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Abstract
This thesis reports on an empirical study of the forms and functions of two interrelated syntactic
constructions, tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, in naturally occurring American
English conversations. More specifically, the thesis focuses on examining the ways in which these
interrogative constructions are involved in the intersubjective and interactional construction of
stance. This involves describing the linguistic and interactional practices through which speakers
index and negotiate their evaluative, affective or epistemic position or point of view towards some
matter in the local context.

The data used in the study comprise naturally occurring face-to-face and telephone interactions
the majority of which take place between family and friends. The data are drawn from the first three
published parts of the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English.The study is based on the
methodological and theoretical principles of interactional linguistics and conversation analysis.

The first part of the study provides an examination of the linguistic and grammatical patterning of
the chosen constructions in a database of naturally occurring interactions in English. This serves first
of all as a study of the general linguistic patterning of utterances with negation or reversed word order
in interaction. At the same time, however, the grammatical and semantic categories of person, verb
type and tense are employed for establishing the high frequency of linguistic and semantic material
that index the current speaker's affective, evaluative and/or epistemic position towards the issue at
hand.

The second part of the study expands the focus from individual utterances to the surrounding
interactional context in which the interrogative constructions are located, and makes use of the
conversation analytic methodology. I examine how discourse participants use negative yes/no
interrogatives and tag questions as a resource for carrying out different actions such as requesting for
confirmation, challenging, disagreeing and assessing, and the ways in which interrogative speakers
convey their epistemic, affective or evaluative stances in so doing. In this section of the study the
research proceeds through detailed analyses of interaction, and an examination of those sequential
environments in which the interrogative constructions are found. 

Keywords: affect, epistemicity, evaluation, interaction, interactional linguistics, negative
yes/no interrogatives, stance taking, tag questions
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1 Introduction 

What is 'stance'? The quest for answering this question, even if partially, has provided the 
starting point and motivation for the present study. As is the case with any other term, its 
meaning varies according to the user. This study approaches stance from various different 
angles, adopting some of the earlier uses of this term but having as its ultimate goal the 
furthering of the understanding of stance as an interactional achievement, and how it is 
involved in various interactional practices. However, in order to limit the scope of the 
study I have taken one linguistic form, yes/no interrogatives, as my starting point. More 
specifically, linguistic and interactional practices involved in stance taking are analyzed 
through the forms and functions of two interrelated constructions, tag questions and 
negative yes/no interrogatives. Even though stance-related topics such as evaluation, 
epistemicity, affect, evidentiality, modality and so on have received quite a lot of 
attention within linguistics, the focus has mainly been on (markers of) stance in 
declarative utterances and consequently, on stance-related activities implemented with 
statements. How frequently interrogative structures contain stance materials and what 
kind of stance work interrogative structures may do has received little attention. These 
are the general research questions in the present study, and they also provide the 
background for my decision to concentrate on examining negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions as resources for stance-taking in naturally occurring interactions in 
American English. 

The most relevant area of research for the present study is the prior research done on 
questions and answers in the English language. There is a considerable amount of 
research literature on this topic in linguistics (e.g. Bolinger 1957, Freed 1994, Givón 
1993, 2001, Hudson 1975, Sadock & Zwicky 1985, Stenström 1988, Tsui 1992, Quirk, 
Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik 1985). However, few of these prior studies have taken 
interaction or corpus data as their starting point. On the other hand, conversation analysts 
have produced a body of research on the methodical use of questioning and answering 
both in everyday interactions and in more institutional contexts. Studies that concern 
English have explicated practices relating to responding (Ford 2001, Ford, Fox & 
Hellerman 2004, Raymond 2000, 2003), or to offering candidate answers in conjunction 
with questioning (Linton 2001, Pomerantz 1988). Most attention, however, has been 
directed to questioning in institutional contexts, such as news interviews or doctor-patient 
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interaction (e.g. Clayman 1993, Clayman and Heritage 2002, Heritage 2002a, Heritage 
and Roth 1995, Heritage and Sorjonen 1994, Koshik 2002, 2003, 2005). Not many 
studies have embraced negative yes/no interrogatives and tag question constructions, nor 
their use in everyday interactions (Heritage and Raymond 2005 and Heritage 2002c are 
notable exceptions). 

The first part of the study provides an examination of the linguistic and grammatical 
patterning of the chosen constructions in the current database. Even though the terms 
'negative yes/no interrogatives' and 'tag questions' are used in identifying the object of 
research, the starting point is actually in grammatical constructions that involve negation 
and reversed word order in the same utterance. In other words, the starting point for the 
study is a syntactic abstraction or template, which at the most general level involves only 
the negative morpheme or particle as explicit and recurrent lexical material. It is by 
convention that these constructions have come to be called negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions and taken to be forms that are used for questioning. The first part of the 
study therefore serves as a study of the general linguistic patterning of utterances with 
negation or reversed word order in interaction. At the same time the grammatical and 
semantic categories of person, verb type and tense are employed for establishing the high 
frequency and types of linguistic and semantic material that indexes the current speaker’s 
affective, evaluative and/or epistemic stance towards the issue at hand.  

The second part of the study expands the focus from individual utterances to the 
surrounding interactional context in which the interrogative constructions are located, and 
makes use of the conversation analytic methodology. I will show that discourse 
participants use negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions as a resource for doing 
and displaying alignment and disalignment in various sequential contexts and for 
carrying out various social actions. In this section of the study the research proceeds 
through detailed analyses of naturally occurring interaction, and the examination of those 
sequential environments in which the instantiations of the interrogative constructions are 
found. In this study an aligning action is taken to support the progression of the sequence 
in a certain direction, while a disaligning turn provides an oppositional course of action. 
Alignment therefore here refers to the ways in which the speakers position themselves in 
view of the trajectory of action engendered by the prior turn or the sequence-so-far. 
Moreover, the term alignment is also used for cases in which a participant seeks the 
recipient's participation in some projected activity.  

The present study draws on several different areas of research, but common to all of 
them is a focus on usage and the use of naturally occurring data. The central objective of 
the present study is thus to add to the body of research that takes an interest in the 
interactional and social functions of language. The study also aims to advance the 
linguistic description of the English language, and more specifically American English, 
by offering a detailed quantitative as well as a qualitative description of two interrelated 
linguistic constructions, tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, as they are 
represented in the database. An account that pays attention to both the quantitative and 
the qualitative aspect has lacked so far from the studies on these constructions. Thirdly, 
the study aims to contribute to the practical and theoretical development of the study of 
stance taking by examining the practices involved in it from an intersubjective and 
interactional perspective. Such practices extend beyond not only inherently explicit 
stance markers, but also beyond linguistic features in general. Specifically, it is argued 
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that stance displays emerge from the combination of sequential position and the action 
that a turn is used to implement. 

This study is organized as follows. Chapter 2 introduces the database and the 
transcription system used in transcribing the data. This chapter will also offer a short 
examination of the prosodic patterning of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions in the database with respect to their realization as intonation units. Chapter 3 
presents the methodological approach of the present study by discussing the theoretical 
and methodological orientations of interactional linguistics and conversation analysis. 
Chapter 4 discusses the theoretical framework for the study of stance taking adopted here, 
and reviews prior research on stance in interaction. The chapter also includes a discussion 
of prior discourse analytic and interactional research that relates to interrogatives in 
interaction.  

Although the research presented in this study can be characterized as belonging to 
interactional linguistics, chapters 5 and 6 reflect different aspects or levels of functional 
research. Chapter 5, which includes an examination of the local grammatical patterning 
of tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives in the database, is centered on the 
notions of 'emergence' and 'frequency' (see Bybee & Hopper 2001a). The findings in this 
chapter report on the linguistic construction of tag questions and negative yes/no 
interrogatives in naturally occurring interaction, as well as establish the prevalence of 
stance-related linguistic and grammatical material in the database. Chapter 6 orients to 
the interactional aspects of the chosen constructions by examining their occurrences in 
different interactional and sequential contexts. The focus will be on examining how the 
discourse participants use the interrogatives for creating alignment and disalignment, and 
how epistemic, affective and evaluative stance displays are involved in their use. Chapter 
7 concludes the study with a discussion on the findings. 

 



2 Data and transcription conventions 

This chapter begins with information about the data used in the study. It is followed by a 
description of the transcription system that was used in transcribing the data. I will also 
shortly discuss the theoretical orientations of the transcription system, which is based on 
transcribing talk into intonation units. The chapter ends with some quantitative 
observations on the negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the database with 
respect to their prosodic patterning.  

2.1  Database 

The data used in this study come from the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American 
English (SBCSAE). Professor John Du Bois from the Department of Linguistics at the 
University of California, Santa Barbara has led its collection and transcription. Many 
people have contributed a significant amount of time and effort to this corpus. One can 
mention especially Dr. Robert Englebretson, who has transcribed many of the tapes and 
has been active in contributing to the publishing of the third and fourth instalments. 

The Santa Barbara Corpus consists of over one thousand audio recordings from a wide 
range of speech events, which also vary in terms of the number of the participants and the 
institutionality of the event. The first three published parts of the corpus (Du Bois, Chafe, 
Meyer & Thompson 2000, 2003, Du Bois & Englebretson 2004) provide for the database 
used in this study. 42 speech events were chosen from the published parts of the corpus. 
The length of an individual tape extends from 10 to 30 minutes, which totals about 16 
hours of transcribed speech. Table 1 below provides a summary of the database used in 
the study, listed according to the type of speech event.  

The majority of the data used in this study come from everyday interactions. 22 out of 
42 speech events in the database are naturally occurring face-to-face interactions among 
friends and/or family. Also many of the task-oriented conversations take place in a casual 
setting at home. However, the database also includes some more institutional interactions, 
such as service encounters. Also included are sermons and lectures (in all 6), which 
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consist mainly of monologue. See Appendix 1 for further information on the recordings 
and people speaking on them. 

Table 1. Database 

Name of the tape Type Length 
Actual Blacksmithing Face-to-face 25min 16s 
Lambada Face-to-face 23min 58s 
Conceptual Pesticides Face-to-face 26min 7s 
Raging Bureaucracy Face-to-face 19min 22s 
Book about Death Face-to-face 20min 28s 
Cuz Face-to-face 27min 16s 
This Retirement Bit Face-to-face 20min 31s 
Appease the Monster Face-to-face 27min 25s 
Deadly Diseases Face-to-face 25min 19s 
Doesn’t Work in This Household Face-to-face 21min 46s 
Wonderful Abstract Notions Face-to-face 10min 21s 
A Tree’s Life Face-to-face 23min 6s 
Try a Couple Spoonfuls Face-to-face 25 min 1 s 
The Classic Hooker Face-to-face 30 min 15 s 
Judgmental on People Face-to-face 26 min 51 s 
Tastes Very Special Face-to-face 24 min 38 s  
What Time Is It Now Face-to-face 24 min 40 s  
Hold My Breath Face-to-face 19 min 30 s 
He Knows Face-to-face 29 min 07 s 
Stay Out of It Face-to-face 19 min 18 s 
Guilt Face-to-face 10 min 47 s 
Handshakes All Around Face-to-face 27 min 47 s 
Tell the Jury That Task-related (witness preparation) 25min 25s 
Zero Equals Zero Task-related (math tutoring) 25min 
Bank Products Task-related (workplace talk) 28min 17s 
Vet Morning Task-related (workplace talk) 11min 59s 
Runway Heading Task-related (trainee feedback session) 13min 53s 
Letter of Concerns Task-related (workplace talk) 15min 41s 
Howard’s End Task-related (book club discussion) 24 min 25 s 
Hundred Million Dollars Task-related (city meeting) 26 min 33 s 
Risk Task-related (game playing) 26 min 20 s 
Very Good Tamales Task-related (cooking) 26 min 30 s 
X-units of Insulin Task-related (dietician's appointment) 20 min 33 s 
Hey Cutie Pie Telephone conversation 25 min 6 s 
Atoms Hanging Out Science lecture 16 min 30 s 
Egg Which Luther Hatched Lecture 22 min 8 s 
American Democracy is Dying Lecture 25min 41s 
God’s Love Sermon 25min 7s 
Fear Sermon 27 min 51s 
Vision Sermon 25 min 56 s 
Tape Deck Service encounter 12min 9s 
Ancient Furnace Service encounter 26min 56s 
TOTAL  16h 0min 29s 
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From a descriptive point of view, declarative syntax (with SVO word order in English) is 
often taken as the bedrock from which to proceed to interrogative syntax (with VSO word 
order in English), and similarly, affirmation is regularly the point of comparison for 
negation. In this study the non-prototypical or complementary grammatical operations, 
interrogative syntax and negation, are combined, and their total effect is examined in a 
corpus of spoken American English. The analyses thus start from a complex 
morphosyntactic form, identified as a negation that co-exists with a word order where a 
verb (either the operator or the main verb) precedes the subject. On the other hand, both 
clausal negation (e.g. Isn't that an oil tank?) and constituent negation (e.g. Well it's no 
worse than her screaming at em, is it?) were considered. The latter proved to be rare in 
conjunction with reversed word order since only two cases were found in the database of 
171 cases. Thus, in the conversational data examined here negation is typically clausal. 
This finding converges with Thompson (1998), where it was reported that in a database 
of 80 negative utterances no occurrences of constituent negation were found. In the 
current database, negation is also produced as an integral part of the verb phrase: in about 
96% (164/171) of the cases the negation is done morphologically with -n't. In the 
remaining cases of clausal negation the negative particle not is used as an indication of 
negative polarity. Moreover, there were no occurrences of same polarity pairs in the 
database, that is, no cases in which a positive tag followed a positive declarative, or a 
negative tag followed a negative declarative. 

In the English language, negation and reversed word order are found in structures that 
have conventionally been called negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions. 
However, also negative imperatives occasionally have this structure (e.g. <X But don't 
you be like X> Glen is). There are also negative interrogatives that begin with a wh-word 
(e.g. Why didn't you go work out this morning.). The latter two types of constructions 
were excluded from the study for now, and the focus is on negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions. The database consists of constructions of the following form:  

1. Negative yes/no interrogatives produced with rising, falling or continuing intonation, 
e.g. Isn't that an oil tank?. Total number of cases 102.  

2. Tag questions where a positive declarative is followed by a negative tag; the tag is 
produced with rising, falling or continuing intonation, e.g. Mom's off, isn't she?. Total 
number of cases 47. 

3. Tag questions where a negative declarative is followed by a positive tag; the tag is 
produced with rising, falling or continuing intonation, e.g. You haven't .. r- really lived 
in the house .. during the winter, have you?. Total number of cases 22.  

The following terminological conventions are used here. 'Declarative' and 'interrogative' 
refer to grammatical, morphosyntactic forms, with the order of the (auxiliary) verb (also 
called the operator) and the subject inversed for interrogatives. 'Assertion'/'statement', and 
'question' are functional labels used for certain utterances in discourse. For example, a 
'question' may be realized either with declarative or interrogative syntax, or even just 
with an individual lexical item. The term 'tag question' is an exception to this rule. This 
label is so widely used for both form and function that it seems impossible to try not to 
use it. A tag question is seen to consist of a positive or negative declarative followed by 
an interrogative frame, in which the polarity is opposite to that of the declarative, in 
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addition to which the tag reproduces parts of the declarative. For ease of reference, 
finally, the term 'interrogative' is used to occasionally refer to both tag questions and 
negative yes/no interrogatives.  

As regards 'truncated' interrogatives, that is, those interrogatives that do not have all 
the arguments required by the predicate, a decision was made to include such cases as (H) 
Cause wasn't it, while cases such as Wasn't she -- were not included. This decision was 
based on the boundary tone of such intonation units: those truncated interrogatives that 
were produced as full intonation units with a boundary tone (represented by "," in the first 
interrogative Cause wasn't it, above) were all included, while truncated interrogatives in 
truncated intonation units were not (represented by "--" in the interrogative Wasn't she -- 
above; see section 2.2 below for further information on intonation units). This decision is 
functionally grounded: the truncation of an intonation unit generally means that the 
speaker abandons the production of that unit, and may or may not produce a second try at 
it afterwards. However, a couple of exceptions were made for cases in which the 
participants and therefore also the analyst can project what the interrogative speaker is 
producing even though the intonation unit is truncated before completion. Such cases 
include the negative yes/no interrogatives Isn't that disgust -- and Isn't it .. also basically 
.. a woman's --. 

The analyses of interactional functions of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions in chapter 6 make use of all the data that include a recognized recipient 
response to the constructions studied (this refers to an audible response; embodied 
features of language use such as gestures and eye gaze are unfortunately out of reach 
since the data consist only of audio recordings). Also those negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions that are responsive to prior talk and therefore relevant to the ongoing 
interaction between the participants, but which do not always receive a response, are 
included. Due to these restrictions some negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
are excluded from the interactional analyses. These include cases in which these 
constructions are part of reported speech in a storytelling sequence, or are produced as 
part of a long monologue such as those found in sermons or lectures.  

2.2  Transcription conventions and intonation units 

The Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English is transcribed using the 
conventions described in Du Bois, Cumming, Schuetze-Coburn & Paolino (1992) and Du 
Bois, Schuetze-Coburn, Cumming & Paolino (1993) (see Appendix 2 for the listing of 
transcription conventions). The basic unit of transcription is a prosodic unit called an 
'intonation unit' (IU). An intonation unit can be characterized as "a sequence of words 
combined under a single, coherent intonation contour" (Chafe 1987: 22). Some prosodic 
features that can be used in defining the beginning and the end of an intonation unit 
include the following: a pause between IUs, a marked shift in pitch, usually up rather 
than down, at the beginning of an IU (i.e. pitch reset), lengthening of the final syllable, 
and rapid unstressed first syllables (Du Bois et al. 1992, Cruttenden 1986). Later 
development of the Santa Barbara discourse transcription system has also led to the 
inclusion of breathing in, boundary tone (truncation, final contours) and speaker change 
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(turn starts or ends) to intonation unit cues (Du Bois 2003b). Du Bois (2003b, 2003c) 
observes that often the intonation unit clues cluster in the boundary space between two 
intonation units, but he emphasizes that since most prosodic cues are multi-functional, the 
presence of any one of these cues cannot be considered a reliable sign of a unit boundary 
without a close examination of the context in which they occur.  

I have slightly adapted the original transcripts by adding more prosodic details such as 
primary and secondary accents, and by occasionally changing the placement of pauses. 
The relocation of pauses, especially of longer ones, has caused the most noticeable 
changes in the layout of the transcripts. Even though Du Bois et al. (1992: 42) state that a 
pause can be placed on a separate line if it is attributable to more than one person (e.g. in 
turn transition), in all of the original transcripts used in this study pauses were invariably 
placed at the beginning of intonation units. This practice may lead into making too hasty 
decisions as regards to whom the pause belongs, since, as conversation analytic research 
has shown, silence in speech is interactionally motivated (e.g. Goodwin 1981, Jefferson 
1989, Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson 1974). Lack of uptake, for example, may result in a 
pause. Transcribing pauses on their own lines makes such interactional practices more 
visible in the transcripts, even though each case still has to be individually examined.   

Research on intonation units in spontaneous spoken language has revealed both 
cognitive and interactional motivations for their existence. Initial research approached 
intonation units as cognitive units, and argued that they have a central role in organizing 
the flow of information in discourse (Chafe 1987). In Chafe’s study information refers to 
concepts or ideas in an intonation unit that can be in various activation states in the minds 
of speakers. Chafe (1987, 1994) proposes that cognitive constraints limit the amount of 
new concepts a person can activate, to the extent that one IU can host no more than one 
new idea.  

Later studies have directed their attention to the interactional motivations for 
intonation units. Park (2002) takes the relationship between clauses and intonation units 
as a starting point when he examines the reasons for the mismatches between the two. 
Park discusses data from Korean call-in programs in which the placement of an 
intonation unit boundary before clause completion is determined by interactional factors 
such as providing an opportunity for the recipient to engage in word search. On the other 
hand, in some interactional contexts it may become necessary to move on quickly, and a 
faster pace and placing no IU boundaries between clauses can be used to accomplish this 
(Park 2002: 670). Moreover, in examining markers of epistemic stance such as I think, 
s/he said, I don't know, and maybe in American English face-to-face interactions, 
Kärkkäinen (2003a) shows how the placement of I think unit-initially or in separate IUs is 
motivated by the need to perform different interactional functions. When placed at the 
beginning of the intonation unit, for example, I think is used to establish a stance towards 
the upcoming proposition. It thus provides a starting point for the current speaker's 
perspective, whether that is to bring in a new or contrastive viewpoint to discourse or to 
manage some delicate interactional task concerning the other participants (Kärkkäinen 
2003a). In studies such as Kärkkäinen (2003a) and Park (2002), interactional motivations 
for the placement of intonation unit boundaries, as well as the sequential position of the 
turn that includes the intonation unit of interest, are central factors in the analyses.  

There clearly is a need for more studies on the intersection of intonation units and 
interaction. However, despite their cognitive roots, in the present study intonation units 
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are considered to be interactional units whose construction directly depends on the turn-
by-turn development of interaction between the discourse participants. 

2.3  The prosodic construction of negative yes/no interrogatives  
and tag questions 

In the following I will present some quantitative information on how tag questions and 
negative yes/no interrogatives are distributed into intonation units in the current database.  

A great majority of the tags in the tag question constructions (64/69) are produced 
with final falling or rising intonation contour. Well over half of the tags (37/69) are 
produced in final rising intonation, while a little under 40 per cent of them (27/69) are 
produced in final falling intonation. Tags in tag question constructions are regularly the 
only unit in an IU, and they are often, although not exclusively, produced as the last unit 
of a turn, after which speaker change takes place. Example (1) below illustrates one such 
case: the tag on line 2 is produced with final falling intonation, it is the final component 
in the turn, and the response follows on line 4 (although after a pause):  

(1) SBCSAE 0019 Doesn't Work in This Household 

01 FRANK:    it's a `royal ^mess, 
02           `isn't it. 
03           (0.5) 
04 MELISSA:  ^Yes it ^is. 

A small number of the tags in the database (5/69, or less than 10%) have a continuous 
intonation contour. In these cases the tag is either inserted in the middle of an ongoing 
turn constructional unit (TCU; see definition below in section 3.2) and followed by more 
material relating to the unfinished TCU, or placed in the beginning of a longer IU which 
includes also other material in addition to the tag. Examples (2) and (3) illustrate such 
tags, respectively. 

(2) SBCSAE 0023 Howard's End 

01 DIANE: But ^England didn't really start ^losing her `colonies=,  
02        (0.7) 
03        ^did she,  
04        until `more like ^Second `World War?  

(3) SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace 

01 SETH: I'm `wondering if=, 
02       .. you `don't have a ^floor plan of the ^house, 
03       `do you by any ^chance?  
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Tags generally follow the associated declarative clause without a pause, as in examples 
(1) and (3) above. However, there are a few cases with a pause between the prior 
intonation unit and the tag. Example (2) above presents one such case.  

As regards the prosody of negative yes/no interrogatives, there is a general consensus 
that yes/no interrogatives in English (both negative and positive) typically end in rising 
intonation (see, e.g., Payne 1997 and Quirk et al. 1985 for recent statements on this). 
However, even though Quirk et al. (1985: 807) consider rising intonation to be the norm, 
they mention that falling intonation occurs "quite frequently": in one count of recorded 
spoken material (amount of data not specified) they observed 430 yes/no interrogatives 
with rising intonation and 290 with falling intonation. Also in the current database rising 
intonation is the most recurrent intonation pattern, as about two thirds of the negative 
yes/no interrogatives (66/102) have final rising intonation. However, about 14% (14/102) 
of the negative yes/no interrogatives in the database end in a final fall. In addition to final 
falling and rising intonation, around 17% (18/102) of negative yes/no interrogatives in 
the database have continuous intonation, and around 4% (4/102) are truncated.  

These figures point towards a number of interactional contingencies that come into 
play in naturally occurring spoken discourse. Even though the continuous intonation 
pattern occurs more frequently than falling final intonation in the current database, this 
option is rarely mentioned in grammatical accounts of negative yes/no interrogatives. 
Such an intonation pattern may result when the interrogative speaker continues with 
his/her turn, without giving over the floor to the recipient immediately after the 
interrogative. Example (4) illustrates one such case. 

(4) SBCSAE 0006 Cuz 

01 LENORE: [Wasn't she -- 
02         She] said she wanted to go back to schoo=l, 
03         or= something, 
04         do something with her life, 
05         or, 
06         (H) [`she's ^too into `computers]. 
07 ALINA:      [(H)= (Hx)=] 
08         (H) ... `They're ^boring. 
09 LENORE: @[@@@@@@@@@@ @] 
10 ALINA:   [You know, 
11         `aren't they ^boring, 
12         `they're ^so `boring]. 
13 LENORE: [2@(H)2] 
14 ALINA:  [2(H) I2] `mean it's `like, 
15         `who ^care[3s. 
16 LENORE:           [3@@@@@@@ @3] 

On line 8 Alina produces an agreeing second position turn to Lenore's initial assessment 
of an acquaintance's enthusiastic attitude towards computers. Alina then goes on to 
expand her turn with two further similar evaluations, the second of which is done with a 
negative yes/no interrogative that has continuous intonation (line 11). It is followed by an 
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upgraded third version, now done with a declarative (line 12). Perhaps due to the fact that 
Lenore laughs in overlap all through Alina's turn (line 9), turn transition does not take 
place after the interrogative, nor does it take place after the declarative (which does have 
final falling intonation). Instead, Alina continues with a reformulation (lines 14-15). 

As with tag questions, also negative yes/no interrogatives can be produced in two or 
more intonation units. Example (5) shows a case where the interrogative spans over two 
IUs. This interrogative was classified as having final falling intonation based on the fact 
that in its interactional context the interrogative is not prosodically, syntactically or 
pragmatically complete at the end of the first intonation unit (see Ford & Thompson 1996 
for a discussion of units in interaction and the resources for their management).  

(5) SBCSAE 0015 Deadly Diseases 

01 JOANNE: ^Wouldn't the `State Department ^know, 
02         `everybody that ^went to `Nicaragua. 

Furthermore, sometimes discourse participants abandon the production of the ongoing 
intonation unit, which results in a truncated interrogative. This is the case with the 
interrogative on line 1 below. 

