section 4.3.2, illustrates the way challengers also defer 

epistemic rights to targets, in a way which respects their epistemic rights, a move which 
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both obligates response and reduces the adversarial tenor of the enticing interrogative. In 

section 4.3.3, I demonstrate the way in which challengers suspend the mundane in the 

design of their questions, asking a question which fails to take mundane facts for granted. 

This section highlights the resources challengers recruit in their pursuit of one particular 

response.  

 

4.3.1 Pre-challenge: Preference organisation 
A feature of known-answer questions—such as enticing interrogatives—is that they prefer 

a particular response, by virtue of the flattened epistemic gradient. This preference 

organisation is evident in the correction work that question askers engage in when they do 

not receive the correct response (Mehan, 1979; Koshik, 2005). Research on preference 

organisation has illustrated the way in which utterances may ‘prefer’ a particular form of 

response, such as yes-no questions being tilted to prefer a polarity-matching yes or no 

response (Pomerantz, 1984; Schegloff, 2007; Hayano, 2012). Schegloff (2007) notes that 

‘preference organisation’ does not denote a description of what an individual might desire 

in terms of response, instead it refers to what sort of response is ‘projected’ by a first 

action. For example, ‘you’re not going downtown are you?’, ‘prefers’ a ‘no’ type answer 

(based on the negative form of the question) but the speaker might reasonably want (or 

prefer in the lay meaning) a disagreement in the form of ‘well yes I am’ or something 

similar (Schegloff, 2007:62). The preference is used by the participant in Schegloff’s 

example to avoid ‘seeming to impose’ by allowing the request recipient a straightforward 

way of rejecting the request. As with other resources in the course of enticing a 

challengeable challengers employ preference structure to tilt the answer towards obtaining 

the enticed-response.  

 

As Pomerantz and Heritage (2012) note there are numerous different preferences which 

participants employ in the course of talk-in-interaction. In the course of the challenge 

phase participants routinely orient to the preference for ‘questioner preferred answers’ 

Sacks, 1992:414–415). Pomerantz and Heritage (2012) note the way in which this 

preference, first described by Sacks (1992), is encoded with ‘candidate answers’ 

(Pomerantz, 1988) and polar question design (Heritage, 2010; Koshik, 2002). Candidate 

answers are embedded within interrogatives—such as polar yes-no questions—as a form 

of ‘best guess’ displaying the speaker’s stance on the asked about thing and seeking 
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ratification of that stance (Heritage and Raymond, 2012). Polar questions are those 

designed with the possibility of two opposite answers, canonically a yes-no interrogative is 

an example of polar questions design (Dryer, 2011). Polar questions are encoded with 

‘positive’ (i.e. do) or ‘negative’ (i.e. don’t) design features which prefer particular yes or no 

responses according to their design (see Hayano, 2012; Clayman and Heritage, 2010 for 

an overview). These resources of preference organisation are employed by challengers in 

the design of enticing interrogatives in order to project the questioner preferred answer.  

 

The differing consequences of design on preference organisation are illustrated in the next 

example, which includes an instance of a pre-question being upgraded to an enticing 

interrogative, with a change in the preference structure of the turn. The excerpt in example 

4.6 is from an interaction between a ‘Minuteman’, the target, from an organisation 

protesting against illegal immigration and an individual named ‘Naui’, the challenger, from 

an organisation called ‘Mecha’ which advocates for indigenous land rights in the 

US/Mexican border area. 

 

Example 4.6 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C26 ‘Mecha and Minutemen’51

URL: 

  
http://youtu.be/RnhrZ9LU2Xc [01:25–02:03] 

20. C: a/b→  ok.=your ancestors >where did they come from.< 
21. T:       where’d my ancestors come [ from ? ] 
22. M2:                                [don’t ta]lk to  
23.          this [guy.] 
24. C:            [yes.] 
25. M2:      don’t talk to him. 
26.          (1.5) 
27. T:       where did your ancestors come from. 
28. C:       from the land.=>from this land right here.< 
29.          [where’d your ancestors] come- 
30. T:       [(                    )]  
31. M2:                     [(don’t)] 
32. T:       what.  
33. M2:      talk to (this        ) 
34. C:  b/c→ where’d you ancestors come from. the-  
35.          from europe right?  
36. T:       >right.< 
 

                                                           
51 M2 is another protestor from the minuteman organisation. 

http://youtu.be/RnhrZ9LU2Xc�


Chapter 4: Conversation analysis: recruiting resources in the service of conflict 

75 

At line 20, the challenger asks the target where his ancestors come from, forming a pre-

question to establish the basis of the sequence. Then after a counter-question from the 

target, the challenger repeats the pre-question in lines 34 ‘where’d your ancestors come 

from’. With his repeat, the challenger is chasing the absent response. However, this time 

he adds an increment proposing a candidate answer (Pomerantz, 1988) that the target’s 

ancestors are ‘from Europe right?’. The challenger’s reformulated confirmation-seeking 

candidate answer tag question this time moves from a position of no knowledge about the 

target (the wh-question form) to a position of greater knowledge about the target’s 

ancestors, displaying his understanding of the target’s possible heritage. Further the 

positive polarity (‘right’) confirmation seeking prefers agreement (Koshik, 2002; Hayano, 

2012) which it receives with the target’s response at line 35. The reformulated version at 

lines 33–34 upgrades a pre-question (seeking a basis for later action) into an enticing 

interrogative with the addition of the candidate answer52

 

 (Pomerantz, 1988) and the tag 

question formatting. The contrast between the pre-question and pre-challenge versions of 

the action illustrates that the inclusion of a candidate answer is a key resource employed 

in constructing enticing interrogatives to prefer one particular form of answer. 

In cases where targets provide preferred responses it is difficult to conclusively 

demonstrate the proposed organisation of preference in these enticing interrogatives. 

There is no evidence that participants could not have provided some other sort of 

response without a hitch, thereby invalidating the argument that enticing interrogatives 

prefer a known-answer response53

 

. Hence, the best evidence of the existence of the 

proposed use of preference organisation is those cases where the preferred response is 

not provided, such deviant cases can provide weight of evidence regarding the way in 

which candidate phenomena work (Have, 1999). Thus, a deviant case is presented next in 

order to demonstrate the preference organisation of pre-challenges.  

                                                           
52 From a membership categorisation analysis (MCA) perspective the visibly available ‘white skin’ of the 
target could arguably also be additional evidence of the ‘European heritage’ which the challenger uses in 
constructing the question as a known- answer question. See section 6.3.2 on on-sight categorization 
(Paoletti, 1998) prevalent in the recipient design of pre-challenges. 
53 As Schegloff (2007:73) notes there the preference organisation of adverserial talk has not yet been the 
subject of extensive study unlike less conflictual scenarios. The main exception is Church (2004) who looked 
primarily at the preference organisation in the beginning and ending of disputes. Thus, the discussion in this 
section proceeds with the caveat that further study is required.  
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Targets are not unwilling dupes in the course of these ‘enticing a challengeable’ 

sequences; indeed there is much resistance in numerous examples. An extreme instance 

of this sort of resistance is presented in example 4.7, a deviant case in which the target 

gives the ‘wrong’ response to the challenger’s enticing interrogative—resulting in a 

cascade of interactional trouble displayed in the subsequent talk. Example 4.7 is from the 

‘pill argument’ in which a heckler and several protesters are arguing about whether or not 

the protest is a religious one. The excerpt presented in example 4.7 occurs prior to that 

already presented in example 4.1. 

 

Example 4.7 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C2‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [01:37–01:50] 
51. T:     [you do at home and pray.] 
52. P2:    [just because you  don’t ] [ agree     with- ] 
53. C:                                [so you’re against] 
54.        public displays of re- religiosity?= 
55. T:     =oh I just think that this is a religi- now it  
56.        becomes a religious issue. 
57.        [y’know.] 
58. C:     [no  it ] doesn’t. 
59. T:     ye:s it [does.  see  look   at   that.  ] 
60. C:            [>just because some people< pray] doesn’t  
61.        make it all [ re li g io u s. ] 
62. T:  a→             [>they’re prayin.<] 
63.        yeah well (.) to me it does.  
64.        it’s very [connected.] 
65. C:  b→           [>are you< ] anti religion. 
66.        (0.5) 
67. T:  b→ I’m an atheist myself. yes.  
68.        °I don’t [beli]eve in god.°  
69. C:              [so::] 
70.     c→ but- but- don’t you respect- don’t you tolerate (.)  
71.        their religion.= 
72. T:     =no I don’t tolerate other peoples religion. 
73.        =because [it’s  unsustai:nable.  ]  
74. P2:             [>you don’t tolerate it?]= 
75. T:     =no. 
76. C:     >>what you ↑mean it’s unsustainable.<< 
 

In lines 52–64 the argument transitions through discussion regarding the target’s thoughts 

on public displays of religion as he begins treating the protest as a ‘religious issue’. The 

challenger seeks an account in line 65 as to whether the target is ‘anti religion’, with the 

target providing a dispreferred response.  In this context the challenger uses the negative 

polarity item ‘anti’ (Hayano, 2012:405), which works as a ‘reversed’ polarity question 
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preferring a ‘no’ response (Koshik, 2002; Hayano, 2012). In line 67, the target instead 

orients to the dispreferred response, prefacing his reply ‘yes’, with the self-categorising 

account, ‘I’m an atheist myself’. The sequence culminates in lines 70–71 with the 

challenger’s enticing interrogative ‘are you anti-religion’, in which she is orienting to norms 

of freedom of religion, and expression, in an attempt position the challenger such that a 

‘yes’ answer would paint him in a bad light. The challenger orients to the assumptions 

about freedom of religious expression that the target has confounded with his prior 

dispreferred response in lines 70–71. In response the target yet again provides a 

dispreferred reply in line 72, with an unmitigated ‘no’ response to a negative interrogative 

which prefer a yes-type reply (Clayman and Heritage, 2010; Heinemann, 2006). 

 

In lines 66–68, the target’s account, and the pause prior to responding, both work to show 

that the upcoming response will be a dispreferred one (Pomerantz, 1984, Schegloff, 2007). 

The challengers also treat his response as accountable. They treat his reply as insufficient 

as they seek confirmation that the target does tolerate religion with ‘but don’t you tolerate 

it’ (line 70) this time preferring a yes-type answer (Hayano, 2012). The challenger’s 

confirmation seeking question proposes that the target does tolerate religion orienting to a 

taken for granted order of tolerating religion (e.g. norms of freedom of religion). Instead, 

the challenger in reply in line 72 reiterates that he in fact does not tolerate religion, 

resulting in yet more questioning as he confounds the assumptions built in to the design of 

the challenger’s questions. As a result of his answer, and the subsequent questioning, the 

target has come off as both ‘intolerant’ and ‘anti-religious’ based on the design of the 

challenger’s questioning. The challenger works to account for his non-conforming 

response with his self-categorising reply. Further the other protestor treats his response as 

insufficient working to obtain further confirmation that the challenger does not share these 

taken-for-granted held in common background expectancies (c.f. Garfinkel, 1967:53-55). 

 

As example 4.6 and 4.7 highlight, enticing interrogatives are designed with a polar 

valency, such as yes-no. Koshik (2002) illustrates the way in which participants orient to 

preference for aligning with the valency the epistemic stance expressed in the order of a 

question. That is, those questions posed in the ‘positive’ are treated as having a 

preference for positive answers and vice versa. In example 4.7 the target and the 

challengers treat the mismatching ‘yes’ response to the negatively phrased enticing 
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interrogative as dispreferred. This provides evidence that challengers recruit polar valency 

in conjunction with candidate answers in order to project a preferred response. 

 

In this section I have illustrated that challengers design enticing interrogatives with 

candidate answers and a polar valency in order to use the preference organisation 

resources of questioning to prefer one particular response. That is, as the job of the pre-

challenge phase is to secure the enticed response, preference organisation is deployed as 

one of the resources in the service of that aim.  

 

In comparison with examples 4.1–4.3, example 4.7 demonstrates the additional 

interactional work that is required in order to not conform to the pre-challenge. This 

additional interactional work also elucidates the way in which the enticing interrogatives 

are structured as ‘obvious’. As the consternation of the protestors demonstrates, these 

questions are deployed as stock cultural knowledge (or visibly available resources) about 

what ‘anyone’ might do, be or think. It is by not taking for granted this stock cultural 

knowledge in constructing the question that participants can project a flat epistemic 

gradient, because as the consternation in example 4.7 shows, answers to the enticing 

interrogative are taken for granted. Further, in designing her turn as an interrogative the 

challenger is sensitive to the challenger’s primary rights to know his own stance on 

religion.  These two issues are the topic of the next section on epistemic rights and 

suspending the ‘commitment to the mundane’.  

 

4.3.2 The pre-challenge: Managing epistemic rights  
The analysis in this section examines the way in which enticing interrogatives are 

deployed. I describe the way in which participants manage rights to answers to the 

enticing interrogative in the course of securing the enticed response. Examples 4.8 and 

4.9 contrast two different orders of organisation in the management of epistemic rights.  

Example 4.9 is re-presented from example 4.2.  

 

Example 4.8 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  

URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
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32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
41. C:      =>↑Yes you do:.< 
 

At line 31 in the pre-challenge phase the challenger defers final rights to the response to 

the target. This deference is despite the fact that both challenger and target treat the 

projected answer as obvious. The challenger does this with a bluffing counter-candidate 

answer ‘read messages in the sky’ and the target achieves this with slow delivery, 

extended repetition and a non-type conforming reply (Raymond, 2003). In a contrasting 

organisation of epistemic rights, despite the fact that the target disconfirms the 

challenger’s question ‘so you live your life by that right?’, in line 41 the challenger counter-

answers with ‘yes you do’. This effectively proposes that the challenger, rather than the 

target, has primary rights of access to the target’s knowledge of moral affairs about ‘what 

he lives his life by’. This contrast highlights the way in which the enticing interrogative at 

line 31 is less adversarial than the counter-answer at line 41. By deferring rights regarding 

the target’s own experience to the target in line 39 the challenger is orienting to the 

‘normal’ distribution of epistemic rights regarding our experience and past history 

(Heritage, 2012) whereas the challenger’s counter-answer in line 41 adverserially claims 

epistemic rights in the course of disputing the answer (Pollner, 1987; Clayman and 

Heritage, 2012).  

 

Example 4.9 presents an even stronger juxtaposition of the two different orientations to 

epistemic rights—one which does not employ interrogative formatting. This example is 

from an argument about the Iraq war in which the target is arguing a pro-war stance 

against several anti-war protestors. One of these protestors, the challenger, has taken 

issue with the target’s resistance to propositions that he (the pro war target) should ‘go 

fight’54

                                                           
54 Example 4.8 is a borderline case of the practice. It exemplifies numerous features, including much of the 
similar pre-sequence work to set up the challenge. However it lacks the epistemically flat enticing 

. It is the target’s resistance to ‘going to fight’ which is ‘the problem’ which the 
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challenger has is ‘puzzling out’ using a puzzle-pass sequence in the course of this 

example (see Schenkein, 1978). 

 

Example 4.9 GIC:EJR:2009:11:NC ‘Argument with Republicans’  
8.  C:      (are you-) ya go to college.=           
9.  P3:     =respect [your ][li:ves 
10. T:               [yeah.] 
11. C:                     [where.= 
12. T:      =george wa:shington. 
13. C:      there ya go.=that’s the problem. 
14. T:      WHY!= 
15. C:  →   =<upper middle class ki:ds> don’t go out  
16.         and (.) fight this [wa:r man.= 
17. T:                         [you kno:w me? 
18.         >you know me?<  
19.         >how do you know if<- >how do you know if< I’m  
20.         upper middle cl[a:ss. 
 

In lines 15–16, places the target in the category ‘upper middle class kid’. The target 

responds by treating the challenger as someone without the rights to make this 

categorisation with his retort at lines 17–19, ‘you know me? how do you know if I’m upper 

middle cla:ss.’. The challenger has made a presupposition including a ‘B-event’ (Labov 

and Fanshel, 1977; Sidnell, 2010) claiming primary rights to information about the target’s 

socioeconomic status55

 

. While the challenger proposes that he has a basis for inferring 

this information (going to college), the target strategically rejects the challenger’s rights to 

do so. In line 17–20 the target treats the challenger as someone without the proper 

relationship to know his class status, instead treating the challenger as a ‘stranger’ in his 

objection to the challenger’s presupposition. 

Comparing line 8 in example 4.9 and line 15 in example 4.8 the differing management of 

epistemic rights and the adversarial consequences are clear. In example 4.8, line 8, the 

challenger defers the ‘final’ epistemic rights about the target’s history to the target by 

designing the turn as an interrogative, obtaining a ‘civil’ response.  This is even despite 

that fact that both participants treat the answer as straightforwardly obvious, the challenger 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
interrogative. Instead, the challenger employs a prospective indexical (Goodwin, 2006) ‘that’s the problem’, 
with a designedly unclear reference to obtain space for his assertive challenge in lines 15–16. 
55 In line 15 ‘upper middle class’ as a description also serves as a category. I return to the relationship 
between category and epistemics in section 6.3.1.  
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nevertheless accords the target the right to confirm the details of his past history. By 

contrast in line 8 in example 4.9, the challenger presupposes the target’s class status 

based on an inference about his college in a generic assertion which has no space in its 

design for the target to confirm or disconfirm these details, an act to which the target 

objects to as a violation of his epistemic rights.  

 

Further, these different orientations illustrate that participants flexibly manage rights as a 

resource for argument. In example 4.9, the challenger does defer epistemic rights 

regarding the target’s prior history in order to establish his claim, however when it comes 

time to make his challenge the challenger switches tack and stops deferring to the target’s 

right to know his prior history—he simply asserts it. Similarly, in example 4.8 despite 

having designed a challenge which defers rights to the target, at the conclusion of the 

challenge when the target disconfirms the utterance (responding ‘no’ to the challenge in 

line 40) the challenger has no compunction about directly countering with ‘yes you do’, an 

utterance that does not afford the target rights to his prior past.  

 

The challenger’s assertion at line 15 does allow the target to confirm or deny the assertion 

about upper middle class kids going to war or not.  Labov and Fanshel (1977) first 

described these sorts of B-events as a class of utterances in which speakers, in their 

scheme ‘A’, make utterances about present parties, ‘B’, when B holds the primary ‘rights to 

know’ the utterances’ content which. Heritage (2002), Heritage and Clayman (2010) and 

Sidnell (2010) later expanded on this work in their illustrations of the way in which ‘B-event 

statements’ are used in ways similar to questions, allowing ‘B’ to confirm or disconfirm the 

statement, i.e. a B-event statement ‘you went to church Sunday’ versus a question ‘did you 

go to church Sunday?’. Such B-event statements ‘do questioning’ by making a claim about 

a domain of knowledge not known to the speaker while affording the speaker an 

opportunity to confirm or deny the assertion (Heritage and Clay man, 2010:140). In the 

course of pre-challenges however, it is this space to confirm or deny (as in B-event 

statements) which defers the rights to the other party, rather than simply the domain of the 

content.  
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The next example illustrates B-event statements used in enticing interrogatives, orienting 

to the institutional format of the talk while still deferring the ultimate rights to the talk to the 

target. This example comes from the television news interview show ‘Hard Talk’ on the 

BBC. Steven Sackur is interviewing Richard Dawkins about statements he has made that 

raising children religious is ‘very wicked’ and the arguable in this case is about Sackur’s 

proposition that raising a child religious may not go ‘deep’ into the psyche of a child.  

 

Example 4.10 GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24 ‘Dawkins Hard Talk’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:10-02:40] 
26. C:  b→  sti::ll .h as [YOU we::re] >I must say<  
27. T:                    [I think-] 
28. C:  b→  you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n, 
29. T:                                               [as a- 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. C:  c→              [and you were confi:::rmed,  
32.     c→  [you went to] chu::[rch,  
33. T:      [ ye : : s, ]      [>so what?< 
34. C:      but you’re- well- well the poi::nt is, your   
35.         pa::rents didn’t (.) stop you from thinking  
36.         about (.) >other ways of looking  
37.         at [the world.< did they?] 
 

In lines 28, 31 and 32 the challenger uses B-event statements in order to allow the target 

to confirm details of his past history. The target treats these as both obvious and 

‘unaskable’ (Stivers, 2011) with ‘of course’ orienting to their flat epistemic gradient and yet 

still affording the target the final right to confirm or deny the information. In this example 

they orient to the institutional nature of the talk, treating the challenger as having some 

possible prior access to these details of the target’s history (e.g. via research) rather than 

in examples 4.8 and 4.9 in which strangers are arguing in a public place. Thus, enticing 

interrogatives are designed to allow the target the final epistemic rights to the epistemic 

domain of the enticing interrogative as a resource for getting them to provide a response. 

 

Challengers design enticing interrogatives as answerable questions (c.f. Heinemann, 

2008) outside of the normative design of argument turns (Coulter, 1990; Hutchby, 1996a). 

As part of a longer sequence, enticing interrogatives are not oriented to an arguable in the 

same way as other actions enacted in the course of arguments are. One central feature of 

this ‘answerability’ is the orientation to the everyday constraints of epistemic rights—in the 

http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM�
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course of the enticing interrogative targets are afforded full epistemic rights in an 

environment in which epistemics are ordinarily highly contested (Labov and Fanshel, 1977; 

Pollner, 1987; Schegloff, 2007). Thus, epistemic rights are strategically re-oriented in line 

with the business of getting an enticed answer in the course of the pre-challenge phase. 

 

In example 4.10, the target responds with ‘so what’, orienting another epistemic feature of 

the organisation of enticing interrogatives—the way in which they suspend presumptions 

of the mundane, thereby projecting a flat epistemic gradient. In the next section I describe 

the way in which enticing interrogatives suspend the ‘commitment to the mundane’ in order 

to bluff the target into providing the preferred response.   

 

4.3.3 Pre-challenge: Enticing interrogatives, suspending the everyday to bluff 
the target 
A feature routinely employed by challengers in enticing interrogatives is suspending the 

‘commitment to the mundane’. Example 4.11, already presented in the previous chapter in 

section 4, illustrates this orientation to the mundane. This argument is drawn from a wider 

protest against the G20 summit of leaders in Toronto in 2010. In this argument, a 

protestor, the challenger, is arguing with a counter-protestor, the target, about the validity 

of the protest’s position on environmentalism and globalisation.  

 

Example 4.11 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 

9.  C:  b→  ↑you have [children?] 
10. C:      I have two grea:t kids. 
11. A:      do you have gran[d children 
 
((lines 12–22 omitted))  
 
23. C:  c→  [do you care about their] 
24.         future? 
25. C:  c→  ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
26. C:  c→  do you want them to have clean water? 
 

At line 23 the challenger asks if the target ‘cares about his kids’ future’ to which the target 

replies ‘of course’. The challenger’s enticing interrogative functions by suspending the 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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natural attitude (Schutz, 1964), effectively not taking for granted that the target ‘cares for 

their future’. Instead the design of challenger’s turn allows for the possibility that the target 

may answer ‘no’—it allows for a non-mundane possibility. The target reacts to this design 

by rejecting the possibility of a no answer, treating the enticing interrogative as not 

properly formatted. That is, the target proposes that it should be taken for granted that he 

cares about his kid’s futures, that this is a question that need not even be asked. This 

aligns with Stivers’ (2011) findings on the use of ‘of course’ in managing epistemics in talk. 

She found that participants use ‘of course’ in order to treat a prior turn as ‘unaskable’ 

challenging the taken for granted, or in this case the lack of taken for granted, assumptions 

in the design of the offending turn. In this example the challenger enacts the enticing 

interrogative by suspending the taken for granted assumptions about the way in which 

‘parents should feel about their children’ in order to obtain the enticed response. 

 

Harvey Sacks (1984) explored this issue in his discussion of ‘doing being ordinary’ in 

which he illustrates members’ achievement of ‘commitment to the mundane’ (see 

Jefferson, 2004b; also Wooffitt, 1991, 1992, 2005). Using data of stories of extraordinary 

events, Sacks describes the way in which participants orient to showing that they take the 

world to be normal and mundane at first glance (Sacks, 1984:418). He illustrates the 

operation of what he calls the ‘at first I thought’ device, a contrast pair used to highlight a 

change in what they ‘thought’ about a situation. That is, it is a contrast pair designed to 

illustrate the way in which ‘reality’ differed from ‘appearances’ used to show that they are 

an everyday member. In example 4.11, the challenger suspends this assumption that the 

target is ‘everyday’ by allowing for the possibility of a ‘no’ response in the design of the 

enticing interrogative. The challenger effectively bluffs the target to provide the sought 

after response or appear in breach of everyday assumptions about people. 

 

Example 4.7 above has already illustrated the consternation of challengers when the 

target calls the challenger’s bluff. As a deviant case it highlights the way in which targets 

may end up appearing unreasonable and non-mundane when they do call the challenger’s 

bluff. An excerpt of this case is presented again below to highlight the way in which 

challengers may not be expecting the answers they get when they ‘suspend the mundane’. 
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Example 4.12 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C3‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww [01:30-01:50] 
65. C:  b→            [>are you< ] anti religion. 
66.         (0.5) 
67. T:  b→  I’m an atheist myself. yes.  
68.         °I don’t [beli]eve in god.°  
69. C:               [so::] 
70.     c→  but- but- don’t you respect- don’t you tolerate (.)  
71.         their religion.= 
72. T:      =no I don’t tolerate other peoples religion. 
73.         =because [it’s  unsustai:nable.  ]  
74. P2:              [>you don’t tolerate it?]= 
75. T:      =no. 
 

The challenger’s pre-question in line 65 takes for granted that the target may respect 

religion or tolerate its existence. However, lines 70–71 do not take this for granted, with 

their design as an interrogative allowing for a yes or no type reply (while still preferring a 

yes). That is, the challenger suspends the mundane presupposition that people tolerate 

other people’s religion in the face of the challenger’s ‘anti-religion’ stance. She employs 

‘But’ in a turn-initial position as a disjunctive marker (Schiffrin, 1984) in order to propose 

that despite the target’s prior response in line 67 the presupposition that ‘the target should 

tolerate other’s religions’ may still hold true. The adjacent protestor treats the target’s reply 

to the enticing interrogative as problematic in line 74 with her request for repair, with ‘you 

don’t tolerate it?’ reformulating his answer as a question targeting his lack of tolerance as 

confounding the presupposition built in to lines 70–71. Her request for repair in line 74 

treats lines 70–71 as epistemically flat, reacting to the target’s reply with a request for 

confirmation, and as the dispreferred option. Further, in example 4.12 the challenger has 

explicitly confirmed his intolerance of religion with a marked dispreferred reply, appearing 

both bullish and difficult by calling the challenger’s bluff. The challenger has suspended 

the mundane assumption that people ‘tolerate religion’—despite being atheist—as a 

resource to bluff the challenger into backing down on his objection to the ‘public displays of 

religion’ (see example 4.7). The target has instead called her bluff at the cost of looking 

intolerant in order to entrench his position. 

 

By suspending the presumption that the target is mundane and forming it as a ‘question’ 

challengers design enticing interrogatives with a difficult choice for their target; go along 

http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww�
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with the candidate answer and allow the sequence to unfold to their own detriment, or 

confirm that they are indeed ‘not normal’56

 

. Challengers suspend their commitment to treat 

the target as mundane as a resource to strategically manoeuvre the target into providing 

the desired response.  

In this section I have illustrated the way in which the ‘commitment to the mundane’ is 

suspended as a resource by challengers, the way in which epistemic rights are deferred to 

the target in a non-adversarial way and the way in which candidate answers and polar-

questions are employed in the design of enticing interrogatives to enact a preference for 

the known-in-common answer. These three resources are all deployed towards the same 

ends as the work of the pre-challenge phase—securing a prefigured response in the 

targets own words. 

 

As example 4.12 highlights, targets may resist the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

However, rarely do they call the challengers bluff in such an extreme way. Rather, in 

almost every case targets do exhibit some form of resistance to the practice of enticing a 

challengeable, diverging in two patterned ways with two distinct sets of consequences for 

the final challenge turn. The first pattern, evident in example 2.1 in the previous chapter, 

revolves around minimal delayed type-conforming responses. The second pattern, evident 

in example 4.10, employs non-type conforming claims of epistemic access. The next 

section unpacks these two diverging trajectories with an analysis of the target’s resistance 

to the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

 

4.4 Pre-challenge: Conforming and non-conforming enticed responses 
Targets are not unwitting dupes in the course of this practice—in almost every case they 

employ some form of resistance57

                                                           
56 There are relative ‘strengths’ to the different enticing interrogatives (i.e. how resistible/deniable they are), 
however as these are based on moral valences they are not amenable to analysis with CA. What makes a 
norm stronger or weaker is discussed in general terms in the conclusion and is not in the scope of this 
dissertation. 

. The first straightforward opportunity for such resistance 

is in the course of the enticed response and hence this section details the two types of 

57 For those cases where they evidence no resistance, they do so for good interactional reasons. 
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resistance targets employ in their response to the enticing interrogatives. If the enticing 

interrogative is designed to obtain the enticed response, the work of the target in the pre-

challenge phase exhibits the work of avoiding the pitfalls of flat-out rejection while doing 

their best to maintain their position in the argument and their local social status. The first 

pattern of resistance is delay coupled with a ‘minimal’, yet type conforming, response. The 

second pattern of resistance is a confirming yet non-type conforming response which 

resists the ‘non-mundane response’ in the design of the enticing interrogative turn. 

However, before considering these two forms of response I revisit Raymond’s (2003) work 

on the preference for type-conforming responses. 

 

Raymond (2003) illustrated the operation of a preference for ‘type conforming responses’ 

to yes-no interrogatives. That is, a preference for conforming to providing a response that 

falls within the polar yes-no constraints of the question (c.f. the preference for responses in 

line with polarity of encoded in questions, section 3.1 above and Hayano, 2012). He 

illustrated the way in which participants design their responses to be sensitive to 

constraints of providing a fitted response. Answerers may either conform to the constraints 

of the polar design, or perform extra interactional work to provide a non-conforming 

response. He further argued that such non-conforming responses are treated as 

accountable by questioners. Raymond demonstrates the way in which such non-type 

conforming responses may resist the appropriateness and presuppositions of the 

interrogative while still providing something which may ‘stand in place’ of a response. 

Targets of the enticing interrogative thus have two options; 1) conform and avoid the 

response being treated as accountable (and thus be seen as difficult), or 2) provide a non-

conforming response and risk appearing indolent. This section illustrates the way in which 

these two options play out—with the final section noting the consequences of each. 

 

4.4.1 Enticed responses: Type conforming delay 
With so many resources employed by challengers to obtain a response to a ‘non-

threatening’ (section 4.3.2) and ‘mundane’ (section 4.3.3) ‘question’, it is little wonder that 

a good number of targets of the practice of enticing a challengeable provide type-

conforming responses that align with all of the preferences encoded in the interrogatives’ 

design. However, as their first opportunity for resistance in the course of the sequence 

participants do not go ‘quietly into the night’ (Thomas, 1952). The responses are coupled 
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with delay as a resource for proposing some trouble with the question (Jefferson, 1973; 

Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1977). Next then I illustrate the way in which targets 

navigate conformity in an environment of non-compliance.  

 

The next three examples illustrate delay+ type conformity in enticed answer responses. 

Example 4.13 is from an argument outside an abortion clinic about whether abortion is 

murder, example 4.14  comes from the same argument as example 4.4 and 4.7 and the 

final example is from the ‘Glen Beck Show’ on the US Fox News channel in an argument 

with a pro-Democrat organisation representative accused of voter registration fraud. 

 

Example 4.13 GIC:EJR:2012:03:C28 ‘Abortion Protest argument’ 
31. C: c→    is mu:rder wrong. 
32.          (1.7) 
33. T:       u:h yea:h I spose so. 
 
Example 4.14 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C3‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA [00:15-00:25] 
23. C: c→    does praying work? 
24.          (1.2) 
25. T:       (h)$ye:s$¿  
 
 
Example 4.15 GIC:2012:08:C21 ‘Glenn Beck and Acorn’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/1deEJGLuP_0  [06:20-06:40] 
14. C: c→   [>have y]ou registered a voter? 
15.         (0.4) 
16. C: b→   glen. 
17. T:      have I [>registered a voter?<] 
18. C: c→          [< have  you   eve:r >]=      
19.    c→   =(0.2)registered (0.2) someone to vote. 
20.         (0.7) 
21. T: c→   °no. I have[n’t.°] 
 
 

In each case at lines 32 (4.13), line 24 (4.14) and 15, 20 (4.15) targets delay their 

response to the enticing interrogative before eventually providing a preference-aligning, 

type conforming response. This delay works in a way similar to the preference for self-

repair (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1977) to propose that there is some trouble with 

the interrogative turn that the challenger should fix. This is exemplified in Glenn Beck’s 

http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA�
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explicit repair initiation in example 4.15 at line 17 which proposes a problem of 

understanding with the enticing interrogative explicitly targeting the problem that the target 

(specifically) would have experience registering a voter. These orientations to trouble are 

routinely not upgraded as in example 4.15.Instead they are allowed to pass with the 

delivery of a type conforming response.  

 

These examples of delay may be considered questionable instances of ‘repair-initiation’ 

given that the targets eventually do provide a sufficient answer. The answers demonstrate 

that the target has indeed heard and understood the question, so that might make mixed 

evidence for ‘repair’. Delay is also frequently cited as indicative of ‘dispreferred’ answers 

(see Pomerantz and Heritage, 2012) and yet these are clearly obtaining what stands as a 

‘suitable’ answer despite the delay (see Raymond, 2003 on ‘standing in place’ of an 

answer). However, it is not repair, or dispreference, that targets are achieving with delay—

they are proposing there is some trouble with the question. Stokoe and Edwards (2008) 

observed a similar format of delay + type conforming response in their investigation of ‘silly 

questions’. They highlighted the way in which participants used delay as an off-record 

proposal of some possible trouble. Thus, in conjunction with the type conforming response 

the delay works to propose that while there is trouble with the interrogative, it is enough to 

provide a reply. That is, targets are working to paint the question as a source of trouble, 

but themselves as ‘good interactional citizens’ who nevertheless provide replies despite 

trouble.  

 

This trajectory of delay and conforming responses provides a pattern of reply which orients 

to the way in which challengers suspend mundane assumptions in the construction of 

enticing interrogatives. The delay targets employ resists their treatment as someone who 

might not be mundane by proposing designedly unspecified problems with the enticing 

interrogative. A starker illustration of the target’s resistance to being treated as possibly 

non-mundane is evident in the other pattern of reply, the non-conforming response, which 

is discussed next.  
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4.4.2 Non-type conforming responses: Resisting a polar design 
Targets presented with the polar design of the enticing interrogative are routinely faced 

with a difficult task. As I have noted thus far in this chapter, numerous resources are 

deployed to ensure that the target provides a response to the enticing interrogative, thus 

targets will do their best to navigate the competing demands of these resources arrayed 

against them while still maintaining an adverserial posture. And yet, these resources find 

themselves ‘crosscutting’ (Schegloff, 2007; Pomerantz and Heritage, 2012) as the 

combination of polar design used to suspend the mundane proposes the possibility of a 

response which is non-mundane—such as the one which played out in example 4.12. 

Routinely, targets responding to the enticing interrogative orient to this problem by 

providing a non-type conforming response that aligns with the other preferences deployed 

in the question (matching polarity+ the candidate proposed). These responses resist the 

possibility of the non-mundane option by rejecting the polar design. The next section 

illustrates the way in which targets adopt this response option. 

 

Example 4.16 is extracted from example 4.10 already presented above and example 4.17 

is repeated from example 4.11.  