(6) SBCSAE 0023 Howard's End 

01 LOIS: ^Isn't it .. `also basically .. a `woman's --  
02       (0.4) 
03       The ^women are `m=uch more developed `characters than 
   the `men. 

Sometimes it can be difficult to draw the line between an interrogative and the rest of the 
turn. Example (7) below includes a case where the interrogative could be classified as 
being produced during the intonation unit on line 4 and ending in continuous intonation. 
However, the continuous intonation often indicates that the turn is not pragmatically yet 
complete, i.e. that there is more to follow in the turn. This happens also in (7) as the 
negative yes/no interrogative is complemented by 'increments' (Ford, Fox & Thompson 
2002, Ford & Thompson 1996, Walker 2001) that strictly speaking are not syntactically 
part of the interrogative construction, but which complement it pragmatically. The last 
intonation unit on line 8 completes the turn intonationally with rising final intonation.   

(7) SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie 

01 JILL:  `And, 
02        .. she ^laughed and `said, 
03        `yeah, 
04        .. `can't you just ^picture `Jeff, 
05       (H) `sitting on `his ^couch, 
06       .. and `watching ^MASH, 
07       (H) with `some ^orange `juice, 
08       .. with ^ice `cubes? 
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Furthermore, the notion of increment mentioned above has implications also on the 
analysis of tag question constructions, as the placement of tags in separate intonation 
units may indicate that tags in general may be produced as increments to the ongoing 
turn. Increments have been defined as grammatically fitted continuations of a prior, 
completed turn constructional unit, produced by the same speaker as of the initial TCU 
(Schegloff 2000a, quoted in Walker 2001: 20). Moreover, Ford et al. (2002: 16) divide 
increments, which they define as "nonmain-clause continuations after a possible point of 
turn completion", into two categories: those that syntactically continue a prior TCU and 
those that do not. The first group is labeled 'extensions', and the latter 'free constituents'. 
Unattached noun phrases form the majority of free constituents in Ford et al.'s data. In 
other words, due to various social-interactional contingencies, turns which may already 
be syntactically, prosodically and even pragmatically complete (see Ford & Thompson 
1996), may get an added syntactic constituent such as an adverbial phrase.  

However, according to the selection criteria for the tag question constructions in the 
current database, the tags do not seem to fit into either of the categories mentioned above. 
During the selection of data, invariant tags such as right and hunh were excluded from 
the database, and only those turns with tags were included in which the tag reproduces 
parts of the host. In other words, the tag does not have a new main verb, but an operator 
(an auxiliary verb or a 'dummy' do) and the subject refers to the same referent as the 
subject of the host. Such tags are not free constituents, nor are they grammatically fitted 
to the prior TCU in the sense that they would add new material to the syntactic frame 
provided by the host. Rather, such tags are grammatically dependent on their hosts. On 
the other hand, if one follows Ford & Thompson (1996) and Ford et al. (2002) and uses a 
broader definition for increments, where any material that comes after a point where the 
turn is prosodically, syntactically and pragmatically complete is taken to function as an 
extension to a turn, then some, but not many, of the tags in the database could fall into 
this category. In sum, although it seems that the tags in the current database do not fulfill 
all the requirements for the category of increment, it is advisable to pay attention to 
especially those tags that follow intonation units that are produced with final intonation. 
However, these tags are in the minority in the database, since few tags follow a 
declarative produced with a final falling intonation, and none after final rising intonation. 

In earlier discussions of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in particular, 
prosody has often been given a grammatical function. Quirk et al. (1985: 811), for 
example, state that a tag with a rising tone "invites verification, expecting the hearer to 
decide on the truth of the proposition in the statement". Tags with falling tone are said to 
invite confirmation of the preceding declarative sentence, and they therefore function as 
exclamations, which express the speaker's impressedness with something, rather than 
function as genuine questions (Quirk et al. 1985: 811). Bolinger (1989) also connects the 
intonation of the tag to varying degrees of strength with which the tag question is uttered. 
The strength varies from tags with falling terminal pitch, indicating that "the expected 
answer is almost certainty" (1989: 117), to tags with rising terminal pitch, which "leaves 
the matter up in the air" (ibid.). Cruttenden (1986: 100) is close to Bolinger (1989) and 
Quirk et al. (1985) in arguing that tags with falling tone "indicate a high expectation of 
agreement". With a rising tone on the tag, on the other hand, Cruttenden (1986: 106) says 
that "the element of uncertainty is very much more apparent".  
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In contrast, researchers with a usage-based approach to language argue that the 
relationship between prosody and discourse function is not as straightforward as most 
past linguistic research portrays it to be. Functional research has begun to document 
evidence to support the argument that prosody does not have grammatical functions. 
Rather, prosodic features are perceived as indexical signs, or 'contextualization cues' 
(Gumperz 1992), that guide the recipient in the interpretation of talk (see, e.g., Couper-
Kuhlen 1998, 2001, Günthner 1996, Local 1996, Selting 1996, Walker 2004). In other 
words, it is argued that any one prosodic element, such as a terminal pitch movement 
upwards, cannot be combined with a certain function, such as questioning (Couper-
Kuhlen 1998, Selting 1996). Instead, prosody is approached as one of the design features 
of a turn. This is how prosody is conceptualized in the interactional analyses of negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the present study. Final intonation contours 
(falling, rising, continuing, truncation) are taken to be involved in the construction and 
management of interactional units in interaction and in signaling transition relevance. On 
the other hand, during the production of an interactional unit prosodic features such as 
loudness, pitch movement and pitch frequency (e.g. high pitch) can on occasion be 
observed to be employed in the display of affect or emotion, and thereby to contribute to 
action formation (see section 4.1.3 and chapter 6 for a further discussion).  

This chapter has introduced the database and the transcription conventions used in 
transcribing the data. I have also offered some information on the prosodic patterning of 
the tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives in the database. The following 
chapter discusses the methodological orientation of the present study.  

 



3 Theoretical and methodological orientation  
of the present study 

This study draws on the interdisciplinary framework of interactional linguistics, which is 
strongly influenced by the theoretical orientations and techniques of conversation 
analysis. However, instead of concentrating on the explication of more language-
independent social–sequential practices and their features, as is the case within the 
sociologically-oriented conversation analysis, interactional linguistics focuses on charting 
the dependencies between the various linguistic and paralinguistic resources available to 
participants in interaction, and the actions and activities they are engaged in. The 
following sections will discuss the theoretical and methodological orientations of 
interactional linguistics and the relevant methodological principles of conversation 
analysis that are needed in examining language and grammar in use.  

3.1  Interactional linguistics 

The roots of interactional linguistics are in the discourse-functional approach to language, 
which includes a diverse body of diachronically, interactionally and/or cognitively 
motivated research on grammar and discourse (see Cumming & Ono 1997 for an 
overview). Interactional linguistics, or the study of grammar in use, is characterized 
according to Ford, Fox & Thompson (2003) by three major themes (see also Couper-
Kuhlen & Selting 2001, Kärkkäinen, Sorjonen & Helasvuo to appear 2006, McIlvenny & 
Raudaskoski 1996). These themes have their origins in empirical studies of language and 
social interaction. The first of them concerns the idea that structures of language emerge 
out of everyday language use (see e.g. Hopper 1987, Bybee 1998). Ford et al. (2003) and 
other interactional linguists do not view grammar as an abstraction, separate from actual 
instances of use, nor is it seen to reside primarily in the human brain. Instead, grammar is 
understood to rise from interaction, from the intersubjective understanding between 
interlocutors, where it undergoes constant revision as it is adapted to various 
communicative needs. Research on the practices of interaction has shown that language 
can and should be seen as a collaborative, interactional achievement between discourse 
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participants, rather than as the product of a single speaker (Goodwin 1981, Goodwin & 
Goodwin 1987, 1992). To go a step further, conversation analysts have also demonstrated 
that people orient to what a certain stretch of language, packaged as turns at talk, is used 
to accomplish in interaction (Schegloff 1995a), and that the function of a turn 
constructional unit (TCU) depends very clearly on the position that the TCU occupies in 
an interactional sequence (Schegloff 1984). 

Secondly, the same communicative needs occur repeatedly, and so the use of language 
for solving recurrent problems such as asking for information, or evaluating something, 
can be seen to contribute to the sedimentation of grammar into a "collection of 
crystallizations of linguistic routines" (Ford et al. 2003: 120). Grammar can thus be 
envisaged as a set of reusable fragments, constructions, schemas, or formulas (see e.g. 
Hopper & Thompson 2001, Thompson 2002). The discovery of such recurrent patterns is 
one of the aims of interactional linguistics.  

The third theoretical and methodological source of inspiration for studying language in 
use originates from contacts with sociology and anthropology, among others. The 
research on social–interactional practices within these disciplines has contributed to a 
view of grammar as closely intertwined with its use in social action (Ford et al. 2003). 
One implication of this is the understanding that "certain kinds of activities precipitate 
certain recurrent kinds of grammar" (Ford et al. 2003: 120). For example, it has been 
observed that different types of turn increments, namely syntactic extensions and free 
constituents (typically unattached noun phrases), perform different functions in 
interaction (Ford et al. 2002). Syntactic extensions often renew or add on to the action of 
a prior turn constructional unit, while free constituents seem to accomplish separate, 
further actions such as stance displays or assessments (Ford et al. 2002: 33).  

To date, researchers of language and social interaction have examined phenomena 
such as turn construction (Ford 2001, Ford et al. 1996, 2002, Ford & Thompson 1996, 
Helasvuo 2001, Lerner 1996c, 2002, Selting 2001, Steensig 2001), the use of discourse 
particles and conjunctions (Hakulinen 2001, Hayashi 2001, Mazeland & Huiskes 2001, 
Scheutz 2001, Sorjonen 1996, 2002, Wu 2004), response tokens that are produced in 
response to some initiating actions, typically questions (Raymond 2000, Sorjonen 2001a, 
2001b), the syntax of repair (Fox, Hayashi & Jasperson 1996, Kim 2001, Uhmann 2001) 
and prosody (Fox 2001a, Local 1996, Selting 1996, Couper-Kuhlen 1996, Tarplee 1996, 
M. H. Goodwin 1996). Also some traditional grammatical or semantic categories have 
been re-analyzed by using naturally occurring, interactional data (Ford 1993, Fox 1987, 
Keevallik 2003, Kärkkäinen 2003a, Thompson 2002). As the studies above testify, 
conversational data gives plenty of opportunities to choose the level from which to 
approach language.  

Even though conversation analytic methodology informs all of the studies mentioned 
above, there is some variation as to how prominently the findings are linked to such 
fundamental research interests of conversation analysis as turn design or sequence 
organization. However, the motivation for interactional linguists to study grammar and 
language in interaction, in order to recover the dependencies between language and social 
action, shades rather clearly into the concerns of conversation analysis, whose main aim 
is to examine the generic practices through which people organize social interaction. The 
next section discusses the conversation analytic methodology in more detail.  
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3.2  Conversation analysis 

Conversation has been cited as the most basic form of speech-exchange systems and the 
site through which many human institutions, such as family and polity, are carried out 
(Sacks et al. 1974, Schegloff 1996d). Participation in interaction thus requires that the 
practices (e.g. inviting someone to a party) used by a discourse participant are 
recognizable by other participants as such practices. Knowledge of how invitations are 
done, as well as how they are accepted or denied, for example, is procedural knowledge 
without which partaking in interaction is difficult, to say the least. The discovery of the 
orderly ways of conducting social action is of central interest for conversation analysis 
(CA), and naturally occurring interaction in everyday settings (both in casual and more 
institutional settings) is used as the source of data (see, e.g., Schegloff 1996a). There are 
many general introductions to conversation analytic methodology, including those of 
Goodwin & Heritage (1990), ten Have (1999), Hutchby & Wooffitt (1998) and 
Pomerantz & Fehr (1997). Also the lectures of Harvey Sacks, one of the founders of the 
field along with Gail Jefferson and Emanuel Schegloff, are available in transcribed form 
as Sacks (1992).  

Research on talk-in-interaction has identified a range of phenomena that provide 
structure for social interaction, possibly the most basic of them being the organization of 
turn-taking (Sacks et al. 1974). The organization of turns and sequences is a central 
research area of conversation analysis; studies have shown that there are routine ways of 
how interactions are initiated (Schegloff 1968), how closing a topic is a collaborative 
effort between the participants (Schegloff & Sacks 1973), and how turns follow each 
other in orderly ways to form sequences, such as adjacency pairs (Schegloff & Sacks 
1973) or storytelling sequences (e.g. Jefferson 1978, Lerner 1992, Sacks 1974, 1978).  

Interaction has been observed to exhibit structure also on a smaller scale, within turns. 
The term turn constructional unit (TCU) refers to the various unit types that turns are 
constructed out of. In the first treatment of TCUs the unit types were defined to include 
sentential, clausal, phrasal, and lexical constructions (Sacks et al. 1974). Later studies 
have shown that syntactic units converge with prosodic and pragmatic cues in turn 
construction, which all together contribute to indicating transition places to next turns 
(Ford & Thompson 1996). However, it is important to note that TCUs should not be 
treated as fixed units, but rather as permeable and contingent products of local practices 
in interaction (Ford 2004, Ford et al. 1996, Sacks et al. 1974). 

The adjacency pair structure is considered to be one of the most constitutive structures 
used in the organization of interaction. This two-unit sequence is such that (Sacks 1987: 
55, Schegloff & Sacks 1973: 296)  

1. the two turns in which the first pair part and the second pair part of the sequence occur 
are placed adjacently to each other,  

2. the parts are relatively ordered, and  
3. first pair parts and second pair parts are 'type-connected'. 

Type-connection indicates that typically a question gets an answer to that question in 
return, not, for example, an assessment. This is not to say that a recipient could not 
produce an assessment in response to a question. However, if this were to happen, it 
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would be a marked action, done for some contingent interactional reason, and its exact 
import would be interpreted against the preferred response type. The first pair part and 
the second pair part of an adjacency pair sequence are recognizably different actions, and 
they follow each other in a predictable order. This is to say that in general acceptances do 
not precede offers, for example.  

Relatedly, studies of interaction have shown that discourse participants carry out 
actions that make a response from a set of possible responses conditionally relevant 
(Schegloff 1968). These practices include actions such as invitations, requests, 
suggestions, assessments, questions and so on. Also the ways of responding as well as 
preference structures are thereby often included in the analyses (see e.g. Lerner 1996a, 
Pomerantz 1984a, Sacks 1987, Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977). Schegloff (1988a) 
identifies two contrastive ways the concept of preference has been used in prior CA work. 
Schegloff writes: "one usage of "preferred /dispreferred" treats it as a property of 
sequence types, and specifically of the basic unit of sequences, adjacency pairs" (1988a: 
453). This is called the 'structure-based' usage of preference: if the analyst identifies an 
adjacency pair structure such that the first pair part requires a certain type of second pair 
part, the preference is built in in the structure. For example, first assessments project an 
agreeing second assessment as a preferred response. Thus, a downgraded or disagreeing 
response is seen as a dispreferred one (Pomerantz 1984a, see also Heritage & Raymond 
2005).  

The other usage of the term treats preference "as a property of the participants’ ways 
of doing or enacting a responsive activity […] [s]peakers display the kind of action they 
are doing, and the kind of stance they take toward what they are doing, by the 
deployment of sequential properties and turn constructional devices" (Schegloff 1988a: 
453). This is called 'practice-based preference'. It is more clearly attached to the linguistic 
forms the turns are composed of, and to such features of turn and sequence organization 
as pauses and prosody. Although Schegloff discusses practice-based preference only in 
reference to responsive activity, Pomerantz (1989) is of the opinion that also initiating 
actions, such as questions, can be studied in terms of practice-based preference.  

In addition, Sacks (1987) makes a case for the general preference for agreement and 
contiguity in talk-in-interaction. He argues that preference for agreement refers to a 
phenomenon where, if turns are built in a way that they prefer a 'yes-like' response, or a 
'no-like' response, they will in majority of cases get 'yes' or 'no', respectively, in the 
following response turns. Moreover, preference for contiguity is seen to work in how for 
instance questions are in the majority of cases placed at the end of a turn, and their 
answers follow contiguously at the beginning of the next turn. This applies for the 
agreeing (or preferred) answers. As noted by Sacks, and later also by others who have 
studied the serial organization of second pair parts (e.g., Pomerantz 1984a, Raymond 
2000), dispreferred units that display disagreement are regularly pushed forward in the 
turns that they occur. The order of units that occupy a turn is thus as relevant as the types 
of units in it. 

In addition to the organization of turns and sequences, the organization of repair 
(Drew 1997, Jefferson 1987, Schegloff et al. 1977, Schegloff 1997, 2000b), is another 
central interactional organization, and an area of research in conversation analysis.  

To illustrate the research process and to explicate the methods of conversation 
analysis, Pomerantz (1990) lays out three types of claims that conversation analysts 
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make. They start by characterizing social actions, identities and/or roles that the members 
of culture engage in, be it 'questioning', 'accepting an invitation', 'being an expert', and so 
on. Secondly, analysts identify the methods that discourse participants use to carry out 
these actions. To qualify as practice, the method needs to occur regularly and cover a 
good number of cases, although quantifiability is not the main concern of the analysis 
(see Schegloff 1993 on quantification in CA). And lastly, analysts characterize the 
sequential and interactional features of the method. This is an essential part of the 
analysis. Pomerantz uses the features of assessment activity to illustrate this last point. In 
certain interactional contexts strong agreements, such as agreeing with praise, are socially 
sanctionable. Therefore discourse participants may use downgraded assessments in order 
to avoid the risks involved in stronger agreements. 

In Pomerantz's illustration of CA methodology, and in early conversation analytic 
studies in general, language was not given any central role (Schegloff 1996d), even 
though various linguistic constructions, such as sentences, clauses, phrases and lexical 
items, were already early on identified as unit-types out of which turns are constructed 
(Sacks et al. 1974). However, Schegloff (1995a: 187) has later explicitly encouraged 
linguists to take an interactional perspective on language: "if the basic natural 
environment for sentences is in turns at talk in conversation, we should take seriously the 
possibility that aspects of their grammatical structure, for example, are to be understood 
as adaptations to that environment". Interactional linguistics answers this call, but by 
starting with its own premises and objectives. At this early stage it is not entirely clear 
how compatible the aims of conversation analysis and interactional linguistics are 
(Prevignano & Thibault 2003).  

To conclude, however, I will highlight aspects of the conversation analytic 
methodology /mentality that are felt to be central for studying language in interaction, 
namely participant oriented proof procedures, the contingent nature of practices of social 
action, and the projectability of action and turn construction.  

Conversation analysts can make use of a next turn proof procedure in the analysis of a 
turn's meaning and function (Sacks et al. 1974). This procedure is built in the turn-taking 
system. In adjacency pair sequences, such as in a question–answer sequence, by selecting 
to take a turn with a certain type of utterance, the answer-turn speaker displays to the 
question-turn speaker that they took the prior turn a) to be directed to them and b) to call 
for a certain kind of response. The analysts' interpretation of a turn can and should 
therefore be grounded in the participants' observable interpretation of that very same turn. 
Participant-oriented analysis techniques are a basic tool in conversation analytic research, 
and also the means to validate the results (Schegloff 1996b). This is achieved with the 
standard practice among conversation analysts that the technical analyses are provided 
alongside with the fragments of interaction on which the claims are based.  

However, even though the systematic operation of a practice can be established, "the 
application of a method does not assure a particular outcome" (Lerner 2003a) in 
interaction. Conversation analysis thus takes interaction to be inherently contingent by 
nature: "there is virtually nothing in talk-in-interaction which can get done unilaterally, 
and virtually nothing which is thoroughly pre-scripted" (Schegloff 1996b: 22). 
Interactional contingencies thus enable and sometimes require that a speaker adds a turn 
expansion to their turn in the face of missing uptake, or the recipient may pre-empt the 
relevance of some projected course of action with their response, for example. On the 
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other hand, provided that there is a certain type of initial action, a set of possible next 
actions become conditionally relevant, for example, invitations make an acceptance or a 
declination as their conditionally relevant next action. However, contingency is present 
also in these sequences: which next action is chosen after an invitation is up to the 
recipient. It is important to keep the notion of contingency in mind when studying 
interaction from a linguist's perspective since, as Ford (2004: 29-30) points out, the 
search for recurrent patterns and accounts for units of talk "run the risk of foregrounding 
the discreteness of units and backgrounding their constant and functionally crucial 
malleability".  

Projection refers to the property of social action and turn constructional units which 
allows the prospective monitoring of interaction, for example, for points of possible 
completion and subsequent speaker change (see, e.g., Ford & Thompson 1996, Ford, Fox 
& Hellerman 2004, Goodwin 2002, Lerner 1991, 1996c, Schegloff 1996d). Projection in 
interaction is closely connected to temporality, that is, to the unfolding of turns and 
sequences in real time (Auer 2002, Goodwin 2002). In terms of action projection, actions 
such as pre-announcements or pre-invitations project the doing of the actual 
announcement or invitation, given that the recipient supplies a go-ahead response in the 
pre-sequence (Schegloff 1996b). On the other hand, linguistic structures as well as 
various paralinguistic and prosodic phenomena provide further resources for projection in 
interaction. Compound turn-constructional units such as if X then Y (Lerner 1991), for 
example, furnish discourse participants with information such that upon hearing the 
initiation and progress of the first component of the unit, both the transition place to and 
the form of the second component can be projected (Lerner & Takagi 1999). 
Projectability is thus found in many structures in interaction. This provides plenty of 
opportunities for the participants' collaborative construction of talk and action (see e.g. 
Ford 2001, Lerner 1991, Goodwin & Goodwin 1992).  

3.3  Orientation of the study 

The three theoretical and methodological starting-points for the study of grammar, 
language, and interaction discussed in the previous sections underline the present study. 
However, the data are approached from two different, but interlocking angles. The 
routinization of linguistic expression is in focus in the first part of the study (chapter 5). It 
highlights the first and second points discussed in section 3.1 above, namely the 
discourse-based, but also patterned nature of linguistic constructions. After this the focus 
switches to the examination of interactional practices and sequential locations in which 
the three chosen linguistic constructions are found. This part (chapter 6) of the study thus 
highlights the third point discussed in section 3.1 above, namely that to study language 
from an interactional linguistics perspective is to examine how participants use language 
to carry out various interactional actions. The analyses also demonstrate how discourse 
participants make use of all levels of language (whether syntactic, prosodic, semantic 
etc.) simultaneously for conveying meaning. Language in interaction is therefore viewed 
as one complex system, where one of the subsystems may be emphasized for 
interactional reasons, but even then, all other subsystems are intricately involved in the 
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creation of action. The latter part of the study is methodologically based on conversation 
analytic techniques and principles.  

In the interactional analyses of data in chapter 6, the basic unit of analysis is the turn 
in which the negative yes/no interrogative or the tag question is found. Consequently, 
sometimes the turn may contain more material than just the interrogative. In most cases, 
however, the interrogative construction forms the only content of a turn.  

The transcription system used in this study draws attention to the role of intonation in 
speech production: turns are regularly divided into two or more intonation units (see 
chapter 2). So, while a turn forms the basic unit of analysis, intonation units and their 
boundaries within turns are also paid close attention to in the analyses. In sequential 
terms this study is retroactive in orientation. That is, the focus in the interactional 
analyses reported in chapter 6 has not initially been placed on the responses that rather 
regularly follow tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives in interaction, but on the 
sequential environments in which the first pair parts are located and produced. The 
second pair parts are therefore mainly used as part of the next-turn proof procedure, in an 
effort to explicate what kind of work negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions do 
in their local environments. 

The following chapter reviews the prior interactional research on stance and 
interrogatives. It also presents the theoretical and methodological framework adopted 
here for the study of linguistic and interactional practices of stance.  

 



4 Stance and interrogatives in interaction 

The following sections offer a review of studies, within the frameworks of conversation 
analysis and interactional linguistics, which approach interrogatives and stance from an 
interactional perspective. Section 4.1 discusses findings on the role of lexical, syntactic 
and prosodic material in the interactional construction of stance and/or stance as an 
interactionally organized activity. It should be noted that stance rarely forms the focus in 
the studies discussed. Instead, stance figures in different ways in studies on turn design 
and sequence organization, and on studies that examine language in interaction on a more 
general level. Sections 4.2 through 4.4 then discuss some earlier studies on interrogatives. 
These latter sections problematize the traditional point of view to interrogatives, which is 
to view activities such as asking questions and seeking information as the basic functions 
of interrogative structures. The findings of conversation analytic research encourage us to 
approach such issues empirically, and to discuss them only if they are observed to be 
relevant for the participants in interaction.  

4.1  Interactional studies on stance 

A significant amount of prior stance research has concentrated on documenting lexical 
and other markers which encode and index stance in individual utterances (e.g. Barton 
1993, Biber & Finegan 1988, 1989, Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad & Finegan 1999, 
Chafe 1986, Conrad & Biber 2000, Ochs 1988, Ochs & Scheiffelin 1989, Willett 1988). 
These studies offer an extensive inventory of linguistic material which can be used to 
express evaluation or affect, or which modifies the evidential or epistemic strength of the 
utterance, by, for example, marking an utterance as hearsay rather than as the speaker's 
own production (Chafe 1986). Also research within the 'appraisal' theory has produced 
stance-related findings (see, e.g., Martin 2000, Precht 2003, White 2003). The studies 
above will be discussed in more detail in chapter 5. However, since this study ultimately 
aims at exploring linguistic and other practices of stance taking as emergent products of 
interaction, in the following I will concentrate on discussing studies which consider 
stance an interactional achievement, and base their observations on close micro-analyses 
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of the actions and activities accomplished with individual turns or over longer sequences 
of action.  

4.1.1  Lexical items 

Interactionally oriented studies on lexical stance markers focus on examining how 
evidential, epistemic, affective and evaluative material function in their local sequential 
environments. Kärkkäinen (2003a), for example, demonstrates how the epistemic marker 
I think in second position turns (such as second assessments, or answers to questions) has 
a 'starting-point' function, that is, it is used to bring in the current speaker's stance. More 
specifically, such use of I think regularly attends to some minor interactional troubles, 
and simultaneously marks that a slightly different perspective on the matter will follow 
(Kärkkäinen 2003a: 130). Karlsson (2003), Keevallik (2003) and Rauniomaa 
(forthcoming) offer similar observations on Swedish jag tycker and tycker jag, Estonian 
ma arvan and on Finnish minusta and minun mielestä, all of which can be roughly 
translated with I think. Rauniomaa (forthcoming), for example, finds that Finnish stance 
markers minusta and minun mielestä are used to explicitly mark speaker stance in 
assessment sequences. Rauniomaa argues that minusta and minun mielestä found in 
assessments are used to project disagreement, bring in a new aspect on the issue being 
assessed, or mark transition to an explicit evaluation.  