 

Example 4.16 GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24 ‘Dawkins Hard Talk’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:10-02:40] 
28. S:  b→  you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n,]  
29. D:                                               [as a-] 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. S:  c→              [and you were confi:::rmed,  
32.     c→  [you went to] chu::[rch,  
33. D:      [ ye : : s, ]      [>so what?<] 
 
 
Example 4.17 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 
32. P: c→   [do you care about their] 
33.         future? 
34. C: c→   ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
 
 

In lines 30 (4.16) and 7 (4.17) both targets employ ‘of course’ as a non-type conforming 

response which confirms the asked-about while at the same time resisting the ‘askability’ 

of the question (Stivers, 2011). As I argued above in section 4.3.3 the use of ‘of course’ in 

http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM�
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response to enticing interrogatives works to resist the suspension of the mundane on 

which the pre-challenge is premised. These responses propose that the natural attitude 

did not need to be suspended and that this asked-about thing should have been taken for 

granted by the question asker. They work to reject the possibility that they are the ‘kind of 

person’ (Stivers, 2011:105) who could affirm the non-mundane option. In doing so, targets 

reject the polar design of the enticing interrogatives, by rejecting possibility of one of the 

polar options. 

 

This first form of non-type conforming resistance undercuts the relevance of the enticing 

interrogative, resisting its askability and thereby allowing the target to provide a response 

without ratifying the sequence in progress. These responses effectively place on hold the 

target’s affiliation with the business of the sequence, allowing confrontation to be re-

entered when the projected sequence is complete. There are however some instances in 

which it is of some utility to targets to ratify the enticing sequence, where targets treat the 

costs of forestalling their affiliation as too high and instead choose non-type conforming 

responses as a means to upgrade their response to the enticing interrogative.  

 

Examples 4.18 and 4.19 are both drawn from live television, one an exit interview with a 

contestant leaving the ‘Big Brother’ house in Australia in 2009 and another from an 

argument between a Fox News personality Sean Hannity and Robert Gibbs—US president 

elect Barack Obama’s press secretary in the 2008 US presidential election campaign. 

 

Example 4.18 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C10 ‘Big Brother: Gretel and Michael’  

URL: http://youtu.be/H11qJhfPU1Q [03:36-03:50] 
2.  C:      >before we go on to the next nominations .h when  
3.     c→   you go in to the big brother house you are aware  
4.     c→   that< there are cameras in the house.  
5.  T: c→   ↑absolute:ly 
6.  C: c→   and you are aware that there are cameras (.) all 
7.          arou:nd you.  
8.  T: c→   absolutely.= 
 
 
Example 4.19 GIC:EJR:2010:06:C25 ‘Hannity v’s Gibbs’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/Zgn6rjGbp0c [01:25-01:30] 
8.  C: c→   are you <anti-semitic.>= 

http://youtu.be/H11qJhfPU1Q�
http://youtu.be/Zgn6rjGbp0c�


Chapter 4: Conversation analysis: recruiting resources in the service of conflict 

92 

9.  T: c→   =not at all. 
10. C:      okay, 
 

In lines 5, 8 (4.18) and 9 (4.19), targets provide a non-type conforming response in order 

to align with the candidate answer. In a move similar to the way in which dispreferred 

moves are used to upgrade agreement in the environment of assessments (Pomerantz, 

1984) targets in this case are breaking the constraints of the polar interrogative design in 

order to remove any possibility of any other answer. Targets are answering in the ‘extreme 

case’ (c.f. Pomerantz, 1984; Edwards, 2000; Koshik, 2005) in order to propose that there 

could be no other case. Unlike the responses in examples 4.16–4.17, targets here do not 

reject the askability of the interrogative. Thereby, the responses in examples 4.18–4.19 

propose less resistance to the ongoing sequence. However, in both cases the design of 

the response resists the possibility of the non-mundane option, in one case by resisting its 

askability, in another by answering in the extreme case.  

 

Examples 4.16–4.19 illustrates the way in which targets of the enticing interrogative may 

explicitly orient to the suspension of the mundane by resisting the polar design of the yes-

no interrogative. By resisting the possibility of a non-mundane response the targets work 

against this suspension of the mundane. This resistance moves to remove any possible 

hearing of the target as a non-mundane person. In effect targets are displaying their own 

‘commitment to the mundane’ (Sacks, 1984; Jefferson, 2004b). Targets do so by providing 

an answer which also treats the challenger’s use of the resource of mundanity as 

inappropriate.  

 

In this section I have highlighted two ways in which targets of the enticing sequence may 

resist the course of action of the enticing sequence while not falling prey to the pitfalls of 

rejecting the sequence outright (c.f. example 4.7, 4.12). Targets may delay progression of 

the sequence to propose an unspecified problem with the enticing interrogative, moving on 

to provide a conforming response in a display of good interactional citizenship. 

Alternatively, targets may reject the polar design of the enticing interrogative by providing a 

response which stands in place of an answer (i.e. one that rejects the type-conformity of 

the enticing interrogative, but still substantively ‘responds’). These ‘in place’ non-type 

conforming answers reject the possibility of a non-mundane response, and thereby the 
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possibility of their own non-mundane status. The resistance exhibited by targets in the 

course of the pre-challenge phase highlights the way in which—even despite the apparent 

drop in confrontational tone—the practice is still a part of argument, with two sides tussling 

for control. 

 

Of course actions have consequences and these trajectories of resistance may need to be 

taken into account by challengers in the design of the final challenge. The next section 

unpacks the way in which challengers get back on track with the work of the challenge in 

order to deliver a damaging contrastive upshot. 

 

4.5 Challenge: Connectives and upshots 
As I noted in the previous chapter in section 3, the main business of the final challenge 

turn is to propose an upshot which works as a contrast based on the epistemic 

groundwork of the preface and pre-challenge phases. However, thanks to the varying 

trajectories of resistance deployed by targets in the pre-challenge phase challengers may, 

or may not, need interactional space in order to re-align their challenge turn. For this 

purpose challengers may employ ‘connectives’ (Bolden, 2009) in order to manage the 

relationship between the pre-sequence work, the target’s reaction and the upcoming turn. 

In this section I illustrate the different connectives that may be employed in the challenge 

turn (in the pre-TCU position) before I unpack the way in which challengers propose an 

upshot.  

 

4.5.1 Challenge: Connecting to the challenge turn 
In the course of the final challenge turn challengers may employ connective markers such 

as ‘then’, ‘so’, or ‘well’ in order to manage the understandings displayed in the prior 

sequence. Such management of understandings may be sensitive to the resistance of the 

target or it may reconstruct those understandings for the purposes of the challenge. While 

challengers do not use these connectives in every case, not doing so may have 

consequences. Because they may be sensitive to the forms of resistance employed the 

types of response are routinely patterned as one of three formats. The first in response to 

the delaying trajectory of resistance employs ‘so’ in order to directly propose an incipient 

upshot (Heritage and Watson, 1979; Bolden, 2009). Challengers faced with the second 
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pattern of non-conforming trajectory systematically use ‘well’ as a turn-prefacing marker of 

‘non-straighforwardness’ (Lerner and Schegloff, 2011). Finally, in the third pattern 

challengers use ‘then’ as a marker of consequence to adverserially dissattend to any 

resistance, thereby pressing the agenda at hand.  

 

In the turn-initial position ‘so’, ‘well’ and ‘then’ have distinct uses, aligning with the pattern 

of resistance employed by the target in the pre-challenge phase. Example 4.20 is from the 

same case as example 4.15 between Glenn Beck, the target, and the Acorn 

representative, the challenger, extended in this instance to illustrate the use of ‘so’ in the 

challenge turn. 

 

Example 4.20 GIC:2012:08:C21 ‘Glenn Beck and Acorn’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/1deEJGLuP_0  [06:20-06:40] 
15. C: c→   [>have y]ou registered a voter? 
16.         (0.4) 
17. C: b→   glen. 
18. T:      have I [>registered a voter?<] 
19. C: c→          [< have  you   eve:r >]=      
20.    c→   =(0.2)registered (0.2) someone to vote. 
21.         (0.7) 
22. T: c→   °no. I have[n’t.°] 
23. C:                 [okay,]  
24.    d→   so you have no [ i:dea: ]   what it’s like 
25. T:                     [°n(h)o.°] 
 

In line 15 and line 20 the target delay’s his responses to the challenger’s enticing 

interrogative. In line 16 the challenger treats the delay as accountable, summonsing the 

target with ‘Glen’. As I noted in section 4.4, both the delay and the repair treat the enticing 

interrogative as a source of unspecified trouble. After proposing closure to the pre-

sequence with ‘okay’ (line 22), moving to the incipiently next topic (Beach, 1993; Gardner, 

2001) in line 23 the challenger proposes an upshot of the target’s lack of experience 

registering voters, namely that he ‘has no idea what it’s like’. The challenger uses ‘so’ to 

display that his upshot has been ‘on the interactional agenda’ (Bolden, 2009) as a way of 

repairing the trouble oriented to in lines 15, 17 and 20. ‘So’ is used as a preface within 

challenge turns to manage knowledge and to propose that the work of the preceding 

phases is related to, thereby forming the basis of the upshot made in the challenge turn. 

http://youtu.be/1deEJGLuP_0�


Chapter 4: Conversation analysis: recruiting resources in the service of conflict 

95 

 

In contrast ‘well’ is used as a preface of non-straightforwardness in response to non-type 

conforming responses. Example 4.10 and 4.16 repeated here in example 4.21 illustrate 

such a use. 

 

Example 4.21 GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24 ‘Dawkins Hard Talk’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:20-02:50] 
28. C:  c→  you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n,]  
29. T:                                               [as a-] 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. C:  c→              [and you were confi:::rmed,  
32.     c→  [you went to] chu::[rch,  
33. T:      [ ye : : s, ]      [>so what?<] 
34. C:  d→  but you’re- well- well the poi::nt is, your   
35.         pa::rents didn’t (.) stop you from thinking  
36.         about (.) >other ways of looking  
37.         at [the world.< did they?] 
 

As noted in section 3.2 the targets’ response ‘of course’ and ‘so what’ provide a response 

while resisting the askability of the enticing interrogative. The use of ‘well’ in the initiation of 

the challenge turn works to display that while the target may have some knowledge of the 

business at hand there is an upcoming matter which is less straightforward. It should be 

noted that this is a different sequential environment to the well-prefacing which Lerner and 

Schegloff (2011) discuss, because challenges are an initiating action, rather than a 

responding one. Nevertheless, as a marker of non-straightforwardness it works in a similar 

way to propose that the target’s understanding of the domain is incomplete and the 

forthcoming challenge will contrastively destabilise what is known about the topic. That is, 

well-prefacing, in this action implementing position, works to propose that despite the 

target’s resistance to the suspension of the mundane there is something about the 

challenge which should not be taken for granted.  

 

Where so-prefacing is used to mark an incipient agenda and an epistemic link between the 

challenge and the prior turns, and well-prefacing is used to re-destabilise the certainty of 

the topic, ‘then’ is used to mark a consequence, linking the respective turns (Schiffrin, 

1990). This use of then-prefacing works irrespective of the form of resistance employed by 

targets, examples 4.22–4.23 illustrate. 

http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM�
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Example 4.22 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C10‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww [00:20-00:30] 
18. T:      and you can get that message across through  
19.         <signs, through t-shirts, education.>  
20. C:      [uh  huh .]    
21. T: a→   [>and then] you can pray.<  
22.         (0.7) 
23. C: c→   does praying work? 
24.         (1.2) 
25. T: c→   (h)$ye:s$¿  
26.         (0.9) 
27. C: d→   >then why don’t you just stay home and pray.< 
28.         (1.0) 
29. T:      because (0.3) there’s (0.3) other ways to do it. 
 

In example 4.22 after extended delay at line 24 and a minimal type conforming response 

at line 25 the challenger then-prefaces his turn to link his challenge as a contingent 

outcome of the questioning. That is, then prefacing works to mark the challenge as a next-

positioned outcome of the questioning. In line 27 the challenger proposes that the target 

should already be aware of problem explicated in the challenge turn, but is not currently 

acting in such a way. Then-prefacing does not mark the proposition of the challenge turn 

as new, it in fact proposes that the target should be aware of this new thing, but is not 

acting in a way which aligns with the content of their answer.  

 

Example 4.23 illustrates the way in which this operates after a non-conforming response. It 

is drawn from a protest about the not-guilty verdict of Joe Horn in Texas in 2009. Joe Horn 

was acquitted on charges of murder by a US Grand Jury after shooting two black 

Colombian men dead who were robbing his neighbour’s property under ‘castle laws’ which 

permit lethal self-defense on an owner’s property. This argument is centred upon the 

verdict of the grand jury in the case between a passer-by on the street, the target, and a 

protestor, the challenger (with ‘P2’ interjecting).   

 

Example 4.23 GIC:EJR:2010:01:C6 ‘Joe Horn Protest’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA [04:21-04:35] 
37. C: b/c→ >I’ma ask you here.< Are you a fair man.   
38. T: c→   I believe I am. 
39. C: d→   then why did joe horner who wus told nine times 

http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww�
http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA�
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40.         not to go (.) <outsi:de> 
41.         [and went out his house]     
42. P2:     [it  were  te:n  times.] 
43. T:      it wa[s- 
44. C:           [AND the second- the THIRD shot he waited  
45.         [he waited six seconds.] 
 

In line 39 the challenger uses then-prefacing to propose that while the target believes he is 

a ‘fair man’ he is not judging the details of case in a ‘fair way’ in regards to the ‘third shot’ 

after being told ‘not to go outside’. The ‘then’ preface works to display a successive logical 

link in order to make the target accountable for knowing the things they do (established in 

the pre-challenge) on the basis of some other accountable details of the argument or their 

activities.  

 

Turn-prefacing with ‘so’, ‘well’ or ‘then’ has different uses, proposing new implications (so), 

destabilising old understandings (well) and increasing contingent accountability for the 

established knowledge (then). While these uses may be tied by challengers to the 

understanding displayed by target in the prior turn, they may also be used for other 

interactional purposes. In example 4.8 the challenger uses ‘so’ in line 39 in response to a 

non-type conforming reply to propose an implication of something new—a new way for an 

‘educated’ person to look at ‘religion’. Similarly, in example 3.1 in the previous chapter the 

challenger does not employ a connective, a move which allows the target to object that the 

challenger is ‘going off topic’, having not linked his challenge to the main business of the 

argument. The main business of the challenge turn is to propose an inconsistency on the 

part of the target, however an important prerequisite of that is to show that the work of the 

pre-challenge is connected to this inconsistency, implicating the target in their own words. 

Thus, connectives perform important interactional work in the practice to manage the link 

between the pre-challenge and challenge phases. 

 

4.5.2 Challenge: Upshots and implications 
The connective employed in the preface position (if one is used) can manage whether the 

challenge is old news, new news or more accountable news. However, no matter the 

connections made, the challenge turn is news for the target of the challenge. Challenges 

work to re-enact the arguable and juxtapose the result of the pre-challenge against the 
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arguable in order to reveal some impropriety about the target as an ‘appearances-reality’ 

device (Pollner, 1987). Next then I illustrate the way in which these challenges work. 

 

Example 4.24, repeated from example 4.5 and 3.2 previously, is from the argument about 

a contentious sign the challenger is holding.  

 

Example 4.24 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’  

URL: http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw [01:47–02:25] 
21. T:      tha:ts the stupidest >thing I’ve seen.< 
22.        (2.0) 
23. T:      and you have NOTHing to back that up.  
24.         (2.5) 
25. C:  a→  bible teaching.    
26. T:  a→  the bible is a boo:k, written by a ma:n. 
27.         there’s a lotta books. 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:      yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
 

The challenge at line 39 works with the arguable from line 23–25, on whether ‘bible 

teaching’ is ‘something to back that up’ considering the target’s objection that it is a ‘book’. 

The challenge works to contrast the target’s having read books in college as the basis of 

‘how he lives his life’ with the target’s earlier objection to books as the source of action 

(such as the contentious sign). The challenge proposes that as an upshot of the target 

having read books in college he lives his life by books, making the implication that ‘living 

by books’ is a reasonable and acceptable way to live. The challenge works to reveal, on 

the basis of the pre-challenge, that the target ‘really’ acts based on books, just like the 

challenger and thus the target’s objection is moot. 

 

http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw�
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The challenges work as a direct assault on the target’s commitment to the mundane 

(Sacks, 1984) by challenging the target’s adherence to some proper behaviour implicated 

by the enticed response (for more on precisely what, see chapters 6 and 7). By posing the 

challenge as an upshot of held-in-common mundane features of the target (i.e. the work of 

the pre-challenge), the challengers are using the target’s ‘self’58

 

 against them in the 

argument. 

Heritage and Watson (1979) distinguish between formulations which propose a ‘gist’—a 

summary— of the prior talk and those which propose an ‘upshot’—drawing relevant 

implications for a new action. They illustrate the way in which upshots are used by 

participants when formulating talk in order to bring to bear new understandings that can be 

made based on the formulated talk. Barnes, Antaki and Leudar (2005) provide a further 

illustration of the way in which upshots serve to formulate the implications of a stretch of 

talk in initiating talk. The challenges thus draw out the implications of mundane features 

(section 3.6) of the target (section 2.1) in a contentious new challenge. 

 

To return to our canonical example, the argument with the heckler and the birth-control pill 

protestors, the final example for this chapter illustrates the way in which, even without a 

connective, an upshot of the pre-challenge is posed as a challenge—using the target’s self 

as leverage against their own argument.  

 

Example 4.25 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C1‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [05:19–05:37] 
92. C:      what’s poisonous for one plant- for one creature,  
93.         may not be foo:d for another.= 
94.         [you ca:n’t destroy all the food.] 
95. T:      [>but we’re talking about< <human beings.>] 
96.     a→  we’re not talking about destro:ying anything.  
97.         you’re ju:mping to conclu[sions.   ]  
98. C:  b→                           [>let me a]sk you  
99.     c→  something.=do you eat eggs.< 
100.        (2.0) 
101.T:  c→  <yes.> 
102.C:  d→  that’s a foe:tus. couldn’t it be¿  
                                                           
58 The ‘self’ is enacted here through the work of reference in the preface phase and the consensus of the 
pre-challenge phase. It is a fleeting, here and now self, not any sort of reified whole. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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103.        if there’s a blood thi:ng  
104.        [it’s->it’s a foetus.<] 
105.T:  e→  [<we  are  talking >  ] about <the pi:ll ki:lling  
106.        wo:men.>you’re going off topic. >we’re talking  
107.        about the< PI::LL being harmful to women.= 
 

The challenger’s turn at line 102 exclaims that ‘that’s a foetus’, ‘if there’s a blood thing’ 

proposing that the target as an egg-eating, everyday person ‘destroys things’. The 

challenge works to use egg-eating, as a feature of the target, to counter her argument that 

‘they are not talking about destroying anything’ by revealing that she does ‘destroy things’. 

The challenger uses the work of the pre-challenge to make relevant certain features of the 

target, attacking her argument using her own self (enacted here and now in the target-as-

egg-eating) as a resource for rebutting her argument.  

 

Challenges work to draw out the implications of the pre-challenge with an upshot of the 

mutually ratified features of the target. The challenge serves to use the target’s own self as 

a resource for the argument, juxtaposing the made-relevant features of the target’s self 

with the arguable. That is, to use a vernacular metaphor, the practice of enticing a 

challengeable ‘plays the player rather than playing the ball’ if the ball were the topic and 

the game the argument. 

 

In this section I have illustrated the way in which challenges are employed in order to 

leverage the mundane features of the target’s self in an upshot to make implications 

against the arguable in order to create a damaging inconsistency for the target. I also 

illustrated the way in which this challenge may be prefaced with ‘so’, ‘well’ or ‘then’ in order 

to manage differing orientations to knowledge in the course of the challenge. Challengers 

employ these TCU-initial connectives in order to manage the epistemic landscape of the 

trajectory-so-far of the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

 

4.6 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have illustrated the participants’ work of ‘getting the right target’ (section 

2), ‘getting a response’ (section 3), ‘resisting while responding’ (section 4), and ‘using the 

response against their own argument’ (section 4.5). This chapter has worked through each 
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phase of the practice step by step and outlined the resources recruited in the service of the 

practice. 

 

Initially I highlighted the way, in order to get a target; challengers employ practices of 

speaker selection and speaker reference (4.2.1) and also detailed the resources 

challengers may employ pre-questions in order to refine the target in pursuit of the right 

target (4.2.2). The business of getting the right target was as necessary by challengers in 

the preface phase of the practice. 

 

Then in section 3, I outlined the way in which challengers recruit elements of preference 

organisation in the design of the enticing interrogative, including candidate answers and 

binary polarity (e.g. yes-no design) (4.3.1), the method of respecting epistemic rights in an 

otherwise disrespectful environment (4.3.2) and the way in which challengers suspend 

mundane assumptions in order to bluff the target into providing the projected response 

(4.3.3). This section unpacked the careful and manipulative epistemic work challengers 

engaged in to enact the groundwork of this practice. 

 

Section 4 illustrated the two trajectories by which targets of the challenger routinely 

provide a form of resistance while still providing some measure of response; either a 

response after a brief delay or non-type conforming response. I highlighted the way in 

which targets construct a grudging acquiescence, using delay to propose some trouble 

with the enticing interrogative, but moving to ‘let it pass’ (Drew, 2005), providing a minimal 

response in a show of interactional good faith (4.1). I contrasted this with the way in which 

targets may provide a non-type conforming response which stands in place of an answer 

while rejecting the possibility of a non-mundane response (4.2). Thus, while numerous 

resources are arrayed against targets, they are not without options to resist, or reclaim 

control, in the course of the practice. 

 

In the final analytic section I outlined the way in which challengers manage the epistemic 

landscape of the prior turns with ‘so’, ‘well’ or ‘then’ to accomplish new, old or accountable 

connections of knowledge with the challenge turn (4.5.1). I also illustrated the way in which 
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the prior work of creating the target and deferring epistemic rights combines with a 

disjunctive contrast to pit the target’s ‘self’ against the arguable instanced with the 

challenge turn (4.5.2).  The practice of enticing a challengeable is crafted to enact a 

disorderliness in the opponent’s social self. 

 

The analysis in this chapter illustrates the host of resources participants may recruit in the 

course of getting an argument done—resources recruited in and as doing an argument 

despite being co-opted from less adversarial ways of speaking. That is, despite the fact 

that enticing interrogatives are designed as ‘answerable questions’ (Heinemann, 2008) 

they are resisted by targets as instances of conflict. Participants are sensitive to ‘why that 

now’ (Schegloff, 2007) as evidenced in the reactions to the enticing interrogatives, they are 

orienting to the context-sensitivity of the resources employed. Challengers also routinely 

do work to connect these cobbled together resources in order to make the work relevant to 

the business of arguing as enacted in the challenge turn, it thus takes some (small) effort 

to show the phases are connected and that all the business of setting up done in the 

preface and the pre-challenge is a part of the work of the final turn. Thus, the appearance 

that the practice is not adversarial is designed that way by challengers—and is just that, an 

appearance. 

 

Challengers and targets also tussle over issues of the mundane, the ‘common-sense 

knowledge’ of classical ethnomethodology (Wilson, 2012). Section 4, part 2 was an 

empirical example of Garfinkel’s (1967) appropriation of Schutz’s (1953) proposal that a 

special motive is necessary to make the ‘background expectancies’ of everyday life 

problematic. I highlighted the way in which targets objected to the suspension of 

‘background expectancies’ (in Sacks’ terms, the mundane) as a resource because of the 

possible inferences of the possibility of the polar response valencies. I argued that 

challengers suspend the mundane, background expectancies, with the special motive of 

bluffing the targets, a move to which targets often object. This reproduces Garfinkel’s 

(1967:45–48) findings that parties subjected to such suspension of the mundane routinely 

object, becoming indignant (4.2) or suspicious (4.1).  
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The cliché ‘knowledge is power’ is aptly demonstrated in this adversarial interactional 

practice. Knowledge is strategically manipulated by the challenger when they recruit a 

non-adversarial orientation to epistemic rights in the course of a practice designed to 

challenge someone. Further the resistance displayed by the targets of challenge only 

underscores the interactional tussling that carries on despite temporarily recruiting less 

adversarial resources. However, this is not an altogether one sided affair. There are two 

parties to this practice and as I have already briefly demonstrated in section 4.4 targets 

have various options for resisting the trajectory of the sequence. Analysis of the use of 

embodied resources (of both parties) provides much more detail of the resources of 

resistance and domination enacted in the course of this practice. Thus, in the next chapter 

I describe the embodied, spatial and temporal resources enacted by parties to the practice 

of enticing a challengeable. 
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Chapter 5: Embodied Analysis: 
Time and space 
“‘[P]lace’ places man in such a way that it reveals the external bonds of his existence and 

at the same time the depths of his freedom and reality.” 

Heidegger (1959) 

5.1 Chapter overview  
The overwhelming majority of instances of the practice of enticing a challengeable are 

conducted in social scenes in which participants are co-presently engage in activities such 

as protests, television interviews and formal debates. As such, participants have more 

than simply the modality of speech resources available for the work of enticing a 

challengeable; they may also employ gesture, bodily configuration, expression or 

numerous other worldly resources in the course of this practice. This chapter focuses on 

the way in which these resources are deployed in the practice of enticing a challengeable.  

 

Working through the three sequentially bound phases discussed in chapter 3, the preface, 

the pre-challenge and the challenge, this chapter illustrates the various embodied 

resources employed in each. First, in an introductory example, I briefly illustrate the way in 

which a ‘facing formation’ is used to enact an ‘interactional space’ (Mondada, 2009, 2012) 

during the preface phase. This interactional space, collaboratively enacted by participants 

in the arguments, is used by challengers for subsequent gestural and configurational work 

in each phase of the practice. In the first analytic section (5.3) I explore the way in which 

challengers employ a ‘selectional pulse’ gesture during the preface phase. I highlight the 

way in which challengers use movement in the interactional space to achieve reference 

and manage participation. In the next section (5.4) I demonstrate the way in which targets 

of the enticing sequence employ embodied resources to enact time as a resource for 

resistance, delaying action or speeding it up. I illustrate the way in which this use of time 

configures the appearance of their resistant response. In addition I illustrate the way in 

which targets may use the interaction space to resist the pre-challenge phase, torqueing 

away from the pre-challenge (5.4.3). In the final analysis section, I demonstrate the way in 

which challengers employ a ‘palm presenting’ gesture in order to link the epistemic work of 

the previous phases to the challenge turn.  First however, the introductory example 
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presents the variations in transcription which I employ in this chapter as I illustrate the way 

in which participants enact a facing formation in the course of the preface phase.  

 

5.1.1 Introductory example 
As I discussed in chapter 1, and chapter 3, enticing sequences in the data collection occur 

during arguments or adversarial interviews in which participants are, in most cases, co-

present. In the course of arguments participants vie for the roles of speaker and hearer in 

multiparty conflicts. Because the roles are not pre-determined, in some cases enticing 

sequences begin a line of argument between two sides. In these cases participants enact 

pre-requisite embodied interactional work to constitute a shared framework—a facing 

formation—with which to manage participation in the argument yet to unfold. Furthermore, 

participants may use this constitutive work as an additional resource as the sequence 

unfolds, reconfiguring the interactional space to achieve various ends in the course of 

enticing a challengeable.  

 

This introductory example illustrates the work of enacting a facing formation and presents 

the transcription conventions I have adopted in this chapter. It may readily be said that 

there are as many transcription conventions for embodied conduct as there are authors 

researching embodied conduct. Thus, it is necessary to highlight the ones I am using, 

rather than simply providing a reference as I did for the transcription of talk. I have chosen 

to adopt a minimal form of transcription similar to that used by Goodwin (1986) and 

Kendon (2004) to represent the movement into, during and out of a gesture or bodily 

configuration by one participant. This example presents the added line with the 

participants name annotated with ‘G’ for gesture, ‘T’ for the movement of the trunk or ‘E’ 

for expressive facial movement. Table 5.1 below outlines the characters and the action 

they represent.  
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Table 5.1: Embodied transcription notation 
Character Action it transcribes 

, Movement into a gesture 

| Achievement of a gesture 

- A gesture being held at its penultimate stroke 

. Movement to ‘home position’ 

In addition, following Mondada (2007), screen captures have also been annotated with 

arrows to indicate the path and body part(s) relevant to movement. Screen captures have 

been placed underneath the activity they capture (which is marked in finer detail with the 

transcript). The first screen capture in each case is a context shot, presented unedited. 

Then in those cases where background detail may obscure the embodied work being 

described backgrounds and participants outside the facing formation are edited out. 

Finally, to mark the passage of time across text, pauses are replaced with ‘-‘ for each tenth 

of a second, i.e. a (0.3) pause has been replaced with (---).  As in chapter 3, I highlight 

each phase of the practice according to phases outlined in table 1.1—(a) for the point, (b) 

for the preface, (c) for the pre-challenge, (d) for the challenge and (e) for a response. 

Unlike the previous chapter, many of the examples presented here only include one or two 

phases, thus the reader may refer to the Jeffersonian transcripts in the previous chapters, 

or use URLs where available to refer to the full instance of the practice. Further, unlike the 

previous chapter descriptive outlines of the course of the practice are minimal, presented 

only when necessary to make clear sense of the analytic argument. 

 

 This example is from an argument is from a protest about the second Iraq war during 

which the target, a counter protester, has given a pro-war speech. Several anti-war 

demonstrators (see example 4.9 chapter 4—the challenger pictured left in Figure 5.1.1, 

with the challenger in the centre) have taken issue with the target’s stance, arguing their 

position that ‘he should go fight’. The target is accompanied by several other pro-war 

counter protestors (R2 and R3), including the cameraperson. Example 5.1 begins as the 

target is engaged in talk with the challenger with P2 co-present but not yet engaged in the 

interaction at line 1.  
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Example 5.1 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C5 ‘Argument with Republicans’  

1.  T:      this is worth more than your h[usband.] 
2.  R3:                                 [ah ha ha] 
3.  R2:     OH! O:h. O- 
4.          (-----) 

             
            F5.1.1 The challenger, P1 and the target 
5.  C: b→   d’ju have a-  °hey.° 
   CG:            .....|----|,, 

 
F5.1.2                           F5.1.3 
6.  C:  c→  d’ ju you have a so:n over there? 
   TT:                      ................ 
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 F5.1.459

7.  T:      what’s that? 
 

   TT:      ........|--- 

      
         F5.1.5             F5.1.6 
8.  C:  c→  d’ju have a so:n over there. 
9.  T:      a so:n.=>I don’t have any kids.< 

 

At the outset of example 5.1, the target is engaged in talk with P1 facing her as she leaves 

the scene. At this stage the challenger, in figure 5.1.1, is in a ‘home position’ (Sacks and 

Schegloff, 2002) monitoring the ongoing talk. As P1 withdraws, the challenger begins to 

talk which she abruptly cuts off ‘you have a-‘, moving to summon the target’s attention with 

a gesture. She taps him on the shoulder with her bundle of papers (movement marked on 

the CG line) at line 5, figure 5.1.3 using ‘hey’ in order to summons his attention. The target 

responds by gazing at the challenger (figure 5.1.4) and then as the challenger restarts her 

turn the target re-orients his torso (marked on the TT line) until the end of his repair ‘what’s 

                                                           
59 In the original footage from which F5.1.4 and F5.1.5 are drawn the challenger is off-screen and is thus 
cropped from F5.1.5 which only highlights the target’s repositioning. The challenger returns to frame in 
F5.1.6 
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that’ in line 7. By line 7 the target and the challenger are directly facing, engaged in mutual 

gaze, with shoulders squared in a facing formation (Kendon, 1990).  

 

In example 5.1, in the course of her preparation for the sequence, the challenger treats the 

target as not properly attentive to her turn in progress, cutting off a pre-sequence at line 5 

(a pre-question or a pre-challenge) in order to summon the target into a mutual orientation 

(C. Goodwin, 1981). The challenger treats the target’s current bodily facing as insufficient 

at line 5 to be able to act as a proper recipient for her turn, waiting until she has gaze to 

restart her talk. The target also treats the facing formation (along with gaze) as pre-

requisite for the incipient talk. He re-orients his entire posture and facing to align facing to 

the challenger prior to engaging in interaction. Example 5.1 illustrates the way in which 

participants enact hearer and speaker roles using embodied configurational resources as 

a pre-requisite to the adversarial talk of enticing a challengeable. 

 

In the fractious and fast moving interactional environments of arguments during protests 

participants use facing formation as a resource to configure and re-configure who is talking 

to whom. Such formations are of course a pervasive feature of co-present talk (Kendon, 

2004, 1990), thus the embodied work of the participants in example 5.1 illustrates that they 

are oriented to a focussed interaction (Goffman, 1967, Kendon, 1990, 2004)60

 

 as a pre-

requisite for enticing a challengeable (when in co-presence).  

Research has argued that face to face interaction is the ‘default’ arrangement for co-

present talk-in-interaction (Stivers and Sidnell, 2005; C. Goodwin, 2007; see also Boden 

and Molotch, 1994). Further researchers have found that facing formation (Kendon, 1970, 

1992, 2004; Schegloff, 1998; C. Goodwin, 2007) and mutual turn-beginning gaze (C. 

Goodwin, 1981; Lerner, 2003) are treated as necessary pre-requisite requirements by 

participants for such co-present interactions. In the current analysis there is certainly 

evidence that in all cases of co-present arguments participants do orient to instituting 

                                                           
60 In other, more institutional contexts, from which different examples are drawn, such as interviews and 
debates (e.g. example 5.3 below), the institutional resources of configuration indigenous to those institutions 
are instead employed to constitute the same focussed interaction (Drew and Heritage, 1992).  
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formations which enact such focussed interaction as a pre-requisite for engaging in 

adversarial talk. While the limitations of the data do not permit analysis of bodily 

configuration in every case (see section 1.4), for each case where it is visible, participants 

constitute some form of facing formation61

 

 subject to the constraints and affordances of the 

context. 

Mondada (2009) illustrated the way in which strangers in public places such as these must 

negotiate their way into such facing arrangements. She described the way in which this 

enacts an ‘interactional space’ (Mondada, 2009, 2012) into which participants may project 

their embodied actions when engaged in a spate of talk with each other. Mondada’s (2009, 

2012) research illustrates the way in which participants collaboratively constitute shared 

space in the course of interaction.62

5.2 Practices?: Single cases and primary modalities 

 This chapter elaborates Mondada’s line of research. In 

this chapter I demonstrate that gestural work configures the interactional space as a 

resource.  

Interactional space is a semiotic resource crafted by people using their bodies to configure 

space in order to co-ordinate mutual social action (Mondada, 2009: c.f. Kendon, 1985). 

The analysis of the movement of bodies, the use of gesture and action, involves some 

variation from the analytic style involved in the previous chapters. This section steps out 

the slight variation in the analytic style employed in the analysis of interactional resources 

and the new ideas used in this chapter. Next then, is a discussion of the variations to the 

collection-based analysis used in this chapter, a description of the method of single case 

analysis and the issue of whether this is an embodied practice. 

 

As I discussed in chapter 2, the studies of work, phenomenology and ethnomethodology 

which has explored embodied conduct takes a different approach to the selection of cases 

and the exploration of practices than CA. This chapter blends the two differing approaches 

inasmuch as by focusing on a practice enacted through talk, the embodied resources 

                                                           
61 In some instances the facing formation is an ‘L-shaped’ formation where participants shoulders are at right 
angles with shared attention on a central point (see Kendon, 2010). These arrangements still reflect the 
shared interactional space of a facing formation, but are due in every case to the institutional nature of the 
interactions (e.g. interviews, TV etc.).  
62 Kendon (2010) refers to this space as the ‘o-space’ or orientation space. 
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employed in the course of the practice are not the same in all of the cases. This chapter 

illustrates the mode-free organisation of some phases and features of the practice, 

specifically the preface phase and the connectives used in conjunction with the challenge. 

These resources constitute the relevant feature of the practice sufficiently (although not 

identically to talk). To highlight this I employ a single case analysis of configurational 

resources employed only in one instance (section 5.4.3). I use this to argue that the more 

frequent gestural practices I describe manipulate the interactional space. In this chapter I 

am seeking to avoid a typology of shapes of the body as it engages in a gesture. Instead, I 

present an analysis of the way in which participants use gestures to constitute and shape 

the social world. Thus, in section 5.4.3 I present a single case which illustrates the 

argument that participants contest interactional space as a resource for gestural action.  