In addition to epistemic stance markers, also evidential markers have been examined 
in naturally occurring interactions. Fox (2001b) demonstrates how evidential verbs such 
as see, hear, look and sound index social meanings of authority, responsibility and 
entitlement. Fox (2001b: 182) argues that turns with zero evidential marking make claims 
to greater authority, responsibility and entitlement on the issue in question than do turns 
with overt evidential markers.  

Another linguistic means to express speaker stance is to use evaluative linguistic 
material such as adjectives. In interaction the use of such material has often been 
connected to assessment activity, whereby participants evaluate events, objects, people, 
and so on (Goodwin & Goodwin 1987, 1992, Pomerantz 1984a). Goodwin & Goodwin 
(1987: 22) establish the following turn constructional format for assessments: 

[it] + [copula] + [adverbial intensifier] + [assessment term]. 

Such recurrently occurring formats allow the co-ordination of social action: discourse 
participants are able to project the course of a turn, and can for example demonstrate their 
strong agreement with the prior speaker and their assessment by beginning the second 
assessment in overlap already during the intensifier (Goodwin & Goodwin 1992: 163).  

Even though they are not explicitly evaluative linguistic items, in specific sequential 
locations also lexical items such as oh (Heritage 1984a, 2002b) and reference terms 
(Goodwin 2003) have been analyzed as having stance-related functions in interaction. 
Heritage (2002b) observes how oh is used in second position assessments to index 
'epistemic independence'. In other words, Heritage suggests that oh-prefaced second 
assessments carry a suggestion of independent access to the matter in question, and often 
also display that the second speaker claims higher rights to the assessable. Such use of the 
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oh-token indicates that the second pair part speaker considers their stance on the matter to 
form the primary perspective on the issue, which "permits an expression of opinion to be 
understood as voiced in response to the other's point of view but not altered by it" 
(Heritage 2002b: 214). Moreover, Goodwin (2003) discusses how the use of reference 
terms such as Cord (a type of car) in interaction may involve 'understanding tests' 
whereby participants are left to recognize the assessable character of something without 
using explicit evaluative terms such as adjectives. By analyzing data where only one of 
two recipients passes such a test, Goodwin argues for the interactive organization of 
cultural knowledge: a recipient has to have a sufficient amount of in-group knowledge to 
be able to recognize an unmarked assessable, evaluate it and produce an appropriate 
stance display i.e. an assessment upon encountering such an item in interaction (Goodwin 
2003: 158). 

'Extreme case formulations' (Pomerantz 1986) such as all, every, absolutely, best, 
total, nothing, always and so on present us with another type of lexical item used in the 
construction of stance in interaction. Edwards (2000) argues that such items may be used 
for displaying speaker's 'investment' in or stance towards some state of affairs; the 
displays discussed include those of certainty and commitment, among others.  

In addition to explicit stance markers and other lexical items, also various discourse 
particles and response tokens have been analyzed as embodying stance in interaction. Wu 
(2004), for example, reports on the use of final particles ou and a in Mandarin Chinese 
interactions as displays of epistemic and affective stance. She concludes that discourse 
participants use final ou to display 'epistemic alert'. The term refers to the existence of a 
gap or an asymmetry in information, expectations or orientation between the discourse 
participants towards the issue under discussion (Wu 2004: 239). On the other hand, final 
a is observed to be stronger than final ou in that it not only alerts the recipient to the 
existence of some asymmetry or gap, but also reinforces the a speaker's perspective on 
the issue. According to Wu (2004: 224), final a regularly indicates that the matter at hand 
is somehow deviant from the point of view of the a speaker. It is thus used to mark pre-
disaffiliation or pre-disagreement, or for invoking the speaker's contrastive stance in 
disagreements (Wu 2004: 224).  

Discourse connectives have also been shown to have functions which relate to the 
interactive construction of stance. Mori (1999), for example, discusses the use of five 
connective expressions (datte, dakara, kara, demo and kedo) in Japanese. Among other 
things she argues that the connective datte (translated either with because or but) prefaces 
turns which are used to demonstrate a strong shared stance with the prior speaker's 
opinion or evaluation in agreement sequences, as well as to introduce accounts for 
asserted disagreements (1999: 199). The connective dakara (translated with so, therefore) 
is also used in utterances that express agreement with the prior speaker. However, such 
turns typically rephrase or clarify the prior speaker's production. The contrastive marker 
demo (translated with but), on the other hand, marks "a contrast or a shift in the 
perspective" when used in disagreement sequences (Mori 1999: 202). These findings 
correspond to those on the English but, which has been found to preface disagreements 
(Park 1998, Pomerantz 1984a), and to mark contrastiveness in utterances which are 
produced in response to various disaligning actions (Schiffrin 1987).  

In addition to connectives, also continuers have been observed on occasion to index 
speaker stance in interaction. Continuers are reflexive particles by which discourse 
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participants can display their understanding that another participant is producing an 
extended unit of talk, and also to indicate that the current speaker should continue talking 
for the time being (Schegloff 1982). The other function for continuers discussed by 
Schegloff (1982) relates to the expression of speaker stance, namely, they may be used 
for displaying agreement with the speaker of an extended unit of talk. In a similar vein, 
Müller (1996) discusses the ways in which continuers are used for displaying affiliative 
or disaffiliative stances in Italian radio phone-in shows.  

Another group of studies have examined response tokens and how they are used to 
display the recipient's epistemic or affective stance towards some initiating action. 
Jefferson (2002), for example, argues that the response token no is not only an 
acknowledgement token, but that it is used to display affiliation in American and British 
English. She claims that after a negatively framed utterance speakers may use no to show 
affiliation with the previous speaker along the lines 'I feel the same way', 'I’d do the same 
thing' (2002: 1345). Sorjonen (2001a) offers similar observations in her discussion on 
two Finnish response particles joo and nii, which both are positive polarity tokens. In 
response to 'affiliation-relevant' utterances, i.e. utterances which "express the speaker's 
feelings, desires, possibilities, obligations or necessities" (Sorjonen 2001a: 132), nii is 
found to offer an affiliative response, which indexes the speaker's affective stance along 
the lines 'I see your point'. In contrast, joo in the same context merely acknowledges the 
prior speaker's production on the factual level, and thus provides a non-affiliative 
response (Sorjonen 2001a: 206).  

Although response tokens may be used to display various stances as discussed above, 
they have also been examined from the point of view of sequence organization, and as 
devices for managing alignment and disalignment. Raymond (2000) examines the use of 
English response tokens 'yes' and 'no' in the second pair parts of adjacency pair 
sequences, which are initiated by a yes/no interrogative. Raymond demonstrates how the 
placement of these tokens initially or later in the response turn has consequences for how 
the recipient aligns with the design and the action carried out by the prior yes/no 
interrogative. When the token 'yes' or 'no' is placed as the first element in the response 
turn, it indicates that the recipient confirms the accuracy or the acceptability of the first 
pair part and the action it implements (Raymond 2000: 370). On the other hand, if 
speakers do not produce a response token at all, or if it is delayed or pushed forward in 
the response turn, this is used to indicate some trouble with the design or the action 
delivered by the yes/no interrogative (ibid.). In a similar vein, Hakulinen (2001) 
examines the use of the particle kyllä in Finnish interactions; the direct translation of 
kyllä is yes, but depending on its sequential position, it can also mean sure, really or 
indeed. Hakulinen (2001: 194) observes that the position of kyllä in a turn has 
implications for stance taking: "the closer to the beginning of the utterance the particle is 
placed, the more clearly its speaker shows alignment and agreement with the co-
participant".  

Response tokens as well as many lexical items, continuers, particles, epistemic and 
evidential verbs and adjectives are thus turn design features which may be employed by 
discourse participants for the display and constitution of stance in interaction. The 
following section discusses findings on the relevance of syntactic design for stance 
taking.  
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4.1.2  Syntactic design 

To move on to larger linguistic structures, also various syntactic constructions have been 
observed to play a part in the interactional construction of stance. Thompson (2002), for 
example, examines object complement constructions such as I thought she might pull it 
out of the garbage in English interactions, and finds that data from conversational 
English does not support the traditional analysis of complements as subordinate clauses. 
Rather, such constructions are better characterized as consisting of epistemic, evaluative, 
or evidential fragments accompanied by a declarative or interrogative clause. Moreover, 
the initial fragment regularly expresses the speaker's stance towards the upcoming 
utterance (Thompson 2002: 125). Wh-clefts have been observed to have similar functions 
to object complements in English conversations. According to Kim (1995), wh-clefts 
such as What I know is that they gave me a letter and they never sent me my card can be 
used for displaying the current speaker's affective or epistemic stance. More specifically, 
Kim argues that wh-clefts are used to foreground the current speaker's counteractive 
stance, for example, in disagreement sequences. In the same article Kim also analyzes 
left-dislocation in storytelling sequences; left-dislocation refers to the fronting of a noun 
phrase to a sentence-initial position as for example in Corliss the g- this chick that I'm 
hanging around with now (1995: 276, 279). Kim finds that left-dislocation is used in a 
very similar manner to wh-clefts: according to Kim (1995: 287), speakers use left-
dislocation in storytelling sequences to mark disjunction and to foreground their 
counteractive stance towards prior talk. 

In addition to declarative constructions, also various interrogative constructions have 
been connected to stance displays in interaction. Koshik (2003), for example, discusses 
wh-interrogatives that are used as challenges in English interactions. Central for the 
challenging wh-interrogatives is the expression of epistemic stance, which in Koshik's 
study equals to making a negative assertion. For example, when have I on line 3 in the 
following example 

(8) Koshik (2003: 54) 

01  Deb:   =I do'know, jus don’t blow off your girlfriends for 
02         guy:s, Shel. 
03  Shel:  De:b I'm not. h[ow man-]e- when have I.=beside ya- 
04  Deb:                  [o ka:y ] 

conveys the assertion 'I have never'. As is typical for a conversation analytic study, 
Koshik considers the sequential positioning of a wh-interrogative to be central for its 
interpretation as a challenging assertion rather than as an information seeking question. 

In another study Koshik (2002) discusses affirmative yes/no interrogatives which are 
used as 'reversed polarity questions' in one-on-one teacher-student writing conferences. 
She examines sequences in which a certain portion of the student's text is introduced into 
talk and characterized as problematic by the teacher. The term 'reversed polarity question' 
refers to a phenomenon where a question prefers an answer from the alternative polarity 
to that of the form of the interrogative. In other words, in certain sequential locations 
yes/no interrogatives of positive polarity, for example, Are you gonna talk about it? in 
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relation to de Gaulle?, prefer a 'no' response from the student. According to Koshik, the 
main function of such interrogatives is to convey the epistemic stance of the teacher. As 
in Koshik (2003), this refers to making a negative assertion (e.g. 'You are not gonna talk 
about it') rather than posing an information seeking question, for example.  

Correspondingly, Heritage (2002c) finds that in news interviews turns with negative 
yes/no interrogatives are used by interviewers for voicing hostile assertions of the actions 
and conduct of the interviewee (see section 4.4 excerpt (11) for an example). With regard 
to question–answer sequences in news interviews, assertiveness has been treated as an 
analogous term for preference: according to Clayman & Heritage (2002: 762) 
assertiveness refers to "the degree to which the journalist manages to suggest or imply or 
push for a particular response in the course of asking a question", thereby working 
towards expressing an opinion on the matter being inquired about, and "portraying one 
type of answer as expectable or preferable" (ibid.).  

Yet another avenue for stance research is to examine if and how the projected course 
of action is influenced by the formulation of some action with a declarative or with an 
interrogative. Although there are currently few studies in this area, some observations are 
offered by Heritage (1984a) in his examination of free-standing partial repeats that are 
used as newsmarks. Heritage states that when used in response to news announcements, 
declarative turns such as You are? and interrogative turns such as Do they, are not 
sequentially equivalent options. In other words, they project different activities: 
newsmarks formulated as interrogatives do not seem to project the possibility of 
upcoming disagreement, whereas with newsmarks formulated as declaratives this 
projection is more likely (Heritage 1984a: 343).  

In sum, all types of syntactic structures from yes/no interrogatives and wh-
interrogatives to declarative structures may be involved in encoding speaker stance in 
interaction. However, there is one central feature of turn design which has not been 
discussed yet, namely prosody. Studies of interaction are increasingly paying attention to 
its role in the organization of social action as well as in the display of stance.  

4.1.3  Prosodic displays of stance 

In terms of stance, prosody has most often been connected to the expression of affect or 
emotion. Besnier (1993), for example, discusses the use of reported speech on the 
Nukulaelae atoll in Polynesia. He presents findings on how affect is communicated 
through prosody: when speakers wish to present others in a negative light, they use such 
prosody in reported speech that presents the reported speaker as a less than rational 
individual (1993: 173). Also Günthner (1997) discusses the prosodic contextualization of 
affect in reported speech. Günthner's data consist of narrative sequences in everyday 
German interactions where speakers complain about non-present parties. As part of such 
complaint narratives, speakers regularly produce reconstructed complaints. Günthner 
finds that when speakers portray the complaints as justified, prosody may show only a 
slight increase in loudness. In contrast, those complaints which are portrayed as 
unjustified or exaggerated are typically produced with a strong increase of loudness, high 
global pitch, extreme lengthenings and tense voice (1997: 269).   
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Furthermore, Goodwin & Goodwin (2000) discuss how three elementary school girls 
playing hopscotch use not only prosody, but also other embodied practices relating to 
posture, gesture and timing of turns in order to build displays of opposition. The prosodic 
features discussed include the use of markedly raised pitch, vowel lengthening and raised 
volume in oppositional turns. Such prosodic features are used to display the speaker's 
strong emotional stance. In a similar vein, Selting (1994) discusses how prosody is used 
to index emphasis in the climaxes of storytelling sequences (see also Clift 2000, Drew 
1998). According to Selting (1994: 403), such displays of emotive involvement make 
recipient alignment and the expression of shared feelings or understandings on the matter 
the locally relevant next actions. Moreover, when examining affiliative and disaffiliative 
continuers in an Italian radio phone-in show, Müller (1996) finds that affiliative 
continuers are regularly produced to be more matched rhythmically and prosodically with 
prior talk than are disaffiliative continuers.  

Selting (1996) analyzes the prosodic features of repair initiation sequences in German 
conversational data, and shows how prosody is used to distinguish 'normal' repair 
initiations from so-called 'astonished' repair initiations. The latter have marked prosody: 
in Selting's study this refers to a high global pitch and increased loudness (1996: 264). 
Repair initiators, as discussed by Schegloff et al. (1977), generally address troubles in 
speaking, hearing or understanding. However, Selting argues that astonished repair 
initiations indicate problems with conflicting or contrasting expectations. As such, 
astonished repair initiations make relevant the recipient's "(i) orientation and attention to 
the astonishment overtone, and (ii) treatment of the problem of expectation on the level 
of content" (Selting 1996: 257).  

In a similar vein, Wu (2004) demonstrates how the differences in prosodic delivery of 
the final particle ou has an influence on how it is used in displaying epistemic and 
affective stance in Japanese interactions. Marked ou, which is produced with high pitch 
or dynamic pitch movement, is used to mark "a heightened sense of newsworthiness with 
respect to what is being reported in the ou-suffixed utterance" (Wu 2004: 112). In 
contrast, unmarked ou, which is produced with a flat, low pitch, merely registers 
something as news, and/or makes (dis)confirmation the relevant next action (Wu 2004: 
112).  

An overarching theme in the prosodic studies reviewed above is that marked prosody, 
which often includes such features as high pitch, increased loudness, lengthenings and so 
on, is regularly used to index some type of affective stance. It is important to note, 
however, that usage-based research aims at specific, contextually grounded 
interpretations of prosody. Thus, rather than positing a set of (interrelated) functions for a 
certain prosodic shape, for example, prosodic cues and their interpretation are considered 
to be tightly dependent on the sequential location (see e.g. Selting 1996). On the other 
hand, as Selting (1996) shows, astonished repair initiations make relevant a repair turn 
where the display of affect is attended to and handled on the level of content. This 
indicates that affective stance displays, as other displays of stance in interaction, may be 
relevant for how the recipient designs the next action.  

The following section discusses studies that have approached stance as an 
intersubjective and interactionally constructed phenomenon. 



40 

4.1.4  Stance as an interactive construct  

The next group of studies to be discussed involves research in which stance is approached 
as an intersubjective or interactional construct between discourse participants.  

Drawing on linguistic anthropology, functional linguistics and also on various other 
disciplines and approaches to language, Du Bois (2002, 2004, forthcoming) has been 
developing a dialogic and intersubjective framework for the study of stance taking. The 
following diagram illustrates the central conceptual features of this framework (Du Bois 
2002, 2004, forthcoming). 

Fig. 1. Stance as a three-part act (Du Bois 2002, 2004, forthcoming) 

Subjects 1 and 2 in the figure above can be taken to refer to co-participants in interaction, 
and the Object is the matter, thing or person being referred to or talked about. In short, 
stance taking can be seen as a three-part act: when a discourse participant evaluates an 
object (that is, takes a stance), she or he positions herself or himself in view of that object 
and aligns with other discourse participants and their stances (Du Bois forthcoming). In 
dialogic interaction stances are constructed and negotiated by aligning with the co-
present stance of another discourse participant through engagement with the linguistic 
and paralinguistic forms produced by the prior speaker. One way to engage with the prior 
speaker’s stance is to recycle or reuse some linguistic materials used by the prior speaker.  

Drawing on Du Bois's framework of stance taking, I offer some observations on the 
interactional construction of stance in Keisanen (2002) by discussing how discourse 
participants negotiate a shared stance in sequences with laughter and laughables in 
American English conversation. One way to produce laughables in interaction, and to 
create alignment between discourse participants, is to reproduce an utterance while at the 
same time manipulating the content of one structural slot in the initial utterance. The 
following excerpt offers an illustration. Jamie and Harold have been telling Pete and 
Miles about their neighbor and her children. Jamie especially has portrayed them in a 
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rather negative light by complaining and evaluating them negatively. Pete's interrogative 
How many of them are there. (line 1) is a request for further information about the 
children. In the course of the extended sequence generated by this inquiry, the 
participants joke at the children's expense, thereby creating a 'lighthearted moment' in the 
interaction (see Sandlund 2004 for a further discussion on such episodes in interaction). 
At the same time they construct a converging, shared stance towards the neighbor's 
children. 

(9) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada <T: 00:05:28> 

01 PETE:   How many of them are there. 
02 HAROLD: .. Eight hundred. 
03 PETE:   n_[yow=]. 
04 JAMIE:    [@@] 
05 HAROLD: There's two. 
06 PETE:   XX. 
07 MILES:  [(HISS)][2=2] 
08 JAMIE:  [No], 
09                 [2there's2], 
10 PETE:           [2@@2] 
11 JAMIE:  There's two young ones, 
12         and one .. who's like twel=ve? 
13 HAROLD: Oh, 
14         the [cow=]. 
15 JAMIE:      [who has] .. frie=nds? 
16 PETE:   [2Unhunh2]. 
17 JAMIE:  [2The-2] the cow=. 
18 PETE:   [3Hm3], 
19 JAMIE:  [3The3] older cow, 
20         and then there's .. (H) the middle cow, 
21         [and there's] [2a little2] [3young cow? 
22 PETE:   [@@] 
23 MILES:                [2@@2] 
24 PETE:                              [3The little baby cow, 
25 JAMIE:  .. The butterball=3]? 
26 PETE:   The calf3]? 
27 HAROLD: Gee[4zh- Zheezhee4]. 
28 JAMIE:         [4The @butter- @4], 
29 PETE:   Zheezhee [5the calf5]? 
30 JAMIE:           [5The butter5]ball @@. 
31 HAROLD: @@@ 
32 PETE:   @ 

After Harold's initial response to Pete's inquiry, which consists of an extreme case 
formulation eight hundred, both Harold and then Jamie offer a more factual answer to 
Pete's question (lines 5, 11-12). However, Harold then moves on to characterize the oldest 
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child (mentioned by Jamie on line 12) with a negatively laden noun phrase the cow. 
Jamie agrees with this characterization of the referent by adopting the term with The- the 
cow=. (line 17). This leads into a situation where the participants collaborate to present 
the children through further negatively evaluative noun phrases.  

The diagraphs below illustrate the high degree of reuse and recycling of linguistic 
material between the participants. Diagraphs, as defined by Du Bois (2001, forthcoming), 
represent the parallelism and 'resonance' of linguistic structures and meanings between 
two or more intonation units. As regards the example here, they demonstrate how Pete's 
interrogative on line 1 provides a syntactic frame for all the following intonation units. 
The shared stance, which forms on lines 1-32, is constructed by manipulating one 
structural slot in the frame provided by Pete’s utterance, in this case the notional subject 
of an existential clause.  

Diagraph 1 shows how the participants collaborate within the frame to figure out the 
number of the children. It also shows how participants move towards a more creative use 
of language in adopting the term cow in referring to the children.  

Diagraph 1:  

01 PETE:    how many of them are  there 
02 HAROLD:                                   eight hundred 
05 HAROLD:                        there  's  two  
12 JAMIE:                         there  's  two young ones  
12 JAMIE  and                                one who's like twelve 
14 HAROLD:                                   the cow  
17 JAMIE:                                    the- the cow  
19 JAMIE:                                    the older cow  
20 JAMIE: and then                there  's  the middle cow 
21 JAMIE: and                     there  's  a little young cow 

The second diagraph below further illustrates the linguistic practices of stance taking in 
sequences with laughter and laughables. First, it shows how the structural frame and one 
slot in it is used creatively to generate local synonymy in a place where there originally, 
or out of context, is not any (cow and butterball). The diagraph also shows how the initial 
formulation a little young cow (line 21) is first replaced with the little baby cow (line 24) 
and then with the calf (line 26). The little baby cow and the calf are near synonyms from 
the same semantic field as the initial noun phrase a little young cow.  

Diagraph 2: 

21 JAMIE: and there's              a    little   young  cow 
24 PETE:                           the  little   baby   cow  
25 JAMIE:                          the                  butterball 
26 PETE:                           the                  calf 
27 HAROLD:         Geezh- Zheezhee 
28 JAMIE:                          the                  butter- 
29 PETE:           Zheezhee        the                  calf 
30 JAMIE:                          the                  butterball 
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In sum, the extended question–answer sequence provides the participants with an 
opportunity for the interactional construction of a shared stance. This shared stance is 
achieved by producing semantically, linguistically and structurally closely parallel 
intonation units. On the other hand, while creating a shared negative stance towards the 
children, the participants can also be seen to create a moment of shared joy or enjoyment.  

In addition to the use of reformulations, repetition is another practice found to be 
connected to stance taking in interaction. Rauniomaa (in preparation) examines self-
repetition in Finniah and American English interactions. She discusses data in which self-
repetition is used as a device for resuming stance taking activity after the initial attempt is 
not taken up by the recipient. Haddington (2004, 2005), in turn, discusses American and 
British news interview data, and observes that interviewers regularly work towards 
setting the interviewees up for a certain type of stance. Interviewees, on the other hand, 
are shown to use different linguistic and interactional means in engaging with such 
positioning. This engagement is often designed to express the interviewee's resistance 
towards the stance offered.  

In a related manner, Sandlund (2004) discusses the display of affect and emotions such 
as 'embarrassment', 'frustration' and 'enjoyment' in American English academic 
interaction. She analyzes practices through which participants perform emotions, or 
which contribute to the performing of emotions in interaction. The displays of frustration, 
for example, were observed in the context of giving and receiving feedback in graduate 
seminars. In the seminars examined the students were required to listen to the feedback 
on their papers, but not to respond to it in any way. On occasion, however, students 
violated this norm. Sandlund observes that such norm violations regularly get treated as 
defensive actions, which in turn lead to displays of frustration by the feedback receiver, 
the 'violator'. Such displays of frustration convey that the feedback receivers consider 
their prior norm violations as justifiable, and communicate their disaffiliative stance 
towards prior talk.  

Assessment activity can be seen to offer one central arena where discourse participants 
establish congruent and divergent points of view about the world and things in it 
(Goodwin & Goodwin 1992, Pomerantz 1984a). Pomerantz (1984a) describes several 
techniques by which discourse participants can calibrate their respective positions in 
assessment sequences. She discusses data where the second assessment speaker upgrades 
or downgrades their agreeing assessment, or produces a 'same' evaluation in response to a 
first assessment which prefers agreement. In terms of action, downgraded second 
assessments regularly project disagreement, while upgraded second assessments are 
offered as strong agreements (Pomerantz 1984a: 66, 68). Same evaluations are more 
ambivalent in their function: they may occur both in agreeing assessments and in 
disagreeing turns (Pomerantz 1984a: 67). On the other hand, the second assessment 
speaker may also disagree with the prior speaker and their assessment, in which case the 
turn is regularly preceded by delay devices such as pauses, turn prefaces and so on 
(Pomerantz 1984a: 70). Also disagreements come in different strengths: strong 
disagreements often include contrastive evaluations, while weaker disagreements 
regularly include qualifications or exceptions to the initial assessment (Pomerantz 1984a: 
74).  

In addition to assessment sequences, extended sequences such as storytelling 
sequences offer another arena for studies on stance taking. Kärkkäinen (2003b), for 
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example, discusses how discourse participants can often be observed to negotiate a joint 
stance in assessment sequences which conclude larger storytelling sequences. Kärkkäinen 
argues that such assessment sequences involve the negotiation of some underlying social 
norm or value implicit in the story, and that participants work towards establishing at 
least a working agreement before the topic is closed. Moreover, Clift (2000) and Ford 
(2004) discuss how stories are regularly built so as to seek affiliation or a certain type of 
stance display from the recipients. Clift (2000) demonstrates this by discussing data 
where a story recipient affiliates with the story teller by offering a 'collaborative 
completion' (Lerner 1991) of a reported utterance. According to Clift (2000: 3), such 
completions of reported speech present us with "a paradigm case of affiliation: the proffer 
of a completion and its endorsement [by the teller] may be seen as the ultimate 
affirmation of a shared stance". In contrast, Clift also discusses data in which the story 
recipient's withholding of affiliation, or any response, during the story and on its 
completion directs the story teller to change the topic. On the other hand, Ford (2004) 
demonstrates how the story recipient's problematic stance display leads into the 
expansion of the story. More specifically, the teller designs the expansions so that they 
transform the earlier points of possible completion, and therefore also the story, as not yet 
complete. Such expansions renew the relevance of the recipient's stance display as well as 
provide further evidence, based on which the teller tries to convince the recipient to 
provide the stance sought.  