 

In a further departure from corpus based analysis this chapter describes different optional 

resources deployed towards the end aims of the practice, and not the central features of 

the practice. Done as a part of arguing—an activity constituted mainly by talking—it makes 

sense that the embodied arrangements and gestural work used in the course of the 

practice is not central to pulling off the business of the talk. As I noted in chapter 2 (2.4.1) 

investigations in workplace studies have illustrated that participants enact bodily practices 

as central to their business when bodily practices are the central business. That is, 

because talk is the primary orientation of the activity this is not a bodily practice. Thus, 

while the gestures and configurations described in this chapter may represent practices in 

their own right, for the purposes of the analysis of enticing a challengeable they are 

additional resources which may flexibly constitute some, but not all, of the practice. 

 

As I noted in section 1.4 the utility of the data is in many cases beholden to a 

cameraperson who does not fully record one or both of the parties to the challenge. In 

many cases parties go on and off screen, as evident in example 5.1 previously and in 

other cases one party is mainly off screen (such as example 5.2 next). This means that the 

results presented in this chapter represent a subset of those cases where the embodied 

work is evident.  
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Analysis in the chapter begins in section 5.3 with a description of the configurational and 

gestural work employed in and as the preface phase of the practice. This first section 

unpacks the interactional work of the ‘selectional pulse’ gesture, used as one resource in 

the preface phase to enact the opponent as the target, while doing double-duty in speaker 

selection. Then in my discussion of the pre-challenge, in section 5.4 I illustrate three forms 

of resistance to the enticing interrogative; delay, re-claiming the basis of the question and 

trying to ‘torque your way out’ of facing formation. Finally, in section 5.5, I illustrate the way 

in which challengers use a connective palm-presenting upshot gesture in the challenge 

phase of the practice. Analysis begins next with the description of configuration and 

gesture in the preface phase.  

 

5.3 Preface: Selecting a target 
Example 5.1 includes an instance of a ‘selectional pulse’ gesture towards the target, into 

and then out of the shared ‘interactional space’ constituted by the facing formation 

(Mondada, 2009, 2012; c.f. Kendon, 1970, 1990). One of the key resources enacted by 

facing formation is this interactional space as a shared field for enacting gesture (Kendon, 

2010). In section 4.1 in the previous chapter I illustrated the way in which the target is 

enacted as a target as the work of the preface phase using referential lexical forms such 

as ‘you’. However, challengers also use spatial-gestural resources in the preface phase as 

a part of this referential work. Having established a facing formation, challengers deploy a 

‘selectional pulse’ into the shared interactional space. In this section I illustrate the way in 

which this selectional pulse gesture relies on the manipulation of the shared interactional 

space as one resource to enact the opposing participant in the argument as the target. 

 

The next example is from an argument outside an abortion clinic about whether ‘abortion is 

murder’. In this example a welfare worker, the target, (in figure 3.1 to the right in the suit) is 

arguing with two anti-abortion protestors the challenger (holding a bottle off screen to the 

left) and ‘V’ (the cameraperson). In this case the challenger was often largely off camera, 

however the relevant portion of his movement was captured. The protestor pictured behind 

the challenger holding the sign is silent throughout. The excerpt begins at the conclusion 

of an expansion sequence in resistance to the point, phase (a), in which the challenger 

asked the target ‘is abortion murder’. 
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Example 5.2 GIC:EJR:2012:03:C28 ‘Abortion Protest argument’ 
10.  T:      w’ull- that’s a label and there’s no simple answer to  
11.          that question that’s why.                            

              
             F5.2.1 home   
12.  C: b/c→ (---)is- is- okay, is rape wrong. 
    CG:      .....|-------------|,,,, 

    
             F5.2.2 pulse stroke          F5.2.3 home 
 
13.  T:      why are you asking me these silly questions. 
14.  V:      [C- c- can you answer the question.] 
 
In example 5.2 the challenger gestures towards the target with his water bottle working to 

select the target as next speaker.  At the stroke of the gesture, pictured in figure 5.2.2, the 

challenger has turned the bottle to use the top end to point towards the challenger moving 

the bottle through space. At line 12 the challenger also holds the stroke of the gesture 

through his self-repair ‘is- is- okay’ moving back to home position rapidly across the first 
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few syllables of the question ‘is rape...’ in line 12. The held gesture in figure 5.2.2 not only 

works to self-select as the current speaker (Mondada, 2007; Oloff and Mondada, 2011), 

the direction of the gesture towards the challenger also works to select the target as the 

next speaker and make reference to the target as the source of the statement (c.f. 

Goffman, 1981; see also chapter 6). That is, the challenger’s gesture towards the target 

proposes that the answer would derive from the target63

 

—rather than any abstract moral 

source. The rapid withdrawl of the gesture prior to the initiation of the challenger’s turn also 

serves to cede the floor to the target by ending embodied speakership. The gesture is 

timed prior to the pre-challenge ‘is rape wrong’, thereby constituting the preface phase 

without talk. The selectional pulse therefore has four important features in the preface 

phase; 1) as a gesture, selecting the challenger as the current speaker, 2) holding his turn 

prior to the pre-challenge, 3) by ending the gesture as his current turn begins it works as 

one of the turn-selectional resources to select the target as the next speaker, and 4) it 

makes the target the target of the sequence to follow by enacting him as the reference of 

the current talk.  

In example 5.2, the target and the challenger are aligned in an L-shaped facing formation 

enacting an interaction space into which the challenger may deploy his gestural action. In 

example 5.2 the target employs an artefact, a plastic water bottle, as a resource for the 

selectional pulse re-shaping the interactional space with his relevant movement through it. 

That is, it is the action of moving a directional-thing (bottle, hand, head) towards the other-

party through the interactional space which achieves its interactional meaning, 

(Haddington, Frogell, Grubert, Huhta, Jussila, Kinnunen, Korpela, Lehto, Marin, Mäenpää, 

Mäkivuoti, Raappana, Råman, Saarela, Seppänen, Suhonen, Vanhatapio, Vesisenaho, 

2012) and not the precise configuration of any one part of the body (c.f. Kendon, 2004). It 

is the change in the configuration of the interactional space, not the particular pieces of the 

body used to configure that space, which is used as the semiotic resource for enacting 

reference and speaker selection in the preface phase. The main interactional resource in 

example 5.2 is the interactional space itself, rather than the gestural movements used to 

configure that space. 

 
                                                           
63 This gesture proposes that the answer reflects L’s ‘thoughts or morals’ on the matter and constitutes the 
possible answer as doing so. It is a public, shared, process not access to any inner mental life. See chapter 
2 and chapter 6 for detail on the public construction of mental life. 
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The rapid movement into and out of the interactional space towards the target of the 

enticing sequence functions both as a method of speaker selection and as a way of 

indexing the target as the source of the answer (De Stefani, 2007). The selectional pulse 

gesture works in the preface phase as a form of reference to specify the target as the 

epistemic domain to which the following pre-challenge refers. As I illustrated in section 4.2 

in the previous chapter, this is usually also accomplished with lexical referential resources 

such as ‘you’ in both the preface and pre-challenge. However, as example 5.2 illustrates, 

this referential work can be achieved simply with the selectional pulse. The preface phase 

is therefore mode free—that is, agnostic to whether talk or gesture enact it—in its 

deployment with embodied resource able to be employed to achieve the important tasks of 

selection and reference. 

 

Just as a bottle may be used instead of a hand (example 5.2), so too the head and torso 

can be engaged in the interactional work of a selectional pulse. In the next example I 

illustrate the way in which the trunk, hands and head may be employed in the same 

manner as a bottle or the hands alone in the course of this gesture64

 

. This example is from 

interview on BBC’s ‘hard-talk’ between Stephen Sackur, the challenger, and Richard 

Dawkins, the target. Sackur has just detailed Dawkins’ reported statement that Dawkins’ 

believes labelling a child as religious is ‘very wicked’ when Sackur continues with the 

following enticing sequence. 

Example 5.3 GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24  ‘Dawkins, Hard Talk’ 

URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:10-02:40] 
23. C:      [>well you’re no:t- but the the<] LABElling may 
24.         not be something that goes deep into the  
25.         consciousness of the chi:ld,=>if the child is  
26.     b→  sti::ll .h as [YOU we::re] >I must say<  
    CG:     ----|,,,......|----------------------- 

                                                           
64 Unfortunately the original of this video is low resolution. 

http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM�
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F5.3.1 mid gesture              

 
F5.3.2 pivot and pulse 
27. T:                   [I think-] 
28. C:  c→  you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n,]  
    CG:     -----|,,,,,,, 

                   
                  F5.3.3 home 
29. T:                                              [as a-] 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. C: c→               [and you were confi:::rmed,  
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32.    c→   [you went to] chu::[rch,  
 

At line 26 the challenger pivots his ‘hands-together’ gesture and talk away from a rebuttal 

at line 26 ‘if the child is still-‘into a new gesture with new talk, shifting his body towards the 

target. In order to pivot, the challenger cuts off his turn in progress at ‘still’ in line 26, and 

marks the change with an in-breath and ‘as you were’, and moves forward (figure 5.3.2) 

into the interactional space. This forward movement at line 26 brings the challenger’s’ 

head and right hand forwards gesturing towards the target in order to deictically reference 

him as the subject of the upcoming sequence. The challenger orients to his pivot marking 

the relevance of his pivoted-to turn by inserting ‘I must say’ at line 26, working as a preface 

to account for pivoting away from his turn in progress. Later, in line 28, the challenger’s 

‘you were raised an Anglican’ specifies the reference of the preparatory work of ‘as you 

were’ of line 26. The pulse forward is all but complete as the restated turn in line 28 gets 

underway. Thus, in addition to the deictic work of moving-towards-the-target, the motion of 

the withdrawal from the interactional space proposes an end-of-utterance cessation of 

speakership. That is, in addition to the resources of talk, the early cessation of gesture 

removes an appearance of claim to speakership (the inverse finding of Oloff and 

Mondada, 2011). In example 5.3, the challenger employs both his head and trunk shifting 

his seated body forwards and then away in order to locate the target as the relevant 

subject of talk. Further, the challenger ends his gesture in order to visibly cease his 

speakership as a speaker-selectional resource for obtaining a confirmation to ‘you were 

raised an Anglican’. 

 

Deictic gestural work is used by participants in order to locate and elaborate features of 

the co-present physical or phenomenal worlds (C. Goodwin, 2003a, 2003b; Kendon, 

2004). Unlike deictic gestural work which locates physical things in a co-present space 

(e.g. C. Goodwin, 1994, 1996a, 2003a; Hindmarsh and Heath, 2000; Mondada, 2007; 

Oloff and Mondada, 2011), these selectional pulse gestures instead index a participant 

and form part of the array of resources used to propose next action (e.g. LeCouteur and 

Feo, 2011, Ekstrom, 2007; De Stefani, 2007). Just as participants may gesture in order to 

self-select (Oloff and Mondada, 2011; Mondada, 2007) here challengers are both selecting 

another speaker (see De Stefani, 2007), and doing so in a way that avoids being seen as 

self-selecting by withdrawing in the early part of the turn. As Kendon (2004: 125) notes, 

the deployment of gesture may be prior to (e.g. Mondada, 2007; Oloff and Mondada, 
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2011), in alignment with (on beat/stress e.g. Schegloff, 1984; Sidnell, 2005; Rendle-Short, 

2006) or after (e.g. Heath and Hindmarsh, 2000) talk. Pre-positioning of deictic gesture in 

this practice locates the referred to thing—the target of the enticing sequence—prior to the 

turns’ completion. Unlike the post-positioned deictic gesture which Hindmarsh and Heath 

(2000) describe, a common frame of reference has already been achieved by the time the 

selectional pulse is employed. Thus, participants employ gesture in order to support the 

talk because talk is the main business at hand (sic).  

 

Examples 3 and 4 illustrate the way in which challengers employ artefacts and multiple 

parts of their bodies in order to reconfigure the interactional space as a speaker-

selectional and deictic resources in the course of the preface phase. Challengers move 

into the space, towards the target, in order to locate the opposing party as the reference of 

talk enacting them as the target via this reference. Challengers then withdraw from the 

space, visibly ending any rights to ongoing speakership by returning to home position 

(Sacks and Schegloff, 2002). The gestural pulse directed towards the other participant 

configures them as the target of the sequence to follow, enacting deictic reference along 

with speaker selection in the preface turn. Further, just as gesture works to propose 

ongoing speakership, the visible end of gesture makes interactional, and physical, space 

for a new next speaker.  Thus, as a part (or whole) of the main work of preface phase the 

selectional pulse gesture is used prior to the pre-challenge to establish both the topic of 

the pre-challenge (the target) and who is to participate. 

 

Analysis thus far has illustrated the way in which participants may employ a selectional 

pulse in the preface phase, enacting precisely who the target of the sequence to follow is 

and selecting them as next to respond (in the pre-challenge or to a preface question). The 

facing formation ensures a shared ‘withness’ (Kendon, 1990; Goffman, 1967), as a 

resource for constituting a shared phenomenal field of action, the interactional space. 

Challengers then manipulate this shared phenomenal field with the selectional pulse 

gesture as one resource to enact the opposing part as the target of the sequence.  

 

This preparatory targeting work in the preface phase prepares the interactional ground for 

enticing interrogatives in the pre-challenge phase. Such gestures determine who the 
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questioning is ‘about’ as the work of the preface phase in order to firmly ground the later 

challenge. In the pre-challenge phase, after the target has been configured, the targets 

begin to orient to the incipient course of action of the sequences. As I discussed in section 

4.4 in the previous chapter, they do so in argumentative fashion by subtly resisting them. 

The next section describes this resistance, and target’s use of embodied opposition using 

time and space across the pre-challenge.  

 

5.4 Pre-challenge: Target’s resources for resistance: time and space 
As I illustrated in section 4.4 of the previous chapter, targets of enticing sequences employ 

two patterns of resistance, delay and resisting the polar design. These two patterns have 

embodied resources which are systematically associated with their enactment. The first 

trajectory of resistance which targets may employ in the pre-challenge phase is enacted 

with delay employing a ‘confused’ display proposing repairability of the enticing 

interrogative. In the course of the delay targets use their eyes and eyebrows as expressive 

resources. Targets employ these ocular resources to display what might be glossed as 

‘confusion’, to treat the pre-challenge turn as a source of trouble. The alternative, resisting 

the polar design is associated with the use of nods and a reduction in transition space 

between turns. These targets employ ‘no-delay’ emphatic nods in order to claim access to 

the epistemic domain which is the subject of the enticing interrogative. Further, by 

minimising transition space with these nods, targets work to deflect treatment of their 

resistance as in need of expansion. The next section unpacks these embodied resources 

beginning with ocular expressive resources next. 

 

5.4.1 Delay as resistance: Embodying time in expressive holds 
Targets of the pre-challenge turns routinely employ embodied resources in and around the 

eyes—eyebrow scrunches, expressive holds, expressive blinks and eyebrow flashes—in 

the course of resisting the enticing interrogative. Two of these expressive resources in 

particular—eyebrow scrunches and expressive holds—exploit facial display in order to 

propose a problem of understanding with the pre-challenge turn. This section illustrates 

the way in which these and other expressive resources are exploited as a way of resisting 

the trajectory of the enticing sequence.  
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Example 5.4, the case already discussed in section 1 of the previous chapter, is from an 

argument about the legitimacy of the target’s protest. In this case the target, the focus of 

the camera in the figures below, is arguing that ‘the pill kills women’ and the heckler, the 

camera-person is arguing that as this is ‘just a religious protest’ it has no place being 

conducted in public (see example 3.1). Frames from roughly each 20th of a second of the 

pause line 100 are presented below in addition to frames for the gestural work of line 101. 

 

Example 5.4 GIC:2009:11:C1 ‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’  
URL: http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww [05:19–05:37] 
96. T: a→   we’re not talking about destro:ying anything.  
97.         you’re ju:mping to conclu[sions.   ]  
98. C: b→                            [>let me a]sk you  
99.    c→   something.=do you eat eggs.< 
100.        (------------) 
    TE:     ,|-|.,|--|..,, 

 
F5.4.1        F5.4.2   F5.4.3     F5.4.4    F5.4.5       F5.4.6 
101.T: c→   <yes.> 
 

At line 100 after the challenger asks ‘Do you eat eggs’ the target first holds her facial 

expression for .4 seconds (figures 5.1–5.2). Then, from figures 5.4.1–5.4.4, the target 

contracts her forehead laterally in an ‘eyebrow scrunch’ expression, raising her lower 

eyelid in order to ‘squint’ along with a slight compression of the lips. Together, the 

contracted eyebrow and eyelids work to display a ‘not-sure’65

                                                           
65 The same contracted eyelids are employed by the fictional cartoon character Phillip J. Fry in the ‘Not sure 
if’ meme, drawn from the cartoon Futurama. 

 reaction to the challenger’s 

question minimally projecting some trouble with the status of the challenger’s question. 

The target then escalates her facial expression in Figure 5.5 with an exaggerated ‘looking’ 

at the maximal point of contraction of the forehead to display that she is ‘searching’ for 

something, relaxing her lips and looking to her left. As the recipient of the talk her 

expression in Figure 5.4.5 is similar to a word-search expression (C. Goodwin, 1987; 

Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Matoesian, 2008). She employs middle-distance gaze and 

manipulation of the eyebrow projecting a ‘display of involvement in search’ (Goodwin and 

Goodwin, 1986) orienting to the requirements of her incipient speakership, but forestalling 

http://knowyourmeme.com/memes/futurama-fry-not-sure-if-x 

http://youtu.be/tC6GxktGdww�
http://knowyourmeme.com/memes/futurama-fry-not-sure-if-x�
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them in order to project that there is some trouble with the status of the challenger’s 

question. The contracted, rather than raised, eyebrow adds a ‘confused’ element to her 

interactive display (c.f. Ekman, 1979:189) and in doing so displays analysis of the 

challenger’s talk, that the target has heard the talk but finds some trouble understanding it, 

providing an ‘opportunity space’ (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1977) for the challenger 

to resolve the proposed trouble. In example 5.4, the target uses the eyebrow scrunch in 

co-ordination with an expressive hold (and a pause) and a display of involvement in a 

search in order to project, as a recipient of talk, that there is a problem of understanding 

with the challenger’s question. 

 

By treating the challenger’s question as a source of interactional trouble the target is 

working to resist the challenger’s projected course of action by making the problem a fault 

of the challenger’s (rather than an appearance of her own resistance to his project). An 

embodied claim to a lack of understanding allows the target’s answer to fit the question 

without accepting the basis for asking or affiliating with the challenger’s course of action 

(Stivers, 2008). In a further orientation to the prior turn as a source of trouble the target’s 

expressive hold in figures 5.4.1–5.4.4 treats the challenger’s question as not yet complete 

by not moving to respond. This expressive delay, as a proposal of unspecified trouble, 

enacts a deniable form of resistance in the response turn. 

 

In the next example I illustrate the way in which an eyebrow scrunch is coupled with a shift 

in facing formation in order to resist an enticing sequence’s damaging upshot and thereby 

re-take control of the argument. Example 5.5 is drawn from an argument between Glenn 

Beck—a television news personality from Fox news (the target) and a spokesman from 

‘Acorn’—an association who support the US Democrats political party (the challenger). 

Beck has accused Acorn of voter registration fraud (the arguable of the enticing sequence) 

as a part of the 2008 election and they are arguing over facts and figures. In this example 

illustrate below, the target’s repair at line 20 orients to the interactional work necessary to 

enact the pre-challenge as an epistemically flat question.  
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Example 5.5 GIC:2012:08:C21 ‘Glenn Beck and Acorn’66

URL: 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1deEJGLuP_0  [06:20-06:40] 
9.  T:      Are you that afraid of republicans that you need to  
10.         invent voters. 
11. C:      where are the voters we invented? 
 
          ((15 seconds omitted))  
 
12.         [leaves about SEVENTY that didn’t.] 
13. C:      [facts  ARE:  kind  of  important.] 
14. T:      [those seventy THOUSAND that]= 
15. C:      [facts are: ki:nd of important.] 
16. T:      [didn’t.] 
17. C: c→   [>have y]ou registered a voter? 
18.         (----) 
19. C: b→   glenn. 
20. T:      have I >registered [a voter?<] 
21. C: c→                      [<have you] eve:r>= 
   TE:                              #-----------            

               
            F5.5.1          F5.5.2 
22.   c→    =(0.2)registered (0.2) someone to vote. 
   TE:      ---------------------------#-----------    

             
            F5.5.3 
23.         (-------) 
  T: c→  °no. I have[n’t.°] 
   TE:      ----------------- 
24. A: d→              [okay,] so you have no [ idea:: ]  what=  
25. T:                                        [*n(h)o.*] 
   TE:      ------------------------#----|,,..     

                                                           
66 Due to the extended expressive hold in this example ‘#’ is used to denote at which point the figures are 
taken in line with Mondada and Oloff (2011).  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1deEJGLuP_0�
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F5.5.4  
26. C:      =it’s like.                 

 
F5.5.5 
26. A:      [°>to register a voter. °now wait a second.] 
27. T: e→   [<I    ↑kno::w     it’s      so   ↑ha:rd. >] 
28. A:      [Let’s be clear¿<< do  you kno::w    the    process?>] 
29. T:      [you know what that’s why you have to- if its so hard] 
30.         [hang on. <is it difficult.>] 
31. A:      [<do you know the pro:cess.>] 
32. T:             [yes  or  no  sir.] 
33. A:      do you [know the process.] 
34. T:      [<  IS    IT     DIFFICULT.  >] 
35. A:      [>it’s a reasonable question.<] 
36.         (0.4) 
37. T:      really simple question. even easier.  
38.         [is it] difficult. 
39. A:      [mhm] 
 

In line 17 the challenger asks if the target has registered a voter (for the US elections) 

gesturing towards him with a single hand palm up (figure 5.5.1) in a selectional pulse 

gesture (enacting the preface phase without talk). The camera changes one frame later to 
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the target, who has already adopted a forehead scrunch expression ‘peering’ over his 

glasses by tilting his head forwards, thereby projecting a problem of understanding with 

the challenger’s question. At line 20 the target seeks a repair of that understanding with 

‘have I registered a voter?’. The target’s stress on the referent ‘I’ locates the source of 

trouble of the prior embodied search. This display of trouble with the prior talk also orients 

to the very minimal preface phase, enacted only with the selectional-pulse gesture and the 

incremented summons ‘Glenn’ at line 19. In stressing the referent ‘I’ as the source of 

misunderstanding the target treats the question as one he does not understand because 

he, the target, is not ‘someone who registers voters’. Thereby, the challenger’s restated 

form of the enticing interrogative at lines 21–22 is epistemically flat, the problem for the 

challenger is getting an answer, not finding out information.  

 

In example 5.5 across lines 20–24 the target holds his forehead scrunch expression, 

peering posture and gaze for a period totalling 3 seconds after his display of trouble, while 

relaxing his eyebrows and forehead. In suspending his course of action by holding the 

posture and gaze the target is treating this lack of understanding as unresolved, despite 

the challenger’s slow repeat of his question. In doing so, the target resists the prospective 

trajectory of the sequence. In example 5.5, the target deploys two expressive resources in 

the course of resisting the pre-challenge, the target’s eyebrow scrunch forms a proposal of 

unspecified trouble with the prior talk, trouble which is treated as unfinished by holding his 

expression across lines 20–24. 

 

In a further display of resistance, as the challenge is deployed in line 25 (figure 5.5.5), the 

target breaks facing formation busying himself with papers on his desk in an ‘activity 

occupied withdrawal’ (C. Goodwin, 1981) as he overlaps the challenger with his breathy-

voiced response ‘*n(h)o*’. At line 25 vocal and spatial resources are employed by the 

target to shut down the challenger’s now complete course of action providing an 

agreement that still fails to affiliate with the challenge.  Having answered the challenger’s 

question the target engages in a new spate of overlap (lines 28–36) retaking control of the 

questioning in line 38. The target engages in resistance throughout the enticing sequence 

deploying expressive and spatial resources alongside talk as resources to regain the 

upper hand. 
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Examples 5.4 and 5.5 have illustrated two expressive resources participants employ as 

they work to resist the pre-challenge; eyebrow scrunches and expressive holds. These 

resources are used to propose a problem of understanding with the pre-challenge turn. 

These embodied displays do not target discrete turns for repair, instead leaving the trouble 

source open. Thus participants either ‘let it pass’ (example 5.4) (see Drew, 2005) or couple 

the displays with explicit repair (example 5.5). Further, these displays propose a problem 

with the enticing interrogative, forestalling progression of the sequence and thereby not 

affiliating with the course of action. By using delay, which halts the progression of the 

sequence, these two expressive resources exploit time as an interactional resource in the 

course of target’s efforts to resist enticing sequences.  

 

These expressive displays forestall the realisation of the enticing sequence as one form 

resistance of the pre-challenge sequence. An altogether different option open to targets of 

enticing interrogatives is to re-claim rights over the epistemic domain deployed in the pre-

challenge—already discussed in resisting the polar design in section 4.4.2. One embodied 

resource used for this purpose, alongside talk, is nodding. The next section illustrates the 

way in which targets employ nods in order to pre-emptively affiliate with the pre-challenge 

in the course of otherwise disaffiliative turns. 

 

5.4.2 Reshaping resistance with a nod: Minimising delay 
In section 4.4.2 in the previous chapter I illustrated the way in which participants may 

employ non-type conforming responses which resist treatment as a non-mundane person 

by resisting the polar design. As they deliver this trajectory of resistance targets also 

manipulate time, instead shortening the transition space with the use of expressive 

knowledge-claiming nods. This section illustrates the way in which targets time these nods 

precisely at completion of the challenger’s turn to claim the floor, claim access to the 

asked-about epistemic domain and pre-figure what are otherwise non-type conforming 

turns as a form of upgraded agreement with the enticing interrogatives. 

 

Example 5.6 is drawn from a protest about the not-guilty verdict of Joe Horn in Texas in 

2009. Already presented in example 4.23, this argument is from the protest conducted 

when several black activist groups protested what they claim is a racially biased verdict 
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outside the court in Houston.  A protestor, a challenger on the left has been arguing that 

the Grand Jury was racially biased and the other party to the argument the target (a 

passer-by) has been defending the Grand Jury’s decision as ‘justice’, which is the point of 

this sequence.  

Example 5.6 GIC:EJR:2010:01:C6 ‘Joe Horn Protest’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA [04:21-04:35] 
23. C: b/c→ >I’ma ask you here.< Are you a fair man.  
24.         (--) 

       ,-. 

  
            F5.6.1           F5.6.2           F5.6.3 
25. T:  c→  I believe I am. 
26. C:  d→  then why did joe horner who wus told nine times 
27.         not to go (.) <outsi:de> 
28.         [and went out his house]     
29. P2:     [it were te:n times.] 
30. T:      it wa[s- 
31. C:           [AND the second- the THIRD shot he waited  
32.         [he waited  six] seconds. 
33. T:      [re:comme:nded-]          recommended that he 

http://youtu.be/ov0JhsRL0cA�
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In line 23 the challenger delivers a preface ‘I’ma ask you here’ and the enticing 

interrogative ‘are you a fair man’ at which point, with no delay and no-overlap, the target 

nods, extending his head almost 45° and directing his gaze downwards along with the nod 

(figure 5.6.2). The target returns within .2 seconds, in time with the beat of talk, to home 

position with gaze back at the challenger in order to deliver his non-type conforming 

answer ‘I believe I am’ (figure 5.6.3). The target’s latched delivery of the nod works to 

display affiliation with the challenger’s action projected by minimising the transition space 

(Reynolds and Rendle-Short, 2011:444). The nod itself functions as a claim of access 

(Stivers, 2008) to the epistemic domain (the target’s morals) to which the enticing 

interrogative refers. Stivers (2008) describes the way in which nods by a listener used 

during episodes of storytelling claim access to the evaluative stance of the teller. Used 

here in a non-evaluative environment, instead in response to a question, it affirms access 

to the asked-about domain, with the close timing working to upgrade that claim of access. 

By confirming access to the asked about epistemic domain prior to providing his response 

the target is pre-figuring his response as a sufficient answer to the question (see 

Deppermann, 2013). However, having been posed as a yes-no interrogative the target’s 

response does not conform to the constraints of the question—his pre-emptive nods thus 

works to deflect any hearing of his response as resistant to the basis of the question, while 

still deploying a response form which resists the question’s design.  

 

In example 5.6 the target’s nod occurs at a transition relevant point, in response to a FPP 

after he has been selected as the next speaker in talk. The target’s nod therefore is 

speaker’s nod in second position, rather than a listener’s one. Put another way, it is a nod 

done as gesture by the holder of the current turn at talk. Research into the use of nods as 

a resource in talk have illustrated the way in which listeners deploy nods in the course of 

speaker’s turn in order to affiliate with and claim access to the epistemic basis of the turn 

(C. Goodwin, 1986; Heath, 1992; Stivers, 2008) or as speakers in first position to propose 

agreement with the current turn (Schegloff, 1987; Heath, 1992). The position of nodding in 

relation to the adjacency pair and current rights to talk (current speaker or not current 

speaker) varies the interactive functions of the nod. In the present case in the course of 

claiming speakership these nods propose agreement with the action implemented by the 

challenger and claim access to the epistemic basis of the talk. 
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Unlike the nods described in this prior research, the turn-initial nods used by targets in the 

pre-challenge phase are in second position, in the enticed response turn, responding in 

agreement/affiliation with the enticing interrogative. Coming prior to a resistant non-type 

conforming response, the nods configure the participant as someone with access to the 

relevant epistemic domain (Stivers, 2008), thus legitimating their resistance to the design 

of the enticing interrogative. These nods also propose a form of agreement with the action 

implemented by the enticing interrogative turn, but with the subsequent non-type 

conforming response reconfiguring that agreement as in need of amendment. Thus, these 

nods work to deflect treatment of the upcoming non-conforming response as rejecting the 

course of action (Deppermann, in press; c.f. Raymond, 2003:951) working to minimise the 

possibility of expansion of the response which may treat the target as bullish or 

unreasonable.  

 

The enticed-nods also work to minimise transition space by employing an ‘expansive’ nod 

(Whitehead, 2011). These expansive nods are delivered with a single short sharp stroke in 

between turns at talk (c.f. Heath, 1992). Unlike other ‘acknowledgement’, and ‘change-of-

state nods’ (Whitehead, 2011) the nods in the current collection are always delivered with 

a single pulse, a full withdrawal of gaze and moving the orientation of the face away from 

the interactional space. Further, the enticed nods are in each case located after the 

completion of enticing interrogative. The enticed-nods work to initiate the action of 

response precisely co-ordinated with the end of the enticing interrogative in order to 

minimise delay. The next example contrasts listener nods with these, enticed-response 

speaker nods in order to illustrate the resources employed to differentiate between a 

speaker nod and a listener nod. 

 

The next example of these no-delay nods illustrates a marked case of nods in conjunction 

with upgrades as a form of resistance and also includes mid-turn listener nods (Heath, 

1992, Stivers, 2008). This example is drawn from an exit interview as a contestant on the 

Australian franchise of the reality television show ‘Big Brother’. Prior to this excerpt the 

show has aired a clip in which a camera angle was ambiguous as to whether or not the 

contestant, Michael, and another male contestant kissed while in the house. On leaving 

the house Michael has reportedly objected to the use of this footage leading to the tense 
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interaction between the host Gretel Killeen (the challenger) and Michael (the target) 

following.  

 

Example 5.7 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C10 ‘Gretel and Michael on Big Brother’  
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H11qJhfPU1Q [03:30-03:50] 
1.  C:  b→ could I just ask you one question.  
2.          >before we go on to the next nominations .h when  
3.          you go in to the big brother house you are aware  
4.      c→  that< there are cameras in the house.  
5.  T:  c→ -↑absolute:ly 
   TG:      ,,,|--|..... 

             
            F5.7.1       F5.7.2       F5.7.3     F5.7.4 
6. C:       and you are aware that there are cameras (.) all             
7.      c→  arou:nd you.  
8.  T:  c→  -absolutely.= 
   TG:      ,,|-|.... 

             
            F5.7.5   F5.7.6   F5.7.7 
9.  C:      =you are awa:re therefo:re that cameras will pick  
10.     c→  up things from angles,(-)no:t necessarily front on. 
   TG:                          ,,|--|.. 

                     
                    F5.7.5    F5.7.6       F5.7.7     F5.7.8 
11. T:  c→  mhm. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H11qJhfPU1Q�
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12.         (----)67

13. C:      oka:y (.) so you are aware when you’re in the house 
 

14.     c→  that your behaviour will (.) be (.) filmed. 
15. T:  c→  ↑absolute:ly I’m aware of [that.] 
16. C:                                [okay] 
   TG:      ,|--|............... 

             
            F5.7.9      F5.7.10     F5.7.11      
17.         (1.3) 
18. C:      fine. aright. [let’s move on.] 
19. T:                    [>what was the point of] that.<  
20.         (1.1) 
 

At line 5, as the challenger produces her first enticing interrogative, the target fixes his 

gaze it on a point well outside the interactional space (figure 5.7.1). In response to the 

enticing interrogative he turns his head immediately after the challenger is complete. From 

there he moves into a nod (figure 5.7.2) only (.2) seconds after completion of her turn—

timed to emphasise the first syllable of ‘absolutely’. At line 8, the target produces a 

similarly formatted nod, closely timed with completion of the challenger’s turn, placing the 

stroke of the nod (figure 5.7.6) to emphasise the first syllable of his response ‘absolutely’. 

He then returns gaze to the challenger, this time with a facial orientation slightly further 

away from the interactional space (figure 5.7.7). At line 10, in a subtle variation, the target 

produces a nod at completion of the challenger’s turn, acknowledging understanding of her 

complex turn in progress, this time keeping his face oriented towards the challenger and 

the interactional space. That is, his nod attends to the need as a listener to engage in 

ongoing monitoring of the yet to come talk. In contrast, the nods just prior, position his face 

and eyes out of the interactional space in between turns at talk. This subtle variation 

between the two different formats of nod, a facing nod and a facing away nod configure 

participation in a way similar to gaze (Lerner, 2003; Goodwin, 1981). In line 10, the target’s 

continued orientation towards the interactional space proposes his ongoing commitment to 

the listener role. In contrast his retraction gaze and reorientation of the face from the 

                                                           
67 This line is off-camera, in the few frames of this utterance that the camera catches the target appears to 
be returning to home position from another nod. 



Chapter 5: Embodied analysis: Time and space 

131 

interactional space in lines 5 and 8 claims speakership as he no longer attends to the 

challenger’s actions.  

 

In example 5.7 the target removes his facial orientation from the interactional space in the 

course of producing these speaker nods. Similarly, in example 5.6, C employs a sharp 45 

degree angle to the nod to remove his facial attentional resources from the interactional 

space in the course of producing the nod. In both cases the target ceases monitoring of 

the other party in the production of the nod, thereby enacting a claim of speakership in the 

course of its production. As with the production of the selectional pulse gesture it is the 

configuration of the interactional space that is the key resource for this action. As they 

withdraw their attention from the previously enacted interactional space targets propose 

they do not need to monitor the talk in progress. Further, as illustrated in the subtle 

contrast between the target’s final facing configuration at line 5 (figure 5.7.4) and line 8 

(figure 5.7.7) it is not gaze alone which produces this differentiation. The target enacts two 

differing commitments to the challenger’s talk, torqueing his head (Schegloff, 1998) further 

away from the interactional space in figure 5.7.7 as a display of resistance to the ongoing 

enticing interrogatives.  

 

Thus far in this section I have illustrated the way in which participants employ space and 

time as resources to resist the enticing interrogative in the pre-challenge phase. 

Participants may employ embodied delay in the production of a type conforming answer in 

order to add resistance to an otherwise less resistant response. Alternatively they may 

reduce delay, speeding up their response, to reduce the resistance in what are otherwise 

more resistant non-type conforming answers. In this way they employ embodied action to 

configure the properties of the turn to follow (Deppermann, in press). The on-time delivery 

of embodied action is used to minimise the gap thereby minimising the possibility for the 

target’s response to be heard as treating the enticing interrogative as a source of trouble 

(and thus possibly engendering expansion). Space is used as a key resource in this no-

delay work, because in order to configure the embodied display as conforming to the 

speaker-selection proposed by the enticing interrogative (which selects the target as next 

speaker) the target actually orients their attentional resources away from the interactional 

space in the course of the embodied response. This works to claim the speaker role. The 
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interactional space and embodied time are thus two resources for targets to fashion 

resistance in the pre-challenge phase. 