The studies reviewed in the current section advocate the study of stance as an 
interactionally organized activity, embedded in the practices of talk-in-interaction.  

4.1.5  Summary 

The present chapter has offered a review of prior interactional research on stance, and of 
the areas where such research has been conducted. The range of linguistic and 
interactional practices involved in stance taking include not only individual lexical 
markers but also the syntactic and prosodic construction of turns at talk, as well as the 
participants' intersubjective construction of stance. The study of practices involved in 
stance taking can therefore be taken to permeate all levels of language in interaction. 

The terms alignment, affiliation and agreement (as well as their negative counterparts 
disalignment, disaffiliation and disagreement) are used widely in the studies reviewed 
above. However, their meanings or the scope of application may elude the reader due to 
slightly differing methodological orientations, for example. Even though an exact 
definition of either of these concepts is somewhat difficult, in the following I will provide 
an account of how these terms will be understood here.  

Alignment can be taken to refer to the ways in which the current speaker positions 
himself or herself in view of the trajectories of action engendered by the prior turn or the 
sequence. One can consider sequence organization to form the reference point for the 
study of alignment, as it allows one to examine alignment through the 'adjacency' 
relationship (Schegloff 1988c) between turns in interaction. Adjacency refers to a 
relationship between two turns in which any next turn displays an understanding of how 
the prior turn was heard and understood in the flow of ongoing interaction. An aligning 
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turn can therefore be taken to support the progression of the sequence in a certain 
direction, while a disaligning turn provides an alternative or an oppositional course of 
action. Agreement, in turn, can be seen as a type of action that applies to a certain type of 
(responsive) turn (e.g. an assessment may be followed by an agreeing second 
assessment). In other words, agreement is here taken to refer to a type of action by which 
the recipient submits to the action and other relevancies implemented in a prior turn 
(Raymond 2000). Finally, following Heritage (1984b: 269), actions packaged into a 
preferred format can be seen as affiliative actions. Affiliative actions are a means to 
establish and perpetuate social solidarity and accord between the members of society (cf. 
Drew 2005). For example, invitations can be accepted or declined, but these two response 
types are not equal: as the preferred response type acceptance forms a socially affiliative 
action. As research has shown, one sign of the socially problematic or sanctionable nature 
of dispreferred turns is the fact that they are frequently prefaced by delays, hesitations or 
other perturbations (see e.g. Pomerantz 1984a), rather than are bluntly produced. By 
constructing affiliative and disaffiliative turns, discourse participants display their 
understanding of and orientation to social norms and values (e.g. in the Finnish and 
American cultures it is generally considered impolite to decline an invitation without 
giving some account for one's reasons for declining1). 

In sum, the three terms alignment, affiliation and agreement can be taken to refer to 
different analytical or organizational levels of interaction. However, it should be 
emphasized that instead of considering the three concepts (and their negative 
counterparts) as separate, or mutually exclusive categories, it is my view that a particular 
turn at talk can simultaneously affiliate, agree and align with the prior turn. So, for 
example, an upgraded second assessment can be seen to provide an affiliative, agreeing 
as well as an aligning response to the prior first assessment. The three terms or concepts 
are thus mainly intended to provide a means by which to refer to different levels or types 
of organization in interaction, namely sequential (alignment/disalignment), relating to 
preference organization (affiliation/disaffiliation), or to action (agreement/disagreement), 
rather than distinguish these as three independently existing categories. The concepts of 
alignment and agreement will be more commonly used in this study than the term 
affiliation. Moreover, as alignment can be seen to operate on the level of sequence 
organization, the scope of application for the terms alignment and disalignment is taken 
to expand beyond responsive turns (such as second pair parts of adjacency pair 
structures).  

In the following sections the discussion turns to interrogatives. Prior linguistic 
research has identified two main functions for interrogatives: they are typically used for 
making questions and more specifically, for requesting information. As with stance, 
however, interactional research on the functions of interrogatives in interaction is 
showing evidence that one should adopt a wider perspective on the study of 
interrogatives and be sensitive to the sequential organization of interaction, and to the 
social action the participants are engaged in.  

                                                           
1 See Drew (1984) for an account of how invitations can be turned down by using reportings. 
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4.2  Interrogatives and the concept of "question" 

Prior linguistic research has mainly concentrated on documenting various ways in which 
interrogatives may be conceptualized as 'questions'. Traditionally, reversed word order 
has been treated as a rather definite sign of questionhood, although other cues are also 
mentioned. A declarative clause produced with rising intonation is often given as an 
example of a case where questionhood does not depend on syntax (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985: 
814, Downing & Locke 2002: 171). Thus, in speech act terms, due to the final rising 
intonation the basic illocutionary force of Lenore’s negative declarative turn in the 
example below does not correspond to what is considered to be its traditional function as 
a statement or an assertion. The participants are discussing shoeing a horse.  

(10) SBCSAE 0001 Actual Blacksmithing 

01 LENORE: ... So you don't need to go ... borrow equipment from  
   anybody,  
02         to -- 
03         ... to do the feet? 

Others have defined an utterance to have a question function when an interrogative form, 
or an utterance in general, elicits a response (Sinclair & Coulthard 1975, Stenström 1988, 
Tsui 1992). Tsui (1992), for example, uses a term 'elicitation' and defines it as a discourse 
category, whose function is "to elicit an obligatory verbal response or its non-verbal 
surrogate" (1992: 101). Tsui (1992) establishes six subcategories for elicitations: 
utterances which invite the addressee to confirm something or to agree with the 
elicitation, that ask for information or elicit commitment of some kind, and that elicit a 
repetition or a clarification from the addressee.  

An alternative approach to interrogatives and 'questioning' is to conceptualize 
interrogatives as grammatical constructions that typically make a response the relevant 
next action (Thompson 1998). There is a slight but distinct difference to the studies 
above: such a position separates interrogatives as structural units from 'questioning', 
which is a functional concept. As mentioned in section 2.1, such a distinction between 
'interrogatives' and 'questions' is made also in the present study.  

On the other hand, it is possible to expand the focus from interrogative structures to 
examining the ways in which the features of a turn or situation function so as to invite a 
response from a recipient. For example, lexical cues such as the use of the pronoun you or 
other reference forms may be used to allocate speakership, and to indicate that a response 
to the turn is expected from a certain participant (Heritage & Roth 1995, Lerner 2003b). 
So, rather than positing that prosody alone contributes to the function of the turn in (10), 
also the turn design features such as the use of you contribute to an interpretation that 
Lenore’s turn invites a response from the recipient referenced with you.  

It should be noted on a more general level that the turn-taking organization in 
conjunction with the local context guide speaker selection, quite apart from whether 
specific address terms or linguistic constructions are used. Lerner (2003b: 190) describes 
the matter in the following way:  
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When the requirements for responding to a sequence-initiating action limit eligible 
responders to a single participant, then that participant has been tacitly selected as 
next speaker. This is one place where the specifics of situatedness, identities, and 
particularities of content and context can shape the allocation of speaking turns in 
conversation. That is, sometimes sequence-initiating actions can be understood to 
have been designed for a single recipient. This form of recipient design (Sacks et al. 
1974, Sacks & Schegloff 1979, Sacks 1992) can tacitly accomplish addressing, and 
thereby contribute to the selection of the next speaker. 

On the other hand, Labov & Fanshell (1977) argue that the division of knowledge 
between discourse participants can be seen as a feature which occasionally guides a 
participant to respond to a turn. Labov & Fanshell establish a categorization system, 
according to which some utterances, apart from whether they are formulated as 
interrogatives or declaratives, can be taken as requests for response. The following 
categories are listed by Labov & Fanshell (1977: 100):  

A-events: Known to A, but not to B. 
B-events: Known to B, but not to A. 
AB-events: Known to both A and B. 
O-events: Known to everyone present. 
D-events: Known to be disputable. 

The authors state that in a case where speaker A makes a statement about B-events or vice 
versa, “it is heard as a request for confirmation” (Labov & Fanshell 1977: 100). B-events 
that have this effect are said to include information that concerns B’s emotions, daily 
experiences in contexts other than the current speech situation, and his personal history, 
among other things. According to this categorization, apart from rising intonation, 
Lenore’s turn in (10) can be classified as a request for confirmation since it is a statement 
about information that concerns one of the other discourse participants.  

On the other hand, whether or not an interrogative construction receives a response, it 
is generally accepted within conversation analysis that the category of 'question' is not 
always the most relevant in the case of an interrogative, neither from the point of view of 
the interrogative speaker nor of its recipient (see e.g. Heritage 2002c, Koshik 2003, 
Schegloff 1984, 1988b, Takagi 1999). Schegloff (1988b), for example, discusses cases 
where recipients of interrogatives are observed to analyze them as pre-announcements. 
Pre-announcements are a type of 'pre-sequence' (Terasaki 2004) which require a go-ahead 
response from the recipient before the speaker of the pre-announcement can and will 
proceed to the announcing of the news. In the data examined in Schegloff (1988b), 
however, the interrogative speakers indicate with an ensuing repair sequence that the 
interrogatives were in fact seeking information rather than were presented as pre-
announcements. On the other hand, Schegloff (1984) discusses interrogatives which are 
used as invitations or as a way to show agreement with the prior speaker.  

Further observations on the use of interrogatives in interaction are offered by Sacks 
(1992: 21-22), who argues that interrogatives such as Is it yours? may be used as 
'correction-invitation' devices. Sacks describes correction-invitation as a practice where 
the naming of one member of a class can be used to invite the recipient to provide an 
alternative member from the same class, if the recipient considers the first candidate to be 
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inaccurate. For example, in response to the above-mentioned interrogative Is it yours?, 
the recipient produces It's Dave's. Dave is thus offered as the alternative, correct option in 
the category of 'owner'.  

It is thus well established in prior interactional research that interrogatives have 
multiple functions in interaction, all of which do not involve the interrogative speaker's 
engagement in asking a 'question'. The following section discusses the relationship 
between interrogatives and requesting information, which has very commonly been 
considered to be the main function of interrogatives.  

4.3  Interrogatives and "asking for information" 

In most descriptive grammars of English the function of asking a question equals the 
eliciting of information. More specifically, wh-interrogatives are taken to explicitly ask 
for information, while yes/no interrogatives expect the recipient to decide on the truth of 
the proposition presented in the interrogative (e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 204, Payne 1997: 
295, Quirk et al. 1985: 804, 811, Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 179). However, discourse 
based studies have argued against drawing a sharp line between giving and requesting 
information. By examining interrogatives in informal, two-party conversations in an 
experimental setting, Freed (1994) establishes a taxonomy for interrogative functions. 
The taxonomy is based on examining the type of information the interrogatives refer to, 
and consists of sixteen different categories. For example, interrogatives may seek 
information about the other participants or their immediate physical surroundings, or they 
may be used to fulfill a didactic function by asking about information that the speaker 
already knows and wants to teach the hearer (Freed 1994: 626, 630). Moreover, Freed 
argues that interrogatives fall on a continuum, which ranges from interrogatives that seek 
factual information to those which are used for expressive purposes, and may be used to 
actually convey information. 

Similarly, Pomerantz (1988) within the conversation analytic framework argues 
against the appropriateness of conceptualizing the seeking of information and the giving 
of information as separate categories. Pomerantz (1988: 373) proposes that "seeking 
information and giving information are actions that lie along a continuum". She gives 
support for her argument by providing an analysis of interrogatives which incorporate a 
candidate answer in their information seeking. For example, after an interrogative such as 
And have you been treated all right by the police? the confirmation or replacement of the 
candidate answer treated all right becomes the relevant next action (Pomerantz 1988: 
367). By offering a candidate answer in his/her turn, the speaker "provides a model that 
can guide the respondent to know what would satisfy the purpose-for-asking", while at 
the same time the current speaker can display their prior familiarity with the situation 
(Pomerantz 1988: 372).  

Moreover, Linton (2001) finds that in entertainment interviews yes/no interrogatives 
may be used to offer a candidate answer to a prior wh-interrogative, and thereby narrow 
the scope of inquiry of that interrogative. The yes/no interrogatives discussed by Linton 
typically present one candidate member in a class or a type with which the recipient may 
then agree, or provide some other member(s) of the class in their response. For example, 
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in response to wha’d’y- wha’d’ya’ guys do for fun, d’you doya’ like tuh’(.) travel do yuh, 
the recipient may confirm that they do like to travel, or offer some other activities in its 
place (Linton 2001: 28).  

Another line of research has examined how discourse participants orient to the social 
distribution of knowledge in interaction, and how the differential rights and/or access to 
knowledge may on occasion form the locus of interaction. For example, it has been 
shown how people routinely give the source or basis of knowledge when the validity of 
their prior assertion is questioned (Pomerantz 1984b). What is more, the examination of 
the social distribution of knowledge has often been connected to question design and 
questioning activity. Roth (2002), for example, analyzes data from American English 
news interviews and concentrates on interviewer questions that concern the interviewees' 
actions or the actions of a third party. Roth argues that question design gives insight into 
the 'social epistemology' of interview interaction, as it reveals how the interviewees are 
portrayed as respondents. Roth shows how questions which portray the interviewees as 
'subject-actors' are done with 'direct questions' (e.g. Mister Fitzpatrick I assume you have 
read these diaries. Is that right?). Such questions project the interviewees to have first-
hand knowledge on the issue, to be accountable for their actions, and to provide true 
accounts/information in their response turns. The other type of questions discussed, 
'epistemic-framed questions' (e.g. Mr Dash is the Senate constitutionally out of line in 
subpoenaing these diaries, in your opinion?), portray the interviewees as 'commentators' 
of conduct. Such questions position the interviewees as having indirect or second-hand 
knowledge on the issue, which entitles them to supply their responses in terms of their 
opinions, beliefs or feelings rather than as matters of fact.  

Further, Peräkylä & Silverman (1991) examine how in AIDS counseling sessions the 
participants (doctors, patients and their family members) jointly constitute the patient or 
their partner as the owner of the knowledge that concerns their first-hand experiences. 
Peräkylä & Silverman observe (1991: 451-453) that when family members and patients 
are asked to describe each other's mental states such as feelings or worries, the 
descriptions, or the doctors' invitations to produce them, are frequently epistemically 
downgraded (e.g. What do you think is worrying him), or the descriptions refer to the 
knowledge owner's reports of his or her experience (e.g. He says he doesn't feel any 
worse).  

On the other hand, also some specific sequential positions, as Heritage (2002b) and 
Heritage & Raymond (2005) demonstrate, may in themselves be related to particular 
epistemic rights. Heritage & Raymond (2005) discuss assessment sequences, and find 
them to be a site for the negotiation of epistemic authority or subordination. The authors 
suggest that offering a first assessment carries an implied claim to epistemic authority 
over the matter under discussion. They provide support for the claim by discussing 
various turn design formats by which speakers can downgrade or upgrade their claim to 
epistemic authority in first or second position assessments. Negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions are among the formats discussed. Negative yes/no interrogatives were 
found to make a claim to higher epistemic rights despite their sequential position as the 
first or second assessment, while tag questions were found to be sensitive to their position 
in an assessment sequence. As first assessments tag questions downgrade the speaker's 
claim to epistemic authority, but when used as second assessments they upgrade it. In 
addition to Heritage (2002c; see section 4.4 below), Heritage and Raymond's (2005) 
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study is among the few prior conversation analytic studies which involve observations on 
the use of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in naturally occurring English 
interactions. 

In sum, interactional studies discussed in the last two sections guide one to conceive of 
interrogatives as multifunctional structures, whose exact functions are defined by their 
local interactional and sequential context. The studies discussed above also indicate that 
even though drawing a straightforward line between interrogatives and the asking of 
information may not always be appropriate, discourse participants may nevertheless be 
observed to treat various matters relating to information and knowledge as consequential 
when using interrogative structures in interaction.  

4.4  "Conduciveness" of negative yes/no interrogatives  
and tag questions 

The three constructions examined in this study share the general characteristic with other 
interrogative forms that they regularly make a response relevant when used in 
conversation (Thompson 1998). As such, interrogatives are often found to initiate 
adjacency pair sequences, which provide the discourse participants with a basic resource 
for the organization of action in social interaction. Moreover, all three interrogative 
constructions examined here are subtypes of polar, or yes/no, interrogatives, whose 
grammatical form guides the recipient to choose between two alternatives, i.e. between a 
'yes' or a 'no' response (Raymond 2003). It should be noted that his does not constrain the 
recipient to only these alternatives. However, conditional relevance holds, and any 
response to a yes/no interrogative that does not begin with a 'yes' or 'no' can be 
considered as somehow a marked action, the specific import of which depends on the 
local context.  

The three constructions thus share many (grammatical) characteristics. However, this 
should not be taken to implicate that they are considered to be identical grammatically or 
pragmatically. For example, prior linguistic research has argued that the constructions 
embody differences in presupposition, and consequently set up different trajectories for 
the recipient's response in terms of its polarity (this has been called 'conduciveness' or 
'epistemic bias' in the literature; see, for example, Givón 2001, Quirk et. al. 1985, Sadock 
& Zwicky 1985). On the other hand, it should be noted that in interactional research 
concepts such as conduciveness, and relatedly, epistemic strength of a turn, should be 
seen as empirical problems to be worked out from the specifics of the local context in 
which a turn is produced, rather than basing such judgments exclusively on form or 
intuition, for instance. Koshik (2005) illustrates this by discussing two contrastive 
accounts of the epistemic strength of negative yes/no interrogatives in interaction. The 
first comes from news interviews. As Heritage (2002c) has observed, in news interviews 
negative yes/no interrogatives are regularly used to implement hostile assertions of 
opinion which may be agreed or disagreed with, rather than presented as 'questions' to be 
answered. To illustrate such usage, the excerpt below presents an example of a negative 
yes/no interrogative from news interviews. The interviewer (IR) Sam Donaldson uses the 
negative yes/no interrogatives to prod the interviewee (IE) Richard Darman on the 
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handling of the financial crisis of the Unites States savings and loans associations in the 
late 1980s. 

(11) Heritage (2002c: 1439-1440) 

01 IR:   Isn’t it a fact, Mr. Darman, that the taxpayers will 
02       pay more in interest than if they just paid it out of 
03       general revenues? 
04 IE:   No, not necessarily. That’s a technical argument– 
05 IR    It’s not a– may I, sir? It’s not a technical argument. 
06       Isn’t it a fact? 
07 IE:   No, it’s definitely not a fact. Because first of all, 
08       twenty billion of the fifty billion is being handled in 
09       just the way you want – through treasury financing. The 
10       remaining– 

As is typical for turns with negative yes/no interrogatives in news interviews, in the 
example above the interviewer treats the topic matter of the interrogative as common 
knowledge between the participants, in addition to which the interrogative turn evaluates 
the interviewee's conduct or actions in critical or negative terms. On the other hand, tag 
questions (i.e. positive statements followed by negative tags; negative statements 
followed by positive tags were not discussed in Heritage's study) were found to function 
more like 'yes/no questions to be answered' in news interviews. In other words, in the 
news interview context negative yes/no interrogatives are presented as conducive, 
epistemically strong assertions, while tag questions are not.  

In contrast, Koshik (2005: 14-15) discusses an example from an everyday interaction 
(originally presented in Schegloff 1995b). In that case a negative yes/no interrogative is 
observed to weaken the epistemic strength of a prior tag question in the face of incipient 
disagreement. The example below presents one sequentially very similar case from the 
current database (this example is discussed in more detail in chapter 6).  

(12) SBCSAE 0017 Wonderful Abstract Notions <T: 00:01:11> 

01 MICHAEL: You know I wish I was, 
02          uh, 
03          the person=, 
04          .. whose voice they used in the .. telephone, 
05          when it tells you, 
06          (0.4) the number has been changed, 
07          .. (H) and that I had uh, 
08          copyright, 
09          @@ 
10          get some royalties. 
11          Like, 
12          (H) that lady, 
13          you know, 
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14          h- you hear, 
15          (H) (0.4) <VOX the number you have reached, 
16          da-duh da-duh [da-duh da-duh da-duh da-duh VOX>]. 
17 JIM:                   [They `got a different ^woman], 
18          ^didn't they. 
19          (0.3) 
20 MICHAEL: Hunh? 
21 JIM:     ^Didn't they get a ‘different woman? 
22          (0.2)  
23 JIM:     When she th- tried to do that? 
24 MICHAEL: I don't know if they did. 

Jim’s tag question turn They `got a different ^woman, ^didn't they. (lines 17-18) interrupts 
Michael's telling by presenting an observation of a discrepancy in its content. According 
to Jim, the phone company fired the woman that Michael is talking about because she 
tried to get money from the use of her voice. Jim's tag question therefore undermines 
Michael’s story by pointing out that someone already tried but failed in carrying out the 
wishful scheme that Michael is laying out here. After a short pause (line 19) Michael 
responds to the tag question with a repair initiation ^Hunh? (line 20). The repair initiation 
may be caused partly because of troubles in hearing due to the overlap on lines 16-17. On 
the other hand, hunh belongs to the class of repair initiators which have been observed on 
occasion to indicate troubles in the appropriateness, relevance and/or the sequential fit of 
the prior turn (Drew 1997). Thus, ^Hunh? may display that Michael does not understand 
how the tag turn is connected to his telling, or that he does not consider it to be related to 
his telling, thereby pre-monitoring disagreement. In the repair on lines 21-23, Jim is seen 
to deal with both of these issues. Rather than only repeating the trouble source, he backs 
down by reformulating the repair turn with a negative yes/no interrogative ^Didn't they 
get a `different ^woman? (line 21), as well as adds an account `When she th- `tried to do 
^that? (line 23) that explicates how the interrogative constructions were connected to the 
telling. There is also a prosodic change as the final intonation pattern changes from a 
final falling intonation (line 18) to a final rising intonation (line 21). In this context, then, 
the reformulation of the tag question as a negative yes/no interrogative can be seen to 
downgrade the epistemic strength of the tag question in the face of projected 
disagreement. Similarly to the example discussed in Koshik (2005: 14-15), the negatively 
formulated interrogative is not used to display a strong assertion which would prefer a 
'yes' response, but suggests a preference for a same polarity answer 'no'.  

As the studies by Koshik (2005) and Heritage (2002c) illustrate, the polarity or 
conduciveness of negative yes/no interrogatives is not a simple matter, and cannot be 
straightforwardly assumed to exist. Instead, the conduciveness of any one turn or 
construction should be seen as a context dependent and contingent achievement in 
interaction. Moreover, even though the polarity or conduciveness of tag questions seems 
to be a less problematic matter, this also remains to be shown to be the case with detailed 
single case analyses.  

To sum up, it is acknowledged that some differences between the two types of tag 
questions and negative yes/no interrogatives are likely to be found with respect to their 
conduciveness in everyday interaction, and perhaps also with respect to their functions. 
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However, the aim of the interactional analyses in chapter 6 is to examine the practices of 
stance taking and the doing of alignment and disalignment by focusing on some 
interactional actions and activities in which both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions are observed to be more or less similarly employed. Thus, the focus is not on 
detailing environments in which the constructions are different in terms of their 
conduciveness, for example. 

4.5  Summary: An interactional approach to stance  
and interrogatives 

The interactional approach to stance and interrogatives adopted here owes much to Du 
Bois's (2002, 2004, forthcoming) framework for the study of stance taking. However, the 
different aspects of the stance taking triangle ('alignment', 'evaluation' and positioning') 
are adapted to fit the methodological and theoretical orientations of conversation analysis 
and interactional linguistics by transferring these concepts into the context of social and 
sequential nature of interaction. The chosen methodological framework also has an 
influence on how language is conceptualized here: following the views of conversation 
analysts and interactional linguists, all aspects of language are considered to be sensitive 
to the social action that the discourse participants are engaged in at a given moment (Ford 
et al. 2003, Goodwin 2002, Schegloff 1995a). Social–interactional practices are thus 
taken to form the framework within which lexis, grammar, prosody and all other features 
of language acquire local meanings. In other words, not only is stance taking considered 
to be an intersubjective achievement, but also the linguistic practices involved in it are 
considered to be contingent products of interaction. Thus, also the linguistic practices of 
stance taking are examined in and through the sequential organization of interaction and 
the activities people are engaged in. I therefore support the view that in a certain 
sequential context, any linguistic or paralinguistic feature of language, or a linguistic 
construction for that matter, can function as a stance marker. 

So, the study of stance taking is here based on the idea that social actions (such as 
asking a question, making an assessment, doing disagreement or challenging and so on) 
encode stances, and that sequential position is the key factor in the interpretation of the 
action(s) that a turn is used to perform. Stance is here taken to refer to those linguistic and 
interactional features of actions by which discourse participants display their epistemic, 
evidential, affective or evaluative position towards other participants and/or the talk at 
hand. On the other hand, by producing some action, discourse participants locate 
themselves in the ongoing sequence as it progresses through time. This locationing 
includes alignment as its central feature: alignment refers here to the ways in which 
discourse participants position themselves in view of the trajectories of action engendered 
by the prior turn of the sequence. More specifically, when a subsequent turn aligns with a 
prior turn, it, and the action it embodies, follows the projected course of action of the 
prior turn or the sequence (cf. Keevallik 2003: 29). The absence of such alignment is 
considered to be an expression of disalignment. On the other hand, turns at talk may also 
be used to invite alignment in the next turn, and be thereby used in initiating or 
redirecting the talk towards some course of action.  
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Figure 2 illustrates how the different facets of interaction and stance discussed above 
are applied to studying the patterns of stance taking as they involve yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions in American English. The box in the middle of the picture, Current 
turn: tag question or negative yes/no interrogative, represents the starting point of the 
study in the analyses of interaction. In other words, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions provide the window through which social interaction is initially observed: the 
analyses start with the examination of what the particular interactional action is that a 
discourse participant carries out with a negative yes/no interrogative or a tag question. 
However, both the prior talk, and what follows after the interrogatives are central for the 
interpretation of the function of a particular negative yes/no interrogative or tag question.  