 

As I demonstrated above, orientation to the interaction space is closely fitted to enacting 

the roles of speaker and hearer in talk. Just as targets may proceed with the sequence 

using these resources, they may also resist the speaker role and thereby resist 

progression of the sequence. Next then, analysis of a single case of this form of resistance 

illustrates the target’s use of shifting the participation resources as a more direct form of 

resistance.  

 

5.4.3 Torqueing your way out of it: Configuring resistance 
Just as participants may treat facing formation as a pre-requisite for talk (see example 5.1; 

and Mondada, 2009), they may also orient away from the facing formation in order to resist 

the enticing interrogative. Example 5.8 presents a single case analysis in which the target 

moves to shift the facing formation as a part of resisting the enticing sequence. This 

example is drawn from an argument about the presence of an anti-G20 summit (and 

attendant issues of globalisation) protest in Toronto in 2010. An anti-G20 protestor (the 

challenger, in white on the left) is arguing with a counter protestor (the target, in black) who 

is seeking the cessation of protest activities. The transcript has had intervening talk from 

nearby conversations taken out to simplify the transcript because the main parties to the 

talk do not enter a facing formation with the interjecting parties (in order to simplify an 

already difficult to follow transcript—a full transcript of the talk is at example 6.10).  

 

Example 5.8 GIC:2011:09:C18 ‘Anti G20 Argument’68

URL: 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [03:20-0356] 
1.  T: a→   we support the only democracy in the middle  
2.  C:      [<aww:w  you:::.] 
3.  T: a→   [east. and you:-] and you ↑offer your  
4.     a→   suppo:rt to terrori:sts [>who are suicide bombers.<] 
5.  C: b→                           [oka:y so: lets see so] 
   TT:                ,,,,,,,|------------------------------- 

                                                           
68 In the video several participants around offer interjections which are not oriented to by Cou or Pro. Further 
these participants are not a part of the facing formation. This talk is transcribed in the version presented in 
appendix A. The reader will note that this instance of the practice lacks the ‘personalising’ work of ‘you’. I 
discuss the different form of personalising in this instance in chapter 6.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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                             F5.8.1 
6.     b→   saudi arabia is a dictatorship right?   
   TT:      -------------------------------------                        
7.  T: b→   yes.= 
   TT:      -----                
8.  C: c→   =and who supports them. 
   TT:      -----------------------                 

             
            F5.8.2 
9.          (--------------------)  
   TT:      -------------------|..                     
10. C: c→   and whi:ch country supports ↑saudi ↑arabia? 
   TT:      .......      ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,|------------|.             
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            F5.8.3                        F5.8.4 
11. T: c→   ↓america.  
   TT:      .,|---|.    

 
            F5.8.5 gaze returned for answer 
12. C: c→   oh and which country supports egypt.  
   TT:      ,|---------------------------|..,,|- 
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            F5.8.6 gaze away mid turn 
13.         (---------) 
   TT:      ----------- 

 
            F5.8.7 re-established formation 
14.     c→  are they democracies?             
15. T:  c→  no.  
16. C:  d→  ↑o:h okay so why does- this supposed >y’know< great  
17.         demo::cracy that supports freedom worldwi:de support  
18.         dictatorships? 
19.         (1.7) 
20. T:  e→  there’ss- black whi:te and grey to every issue,  
21.         [and I’m telling you israel is a 
22. C:      [o:h it’s getting complicated now. 
 

The target and challenger are engaged in a facing formation, encircled by photographers 

and others at the outset of the sequence at lines 4-5. At line 4 the target is at the stroke of 

a palm presenting gesture timed on the beat of ‘you offer your support to terrorists who are 

suicide bombers’ gesturally indexing his ‘point’ (and the arguable of the sequence to 

follow).  The target holds this position across lines 4 to 9 as the challenger asks a pre-

question (in the preface phase) which works to establish whether Saudi Arabia is a 

dictatorship, even across the two second pause at line 9. Having held the gesture across 
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successive turns, and a two second silence, the target then withdraws his gesture as the 

challenger begins at line 10 in time with ‘and which’ returning to a home position and 

abandoning his prior action. Across the course of the enticing turn the target moves into 

body-torque. He aligns the orientation of his head, withdraws gaze, and shifts his trunk out 

of facing formation (figure 5.8.4). At the same time the challenger pursues mutual gaze, 

moving his own trunk into torque to do so. The target briefly returns gaze while maintaining 

a torso oriented out of formation at line 11 (figure 5.8.6), finally returning to full facing 

formation line 16 (figure 5.8.7). In example 5.8 the target reconfigures the facing formation 

by moving out of alignment and removing attentional resources to face away from his 

interlocutor. This reconfiguration works to deflect the enticing interrogatives by resisting his 

own status as a recipient of the talk—a not altogether successful strategy. 

 

In example 5.8 the interactional space is used by participants to manage greater or lesser 

involvement in the pre-challenge phase. Schegloff (1998) illustrates the way in which 

unstable postural configuration is used as a resource by participants to enact greater or 

lesser involvement with the ongoing course of interaction in his discussion of ‘body 

torque’—a postural instability of the upper torso.  Elaborating Kendon’s (1970, 1990) work 

on the facing formation, Schegloff (1998) detailed the way in which participants employ 

body torque. He describes the way in which participants may twist their upper bodies into 

posturally unstable positions to temporarily display a secondary engagement with a course 

of action (talk or some other activity) which is outside the participant’s main field of action 

(see also Goodwin (1981) on disengagement). He illustrates the way in which participants 

doing so also display an ordering of priority of engagements with the competing courses of 

action. That is, whether something is worth shifting your body for, or not. Llewellyn and 

Burrow (2008) expand this work with their illustration of the way in which participants can 

manufacture competing engagements as a way to resist normative obligations to engage 

with a street vendor. In example 5.8 the target torques away from the current interactional 

space in order to downgrade his commitment to, and participation in, the current talk as a 

form of resistance. Responding in kind, the challenger bodily pursues engagement and 

renews the target’s obligation to answer. 

 

The target’s shift of bodily configuration works as resistance by attempting to downgrade 

his own level of involvement in the ongoing confrontation as a method for cutting off a 
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damaging course of questioning by the challenger. By temporarily shifting away from the 

interactional space (without unilateral departure, see Dersley and Wootton, 2001; 

Llewellyn and Burrow, 2008; Butler and Llewellyn, 2010) the target is proposing a 

temporary cessation of his role as recipient and subject of the questions. In conjunction 

with the extended delay in lines 9 and 13, the target’s torque out of the interactional space 

works to resist the progression of the pre-challenge, forestalling the final challenge turn. 

The challenger orients to this resistance by the target bodily pursuing a response. In 

example 5.8 the level of bodily engagement with the ongoing course of action is used by 

both participants as a resource, one to seek to evade response and another to pursue it. 

 

In my description of target’s resources in the pre-challenge phase I have illustrated the 

way in which targets may configure their resistance with embodied time (delay or no-delay) 

or the interactional space (torqueing away) as phenomenal fields of action. This analysis 

has illustrated the many complex strands of action in the enticed-response. The targets 

are not simply blindly acquiescing by providing responses, they engage in subtle or not so 

subtle resistance orienting to the eventual progression of the sequence to aims they may 

not align with. It is these eventual aims analysis turns to next. In the next section I illustrate 

the recurrent use of an embodied practice of shaping the interaction space with paired 

face up palms in order to manage and link knowledge. The next section then deals with 

this embodied work undertaken by challengers in the final phase of the practice.  

 

5.5 The challenge: Using space by putting the point in place 
In the course of the challenge phase of the enticing sequence challengers routinely 

employ a palm presenting gesture, a palm up, horizontal gesture often used in other 

contexts to ‘offer’ something to another participant (Kendon, 2004: 272). This gesture is 

what Kendon (2004) calls a ‘palm addressed’ movement, in which the laterally arranged 

horizontal palms are moved towards an interlocutor in order to present a referent for 

‘inspection’. In the final challenge phase challengers routinely employ these gestures in 

the course of presenting the challenging upshot to their target, employing embodied 

resources to reconfigure the interactional space to show that a new inference is available 

based on the talk at hand. Analysis in this chapter closes next with a presentation of the 

use of these gestures in the course of the final phase. 
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Example 5.9 below, a continuation of the argument from example 5.2 above, is an 

illustration of the palm presented upshot. This somewhat extended enticing sequence has 

been launched to defend the claim that ‘abortion is murder’ made previously by L, who is 

an anti-abortion protestor protesting outside the abortion clinic that the target works at. 

Having established in a pre-challenge phase that ‘murder and rape are wrong’ the 

challenger proceeds to employ a definition of murder as a final preface necessary before 

challenging the target69

 

.  

Example 5.9 GIC:EJR:2012:03:C28 ‘Abortion Protest argument’ 

34. L:  b→  okay. so: what is murder.=define that. 
35. C:      (1.9) 
36. L:      cos it’s not the same as killing someone whose  
37.         atta:cking you, right? 
38.         (0.5) 
39. L:      some attacks yo[u::   ] accidentally kill them 
40. C:                     [right.] 
41. L:      that’s not murder. 
42. C:      no it isn’t= 
43. L:      =kay.= 
44. C:      =because if you accidentally ki:ll someobody that’s  
45.         not murder ei[ther.] 
46. L:  b→           [ no  ] but what is murder. 
47.         (1.6) 
48. C:      °abortion?° 
49. L:  b→  murder is killing an innocent victim 
50.         (---------)  
   L(G)      ....|-- 

                                                           
69 The definition sequence presented here illustrates the operation of a second preface phase, one 
subsequent to a pre-challenge phase. Similar to other cases of ‘pre-challenge chaining’ discussed in the 
previous chapter this instance illustrates that in many instances further epistemic work is necessary after 
enticing-interrogatives have been employed. 



Chapter 5: Embodied analysis: Time and space 

139 

             
            F5.9.1 L to the left and C the right 
51. L:   c→ and a baby has done no crime. 
    L(G) d→ --|,,,,,, 
52. C:      I- I- I’m clear that-= 
53. L:   d→ ↑you kno:w it’s murder in your mind and in your heart. 
54.         but somehow there’s rebellion in your heart, that’s 
not 
55.         willing to let go of this. 
56.         you could be the BEST example today craig.  
57.         you could be the better example than hank ef-em who 
58.         decided not (.) attend the party. 
 

At line 49 L provides a definition for murder, answering his own question from line 34 

earlier. Then at line 50, in the course of .2 seconds delay, he brings both hands into the 

interactional space cupped together in a palm addressed gesture towards C as if to 

‘present’ the inference about the prior contention about whether abortion is ‘murder’ or not. 

L closely follows the palm presented upshot gesture with ‘and a baby has done no crime’ 

in order make clear the inference that his gesture proposes—that killing an innocent baby 

is murder. Indeed, L is willing to assert that C knows that abortion is murder, despite some 

‘internal rebellion’ over the matter. L has visibly ‘put’ the inference into the interactional 

space. This manual reconfiguration of the space proposes that his argument is commonly 

available to both parties, even in advance of the final challenge which makes the upshot 

explicit. In example 5.9, L’s gesture works to connect the epistemic work of the definition 

sequence (lines 34–49) and the earlier pre-challenge phase. 

 

Example 5.9 is a stark display of the palm presenting upshot gesture because it is 

deployed prior to the upshot of the challenge turn (see chapter 4, section 4.5.2) and works 
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to connect the soon to come challenge to the prior talk in the absence of any other 

‘connectives’. It is a mode free deployment of the connective part of the challenge turn. 

However, in most cases the gesture is deployed in a turn initial position alongside the final 

challenge, rather than prior to the challenge turn. The next example, continued from 

example 5.3 above illustrates a canonical positioning of the gesture in the course of the 

final turn. 

 

Example 5.10 GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24 ‘Dawkins, Hard Talk’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:10-02:40] 
28. S: c→   you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n,]  
29. D:                                              [as a-] 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. S: c→               [and you were confi:::rmed,  
32.    c→   [you went to] chu::[rch,  
33. D: c→   [ ye : : s, ]      [>so what?<] 
34. S: d→   but you’re- well- well the poi::nt is, your   
    SG:                       .........|-----|......... 

 
F5.10.1                                F5.10.2 
35.    d→   pa::rents didn’t (.) stop you from thinking about (.) 
    SG:     ..|-------|..........|--|........................ 

                                 
F5.10.3                   F5.10.4                               
36.    d→   >other ways of looking at [the world.< did they?] 

http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM�
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   SG:      .|----|,,,,,,,,,, 

 
F5.10.5           F5.10.6 
37.D:                               [no. I been-] 
 
At line 34 in the course of delivering the final challenge turn, ‘..well the point is you..’, the 

challenger laterally extends his upwards facing palm to present it timed with the delivery of 

‘point’ in order to visibly place the point into the interaction space. The challenger then 

transitions this laterally cupped gesture away from the interaction space (at 5.10.3) in 

order to deliver a stress timed emphasis (Rendle-Short, 2006; Kendon, 2006) in figures 

5.10.4 and 5.10.5 on ‘stop’ and ‘other’ respectively. The challenger’s stress gestures in 

5.10.4 and 5.10.5 index down towards the notes on his table. The challenger’s palm 

presenting gesture at figure 5.10.2 works to connect the prior answers to ‘raised Anglican’ 

and ‘went to church’ as connected to the challenger’s implication that it is possible that 

parents can ‘raise you religious’ while still being allowed to ‘look at the world’. The 

challenger’s gesture works to connect the epistemic groundwork of the preface and pre-

challenge phase with the inferences of the challenge phase. 

 

The palm presenting gesture works to visibly place the relevance of some new 

understanding in the interactional space in the course of the final turn. These gestures 

work as a connective, similar to those I detailed in section 4.5.1 of the previous chapter, to 

propose that what is in progress (or will follow) in the challenge phase is a related but new 

understanding based on the outcome of the pre-challenge phase. These gestures employ 

reconfiguration of the interactional space to articulate understanding in the course of the 

challenge turn, linking the work of the prior phases to the new in-progress challenge. This 

linking work forms a key part of the final challenge phase securing the connection between 

the target’s words, enticed in the course of the pre-challenge, and the juxtaposition work of 

the final challenge.  
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In this section I have illustrated the way in which challengers employ palm presented 

upshots in order to configure the interactional space with a proposal of shared 

understanding. This works to connect the final challenge turn with the epistemic work of 

the prior phases. I have highlighted the way in which the space in-between participants is 

configured and reconfigured as it is used by participants in the course of the final turn to 

develop understandings. 

 

5.6 Conclusion  
This chapter has illustrated the embodied work participants enact to create interactional 

space and then subsequently use that interactional space as resource for further action in 

each phase of the enticing sequence. In section 5.1.1, in the description of the embodied 

work in the preface phase, I illustrated the way in which participants who are not in 

formation prior to enticing sequences arrange themselves into a facing formation in order 

to constitute an interactional space as a mutual resource for action. Then, I highlighted the 

way in which as a part of the preface phase participants deploy a ‘selectional pulse’ 

gesture into the interactional space as one resource to deictically reconfigure their 

opponent as the target in addition to selecting them as the next speaker. This configuration 

could enact the preface phase in an embodied fashion only, in conjunction with talk, or 

with talk only–effectively this is a mode-free phase which may be enacted by talk or 

embodied conduct. 

 

Moving on to the analysis of the pre-challenge, I picked up on the two trajectories of 

resistance illustrated in the previous chapter and highlighted the embodied resources 

deployed in each; an embodied delay and on-time nods. I demonstrated that when targets 

engaged in a type-conforming trajectory of resistance they may employ embodied delay. 

To do so they use expressive eyebrow-scrunches and gestural holds alongside non-

response in order to propose that there is some trouble evident in the enticing interrogative 

turn. I also highlighted the way in which those targets employing the alternate trajectory of 

a non-type conforming response may use a short, sharp on-time ‘speaker’s’ nod in order to 

deflect the hearing of their non-type conforming response as bullish or difficult. I 

highlighted the link between the way that speaker’s nods employ an orientation away from 
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the interactional space and the way that participants use interactional space as a resource 

for managing participation.  

 

In section 5.4.3 I presented analysis of a case in which a target resisted the pre-challenge 

phase by torqueing away from the interactional space, downgrading his current 

participation in the sequence to resist his role as hearer/answerer and thereby as the 

target of the sequence. I highlighted the role of embodied conduct in co-present interaction 

in enacting speaker and hearer roles as pre-requisite elements for the delivery of 

sequences and the way in which the embodied work of resisting listenership may also 

work to resist the action the sequence implements.  

 

In the analysis of the final challenge phase I demonstrated the use of palm presenting 

gestures to link the epistemic work of the previous phases to the inferences of the 

challenge turn. The gestures were used to visibly present an upshot into the interactional 

space. My analysis of the embodied work of these three phases, the preface, the pre-

challenge and the challenge has highlighted the way in which participants constitute space 

as a shared resource for managing participation and making space for gestural work in the 

course of enticing a challengeable. 

 

This chapter has illustrated the use of two ubiquitous interactional resources, space and 

time, in the course of enticing a challengeable. Further to the analysis of Mondada (2009, 

2012), I have illustrated that participants not only constitute space interactionally, but that 

they then subsequently use that socially constituted space as a resource for further social 

action. Interactional spaces are not only created, but they are creatively used in order to 

resist courses of action (section 5.4.3) reshape possibilities for participation (section 5.4.3) 

or constitute movements as in co-ordination with current speaker roles (speakers, nods, 

section 5.4.2). I have also argued that the interactional space is a location for gesture. 

Specifically I argued that it is the configuration and reconfiguration of interactional space 

which is the key resource for action, beyond the particular arrangement of bodily or 

artefactual resources employed to enact that configuration. The contrast between using a 

bottle, a finger or the head and body for a selectional pulse gesture illustrates the 

operation of this configurational use of the interactional space. Participants in the course of 
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enticing a challengeable assemble resources for enacting practices which are themselves 

assembled into the courses of action and social scenes of everyday affairs. 

 

Analysis in this chapter largely concludes the discussion of the resources created and 

used in the course of enticing a challengeable. As I briefly discussed in section 4.5.2 in the 

previous chapter, these resources are brought to bear on targets in the course of the 

challenge in order to portray them in a negative light, and do so in such a way that leaves 

less wriggle room for escape. Analysis in the next chapter puts together this assembly and 

adds the method of membership categorisation analysis to the collection of methods 

brought to bear on the practice of enticing a challengeable. 
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Chapter 6: Members’ methods in 
categorisation: Normative challenges as 
action 

6.1 Chapter overview 
In the previous chapters I illustrated the way in which knowledge is a fundamental 

resource, used by participants to entice a challengeable and deliver a challenge. In this 

chapter, I describe the way in which a moral order is constituted in and through this 

knowledge, and is then used as a resource for the practice of enticing a challengeable. In 

order to describe the category subset of the collection of cases of the practice (see 1.4 on 

the subsets) I follow Stokoe (2012a) with a collection oriented approach, but also integrate 

perspectives from the Manchester program in MCA discussed in chapter 2. The 

Manchester program in MCA has a long history of the study of the organisation of the 

moral order as knowledge (e.g. Jayussi, 1984; Baker, 1997; Hester and Eglin, 1999; 

Fitzgerald and Housley, 2003) as they spearheaded the study of MCA (Hester and Eglin, 

1997). Thus, it provides an ideal perspective for illustrating the way in which challengers 

organise categories and category tied traits in the course of constituting a moral failure on 

the part of the target. The description in this chapter is divided in to two sections, in the 

first part I describe the membership resources optionally used in the course of enticing a 

challengeable. In the second part I switch to analysis of the practice writ-large using 

Housley and Fitzgerald’s (2009b) description of ‘norms-in-action’ to unpack the work of the 

category subset of the collection. Analysis in this chapter reveals the way in which the 

targets’ (alleged) norm-breaching is used to propose that the target of the sequence is ‘a 

challengeable’.  

 

As I noted in chapter 1, in the collection of 37 cases there is a subset of 20 cases in which 

challengers employ categories, or category ties, in the course of the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. This chapter explores this subset providing a lead-in to the analysis of all 

cases of the practice. The results described in this chapter highlight the moral work of the 

practice, specifically the constitution of norms-in-action as a resource for the practice of 

enticing a challengeable. 
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To preface this analysis the chapter starts with an illustrative example (section 6.2), used 

to highlight features of membership work which figure prominently in the research into 

MCA. In the second section I clarify the terms of this chapter, illustrating the respecification 

of the moral order and norms in EM research and outlining the way in which I have 

blended West Coast and Manchester programs (following Stokoe, 2012a). In the third 

section I work phase by phase as in previous chapters in order to unpack the membership 

work employed as a resource for the practice. Then, ‘stepping up the ladder’ (Schegloff, 

2005) of analytic focus, in section 4 I investigate the use of norms (Housley and Fitzgerald, 

2009b) as the central resource in the course of the practice. Using the category subset of 

cases I work through the description of norms-in-action illustrating the way in which norms 

are put into action using the ‘second viewer’s maxim’ (Sacks, 1972a) as a resource for the 

challenge turn. Next then, is an illustration of some of the members’ methods of MCA. 

 

6.2 MCA: An illustrative example of normative challenges as action 
Already presented as one of the central cases in chapter 3, the illustrative example is from 

an argument between a protestor arguing that globalisation (through the G20 summit of 

leaders) is destroying the environment. He is arguing with a counter-protestor who has 

taken a ‘law and order’ stance against the protest thus far. By constructing a relative 

ordering of the membership devices involved in the challenge the challenger works to 

degrade the target by attempting to place them in a no-win scenario. He does so by 

proposing that the target is breaking the norms of their own membership.  Example 6.1 

illustrates a challenger constructing this sort of moral ordering with category-tied actions.  

 

Example 6.1 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 
9.  A: b→   ↑you have [children?] 
10. C:      I have two grea:t kids. 
11. A:      do you have gran[d children 
 
((lines 12–22 omitted))  

23. A: c→   [do you care about their] 
24.         future? 
25. C: c→   ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
26. A: c→   do you want them to have clean water? 
27.         (0.6) 
28. A: c→   clean air? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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29. C: c→   ↑~yeah~. 
30. A: d→   wull, you better oppose the geetwenty,  
31. C:      [because the (maybe) sure as aint gonna have it.] 
 

In line 9, the challenger asks the target a pre-question ‘you have children’ posing a 

possible category incumbency as a basis for the later enticing sequence. In lines 23 and 

26–28, the challenger poses two enticing interrogatives, which are also category-tied70 

insofar as caring about your ‘kids’ is something parents do—a norm that parents should 

care for their kids. This is evident when the target treats the question as obvious with ‘of-

course’, orienting the impossibility of not caring for his ‘kids’.  The challenger, with the 

assent of the target, is collecting together the category ‘parent’ with category tied-trait 

‘caring for kids’ as the epistemic basis for the challenge—constituting a membership 

device by collecting categories and category-ties together71. Having collaboratively 

established that the target cares for his kids, and wants them to have clean water and air, 

the challenge at line 30 proposes that currently the target is not behaving in line with this 

norm. The protestor’s challenge at line 30 treats the target’s current line (the arguable) as 

evidence that he is not adhering to the mutually ratified norm that parents should care for 

their kids—the implication being that protecting the environment is a required part of 

caring. The protestor employs the ‘second viewer’s maxim’ (Sacks, 1972a) to bring 

together the sequentially ordered category ties—‘caring for your kids’ and wanting clean 

water and clean air—to propose a norm that parents should work to prevent damage to the 

environment72

 

.  

                                                           
70 As an aside Manchester program literature has used the term ‘predicate’ following Watson (1983)—or in 
some cases Sacks’ (1972a, 1995) ‘category bound activity’—to label what I have referred to as category-tied 
resources (e.g. Hester and Eglin, 1997, 2002; Fitzgerald and Housley, 2002a, b; Stokoe, 2003; Butler and 
Fitzgerald, 2010). I have adopted one of Sacks’ earlier descriptions of this phenomenon because it is my 
contention that the terms ‘bound’ and ‘predicate’ obscure the action involved in the use of this category 
resource. A predicate specifies a logical relationship between an activity and a category (Blackburn, 2008). 
While Watson argues this relationship is constructed by participants, it nevertheless obscures precisely who 
is doing the construction, because Watson, and MCA following him routinely nominalises the use of 
‘predicate’ thus obscuring the participant by using one word for the verb and noun forms in the analysis (see 
Billig, 2012b on nominalisation). Using ‘tied’ instead allows an analyst to focus the readers’ attention on the 
various nouns and verbs involved in describing the members’ category work. In any case, the reader may 
substitute my use of ‘category-tied’ for ‘category-bound’ or ‘predicate’ when referring to other MCA literature. 
71 The actual label used to describe the device is not consequential for the participants in this case, 
glossable as something like ‘family’. In fact, participants rarely explicitly name membership devices and thus 
labeling them is an analytical exercise for scholars. Regardless, the participants do demonstrably orient to 
the actual collection of categories in example 6.1. When present in data the descriptions of such 
membership devices serve other interactional purposes (such as reference or description). 
72 Like membership devices, the specific norm is not explicitly articulated by participants, and does not need 
to be. It is simply relevant that there is a norm something roughly like what I propose here.  
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Sacks (1972a:339) described the operation of the second ‘viewer’s maxim’ to relate the 

constitutive enactment of norms as implicated in the management of membership devices. 

He argued that “…on seeing a pair of related actions being done, where those actions are 

tied to categories; see that the doers of the actions as members of the tied category and 

treat the relatedness of the actions as a done in conformity with a norm” (Sacks, 

1972a:339). That is, doing category tied actions places the doers in that category, and a 

sequential ordering of category tied actions (parents caring, wanting clean air) is treated by 

participants as a ‘norm’ (parents should care for the environment) (Sacks, 1972a:338).  

Most centrally Sacks’ observed that “[v]iewers use norms to provide some of the 

orderliness, and proper orderliness, of the activities they observe.” (Sacks, 1972a:339). 

Thus, in example 6.1 the challenger is sanctioning the target for his apparent 

disorderliness. Moreover, the challenger is leveraging this challenge to the target’s 

normativity for his own argumentative ends. 

 

In proposing that C is not currently ‘being a good father’ by juxtaposing ‘caring for his kids’ 

against the arguable activity of the counter-protesting, the challenger is attempting to 

degrade the target’s status as a father. The challenger is implying that the counter 

protestor is failing to adhere to the norm that parents should try to stop damage to the 

environment . Enacting such norms in the practice allows the challengers to imply that the 

target is not a proper member of the now relevant membership device, by implying that the 

target is not adhering with the norm. Membership devices (using the norms tied to them) 

are thus deployed for inferences (the second viewer’s maxim) and implications (the 

degradation) at the same time. The final turns work as challenges because they imply that 

the target is not properly adhering to the mutually ratified norm enacted by the second 

viewer’s maxim.  

 

It is this degradation work that constructs the target as challengeable. By proposing that 

their proper membership may be at risk their membership status is degraded. That is, at 

the point of the challenge they are turned into somebody who is challengeable. Thus, it is 

not the upshot which is the challengeable component, but it is the target themselves who 

becomes challengeable because of their normatively challengeable status.  
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This example illustrates that the challengers propose that target is acting in a way they 

‘know’ to fail to adhere with a norm of a membership device made relevant in the course of 

the sequence. That is, the enticing sequence works to establish ‘what the target knows’ 

and employs the second viewer’s maxim to infer a norm that relates to the way in which 

they should be acting, and proposes that they are not currently acting that way. The 

challenger can then use the target’s alleged failure to adhere to the norm in order to 

attempt to specify what the target should be doing. The challenge is thereby an attempt at 

social control73

 

, employing membership-tied norms and category tied knowledge to make 

the target’s behaviour accountable. In a sense then, these challenge turns do normativity. 

As I noted in chapter 2, notions like norms, normativity and social control are routinely the 

topic of ‘macro’ formal analytic social science, which ethnomethodology either is indifferent 

to, or respecifies as, the local achieved work of members in specific social scenes (Hilbert, 

1992). Moreover, Manchester program research which has investigated this moral order 

(Jayussi, 1984; Baker, 1997) has proceeded with research strategies and analytic 

methods different to, and sometimes at odds-with, the research strategies of the West 

Coast program in CA adopted thus far in this dissertation. Thus, before proceeding with 

analysis it is germane to clarify which strategies I have chosen to employ in the course of 

the current investigation. 

 

6.3 Developing the subset: Categorial systematics and the moral order 
Stokoe (2012a) proposed a ‘categorial systematics’, a method of bringing the West Coast 

program’s strategy of collection-based analysis to the investigation of MCA. As I noted in 

chapter 2, Stokoe (2012a) presented a turn on the investigation of MCA, arguing that it 

should shift away from the case study methods towards collection-oriented methods of the 

systemic dimensions of interaction (Stokoe, 2012a:5). In this section I present a 

summarised version of the way in which I adopted her approach to the current 

investigation of norms-in-action with the development of the category subset of the 

collection. 

 
                                                           
73 As I noted in chapter 4, section 5, these turns are overwhelmingly only attempts and do not succeed at 
anything more than encouraging further argument.  
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Stokoe (2012a) noted that investigations into MCA have largely employed case studies in 

their description of the haecceity of members’ practices of describing the world and 

society. In contrast she proposes to study the methods of MCA with the collection and 

analysis strategies drawn from West Coast CA—namely a collection from diverse 

contexts, with explicit category references in specific sequential positions (Stokoe, 

2012a:7–8). I applied this procedure to the full collection of 37 cases of the practice of 

enticing a challengeable, in order to develop a subset of 20 cases in which categorisations 

or category ties were used in the course of enticing a challengeable. 

 

Analysis of these 20 cases revealed that challengers and targets in the practice of enticing 

a challengeable employed membership resources in specific sequential positions. Further, 

that all of the resources of enticing a challengeable were directed at enacting a challenge 

which proposes that the target has failed to properly adhere to a mutually ratified norm 

(e.g. example 6.1). Thus, the first part of this chapter describes the positioning and use of 

these membership resources in the course of enticing a challengeable and the second part 

describes the way in which challenges of norms-in-action (Housley and Fitzgerald, 2009b) 

are enacted in the course of these 20 cases of the practice. 

 

As I noted in chapter 2, ethnomethodology has a different take than traditional social 

science on the question of norms74

                                                           
74 This sensitivity to particular descriptions of norms is necessary given the discussion of self-categorisation 
theory, a field which uses traditional conceptions of norms, in the next chapter. 

. Cicourel (1972) for example reconceptualises norms, 

not as constraining external products of a reified social order, but as moral rules in use, 

constituted by their placement in social action as a resource for interaction. Rawls (2012) 

similarly respecifies Durkheim’s (1893) sense of norms. She argues that 

ethnomethodology’s analysis of the interaction order illustrates the moral order in use as 

constituted by norms used as resources in the course of social action. Likewise, following 

Sacks (1974), Housley and Fitzgerald (2009b) outline the way in which such norms-in-

action may be constituted by ‘moral devices’ as resources used by participants to enact an 

us-them difference, with sequential consequences in the course of degrading a target. For 

EM the norms are productive resources which participants enact to constrain each other. 

Norms don’t control people, people control people,. 
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While a norm is constituted in the course of the challenge, the normative challenges are 

not the goal, cutting off the opponent’s line is the goal. Thus, norms form central 

membership resources in the category subset for getting the practice done. There are, 

however, several other membership resources used by challengers in the course of some 

of the cases in the subset. These additional resources are the topic of the next section. 

 

6.4 Phase-by-phase membership resources 
In the course of enticing a challengeable challengers may deploy specific membership 

resources in different phases of the practice. While not ubiquitous to the category subset 

of the collection, understanding the way in which these resources are mobilised on an ad-

hoc basis provides a clearer picture of the practice as a whole. That is, while participants 

may use membership resources in the course of the practice, they are not ubiquitous to 

each instance of the practice. Thus, the use of the membership resources is not 

constitutive of the practice as a whole. Thus, as with the previous chapter, in this section I 

leverage the analysis of membership resources employed in the course of enticing a 

challengeable in order to refine the view of the practice of enticing a challengeable. In 

6.4.1, I unpack the way in which categorisation is employed in pre-questions in the preface 

phase (b) in order to flatten the epistemic gradient. Then, in 6.4.2, I illustrate the way in 

which challengers may also reflexively index ‘perceptually available’ (Jayussi, 1984:73–74) 

membership devices in the course of the pre-challenge (c) in order to similarly flatten the 

gradient of the enticing interrogative. 

 

6.4.1 Preface: categorising pre-questions 
In chapter 4, I made reference to ‘epistemic domains’ (Kamio, 1997; Heritage, 2012a), the 

somewhat elusively unspecified ‘territories’ of knowledge held by parties to interaction. In 

this section I will refine the analysis of this knowledge work in talk as I focus on the use of 

pre-questions in the preface phase.  

 

In the category subset of cases of enticing a challengeable collected for this dissertation 

the participants work to categorise their opponent during the preface phase of the practice. 
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As a part of the prospective-retrospective work of the practice of enticing a challengeable 

participants work to set up particular information, via the establishment of category 

incumbency required for the challenge. Examples 6.2 and 6.3 illustrate this category 

mapping at work. Already presented as one of the core cases in chapter 3, example 6.2 is 

from an argument at a protest about a ‘stupid sign’.  

 

Example 6.2 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National security’75

URL: 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8 [01:47–02:25] 
28. C: b→   let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. V:      yes I ↑do.  
31. C:      did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
 

In example 6.2 the challenger works to position V in the category ‘college educated’ in 

lines 28—29 in order to establish whether or not V ‘read books’ at college in lines 31—32. 

This category works in the pre-question position in the preface phase to flatten the 

epistemic gradient with the reflexive tie (Hester and Eglin, 1997) between the category 

‘college educated’ and the category tied activity ‘studying books’. That is, the V’s 

assignment to the category ‘college educated’ has already made relevant the activity of 

‘reading books’ and thus it does not need to be asked.  

 

Example 6.3, repeated from example 6.1, presents another such case of pre-questions 

which categorise the target.  

 

Example 6.3 GIC:EJR:2010:10:C17 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [01:10-01:22] 
9.  A: b→   ↑you have [children?] 
10. C:      I have two grea:t kids. 
11. A:      do you have gran[d children 
 
((lines 12–22 omitted))  

12. A: c→   [do you care about their] 

                                                           
75 Unfortunately this is one of the cases for which there is no video of the challenger and limited video of the 
target during the practice as the challenger is a protest heckler (see section 1.4.3). 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8�
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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13.         future? 
14. C: →    ↑↑of ↑↑course, 
15. A: →    do you want them to have clean water? 

 
F6.3.1 

In example 6.3, the protestor asks a pre-question of the target, at line 9, working to 

position the target as a ‘parent’, by virtue of his having children. As in example 6.2, the 

enticing interrogative in lines 12–13 obtains a flat epistemic gradient because of the 

reflexive tie between the category and its tied action.   With his use of ‘of course’ in reply 

the target treats the enticing interrogative as unaskable (Stivers, 2011) and thereby orients 

to the (ab)use of the reflexive tie between category and activity by the protestor. In these 

two examples, categorisations are deployed in pre-questions in order to flatten the 

epistemic gradient of the enticing interrogative. 

 

In examples 6.2 and 6.3 above, the enticing interrogative works to assign a ‘redundant’ 

category tied activity to the target with the enticing interrogative. In example 6.2, ‘going to 

college’ was the basis for asking about ‘reading books’; in example 6.3 ‘having kids’ was 

the basis of asking about ‘caring for his kids’. These activities (e.g. reading books) and 

traits/attributes (caring for kids) are treated as tied to the categories by the participants 

with the way that target’s respond to the turns. Challengers may present an epistemic 

stance of ‘not knowing’ in the enticing interrogative turn in order to suspend the mundane 

conventional tie between the category and the activity (see section 4.3.3). Challengers and 
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targets alike orient to membership devices which manage these conventional ties between 

activities and categories (Hester and Eglin, 1997; Sacks, 1972a) and in cases in which a 

pre-challenge categorisation is employed, there is clearly a relationship between 

epistemics and membership devices (see also Talmy, 2009). That is, on invoking the 

category an epistemic domain (Heritage, 2012a; Kamio, 1997), aka membership device, is 

also made relevant and it is this domain/device which gives the sense of the enticing 

interrogative as known-in-common76

 

. 

Sacks’ original description of membership devices was of them as ‘membership inference 

rich’ (MIR) devices (1964 [1989]). He argued that that MIR devices are ‘inference rich’ 

because “...a great deal of the knowledge that members of a society have about the 

society is stored in terms of these categories.” (1964 [1989]:90; see also Sacks, 2002: xli). 

He argued that members’ of such categories are treated as knowing a generic suite of 

information that any representative of that category might know. Sacks’ notion of MIR 

devices, although largely moved away from by MCA, bears almost identical resemblance 

to parts of the domains, or territories of information to which Kamio (1997) and Heritage 

(2012a) refer. They describe the idea that different parties to talk each have differing 

gestalt fields of knowledge or information and that any specific element of knowledge can 

fall into one or both of them, but often to different degrees (Heritage, 2012:32; Kamio, 

1997:6). Heritage (2012c) following Sidnell (2012) further fragments the somewhat unitary 

and reified notion of singular territories, instead using Schutz (1946) to refer to 

‘topography’. Drawing on an example of bible-study talk Heritage (2012b) notes that 

particular positions within this epistemic topography may be reflexively invoked constituting 

‘subject positions within a community’. That is, MIR devices may be dotted about the 

epistemic topography by participants in the course of their interactional business.  

 

To return to pre-question categorisations then, the (MIR) membership devices which 

participants use to organise these categories and tied activities are also treated as 

‘containing’ knowledge (Sharrock, 1974), mapping the epistemic topography to mark a flat 

epistemic gradient for the enticing interrogative. However, this is not the only means by 

                                                           
76 The differing jargon of the Manchester School and West Coast CA is (or till recently has been) thus a 
barrier to investigating the differing facets of what I argue is an inextricably related phenomenon. 
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which the enticing interrogatives gain their flat epistemic gradient—there are other features 

to the epistemic topography.  

 

In addition to the epistemic work which the challenger is using in example 6.3, the 

challenger is also trading on ‘perceptually available’ (Jayussi, 1984) features of the target. 

As figure 6.3.1 highlights, the enticing interrogative treats the target as someone in a 

‘stage of life’ membership device (Baker, 1984, 2000; Fitzgerald and Housley, 2002; 

Butler, 2008) of a proper ‘stage’ to allow for the possible categorisation as a ‘father’. That 

is the enticing interrogative gains its ‘flatter’ (but not altogether flat) epistemic gradient from 

a combination of the visible features of the target and the normative membership 

incumbencies tied by the challenger to those features. This is related to what Paoletti 

dubbed ‘on sight categorisation’ (1998; see also Sacks, 1995:89-90; Eglin, 1979). Next, I 

turn to the way in which member’s method of categorisation on such perceptually available 

features may be used in the practice of enticing a challengeable. 

 

6.4.2 Pre-challenge: on sight categorisation to flatten the epistemic gradient 
In some cases of the practice of enticing a challengeable parties do not deploy talk to 

explicitly categorise other parties. Instead challengers index the ‘scenic features’ 

(Garfinkel, 1967, 2002) of the target as warrant for presuppositions in the design of the 

practice. In this section I unpack the way in which such on-sight categorisation (Paoletti, 

1998; see also Jayussi, 1984:73–74; Markaki and Mondada, 2007) is indexed by 

challengers, thereby constituting a flatter epistemic gradient. 

 

Example 6.4 illustrates members indexing visually available memberships of the target in 

order to constitute a flat epistemic gradient. 

 

Example 6.4 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C5 ‘Argument with republicans’ 
21. T:      this is worth more than your h[usband.] 
22. Re3:                                  [ah ha ha] 
23. Re2:    OH! O:h. O- 
24.         (-----) 
25. C: b→   d’ju have a-  °hey.° 
26. C: c→   d’ ju you have a so:n over there? 
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27. T:      what’s that? 
28. C: c→   d’ju have a so:n over there. 
29. T:      a so:n.=>I don’t have any kids.< 

             
                         F6.4.1 the challenger and the target 
 

In lines 6 and 8 the challenger’s turn is formed as an enticing interrogative by indexing the 

target’s apparent age. The challenger’s turn works as ‘on-sight’ categorisation by placing 

the target into an unspecified category of person not seeably old enough to have a son 

fighting in the Iraq war. While it does not explicitly name any category description (nor 

does it need to) the target’s membership in the category of persons who is ‘not seeably77

 

 

old enough to have a son over there’ is invoked by the polar design of the interrogative. 

The target’s non-type conforming response orients to the basis of the polar design, the 

possibility of him having kids, as incorrect, thereby ratifying his membership as ‘someone 

not old enough’. The challenger enacts a flat epistemic gradient in this case by designing 

the turn with reference to a membership that the target does not have the ‘perceptually 

available’ (Jayussi, 1984) features to have. That is, she infers a category of age and the 

tied possibility of children on looking at him and uses this to design a turn with a flat 

epistemic gradient.  

Such arguments are analytically tendentious however, due to the defeasible, provisional 

and deniable (Benwell and Stokoe, 2006:84) constitution of these membership resources. 

Benwell and Stokoe (2006) describe the way in which category resources may be 

deployed in designedly ambiguous ways as resources for provisionally implying things 

without outright stating them. Defeasibility and deniability are used by participants to make 

subtle implications without outright going on record with categorisations (Edwards, 1997; 
                                                           
77 To be straightforward, I see him as not appearing old enough, and I see P3 treating him as not old 
enough. This reflective analysis which is explicit about the analysts’ resources as a member is a feature of 
Manchester program analysis (e.g. Watson, 1997; Hester and Eglin, 1999; Carlin, 2010).  
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Sacks, 1972a). On sight categorisation is employed as such a resource in the course of 

enticing a challengeable. That is, visually available features of the target are taken for 

granted in the course of the pre-challenge, provisionally categorising them on sight, but 

leaving room for the deniability of that categorisation-work by the challenger.  

 

How, on the basis of such visual work, can I assert that a category or membership is 

relevant?78 the challenger is certainly inferring things about what can be seen about the 

target, however she is certainly not doing categorisation (Schegloff, 2007b) or description 

(Sacks, 1972a) unlike the categorisation process evident in the those pre-question turns 

discussed above. The analysis of example 6.4 turns on the challenger’s analysis of the 

perceptually available features, what elsewhere has been called the ‘stage of life’ 

membership device (Baker, 1984, 2000; Fitzgerald and Housley, 2002; Butler, 2008) here 

used by the challenger to collect the attributes of age with the possibility of the target 

having a son of age to fight in Iraq. Furthermore, her turn ‘categorises the categoriser’ 

(Schegloff, 2007c; Whitehead, 2009) placing her in the position of someone who is old 

enough to possibly have such a son, working to entitle her stance (but doing so deniably). 

The central point is, that just as for the target and the challenger, the question is not 

whether the target is in a category or not, their business is attended to what might be 

evidently taken for granted about the target based on his appearance79

 

. The challenger is 

indexing the “...great deal of the knowledge that members of a society have about the 

society ... stored in terms of these categories” (Sacks, 1989:90) rather than a specific 

category description or reference.  

In order to bolster the claim of the use of on-sight categorisation I am drawing on the West 

Coast CA method of deviant case analysis (Ten Have, 1999; Schegloff, 1968). Example 

6.5 provides a deviant case of on-sight categorisation.  A counter protestor (M) is on the 

left, with two protestors C2 in the middle and C1 on the right in figure 6.5.1 below. This is a 

borderline case of the practice because the trajectory towards a challenge is both unclear 

                                                           
78 Indeed Sacks’ category analysis was criticised by Schegloff (1995) for the ‘incipiently promiscuous’ nature 
involved in analyses of action where a category may be found and provided as ‘analysis’ in lieu of unpacking 
the concerted methods by which participants manage and constitute such resources in-situ. 
79 It is for this reason I focus on membership rather than categorisation. It is the knowledge related to, and 
collected by, membership devices which participants use in the course of the practice which is relevant to the 
analysis, not any particular explicit or implicit categories.  
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and disrupted (the preface is in fact in an embodied selectional pulse in another cut off 

sequence at line 1, accordingly I do not use the labels target/challenger). However, it 

illustrates the point well as it does include an enticing interrogative arrowed in line 17 

below. 

 

Example 6.5 GIC:EJR:2012:09:NC ‘White moslem’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/A_znmqSmSe8 [03:30-04:10] 
1.  C1:     let me ask you a question  
2.          should the nazis have been allowed to parade and do 
3.          Everything [they wanted 
4.  M:                 [this has nothing to do with the fuckin 
5.          nazis.= 
6.  C1:     =sure it does,[>ah- yeah no<] 
7.  M:                    [<BU:LLSHIT! >] 
8.          [BUL[Lshit, 
9.  C2:     [well]      MOHA[MMED       
10. C1:         [is islam is[like 
11. M:                      [bullshi:t. 
12. C2:     [<MOHAMMED  ordered>]= 
13. C1:     [islam is like nazis]    
14. C2:     =uh. [thou:sands of people killed] 
15. C3:          [(who the fuck with no idea)] 
16. C1:     you have no idea.  
17.      c→ [>have you ever read the kora:n? 
18. M:      [this is-                       
19.         this is ame:rica, (0.4) freedom of [religion. 
20. C1:  c→                                    [>have you 
21.      c→  ever read the [koran?  
22. M:                     [freedom of re[ligion. 
23. C1:  c→                              [you’ve never read it 
24.      c→ have you. 
25. M:   c→ yeah you [know whut? I used’ta-  
26. C2:              [no he hasn’t 
27. M:   c→ I used to be muslim. 
28.         (0.5) 
29. C1:   → no you were[n’t  
30. M:                 [yeah I wuz 
31.         (0.4) 
32. C2:   → nah you weren’t °man.° 

http://youtu.be/A_znmqSmSe8�
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F6.5.1 
33. C1:     ((            )) 
34. M:      (---)yeah I wuz.= I lived in north a:frica,  
    C2G:    ..|-------------|,,, 
    C2T:    .....|--------------------------|,,,,,,,,,, 
                  

 
                  F6.5.2 
35. M:      I was muslim. 
 

In example 6.5 a protestor asks if the counter protestor has ‘ever read the Koran’ in lines 

17 and 20–21 turns which defer epistemic rights to the counter protestor but nevertheless 

with the inclusion of ‘ever’ are tilted to a candidate ‘no’ answer. These questions treat the 
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counter protestor as someone who has likely not read the Koran. In lines 23–24 and 26 the 

protestor and the other protestor treat an absence of reply as strong evidence of their 

proposal that the counter protestor has not read the Koran (despite the counter protestor 

having been engaged in a competing course of action about the ‘freedom of religion’).  

Confounding their proposal the counter protestor provides an answer in 25, with a post-

expansion elaborating the basis of his reply that he ‘used to be Muslim’. The counter 

protestor’s reply orients to the protestors’ assessment of the counter protestor as a 

member unfamiliar with the Koran—that is, a white male with an American dialect. His self-

categorisation legitimates his reply and rejects the protestors’ membership analysis of who 

the counter protestor might be (and therefore know/have read).  

 

Strikingly, in lines 29 and 32 the protestors reject the counter protestor’s claim about his 

own past, claiming to know better than the counter protestor about the counter protestor’s 

own history. The protestors ride roughshod over the normal orientation to rights about 

one’s past history and information (see chapter 4 section 3.2; Sacks, 1986). C2 also 

breaks facing formation with the counter protestor, in a further display of resistance to the 

counter protestor’s claim, treating the counter protestor’s claim as untrue or some sort of 

joke by orienting away from focussed interaction. The protestors’ initial analysis, and 

subsequent rejection, of the counter protestor’s claim is based on the tie between the 

visibly evident features of the counter protestor (his whiteness/way of speaking) and the 

religious device Muslim. Despite the very real possibility that he may be, or may have 

been, Muslim the protestors treat the lack of visibly available evidence of ‘Muslim’ (i.e. 

membership of ‘white American’ excludes the possibility of the membership ‘Muslim’) 

features to be evidence of non-Muslim history. That is, the protestors are treating the 

counter protestor’s whiteness as evidence that his claim of being Muslim is untrue. 

 

Example 6.5 illustrates the way in which the defeasible and provisional use of perceptually 

available membership resources to craft epistemically flat enticing interrogatives may go 

awry80

                                                           
80 It should be noted this is distinct from the embodied enactment of categorisation (e.g. Markaki and 
Mondada, 2007). On sight categorisation forms a part of the ‘natural attitude’, the taken for granted 
resources of a scene, rather than the enacted features of an interaction.  

. Example 6.5 reveals the process of membership analysis which is left implicit in 

example 6.4 (and the other instances of the practice in which it is evident). Targets are 
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treated as members of certain membership devices based on the way in which they 

appear, and on that basis the resources of preference, suspending the mundane and so 

forth are employed to design an enticing interrogative. It routinely proceeds smoothly, as in 

example 6.4, but may go wrong if the membership ascriptions made on the basis of 

perceptually available features are rejected. Thus, while such on-sight categorisations are 

as provisional, deniable and defeasible as any other membership resource (Benwell and 

Stokoe, 2006), they are employed on a routine basis in order to craft enticing 

interrogatives in the course of enticing a challengeable.  

 

In this section I have illustrated the way in which challengers may index a target’s visible 

membership as a resource for crafting a flat epistemic gradient in the course of enticing a 

challengeable. Providing a deviant case, I have illustrated the membership work which 

underpins this on-sight knowledge work. Thus, while such defeasible ascriptions routinely 

proceed implicitly, and according to plan, they are based on participant’s membership 

analysis in the course of these arguments. In the next section I describe the results of the 

analysis of the main action of the practice. I illustrate the way in which the second viewers’ 

maxim is employed to challenge the target’s adherence to the norm as the practice of 

enticing a challengeable.  

 

6.5 Norms in and as action 
As I highlighted in chapter 4 the juxtaposition work of the final challenge trades on 

comparing the arguable (a) with the upshot of the pre-challenge phase. Just as in example 

6.1, in the category subset of the collection of cases this upshot is in fact a norm and the 

juxtaposition works to propose that the target has failed to properly adhere to this norm. 

The norm deployed by the operation of the second viewer’s maxim works to make the 

target accountable by juxtaposition with the arguable. It operates as what Housley and 

Fitzgerald (2009b) describe as norm-in-action. Housley and Fitzgerald (2009b:353-54) 

detail several properties of these moral devices which participants employ in their data, 

arguing that: 

1. They form a contrastive resource that can be used to formulate next-turn 

activities such as generating debate or morally positioning objects or persons on 

particular sides of the category bifurcation (e.g. ‘them’ and ‘us’). 
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2. They occur within, are embedded within and are a consequential part of 

sequential organization. 

3. They provide a praxiological resource for generating difference as an 

accomplished normative inference and resource which can then be used to make 

further characterizations of persons, groups or collectivities. 

4. They generate accountability in terms of binary normative contrast that reduces 

the complexity of witnessable or reported activity, events, occurrences or claims. 

5. They provide the categorical means through which the degradation of status and 

the transformation of total identities to downgraded positions of identity are 

mobilized in stories and accounts where degradation matters are being attended to. 

 

In this section I work through each of these empirical findings in the context of the category 

subset of the collection. I begin in section 6.5.1 by demonstrating finding (1) in the way in 

which alignment shifts in a turn-generated fashion across the course of enticing sequences 

from the ‘us-them’ of the prior argument, through to a just-now ‘us’ of the pre-challenge, 

and then back to the category bifurcation of the ‘us-them’ in the challenge turn. In section 

6.5.2 I reiterate the way in which norms-in-action are sequentially consequential for the 

next actions highlighting finding (2) in the challenge turn81

 

. In section 6.5.3, I detail the way 

in which finding (3) is relevant in the course of the inferences generated in the course of 

enticing a challengeable. In section 6.5.4 I highlight the way in which complexity is reduced 

to a binary with a presentation of a deviant case in which complexity is used to resist the 

practice. Then in part 6.5.5, I proceed to argue that the normatively challengeable status 

constitutes a downgraded position of identity as the challenger enacts their reflexive 

membership as an agent of normative order via the ‘us’  constituted in the pre-challenge 

and in doing so I highlight the operation of point (5) above. Next then, I begin with a 

demonstration of the shifting alignment across the course of turns in the practice of 

enticing a challengeable.  

6.5.1 Shared membership categories across the course of the practice 
One of the initial reasons for the identification of the practice of enticing a challengeable 

was the identifiable shift from conflict-talk to non-conflict talk across the moment of the pre-
                                                           
81 It is a well-established point that category resources perform sequentially consequential actions in talk 
(e.g. Edwards, 1998; Watson, 1997). Hence, it is fairly straightforward to suppose norms would do the same. 
The point is that they are not invisible background resources but enacted, live, consequential resources used 
to do things—just as categorisations or category ties are. 
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challenge sequence. The momentary suspension of conflict-talk is juxtaposed against the 

on-going orientation to the rights, roles and responsibilities of parties to conflict-talk. In this 

section I highlight the way in which there is a shift in the orientation of ‘what we are doing 

here’ temporarily away from conflict, as the pre-challenge ‘categorises the categoriser’ 

(Whitehead, 2009). I argue that this shift aligns the target and the challenger in a moment 

of ‘us’—a shared membership—in an environment of ‘us’ versus ‘them’. 

 

Example 6.6 is from an argument between two Mormons and a ‘Son of Israel’ (a member 

of African-American evangelical movement based on the old testament). The Mormons 

have encountered the Son of Israel (the challenger) in a car park and are soliciting him to 

read the book of Mormon, to which the Israelite objects prompting the following exchange.  

Example 6.6 GIC:EJR:2012:11:T15 ‘The wrong book’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/sHEqzEFNVOg [02:17-02:35] 
1.  C:      the scripture says that, if anybody  
2.          come into your house, and don’t bring the 
3.          correct book, you not supposed to bid him 
4.          godspeed.  
5.  C:      so I mean why: would I take the book o’ mormon. 
6.          we talking about the bi:ble, you pushin on me 
7.          the book o’ mo:rmon. 
8.  T: a→   cuz it testifies (.) of jesus christ.  
9.  C: b/c→ but don’t the bi:ble testify o’ jesus christ? 
10. T: c→   absolutely. 
11. C: d→   so then why: do I need the book o’ mormons? 
12. T:      to help strengthen that faith. 
13. C:      oh so go:d’s wo:rd is weak and needs to 
14.         be strengthened.   

 
F6.6.1 – the incorrect book – line 1 
 

http://youtu.be/sHEqzEFNVOg�
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At lines 5–7 the challenger criticises the Mormons move to ‘push on him the book of 

Mormons’, quoting scripture in lines 1–4 as a basis for his rejection of the move. The 

challenger’s criticism in lines 1–7 positions the challenger as ‘faithful’82

 

 and the targets as 

‘idolaters’  (e.g. one who does not bring the ‘correct book’) in a bifurcated categorisation 

constituted by his complaint over their move to give him the book of target. However, in 

lines 9–10 the challenger briefly switches away from the antagonistic tone with the pre-

challenge ‘don’t the bible testify of Jesus Christ’, effectively proposing a shared Christian 

membership device between the challenger and the target—based on similar category tied 

relationships to the bible. That is, both the targets and the challenger are categorised, as 

the challenger’s presupposition embedded in to lines 9–10 works to categorise the 

categoriser (Schegloff, 1995; Whitehead, 2009) implicating both parties to the talk in the 

same device on the same side for the pre-challenge phase. Further, the flat epistemic 

gradient, which constructs a ‘suspension of the mundane’, it allows for the askability of 

lines 9–10 shifting to a sudden moment of agreement and consensus between the two 

adversarially placed parties. The pre-challenge is a first pair part to which the target may 

respond without capitulating to the challengers’ side of the argument—an island of 

agreement in a storm of conflict talk. The shared sense of ‘we’ disappears in line 11 as the 

target is challenged, inferring that because the bible is the only testament a Christian 

should need that the target has failed to properly adhere to a norm of Christianity 

(evidenced in the scripture quoted prior) by proffering the book of Mormon.  

By enacting a moment of shared solidarity with membership in the same category the 

challenger claims the role as an agent of normativity, effectively becoming social order by 

regulating the proper behaviour of shared members of a category. His challenge at line 11 

reconstitutes the Mormon as having failed to properly adhere to a tenet of a shared 

membership, and thus the challenger has effectively hierarchically ordered a new set of 

memberships in the challenge turn—that of properly faithful (himself) and the non-properly 

faithful (the Mormon). The challenge turn enacts a category bifurcation which is based on 

the shared membership. The shared membership allows the challenge to the target’s 

normativity to be used to enact a hierarchical, moral ordering of relationships in the final 

challenge turn.  

                                                           
82 Of course what both parties ‘really’ believe is irrelevant. It is the display of ‘being faithful’ via the ‘proper’ 
orientation to the bible as the ‘correct book’ which is relevant here. 



Chapter 6: Normative challenges as action: Members’ methods in categorisation 

165 

 

Example 6.6 has illustrated the operation of category collection of a shared-us and versus 

an us-them. It illustrated the way in which this shared membership is used to enact the 

relative ordering of the target and the challenger based on the normatively challengeable 

status of the target. In the next section I highlight the way in which these challenges to 

norms-in-action are constitutive resources in constructing the form of the next action, with 

consequential implications for actions in talk. 

 

6.5.2 Norms-in-and-as action  
Example 6.7, below, highlights the ways in which challengers use categories, category ties 

and membership devices in order to perform actions in the course of enticing a 

challengeable. This example, already presented in chapter 5, is from an interview on the 

BBC’s ‘Hard talk’ between Richard Dawkins and the interviewer Steven Sackur. Dawkins 

is being questioned about his claim that raising children religious is ‘very wicked’ (detailed 

below).  

 

Example 6.7a GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24 ‘Dawkins, Hard Talk’83

URL: 

   
http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [00:10-00:56] 

7.  C:      because you have said that you believe that those  
8.          people with religious belief who impose those  
9.          religious belief on their children are in effect  
10.         responsible for a form of child abuse. You’ve called  
11.     a→  it (.) very wicked. 
12. T:      I would like t- to I would like children as far as  
13.         possible to be allowed to think for themselves. So for  
14.         example to label a small child a catholic child or a  
15.         protestant child or a muslim child, that I think is  
16.         wicked because the child is too young to know.  
17.         And just to give you e- I mean I’ve used this 
18.         illustration often enough before if I said to you  
19.         that’s a Marxist child or that’s a secular humanist  
20.         child or that’s a keynsian child, you would look at me  
21.         as though I was mad. How can the child be a keynsian  
22.         child, how can the child be a keynsian child. well  
23.         both its parents are keynsians. You see what I mean,  
24.         religion has a free ride to label children with the  
25.         belief system of its parents. 

                                                           
83 To provide some context without glossing the talk the first section, lines 9–25, have been presented with a 
minimal transcription.  
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((00:56–02:14 untranscribed)) 
 
26. C:  b→  sti::ll .h as [YOU we::re] >I must say<  
27. T:                    [I think-] 
28. C:  b→  you were rai:sed (.03) .h as an ↓anglica:[n,]  
29. T:                                               [as a-] 
30.         >°of course [I was.°< 
31. C:  c→              [and you were confi:::rmed,  
32.     c→  [you went to] chu::[rch,  
33. T:      [ ye : : s, ]      [>so what?<] 
34. C:      but you’re- well- well the poi::nt is, your   
35.         pa::rents didn’t (.) stop you from thinking  
36.         about (.) >other ways of looking  
37.         at [the world.< did they?] 
 
After categorising the target as ‘Anglican’ in the preface phase (b) in line 28, the challenger 

ties the activity ‘raising’ to the category ‘parents’ in the pre-challenge phase (c) in lines 34–

36. The challenger collects a category with a category tie and in doing so forms a 

membership device ‘family’. In other words Dawkins’ ‘parents’ are ‘doing the raising’ and 

are associated with the target’s churchgoing activities. The challenger locates the target in 

the membership device family which he uses as a resource for the inferences of 34–36. As 

in example 6.6, they have a moment of agreement and alignment as the target confirms 

the challenger’s statements—orienting to the taken for granted facts of the public record 

available to an interviewer. Then, in lines 34–36, the challenger proposes that despite the 

target’s family labelling him Anglican he was able to choose his own religious values. The 

challenger implies that the target must cease his argument that labelling children religious 

is ‘wicked and child abuse’ because he himself was subject to such labelling and turned 

out ‘just fine’. The challenge proposes the target should not call his own parents ‘wicked’ 

with no basis, re-crafting the target as having failed to adhere to a norm of stable family 

order. However, the challenge to the target’s adherence to the norm is not the aim of the 

action, cutting off the target’s argument is the aim, and the normative challenge is instead 

the resource. 

 

The continuation of the argument highlights the way in which cutting off access to the norm 

works to resist the action of the sequence. 

Example 6.7b GIC:EJR:2010:11:C24  ‘Dawkins, Hard Talk’ 
URL: http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM [02:10-02:40] 
38. T:                               [no. I been-] 
39.        [>by the way, that was nothing]  
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40. C:     [they- the- you were la:belled]  
41. T:     [to do with my parents.<] 
42. C:     [you were labelled a christian bo::y¿] 
43. T:     the- nothing to do with my pa:rents.  
44.        that- that was schoo:l. I mean I- I was sent to  
45.        anglican schools. .hhh ahh but sti:ll I mean that- 
46.        [thats 
47. C:     [so you were LABELLED a- uh- an ANGLican bo::y,= 
48. T:     =sure I ↑was. 
49. C:     but it didn’t stop you:: (0.3) imBIbi:ng lots of  
50.        other knowledge about the world.=and seeing the 
51.        world in your own particular *↑way*¿ 
52. T:     well of course not. I as- as- as it happe:ned, and 
53.        lots of- >happens often enough,< lots of people 
54.        <manage to break free::> 
55.        (0.5) 
56. T:     from whatever it is that they’re >labelled as.< 
 

In lines 38–46 the target works to correct the challenger’s’ assumption that it was his 

parents who ‘raised him Anglican’. In doing so, the target challenges the previous category 

tie between ‘parents’ and the activity ‘raising’, by proposing a new membership device 

‘school’ and tying it to ‘raising’. By orienting to the category tie the target is indexing the 

membership device, and the possible (and in his view incorrect) inferences that can be 

drawn about ‘being raised religious by parents’.  With this manoeuvre the target manages 

to resist the implication that he has failed to adhere to norms of not calling one’s parents 

wicked. He shifts his own raising circumstances to his school which downgrades culpability 

of the failure by changing the norm—from not calling your own parents wicked to not 

calling your school wicked (a lesser misdeed, or indeed no misdeed at all).  

 

In example 6.7, at lines 43–46, the target employs the ‘hearer’s maxim’ (Sacks, 1972b)84

                                                           
84 The hearer’s maxim is described by Sacks (1972b) as “If a Member sees a category-bound activity being 
done, then, if one can see it being done by a member of a category to which the activity is bound, then: see it 
that way.” It is used by participants to handle the ambiguity of device membership between various 
categories (Sacks, 1972b; Butler and Fitzgerald, 2010). 

 

treating the category ‘parents’ as tied to the activity ‘raising’.  The target’s resistance works 

to correct the membership device that collects together the categories ‘raised Anglican’ 

and parents along with the category-tied activities ‘raising’ and ‘confirming’ from something 

akin to ‘family’ to ‘school’. By generalising his own ‘breaking free’ to others by using 

‘happens often enough’, the target is treating the process of breaking free from the ‘labels’ 

applied by the membership device school as something which is not uncommon. It is the 
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target’s correction of the membership device which establishes grounds for his counter at 

lines 52–54, that he, and others, can ‘break free’ despite the categorisation. Thus, by 

shifting the moral device, and the norm, implicated in the challenge the target is able to 

counter the action of the challenge. 

 

In this section I have highlighted the way in which norms are central resources for the 

action of enticing a challengeable. In the next section I continue my reproduction of 

Housley and Fitzgerald’s (2009b) investigation of norms-in-action looking to the way in 

which they generate difference as subsequent resources for inference and implication by 

parties to the conflict.  

 

6.5.3 Norms in action as moral hierarchy and inferential resources 
Challengers deploy the final challenge turns as faites accompli, presenting a problematic 

inference based on a normative challenge for the target’s immediate attention. That is, 

they deploy these inferences in and as action making implications as they do so. Example 

6.8, already presented in chapter 3, is from an argument about a ‘stupid sign’ at a protest 

about same-sex marriage. The challenger is arguing that same sex marriage is immoral 

and the target, the cameraperson, has taken a contrary stance. 

 

Example 6.8 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National security’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8 [01:47–02:25] 
21. T:      tha:ts the stupidest >thing I’ve seen.< 
22.         (2.0) 
23. T:      and you have NOTHing to back that up.  
24.         (2.5) 
25. C:      bible teaching.    
26. T:  a→  the bible is a boo:k, written by a ma:n. 
27.     a→  there’s a lotta books. 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:  b→  yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.     c→  in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:               [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8�
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38. C:              [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
41. C:  e→  =>↑Yes you do:.< 
43.         oh so you live your life by conscience?   
44. T:      I ↑do.= 

             
            F6.8.1:  line 21 ‘The stupidest thing I’ve ever seen’  
 

After the categorising pre-questions in the preface phase (see section 6.4.1), in lines 31–

38 the challenger and the target both treat ‘reading books’ as tied to the category ‘college 

educated’ the challenger with a sarcastic second possible candidate ‘written in the sky’, 

and the target with the slower delivery, a mock patronising reply. Based on the 

membership device ‘educated’, and the category tie ‘read books’, the challenger makes an 

upshot in line 39, inferring that the device ‘educated’ should govern how you live your life, 

and that ‘reading books’ is a pre-requisite feature of that. The inference at line 39 is 

presented to the target as a challenge to his position, inasmuch as it proposes that 

‘education’ should govern how you live your life, and this provides a warrant for 

challenger’s own position that his ‘bible teaching’ is currently governing his activity i.e. 

displaying the contested sign. In example 6.8 the challenger is employing the second 

viewer’s maxim in the construction of the norm about ‘living your life’ by specifying a 

membership device that should govern the way in which that is done (i.e. ‘education’ via 

the categories bible teaching and college). The inference the challenger makes is not only 

bound to the membership device ‘educated’, the challenger is employing the second 

viewer’s maxim as action in order to force the target into a position whereby rejection of 

the protestor’s line about ‘evidence’ constitutes a failure to adhere to the norm about what 

‘lives should be lived by’. 
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The second viewer’s maxim is employed as a resource by challengers to make an 

inference (about how the target should live his life) and an implication (that in arguing with 

the challenger the target is not living his life according to his membership obligations). In 

reaction (line 41 at (e)) the target flatly resists the subsequent characterisation of himself 

based on this norm, orienting to the possible further trajectory of the challenger’s line of 

questioning. The membership devices are employed as resources to make the inference 

possible, and the norm deployed by the use of the second viewer’s maxim is used as a 

resource to challenge the target. Not that the challenger succeeds, but that is what he 

attempts.   

 

As in previous examples, in the pre-challenge phase the challenger collects himself in the 

same device as the target—someone who ‘read books’—working to enact a momentary 

‘us’. It is this ‘us’ that the target is resisting with his sarcastic tone. He uses the 

obviousness of the enticing interrogative as a resource for putting on a patronising tone 

which works to derogate the challenger—thereby resisting affiliation. The challenger 

presses the sense of ‘us’ in the challenge turn as he collects himself and the target in the 

same ‘belief systems’ device, but works to hierarchically position himself above the target 

using the target’s normatively challengeable status. As in previous examples the 

challenger is working to become an agent of normative order by joining a shared sense of 

‘us’ and then leveraging a normatively challengeable status as a resource for action.  

 

In this section I have highlighted the way in which challenges to norms-in-action “…provide 

a praxiological resource for generating difference as an accomplished normative inference 

and resource which can then be used to make further characterizations of persons...” 

(Housley and Fitzgerald, 2009b:354). Challengers invoke these proposed failures to 

adhere to a norm in order to generate the degrading action of enticing a challengeable, 

effectively positioning themselves relatively higher in the same moral device in the course 

of doing so. In the next section I highlight the issue of complexity in the course of the 

normative work of enticing a challengeable. Already evident in the resistance exhibited by 

the target in example 6.7, posing a different membership device is a key resource for 

evading the practice. The next example, the main deviant case, illustrates precisely this at 

work as differing norms are generated by the target in the course of the sequence.  
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6.5.4 Inferences in conflict 
Housley and Fitzgerald (2009b) present their normative devices as constructing a binary 

difference, i.e. ‘us-them’, ‘fact-falsehood’ etc. These dichotomies form the basis of the 

action of the final challenge turn, but in the case presented below the dichotomy is 

undercut as the target calls the challenger’s bluff. In the next case the heckler confounds 

the assumptions of his opponents as he resists the enticing a challengeable sequence.  

 

Example 6.9 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C2 ‘Anti birth control argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [01:37–01:50] 
51. T:     [you do at home and pray.] 
52. P2:    [just because you  don’t ] [ agree     with- ] 
53. C:                               [so you’re against] 
54.        public displays of re- religiosity?= 
55. T:     =oh I just think that this is a religi- now it  
56.        becomes a religious issue. 
57.        [y’know.] 
58. C:     [no  it ] doesn’t. 
59. T:     ye:s it [does.  see  look   at   that.  ] 
60. C:             [>just because some people< pray] doesn’t  
61.        make it all [ re li g io u s. ] 
62. T:                 [>they’re prayin.<] 
63.        yeah well (.) to me it does.  
64.        it’s very [connected.] 
65. C: b→           [>are you< ] anti religion. 
66.        (0.5) 
67. T: b→  I’m an atheist myself. yes.  
68.        °I don’t [beli]eve in god.°  
69. C:             [so::] 
70.    c→  but- but- don’t you respect- don’t you tolerate (.)  
71.        their religion.= 
72. T:     =no I don’t tolerate other peoples religion. 
73.        =because [it’s  unsustai:nable.  ]  
74. P2:             [>you don’t tolerate it?]= 
75. T:     =no. 
76. C:     >>what you ↑mean it’s unsustainable.<< 
 

In lines 52–64 the argument begins with discussion about the target’s opinions on public 

displays of religion. It culminates in line 65 with the challenger asking the target ‘are you 

anti-religion’. Here, the challenger is orienting to norms of ‘freedom of religion and 

expression’, in an attempt position the target such that a ‘yes’ answer would paint him in a 

bad light.  The target instead orients to the dispreferred response in line 67, prefacing his 

reply (‘yes’), with the self-categorising account ‘I’m an atheist myself’. That is, he uses the 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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category as justification for his intolerance of religion. The protesters treat his response as 

accountable, working to solicit confirmation that the target does in fact tolerate religion. 

When the challenger asks ‘but don’t you tolerate it’ (line 69) switching to prefer a yes-type 

answer she displays an assumption that the target does tolerate religion, in spite of his 

atheism. Instead, the target reiterates that he does not tolerate religion, again confounding 

the presuppositions in the design of the challenger’s reply.  

 

Example 6.9 highlights participants engaging in a contest of what Jayussi (1984) termed 

‘moral ordering’. The target is arguing that the protest is a ‘religious issue’, and in doing so 

he partitions the relevance of their protest. His self-categorisation as ‘atheist’ works to 

renegotiate the belief ‘intolerant of religion’ as category-tied and thus warranted by his 

beliefs. In positioning their protest as ‘religious’ and positioning himself as ‘atheist’ and 

tying ‘not tolerating religion’ to his category ‘atheist’, the target is working to place the 

conflict, and its participants, in the membership device ‘belief systems’. In contrast the 

protestors take for granted the normative organisation of ‘tolerating religion’ in the design 

of their questions and are working to take the device ‘religion’ out of the argument, 

proposing that religion is not relevant and that the target should tolerate theirs85

 

. Rather 

than drawing on any particular membership device the protestors instead propose that 

norms of religious freedom (not being ‘against public displays of religion’ line 51) are most 

relevant. Thus, in example 6.9 participants are engaged in a contest over the relevant 

membership device because of the norms that each device allows the respective sides to 

enact.  