Fig. 2. The different levels of stance taking 

As discussed above, in conjunction with carrying out some action, the speaker using a 
negative yes/no interrogative or a tag question aligns (or disaligns) with the trajectories 
set up by the prior turn or the sequence (number 2). There are two additional points in 
Figure 2 which were not discussed above. Number 1 Stance as linguistic practices refers 
to the linguistic and semantic analyses presented in chapter 5, the findings of which feed 
into and will be incorporated into the interactional analyses presented in chapter 6. 
Number 3, Stance as features of the action refers to the interactionally constructed 
displays of stance, whether linguistic, prosodic or semantic. The box with Subsequent 
turn(s): 'resolution' at the bottom of the figure refers to the ways in which discourse 
participants respond to, and align with, the action accomplished by the negative yes/no 
interrogative or tag question. As mentioned earlier, the response sequences will be 
examined as part of the interactional analyses of the interrogatives, and used in the 'next-
turn proof procedure'. 
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The next chapter reports on the findings of the linguistic construction of the negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the current database, and on the relative 
frequency of stanced linguistic materials in the chosen constructions. 

 



5 The local grammar of negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions: Stance-related linguistic material 

Even though epistemicity and related topics such as evidentiality and modality have 
received quite a lot of attention within the linguistic science and in stance research, the 
focus has mainly been on (the markers of) epistemicity and stance in declarative 
utterances, rather than in interrogative structures. In its part this chapter aims to remedy 
the situation by providing an examination of the general linguistic patterning of tag 
questions and negative yes/no interrogatives in the database with a special focus on what 
these local grammatical patterns can tell us about stanced linguistic materials in the 
chosen interrogative structures. More specifically, I will examine and discuss the relative 
frequency of stance-related semantic, lexical and grammatical materials in the 
interrogative constructions in the light of the already existing extensive discourse-
functional research on stance markers.  

5.1  Introduction 

The belief in the discourse origins of grammar is one of the basic tenets in usage-based 
functional linguistics. In other words, grammar is not and should not be understood as a 
monolithic, unchangeable system separate from actual instances of use, but as a fluid, 
adaptive system, which is sensitive to language users' discourse needs (see e.g. Bybee 
1998, Du Bois 1985, Hopper 1987). In applying the "metalinguistic principle of 
emergence" (Bybee & Hopper 2001b: 3) to practice, many researchers have come to use 
a method by which more global grammatical patterns are deduced from looking at micro-
level usage. Thus, there is a growing body of studies that are based on examining the 
frequency of collocational, locally used forms (e.g. Bybee 1998, 2002, Bybee & Hopper 
2001a, Krug 1998, 2001, Scheibman 1999, 2002, Thompson 2002). In a similar vein the 
present chapter can be taken as an examination of the recurrent patterns associated with 
the grammatical template of negation and reversed word order. However, rather than 
examining interrogative constructions in their wider context, which will be done in 
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chapter 6, here the focus is on the discourse between utterance internal elements such as 
subjects and verbs. In other words, by examining data from spoken American English, 
this chapter offers an account of how the categories of tense, person and semantic verb 
type converge within the specified confines of negation and reversed word order.  

On the other hand, the analyses of tense, person and verb type have a double function 
in this chapter. While the focus is initially on discovering the local collocations of 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the database, these three categories are 
also used in examining the linguistic patterns of stance taking in the data. The analyses 
are based on the findings of prior discourse-functional research on stance. Thus, for the 
present purposes stance refers to the expression of the speaker's evaluative, epistemic, 
evidential or affective attitude, be it towards the contents of the utterance, or some 
external object, matter, event or person. Semantic verb types and adjective types help in 
determining how common such stance material is. Counts on tense and modal 
expressions, in turn, reveal whether modal constructions, which have also been taken to 
relate directly to stance (see e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 970), are more (or less) frequent in 
comparison to constructions with the present or past tense. However, it should be noted 
that as the analysis expands from the level of local sentence grammar to social-
interactional practices, discourse participants are seen to employ a variety of linguistic 
and paralinguistic means for situated stance displays, ones in which the explicitly stanced 
materials form one important (but not the only) resource. These displays and the practices 
of their use, as they apply to tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, will be 
examined in chapter 6.  

The table below includes some preliminary information about the negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions in the database (the order of the tapes, motivated by the 
type of the speech event, e.g. face-to-face conversation, follows table 1 in chapter 2): 
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Table 2.  The number of constructions per tape 

Name of the tape Length Number of tag questions and 
negative yes/no interrogatives 

Actual Blacksmithing 25min 16s 2 
Lambada 23min 58s 9 
Conceptual Pesticides 26min 7s 12 
Raging Bureaucracy 19min 22s 1 
Book about Death 20min 28s 2 
Cuz 27min 16s 6 
This Retirement Bit 20min 31s 7 
Appease the Monster 27min 25s 9 
Deadly Diseases 25min 19s 9 
Doesn’t Work in This Household 21min 46s 4 
Wonderful Abstract Notions 10min 21s 2 
A Tree’s Life 23min 6s 2 
Try a Couple Spoonfuls 25 min 1 s 7 
The Classic Hooker 30 min 15 s 0 
Judgmental on People 26 min 51 s 9 
Tastes Very Special 24 min 38 s  4 
What Time Is It Now 24 min 40 s  1 
Hold My Breath 19 min 30 s 3 
He Knows 29 min 07 s 3 
Stay Out of It 19 min 18 s 1 
Guilt 10 min 47 s 1 
Handshakes All Around 27 min 47 s 4 
Tell the Jury That 25min 25s 0 
Zero Equals Zero 25min 5 
Bank Products 28min 17s 3 
Vet Morning 11min 59s 1 
Runway Heading 13min 53s 3 
Letter of Concerns 15min 41s 0 
Howard’s End 24 min 25 s 15 
Hundred Million Dollars 26 min 33 s 0 
Risk 26 min 20 s 2 
Very Good Tamales 26 min 30 s 4 
X-units of insulin 20 min 33 s 1 
Hey Cutie Pie 25 min 6 s 8 
Atoms Hanging Out 16 min 30 s 3 
Egg Which Luther Hatched 22 min 8 s 6 
American Democracy is Dying 25min 41s 1 
God’s Love 25min 7s 3 
Fear 27 min 51s 12 
Vision 25 min 56 s 0 
Tape Deck 12min 9s 1 
Ancient Furnace 26min 56s 5 
TOTAL 16h 0min 49s 171 

As can be seen from Table 2, not all of the tapes in the database include negative yes/no 
interrogatives or tag questions, while some tapes include quite a few instances. Later 
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chapters will argue that negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are often found 
in sequences in which the management and co-ordination of information between 
participants is at issue. This may be one factor for why tapes such as Howard's End, 
which is a book club discussion, includes a greater number of negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions than Hundred Million Dollars, for example, which is a 
recording from a city meeting. On the other hand, Fear, which is a sermon, includes a 
good number of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions. Without a close 
analysis of each of the occurrences, then, an account for such a distribution remains to be 
offered.  

5.2  The coding of data 

Before moving on to the findings, the coding criteria are discussed here. As mentioned 
above, tense, person and semantic verb type were chosen as the main coding features. 
Since the database consists of clause level constructions, it was thought that the chosen 
categories would appropriately highlight the centrality of the predicate and help in 
determining the frequency of stance-related material in the database.   

Nine categories were used for classifying the semantic verb types: cognition, 
corporeal, existential, feeling, material, perception, possessive, relational and verbal 
(Scheibman 2002, see also Biber et al. 1999, Halliday 1994). Table 3 below gives a 
description of the verb types. The list includes nine out of ten categories used in 
Scheibman's (2002) study, where she examined the structural patterns of subjectivity in 
spoken American English. In Scheibman's study the category for predicates expressing 
possession was called possessive/relational, and it included those relational verbs that 
express possession. Here the category is named possessive. Moreover, in order to track 
whether the subject is the senser or not, Scheibman uses two categories for verbs of 
perception and attention: perception, where a discourse participant is encoded as the 
senser in the subject role, and perception/relational, where a discourse participant is more 
implicitly encoded in the utterance as in it smells like that stuff. In line with the aims of 
her study, these categories are geared towards finding the patterns of subjective 
expression in conversation: the latter category is sensitive to the covert subjectivity of 
such expressions (Scheibman 2002: 50). This categorization was changed slightly by 
using the category of perception for utterances that depend on direct sensory or 
perceptual evidence and have an experiencer subject as in Didn't you hear about him?. 
On the other hand, following Halliday (1994), utterances with sound, seem, and look 
(like) but without an experiencer subject such as Doesn't that sound like something that 
would happen on like on Chips, were encoded as relational. Such predicates explicate a 
relationship between two entities; in the utterance above sound like is used by a story 
recipient to identify a seeming connection between a story told by another discourse 
participant and a television series (CHiPs, or California Highway Patrols) that the story 
could have been taken from. The reason for bringing down the number of categories is 
the size of my database: in view of the rather limited amount of data, this seemed as a 
reasonable decision. 
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The line between relational and existential verbs can sometimes be difficult to draw; 
Biber et al. (1999: 360), for example, group them together under a single semantic class 
of 'existence or relationship'. Here the existential verb type was most commonly assigned 
for utterances with the construction there + be2, but also verbs such as owe (money) and 
sustain (i.e. to keep being in a certain state, here meaning to keep from giving up faith) in 
the following utterances ... they owe pretty much, don't they and .. Shall you not be s- 
sustained? were taken to express states of being, and so they were classified as 
existential. The label material was used for verbs that indicate actions and events that 
typically have an agentive subject (cf. Biber et al.'s 1999: 361 definition for 'activity 
verbs') such as turn off and attack. However, this group also includes more ethereal verbs 
of doing or "bringing about" (Halliday 1994: 111) such as finish.  

Moreover, the categorization of forms that could belong to more than one semantic 
verb type was done by considering the whole utterance. For example, the verb be in 
example (13) was categorized as an existential verb, whereas in example (14) the be on 
line 2 was coded as relational. 

(13) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster 

01 KEN:  Isn't there a dishwasher in there?  

(14) SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie 

01 JEFF:  I know, 
02        isn't it wild? 

The composition of multi-part predicates such as doesn't have to work, gonna let finish, 
didn't start losing and so on, was analyzed in the coding process for the semantic type of 
the main verb in these constructions. These multi-part constructions, which Hopper 
(1991) has called MAVEs, or 'multiply articulated verbal expressions', caused some 
concern during coding. In MAVEs the idea expressed by the predicate is dispersed over 
multiple lexical units all of which do not have to be verbs. Consequently, since the last 
verb in multi-part predicates in the database was coded as the main verb, it should be 
noted that this favors one element of the verb phrase over the others. However, this 
coding method was decided to be the most practical one for the present purposes.  

The coding values for tense were present, past and modal. The last category was used 
for clauses with one of the nine central modal verbs can, could, may, might, shall, should, 
will, would, must (Biber et al. 1999: 483) and their negative counterparts. From a 
grammatical point of view these clauses are used to express modality and are not 
regularly marked for tense. Future tense was not used as a coding feature; will and shall 
were classified as modal. There is an additional group of verbs that includes constructions 
such as be going to, want to, have got to, have to, and got to, whose classification and 
range has varied in the past: verbs in this group have been called 'semi-modals' (Biber et 
al. 1999) or 'intermediate function verbs' (Quirk et al. 1985). Recently verbs belonging to 
this group have been viewed as 'emerging modals' (Krug 2001). Although the 
                                                           
2 In existential utterances the grammatical subject there was coded as the subject, rather than the semantic 
subject, such as a dishwasher in Isn't there a dishwasher in there?. 
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grammaticization process is an ongoing one, the tense of an utterance that contains one of 
these intermediate function verbs, or semi-modals, was classified as modal.  

The construction consisting of a declarative and a tag were treated as one entity. In 
other words, the coding was based on the features of the declarative part, and the tag was 
treated as a fragment whose verb and subject were taken to be reproduced parts of the 
declarative. However, sometimes the lexical item in the subject role does not remain 
strictly the same. For example, in extract (15) the subject is changed from that (line 1) in 
the declarative to it (line 3) in the tag:  

(15) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster 

01 MARCI:  That hasn't finish[ed, 
02 KENDRA:                   [Yeah. 
03 MARCI:  has it]? 

Since the number of the subjects (it and that) and their referent remain constant, also in 
these cases the classification was done based on the declarative. It is important to note 
that this should not be taken as an indication of inferiority of the tag in relation to the 
declarative.  

Subjects were categorized into six classes according to the established criteria for 
English: first, second and third person subjects in both singular and plural. There were no 
zero subjects in the constructions under scrutiny (e.g. but they have it canned and, .. 
(TSK) Ø put it in our stockings, for Christmas).  

5.3  The distribution of semantic verb types by person and tense 

This section establishes that in naturally occurring interaction, negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions typically favor the relational verb type, which is used for 
categorizing and evaluating events, objects, people or other locally relevant items. The 
section also shows that the most common subject type in the current database is the third 
person singular: well over half of the interrogatives have this subject type. Moreover, 
well over half of the utterances are also in the present tense, as opposed to having a 
modal predicate or having been produced in the past tense. Such findings give rise to a 
consideration of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions as conventionalized, 
reusable constructions or formulas. Later sections will argue that this makes the 
interrogative constructions very usable in the interactional display and construction of 
stance.  

Table 3, which draws on Scheibman (2002) and Halliday (1994) for the description of 
semantic verb types, provides information about the frequencies of different verb types in 
the database (three utterances without main verbs are excluded from the table). For now 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are not separated from each other, but 
later sections will also include separate counts.  
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Table 3. Semantic verb types and their frequency in the database (n=168) 

Verb type Description Frequency 
Cognition cognitive processing, intellectual states (know, think, believe, suppose etc.) 12 

7,1% 
Corporeal states and functions concerning the body (eat, hurt, sleep, take shots, live 

etc.) 
5 
3,0% 

Existential  exist, happen (be, sit, happen, owe etc.) 12 
7,1% 

Feeling  affection, emotion, attitude (love, want, enjoy, need etc.) 11 
6,5% 

Material  an entity does something, abstract or concrete (turn off, work, attack etc.) 35 
20,8% 

Perception  perception, attention (see, hear, smell etc.) 3 
1,8% 

Possessive  states of possessing, having (have, own etc.) 2 
1,2% 

Relational  classifying, identifying (be, become etc.) 81 
48,2% 

Verbal  symbolic meanings enacted through language (say, talk, ask etc.) 7 
4,4% 

Total  168 
100,0% 

As table 3 shows, relational verbs encompass about half of the nine different semantic 
verb types in the database. As section 5.5 will show, a majority of relational utterances 
include some evaluative materials, and those that do not, can nevertheless be seen as 
based on the speaker's evaluation of the characteristics or properties of the issue at hand 
(Scheibman 2002: 158). The second most frequent group in the database are the material 
verbs with 20.8%, followed by verbs of cognition and existential verbs with 7.1% each. 
The individual frequencies of the remaining verb types vary between 1–6%. In sum, there 
is a dramatic concentration of verb types into the two most frequent categories: relational 
and material verbs cover over two thirds of all the data with their combined percentage of 
69.0%.  

When these figures are compared with the findings in Scheibman (2002), the order of 
the three most frequent verb types is found to be the same. This is despite the fact that the 
current study concentrates on interrogatives, while Scheibman's data included any and all 
of the clause types in her chosen data. However, there are some significant differences 
between the frequency distributions in the two sets of data. In Scheibman's (2002: 64) 
study relational verbs account for 29.5% of the data. However, in the present study 
relational verbs include also those verbs that were coded in Scheibman as 
perception/relational. Thus, the proper figure to be used in comparison to the findings 
here is the combined percentage of relational (29.5%) and perception/relational (1.8%), 
that is, 31.3% (Scheibman 2002: 64). Even so, this figure is considerably lower than the 
frequency of relational utterances in the current database. Moreover, in Scheibman's 
study material verbs account for 24.9% and cognition verbs for 15.7% of the data, while 
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existential verbs were found to be rather rare with 4.2%. These differences reflect the fact 
that the current study only tracks all the instances of tag questions and negative yes/no 
interrogatives from sixteen hours of data, while Scheibman's data cover all constructions 
in long stretches of continuous discourse. It is rather expectable that different 
grammatical constructions favor certain semantic verb types over others; to date, 
however, these differences have not been actively examined.  

Table 4 below presents a more detailed look into the semantic verb types found in the 
database. The table is organized in order of frequency, and broken down by person.  

Table 4.  Verb types by person (n=168) 

Verb type 1s 2s 3s 1p 2p 3p Total 
Relational 1 

1.2% 
1 

1.2% 
70 

86.4% 
2 

2.4% 
0 

0.0% 
7 

8.6% 
81 

100.0% 
Material 3 

8.5% 
5 

14.3% 
11 

31.4% 
4 

11.4% 
5 

14.3% 
7 

20.0% 
35 

100.0% 
Cognition 0 

0.0% 
6 

50.0% 
2 

16.7% 
0 

0.0% 
1 

8.3% 
3 

25.0% 
12 

100.0% 
Existential 0 

0.0% 
2 

16.7% 
5 

41.7% 
0 

0.0% 
1 

8.3% 
4 

33.3% 
12 

100.0% 
Feeling 0 

0.0% 
8 

72.7% 
1 

9.1% 
1 

9.1% 
1 

9.1% 
0 

0.0% 
11 

100.0% 
Verbal 0 

0.0% 
2 

28.6% 
2 

28.6% 
2 

28.6% 
0 

0.0% 
1 

14.3% 
7 

100.0% 
Corporeal 0 

0.0% 
1 

20.0% 
1 

20.0% 
0 

0.0% 
2 

40.0% 
1 

20.0% 
5 

100.0% 
Perception 0 

0.0% 
2 

66.6% 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
1 

33.3% 
3 

100.0% 
Possessive 0 

0.0% 
1 

50.0% 
1 

50.0% 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
0 

0.0% 
2 

100.0% 
Total 4 

2.4% 
28 

16.7% 
93 

55.4% 
9 

5.4% 
10 

6.0% 
24 

14.3% 
168 

100.0% 

The most notable feature in table 4 is the high co-occurrence of third person singular 
subjects with relational verbs. Mainly due to this, third person singular subjects form the 
majority of all subjects with 55.4%. Second person singular you is the second most 
frequent subject group, even though with 16.7% its frequency is significantly lower than 
that of the third person singular subjects. It is notable that second person singular subjects 
are especially frequent with verbs of feeling, where 72.7% of all subjects consist of this 
subject type (although the actual number of occurrences is small, 8). In comparison, the 
second person singular occurs only once with relational verbs, which covers 1.2% of the 
subjects within this verb type. The findings concerning person will be discussed in more 
detail in section 5.4.  

Tables 5 to 9 below present the findings for the nine different verb types, now broken 
down by tense, modality and the type of construction. Tables 5 and 6 show the 
frequencies for the two types of tag questions: table 5 includes constructions in which a 
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negative declarative is followed by a positive tag, while table 6 shows the figures for tag 
questions in which a positive declarative is followed by a negative tag. Table 8 presents 
the combined numbers for tag questions in general. Table 9, in turn, presents the findings 
for negative yes/no interrogatives.  

Table 5.  Verb types by tense and construction, negative declarative + positive tag (n=22) 

Verb type Present Past  Modal  Total % of all verb types (n=168) 
Material 3 

37.5% 
2 

25.0% 
3 

37.5% 
8 
 

4.8% 

Relational 2 
50.0% 

1 
25.0% 

1 
25.0% 

4 
 

2.4% 

Feeling 2 
66.6% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
33.3% 

3 1.8% 

Corporeal 2 
66.6% 

1 
33.3% 

0 
0.0% 

3 1.8% 

Existential 1 
50.0% 

1 
50.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 1.3% 

Cognition 1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Possessive 1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Verbal 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Perception 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Total  12 
54.5% 

5 
22.7% 

5 
22.7% 

22 
100.0% 

13.1% 

The table above shows that constructions in which a negative declarative is followed by a 
positive tag do not follow the otherwise general tendency in the database: the relational 
verb type is the second most common verb type for these constructions, rather than the 
most common one. However, this may be a reflection of the rather small number of these 
tag question constructions in the database, as only 22 cases of such constructions were 
found in which a negative declarative is followed by a positive tag question. It may also 
be that these tag question constructions do pattern differently in comparison to negative 
yes/no interrogatives and those tag question constructions in which a positive declarative 
is followed by a negative tag. This is an issue which could be pursued in more detail in 
later studies. Table 6 below shows the figures for the second type of tag question 
constructions.  
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Table 6. Verb types by tense and construction, positive declarative + negative tag (n=47) 

Verb type Present Past  Modal  Total % of all verb 
types (n=168) 

Relational 17 
73.4% 

5 
21.7% 

1 
4.3% 

23 
 

13.7% 

Material 5 
38.5% 

6 
46.2% 

2 
15.4% 

13 
 

7.7% 

Existential 4 
80.0% 

1 
20.0% 

0 
0.0% 

5 3.0% 

Feeling 3 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

3 1.8% 

Corporeal 0 
0.0% 

2 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 1.2% 

Verbal 0 
0.0% 

1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Cognition 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Possessive 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Perception 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Total  29 
61.7% 

15 
31.9% 

3 
6.4% 

47 
100.0% 

28.0% 

As table 6 shows, in such tag question constructions in which a positive declarative is 
followed by a negative tag, the relational verb type covers about half of the constructions 
(23/47). Another difference between the two types of tag question constructions is that 
present tense is a bit more common in constructions in which a positive declarative is 
followed by a negative tag. Modal constructions are also rather infrequent for these 
constructions. The combined numbers for tag question constructions are given in table 7 
below, and table 8 presents the findings on verb type and tense for negative yes/no 
interrogatives.  
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Table 7. Verb types by tense and construction, tag questions (n=69) 

Verb type Present Past  Modal  Total % of all verb 
types (n=168) 

Relational 19 
70.4% 

6 
22.2% 

2 
7.4% 

27 
 

16.0% 

Material 8 
38.1% 

8 
38.1% 

5 
23.4% 

21 
 

12.5% 

Existential 5 
71.4% 

2 
28.6% 

0 
0.0% 

7 4.2% 

Feeling 5 
83.3% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
16.7% 

6 3.6% 

Corporeal 2 
40.0% 

3 
60.0% 

0 
0.0% 

5 3.0% 

Cognition 1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Possessive 1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Verbal 0 
0.0% 

1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Perception 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Total  41 
59.4% 

20 
29.0% 

8 
11.6% 

69 
100.0% 

41.1% 

Table 8. Verb types by tense and construction, negative yes/no interrogatives (n=99) 

Verb type Present Past  Modal  Total   % of all verb types 
(n=168) 

Relational 42 
77.8% 

5 
9.3% 

7 
13.0% 

54 32.1% 

Material 6 
42.9% 

3 
21.4% 

5 
35.7% 

14 8.3% 

Cognition 7 
63.6% 

1 
9.1% 

3 
27.3% 

11 6.5% 

Verbal 2 
33.3% 

4 
66.7% 

0 
0.0% 

6 3.6% 

Existential 4 
80.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
20.0% 

5 3.0% 

Feeling 4 
80.0% 

1 
20.0% 

0 
0.0% 

5 3.0% 

Perception 0 
0.0% 

2 
66.7% 

1 
33.3% 

3 1.8% 

Possessive 0 
0.0% 

1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.6% 

Corporeal 0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 0.0% 

Total  65 
65.7% 

17 
17.2% 

17 
17.2% 

99 
100.0% 

58.9% 
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According to tables 7 and 8, the global tendency for both constructions is to favor the 
present tense over past tense and modal expressions. The tables also show that negative 
yes/no interrogatives are more frequent in general than tag questions: 58.9% (99/168) of 
the data consist of negative yes/no interrogatives while tag questions cover the remaining 
41.1% (69/168). It can also be seen from the tables that negative yes/no interrogatives are 
found more often in the present tense than tag questions: the percentages are 65.7% for 
negative yes/no interrogatives as opposed to 59.4% for tag questions. In contrast, the past 
tense is relatively more common for tag questions: 29.0% of tag questions are in the past 
tense, as opposed to 17.2% of negative yes/no interrogatives. Moreover, when one takes a 
closer look at different verb types, the tables show that both tag questions and negative 
yes/no interrogatives favor the present tense in most verb types, only material verbs are 
found more or less equally often in all tenses.  

In addition, one notable difference between negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions that is observable from tables 7 and 8 is that while both negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions favor the relational verb type, negative yes/no 
interrogatives do it far more distinctively than tag questions. Table 7 shows that in tag 
question constructions the relational verb type occurs only in about 40% (27/69) of the 
cases. However, also material verbs are rather common with about 30% (21/69). On the 
other hand, according to table 8, relational utterances account well over half (54/99) of 
negative yes/no interrogatives. Material verbs are the second most common verb type 
also for negative yes/no interrogatives, but their share is significantly lower than in tag 
question constructions as they cover only about 14% (14/99) of the negative yes/no 
interrogatives. These findings indicate that while both negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions seem to be grammaticalized as structures whose discourse functions 
frequently relate to categorization and characterization, and thereby also to the display of 
the interrogative speaker's stance, negative yes/no interrogatives do this more clearly than 
tag questions.  

Table 9 below provides a summary of the frequencies of the present and past tenses as 
well as modal constructions in the database.  

Table 9.  The global frequency of tenses (n=168) 

Construction Present Past  Modal Total 
Yes/no 65 

65.7% 
17 

17.2% 
17 

17.2% 
99 

100.0% 
Tag 41 

59.4% 
20 

30.0% 
8 

11.6% 
69 

100.0% 
Total 106 

63.1% 
37 

22.0% 
25 

14.9% 
168 

100.0% 

The global frequency of tenses is such that of all the negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions 63.1% are in the present tense, 22.0% in the past tense, and 14.9% of the 
constructions in the current database have a modal verb. When one compares these 
figures to the findings in other studies, similar tendencies are found. For example, in 
Scheibman (2002: 63) 63.9% of over 2000 utterances from conversational American 
English were in the present tense, 25.4% in the past tense, and 11.0% of the constructions 
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had a modal verb. However, there are some inherent differences between my findings and 
those of Scheibman (2002), due to the fact that in her study only the utterances with one 
of the nine central modal verbs were coded as modal, while here the 'emerging modals' 
were also included in that category. On the other hand, Biber et al. (1999: 456) found that 
in their data from English conversations about 67% of verb forms were in the present 
tense, 19% in the past tense and about 14% had a modal verb phrase.  