The target is prospectively oriented to the sorts of inferences available from the category 

work earlier in the sequence. By calling the protestors bluff and proposing a different 

membership device he is working to deny the possible inference that he ought to tolerate 

what they are doing. By providing a different device the target the argument, the protestors 

can no longer deploy their norm uncontested because the inference does not validly apply 

to the target. That is, as an ‘atheist’ he claims he does not have to ‘tolerate religion’. This 

illustrates the way in which some norms are bound to particular membership devices by 

participants and others are not. The target’s resistance is premised on membership in a 

                                                           
85 This second norm is an example of the non-category, generic norms, which I discuss in the next chapter.  
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category to which the protestor’s norm does not apply (or at least he claims it does not). 

This example also illustrates participants generating accountability by employing a binary 

in the manner that Housley and Fitzgerald (2009a) describe. In the moral order that the 

protestors work to enact, they are attempting to simplify the issue, just as the target’s 

resistance works to complicate it. 

  

In example 6.9 the target has effectively escaped a challenge to his position, at the risk of 

appearing bullish and unreasonable. Precisely what sort of challenge is of course 

impossible to say, however in the other examples we see an inference, which deploys a 

norm which makes an implication—challengers not only set up their challenge, but they set 

up the target, turning the target into something challengeable.  

 

In this section I have highlighted the way in which complexity is used as resource to resist 

the binaries of norms-in-action used in the course of enticing a challengeable. The next 

section will highlight the way in which participants engage in making the target 

challengeable, by investigating part (5) of Housley and Fitzgerald’s (2009b) norms in 

action. In the next section I describe the way in which degradation operates in this 

practice.  

 

6.5.5 Degradation: A worst case scenario for the target 
In most cases presented thus far the target of the sequence has not made concessions in 

reaction to the challenge, effectively resorting to bottom line arguments or otherwise 

evading the challengeable status conferred by the practice. However in order to illustrate 

the degradation work of the practice the most extreme, and arguably ‘successful’, case is 

presented next. Already presented in chapter 5 this example is from an argument during a 

protest about globalisation resisting the G20 summit of leaders. A counter protestor (the 

target) is arguing with a protestor (the challenger), also there several other protestors 

interjecting into the argument (Pr2 and Pr3) which has strayed on to the topic of geopolitics 

and the security of the middle-east.  
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Example 6.10 GIC:2011:09:C18 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [03:20-0356] 
1.  T:  a→  we support the only democracy in the middle  
2.  C:      [<aww:w  you:::.] 
3.  T:  a→  [east. and you:-] and you ↑offer your  
4.      a→  suppo:rt to terrori:sts [>who are suicide bombers.<] 
5.  C:  b→                          [oka:y so: lets see so] 
6.      b→  saudi arabia is a dictatorship right?   
7.  T:  b→  yes.= 
8.  C:  c→  =and who supports them. 
9.          (--------------------)             
10. C:  c→  and whi:ch country supports ↑saudi ↑arabia? 
11. T:  c→  ↓america.  
12. C:  c→  oh and which country supports egypt.  
13.         (---------) 
14.     c→  are they democracies?             
15. T:  c→  no.  
16. C:  d→  ↑o:h okay so why does- this supposed >y’know< great  
17.         demo::cracy that supports freedom worldwi:de support  
18.         dictatorships? 
19.         (1.7) 
20. T:  e→  there’ss- black whi:te and grey to every issue,  
21.         [and I’m telling you israel is a 
22. C:      [o:h it’s getting complicated now. 
 

The challenge in lines 16–18 turns on an application of the second viewer’s maxim, in 

which the challenger treats the target’s assertion from lines 1–4 as an operation of the 

norm ‘democracies should support freedom (and thereby other democracies)’. The 

challenge reverses this with a new operation of the second viewer’s maxim proposing that 

‘democracies should not support dictatorships’. Interestingly, this enticing sequence does 

not employ the explicit ‘personalisation’ (employing ‘you’ etc.) of the majority of cases, 

instead relying simply on the ‘known-in-common’ nature of the information about America 

to make this rebuttal a problem for the target. That is, as the challenge is delivered, the 

challenger proposes that the target knows his own argument to be false (because the 

target is treated as an American). The category tied knowledge about ‘who America 

supports’, and the norms governing what democracies should do, are then employed as if 

the target of the sequence should already know this. Centrally, the target concedes that it 

is a difficult issue in line 20, effectively retracting his prior line. Thus, in example 6.10, the 

challenger has effectively succeeded in cutting off the target’s line of argument by 

positioning him as in having failed to adhere to a norm. 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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The responses to the enticing interrogatives further exhibit the prospective degradation of 

the target in this extreme case of the practice. A non-response at line 9 with a long pause 

prompts a follow up by the challenger, to which the target replies with a minimal type-

conforming response, exhibiting the way in which the challenger is working to overcome 

the targets’ resistance effectively stripping him of control over the sequence at hand. The 

target’s bodily withdrawal (see section 5.4.3) also illustrates his degradation in progress. 

The concession at line 20 fails to resist the target’s status as having failed to adhere to the 

norm about ‘supporting democracy’, morally positioning the challenger as the true 

upholder of democracy and freedom—despite the target’s now debunked assertions. That 

is, as the morally positioned true upholder of democracy and freedom the challenger, for 

the right-now business of the challenge, is working in and as the role of an agent of 

normativity.  

 

6.6 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have replicated Housley and Fitzgerald’s (2009b) description of norms-in-

action in the environment of normative challenges. Based on their analysis I described the 

way in which normative challenges generate difference, inference, action and degradation 

in the course of enticing a challengeable. Analysis of the category subset of cases has 

highlighted that in these instances the practice of enticing a challengeable shifts from the 

bifurcated us-them position of argument to a ‘shared us’. This ‘shared us’ works as a basis 

for inferring a failure to adhere to a norm. Then, in conjunction with the normative 

challenges, this ‘shared us’ works to enact a hierarchical ordering of the degraded, 

challengeable, target and the agent-of-normativity challenger. As the aim of the practice of 

enticing a challengeable the target is made into a ‘challengeable’ as a public exhibit of the 

proper orderliness of moral affairs. Thus, norms form a central part of the practice in the 

subset of cases analysed in this chapter.  

 

This analysis highlights participants employing the second viewer’s maxim as a resource 

for action. My results illustrate the way in which participants construct norms as a part of 

culture-in-action (Hester and Eglin, 1997) in order to propose the target may have failed to 

adhere to those norms. It is in, and through, such interactional work that normativity is 

enforced, resisted and reproduced as society by participants engaged in this practice of 

order. That is, it is culture-in-action precisely because it is culture used as a resource for 
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action. The inferences and implications of this terminal turn of enticing a challengeable 

work as displays of knowledge that challenge the target, constructing norms in their 

challenging.  

 

This chapter has also blended two traditions of analysis, the more corpus based West 

Coast program approach to elaborate the regularities of each phase of the practice and 

the Manchester program. In doing so I have illustrated the operation of knowledge-as-

action-as-culture and the ties between norms, knowledge and membership devices. In 

particular the corpus methods of analysis were central in highlighting the resources used in 

indexing ‘on-sight’ categorisation, drawing on a deviant case and a larger collection of 

instances in order to pose the argument for this defeasible method of flattening the 

epistemic gradient. The Manchester program also played a key role in reconfiguring the 

analysis to ‘step up the ladder’ of analysis (Schegloff, 2005) to look at norms-in-action. 

Thus, the layering of analysis grew the description of the practice. 

 

The analysis in this chapter explored a subset of the collection in order to uncover the way 

in which participants are constructed as something i.e. as challengeable, when it is 

proposed the target has failed to adhere to their own mutually ratified norms. However, as 

I illustrated in example 6.9 participants may enact more ‘generic’ norms, not tied to 

particular memberships in the course of this interactional business. In the analysis of the 

remaining 16 cases I turn to another perspective drawn from ethnomethodology in order to 

finalise the analysis of the practice of enticing a challengeable—‘Discursive Social 

Psychology’ (DSP). DSP draws upon ethnomethodology, CA and postmodernism, in a 

program of critique of the formal analytic mainstream psychology. The next chapter then, 

employs DSP as a program in order to investigate generic norms and in the course of 

furthering DSP’s program of critique I describe the way in which an influential theory of 

group conflict, SCT, falls apart under the close analysis of norms and categories—

problematizing SCT’s theorised ‘interactionism’. 
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Chapter 7: Discursive Social Psychology 
Norms and interactionism 

7.1 Chapter overview 
The idea is not to look in somebody’s head. There’s nothing in the head but brains. 

 —Garfinkel (2002:211)  

Since Kant, Simmel and Durkheim, norms have been represented as ideals—facts which 

exist outside persons—imposing social life upon the individual (Durkheim, 1927, Simmel, 

[1922] 1955, Rawls, 1989). In this chapter I employ DSP to investigate the way in which 

consensus and objectivity are manipulated (and contested) in order to constitute norms as 

objective social facts. I adopt DSP’s argumentative line of enquiry in my description of the 

use of ‘generic’ norms in the course of the practice of enticing a challengeable. I use the 

results of my analysis to critique a psychological theory relevant to the relationship 

between norms and groups—self-categorisation theory (SCT) (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 

Reicher and Wetherell86

 

, 1987). I begin with a point of contention with SCT, that they make 

psychological dopes out of social actors (section 7.4). Then, I background SCT, 

highlighting the utility of interactionist research, context and a phenomenological ontology 

(section 7.5). Finally, I critique SCT, illustrating that they break their own norms of 

interactionist research with a-priori theory (section 7.6).  

This chapter is divided into two parts, the analysis of the data collection (7.2–7.3) which 

illustrates DSP’s strand of original research, and the critique of SCT’s interactionism based 

on their approach to norms (7.4–7.6). Because the latter section is still addressed to data, 

and concerned with the real conduct of participants, it draws upon the former section’s 

analysis and the previous chapters. The chapter begins with an illustrative example of 

‘generic’ norms, which also demonstrates one of DSP’s themes, highlighting the issue of 

reality as a participant’s concern. In section 7.3, I highlight the way in which these reality 

management resources are deployed to constitute norms as a consensually shared social 

fact. Section 7.4 introduces the issue my data poses for SCT and the way in which DSP 

might view it. In section 7.5 I present some of SCT, focusing specifically on interactionism 

(Oakes and Turner, 1986) a part of SCT theory congruent with DSP. Then, in section 7.6, I 
                                                           
86 See Chapter 2 on DSP’s close relationship to Self Categorisation Theory. 
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critique SCT, arguing that it breaches its own norms, is not coherent on its own terms 

using both SCT qualitative analysis and DSP analysis to make my argument.  

 

In the previous chapter I illustrated the way membership is enacted and recruited by 

participants as a resource for constituting norms which can be used to make implications 

about the target of the enticing sequence. In example 6.9 I highlighted the way in which a 

norm not tied to any specific membership was recruited by the target as a resource for 

contesting the practice. This is not an isolated case, in several cases in the data collection 

there is no membership device consequentially constituted in the course of the sequence. 

In these cases participants instead enact norms which orient to a shared, but designedly 

unspecified, membership as a resource for making damaging implications. The first 

section illustrates the way in which ‘generic’ norms are employed by members as a 

resource for action in order to attempt to win the argument. Participants employing these 

norms orient to a held-in-common status without specifying any particular, group, category, 

or identity to which these norms apply. 

 

7.2 Making norms real: Consensus and objectivity 
Example 7.1, already presented in chapter 5 (section 5.5.1), is from an argument outside 

an abortion clinic, where a welfare worker (the target) is arguing with two anti-abortion 

protestors, the challenger and the cameraperson, the target. As noted in analysis in 

chapter 5, the preface phase is achieved with the selectional pulse gesture in this case of 

the practice.  

 

Example 7.1a GIC:EJR:2012:03:C28 ‘Abortion Protest argument’ 

1.  T:      no they’re similar no no no.           
2.  C:      and the SECOnd thing you’re scared of is to answer is  
3.     a→   is abortion murder. 
4.          (2.1) 
5.  T:      °no it’s a label.° 
6.  T:      >it’s a simple yes or no.< 
7.          (0.5) 
8.  T:      (Ah-) 
9.  C:      you’re sca:red.  
10. T:      no I’m [not  sca:red. ] 
11. C:             [you’re scared.] 
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12.         [because you’re CONSCcience knows.] 
13. T:      [why you-       how’d you  kno::w ]    I’m scared. 
14. C:      >I can tell.<  
15.         your   cons[cience           kno:::::::::::ws       ] 
16. V:                 [>you can’t answer a yes or no question.<] 
17. C:      that you can’t answer a ↑s(h)imple yes or no question. 
18. T:  a→  w’ull- that’s a label and there’s no simple answer to  
19.     a→  that question that’s why. 
20. C: b/c→ is- is- ok, is rape wrong. 
21. T:      why are you asking me these silly questions. 
22. V:      [C- c- can you answer the question.] 
23. C:      [ to   see:  if  you  can  get ]  
24.         let’s- let’s start with algebra before  
25.         we move to ca:lculus. >rather let’s start with  
26.         addition before move to calculus.< 
27. T:  c→  is- is- ↓su:re [rape is wrong.]  
28. C:                     [is rape wrong.] 
29. T:      °I’ll give you [that ] okay?° 
30. C:                     [OKAY.] 
31.     c→  is mu:rder wrong. 
32.         (1.7) 
33. T:  c→  u:h yea:h I spose so. 
 

In line 3, the challenger begins the sequence with the question ‘is abortion murder’, a 

question the target resists in lines 5—19 with ‘it’s a label’, proposing that abortion is not 

‘murder’. The target counters by returning with two morally-valenced confirmation seeking 

questions about norms in lines 20 and 31 asking if rape and murder are wrong, which after 

some resistance, the target concedes. These pre-challenges in lines 20 and 30 establish 

the basis for the challenge in the next part of the excerpt. 

 

Unlike the examples discussed in the previous chapter, the norms which the challenger 

proposes and the target accedes to are not enacted as consequentially related to a 

particular category, category tied activity or other membership device. As evident in line 

21, the target is nevertheless treating these norms as held in common, orienting to the 

questions as ‘silly’ (e.g. Stokoe and Edwards, 2008). These norms are treated and used as 

a part of the ‘constitutive background expectancies’ (Garfinkel, 1967:53–56) rather than as 

an explicit feature of a culture, social group or other social category. That is, they are 

treated, and used, as the sorts of morals that anybody should hold. 
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Like the other cases of enticing a challengeable, sequential and epistemic resources are 

deployed in this sequence in order secure the target’s agreement to the propositions. The 

challenger is not taking for granted the target’s agreement to the proposal that ‘rape is 

wrong’ and ‘murder is wrong’, he is instead ‘doing addition’, by working to obtain a 

consensus. Potter (1996) highlights the way in which speakers may shift authorship 

(Goffman, 1981) in order to buttress the factual nature of an utterance, using reported 

speech or quotes in order to animate another’s words. A central element of this is the way 

in which consensus is employed as a method of upgrading the factual nature of accounts, 

in order to minimise the appearance of bias, that is minimise the appearance of a personal 

‘stake’ in the description (Edwards and Potter, 1992; Potter, 1996:124–132). In example 

7.1, by asking such ‘silly’ questions the challenger is working to make the target the 

principal of the talk, “...someone whose position is established by the words that are 

spoken…” (Goffman, 1981:144). Having obtained consensus over these norms they have 

been mutually constituted by the target and the challenger as ‘facts’ for use in final course 

of this sequence. 

 
Example 7.1b GIC:EJR:2012:03:C28 ‘Abortion Protest argument’ 

34. C:  b→  okay. so: what is murder.=define that. 
35. T:      (1.9) 
36. C:  b→  cos it’s not the same as killing someone whose  
37.     b→  atta:cking you, right? 
38.         (0.5) 
39. C:  b→  some attacks yo[u::   ] accidentally kill them 
40. T:                     [right.] 
41. C:  b→  that’s not murder. 
42. T:  b→  no it isn’t= 
43. C   b→  =kay.= 
44. T:      =because if you accidentally ki:ll someobody that’s  
45.         not murder [either.] 
46. C:  c→         [no]     but what is murder. 
47.         (1.6) 
48. T:      °abortion?° 
49. C:  c→  murder is killing an innocent victim 
50.     d→  (0.9) (gesture figure 1) 
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           F7.1.1—challenger to the left and target the right 
 
51. C:  d→  and a baby has done no crime. 
52. T:      I- I- I’m clear that-= 
53. C:      ↑you kno:w it’s murder in your mind and in your heart. 
54.         but somehow there’s rebellion in your heart, that’s  
55.         not willing to let go of this. 
56.         you could be the BEST example today craig.  
57.         you could be the better example than hank ef-em who 
58.         decided not (.) attend the party. 
 

In lines 34-49 the challenger goes on to specify that murder is ‘killing an innocent’ after 

probing the target for a definition in lines 34–45. In line 48 the target orients to the direction 

of the challenger’s questioning, providing a ‘sarcastic’ answer ‘abortion’ to the challenger’s 

question in line 47 ‘what is murder’. The target’s sarcasm is achieved with his rising 

intonation, quietness, and a brief single eyebrow-flash (Mateosian, 2008). The challenger 

returns to his course of action not attending to the target’s response at line 50 in the .9 

second pause the challenger producing a palm presenting (Kendon, 2004) gesture (see 

section 5.5.1) proposing that the target can (and should) infer an upshot from ‘killing an 

innocent’, orienting back to the question whether ‘abortion is murder’. In line 51 the 

challenger treats that upshot as already made with ‘a baby has done no crime’ connecting 

an ‘innocent’ baby with the ‘killing’ of abortion. The challenger’s gesture at line 50 

proposes that thanks to the ‘interactional addition’ (line 24) they have just done, that the 

target ‘really’ knows that ‘abortion is murder’. In example 7.1 The challenger uses the 

target’s agreement to these norms against murder and rape to propose that the target also 

adheres to the norm ‘that abortion is murder’ (lines 51 and 53). Thus, the challenger’s 

challenge works to re-craft the target as challengeable—which the target promptly rebuts. 
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In example 7.1 the challenger’s challenge turns on not being tied to a membership device 

(anti-abortion or similar) because the ‘revelation’ that the target really shares the norm that 

abortion is murder would be weakened if it was reliant on membership in that device. 

Shared membership, the common ‘us’ of agreeing that ‘murder and rape are wrong’ 

provides a moral high ground for the challenger (see section 6.5.1)—and removes any 

room for the target to try and escape. By employing a designedly unspecified norm, simply 

treated as held in common the challenger is working to propose that the target should be 

bound by the norm. 

 

In section 4.3.3 I discussed the way in which challengers suspend ‘commitment to the 

mundane’—a procedural part of this interactional work is constituting the mundane order 

from which these norms are derived. In Sacks (1984) discussion of ‘doing being ordinary’ 

he illustrates members’ achievement of a mundane order (see also Jefferson, 2004b 

[1984] and Wooffitt, 1991, 1992, 2005). He described the way in which members 

recurrently orient to a showing that they take the world to be mundane at first glance. In 

this example we see an inversion of the ‘at first I thought’ device, a contrast pair designed 

to illustrate the way in which ‘reality’ differed from ‘appearances’ as it is used to formulate 

what the target ‘really’ thinks about abortion. Further, the mundane moral order is 

temporarily suspended in the course of establishing consensus over whether ‘rape’ and 

‘murder’ are wrong. 

 

In the course of enticing a challengeable the commitment to the mundane is suspended as 

a resource to manoeuvre opponents. As I illustrated in chapter 3, the target’s epistemic 

stance is treated as non-mundane, possibly at odds over trivial or obvious issues. I also 

demonstrated that the targets themselves resist such treatment by claiming an epistemic 

status which questions the very askability of inquiries into such obvious issues. Example 

7.1 presents an instance in which the orientation to reality—the commitment to the 

mundane—is manipulated as a resource for obtaining consensus and that same mutually 

held mundanity is then used to challenge the target. 
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Drawing from a history in philosophy, DSP’s investigation of fact construction was 

addressed to an interest in ‘respecifying’ subjectivity, objectivity and facticity as 

participants’ resources (Edwards and Potter, 1992; Potter, 1996; Edwards, 2007). That is, 

arguing that such matters are for participants to contest and not for analysts/theorists to 

endlessly debate (e.g. Denzin and Lincoln, 2003). In their highly cited ‘death and the 

furniture’ argument Edwards, Potter and Ashmore (1995) illustrate the way in which ‘hitting 

a table’ is used to show just how ‘real’ something is as a resource for making a position (in 

realist/anti-realist philosophical debate). DSP’s concern with such terms steps away from 

introspective methodologically focused uses of the terms. To quote Wiggins and Potter 

(2003:516) 

First, the terms ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ are not intended to carry connotations of 

correctness or accuracy. They are being used more literally than this: subjective 

terms index or foreground the subject; objective terms index or foreground the 

object. 

This chapter extends this theme of research in order to investigate the way in which norms 

are constituted as objective social facts in the course of enticing a challengeable. 

 

In the next section I illustrate the way in which challengers employ the resources outlined 

in chapters 4 and 5 in order to make a norm an ‘objective’ fact for the target of the 

challenge. In particular I illustrate the way in which this operates in environments in which 

a membership device is not made relevant to the operation of the norm. 

7.3 Analysis: Norms as objective social facts 
In example 7.2 below a bystander, the target, is arguing with several people about their 

protest conducted to contest a decision by a grand jury in Houston to acquit a white man 

for shooting and killing two black men attempting to enter his house. In this example P, a 

protester, is arguing that the jury was racially biased and the target is arguing that because 

the proper procedure was followed justice has been served. In the analysis of this example 

I draw on elements of the Manchester and Boston programs, employing limited elements 

of context as a part of the analysis, in this case about race and the police. This example is 

presented in two parts due to its complexity. An aborted enticing sequence which does 

trade on membership is presented first, in order to contrast with the main sequence, 

presented second.  
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Example 7.2a GIC:EJR:2010:01:C6 ‘Joe Horn Protest’ 
URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA [04:00-04:35] 
1.  T:      this is about_ (0.6) joe horner, being (served here)  
2.          by the grand jury. 
3.  C:      ↑right. 
4.  T:      they didn’t find fault with what he did. 
5.  C:      twe:lve (.) jurors of his ↑o:wn?= 
6.          =>not twelve jurors (o:f’s)<.= 
7.          =>not one black? not one white?<  
8.          in his o:wn? 
 
           ((lines 9–22 omitted)) 
 
23. C:  b→  do you think when oh-jay (1.2) got away.=  
24.         =>>I don’t know if he did or not.<<=            
25.     b→  =>do you think that was right?< 
26. T:      oh-jay doesn’t live in houston.= 
27. C:  b→  =I’m asking you a question.=  
28. T:  b→  =well if you’re asking me a hypothetical  
29.         qu[estion. 
30. C:        [>yes I am.<= 
31. T:  b→  =I think that oh-jay got off scot free. 
32. C:  c→  thank you.=>was that justice?<  
33.     c→  did you think that? 
34.         (0.9) 
35. T:      u:h? It doesn’t matter what I think.=>It’s 
36.         what the grand jury thinks.< 
 

In lines 1–36 the challenger is working to establish that the decision of the grand jury was 

racist. He proposes that the jury’s composition was biased (lines 5–8) and in lines 23–33 

proposes, in a separate enticing sequence (a category bound one) that the target’s 

defense of the jury’s decision is unjust because the target thought ‘OJ got off scot free’87

                                                           
87 This refers to the OJ Simpson case. See Lynch and Bogen (1997) for an MCA treatment of some of the 
membership work in that case. 

. 

In lines 5–8 the challenger positions the jury as racist, using the questioning intonation to 

propose that the jury should not have been all white. The first pre-challenge re-orients to 

this same membership device in lines 32–33 by proposing that the target (a white man, 

see figure 3 below) ‘thought that OJ’, (a black man) ‘got off scot free’ and that that was ‘not 

justice’. It works as an epistemically flat pre-challenge on the relationship between ‘getting 

off scot free’ and whether or not that is ‘justice’. The target resists the pre-challenge in 

lines 35–36 by proposing that he has no rights over such cases, and that these are 

decisions for juries to make. Thus, in example 7.2, the challenger working to reverse the 

positions in lines 23–33 by attempting to launch a pre-challenge to propose which (may 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA�
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eventually) position the target (supporting the guilty judgement) as in contradiction of his 

position on the OJ case.  

 
F7.2.1 the challenger (to the left) and the target (to the right) 
 

In example 7.2a both the challenger and the target are closely attuned to issues of 

subjectivity and objectivity. As in previous cases the challenger is working to make the 

target the principal of the pre-challenge (line 32 and 33), seeking consensus as a resource 

to upgrade the objectivity of the proposal that grand juries can be biased. Similarly, after 

initially rejecting the relevance of the question, the target then amends the status of the 

question to a ‘hypothetical’ one upgrading the subjectivity of the possible answer (Speer 

and Parsons, 2006; Speer, 2010). That is, when he reformulates the question as 

hypothetical the target can situate his response as ‘his view’ rather than as guided by 

objective moral facts. Even the target’s resistance to the pre-challenge is oriented to 

subjectivity because what he thinks ‘doesn’t matter’, so the target is proposing that views, 

even hypothetical ones are not relevant.  

 

In example 7.2a the sensitivity over whether this is a subjective, or objective position is a 

negotiated outcome for both the challenger and the target. Over the course of this 

sequence the racial membership was necessarily consequential to the challenger’s 

position and while the question of whether it was ‘justice’ that OJ ‘got away’ was not 

explicitly tied to the target’s status as white in the context of the argument such racial 

membership is a live issue for the participants in the context of the OJ decision and the 

course of the argument. However, as the sequence continues the challenger re-orients his 

position away from racial membership after the resistance to the enticing sequence above. 
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Example 7.2b GIC:EJR:2010:01:C6 ‘Joe Horn Protest’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA [04:21-04:35] 
37. C:  b/c→>I’ma ask you here.< Are you a fair man.   
38. T:  c→  I believe I am. 
39. C:  d→  then why did joe horner who wus told nine times 
40.     d→  not to go (.) <outsi:de> 
41.     d→  [and went out his house]     
42. P2:     [it were te:n times.] 
43. T:      it wa[s- 
44. C:  d→       [AND the second- the THIRD shot he waited  
45.     d→       [he waited six seconds.] 
46. T:  e→       [ < re:co: mme: nd e d-] recommended that he 
47.         he didn’t go out of his house.= 
48. C:      =they TO:LD him NOT >to go out his house.< 
49. C:      [they told him not to go outside.] 
50. T:      [<he sai:d that if  I  see   them] coming out  
51.         then I’m going outside.= 
 

In line 37, the challenger starts another enticing sequence, bidding for an extended turn 

with the pre-pre (Schegloff, 1984) ‘I’mma ask you here’ then using the morally valenced 

pre-challenge ‘are you a fair man’. At line 38 the target agrees, adding a subjective 

element (Edwards, 2007) that he ‘believes’ he is. As in example 7.2, the challenger 

establishes a consensus that the target is fair, rather than merely taking it for granted, 

establishing the target as the principal of line 37 in order to upgrade its status as objective. 

The target’s addition of ‘believe’ resists the objectivity of his fairness, re-orienting it as his 

subjective belief. Thus, objectivity and subjectivity is a live and contested issue for the 

challenger and the target in the course of the sequence. 

 

In lines 39–45 the challenger juxtaposes the target’s fairness with his current argument by 

asking why Joe Horner was ‘told nine times’ not to leave his house (by the police) and that 

(Joe Horner) ‘the third shot [he] waited six seconds’. In lines 39–45 the challenger is 

proposing that Joe Horner was not only warned not to go outside and take the law into his 

own hands, but that by waiting ‘six seconds’ for the final shot he shot with premeditation, 

rather than in self-defence. The challenger is enacting a position which proposes that the 

target is in fact not fair by virtue of supporting the grand jury’s decision and moreover that 

he should be fair.  

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA�
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The norm in example 7.2, that the target should be fair (with respect to the grand jury’s 

decision) is not designed with reference to racial membership device employed in lines 1–

33, nor is it transparently connected to any sort of legal membership device (e.g. lines 35–

36). The norm operates without reference to any social group in particular88

 

, and in doing 

so gains rhetorical force. By re-orienting the issue around ‘fairness’ as a quality of the 

target, the challenger is able to publicly constitute the target’s defense of the decision as 

unfair. While ultimately the argument the challenger is making orients to structural 

inequalities of race relations in the Texan justice system, it does not rely on those racial 

memberships to engage the norm. Conversely, the challenger’s argument is that the jury 

should have been fair regardless of race, but was not. Thus, for the challenger’s argument 

to work it relies on ‘fairness’ not being bound to a racial membership device. 

Norms are also the subject of work in wider psychology and DSP’s work on the 

management of accountability investigating subjectivity/objectivity in the rhetoric of racism 

has engaged in respecification and critique of conventional psychological approaches to 

nationalism and race-relations (Potter, 2003b) as a part of DSP’s respecification program. 

One psychological theory in particular, SCT, has been the subject of numerous 

investigations which have respecified SCT’s psychological objects as social ones (e.g. 

Widdicombe, 1995; Edwards, 1997; Rapley, 1998; and volumes in Antaki and 

Widdicombe, 1998). In particular, DSP authors have employed this respecification in order 

to criticise SCT with the argument that categories are membership resources which 

members use to achieve things in talk. Rather than being cognitive structures which are 

causally determinative of action (Edwards, 1998; Widdicombe, 1995). Next, I take a similar 

argument based on the analysis of norms-in-action. These ‘generic’ norms evident in 

examples 7.1 and 7.2 provide methods to conduct both DSP respecification and critique of 

SCT’s approach to such phenomena. In the next section I set up a point of contention with 

SCT in order to preface the basis for my later critique. 

 

  

                                                           
88 It may be argued that the ‘fair man’, heterosexist construction of the turn in some way makes gender 
relevant. However, there is simply no evidence that gender is treated as consequential by either participant, 
despite use of the word ‘man’. 
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7.4 Norms in use versus norms using us 
Human psychology does not make us prisoners of social structure.  

—John Turner (2006:41) 

The next section juxtaposes an EM-informed DSP analysis with a qualitative analysis 

employing the theoretical tools of SCT (e.g. Haslam and Reicher, 2006, Reicher, Hopkins 

and Condor, 1997) in order to establish that SCT makes ‘psychological dopes’ (Garfinkel, 

1967:68) of social actors. I outline SCT’s theoretical concepts in more detail in section 

7.5—noting that such qualitative analysis in SCT is infrequent (Reicher, 2004, Hornsey, 

2008 but see Bliuc, McGarty, Hartley, Hendres, 2012). Unlike examples 7.1 and 7.2 

above, participants in example 7.3 do employ a membership device in the course of 

constituting the norm. This example is presented in order to provide a simpler case for 

presenting an SCT style analysis.   

 

In order to be as fair to SCT as possible analysis of the example case is necessarily more 

detailed than most methods SCT theorists would use when working with discourse (e.g. 

Haslam and Reicher, 2006; Hornsey Robson, Smith, Esposo, and Sutton, 2008). I to 

present an SCT of discourse, employing something closer to Reicher et al.’s (1997) style 

of analysis, straddling discourse and SCT. While I’m not using SCT’s experimental 

methods, for the moment I do need to find SCT’s theoretical objects.  

 

Already introduced in chapter 6, example 7.3 is from an argument about ‘proposition 8’ in 

California. Proposition 8 was designed to repeal California’s extant Gay-Marriage laws and 

on the date of the court case several ‘anti-gay’ Christian groups came out (sic) in protest 

‘against homosexuality’. The argument in example 7.3 begins in reference to a sign being 

held by the challenger (figure 6.1). 

 

Example 7.3 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C7 ‘National Security’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8 [01:47–02:25] 
21. T:      tha:ts the stupidest >thing I’ve seen.< 
22.         (2.0) 
23. T:      and you have NOTHing to back that up.  
24.         (2.5) 
25. C:      bible teaching.    
26. T:  a→  the bible is a boo:k, written by a ma:n. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HLAXe6R6CP8�
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27.         there’s a lotta books. 
28. C:  b→  let me ask you a question.=you have a college 
29.         education?  
30. T:  b→  yes I ↑do.  
31. C:  c→  did you study >books,< or did you read messages 
32.         in the sky:?  
33. T:      <I read[  ma:::ny   b o o k s. > ]= 
34. C:             [then etched in the earth.] 
35. T:  c→  =>I read [ma::ny books. <] 
36. C:              [you read books.] 
37. T:      written [  b y : : :   ] men.  
38. C:             [>do you burn-<] 
39. C:  d→  YES.=>so you live your life by that right?< 
40. T:  e→  >No:.<= 
41. C:      =>↑Yes you do:.< 
43.         oh so you live your life by your conscience?   
44. T:      I ↑do.= 
45. C:      by your mor[als 
46. T:                 [I do. 
47. C:      where do you get your morals.  

             
            F7.3.1 line 21 ‘The stupidest thing I’ve ever seen’  
 
7.4.1 SCT analysis 

In example 7.3, the salient social identity is homosexuality/Christianity (established evident 

in the sign and established in the prior argument, see YouTube clip). In lines 28–38 the 

salient category appears to shift to ‘college education’ or ‘level of education’ as the 

challenger seeks to ascertain what the target ‘lives his life by’. Further, the challenger 

invokes a norm that people should have some sort of ‘belief system’ contrasting his own, 

Christianity, with the now relevant ‘College education’ (or if you like, book-reading). At line 
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40 the target rejects the proposal that it was his college social identity89 which determined 

his ‘belief system’ from which the challenger infers, and has confirmed, that the target 

‘lives his life by his conscience’, that is by his personal identity instead. In this example the 

category contrast and resulting categorisation/self-identifications are shifted, from 

Christian/pro-Gay to Christian/College-Educated to Christian/Personal90

  

. Importantly for 

SCT such category work is the basis and the product of social action (Turner, et. al, 1987). 

However, if in fact the target is acting as his college education social identity in lines 30–39 

then we might expect the challenger’s proposal that the target ‘lives his life by books’ to be 

ratified, it is after all a norm related to a category that the target has just accepted. Instead 

it is rejected. 

If the resistance to the category bound norms present the final challenge turn (which line 

39 represents, see chapter 3 section 3.4.2) were isolated it might be easy to discount this 

example as an error on the challenger’s part, a miscalculation, not impossible in the heat 

of the moment. However, as noted in chapter 4 resistance of this form is present in all but 

2 out of the 37 cases. Such resistance is the rule, rather than the exception. This creates a 

problem for SCT because, in SCT terms, social identity (i.e. category/personal/human) 

phenomena are the product and the basis of social life (Turner, et. al, 1987). That is, 

because people produce norms/categories they will be influenced by, and reproduce, 

norms categories etc. Not necessarily in precisely the same form or same way (Turner, 

2006; Reicher and Haslam, 2006) but they will produce something, in an ongoing recursive 

cycle. This means in effect, not only is the challenger a regular dope, for producing a non-

influential norm that failed to win the argument, but he is also a what Garfinkel called a 

‘psychological dope’ (1967:68), someone producing social structure for no other reason 

than because theorists say so. 

 

Alternatively it may be argued that the category salience does not in fact shift from 

Christian/pro-gay throughout the argument, but this does not account for the mutually 

agreed categorisation of the target as ‘college educated’. The question for SCT here is the 

                                                           
89 In SCT there are in very rough terms three ‘levels’ of social-identity personal-social-human, allowing for 
finer gradations within those ‘levels of abstraction’ (Turner, et al. 1987; but c.f. Nickerson and Loius, 2010).  
90 As I discuss in section 7.7.2, this is seemingly contrary to SCT theory regarding the inclusiveness of  
‘level of abstraction’. It makes no impact on the analysis either way whether this is really personal identity or 
not (from an SCT perspective).  
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way in which is it that an ‘emergent property’ of the social world (the mutually agreed 

categorisation ‘college educated’) has no phenomenological bearing on the ‘inner’ self-

identity? SCT has a ready theoretical answer for this, the mechanism of ‘meta-contrast’ 
91

 

and yet the problem of the ‘psychological dope’ (and regular dope) still remains in this 

version of the analysis. This is because, again, members are consistently proposing a 

category which could never feasibly (based on meta-contrast) determine their opponent’s 

behaviour. Viewed from an SCT perspective they are not using categories for social 

action—social action is using them for categories. 