There are some further observations that can be made based on tables 5 through 9, 
which concern the individual verb types and their co-occurrence with tense and modal 
constructions. However, since the numbers in many of the categories are rather small, the 
following sections should be taken to present some tentative observations. Nevertheless, 
it can be noted, for example, that about half of the modal constructions in the database 
involve the modal verb would (12/25). The tag question on lines 1 and 3 in excerpt (16) 
presents an example: 

(16) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada 

01 HAROLD:  Well that would be nice to have a little jazz band  
   next [4door4], 
02 PETE:    [4Right4]. 
03 HAROLD:  wouldn't it. 

Like (16) above, in the present database modal constructions with would regularly have a 
relational verb (typically be) complemented by a predicate adjective, or the predicate 
itself is semantically evaluative such as mind (a verb of feeling). In other words, it seems 
that in relation to tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, modal constructions 
with would typically constitute evaluative utterances about some hypothetical situation.  

Since there are little data on modal interrogatives in the current database, a quick 
search of data from 100 conversations in the British English component of the 
Interactional Corpus of English (ICE-GB) was run for comparison3. Data from the ICE-
GB show that in 80 negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions found with a modal 
verb, would is the most common verb also in British English with 28 occurrences (35%). 
However, can follows rather close with 21 occurrences (26.3%). In addition to this, the 
next two most common modal verbs are will and could with 11 cases each; this leaves 
only 9 occurrences for other modal verbs. Therefore, in British English four modal verbs 
(would, will, could and can) are used particularly frequently in negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions. More detailed analyses concerning, for example, the 
semantic verb types of the main verbs in these utterances are reserved for later studies.  

To get back to the current database, verbal predicates (especially in negative yes/no 
interrogatives) occur more often in the past tense than in the present tense or in modal 
constructions. The interrogative on line 2 in example (17) presents an example:  

                                                           
3 Due to the fact that a limited amount of transcribed and easily accessible conversational American English is 
available for comparison, the data in British English from the International Corpus of English was used here. 
The data in ICE-GB are tagged and parsed and thus provide for extensive corpus linguistic studies. However, in 
the comparisons here only the data from private conversations and telephone calls were used, and the search and 
sorting of data was done both with the corpus's own query program ICECUP III and with a concordance 
program called MonoConc. 
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(17) SBCSAE 0014 Bank Products 

01 FRED: .. When did they file. 
02       Didn't you say they filed in eighty-seven? 

Thus in tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives verbal verbs are often used for 
invoking hearsay evidence from some prior speech event or from previous talk in the 
current speech event. On the other hand, tables 7 and 8 above also indicate that many of 
the verb types found in tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives are clearly biased 
towards the present tense. These verb types include relational and existential verbs as 
well as verbs of cognition and feeling. As mentioned before, only material verbs seem to 
be used more or less frequently in the present and past tense as well as in modal 
constructions.  

Many of the verb types in the current database are directly relevant for stance taking. 
These verb types include verbal verbs which mark evidentiality and may therefore be 
used to express attitudes towards knowledge (Chafe 1986). An example of a verbal 
predicate can be found in example (17) above. In addition to verbal verbs also many 
other verb types can be seen as relevant in terms of stance. As mentioned in passing 
above, verbs of feeling invoke evaluative meanings, and can thus be seen in most cases as 
marking stance. An example of one such a case is given below. 

(18) SBCSAE 0011 This Retirement Bit  

01 ANGELA: you don't like that,  
02         do you but -- 
03 DORIS:  .. (H) No, 
04         It chokes me to death. 

On lines 1-2 Angela requests the recipient, Doris, to confirm whether Doris's prior 
observation about Angela 'smoking her cigarette down to the cork' also carried a negative 
evaluation towards doing such a thing. Doris confirms this on lines 3-4, and gives the 
reason why she does not like it that people smoke cigarettes down to the cork.  

Also perception verbs have been connected to stance taking by having been analyzed 
as evidential markers (Chafe 1986). Perception verbs index that knowledge is acquired 
through sensory evidence and that it is held as rather certain (e.g. *I hear children playing 
outside4). In my data, however, perception verbs in negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions are used for referring to the fact that knowledge is lacking, for instance. An 
example is given in (19):  

(19) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides 

01 MARILYN: Didn't you hear about him? 

Moreover, cognition verbs have also previously been shown to act as a linguistic resource 
for (epistemic) stance taking in conversation (Kärkkäinen 2003a for think, Tao 2001 for 

                                                           
4 The asterisk indicates that the example is invented.  
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remember, see also Thompson 2002). In the data here, verbs of cognition in the present 
tense are found in interrogatives such as (20) and (21): 

(20) SBCSAE 0044 He Knows 

01 CAM:   Don't you think it's it's more that you were just- ...  
   nervous at the time,  

(21) SBCSAE 0034 What Time Is It Now? 

01 SCOTT: Don't you remember, 
02        we looked through like Sears catalogues, 
03        and stuff like that,  

In (20) and (21) the interrogative frames don't you think and don't you remember are 
followed by full declarative clauses that complement them. Although they are in the 
interrogative form, these frames can be taken as complement taking predicates (CTPs). 
Thompson (2002) studied such predicates in naturally occurring American English 
interactions, and found that CTPs regularly function as epistemic, evidential or evaluative 
frames, which express a stance towards the upcoming clause; the CTPs in (20) and (21) 
above can be taken to function in this way. Moreover, Thompson (2002: 139) found that 
four of the most frequent CTPs (think, guess, know, remember) exhibit a fixed formula in 
interaction in that they occur in the declarative form with first person subjects, either in 
the positive or the negative. I think in the data excerpt below illustrates the formula:  

(22) Thompson (2002: 139) 

01 K: I think it'll be real interesting. 

CTPs were thus found to occur in a rather schematic form in spoken language, in addition 
to which they can move around, and into, the clause that complement them (Thompson 
2002: 142-143). These observations apply to my data as well: the interrogative frames 
allow the division of the CTP and the upcoming clause into two or more intonation units, 
as can be seen in example (21) above. The CTP can also be placed after or in the middle 
of the complement clause. Example (23) presents a case of a CTP placed in the middle of 
the complement clause (as indicated by the continuing intonation on line 3): 

(23) SBCSAE 0032 Handshakes All Around 

01 TOM_1: (TSK) 
02        It works fine, 
03        don't you think, 
04        the way it is? 

In the data examined here CTPs are mostly used with subjects that refer to a co-present 
discourse participant(s), as in example (23). One can therefore argue that these 
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interrogatives are involved in stance taking by being grammatically designed to invite the 
recipient to take a stance on the claim made in the complement.  

In conclusion, this section has shown that there are rather clear local regularities found 
in negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in spoken American English in terms 
of semantic verb types, person and tense. First, the two most common verb types, 
relational and material verbs, cover the majority of the data with their combined 
percentage of 69.0%. Secondly, third person singular subjects are the most common 
subject type in the database with 55.4%, and they occur particularly frequently with 
relational predicates. Thirdly, 63.1% of the data are in the present tense, although 
negative yes/no interrogatives favor the present tense more clearly than tag questions.  

In terms of stance many of the verb types are explicitly endowed with the speaker's 
point of view. These verb types include the verbs of feeling, cognition, perception as well 
as verbal predicates. Such utterances cover about 20% of the database. Also relational 
utterances often involve stanced lexical materials; this will be examined in more detail in 
section 5.5. Moreover, even though modal predicates are less common than utterances 
with tense, they cover about 15% of the utterances in database. It is notable that about 
half of the modal constructions involve the modal verb would. As regards stance-relevant 
subjects, the first person singular I, which is often named as the prototypical grammatical 
means for referring to the speaker's subjective stance, is very infrequent in the current 
database, as only 2.4% of the utterances have this subject type. In contrast, the second 
person singular you and the second person plural subjects are much more frequent with a 
combined figure of 22.7%. The next section examines the distribution of different 
subjects and their referentiality in more detail.  

5.4  The distribution of person and the referentiality of subjects 

The previous section established that the third person singular is the most common 
subject type in the current database. This section takes a closer look at these subjects as 
well as discusses how the choice of the subject is involved in the display of stance. Tables 
10 and 11 below present the distribution of subjects by type.  

Table 10.  Singular subjects by type (n=127) 

Singular Type Number % of all subjects 

1s I 4 2.3% 
2s you 29 17.0% 
3s lexical 12 7.0% 
 s/he 13 7.6% 
 it 16 9.4% 
 that 45 26.3% 
 there 5 2.9% 
 this 3 1.8% 
Total  127 74.3% 
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Table 11. Plural subjects by type (n=44) 

Plural Type Number % of all subjects 
1p we 8 4.7% 
 lexical 1 0.6% 
2p you 10 5.8% 
3p lexical 4 2.3% 
 they 20 11.7% 
 those 1 0.6% 
Total  44 25.7% 

As can be seen from table 10, third person singular subjects (the combined number of 
lexical NP subjects, she, he, it, that, there, and this) occur 94 times. In other words, they 
cover 54.9% of all the subjects in the data. In comparison, in Scheibman (2002) the 
percentage for third person singular subjects was 42.8%. This is a rather significant 
difference, and it is mainly due to the proportionally higher number of relational verbs in 
the current database (see tables 1 and 4). The second most common subject type for tag 
questions and negative yes/no interrogatives is the second person singular with 17.0%, 
followed by third person plural subjects (consisting of lexical NPs, they and those) with 
14.6%. On the other hand, as tables 10 and 11 show, plural subjects in general are much 
less frequent than singular subjects. Consequently, first person plural subjects (consisting 
of lexical NPs and we) as well as second person plural subjects (consisting of you) are the 
two most infrequent groups in the database with 5.3% and 5.8%, respectively.  

A closer look at different subtypes of subjects shows that the order of the subject types 
can be attributed to individual high-frequency items. That is, the prevalence of third 
person singular subjects is explained by the high frequency item that, which covers 
26.3% of all the subjects (45/171) in the database. The same applies to the second person 
singular you (17.0% of all the subjects), and the third person plural they (11.7% of all the 
subjects).  

The use of the first person singular has been identified as the means by which speakers 
regularly index their point of view with regard to the proposition conveyed in the 
utterance (Dahl 2000, Scheibman 2002). Such subjects have also been reported to be very 
common in spoken data. Scheibman (2002: 63), for example, found them to cover 28.4% 
of her data. This makes first person singular subjects the most common or the second 
most common subject type in her database (Scheibman 2002: 63, 93).5 Moreover, Dahl 
(2000: 44) reports that 24% of his data from spoken Swedish have a first person subject; 
this figure (presumably) includes both singular and plural subjects that refer to a speech 
act participant (I and we). In contrast, reference to self with a first person singular subject 
occurs rarely in the current database, as only 2.3% of subjects have this subject type. In 
the data here the combined percentage for first person singular and plural subjects is 
7.0%. Dahl's and Scheibman's findings are in stark contrast with the figures here. Self-
referential interrogatives are, of course, intuitively rare. However, whether other types of 
interrogatives exhibit such a clear bias towards avoiding first person singular subjects as 
the constructions here do is something that requires further examination.  

                                                           
5 This depends on whether the subtypes of the third person singular are viewed as separate types or not.  
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On the other hand, second person singular you (17.0%) and second person plural you 
(5.8%) with their combined percentage of 22.8% are much more frequent than first 
person subjects. This can be taken to reflect the intersubjective orientation of 
interrogatives, although it should be noted that not all second person subjects necessarily 
refer to a co-present discourse participant (see, e.g., Du Bois 2004, Lerner 1996b).  

Moreover, the small number of lexical subjects in the database, 9.9% in total, (of 
which two thirds are singular subjects and one third plural subjects) indicates that 
discourse participants do not typically use the subjects of negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions to introduce new referents to discourse.6 Such a finding is in agreement 
with studies that have examined the frequency and the grammatical roles of lexical 
subjects in discourse. Based on analyses of spoken data from several different languages, 
Du Bois (2003a) has formulated a general constraint on the syntactic role of lexical 
arguments: he argues that the subjects of transitive clauses (so called A role) across 
various different languages tend to avoid lexical arguments. Moreover, Kärkkäinen 
(1996) has found that in conversational American English the subjects of both transitive 
clauses and intransitive clauses (so called S role) tend to avoid lexical mentions: about 
13% of her data included lexical mentions in A or S roles.  

Even though third person singular subjects are the most common subject type for both 
tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, there are differences between the 
constructions within this subject type. Table 12 below shows the distribution of third 
person singular subjects, broken down by construction. 

Table 12.  Third person singular subjects by construction (n=94)  

Construction s/he it this that there lexical Total 
Yes/no 7 

11.7% 
5 

8.3% 
1 

1.7% 
35 

58.3% 
3 

5.0% 
9 

15.0% 
60 

100.0% 
Tag 6 

17.6% 
11 

32.4% 
2 

5.9% 
10 

29.4% 
2 

5.9% 
3 

8.8% 
34 

100.0% 
Total 13 

13.8% 
16 

17.0% 
3 

3.2% 
45 

47.9% 
5 

5.3% 
12 

12.7% 
94 

100.0% 

Table 12 shows that for tag questions it and that are rather equally common (it with 
32.4% and that with 29.4% of the third person singular subjects), while negative yes/no 
interrogatives favor that over any other type (58.3% of the third person singular subjects). 

If the total number of third person singular subjects for each of the constructions from 
table 12 (34 for tag questions and 60 for negative yes/no interrogatives) is combined with 
the general frequency of the two constructions from table 9, one finds that 49.3% (34/69) 
of all tag questions have a third person singular subject, while for negative yes/no 
interrogatives this figure is 60.6% (60/99).  

To determine whether reference to a co-present discourse participant(s) is more 
common than reference to objects and things, for example, the referentiality of the 
subjects in the database will be discussed next. A functional definition of referentiality is 
given by Du Bois (1980: 208): "a noun phrase is referential when it is used to speak about 

                                                           
6 Due to the great number of relational utterances, and therefore of intransitive clauses in the current database, 
the referentiality of objects in the interrogative constructions was excluded from the analyses for the time being. 
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an object as an object, with continuous identity over time". Non-referential noun phrases, 
on the other hand, often complement other grammatical constructions and their functions. 
They thus occur "in compounds, within negative scope of a sentence, in certain speech 
acts, in predicating expressions, and in conflated objects" (Du Bois 1980: 209). In the 
present study the focus is on noun phrases in the subject position due to the decision to 
choose that as one of the coding categories (rather than focusing on the noun phrases in 
the object role, for example). As can be deduced from the definitions above, non-
referential subjects are not typically found in such a position. It is therefore likely that 
non-referentiality will occur rarely in the database.  

The subjects were divided into four classes; these categories are based on those used 
in Scheibman (2002). However, I have merged some classes together thus modifying the 
categorization. The coding of referentiality was done based on the following 
classification. Group 1 consists of subjects that refer directly to a present discourse 
participant or a group of them, such as the second person singular you in the following 
example ... (H) Don't you like that?. Group 2 consists of subjects that refer to an object, a 
thing or a person (not a discourse participant) or a group of these, such as it in the 
following utterance it's like coming un- ... wrapped. Isn't it? in which it refers to a present 
handled by a child. This group was further subdivided into specific and generic subjects. 
For instance, it in the example above was labeled as a specific subject, an entity, while 
they in the following utterance ... They had a choice. Didn't they? was labeled as generic; 
here they refers to an unspecified group of Jesus's disciples. This utterance is taken from a 
lecture, where the speaker has talked about a passage in the Bible in which some of the 
disciples had abandoned Jesus, and the remaining ones (not identified by the speaker) 
were asked whether they were going to do the same. The generic reference to the 
disciples having a choice is used to argue for the existence of free will. Subjects in group 
3 refer to an event or a state, or to a discursive construction. For example, that in Isn't 
that weird? was labeled as referring to a state; the utterance was produced in a multi-
party conversation by a knowing recipient in response to a telling by his wife where she 
reported that it is illegal to recycle gray water in the place in which they live. Like that in 
the above example, subjects in group 3 often have more than one prior utterance as their 
target, and their exact referent may be difficult to pin down. In the current database a 
discourse referential label was mainly assigned to subjects referring to names or similar 
types of descriptions mentioned in prior discourse. That in the following utterance 
illustrates this usage: Arco?... Isn't that where #Deb .. kinda was?. Finally, group 4 
consists of non-referential subjects; the notional subject there found in the existential 
construction belongs to this group.  

Table 13 presents the findings for referentiality in the database.  



75 

Table 13. Referentiality of the subject (n=171) 

Referentiality Yes/no Tag Total  
1) Discourse participant 22 

21.6% 
19 

27.5% 
41 

24.0% 
2a) Specific /entity 19 

18.6% 
19 

27.5% 
38 

22.2% 
2b) Generic 20 

19.6% 
12 

17.4% 
32 

18.7% 
3) Events, states, discourse 38 

37.3% 
17 

24.6% 
55 

32.1% 
4) Non-referential 3 

2.9% 
2 

2.9% 
5 

3.0% 
Total 102 

100.0% 
69 

100.0% 
171 

100.0% 

As can be seen from the table, the most common type of referentiality, reference to 
discursive constructions, events or states (group 3) covers about one third of the subjects 
in the database (32.1%). After the most common category for referentiality there is a 
rather equal number of subjects in group 1 discourse participant (24.0%), 2a entities 
(22.2%), and 2b generic (18.7%).  

Within those subjects that refer to a co-present discourse participant(s) in group 1 
about half (20/41) consist of the second person singular subject you. The interrogative 
frame on line 1 in example (24) presents one such case. 

(24) SBCSAE 0034 What Time Is It Now? 

01 SCOTT: Don't you remember, 
02        we looked through like Sears catalogues, 
03        and stuff like that, 
04        and there was these, 
05 KAREN: ... Oh y[eah]. 
06 SCOTT:         [rea]lly amazing complete things, 
07        you know, 
08        with .. built-in tables, 
09        [and storage, 
10 KAREN: [With refrigerators], 
11 SCOTT: an]=d refrigerators, 
12        and coffeemakers, 

Karen has been looking through a sales catalogue and has noticed an advert for recliner 
seats. However, she is amazed that in addition to ordinary recliner seats for one person, 
there are also reclining sofas and love seats. In Scott's turn, which starts on line 1 with the 
interrogative frame don't you remember, he reminds Karen that this should not come as a 
surprise since they have seen similar recliners in other catalogues.  
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First person plural reference (we or lexical NPs) is the second most common type 
within subjects that refer to a discourse participant (9/41), followed then by second 
person plural referents (8/41). Examples are found below. 

(25) SBCSAE 0021 Fear 

01 WALT: We all= ... cr=ave that. 
02       .. Don't we? 

(26) SBCSAE 0020 God's Love 

01 JEFF: (H) Don't you like that? 

First person plural subjects (we or lexical NPs) often, although not necessarily, include 
reference also to the speaker. In comparison, pure first person singular reference is rare: 
there are only four cases of first person singular subjects in the database (see table 4). 
These cases are presented in the following.  

(27) SBCSAE 0011 This Retirement Bit 

01 DORIS: .. I was just absolutely soaked. 
02        .. Wasn't I. 

(28) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada 

01 HAROLD: I thought I turned this o=ff, 
02         <X though, 
03 PETE:   It's been doing] -- 
04 HAROLD: didn't I X>]? 

(29) SBCSAE 0019 Doesn't Work in This Household 

01 MELISSA: But I don't have time to rewrite it, 
02          do I? 

(30) SBCSAE 0009 Zero Equals Zero 

01 NATHAN: Well I can do -- 
02         find one side by doing that, 
03         can't I? 

In terms of referentiality, the subjects of the interrogatives above were all categorized as 
referring to a discourse participant, the current speaker. However, even though the 
number of instances of first person singular subjects is small, the classification of the 
referentiality of first person subjects could have been different if the subjects were 
considered in conjunction with tense. More specifically, it can be questioned whether I in 
utterances with the past tense in examples (27) and (28) should be taken to index the 
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speaker as a discourse participant, or rather an entity in some past situation (even though 
still referential). In any case, the data included also one case of I in an utterance modified 
by a modal verb (30), and one instance of I was found in an utterance with the present 
tense, as shown in (29). 

Because of the small amount of data on the first person singular subjects, another 
search of the data from the ICE-GB was run for comparison. In over 3100 hits with *n't 
as the search term in MonoConc (this gives all the utterances with negated verbs), there 
were about 430 utterances in which a negated verb was followed by a subject. Of these 
utterances about a dozen had a first person singular subject, and of those, two utterances 
were in the present tense. (31) below presents an example: 

(31) ICE-GB: dialogue - private - direct conversations S1A-028 

01 A: I am right in that aren't I 

In contrast, the majority of utterances in the ICE-GB data with first person singular 
subjects were in the past tense, or had a modal verb. In sum, the comparison shows that 
also in British English negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions with first person 
subjects are rare, and that first person subjects are often found in utterances that are in the 
past tense, or that are modified by a modal verb.  

To get back to American English, the combined number of subjects in groups 1 and 2a 
in table 12, that is, subjects that refer to discourse participants and some specific entities 
such as people, objects, or things, is 46.2%. In comparison, a little over half, or 50.8% of 
the subjects (the combined number of classes 2b and 3), have a generic or an otherwise 
more or less abstract subject. The remaining 3.0% of the interrogatives have non-
referential subjects. Generic subjects typically consist of the third person plural they (17 
of a total of 32). On the other hand, that is by far the most common subject type in 
utterances that refer to events, states or discourse (42/55). It follows that as the second 
most common subject type in this group (10/55). Example (32) illustrates the use of that 
in the database:  

(32) SBCSAE 0036 Judgmental on people 

01 LISA: ... I mean that’s what -- 
02       The reason the body gets that hot, 
03       is like to kill the germs or whatever I think. 
04       .. Isn’t that part of it? 

Just prior to Lisa's turn another participant has reported that her pediatrician is of the 
opinion that high fever is good for babies because it helps the immune system to fight 
harder. Lisa's turn in example (32) presents her point of view on the issue. On lines 1-3 
Lisa first explicates what in her opinion is the general reason for high temperature. The 
negative yes/no interrogative on line 4 connects the prior speaker's production with this 
new perspective, and invites response from the recipients. That on line 4 refers to the 
process (event) of the body getting hotter as it fights against harmful germs.  

In sum, the most frequent subjects in the database are unspecified (but identifiable) 
third person singular subjects, which are regularly used to refer to states, events or 
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discourse. Even though that forms the majority of such subjects, also it is rather 
frequently used, especially in tag questions. The second person singular you is the second 
most common subject type. This also means that in the interrogative constructions 
examined here reference to a discourse participant is most commonly done with the 
second person singular you instead of the first person singular I, which has been found to 
be otherwise common in spoken discourse.  

The frequency of the third and second person singular subjects, in addition to the 
frequency of the present tense and the relational verb type, indicate that the interrogative 
constructions in the database rather regularly have the form Don’t you X, It’s X, isn’t it or 
Isn’t that X. These structures resemble the turn constructional format for assessments 
discussed in Goodwin & Goodwin (1987, 1992; see section 4.1.1). The interrogatives in 
the current database can thus be seen to provide further instances of recurrently occurring 
formats that can be added in the collection of reusable linguistic fragments or 
constructions out of which grammar can be seen to consist. 

The following section take a more closer look at the use of third person singular 
subjects in explicating connections, relationships, and qualities through their high co-
occurrence with relational predicates.  

5.5  Recurrent patterns in relational utterances 

In this section the most common verb type, relational, is examined more closely. As was 
established earlier, about half of the interrogative constructions in the database have a 
relational verb. In earlier sections it was also shown that of those tag questions and 
negative yes/no interrogatives which have a relational verb, 

75% occur in the present tense, and 
86% have a third person singular subject. 

The current database thus indicates that negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
in general, and relational constructions in particular, follow a rather regular pattern in 
spoken discourse.  

The prevalence of relational negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the 
database alone gives rise to a closer examination of their features. Moreover, relational 
utterances have been shown to be a central means for the expression of evaluation and the 
speaker's point of view in conversational data (Scheibman 2002). Let us begin by 
examining their overwhelmingly most frequent subject type, the third person singular 
subject. Table 14 below shows the distribution of such subjects in utterances with 
relational predicates.  

Section 5.4 (see tables 10-12) established that three quarters of all the subjects of 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are third person singular subjects, and 
that within third person singular subjects, the most common subject for negative yes/no 
interrogatives is that, while both it and that are more or less equally common for tag 
questions. When one examines relational utterances with third person singular subjects in 
more detail, this general pattern prevails: that is by far the most common subject type for 
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relational negative yes/no interrogatives with 72.3%, while in relational tag questions it 
(39.1%) and that (34.8%) are used rather equally. 

When the number of third person singular subjects in utterances with relational verbs 
is compared with the relative frequency of the same subjects in Scheibman (2002), there 
is a rather small but observable difference in the figures. While 70 utterances out of the 
total of 80 relational utterances (see table 3), or 87.5%, have a third person singular 
subject in the current database, in Scheibman (2002: 64) the combined percentage for 
third person singular subjects within relational verbs (497/641) and perception/relational 
verbs (35/39) is 78,2% (532/680). 

Table 14. Third person singular subjects in utterances with relational verbs by 
construction (n= 70) 

Construction s/he it this that there lexical Total % of 3sg 
subjects 
(n=94) 

Yes/no  4 
8.5% 

5 
10.6% 

1 
2.3% 

34 
72.3% 

0 
0.0% 

3 
6.4% 

47 
100.0% 

50.0% 

Tag 3 
13.0% 

9 
39.1% 

2 
8.7% 

8 
34.8% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
4.3% 

23 
100.0% 

24.4% 

Total 7 
10.0% 

14 
20.0% 

3 
4.3% 

42 
60.0% 

0 
0.0% 

4 
5.8% 

70 
100.0% 

76.1% 

By definition, relational verbs are used in utterances which classify and identify 
(Halliday 1994: 107, see also Biber et al. 1999: 145-146). Relational predicates are 
therefore regularly complemented by a phrase which describes the subject of the 
utterance. The following sections examine the discourse patterns of relational utterances 
in the database in terms of their complementation. 

5.5.1  Complementation of relational utterances 

The traditional grammatical categories that appear as the complements of relational 
utterances include predicate adjectives (e.g. That's kind of gross, isn't it.), predicate 
nominals (e.g. Isn't that an oil tank?) and predicate obliques (e.g. It's off of North Quinn, 
isn't it?). Sometimes also a full clause (e.g. Isn't that what you gave the neighbor one 
time?) is used to complement a relational predicate. Table 15 shows the frequencies of 
these categories in the current database. Truncated interrogatives are excluded from the 
table. 
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Table 15. Complement types of relational verbs (n=75) 

Complement type Yes/no Tag Total  
Predicate adjective 25 

52.1% 
13 

48.1% 
38 

50.7% 
Predicate nominal 15 

31.3% 
7 

25.9% 
22 

29.3% 
Predicate oblique 4 

8.3% 
5 

18.5% 
9 

12.0% 
Clausal complement 4 

8.3% 
2 

7.4% 
6 

8.0% 
Total 48 

100.0% 
27 

100.0% 
75 

100.0% 

Predicate adjectives with 50.7% present themselves as the most frequent complement 
type of relational verbs in the current database. Predicate nominals are the second most 
frequent group with 29.3%; predicate obliques and clausal complements follow them 
with 12.0% and 8.0%, respectively.  

The order of the two most common complement types, predicate adjectives and 
predicate nominals, is the same for both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions. 
However, since predicate obliques are relatively more common for tag questions than 
negative yes/no interrogatives, this brings down the relative frequency of predicate 
adjectives and predicate nominals for tag questions. 

Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions thus regularly include predicate 
adjectives such as awfully thin on line 4 in example (33). Melissa's utterance on lines 1-4 
refers to a cello Brett is drawing.  

(33) SBCSAE 0019 Doesn't Work in This Household 

01 MELISSA:  ... Um, 
02           Not to be= [critical, 
03 JAN:                 [Seven thirty=], 
04 MELISSA:  but isn't that] awfully thin? 
05 FRANK:    ... ~Melis[2sa. 
06 BRETT:              [2No2]. 
07 FRANK:    Just2] ... bug off. 

In the current database almost all (42/45) that subjects occur with relational predicates. 
On the other hand, that subjects also form the majority of subjects in relational utterances 
(cf. table 13). What is more, the majority of utterances with that subjects refer to events 
or states, or discursive constructions (i.e. explicit linguistic elements or longer stretches 
of talk). Since that subjects are ubiquitous in the database, a closer look at their 
distribution is provided in the following. Table 16 presents the frequencies for the co-
occurrence of that subjects with different complement types (one truncated utterance is 
excluded from the table):  
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Table 16. Subject that in relational utterances by complement type (n=41) 

Complement type Yes/no Tag % of complement type 
Predicate adjective 18 (of 25) 4 (of 12) 22 (of 37) 

59.5% 
Predicate nominal 9 (of 15) 2 (of 7) 11 (of 21) 

52.4% 
Predicate oblique 2 (of 4) 0 (of 2) 2 (of 9) 

22.2% 
Clause complement 4 (of 4) 2 (of 2) 6 (of 6) 

100.0% 
Total 33 8 41 (of 74) 

55.4% 

If one examines tables 15 and 16 together, two things stand out. The first of them 
concerns both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions. When that subjects are 
examined in different complement types, one finds that all clausal complements in the 
data have that as their subject. An example is given below: 

(34) SBCSAE 0011 This Retirement Bit 

01 DORIS: ... Isn't that what you gave the neighbor one time? 

That in the example above refers to a type of herb that Doris assumes the recipient of the 
interrogative to have given to their neighbor some time ago. There seems to be a 
tendency for clausal complements to occur not only with that as their subject, but also 
typically in the present tense and with wh-interrogatives forming the clausal complement.  

The second observation concerns negative yes/no interrogatives. As table 14 showed, 
negative yes/no interrogatives in general favor that subjects. What is more, table 16 
indicates that negative yes/no interrogatives with predicate adjectives occur more 
frequently with that subjects than do other complement types. Like relational utterances 
with clausal complements, then, also negative yes/no interrogatives with predicate 
adjectives seem to occur in a schematic form in spoken American English. Example (35) 
presents a typical example. In addition to the features mentioned above, the utterance is 
also in the present tense:  

(35) SBCSAE 0032 Handshakes All Around  

01 TOM_2: Isn't that marvelous? 

Even though relational utterances do not cover all the cases of the copula be in the 
database, the majority of them are accounted for through the analyses above (76 cases out 
of 81 relational utterances have be as the main verb). The remaining 5 instances of be in 
the database are existential verbs. Some general comparisons to findings in other studies 
concerning the complementation of be are therefore possible. Biber et al. (1999) report in 
their corpus-based survey of grammatical structures of English that nominal complements 
are the most frequent complement type of the copula be. Nominal complements cover 
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over 50% of the their data (taken from conversation, academic prose, fiction and 
newspapers), while adjectival complements cover a little over 30%, and oblique 
complements about 10% of the data (Biber et al 1999: 446). Complement clauses were 
found to be rather rare. On the other hand, Scheibman (2002: 124) reports that nominal 
complements of relational utterances are the most frequent complements in her data with 
43.2%. These are followed by predicate adjectives with 41%, and oblique complements 
with 12.2%. It should be noted that clausal complements are not coded separately in 
Scheibman's study, which makes one-to-one comparison of findings slightly difficult. In 
any case, the general trends of complementation seem to be different in the specialized 
database used here in comparison to the global frequencies reported in Biber et al. (1999) 
and Scheibman (2002): negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions favor predicate 
adjective complements over any other type, while predicate nominals are more frequent 
in discourse in general. Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are therefore 
potentially more clearly evaluative than utterances on average in spoken English. 
However, not all adjectives are semantically evaluative (such as color terms), which is 
why the semantics types of predicate adjectives will be examined in more detail in the 
following.  

5.5.2  Semantic types of predicate adjectives 

The 'appraisal' theory (e.g. Martin 2000) and the semantic categories provided in Dixon 
(1991) were used in examining the predicate adjectives in the database. The appraisal 
theory is a model developed for studying the semantics of evaluation. The most relevant 
part of the appraisal model for the present work, the attitude component, consists of three 
subcategories, namely appreciation, affect and judgment. The category of affect refers to 
linguistic resources used for emotional responses (happy, scary etc.), judgment refers to 
moral evaluations towards other people's actions and behavior (brave, lucky, 
unconvincing etc.) and lastly, appreciation refers to aesthetic qualities of texts, processes 
and phenomena (innovative, beautiful etc.) (Martin 2000: 145-146). Even though here 
these three categories are used for examining adjectives, they have also been applied to 
other word classes such as nouns and verbs.  

However, the categorization of data by applying the appraisal theory was at times 
found to be rather difficult7. In addition to, not all of the predicate adjectives seemed to fit 
into the three categories of appreciation, judgment and affect. Therefore the semantic 
categories of adjectives listed in Dixon (1991) were applied to the data as well. Dixon's 

                                                           
7 In appraisal theory contextual information outside the limits of the utterance is used in assigning membership 
in a category. Even though in some cases the interpretation of membership is possible by staying within the 
limits of the utterance; for example, mad in the utterance *You're mad can rather straightforwardly be 
interpreted as relating to judgment (mainly due to the presence of the personal pronoun you), in other cases the 
categorization is less straightforward. For example, a joke in the utterance Yeah. Was that a joke? is also 
considered judgment when the utterance is examined in its discourse context (Martin 2000: 173). This is 
problematic in terms of the general aim of the present chapter, which was to stay as close as possible to the most 
immediate context of the item, i.e. the utterance in which it occurs. On the other hand, the use of the appraisal 
theory in chapter 6 is delimited by the fact that according to the methodology adopted in chapter 6, and unlike 
in the appraisal theory, the analysis of the action that turns are used to implement is at focus.  
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categories for adjectives include ten semantic classes: dimension (e.g. big, small), 
physical property (e.g. cheap, healthy, heavy), speed (e.g. fast, sudden), age (e.g. new, 
old), color (e.g. purple, golden), value (e.g. good, strange, nice), difficulty (e.g. simple, 
hard), qualification (e.g. true, common, sure, right), human propensity (happy, fond of, 
willing, kind), and similarity (e.g. like) (1991: 78). Utterances with a human propensity 
adjective generally have a human referent (e.g. *I'm happy) (Dixon 1991:80). Many of 
the semantic adjective types listed above did not occur at all in the database, while the 
three categories with more than one occurrence included those of value (25/38, or 
65.8%), physical property (5/38, or 13.1%) and qualification (4/38, or 10.5%). Utterances 
with value adjectives include cases such as the following:  

(36) SBCSAE 0032 Handshakes All Around 

01 TOM_2: Isn't that marvelous? 

(37) SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie 

01 JEFF: @Aw= honey. 
02       (H) Wouldn't that be funny? 

These findings correspond to those by Scheibman (2002: 130): she observes that 
complements expressing value are the most common semantic class within predicate 
adjectives with 26.6%. However, once again negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions are more frequently found with value predicates in comparison to global 
frequencies reported in Scheibman's study: in my data value adjectives cover about two 
thirds of all predicate adjectives. This points towards the possibility that negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions are used at those points in interaction in which checking 
and establishing mutual agreement or converging evaluation with respect to the issue at 
hand is socially consequential.  

Value adjectives such as gross or good can be taken as expressions which depend 
rather directly on the subjective judgment of the current speaker (Scheibman 2002: 137). 
Most of the value adjectives can also be placed on a scale with negatively and positively 
evaluative end poles (e.g. bad vs. good, interesting vs. boring etc.). This indicates that as 
one of the options (e.g. positive evaluation) is chosen, the existence of the other end of 
the scale becomes a presupposed part of the utterance as well. These two issues make 
value adjectives potentially very usable for stance taking: while they communicate 
subjective evaluations, they also allow the negotiation of stance due to the fact that they 
invoke a scale. However, whether and how discourse participants orient to and exploit 
such scales are questions to be examined in interactional data. On the other hand, as 
Scheibman (2002: 144) points out, sometimes it is difficult to draw the boundary between 
semantic categories in terms of their evaluative character, as adjectives in the physical 
property category, for example, (H) Well .. isn't she healthy?, can rather clearly be 
connected to a speaker's expression of subjective evaluation in a very similar manner to 
value adjectives.  

To sum up, the high frequency of value adjectives indicates that evaluation is an 
extremely prevalent feature in the current database. On the other hand, not only predicate 
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adjectives, but also predicate nominals include adjectives which are used to modify the 
utterance. About half of the predicate nominals in the database are preceded by an 
attributive adjective that modifies the noun phrase, or the noun phrase itself is colored 
evaluatively. Examples (38) and (39) illustrate such cases of predicate nominals in tag 
questions and negative yes/no interrogative constructions, respectively. 

(38) SBCSAE 0021 Fear 

01 WALT: .. (H) I mean he was a pretty wild guy, 
02       wasn't he. 

(39) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster 

01 MARCI: Isn't he a clo=thes frea=k. 

Such predicate nominal clauses, then, can be taken as structures that not only identify or 
characterize but also evaluate. 

Scheibman (2002: 129) proposes that speakers use relational utterances in "projecting 
their evaluations and points of view onto external entities and events in the world using 
third person inanimate subjects, and endowing them with properties and characteristics 
[...] the substance of which is subjective, or evaluative". This seems to be even more true 
for negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions: both constructions co-occur 
particularly frequently with third person subjects (such as that or it) which refer to events, 
or states, or discursive constructions. In addition, predicate adjectives were found to be 
the most common complement type for the constructions examined here. The findings 
here thus indicate that as different clause level constructions are examined in more detail, 
some constructions may be found to reveal their evaluative character more clearly and 
readily than others. In any case, the findings in the previous sections indicate that 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions favor such semantic and grammatical 
features which are typical for utterances that evaluate and categorize. This can be taken as 
an indication that these constructions are well on their way to be conventionalized as 
grammatical markers or structures which index stance in interaction.  

The following section sums up the findings of the present chapter.  

5.6  Summary: The frequency of stance-related linguistic material 

This chapter set out to study both the local grammatical patterning of negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions in the database, and the frequency of stance taking 
related linguistic material in the chosen constructions. I will therefore summarize and 
discuss both of these issues. The section starts with a summary of the general findings of 
the linguistic patterning of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the current 
database. The latter part of the section discusses the stance taking related material in the 
database. 

To reiterate, the collection of data in this study was based on a combination of 
syntactic and morphological criteria, and more specifically, was done by searching for 
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utterances with reversed word order and negation in 42 conversations from the Santa 
Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English. At first sight both negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions fulfill the requirements, and could therefore be treated as 
equivalent in terms of their syntactic structure. However, as the findings in this chapter 
demonstrate, the two constructions exhibit slight differences in their patterning in 
discourse in terms of the lexical, grammatical and semantic categories examined. For 
example, even though both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions both favor 
relational predicates, negative yes/no interrogatives do it far more clearly than tag 
questions. In addition, material verbs are relatively more common for tag questions than 
for negative yes/no interrogatives. These findings can be taken to indicate that negative 
yes/no interrogatives are perhaps more clearly conventionalized as structures which index 
evaluation in naturally occurring interaction, while tag questions do this to a lesser 
degree.  

On the other hand, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are relatively 
infrequent in conversation, as a total of only 171 instances (69 tag questions and 102 
negative yes/no interrogatives) were found in sixteen hours of conversation. This is why 
extensive statistical analyses were not attempted in order to test correlations between 
various features, for example. Instead, the focus has been on the discovery of tendencies, 
which can be put to test as further conversational data become available. 

Tense, verb type and the subject role were chosen as the main coding categories since 
it was thought that they reflect the centrality of verb grammar for the English language 
and would therefore help to reveal the most salient linguistic patterns in the current 
database. This has meant that some of the other potentially interesting categories, such as 
objects, were excluded from the analyses for the time being. Another reason for choosing 
these three main coding categories was to enable comparisons to the global frequency 
counts of spoken American English provided in Scheibman (2002) as well as in other 
data-based functional linguistic literature. 

The findings here give support to the functional and construction based approach to 
grammar: the use of language for implementing recurrent communicative tasks contribute 
to the most frequently used forms to develop into semantically and grammatically skewed 
collocations or constructions (Ford et al 2003). Based on the examination of the local 
collocations of negation and reversed word order in spoken American English presented 
in this chapter, it is possible to offer a 'typical' tag question and negative yes/no 
interrogative in the database. Thus, based on tables 4, 7, 8, 12, 13 and 15 above, 
utterances such as  

(40) SBCSAE 0021 Fear 

01 WALT: That's kind of gross, 
02       isn't it. 

(41) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides 

01 ROY: Isn't that weird? 
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can be characterized as typical for tag questions and negative yes/no interrogatives, 
respectively, in so far as frequency is used as the criterion. The tag question in example 
(40) and the negative yes/no interrogative in example (41) are in the present tense, and 
they have a non-human third person singular subject which refers to an event, state or a 
discursive construction. Moreover, the main verb in both cases is semantically a 
relational verb, and it is complemented by a predicate adjective expressing value.  

About half of all the interrogatives in the database are formed with the copula be, and 
the great majority of these, 94%, concentrate on relational utterances. The high frequency 
of copular clauses in conversational data has been noted also earlier (see e.g., Scheibman 
2002, Thompson & Hopper 2001). However, both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions exhibit a much higher frequency of copular clauses than that found in global 
frequency counts. Thompson & Hopper (2001), for example, found that 37% of their one-
participant clauses had a copular verb (if this figure is adjusted to include also two-
participant clauses, the percentage of copular utterances in their database goes down to 
27%). The predominance of copular clauses is thus a typical feature for negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions in spoken interaction.  

The remainder of this section summarizes the findings on the frequency of inherently 
stanced materials in the current database. In the present chapter, linguistic markers 
expressing semantic distinctions such as affect, evaluation, epistemicity and evidentiality 
were taken to be realizations of stance. Thus, relational interrogatives such as those 
presented in examples (40) and (41) above are related to stance taking through the 
evaluative linguistic material (gross, weird) that they contain. Due to the fact that half of 
the relational utterances in the database are complemented by predicate adjectives, and 
that two thirds of them express value, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
can be taken to involve stance relevant material rather frequently. However, not only 
predicate adjectives, but also predicate nominal constructions fairly often have stance-
related adjectives that modify the noun phrase (an old-fashioned name, a pretty scary 
thing) in the grammatical templates studied here. In addition to relational predicates, also 
many other semantic verb types have been observed to be relevant for displaying stance: 
these include the verbs of cognition, feeling and perception as well as verbal verbs.  

Also the choice between using tense or modal constructions has been proved relevant 
for stance. Modal expressions have been connected to stance taking through the fact that 
they express semantic meanings such as certainty, prediction, possibility, necessity or 
obligation (Biber et al 1999). In the current database modal expressions are much less 
frequent than verbal constructions in the present and past tense: they occur in about 15% 
of the data. However, it is notable that most modal expressions in the data include the 
modal verb would. It co-occurs frequently with predicate adjectives or other evaluative 
predicates, which indicates that in the current database discourse participants use 
interrogative constructions with would for displaying their point of view on some 
hypothetical situation.  

As for subjects, prior research has argued for the importance of the first person 
singular for the expression of the speaker's point of view (Dahl 2000, Scheibman 2002). 
The use of such subjects can therefore be seen as marking the utterance as relevant for 
stance taking. However, use of first person singular is rare in the database, which is a 
reflection of the prevalence of relational utterances in the database, and maybe more 
importantly of the fact that the database consists of interrogative structures.  
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Based on the previous it seems that many, if not most, grammatical and semantic 
categories in the database are somehow related to stance taking. What is more, the only 
reason why the interrogatives with material, existential, possessive and corporeal verbs, 
for example, were not discussed in relation to stance is that prior discourse-functional 
research has not approached them from that point of view. In other words, the aim of the 
present chapter has not been to find new semantic, lexical or grammatical resources for 
stance marking, but to examine the database in the light of the already existing extensive 
discourse-functional research on stance markers. The focus has therefore been on 
examining the relative frequency of the chosen lexical, semantic and grammatical stance 
materials in negative yes/no interrogatives and tag question constructions. It is quite 
likely that different grammatical constructions exhibit different relative frequencies of 
different stance categories if they are examined in corpus data. The method by which the 
linguistic practices of stance taking are examined in this chapter could therefore be 
expanded to the study of other clause level constructions, as well.  

Figure 3 below draws together the previous discussion by illustrating the relative 
frequencies of semantic, lexical and grammatical stance categories in the current 
database. 
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Fig. 3. Explicit linguistic material relating to stance taking in the database 

At the outset of this project I did not expect the frequency of evaluative or stanced 
materials to be as high as it turned out to be in the chosen database. Nevertheless, the 
findings of this section encourage one to consider the display of speaker’s point of view 
or stance to be a significant factor in the construction of negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions, and consequently, their use in conversation.  

As Bybee & Hopper (2001b: 20) point out, "[s]ituations and their participants are also 
repetitive phenomena, and linguistic routinization is ultimately inseparable from cultural 
practices in general". The examination of cultural-interactional practices in which tag 
questions and negative yes/no interrogatives are involved will be the objective of the 
analyses in chapter 6. However, the study of such practices requires expansion in the 
relevant context, and a switch in research methodology. Nevertheless, the findings of the 
present chapter demonstrate the need to examine linguistic constructions also without 
their larger context in order to come to realize and appreciate the frequency of stance-
related linguistic material that permeates language use on all levels.  



6 Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in 
interaction: Practices of alignment and disalignment 

This chapter examines how negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are used for 
carrying out various interactional actions and activities. The analyses are based on 
investigating the intersubjective understanding that the discourse participants create of 
the action that an interrogative implements in the sequential development of interaction. 
The main focus will be on describing the ways in which discourse participants use 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the interactional construction of 
alignment and disalignment, and how epistemic, evaluative and affective stance displays 
are involved in such sequences. In order to widen the scope of research from explicitly 
evaluative, affective, evidential or epistemic linguistic material in individual utterances, 
which was at focus in chapter 5, this chapter starts from a position whereby language in 
interaction is chosen as the domain of study, and stance taking is seen as an 
intersubjective, socially constructed activity (Du Bois 2000, 2002, 2004, forthcoming; see 
also Haddington 2004, 2005, Keisanen 2002, Kärkkäinen 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 
forthcoming, Niemelä 2005, Rauniomaa forthcoming). Moreover, as was established in 
chapter 4, alignment and disalignment are here conceptualized in relation to sequence 
organization: if a subsequent turn aligns with a prior turn, it, and the action that it 
embodies, follows the projected course of action of the prior turn or the sequence. The 
absence of such alignment is considered as a display of disalignment. On the other hand, 
turns at talk may also be used in inviting alignment in the next turn, and thereby be used 
in initiating or redirecting the talk towards some course of action. 

The main sections in chapter 6, sections 6.1 and 6.2 discuss interactional practices of 
stance taking as they generally address issues relating to epistemicity and the display of 
epistemic stance. I will examine how discourse participants use negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions for indexing their stance towards some locally relevant 
positions or claims in order to request that the recipient confirm some candidate claim or 
stance, or provide an account for some disputed claim or position. The interrogatives 
examined in the first two sections are therefore employed by the participants for initiating 
an 'information management sequence' where some assumptions about the world are 
made locally relevant. In their local context such initiating actions can be used to ensure 
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the recipient's alignment towards the general course of action, or in establishing 
disalignment towards it. It should be noted, however, that many of the interrogatives 
discussed especially in section 6.2, where they implement disaligning actions, embody a 
display of evaluation and/or affect, which indicates that such displays are an integral part 
of social interaction also outside the (linguistically) most explicitly evaluative utterances 
which are frequently found in assessment sequences. Evaluative uses of the negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions will be concentrated on in section 6.3. Section 6.4 
discusses sequences in which the participants negotiate alignment in sequences in which 
agreement and disagreement are imminent. The chapter ends in section 6.5 with a brief 
discussion of some less frequent functions of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions in the current database. 

As was discussed in chapter 2, in interactional research such concepts as 
'conduciveness' or 'epistemic bias', which have almost without exception formed the core 
of the linguistic description of English negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions, 
should be used with caution. Should such concepts be helpful for the analysis, judgments 
of conduciveness should be based on a close examination of the local context in which 
the interrogatives occur. However, in the following analyses the chosen interrogative 
constructions are discussed side-by-side, and possible differences in their conduciveness 
is not paid attention to. It should be emphasized that my aim is not to look for 
interactional evidence for whether and how the two types of tag questions and negative 
yes/no interrogatives differ in terms of what kind of restrictions each imposes on the next 
action, by being biased towards, or preferring, either a 'yes' or a 'no' response. Rather, the 
focus is initially on the interrogative turns’ relationship to prior talk (instead of their 
responses), and I will examine the turn-by-turn management of alignment and 
disalignment as it plays out in the local contexts in which the chosen constructions are 
found.  

6.1  Displaying speaker's epistemic uncertainty: 
Requests for confirmation 

This section examines contexts in which discourse participants use negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions for seeking alignment. Section 6.1.1 begins by examining 
stance displays as an emergent feature of interaction: I will examine how the interrogative 
constructions are used to present a candidate understanding, and to request that the 
recipient confirm or disconfirm it. The next two sections then examine such negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in their wider context. I discuss how requests for 
confirmation may be used in seeking alignment with regard to whether (and how) some 
projected or ongoing activity will be proceeded with (section 6.1.2), and how on some 
occasions an interrogative speaker may seek alignment from the recipient, but in a way 
which projects more talk by the recipient beyond confirmation or disconfirmation 
(section 6.1.3). 
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6.1.1  Stance as an emergent feature of interaction  

The data discussed in the following do not necessarily include any explicitly stanced 
linguistic materials such as evidentials, or epistemic or affective tokens. Nevertheless, it 
is argued that based on the action carried out with the interrogative turn, in addition to its 
sequential positioning, the interrogatives incorporate a display of the speaker's epistemic 
stance, specifically a display of doubt or uncertainty. 

The interrogatives discussed in this section essentially function as requests for 
confirmation. Prior linguistic and interactional research has observed this to be one of the 
functions of especially tag questions, but occasionally also of negative yes/no 
interrogatives (see Biber et al. 1999, Clayman & Heritage 2002, Turk 1999, Quirk et al. 
1985). Clayman & Heritage (2002: 210-211), for example, mention that tag questions 
may be used in English news interviews for requesting confirmation, while Turk (1999) 
discusses how 'confirmatory' negative questions (which in her study comprise negative 
wh-interrogatives, negative yes/no interrogatives, tag questions, and negative declaratives 
with rising intonation) involve a request for confirmation. However, these studies do not 
discuss the features of such actions in much detail. On the other hand, also other turn 
design formats may function as confirmation requests in English. As was mentioned in 
chapter 4, 'B-event statements', or utterances where some other speaker makes a 
statement about events that involve personal matters of speaker B, may in an appropriate 
sequential context be taken as a request for confirmation from speaker B (Labov & 
Fanshell 1977).  

Practices of doing confirmation have also been examined in languages other than 
English. Wu (2004), for example, identifies one of the uses of Mandarin Chinese final 
particles ou and a in interaction to involve the requesting of confirmation. In her study 
this means that a speaker may use ou suffixing to "clarify what another has just said or 
intended in a preceding turn" (Wu 2004: 82). However, when discussing the functions of 
final ou, which in addition to requesting confirmation may also mark something as news, 
Wu observes that a unifying feature for these two interactional functions is that in both 
cases the final ou marks 'epistemic alert'. In other words, the use of final ou guides the 
recipient to examine their prior talk for the reason of its epistemically marked status, or 
displays that the ou speaker has undergone an epistemic transformation (Wu 2004: 121).  