7.4.2 DSP analysis92

At lines 28–36 the challenger uses the category ‘college educated’ as a basis upon which 

to establish that the target ‘read books’ as a part of the work of preparing for the challenge 

at line 39. The challenger’s proposal in line 39 that the target ‘lives his life by books’ 

employs and enacts a held-in-common membership device of ‘belief systems’ in order to 

propose that ‘living your life through books’ is what people should do. The challenger is 

using this in order to defend his own ‘bible teaching’ as a method to ‘back that up’ from the 

prior sequence in lines 21–27. The target resists this link between ‘books’ and ‘belief 

systems’ in his denial in line 40 which the challenger analyses as the target’s ‘belief 

system’ instead deriving from his ‘conscience’ in line 43 which the challenger treats as 

requiring new work to establish the ‘source’ of the target’s morals (line 47). Thus, the 

challenger is using category (college) category ties (reading books) membership devices 

(belief systems) and norms (that you should live via books) as a resource in order to 

defend his own argument. Similarly the target resists the challenger’s argument by 

resisting the category-tie, as a resource to leave the problem of having ‘nothing to back 

that up’ open for the challenger. 

 

 

From a DSP perspective the members remain competent cultural actors because DSP 

views categories and membership work as a resource for action, not a causal determiner 

                                                           
91 According to SCT meta-contrast is the mental mechanism which makes self-categorisation possible 
(Turner and Oakes, 1986:239) because it. Meta-contrast describes the continuous and reciprocal interaction 
and monitoring between the mind, the external environment and the actor’s actions as constitutive of society. 
Via meta-contrast interactionism becomes a central cog in SCT’s theoretical machinery (Reynolds, Turner, 
Branscombe, Mavor, Bizumic, and Subasic, 2011). 
92 See also Chapter 4, section 4.1 
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of action (Edwards, 1998; Widdicombe, 1995). Using a resource does not require that the 

action you use that resource for succeeds, sometimes it does, sometimes it does not. But 

the fact of the resource and what people may attempt to use that resource for will remain. 

Hence, for DSP the problem of accounting for the challenger’s failure dissolves (Edwards, 

2005). 

 

Example 7.3 illustrates the way in which SCT makes psychological dopes out of social 

actors, the argument which I take up in this chapter. However, SCT was born from a 

tradition which criticised other forms of psychology for making dopes out of social actors 

(Jetten and Hornsey, in press; Reicher, 1995)—a point of consensus with DSP. SCT’s 

theoretical stance of a skilful social actor was such that it is built in to some of the central 

parts of its theory (Turner, 2006). As I noted in chapter 2, Schegloff (1997) cautions 

analysts to take seriously the object of their analysis its own terms (see also Potter, 1998). 

For DP, while the materials of technical analysis are participants’ conduct it also engages 

in literary critique. I argue this is a form of analysis in its own right and thus to remain 

warranted as Schegloff (1997) cautions, by extension DP ought to engage with the theory 

it critiques on its own terms. Thus, in the next section I background SCT focusing on those 

parts of SCT which broadly align with DSP and are relevant to the analysis of norms—

specifically, SCT’s ‘interactionism’.  

 

7.5 SCT and DSP: Interactionism’s utility 
The observed regularities of behaviour will result from the interaction between general processes 
and the social context in which they operate. 

-Henri Tajfel (1981:21)  

In this section I outline the fundamental aspects of SCT, and the key elements of its 

precursor ‘social identity theory’ (SIT), together called the ‘social identity approach’ in order 

to present consensus, those theoretical and empirical areas where DSP and SCT align. 

This section outlines a minimal version of SCT and SIT and pays close attention to 

‘interactionism’, the part in SCT theoretical machinery most aligned with DSP.  

 

SIT was the basis of what is now dubbed the social identity approach (Turner, 1999, 

Hornsey, 2008) and formed the basis for later the later SCT. SIT was inspired by the 
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‘minimal group paradigm’ experiments (Tajfel, Billig93, Bundy, and Flament, 1971; Billig 

and Tajfel, 1973) in which participants were assigned to two ad-hoc groups and asked to 

perform point-allocation tasks which gave them a choice to either; gain the most for 

themselves with, but with a comparatively greater gain for the out-group94

 

; or reduce the 

self-gain and have the in-group gain comparatively more than the outgroup. Henri Tajfel 

and John Turner found with regularity that participants would always choose to favour the 

in-group relative to a perceived outgroup—whether or not those groups were insubstantial 

(e.g. choice of art Klee/Kandisky) or deeply ingrained (e.g. gender). That is, people were 

willing to gain less for themselves acting on the basis of their category, in order to compare 

better on a group basis. SIT theorists subsequently argued that these processes of 

comparison they had found in their experiments are the central mechanisms of group 

conflict (Tajfel and Turner, 1979).  

The social identity tradition is presented by Turner and others as an interactionist 

perspective in social psychology (e.g. Oakes and Turner, 1986; Turner, et. al. 1987; 

Hornsey, 2008). Drawing theoretical links with phenomenology they argued that SCT rests 

upon lines of reciprocal influence between people, groups and minds (Oakes and Turner, 

1986; Turner, et. al. 1987:180). Interactionism in SCT is a “…mutually shared 

psychological field…”—a field which they locate within individuals. For Turner, this field is 

created and managed by the various mechanisms of SCT (‘prototypicality’, ‘meta-contrast’ 

etc.) (Turner et. al., 1987). Thus, interactionism in SCT is an essential part of the theory 

(Oakes and Turner, 1986) rather than, as in DSP and EM, the paradigm. 

 

Turner (1987;2006) along with Penny Oakes (Turner and Oakes, 1986) and Kate 

Reynolds (Reynolds et. al, 2011) articulate a vision of SCT in which perceiver-actors 

assess the social situation, react, act and capably assess the results of their action in an 

interactionist dynamic, ongoing and reflexive process. The model of social actor which 

they stridently press for is a capable one, neither deterministically driven by social 

                                                           
93 It is worth noting here that is Michael Billig who I discussed earlier (and in chapter 2) who later takes a 
critical stance towards the social identity tradition (Billig, 2002).  
94 Such terms oversimplify the actual goings-on of interaction. However, for parsimony and to lend some 
credit to SCT the terms ‘out-group’—the group to which the participant is not a part and is therefore 
‘opposed’ to the participant’s group— and the corresponding reverse in-group are used in descriptions of 
SIT/SCT theories and studies. 
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structure or individual motivations (Turner, et. al. 1987). Instead, much in common with 

EM, they argue that the individual creatively acts as social structure, interactively 

generating social contexts at the same time as responding to them (Turner and Oakes, 

1986; Turner, 1987). John Turner, in particular, programmatically resisted the ‘conformity 

bias’ (Moscovici, 1976), of social psychology, and social science more generally, by 

championing a model of the human actor capable of resisting and reshaping its social 

context (Haslam, Oakes, Reynolds and Turner, 2012; see especially Turner, 2006).While 

somewhat neglected in the research (Reicher, et al., 1997), the social part of the social-

mind interaction in SCT remains central to the perspective. Thus, in many ways SCT has 

much in common with EM despite the surface differences.  

 

For SCT, norms are both a product of social interaction and the basis of social interaction, 

existing both in the mind and in interaction between people (Turner, 1987:76; Turner 

1991). With respect to influence and ‘conformity’ “…a response is influential to the degree 

it represents and participates in some shared, consensual reaction stereotypically 

associated with an ingroup category…” (Turner, 1987:76). That is, norms are influential on 

the basis of shared categorisations and that it is those self-categorisations that cause 

social actors to act. The effects of these actions on the world are then evaluated in the 

interactionist feedback loop. DSP and SCT thus share an intersubjective ontology—a 

social reality enacted between, rather than within95

 

, social actors. 

SCT and DSP/EM share a number of central features—especially relative to individualist 

psychology—the ‘mutually shared psychological field’, the approach to context and social 

structure as action and the relative and situated nature of norms and categories. While 

DSP and SCT differ on the nature of ‘psychological’, SCT’s approach to interactionism, the 

mutually shared psychological field, is akin to the phenomenal field of action (see section 

2.1.1). Both SCT and DSP have a relative, actor-centric view of context, which is produced 

ongoingly. For both context is subjectively relevant for the parties to a social scene and not 

subject to reified abstract social structures or individualist drives (Edwards, 1997; Hornsey, 

2008). Both SCT and DSP view social action as social structure (Turner and Oakes, 1986; 

Potter and Edwards, 1992). Finally, both DSP and SCT view norms as locally produced 
                                                           
95 SCT of course still seeks to describe those psychological factors which cause such shared social 
structures, nevertheless the ontology for social structure is similar to that of DSP and EM. 
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and locally enacted, relative to the parties in the social scene (Reicher, 1987; Potter and 

Wetherell, 1992). These are admittedly somewhat fine lines of similarity, but they provide 

some limited consensus between the experimentalist SCT (Condor, 2003) and the 

ethnomethodologically oriented DSP.  

 

Following Potter (1998) and Schegloff (1997) I take seriously the concern to treat the 

object of analysis, both the participants and the theory, on their own terms. That is, my 

critique engages SCT on its own criteria while using the results of DSP analysis sensitive 

to the orientations of participants. The way in which participants employ norms represents 

an ideal, and clear, example of the way in which SCT imposes its psychological dope 

model of the actor on participants. Thus, the next section critiques SCT’s interactionism to 

argue that, by its own standards, SCT cannot sustain a model of the actor which makes 

psychological dopes out of participants.  

 

7.6 Whose terms, whose ordinariness?96

In this section I critique SCT’s interactionism. I employ DSP’s interactionist paradigm in 

order to illustrate the way in which the members’ work of revealing the ‘reality’ of their 

opponent’s normatively challengeable status is achieved in the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. The next section looks at the detail of discourse to illustrate the way in 

which a contest over the, taken for granted, shared nature of norms is at issue, illustrating 

via deviant case the way in which participant’s use norms as ‘background expectancies’ 

(Garfinkel, 1967) in the course of constituting social action. Far from enacting influence, as 

in prior cases, the arguments are not won with the shared norms. For SCT, this makes 

psychological dopes of the challengers in each case. Based on the analysis I critique 

SCT’s claim that its theory can describe competent social actors and thus it fails the basic 

test of ‘interactionism’. 

 

 

 

                                                           
96 To confirm an allusion this does reference the debate between Schegloff (1997) and replies by Wetherell 
(1998) and (Billig, 1999).  
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This example is from an interview during the 2008 United States Presidential Election 

campaign. The interview features Sean Hannity, a Fox News presenter, (the target) and 

Robert Gibbs, Obama’s campaign manager, (the challenger) arguing over whether it was 

right for Barrack Obama (the then candidate for president) to sit on a board of directors 

with William Ayer’s, an individual who had been convicted of terrorist bombings in the 

1970’s97

 

 (Alan Colmes, hosting the discussion, is silent to the right—see figure 7.4).  

Example 7.4 GIC:EJR:2010:06:C25 ‘Hannity v’s Gibbs’  
URL: http://youtu.be/Zgn6rjGbp0c [00:12-02:30] 
1.  T:      let me ask you a question. how can you fight  
2.          <terrorism>. when you sit on a board with, when you  
3.          make speeches with, when you sit on a board with,  
4.          >william ayers.< 
 
    ((23 second omitted – debate over Obama sitting on the board))  
 
4.  C:  b→  [>>↑no ↑no no. c’n] let me ask you<< one question.< 
5.  T:      aright. you: >ask me a question.<= 
6.  C:      =okay. 
7.          (0.7) 
8.  C:  c→  are you <anti-semitic.>= 
9.  T:      =not at all. 
10. C:      okay, 
11.         (0.5) 
12. C:      on your show on sunday, 
13. T:      [mhm.] 
14. C:      you- your- the show that’s [na:m]ed after you. 
15. T:                                 [mhm.] 
16. C:      the show w- >the centrepiece of that show, 
17.         [was] a guy named a:ndy ma:rtin.  
18. T:      [mhm] 
19.         >nono [I- I- know you’re reading your talking points  
20. C:            [right? 
21. T:      [brought in< nonowait].<< 
22. C:      [nono        nono   ]  >I don’t have [talking points.< 
23. T:                                           [>WHEN WHEN- WHEN  
24.         I: INTERVIEW- >>hang on a second  
25.         [I’m gonna answer your question.]  
26. C:      [ <  let   me   do   this    >  ]         
27. T:      [When I interviewed malik] 
28. C:      [<↓ let  me  do   this. >] 
29. T:      shabaa:z, when I interviewed al-sharpton,  
30. C:      °right.° 
31. T:      when I interviewed all these controversial figures,  

                                                           
97 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/04/17/AR2008041703910.html  

http://youtu.be/Zgn6rjGbp0c�
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/04/17/AR2008041703910.html�
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32.         you see on fox we actually interview people of all  
33.         points of view whether we agree or disagree, 
34. C:      so:- 
35. T:      I- the statement you’re about [to read] 
36. C:                                    [ yeah. ] 
37.         andy martin called a ju:dge, [a crooked slimy jew,]=  
38. T:                                  [<I totally completely>] 
39. C:      =who has a history of lying and thieving common to  
40.         [members of his ↑race,] 
41. T:      [here’s my answer to you] 
42.         (0.5) 
43. C:      martin went on to write that he understood better why 
44.         better why the holocaust [took] place. 
45. T:                               [mhm.] 
46.         (0.6) 
47. C:      given that jew survivors  
48.         [are operating as a wolfpack]  
49. T:      [here’s my answer  to   you.] 
50. C:      [and >°stealing our property.°<] 
51. T:      [< I  find   those   comments >]  despicable.=  
52. C:      [ = < you ↑put ↑him on  your  ↑show.  it’s the - >   ]  
53. T:      [but wait a minute.< we put malik shabaaz on the show] 
54. C:      [it’s  the  ha::nnity  show!] 
55. T:      [we put khaleed mohammaed on] the show. 
56. C:  d→  why am I not to believe that you’re [anti-semitic? 
57. T:                                          [lemme- here’s 
58. C:      why am I not to believe that [everyone who watches= 
59. T:                                   [here’s the answer.] 
60. C:      =the network [is  anti- semitic?] 
61. T:                   [here’s the answer.] 
62. C:      [because sean Hannity [gives a platform to someone who  
63. T:      [mr gibbs.            [mr gibbs.] 
64. C:      thinks jews are sli:my. 
 
            ((20 sec omitted)) 
 
65. C:      I’m led to believe, that you agree, with each and  
66.         every thing that andy martin says. 

             
            F7.4.1 at line 17 ‘reading your talking points’ 
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At line 4, the challenger recycles the target’s pre-sequence of line 1 ‘let me ask you one 

question’ setting up space for an enticing sequence. Working to subvert the target’s guilt 

by association tactics the sequence trades on line 8, the epistemically flat ‘are you anti-

Semitic’. Line 8 works as an epistemically flat question on a moral basis because the 

target, a Fox news icon, cannot position himself as anti-Semitic and still retain 

employment. In line 56 the challenger uses a membership device which collects the 

categories anti-Semitic and not-anti-Semitic98

 

 to then contrast this agreed-to incumbency 

with anti-Semitism by association. With this positioning, the target then must either argue 

that he does not share those views and is not guilty by association—damaging his own 

position against Obama. On the other hand (though less likely) the target may accede that 

he is in fact anti-Semitic. By employing the same guilt by association tactics the challenger 

is proposing that the target has broken a norm of the category not-anti-Semitic by 

associating with an anti-Semite (in SCT terms, the challenger is proposing the target is a 

deviant). Gibb’s challenge in lines 56 is proposing that despite the target claiming 

membership in the category not-anti-Semitic, the target’s actions have failed to adhere to a 

norm of that category (associating with an anti-Semite) thereby degrading the target’s 

status. However, the point is not to degrade the target’s status—it is to challenge the logic 

of guilt by association by reversing it on to the target.  

In example 7.4 the challenger uses the enticing sequence to reveal the ‘reality behind 

appearances’ (Pollner, 1987) of the target’s supposed anti-Semitism. It effectively subverts 

Hannity’s guilt by association tactics, working to reveal him as anti-Semitic in the same 

fashion that he ‘revealed’ Obama as a terrorist (lines 1–3). The challenger is subverting 

(Sacks, 1995; Edwards, 1997) Hannity’s guilt-by association logic in order to put him in a 

no-win position. Proposing that Hannity, the target, failed to adhere to the norm of ‘no-

association’ is a resource for Gibb’s to get his job of supporting Obama done—any 

psychological reality or otherwise is moot to its utility.  

 

                                                           
98 For SCT’s purposes it may be parsimonious and aesthetically pleasing to rephrase the double-negative 
‘not-anti-semitic’ into ‘pro-semitic’. However, for DSP that would alter the analysis because at this stage 
Hannity has not categorised himself that way. Thus, to keep the description consistent the one category is 
retained. 
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As Turner and colleagues describe SCT, norms are a product of, and a basis of, social 

action (Turner, et al., 1987) and not a resource for social action. Taking an SCT 

perspective to treat Gibb’s question as interactional work to attack the target as a deviant 

(a.k.a. norm violator; see Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears and Doosje, 1999; Abraham, 

Marques, Brown, Henson, 2000; Schmidt and Branscombe, 2001) overlooks talk’s 

subversive aspect—the possibility of manipulating appearances. What might Gibbs hope 

to achieve by reframing this as an issue of the target’s (anti)Semitism? From an SCT 

perspective, while the attack might succeed in making the target look bad, making the 

target appear as an anti-Semite does nothing to deflect criticism of the central point of the 

argument—whether Obama is a ‘terrorist’ for associating with William Ayers. This example 

highlights the way in which this subversion is a social resource and that for Gibbs at least, 

any ‘psychological reality’ of the category on the target’s part is irrelevant to him getting 

done his support of Obama—that is his job after all.  

 

By way of critique the SCT analysis of example 7.4 makes the challenger into a 

psychological dope. The challenger has backed the target into a rhetorical corner, and it is 

counter-intuitive to re-analyse it as a failure because SCT predicts it should not succeed. 

Retrospective theorising about the “necessary character of the pathways whereby the end 

result is assembled” (Garfinkel, 1967:68) glosses out of existence the artful practices 

members employ to enact social action (Suchman, 1987:55). An attack on the target’s 

prototypicality for a category which has no salience, no ‘comparative fit’ (Turner, Oakes, 

Haslam and McGarty, 1994) simply makes no sense, rendering him a psychological dope 

producing categories for no reason. A respecification argument, that objects are available 

as social resources (not mental ones) on DSP’s terms. Whereas, the problem of an SCT 

reading imposing categories on the data of example 7.4 renders SCT inconsistent on its 

own terms. That is, respecification judges SCT by DSP’s yardstick, whereas the issue of 

rendering actors as dopes is a problem for interactionism by SCT’s own measure. 

 

To fit the sequence into SCT it may be reasonable to argue that the not-anti-Semitic 

category was a ‘part’ of the Fox News category which the target was acting on the basis 

of. However, this is a move to impose a connection between being not-anti-Semitic and 

Fox News which is not present in the data. Hannity does state that he, and Fox, do not 

agree with the anti-Semite Hannity interviewed. But he does not make not-anti-Semitic a 
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subcategory of the salient (for meta-contrast) ‘Republican pundit/Fox news presenter’ 

categories. It would be not be ‘interactionist’ as an analyst to impose categories on the 

members for which we have no evidence—to take something from outside the immediate 

context and apply it to the data(c.f. Schegloff, 1997; see also chapter 2). Especially as 

Turner (1999:34) positions SCT, quoting Tajfel (1979), “The processes of social 

categorisation, social comparison and social identity, as used in the theory, cannot be 

conceived to originate outside of their social contexts”. Indeed, Turner criticises 

researchers who fail to adequately demonstrate the relevance of categories to their 

experiments, arguing that researchers should not impose categories a-priori (Turner, 

1999:22). The ill-fitting category is then a problem for an SCT account of this stretch of 

interaction—to impose a category on talk? Or overlook evidence of the social action, the 

mutual monitoring of the ‘context’.  

 

Analysis of example 7.4 has highlighted this issue for SCT—interactionism requires a 

paradigm in which you do not force categories on members. Yet in example 7.4 there is a 

mutually acknowledged category (not-anti-Semitic) which clearly operates at the same 

time as the ‘main’ argument category effectively turning a skilled social actor (Gibbs) into a 

psychological dope spitting out norms for no effect.  However, SCT’s interactionism 

becomes further undermined in the light of the generic non-category norms discussed in 

section 7.2. Thus, next I present an example of a generic norm in the light of SCT.  

 

As already discussed in previous chapters, this example is drawn from the argument 

between a heckler and the anti-pill protestors about the risks they argue that the 

contraceptive pill poses to women. As I noted in section 6.5.4 the heckler has taken 

objection to what he asserts is the ‘religious’ nature of the protest.  

 

Example 7.5 GIC:EJR:2009:11:C2‘Argument with Anti-birth Control’ 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww [01:37–01:50] 
51. T:      [you do at home and pray.] 
52. P2:     [just because you  don’t ] [ agree     with- ] 
53. C:                                 [so you’re against] 
54.         public displays of re- religiosity?= 
55. T:      =oh I just think that this is a religi- now it  
56.         becomes a religious issue. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww�
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57.         [y’know.] 
58. C:      [no  it ] doesn’t. 
59. T:      ye:s it [does.  see  look   at   that.  ] 
60. C:              [>just because some people< pray] doesn’t  
61.         make it all [ re li g io u s. ] 
62. T:                  [>they’re prayin.<] 
63.         yeah well (.) to me it does.  
64.         it’s very [connected.] 
65. C:  b→            [>are you< ] anti religion. 
66.         (0.5) 
67. T:  b→  I’m an atheist myself. yes.  
68.         °I don’t [beli]eve in god.°  
69. C:               [so::] 
70.     c→  but- but- don’t you respect- don’t you tolerate (.)  
71.         their religion.= 
72. T:      =no I don’t tolerate other peoples religion. 
73.         =because [it’s  unsustai:nable.  ]  
74. P2:              [>you don’t tolerate it?]= 
75. T:      =no. 
76. C:      >>what you ↑mean it’s unsustainable.<< 
 

Here the challenger is orienting to norms of ‘freedom of religion and expression’, in an 

attempt position the target such that a ‘yes’ type answer would make him appear bullish or 

unreasonable. However, the target calls her bluff, prefacing his reply (‘yes’), with the self-

categorising account ‘I’m an atheist myself’. As in example 7.3, the target constitutes a 

membership device ‘belief systems’ in which to situate both his resistance of the protest 

and the protestors’ actions. The protestors’ responses (lines 66–67 and 70) work to resist 

this membership device and treat as surprising the fact that the target ‘does not tolerate’ 

religion. The target’s resistance is premised on enacting a membership in a category to 

which the norm does not apply.  That is, the protestors employ a norm of religious freedom 

in order to defend their protest and the target resists that norm by attempting to tie their 

activities, and the norm, within a membership device. The protestors, in taking freedom of 

religious expression for granted, are working to take the membership device out of the 

argument. 

 

From an SCT point view this norm of free expression is connected to the target as a 

‘person’, but not in SCT’s terms as an ‘individuated’ person. Indeed, Hogg (1987) makes a 

strident argument against the idea that norms are a property of individuals (pp. 135–141) a 

position for this case with which I agree. From an SCT perspective it may be a ‘human 

social norm’ tied to the ‘human’ level of abstraction because “…in order for norms to 



Chapter 7: Discursive Social Psychology: Norms and interactionism 

202 

impact on attitudes and behaviour, the identity associated with the norm must be salient 

and relevant” (Greenaway and Louis, 2010; Nickerson and Louis, 2008). However, that 

analysis leaves the target as a psychological dope entirely subject to the challenger’s 

attempts to influence him, an analysis not reflected by the data. Further, the challenger 

provides no category or membership relevant to the basis of the norm she employs. It may 

be convenient to assign one for the purposes of the theory, but that would impose 

categories on the data. Instead from DSP’s point of view the target’s social-self is certainly 

under assault, but not on the basis of his unique individual traits, or a shared sense of 

humanity, the norm about ‘free expression’ is not used that way in this case.  

 

In this example connecting the norm ‘freedom of religious expression’ to the device ‘belief 

systems’ is used by the target to try and resist the norm. Were the protestors to connect 

the norm to a category then it would no longer be an issue of the moral order but instead 

an issue of where an individual or group stands on free speech. It would be an 

ethnocentric, ideologically western move to argue that norms of free speech constitute a 

shared identity as human (Augoustinos and Every, 2010) and it would impose a category 

on the data to argue that it represents ‘American’ or ‘Western’ categories. The problem 

here is that for SCT norms are ‘the product and basis of social interaction’ (Turner, 1987), 

that is norms are created and recreated through social interaction simply to exist for the 

theory, rather than created by members for members’ purposes. In that sense SCT makes 

a cultural (and a more general) dope of the heckler by having him create norms, for 

seemingly no apparent purpose or effect.  

 

As Kate Reynolds (2010:367) argues for SCT, “Behavioural data, though, is useful in 

validating (or not) relevant theoretical propositions.” The analysis of example 7.1 and in 

section 7.3 presented similar generic norms, in which participants do not make categories 

or membership devices relevant in the course of constituting the norm for use. Such norms 

only fit into SCT’s model by applying external categories and norms, for the purposes of 

the theory. Thus, it would seem in this case, that behavioural data has invalidated the 

proposition of SCT’s interactionism. 
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To underscore the point the final example illustrates the way in which consensus and the 

terms of the argument are used to ‘win a point’ from one of the few ‘successful’ cases 

evident in the data set. Already presented in chapter 5, this example is drawn from the 

argument between the anti-G20 protestor, the challenger, and the anti-protest counter 

protestor (the target).  

 

Example 7.6 GIC:2011:09:C18 ‘Anti G20 Argument’ 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg [03:20-03:56] 
1.  T:      we support the only democracy in the middle  
2.  C:      [<aww:w  you:::.] 
3.  T:      [east. and you:-] and you ↑offer your  
4.       a→ suppo:rt to terrori:sts [>who are suicide bombers.<] 
5.  C:                              [oka:y  so:  let’s  see  so] 
6.       b→ saudi arabia is a dictatorship    right?          
7.  T:      yes.= 
8.  C:   b→ =and who supports them. 
9.  C:   b→ and whi:ch country supports ↑saudi ↑arabia? 
10. T:   b→ ↓america. 
11. C:   c→ oh and which country supports egypt. are they  
12.         democracies? 
13. T:   c→ no.  
14. C:   d→ ↑o:h okay so why does- this supposed >y’know< great  
15.         demo::cracy that supports freedom worldwi:de support  
16.         dictatorships? 
17.         (1.7) 
18. T:   e→ there’ss- black whi:te and grey to every issue,  
19.         [and I’m telling you israel is a 
20. C:      [o:h it’s getting complicated now. 

 

The target asserts that ‘we’ support democracy and that ‘you’ support terrorists in lines 1–

5, proposing the norm that you should not support terrorism and that you should support 

democracy. In lines 5 the protestor works to ‘change the activity’ using ‘Okay’ to close the 

prior sequence and launch a new one. In line 5 the protestor does not contest the target’s 

assertion. In lines 5 to 13 the protestor establishes consensus on whether or not other 

Middle Eastern countries are democracies and whether America supports them99

                                                           
99 This data is drawn from 2010 before the ‘Arab Spring’ uprisings which have subsequently led to elections 
in Egypt and civil war in Syria. 

. The 

protestor then uses a reworked version of the norm that the target proposed, ‘that you 

should not support dictatorships’ (because you should support democracy) as the terms 

for his critique of the target’s position. The protestor not only worked to gain consensus on 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg�
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the potentially contestable political status of Syria and Egypt, he also used the target’s own 

presuppositions as the basis of his critique. In line 18 the target concedes that the issue is 

complicated, having been critiqued on his own terms he must now rework his position. 

 

When the challengers in examples 7.5 and 7.6 enact a ‘human social norm’ in an attempt 

to influence their target they become trapped in SCT’s ‘theoretical prisons’ (c.f. Turner, 

2006) producing, by SCT’s account, an irrelevant category (American, western, human 

etc.) simply to satisfy SCT’s model. By specifying in advance what the form of social 

processes do SCT analysis falls into the trap of specifying in advance the way in which 

people will act—a move which is contra to its emancipatory rhetoric (e.g. Hornsey, 2008; 

Turner, 2008; Jetten and Hornsey, in press). I agree with SCT theorists that resistance is 

not futile and social control is never absolute. However, as John Turner (2006:45) argues, 

in this case against Zimbardo’s Stanford prison study  

A theory that says that we are condemned to play out social roles invented in the 

past (by whom and how they were invented is never very clear), as if we can never 

resist and reinvent them now, is a theory of social stability, of endless stagnation. 

To show how society changes there must be a dynamic and fully ‘interactionist’ 

(Tajfel, 1972; Turner and Oakes, 1986) social psychology. 

By Turner’s own account then SCT should reformulate its theories and models formal-

analytic approach to the social world. A fully interactionist paradigm, like DSP, may 

illustrate the way in which society-in-action changes, what social roles are used to do (e.g. 

Edwards and Potter, 1992:134) and the various and ‘psychologically100

 

 creative’ ways in 

which participants resist, contest, create and recreate social order in interaction. 

This critique, on SCT’s own terms, goes further than reproducing the arguably tired 

argument that categories do things in talk rather than in people’s minds. Some SCT 

theorists (Reicher et al, 1997) in fact agree that categories do things in talk (contending 

that they also do things in minds). It concedes a number of shared points in order to judge 

SCT by its own standards. 

                                                           
100 Of course as noted above such psychological work need not get under participant’s skulls. 
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I have taken SCT’s own requirements and admonishments seriously in the course of my 

critique of their approach to ‘interactionism’ and their enactment of psychological dopes. 

This chapter offered a DSP remedial alternative to SCT’s shortcomings—on its own 

terms—while paying dues to SCT’s aims to present an account of the social self, grounded 

in empirical research. In achieving consensus on the importance of interactionist research, 

I have illustrated the way in which SCT’s approach is in breach of their own underpinning 

theory.  

 

7.7 Conclusion 
Inside there is a field. Outside there is a field. There is another field, I will meet you there. 

–Gregg Howard, 2012 

Analysis in this chapter has illustrated the way in which the terms of the argument, and 

consensus on those terms is a delicate issue for participants seeking to influence others 

on issues of social substance. Challengers in the practice of enticing a challengeable 

entice consensus as a resource for objectivity, which is in turn a resource for treating the 

target as in breach of norms held in consensus. My critique has highlighted that on its own 

terms SCT’s approach to norms, naturalistic data and interactionism are incompatible. 

Hypothesis driven theory has led to a situation in which SCT’s philosophical interactionism 

does not mesh with observed data.  

 

In this chapter I have refined the analysis of the practice highlighting that the membership 

category work I described in the previous chapter revolves more centrally around norms, 

rather than membership work alone. Participants enact a form of norm use outside of the 

sort typically described by MCA (i.e. ‘generic’ norms), hence saving examples such as 

these for this chapter. Drawing on DSPs’ program of research to investigate members’ 

methods of managing subjectivity and objectivity I illustrated the way in which consensus 

is used as a resource by challengers to upgrade the objectivity of their eventual challenges 

and the way in which targets of the challenge may work to resist this objectivity in their 

own answers. Further, these examples illustrate the way in which a contrast pair is used to 

show ‘what the target really thinks/is like/is doing etc.’ as a part of reality work involved in 
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proposing that the target has broken a norm in order to try and win the argument (but 

usually fail).   

 

Making a concession is a powerful rhetorical move (Antaki and Wetherell, 1999) it places 

an argument on the participant’s own terms. 40 years of replicating the ‘minimal group 

paradigm’ cannot be based on an utterly faulty theory for SCT. My argument has been that 

the methodological technology of SCT, experimentalism, is inconsistent with the needs of 

interactionism. However the very basic notions that an interactionally relative category-

contrast in ‘two part sets’ (Sacks, 1995) may functionally fuel intergroup discrimination is 

not in dispute. That sort of claim is not ethnomethodological, but that is not to say either 

that SCT is wrong. As a scholar I see convergences between the insights of researchers 

studying MCA and those in SCT. For instance Sacks’ (1995) insight that the movement 

between social classes of a category member does not dissolve stereotypes, that they are 

‘proof against induction’ resonates with much work in SIT and may present a novel 

direction for SIT research. It has been my contention that researchers hoping to use the 

insights of Turner and Tajfel (1971) or Turner et al. (1987) ought to shift paradigms to one 

that can adequately deal with talk as social action. For social psychologists interested in 

group conflict there is much fruitful work to be done using DSP101

 

 to investigate such 

social problems. There is much research yet to be done on the social order of conflict 

between groups and the empirical methods of the paradigm of DSP make more suitable 

grounding for SCTs interactionism. 

I have also refined the analysis of the practice of enticing a challengeable and touched on 

some of the underexplored areas of investigation of this practice. I illustrated that the 

practice is focussed on norms, and not membership devices. Thus, category resources are 

not used in every case of this practice (i.e. it is not a categorical practice (e.g. Stokoe, 

2012a)). Also, analysis elaborated the moral ordering I discussed in the previous chapter, 

as I highlighted the reality-management work used in consensus and the appearances-

reality contrast pairs employed by challengers to make their challenge ‘objective’.  This 

refinement has highlighted the strengths of DSP to focus on topics of ‘managing reality’ as 

members’ practice.  
                                                           
101 Ethnomethodological indifference and the asymmetric nature of EM studies to formal analysis makes 
DSP’s ‘broad church’ a better fit for an interactional SCT. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion and discussion 

8.1 Introduction 
In this chapter I provide an overview of the empirical findings of the current research, a 

discussion of the way in which this dissertation may be used for the various research 

programs drawn upon in this investigation and the limitations of the study. I begin with a 

discussion of the overall findings in order to summarise just what the practice is used to 

achieve (8.1.1). Then I work through the research findings from CA (8.1.2–1.3), embodied 

analysis (8.1.4), MCA (8.1.5) and DSP (8.1.6). This sets up a discussion of the way in 

which some of the methodological innovations of this dissertation may be useful for the 

West Coast program of CA (8.2.1), workplace studies and multimodal CA (8.2.2), the 

Manchester program of MCA (8.2.3), research in conflict talk (8.2.4) and DSP (8.2.5). 

Then after discussing the limitations of the current investigation, I conclude with some final 

remarks on the practice.  

 

8.1.1 Summary of overall finding 
In this dissertation I have presented the previously undescribed practice of enticing a 

challengeable. Members employ this practice in the midst of conflict talk by strategically 

enacting consensual norms as a resource for posing problems of orderliness in, and of, 

their opponent. Put another way, challengers employ this practice in order to craft a defect 

in their opponent’s orderliness by positioning them as having failed to adhere to a norm 

(section 6.5). For the challenger this provides a pervasive payoff, control (see section 

7.8.3). By constituting their opponent as normatively challengeable the challenger 

becomes an agent of social order (section 6.5). In the largely symmetrical power relations 

of these situations of conflict-talk, control over the course of action is hard won, and it is 

control which is the reward of the practice of enticing a challengeable.  

 

Rarely does this practice win arguments or force concessions, but what is does do is shut 

off the target’s current line of argument and force a ‘reset’, back to the basics of the 

argument, the ‘bottom line’ (section 3.4.2). Challengers use this practice to enact social 
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order by strategically crafting disorderliness in their opponent102

 

, constituting the 

challenger as the agent of normativity (see section 6.5). 

But the practice is not an altogether one sided affair. The inherent strength of the practice 

of enticing a challengeable is also the inherent weakness—the practice is a strategic and 

crafted thing. It involves the challenger asserting the relevance of one of the target’s norms 

to the argument proper (section 6.5). Consensus that the target agrees to and possesses 

the said norm (or bases from which a norm may be inferred) is criterial to the practice. But 

targets do not agree, or consent, to the relevance of the norm to the course of the 

argument at hand (see sections 3.4.2, 7.8). The basic disagreement remains and by 

simply rejecting the relevance of the problem (while not discounting its existence) targets 

may evade this situated attempt at social control. 

 

In the course of attempting to exercise this control the challenger builds and uses 

consensus. One of the implications of this, the very reason I first was struck by these 

sequences, is the shift from conflict-talk to non-conflict-talk for the course of the pre-

challenge pre-sequence (see section 4.3). A part of this shift entails that as an agent of 

normativity the challenger is now part of a shared membership, a congregational cohort of 

us-and-everyone-else103, of which the target is a (supposedly) defective part (sections 6.5, 

7.1). The legitimacy to make the challenge to the target’s normativity is founded on a form 

of co-membership (see sections 6.5, 7.1, 7.8.3). This is because wielding normative order 

serves to reflexively predicate assent to those same norms which the challenger enacts as 

the basis of the challenge (see sections 6.5, 7.8)104

 

.  

These findings represent the accumulated analysis of the use of specific resources 

assembled together for the purposes of this practice of conflict-talk. The specific resources 

of constituting this practice were detailed in chapters 3–7. Next then, I provide a more 

                                                           
102 Given that they are constituted as a target in the course of the practice, prior to the practice they are 
variously ‘opponents’ or ‘discussants’ or similar institutionally bound roles. 
103 Achieved by ‘getting confirmation’ that the target is a part of the everyday mundane order, by suspending 
the mundane (4.3).  
104 This also reflects the way in which such social action may share similar organisation to the feature of 
‘categorising the categoriser’ (Whitehead, 2011). That is, employing a norm on someone else may imply you 
possess and agree to that norm. 
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detailed overview of the findings of the basic structure (chapter 3), conversation analysis 

(chapter 4) embodied analysis (chapter 5) membership categorisation analysis (chapter 6) 

and discursive psychological analysis (chapter 7).  

 

8.1.2 The basic structure of the practice of enticing a challengeable 
In chapter 3 I described the five distinct phases of enticing a challengeable the: (a) 

arguable, (b) preface, (c) pre-challenge, (d) challenge and (e) reaction. Each of these 

phases has a necessary constitutive role in the practice of enticing a challengeable, which 

I work through in this section. 

 

The first phase, the arguable (a), is the opponent’s105

 

 line of action which the challenger is 

working to cut off. While the practice is embedded in the sequence of talk the arguable is 

reconstituted in the challenge phase, thus the arguable is a non-sequential phase. The 

arguable is constituted in the challenge turn as a part of one of the core features of 

enticing a challengeable, that of juxtaposition (section 3.3). This arguable phase is 

constituted by the challenger as the cause of the challenge and as chronologically prior to 

the sequence, but because it is embedded within the challenge turn it does not form a 

discrete part of the sequential organisation of the practice (section 3.4.2).  

The sequential initiation of the practice begins in the second phase, the preface phase (b), 

in which space is made for the challenge and the target is constituted as the target. 

Challengers employ work to treat their opponent as the target of the challenge (with talk or 

gesture) and gain the right to speak for sufficient time to enact the practice (section 3.2).  

 

In the third phase, the pre-challenge (c), a key adjacency pair is enacted using an enticing 

interrogative with a ‘flat’ epistemic gradient used to bluff the target into providing a pre-

figured response (section 3.3). The topic of this interrogative is ‘recipient focused’; some 

feature or trait of the target. The response to the enticing interrogative comes in one of two 

forms, a type-conforming delayed but minimal response (.e.g. a ‘yes’) or a non-type 

                                                           
105 See footnote 90 on target/opponent.  
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conforming response (e.g. ‘of course’). The pre-challenge sets up the held-in-common 

‘background expectancies’ used for inferring norms in the challenge phase. 

 

The practice reaches its resolution in the challenge phase (d), in which the second core 

feature of the practice of enticing a challengeable is realised. In the challenge turn the 

response to the pre-challenge is juxtaposed with the arguable in order to propose that 

there is an implication of target’s current line as evidence that they have failed to adhere to 

a mutually ratified norm (section 3.3).  

 

The final response phase (e) illustrates the utility of the practice, because targets routinely 

do not straightforwardly reject the challenge, presumably as they have already 

substantially agreed to its validity in the pre-challenge phase. Thus, targets instead resort 

to evasions or ‘bottom line’ arguments to return to the original terms of the debate, 

rejecting the relevance of the pre-challenge (3.4.2). These phases, sequences and core 

features come together in order to form the practice of enticing a challengeable. This is a 

rough overview of the practice. Further resources are assembled in order to realise these 

interactional sequences, phases and core features, resources detailed in chapters 4–7, the 

results of which I summarise next.  

 

8.1.3 Resources of conversation analysis 
In chapter 4, I illustrated the resources of reference, preference, epistemics, type-

conformity, delay, connection and upshot employed in order to enact the practice of 

enticing a challengeable. In this part I summarise the conversation analytic resources 

employed by participants in the course of enacting each phase.  

 

In chapter 4 I highlighted the way in which the preface phase is oriented to the reflexively 

tied task of speaker selection and reference. I worked through the way in which the 

preface phase is used by challengers to constitute their opponent as the target of the 

forthcoming challenge (section 4.2.1). I also highlighted the way in which pre-questions 

may be deployed in the course of the preface phase in order to specifying an ‘epistemic 

domain’ relevant to the course of the challenger (section 4.2.2). The work of the preface 
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phase provides the basis for the challenger to employ the pre-challenge adjacency pair in 

the next phase of the sequence.  

 

In the pre-challenge phase the enticing interrogative is constructed with a candidate 

answer, polar design, in order to structurally project what the answer might be (section 

4.3.1). I argued that challengers employ interrogative design in this phase in order to 

manage the possibly sensitive business of epistemic rights. I illustrated that this is a 

resource for forestalling conflict in this critical pre-requisite part of the practice (section 

4.3.2). These resources of preference design and epistemics in the enticing interrogative 

were used in co-ordination with the final feature, ‘suspending the mundane’. This involved 

challengers not taking for granted things that should be taken for granted (section 4.3.3). 

Evidence for the normative taken-for-grantedness of the enticing interrogative was 

apparent in the enticed-response. In all but the deviant cases targets treated the 

‘suspension of the mundane’ as improper (section 4.4). Targets would either orient to self-

repair (of the enticing interrogative) (section 4.4.1) or reject the possibility of the non-

mundane option of reply with a non-type conforming response (section 4.4.2). In both 

cases, targets of the practice worked to resist the forthcoming action, by either delaying its 

progression or reclaiming epistemic primacy.  

 

At the resolution of the practice in the challenge phase challengers then worked to 

manage the knowledge displayed in the target’s reply. Challengers achieve this knowledge 

management using a connective ‘so’, ‘well’ or ‘then’ which proposed differing orientations 

to the pre-challenge phase. These pre-TCU connectives may either propose a new 

understanding (so), undercut old knowledge (well) or propose consequential accountability 

for the contrasting enticed response (then) (section 4.5.1). The challenges then worked to 

provide an upshot of the pre-challenge, a new implication of certain features of the target 

of the challenge (section 4.5.2). Taken together these resources work to propose a feature 

of the target as in some way incompatible with what the challenger proposes is the target’s 

current line (of action or argument, that is the arguable).    

 

Of course, as I noted in chapter 1, in most cases participants were co-present and thus 

there are consequentially relevant embodied practices used in the constitution of the 
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practice of enticing a challengeable. Thus, chapter 5 detailed the ways in which these 

embodied and socio-spatial resources were brought to bear by participants in the course 

of enticing sequences. 

 

8.1.4 Embodied resources in the course of enticing sequences 
In chapter 5 I presented the way in which phenomenal fields of participation (facing 

formation-interactional space), reference (selectional pulse), time (delay and assent), and 

gesture (palm presented upshot) are constituted as embodied resources in the course of 

enticing a challengeable. I highlighted the way in which the interactional space of facing 

formations is used as a field in which to project the motional semiotic resource of the 

selectional pulse gesture. Challengers used these pointing selectional gestures in the early 

part of the preface turn as a part of the work of configuring the target. The embodied work 

of selection and reference could also constitute the preface phase of the practice in a 

mode free fashion. I demonstrated that in several cases where talk was not used to do the 

prefaces’ work of reference and targeting embodied resources could enact that phase 

instead. This highlights the well established importance of layering embodied analysis on 

to the analysis of talk in interaction.  

 

Time was also enacted as a resource as targets manipulated transition space by either; 

delaying by holding gesture, expression and response (section 5.4.1) or by responding 

pre-emptively with nods and on-time responses (section 5.4.2). In both cases embodied 

enactment of time was aligned with talk as a resource for resistance. Gestural and 

expressive holds provided a resource for seeably pausing and out-of-facing nods at the 

projected ending of the enticing interrogative turn constituted ‘early’ responses. These 

nods are used by targets to shorten transition space to align with the projected action and 

thereby manage the consequence of non-type conformity. Gesture thus assists in the final 

configuration of the action (e.g. Deppermann, in press).  

 

Finally, I illustrated the way in which challengers could constitute an upshot with the 

embodied resource of palm presented gestures. Challengers use the reconfigured 

interactional space to propose that an upshot of the pre-challenge is now available to both 

parties. As with the selectional pulse, I argued that reconfiguration of the interactional 
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space constituted by the facing formation was as important as the embodied configuration 

of the hands. Movement, shape and space combined to enact the interactional work of 

proposing an upshot.  

 

Resources of the body and talk were enacted by participants in to the practice of enticing a 

challengeable. Analysis of these resources described just how of the practice of enticing a 

challengeable, but in the following chapters 6 and 7 I went on to describe just what.  

 

8.1.5 Knowledge as action: Membership resources 
In chapter 6 I made the transition from illustrating the membership resources used to 

constitute the practice, to illustrating what the resources constitute. In this part I begin by 

summarising the membership resources I described in chapter 6, then I describe my 

analysis of what all the resources of enticing a challengeable align to constitute. 

 

In the course of constituting the practice membership resources were used in the pre-

question phase as a method for flattening the epistemic gradient, demonstrative of the 

reflexive ties between knowledge and membership (see section 6.4.1).  I presented some 

instances of participants using on-sight categorisation as a method for this pre-

categorisation work, with a deviant case of on-sight categorisation gone awry (section 

6.4.2). These category resources cross over with the epistemic resources of part 4.3.2, 

and also added an analysis of an embodied category resource—layering the analysis.  

 

Turning to the analysis of what these resources work together to constitute,  I 

demonstrated the way in which the second viewers’ maxim was enacted as a resource for 

constituting a norm in order to then propose that the target’s line of action (the arguable) 

has caused the target to fail to adhere with that norm. I highlighted that in the category 

subsection (section 6.4) of the cases an ordering of category tied actions was strategically 

arranged by challengers in order to pose the relevance of a related norm (enacting the 

viewers’ maxim) (section 6.5.2). I then demonstrated that the final juxtaposition of the norm 

and the arguable reveals a normative challenge as a resource for the action of the 

challenge (section 6.5.3). This analysis highlighted that the preparation work of enticing a 
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challengeable is used by challengers in order to re-craft the target as challengeable. 

Challenges to the target’s normativity provides a degraded status (section 6.5.5; see 

Garfinkel, 1956), a stigma (Goffman, 1963), which is used as the basis for the action of 

cutting off the opponent’s line. ‘Challengeable’ is thereby a social status rhetorically 

achieved by the manipulative, interactive, work of the practice. This social status is also 

relative; the degradation work reflexively positions the challenger as an agent of 

orderliness, of normativity (6.5.3). Further, to achieve these positions in the social order 

the challenger crafts a sense of shared ‘us’ in the course of the pre-challenge, moving 

away from the us-them of argument (6.5.1).  

 

However, these clear cut cases of the second viewer’s maxim as a resource for invoking 

norms and proposing failures to conform to that norm, represented only a subset of the 

collection (6.4). A complete analysis of the practice required stepping outside the lens of 

MCA, hence the DSP analysis, summarised next. 

 

8.1.6 Durkheim revisited: Norms as objective social facts 
In chapter 7, I illustrated that norms may be invoked without reference to discrete 

membership devices but as an orientation to generic norms. Further, I highlighted the way 

in which the strength of consensus, combined with generic mundane order of these norms, 

works to increase the rhetorical force of the challenge action. Also, I returned to the 

members’ management of the mundane, illustrating the way in which the challenge works 

as revelation, showing what is ‘really’ going on—again orienting the objective character of 

norms-as action.  

 

Chapter 7 presented cases of participants enacting norms without reference to specific 

memberships. These formed the basis of my argument that it is generic norms, rather than 

specifically category tied norms, that form a constitutive resource for the practice of 

enticing a challengeable. That is, in one form or another, norms are present in every case. 

Resources for constructing the objectivity of these norms were central to their use, 

returning, in a roundabout way, to Durkheim’s (1893) notion of norms as objective social 

facts.  
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In this section I have worked through the detail of the research findings stemming from 

each of the chapters dealing with the basic structure, issues of epistemics and the 

mundane, embodied resources of space and movement in the interactional space, 

knowledge as action in enacting norms and the achievement of norms as objective social 

facts (via consensus). However this approach has the possibility of future utility for those 

researchers in programs studying these topics. Programs which include among others, 

West Coast CA, workplace studies, Manchester program MCA and Discursive Social 

Psychology. Thus, in the next section I work through the programmatic utility of the current 

research.  

8.2 Programmatic uses 
The methodological innovations in this dissertation are largely based on taking 

ethnomethodologically inspired writings as a broadly compatible whole. Correspondences 

between literatures and the similarities of member’s methods described by each, are 

readily apparent once the walls of jargon are pushed aside. Other researchers may find 

these correspondences useful, because, as all of the programs that I have discussed in 

this dissertation would readily argue, participants, or members, themselves make little 

distinction between the social phenomena they constitute. In this section I will further this 

argument by illustrating the various compatibilities between research programs used in this 

dissertation, working in chapter order with an additional note on research on conflict-talk.  

 

8.2.1 West Coast CA 
In chapter 6 I illustrated the crossover between MCA and epistemics. The ‘epistemic 

domains’ of chapter 4 were re-analysed as membership devices, orderly interactional 

practices of managing knowledge. I argued that Sharrock’s (1974) initial expansion of 

Sacks’ (1987)106

                                                           
106 Sacks (1987) were published lectures given in 1967-68. 

 insights about categories ‘storing’ knowledge may be useful to West 

Coast CA investigations into epistemics (see also Schutz, 1964). Further, debates about 

whether MCA is a primary, or a subtopic, aside (c.f. Stokoe, 2012a) my illustration of the 

use of category resources to manage the epistemic gradient underscores the utility of the 

Manchester program of MCA to the investigation of epistemics. As  Stokoe (2012b) argues 

there is a middle way between an analytic aversion to category and ‘promiscuous’ 

analysis, which remains empirically rigorous and faithful to West Coast CA’s norms of 



Chapter 8: Conclusion and discussion 

216 

research. The current investigation has sought to provide an additional instance of such an 

approach (See also Gardner, 2012, Whitehead, 2012, Silverman, 2012), further adding 

embodied and discursive psychological benefits to aligning the approaches.  

 

8.2.2 Multimodal CA/ embodied interaction 
In chapter 5 I highlighted the well acknowledged, but under-explored, position that 

embodied actions are just as amenable to West Coast CA methods of large collection-

based analysis as is talk (e.g. Stivers and Sidnell, 2005 but c.f. Ford, Thompson and 

Drake, 2012; Mondada, 2009). As I noted in chapter 2, the program in Multimodal CA is a 

part of the larger program in CA, and as such my presentation of the selectional pulse and 

palm-presenting upshots provided instances of two discrete sequential environments for 

specific practices of embodied action across a subset of the cases in my collection. These 

embodied resources were a part of the mode free methods of action used to construct the 

phases of enticing a challengeable. That is, similar to Kärkkäinen and Keisanen (2012), I 

found, these two gestural resources achieved an interactional result which is agnostic to 

modality (evidenced by similar achieved via resources from other modes).  

 

Further, it is worth noting that palm presented upshots and selection pulses illustrate the 

hallmark characteristics of a practice, a discrete environment, result and format worthy of 

further investigation in their own right. The use of a collection based analysis allowed me 

to demonstrate that the selectional pulse gesture was not bound to a discrete formation of 

the body. Instead, I was able to show that it was movement into and out of the interactional 

space, whether with hands, artefacts or the torso and hands that formed a key semiotic 

resource of the gesture’s work. Thus, large collections of discrete practices collected in a 

case-by-case manner may provide novel insights into the organisation of embodied 

practices. 

 

Embodied analysis draws upon CA program’s cumulative body of work in the analysis of 

embodied action. However, as I highlighted in chapter 6 there are also fruitful insights to 

be had with respect of the management of membership in and as bodily action and the 

enactment of phenomenal fields. I highlighted the way in which participants may constitute 

a reflexive relationship between appearance and membership as a resource for taking 
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something for granted, constructing flat epistemic gradients on the basis of ‘visually 

perceptible’ (Jayussi, 1984) features of membership. This area of investigation is one 

fraught with analytic minefields. The programs in ethnomethodology and conversation 

analysis have long fought against the a-priori assignments to categories by researchers in 

other fields on the basis of ‘visually perceptible’ features. However, the fact remains that 

people do engage in such practices and thus the question ought to be how is this done not 

whether it should be done (by analysts). With some analytic care, the intersection between 

membership and embodied action may represent an exciting new area of research.  

 

8.2.3 The Manchester program in MCA 
In chapter 6 I argued that the work in the British program in CA on epistemics, epistemic 

domains in particular, was of utility in the analysis of the management of membership and 

the enactment of norms. The reflexive relationship between the construction of preference 

organisation, knowledge and membership illustrates the utility of integrating the findings of 

the program of CA into Manchester program MCA. As I have illustrated throughout this 

dissertation, the analytic norms and practices of data collection and presentation vary 

between the programs, but the practices of social order unpacked by both approaches are 

used by participants in ways agnostic to such partisan divisions. Thus, analysis agnostic to 

such divisions may provide novel insights into social organisation (and in cases elsewhere 

it has e.g. Butler, 2008).  

 

8.2.4 Conflict talk 
The current investigation was driven by what initially appeared to be a dramatic shift in the 

order of conflict talk—the sudden moment of consensus in the pre-challenger. Challengers 

and targets alike are oriented to this change in the speech exchange system, challengers 

use it as a resource for getting an answer (see section 4.3) whereas targets treat it as 

exceptional (see sections 4.4, 5.4). That is, stopping conflict for the immediate moment of 

the pre-challenge is nevertheless a resource for doing conflict and is treated that way by 

the targets (see section 4.4). The appearance of the cessation of hostilities is just that—an 

appearances. Challengers subvert the normative organisation of conflict talk using non-

conflict orientations to rights, sequence and preference in order to do conflict-talk. These 

results illustrate that conflict-talk is not a fixed speech exchange system, you can do 

conflict with non-conflict-talk.  
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These results supplement the field of conflict talk with a new perspective on norms as 

conflict. Building on the work of Housley and Fitzgerald (2009), who examined situations of 

arguing-for and the adverserial work of journalism, the current investigation has illustrated 

norms as action in situations of more direct conflict. Returning to Gruber’s (2001) initial 

investigation, the results of this dissertation highlight the productive role of norms in 

obtaining agreement. Both the normative organisation of the speech exchange system and 

the various epistemic responsibilities of parties (Heritage, 1984; see section 4.3.2) and the 

obligations of parties tied to norms-in-action (Housley and Fitzgerald, 2009; see section 

6.5.2) are used by challengers as resources for obtaining the agreement Gruber (2001) 

discussed in the practice of ‘enticing questions’ he described. My investigation has 

unpacked the numerous resources assembled in the course of obtaining this agreement 

for the purposes of argument.  

 

In addition, as I noted in section 8.1, targets engaged by this practice of argument do not 

meekly acquiesce. As I highlighted in sections 4.4 and 5.4 targets manage their normative 

obligations in addition to continuing a stance of argumentation. That is, targets may 

provide an answer for practical purposes, thereby furthering the goals of the challenger, 

but they do not forgo their oppositional stance to do so. As a practice of conflict parties 

engaged in the practice of enticing a challengeable are bound in a temporary dialetic of 

normative alignment juxtaposed with oppositional aims. Thereby, this new perspective has 

provided a link between Simmel’s (1922) work on group conflict and MCA. I illustrated the 

enactment of ‘us’ and ‘them’, grounding Simmel’s (1922) work on group conflict in 

ethnomethodology. These results underscore the enactment of social structure in and as 

practices of conflict-talk—an under explored theme in conflict-talk research (but see M.H 

Goodwin, 1990, 2003, 2006).  

 

This investigation has also developed M.H Goodwin’s (1998; 2006) research on practices 

of embodied action as conflict. I illustrated the relevance of torso-orientation and gesture 

as practices of enacting and resisting actions as the course of conflict (see sections 5.4.3, 

5.3, 5.5). I also highlighted the role of expressive facial resources in configuring conflict-

talk. Further research in gesture and expression in conflict talk may explore the reflexive 

relationship of gesture and talk in the course of conflict.  
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The novel synthesis of analytic approaches in this investigation also provides an 

opportunity for researchers of conflict to take a more holistic approach to the analysis of 

the social scenes they describe. Taken together the current investigation adds an 

incremental understanding of practices of conflict but forges a path for further 

investigations to employ similar synergies in other scenes of conflict (e.g. between family 

or friends or over personal offences between strangers).  

 

8.2.5 Discursive social psychology 
In chapter 7 I critiqued SCT on its own terms, highlighted with the way in which naturalistic 

data and close analysis creates problems for a-priori theory. Within DSP the argument is 

made that participants ought to be judged and analysed on their own terms (e.g. Wetherell 

and Potter, 1992; Edwards, 2005). However, I turned this towards programmatic ends with 

in my critique of SCT. I found that through consensus with SCT on the importance of 

interactionism that, more than presenting a problem, critique on their own terms may also 

present a solution too. Criticising theory on its own terms, distinct from respecification, may 

offer a new possibility for influencing psychology.  

 

Polemic argument only begets polemic argument—Hutchby (1996a) and Coulter (1990) 

illustrated this process well (e.g. 1.2). Thus, it is hardly sensible to expect polemic 

argument to influence psychology, as it exhibits none of the ‘we-ness’ exhibited in the 

members’ work of influence. On that basis this dissertation has some possible utility for the 

social identity approach, as either a program of discourse (e.g. Reicher, 2005; 2007) or in 

ethnomethodological terms, to which I turn next. 

 

DSP as a program is addressed to the theories of psychology as topic in the 

respecification of psychological research. Garfinkel’s fundamental insights into Parson’s 

theory of social action were founded on the basic observation that sociologists were using 

member’s methods in the construction of their grand theory (Garfinkel, 1967). These 

methods of coding, analysing, surveying, collating, observing and all of their ‘endless arts’ 

(Garfinkel, 2002) were different members methods from those of persons in the actual 

world doing actual things, but that did not make the results any less real or any less correct 
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for professional sociology (Garfinkel, 2002:122). However, such sociological theorising 

holds kernels of those methods, observations of real conduct that get glossed and re-

glossed on the way to theory107. Such observations are the basis of influential theory—that 

people maintain ‘networks’ of relationships, that capital is the basis of conflict, that different 

groups discriminate against each other when relevant. For the social identity approach the 

observation that members do discriminate based on currently relevant group distinctions is 

borne out in the current research. Further, the sense of ‘we-ness’ that consensus brings is 

the basis of social influence that John Turner argued for (e.g. Turner, 1991; 1999; see also 

Simmel, [1922] 1955). Such things may be studied ethnomethodologically as one part of a 

Lebenswelt Pair108

 

 to its theory. What is the lived order of ‘meta contrast’? What are the 

methods of ‘salience’? Garfinkel saw that abstract theorising presented a goldmine of 

research ideas; the social identity approach is one such mine, for SCT respecified as a 

topic of order. 

In this section I have provided an overview of the programmatic implications for the social 

identity approach, DSP, the Manchester program, multimodal CA and embodied studies 

and the West Coast program in CA. Next I discuss the limitations of the current research.  

8.3 Limitations 
Blending research programs comes with choices which will inevitably lead to shortfalls 

from the perspective of one program or the other. In this dissertation I gave primacy to the 

data collection strategies of the West Coast program which inevitably meant that the 

strategies of Workplace studies and the Manchester program came second. These 

choices meant that I did not use ethnography or generate my own data. Finally there was 

a practical limitation on the analysis of the final phase. I detail each of these limitations 

below.  

 

The clearest limitation was that I did not engage in field ethnography in the course of my 

data collection. In the West Coast program it is recommended that the analyst not have 

engaged in the interactions recorded for analysis (Ten Have, 1999:54) and that the need 

                                                           
107 This is not meant to be critical, this is normal and well known to theorists in these fields and is a perfectly 
acceptable and normal part of theorising. 
108 See chapter 2 on Lebenswelt Pair. Also Garfinkel (2002:105-106). 
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for ethnography is restricted to studying ‘specialised’ environments where additional 

background understanding may be necessary to even understand the talk (Ten Have, 

1999:60). As Ten Have (1999:59) notes this position is reversed in Workplace studies 

where it is considered necessary to be a participant observer. Being a ‘member’ (unique 

adequacy in Garfinkel’s (2002) strong sense) is one of the assurances gained by 

participant observation via detailed ethnography (supplemented by video), and is regarded 

as an important part of workplace studies or the Manchester program. This project lacked 

such an approach and thus some of the details of the scene and a sense of the order may 

well have been unavailable for description. 

 

One of the consequences of using YouTube as a source for data was the inconsistent 

camera work of the recordings. While the cases pass the ‘dead social scientist test’ 

(Potter, 2003a), the downside of the data not being researcher generated meant there was 

no control over the capture of the embodied action—this cut down the number of cases 

fully useable for chapter 5 from 37 to 20 (1.4). In the further 16 of the cases there were 

one or fewer parties visible on the recording during the practice. While this actually 

provided some good cases of close focus on the participants (e.g. the ‘pill protest’ cases) it 

also restricted analysis of the mutual embodied conduct of both parties. However, as I 

argued in chapter 5 the practice of enticing a challenge is fundamentally based on actions 

which may be accomplished wholly through language. The language-bound character of 

the practice was evident in the two cases (cases 31, a call in show and 36, on radio) in 

which participants are not co-present. Thus, this was a practical limitation lowering the 

number of cases useable in the analysis of embodied conduct, but not a major issue for 

the analysis. 

 

Further, because all of the examples were in English, largely from first language speakers, 

these results are limited to Anglo cultural contexts. Of course, the descriptive program of 

ethnomethodology is not interested in generalising (Ten Have, 1999) but it is necessary to 

note that the practice was only looked for, and found in, Anglo contexts. 

 

One perspective on the investigation which was not followed up was an analysis of the 

camera angles and focus by recording parties in the course of the challenge. This was 
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especially relevant for those several cases (6 in total) in which the camera person was 

also a party to the argument. This analytic trajectory is available for future investigation. 

 

Finally, as I noted in chapter 3 the analysis in this dissertation did not focus on the reaction 

phase, and the subsequent consequences of this practice. While the next turn proof 

procedure (Heritage, 1984:256- 257) was systematically applied in the analysis of 

challenge phase, such analysis was not undertaken on the reaction phase. Such analysis 

was reserved for future research, to which discussion moves next. 

 

8.4 Further research 
In the course of describing the practice of enticing a challengeable I have opened up the 

possibility of study of some under-described interactional resources. In chapter 4 I built on 

work regarding the organisation of ‘doing being ordinary’ (Sacks, 1984), in chapter 5 I 

expanded on work on the organisation of the ‘interactional space’ (Mondada, 2009) in 

chapter 6 I presented some cases of ‘on sight categorisation’ (Paoletti, 1998) and in 

chapter 7 I unpacked the fine organisation of the relationship between norms as resources 

and suspending the natural attitude. In addition the layering of methods and programs has 

built on the emerging analysis of ‘mode free’ practices (Raymond, 2010). Next, I discuss 

some of the possibilities opened up by the current investigation. 

 

In chapter 4 I highlighted the way in which challengers ‘suspend the mundane’ in the 

enticing interrogative as a resource for bluffing the target. This method of suspending the 

mundane harkens back to Garfinkel’s (1967) initial ‘breaching experiments’, but unlike his 

‘experiments’, in this practice members themselves manipulate ‘background expectancies’ 

(1967:53–56) as a resource for action. Furthermore, in chapter 7 I expanded on this 

analysis highlighting the way in which membership resources may be implicated in this 

practice of organisation of the mundane order (c.f. Hester and Eglin, 1997). This highlights 

the way in which further research, employing ‘Sacks’ gloss’ (Garfinkel, 2002:186) to find 

those perspicuous settings in which participants suspend the mundane, or otherwise 

strategically manipulate background expectancies (with a sensitivity to membership 
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resources and the detail of conversation analysis) may provide new insight into what were 

some of the earliest motivating questions of classical ethnomethodology. 

 

Developing Garfinkel’s (2002) line of research from Gurwitsch (1962) on the phenomenal 

field, in chapter 5 I described the interactional space constituted by the facing formation. In 

particular I illustrated the way in which movement, relative to the semiotic field of the 

interactional space, was one of the key resources of gesture. I developed this line of 

argument by highlighting that despite differing configurations of hands, bodies and 

artefacts, the gesture of the ‘selectional pulse’ was systematically organised (and indeed 

may represent a practice in its own right). ‘Iconic’ movement has been systematically 

described in the organisation of some gestures (Kendon, 2004; Bolden, 2003). However, 

movement in these iconic gestures has been treated as having some semiotic 

correspondence with the referents of action, unlike selectional pulses in which the 

movement was constitutive of the gesture itself. Thus, movement as a basic feature of 

gesture, relative to the interactional space, represents a future field of research in the 

organisation of embodied action (see also Haddington, et. al, 2012). 

 

In chapter 6 I highlighted methods of ‘on sight categorisation’ whereby challengers orient 

to visibly available features of persons as constituting category memberships. With the 

research resources of workplace studies and multimodal CA, researchers could 

investigate just how a person’s visible features of membership are made relevant, come to 

be relevant, or may be defeasibly oriented to, in the course of social action. The detailed 

analysis of bodily configuration, glances, gaze and gesture in co-ordination with the 

resources of talk has the possibility to reveal the embodied actions of treating some 

features of a person’s membership as just now relevant to the action at hand. 

 

The detailed analysis of the way in which embodied action and talk combine in constituting 

memberships which work to underpin the mundane order was highlighted in chapter 7. 

There I demonstrated the way in which gesture, posture, membership and sequence 

combine to constitute the work of ‘revealing’. The everyday practices of reality work, 

contesting and buttressing versions, through the assembly of resources is one of the 

central research interests of DSP. Thus, my research has highlighted a new way to 
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approach those topics to undertake empirical description of members’ methods of 

constituting basic social facts. 

 

In this dissertation my layered analysis of the topics of order, CA, embodied analysis, MCA 

and the reality work and fact production of DSP, points to the ‘mode free’ (Raymond, 2010) 

production of a distinct social practice. That is that certain practices, including speaker 

selection, participation management and the management of knowledge may be achieved 

by harnessing numerous different modalities in an assembled way. For instance in chapter 

4 and 5 I highlighted the way in which targets would delay progression or speed up 

progression of the practice depending of the form of resistance they chose to enact, using 

resources of talk and the body to do so (e.g. Raymond, 2010 pers. comm.). Such methods 

cut across distinct modalities underscoring that participants may not always make 

differentiations between ‘modes’. The analysis of mode free methods is an exciting new 

possibility for research.  

 

8.5 Concluding remarks 
Conflict between members on debateable issues of moral organisation constitutes a public 

sphere of discourse in civil society (Fitzgerald and Housley, 2007). But such things are not 

reified entities which exist outside the moment by moment world of social order, they are, 

as I have illustrated in this dissertation, resources constituted in and through their use in 

public places by bodily enacted publics. That is, Durkheim’s (1893) exteriority of constraint 

and consensus is a resource achieved in the course of constituting the objective social 

reality of norms in and of their use. Norms are thereby achieved as the basis of these 

contests of the moral order as participants bring ideologies into conflict in this enacted 

public sphere. Normativity is constituted by participants as a source of control to get the 

argument done. Hence, in the fundamentally symmetrical environment of power relations 

of these arguments in public places, participants scramble for one-up on their opponent by 

any means necessary. Becoming an agent of the moral order, an agent of normativity, 

provides one such route to fleeting moments of dominating social relations in situations of 

conflict in the public sphere. This dissertation has illustrated the resources used by 

participants when becoming an agent of normativity in the course of one upmanship in 

public conflict—the practice of enticing a challengeable.  
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Appendix A  
Case  interaction name Url Location 
1 Argument with Anti-birth 

Control 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww  05:19–05:37 

2 Argument with Anti-birth 
Control 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww  01:37–01:50 

3 Argument with Anti-birth 
Control 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww  00:15-00:25 

4 Argument with Anti-birth 
Control 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tC6GxktGdww  06:04–06:35 

5 Argument with republicans Removed from YouTube see example 5.1  
6 Joe horn protest http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA  04:21-04:35 

7 National Security http://youtu.be/iDzILLOmxGw 01:47–02:25 
8 Joe horn protest http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ov0JhsRL0cA  05:40–05:55 
9 Rachel and Regan http://youtu.be/NtnqSddbq6A  
10 Gretel and Michael http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H11qJhfPU1Q  03:30-03:50 
11 Big Brother Rodriguez http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=652fAthP0XU  01:28–01:54 
12 Rosie and Liz on the view http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xht0HcPryWA 01:43–02:15 
13 Kenneth Williams http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X0cRolJ_hIw  06:10–07:00 
14 Cross Examination debate http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1jrLi1TloYc  01:18–01:47 

15 Boulton - Campbell http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1gkHwU4DRA8  04:12-04:33 
16 Boulton - Bradshaw http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5NWAkxKQLQs 01:44–01:57 
17 Anti G20 Argument http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg 01:10–01:22 
18 Anti G20 Argument http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9NJKk_IJbUg 03:20–03:56 
19 Cross Exam - Debate http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EP8t59DBcvE 00:40–00:57 
20 Cross Exam Malik White http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d0VGBx83vxM  00:35–00:55 
21 Glenn Beck and Acorn http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1deEJGLuP_0 06:20-06:40 
22 911 truth debate http://youtu.be/iUP8U0JJiHo 03:19–03:55 

23 Dawkins Hard Talk http://youtu.be/HSatukeQzFM 02:10–02:40 
24 O'Reilly - law professor http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m6sOkGZtc6Y 02:05–02:30 
25 Hannity-Gibbs http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Zgn6rjGbp0c  00:12-02:30 
26 Mecha-Naui-Europe http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RnhrZ9LU2Xc  01:25–02:03 
27 Babies-Cancer http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zBaNVyRRA_w 01:06–01:20 
28 Abortion protest argument Removed from YouTube see examples 7.1a-b  
29 Katter on the circle http://youtu.be/TWBrHmlXxfI  08:35–09:10 
30 Socialism http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=APTLmoj5SII  01:28–02:12 
31 Same sex insemination 

argument 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GssdKvp4pLo  02:15–03:04 

32 The bonnie situation http://youtu.be/ihH_-O7ev2o  02:25–02:40 
33 Helen Hunt on the late late 

show 
http://youtu.be/dKfb6IoBpn8  06:02–06:30 

34 Obama and Romney http://youtu.be/QEpCrcMF5Ps  1:04:20–
1:04:45 

35 Sophie Mirabella Q and A http://www.abc.net.au/tv/qanda/txt/s3604577.htm  54:40–55:12 
36 Talk back on alcohol http://www.4bc.com.au/blogs/4bc-blog/alcohol-

advertising/20120628-214p3.html  
02:30–04:00 

37 The wrong book http://youtu.be/sHEqzEFNVOg  02:17–02:35 
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