In the current database confirmation requests are not very often used in clarifying the 
import or content of the previous speaker's turn, which indicates that using a label such as 
'confirmation request' does not mean that we are dealing with a coherent phenomenon 
across all the studies that use this label for some type of action (see Pomerantz 1990). 
Nevertheless, one feature of presenting a candidate understanding for the recipient's 
confirmation or disconfirmation is that such turns can be observed to embody a display of 
epistemic doubt towards the speaker's own state of knowledge or information (cf. Wu 
2004). The example below illustrates this feature with a negative yes/no interrogative 
from the current database. It is used for determining what exactly the participants, Larry 
and Seth, are looking at in Larry's basement.  
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(42) SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace <T: 00:03:00> 

01 LARRY: `Here's the ^animal (Hx). 
02 SETH:  My= ^go=sh. 
03        (0.7) 
04 SETH:  @@ (H) 
05 LARRY: (H) 
06 SETH:  ^W=ow. 
07 LARRY: They ^took ... uh `some of it `with em `obviously. 
08 SETH:  `Did this used to be -- 
09        .. `used to be an `old ^oil & 
10        (0.3) 
11 LARRY: Yeah. 
12        .. I think it was an [old], 
13 SETH:                     & [fire]? 
14        (0.3) 
15 LARRY: I think it was an ^old, 
16        (0.8) 
17       `see the .. ^oil ((THUMP +++ +tank THUMP)) here? 
18        Isn't that an ^oil tank? 
19 SETH:  ^Yeah. 
20        (0.5) 
21 LARRY: That's what ^my `guess is. 

The excerpt begins by Larry pointing out an old furnace in the basement. As is indicated 
by Larry's evaluative reference term the ^animal (line 1), and Seth's evaluation My= 
^go=sh. (0.7) @@ (H) ^W=ow. (lines 2, 4, 6) the participants display the furnace to be 
somewhat out of the ordinary. This is further evidenced by Seth inquiry on line 8: `Did 
this used to be -- .. `used to be an `old ^oil & which concerns the identity of the object 
they are looking at (the ampersand & marks that the intonation unit is split up, typically 
due to some intervening talk by another participant, and that the unit continues on another 
line, here on line 13). Larry responds to Seth's inquiry with Yeah. I think it was on old, 
(lines 11-12). It is notable that he does not provide a reference term for the object at this 
point, and thereby does not fully respond to the inquiry. After a pause Larry redoes his 
partial response turn I think it was an ^old, (line 15). However, since he is still unable to 
provide the correct reference term, he moves on to appeal to shared visual information 
`see the .. ^oil tank here? (line 17; ((THUMP +++ +tank THUMP)) marks a sound, 
which comes from Larry tapping the oil tank with something) in order to provide 
evidence that they are looking at an oil furnace. Nevertheless, he immediately 
downgrades the epistemic strength of the utterance by formulating it as a candidate 
understanding Isn’t that an ^oil tank? (line 18), which involves a request that the recipient 
confirms or disconfirms it. Seth's response consists of a minimal, confirming ^Yeah (line 
19).  

Larry's turn That's what ^my `guess is (line 21), which follows Seth's confirming 
response, provides further evidence that Larry holds an epistemically less-than-certain 
understanding on the issue at hand. The prior turn constructional units, and the request for 
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confirmation that follows can therefore be seen to incorporate a display of doubt towards 
the interrogative speaker's own state of knowledge or information.  

The following example presents another case in which a tag question is used to display 
epistemic doubt towards the interrogative speaker's state of knowledge and for requesting 
that the recipient confirm or disconfirm the candidate understanding presented. Larry is 
concerned with how to proceed with the tour around the house in order to show Seth the 
existing heating system. Seth, in turn, works towards establishing how well Larry knows 
the heating needs of his new house in order to determine how much he can rely on his 
help in designing the new heating system.  

(43) SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace <T: 00:17:14> 

01 LARRY: .. I don't ^know. 
02        .. I- i- `are we doing the `right -- 
03        If I'm `supposed to kinda ^walk you around the ^house  
   here? 
04        Is that ^what uh -- 
05        (1.3) 
05 SETH:  ^Yeah. 
06        Do you `think, 
07 >ENV:  ((RADIO_BECOMES_INAUDIBLE)) 
08 SETH:  .. `well, 
09        .. I `guess you [haven't really] -- 
10 LARRY:                 [I don't ^know] if there's `anything  
   you `need to ^do up `here. 
11        Other than the `fact <X just X> kinda ^know that we've  
   `got em. 
12 SETH:  .. `Yeah, 
13        you `haven't .. r- really ^lived in the `house .. during  
   the `winter, 
14        `have you? 
15 LARRY: ^No. 
16        .. @@ 
17        [(H) And `that's what we th- -- 
18 SETH:  [So you don't really ^know=, 
19        if `there's a] -- 
20 LARRY: `See and `that's what] we `thought we would ^do, 
21        uh (Hx), 
22 SETH:  So you're not really `sure if there's any ^problems, 
23       ... with `heating certain ^areas, 
24 LARRY: .. That's ^right.  

The excerpt starts with Larry's inquiry as to what would be the proper way to continue 
making plans for the renovation of the heating system in the house. Seth shortly confirms 
with Yeah. (line 5) that they can continue walking around the house as they have done so 
far. After that he initiates a new topic by starting to formulate an interrogative Do you 
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think, (line 6). However, instead of finishing this turn constructional unit, he changes the 
trajectory of his ongoing turn by producing well, .. I guess you haven't really -- (line 8-9). 
In addition to well on line 8, also I guess in the beginning of the following intonation unit 
indexes change in the current line of talk, and introduces a stance that is discovered just 
there-and-then (Kärkkäinen forthcoming). However, due to the overlapping talk by Larry 
(line 10), Seth cuts off his turn.  

As Larry is producing his turn on lines 10-11, the two are walking upstairs (hence the 
reference to up here on line 10). With his turn Larry returns to his earlier inquiry about 
the proper way of continuing with the planning of the new heating system. As earlier, 
rather than providing a substantial turn in response to Larry's inquiry in order to engage 
in negotiating how to proceed, for example, Seth responds with an acknowledgement 
token `Yeah, (line 12). From what follows we can hear that a more pressing matter for 
Seth is to pursue the line of talk he initiated on lines 6 and 8-9: he ties back to his earlier 
turn by recycling materials from the interrupted turn constructional unit on line 9 and 
then goes on to produce a candidate understanding you `haven't .. r- really ^lived in the 
`house .. during the `winter, `have you? (lines 13-14). In contrast to the first example in 
this section, the tag question involves a request for confirmation or disconfirmation for a 
candidate understanding of negative polarity. It receives a confirming ^No (line 15).  

In its larger context the confirmation request is designed to help Seth to determine how 
much he can rely on Larry's help in figuring out how to develop the existing heating 
system. The disconfirmation of Seth's candidate understanding, i.e. that Larry and his 
family have lived in the house over the winter time, would have meant that Larry has 
(more) knowledge about the existing heating system and is therefore able to report if 
there were any specific problems with the existing system. Larry's confirming response, 
on the other hand, settles the tentative understanding that Seth already had, i.e. that Larry 
is not familiar with how well the existing system works, and consequently, cannot offer 
much help in pointing out any problem areas. Seth also makes this inference explicit by 
presenting another request for confirmation: So you're not really `sure if there's any 
^problems, ... with `heating certain ^areas, (lines 22-23). Larry responds with another 
confirmation, .. That's ^right. (line 24).  

A request for confirmation can be seen to suggest that the interrogative speaker orients 
to the recipient as the 'epistemic authority' (Heritage & Raymond 2005), that is, the 
recipient's position or stance is treated as the decisive one on the issue at hand. The next 
two examples illustrate this feature involved in the use of a tag question or a negative 
yes/no interrogative for presenting a candidate understanding for confirmation or 
disconfirmation. The excerpt below is from a loan meeting between bank officials. The 
confirmation request is a part of an 'insertion sequence' (Schegloff 1972) which develops 
in response to a motion on lines 1-5 that a loan request be approved. In other words, the 
insertion sequence delays the production of the second pair part of the proposal–
acceptance/rejection sequence. The insertion sequence is treated by the participants as 
legitimate, however, and it does not cancel the sequential relevance of an acceptance or a 
rejection of the motion (the motion is approved later, but the data are not included here, 
however).  
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(44) SBCSAE 0014 Bank Products <T: 00:02:38> 

01 JOE:  (H) I am moving, 
02       that they app- -- 
03       .. uh, 
04       that we approve this loan request, 
05       subject to (H) a uh= .. certified appraisal of their  
   home. 
06       (2.4) 
07 FRED: `Do we have the ^discharge? 
08 JOE:  .. ^Yes=. 
09       .. [`I have] a ^copy of it. 
10 FRED:    [Mhm]. 
11        `When was ^it. 
12 JOE:  .. It was ^discharged `on=, 
13       (1.2) `November, 
14       (0.8) 
15       uh ^no. 
16       (0.6) 
17       `Two twenty-`three eighty-`eight. 
18       (2.8) 
19       ^Discharge date was `two twenty-`three of eighty-`eight. 
20 FRED: .. `When did they ^file. 
21       Didn't you say they ^filed in [eighty-`seven]? 
22 JOE:                                [^Eleven of eighty-`seven]. 
23       (0.6) 
24 FRED: `In ^eleven? 
25       (0.5) 
26 JOE:  `Mhm. 
27       (0.4) 
28 JIM:  `Three ^months? 
29       `Whew. 
30       (0.5) 
31       That's `pretty ^fast. 
32 JOE:  [Yeah. 

Just prior to the extract Joe has presented a loan request for the board, ending with the 
motion that the loan be approved (lines 1-5). Joe has reported that the clients had filed for 
bankruptcy a few years before the current conversation was recorded. Joe has himself, 
and also Fred through his inquiry about the bankruptcy (line 7 onwards), considered this 
to be a potential liability for the current loan application. The insertion sequence that 
begins on line 7 addresses this issue. Fred starts by asking about the discharge form with 
which the debtors are released from further legal and financial liability concerning the 
bankruptcy. After an affirmative response from Joe (lines 8-9), he then proceeds to 
inquire about the date of the discharge (line 11). Since the filing date for bankruptcy was 
mentioned during Joe's presentation, Joe's response on line 19 ^Discharge date was `two 
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twenty-`three of eighty-`eight. (February 23, 1988) includes information which could be 
used to determine how long it took for the debtors to settle their debt. Nevertheless, 
Fred's next turn begins with an open ended question about the filing date .. `When did 
they ^file. (line 20). However, the scope of the wh-interrogative is immediately narrowed 
down with a negative yes/no interrogative that follows it (see Linton 2001). The negative 
yes/no interrogative Didn't you say they ^filed in eighty-`seven? (line 21) provides a 
candidate answer to the question `When did they ^file. (line 20), that is, it is used in 
requesting Joe to confirm or disconfirm whether the filing was done in 1987. However, it 
does not include a full reference to a specific day. Joe's response ^Eleven of eighty-`seven 
(line 22) confirms the year and adds the appropriate month, November.  

The negative yes/no interrogative is designed in a manner which shows that Fred's 
candidate understanding is formed on the basis of the prior talk between the participants. 
On the other hand, by referring to the recipient as the source of the information, Fred also 
treats Joe as more entitled to the information in question (cf. ex. 43). However, as the 
next example illustrates, such direct reference to the recipient does not take place in all 
cases. Similarly to (44), a wh-question is followed by a candidate understanding, this 
time delivered with a tag question. The topic of the talk is the masks that Harold and 
Jamie have on their wall.  

(45) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada <T: 00:07:46> 

01 MILES:  I mean that ^looks kinda like a ^Black `person. 
02 HAROLD: <@ With `red ^eyes, 
03         and `everything @>? 
04 MILES:  So `where is this ^fro=m. 
05         .. This `isn't from ^Africa, 
06         `is it? 
07 HAROLD: .. ^No=. 
08         .. From Indo^nesia. 

On line 1 Miles offers his interpretation of how the masks on the wall appear to him. As 
the turn initial I mean indicates, this is not the first turn on the topic. Miles has already 
previously mentioned that the masks remind him of a dancer in a show that he went to 
see recently. Harold responds, but takes a non-serious approach to the issue with <@ 
With `red ^eyes, and `everything @>? (lines 2-3). The turn is produced with a smiley 
voice, in addition to which the content of the turn indicates that the eyes of the mask, 
among other things, do not necessarily fit the conventional idea of how a black person 
might look like. However, Miles ignores Harold's invitation to switch to a non-serious 
tone. Instead, he first produces a wh-interrogative So `where is this ^fro=m. (line 4) 
followed by a confirmation request .. This isn't from ^Africa, `is it? (lines 5-6), which 
narrows down the scope of inquiry of the prior wh-interrogative. The turn-initial So on 
line 4 marks that Miles's turn is not connected to Harold's turn, but 'skip-connects' (Sacks 
1992, vol 2: 348-353) to his own prior turn on line 1. Miles's candidate answer 
incorporated in the tag question is designed in a manner that blocks Africa out from the 
list of possibilities rather than nominates it as one of the candidate places of origin. In 
other words, Miles can be seen to orient to the unlikelihood of the mask being African, 
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while at the same time suggesting that based on visual evidence (i.e. how the mask looks 
like, line 1), it could be. This is reflected in Harold's response .. ^No=. .. From 
Indo^nesia. (lines 7-8). Even if it confirms Miles's candidate understanding that the mask 
is not from Africa, it also supplies the correct place of origin, Indonesia. In so doing 
Harold ratifies his position on the issue to be the decisive one.  

In the examples above the recipients are seen to confirm the candidate understandings 
offered. However, recipients may sometimes decline to provide either confirmation or 
disconfirmation by pleading to insufficient knowledge with I don't know, or disconfirm 
the candidate understanding presented. An example of each case is presented below.  

In example (46) the recipient responds by pleading to insufficient knowledge. The 
excerpt is from a book club discussion. At the issue is the marriage between two 
characters in E.M Forster's novel Howard's End, namely Margaret Schlegel and Henry 
Wilcox. The participants have discussed the attributes of Henry Wilcox, and have 
observed that even though Margaret always portrayed him as a charming man, one of the 
participants states that in her opinion Henry was not very charming in the first place, and 
another that he acted charming only as long as things went his way. In response to the 
previous assertion, Linda has said that this was the reason why she had trouble believing 
in the marriage. Evelyn's turn that begins the excerpt is a response to Linda. 

(46) SBCSAE 0023 Howard's End <T: 00:04:22> 

01 EVELYN:  `After all --  
02          <X Or X>,  
03          and the ^times `too=,  
04          ~Linda,  
05          you `know nineteen ^ten,  
06 DIANE:   Mhm,  
07 EVELYN:  .. there `wasn't a .. great deal of ^opportunity,  
08          for a= uh --  
09          (0.4) 
10 DIANE:   I was gonna say,  
11          didn't she `think she really ^had to be `married?  
12          (0.6) 
13 EVELYN:  I don't ^know[=,  
14 JANICE:               [(H)]  
15 EVELYN:  but `she] --  
16 JANICE:  [2Well the-2] --  
17 LINDA:   [2I don't2] ^know=.  
18 JANICE:  The `thing ^I [3didn't `under3]stand is,  
19 LINDA:                 [3I don't `know3].  
20 JANICE:  why ^both families were `so against `Paul and `Helen,  

Evelyn responds to Linda's turn by reminding her that during the time that the events of 
the book took place, namely in the early twentieth century, .. there wasn't a .. great deal 
of opportunity, for a= uh -- (lines 7-8). However, Evelyn seems to run into trouble in 
finishing the turn, as is evident from the truncation of the intonation unit on line 8 and the 
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pause that follows (line 9). This can be seen as inviting collaborative completion of the 
turn by the recipients (cf. Lerner 1991), and thereby also provide a means by which to 
deal with the potential lack of affiliation that seems to be developing. At this point Diane 
comes in with I was gonna say, didn't she `think she really ^had to be `married? (lines 
10-11). The first part of the turn I was gonna say, marks that what will follow presents 
Diane's understanding of what Evelyn's turn projects. The gist of Evelyn's turn, according 
to Diane, is that women did not have much opportunity to live independent, unmarried 
lives in the early twentieth century, in other words, they had to get married. This 
candidate understanding is formulated as a negative yes/no interrogative didn't she `think 
she really ^had to be `married? (line 11). However, instead of confirming or 
disconfirming the candidate understanding, Evelyn responds after a pause with I don't 
^know=, (line 13), thereby declining to be the epistemic authority on what the protagonist 
Margaret might have been thinking. The reason for avoiding responding to the candidate 
understanding may lie in the fact that Diane reports and requests confirmation to a third-
party stance to which Evelyn has only a limited access. On the other hand, Evelyn has 
already displayed uncertainty towards the issue (lines 1-9), which may be a more likely 
reason for declining to either confirm or disconfirm Diane's candidate understanding.  

In the current database the recipients respond to confirmation requests more frequently 
by confirming rather than disconfirming the candidate understanding. The excerpt below 
presents one case in which the candidate understanding is disconfirmed. The topic of the 
talk is sports. Annette has been telling Alice about a baseball player who was seriously 
injured in an accident. His brother plays football, and just that night there is an important 
football game that he is supposed to play at. During the telling Alice mentions that he 
plays in a football team called BK (as becomes evident a bit later in the conversation this 
is the team of the school that Annette used to go to). In the excerpt below Alice uses the 
mention of the team to direct the conversation towards talk about the team. 

(47) SBCSAE 0043 Try a Couple of Spoonfuls <T: 00:21:20> 

01 ALICE:   [(H) Well ^that's like], 
02          (SNIFF) there's a ^lot of pressure on this `football  
   (0.7) `team, 
03 ANNETTE: [`Yeah cause], 
04 ALICE:   [because `Nick], 
05 ANNETTE: .. `~Osetty's son [2is, 
06 ALICE:                     [2`Yeah, 
07 ANNETTE: .. Mhm2]. 
08 ALICE:   I mean it's `his2] ^dad, 
09          who's the `field is (SNIFF) [3^dedicated to3], 
10 ANNETTE:                             [3`Yeah=3]. 
11 ALICE:   and he `wants to `dedicate his `senior year to the-  
   his ^dad, 
12          in `memory of his ^dad, 
13          cause `he was a (H) ^star `player. 
14 ANNETTE: ^Yeah=, 
15          `s=o, 
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16 ALICE:   .. And they play ^Kuna, 
17          and `isn't th- `always that your ^homecoming? 
18          (0.9) 
19 ANNETTE: ^No, 
20          cause we usually ^lose to `Kuna, 
21          [<@ so I think we had to p-] @> -- 
22 ALICE:   [@=@@] 
23 ANNETTE: (H) We `always played like ^Payette, 
24          (H) [that we like] ^beat every `year, 
25 ALICE:       [`Oh]. 

Alice's claim of the pressures that the team is facing (lines 1-2) is substantiated by using 
the situation of one of the players of the team, Nick, as evidence. Annette displays that 
she recognizes the person Nick refers to by offering ~Osetty's son (line 5) as another 
formulation for the recognitional form Nick. After the referent is established as known, 
the conversation continues with Alice's account of the pressures that Nick is under. His 
father used to be a star player in the team; he was valued to the degree that the football 
field where the team plays its home games was dedicated to him (lines 8-13). After 
having provided evidence of the pressures that the team is facing, Alice continues by 
bringing in the team BK are going to play against .. And they play ^Kuna, (line 16). And 
at the beginning of the intonation unit seems to be used in indicating that the turn 
constructional unit continues the line of talk started earlier (cf. Heritage & Sorjonen 
(1994) for and-prefaced questions in informal medical encounters). The play against 
Kuna may be therefore on its way to be formulated as another piece of evidence of the 
pressures that the team is facing.  

However, the progression of the turn is momentarily brought to a halt due to the 
confirmation request and `isn't th- `always that your ^homecoming? (line 17). Alice's 
candidate understanding is that BK are going to play against Kuna, as they always have 
in the homecoming football game8. The confirmation request downgrades the epistemic 
certainty of the claim that was presented on line 16, and thereby offers the recipient the 
authority to confirm or disconfirm the candidate understanding. Alice's response begins 
after a longish pause (line 18), which has been observed to be a feature of a dispreferred 
turn type (Pomerantz 1984a, Sacks 1987). Even though it is possible that the troubles that 
Alice has in producing the confirmation request influence the delayed uptake of her turn, 
the fact that Annette responds coherently–although with disconfirmation–can be taken to 
show that the pause reflects the dispreferred nature of the response, rather than provides 
Alice space to engage in self-repair.  

Annette’s response consists of two parts. First she disconfirms Alice's candidate 
understanding with ^No, (line 19), and follows that with an account cause we usually 
^lose to `Kuna, (line 20). In a study of adverbial clauses in American English interactions, 
Ford (1993) identifies one of the uses of the causal conjunction because to be its use in 
accounts to dispreferred responses (see also Ford 2001); such a use can also be observed 
in the current example. Annette then goes on to provide the name of the team that BK 
                                                           
8 If the school has a football team, the homecoming football game usually takes place in conjunction with the 
homecoming dance, which is a rather common element in the North American school culture. Possibly the best 
known feature of the homecoming party is the selection of the homecoming queen and king. 
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used to play against when she went to school: (H) We `always played like ^Payette, (H) 
that we like ^beat every `year, (lines 23-24). Alice receives this information with `Oh 
(line 25), which indicates that the response created a change in her state of knowledge, 
orientation or awareness (Heritage 1984a).  

In the example above the recipient of the confirmation request orients to her 
disconfirming response as a dispreferred response. However, whether it is the case that 
confirmation requests in general prefer confirmation, is something that would require 
further study.  

In sum, the examples above suggest that negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions can be used for presenting candidate understandings, and requesting that the 
recipient confirm or disconfirm them. Moreover, such actions involve a display of 
epistemic doubt towards the interrogative speaker's own state of knowledge or 
information. Even though not all of the interrogatives that are used as requests for 
confirmation necessarily include stanced linguistic materials (see, for example, excerpts 
42 and 45), a great number of the confirmation requests in the database do contain such 
materials. It should also be mentioned that interrogative structures in themselves can be 
considered as indexes of (epistemic) stance as they often involve the management and 
organization of information between the participants. Nevertheless, and most importantly, 
the aim of the previous section was to demonstrate that it is the sequential context in 
which the interrogatives are produced from which the stance display emerges. At the 
same time interrogatives that are used as requests for confirmation are designed to 
indicate that the interrogative speaker treats the recipient’s position on the issue to be the 
decisive one. Presenting a candidate understanding and requesting the recipient to 
confirm or disconfirm it therefore provides one interactionally established means for the 
intersubjective construction and negotiation of stance. 

The next two sections discuss requests for confirmation in their larger context. I will 
begin by examining how negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions may be used in 
establishing alignment with respect to how the interaction will move forward.  

6.1.2  Establishing alignment towards projected or ongoing activity 

This section concentrates on examining the ways in which candidate understandings 
embedded in a negative yes/no interrogative or a tag question may be used in negotiating 
the participants' alignment towards the ongoing or projected activity, for example in order 
to determine whether to proceed with some course of action, or how it is to be pursued. 
Following Heritage & Sorjonen (1994), 'activity' here refers to some course of social 
action that is topically coherent or aims at achieving some particular goal.  

In the first excerpt below, Kristin, a dietician, has suggested that she and Paige start 
planning a new diet for Paige, who has diabetes and therefore has to be careful when and 
what to eat.  
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(48) SBCSAE 0041 X Units of Insulin <T: 00:00:00> 

01 KRISTIN: (H) Well ^let's .. `kind of figure `out a ^cla=ssic, 
02          `u=m, 
03          %= ^diet, 
04          `uh, 
05          .. ^quota, 
06          % % @^for @you. 
07          (H) `And, 
08          let me get a `piece of ^paper, 
09          so that we can `write that .. ^down, 
10 >ENV:    ((DESK_DRAWER))[=]= 
11 PAIGE:                  [(SNIFF)] 
12          (0.3)  
13 KRISTIN: The [2`way we2] ^do[3= th3]is, 
14 PAIGE:       [2`Yeah2]. 
15                             [3(H)3] 
16          (0.3) 
17 KRISTIN: is ^first of `all, 
18          we `make a, 
19          .. a ^guesstimate, 
20          .. of `how many ^calories, 
21          .. ^typically, 
22          .. (H) that you would ^need. 
23          D- `we- we `didn't `do this ^last time, 
24          `did we. 
25 PAIGE:   `Hm-^m[=]. 
26 KRISTIN:       [`Ok]ay. 
27          (H) Alright. 
28          ^Yeah, 
29          I `think .. we were gonna ^wait, 
30          until `we, 
31          .. cause you were gonna ^change some `things, 
32          maybe `after you saw ^~Doris. 
33          ^So, 
34          (TSK) (H) ^first of all we make a ^good `guesstimate. 
35          Of `how many ^calories you need. 

The excerpt begins with Kristin making a suggestion that they figure `out a ^cla=ssic, 
`u=m, %= ^diet, `uh, .. ^quota, (lines 1-5) for Paige. She goes ahead with the activity by 
fetching a piece of paper (lines 8-10) and by beginning to explain the procedure involved 
in calculating the diet (lines 13-21). At this point, however, Kristin initiates a 
confirmation sequence to address the fact that Paige has not (at least overtly) expressed 
her alignment as a participant in the suggested course of action. The only contribution by 
Paige so far has been `Yeah (line 14) and a sharp inbreath on line 15 which is perhaps 
used to display that she is intending to take a turn at that point, but does not finally do so.  
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The tag question D- `we- we `didn't `do this ^last time, `did we. (lines 23-24), 
embodies a display of doubt, and a request for confirmation or disconfirmation for 
Kristin's candidate understanding that they did not calculate a diet quota for Paige when 
she had last had her appointment. At the same time Kristin's turn can be seen to orient to 
the possibility that they did calculate the quota already during the previous appointment, 
that is, it is relevant to establish whether Kristin is reporting something that Paige already 
knows. In other words, it seems that the request for confirmation is presented in order to 
clarify whether Paige's lack of responsiveness is due to the fact that they have already 
calculated the quota. The tag question receives a minimal, but emphatic confirming 
response `Hm-^m=. (line 25). The response provides a go-ahead for the forwarding of the 
activity, and aligns Paige as its participant. After the confirmation Kristin provides an 
account, or the 'epistemic history' (Thompson 2002) behind the decision for not having 
done the diet quota the last time: they had decided to wait with the diet until Paige had 
seen Doris (presumably another health professional) (lines 28-32). Kristin resumes the 
diet making activity on lines 34-35 by recycling her prior turn from lines 17-22 almost 
word-for-word, thus indicating that the confirmation sequence provided her with a 
warrant to proceed with the making of the diet. 

Another example of the relevance of the confirmation request–(dis)confirmation 
sequence for the ongoing activity, here suggestion giving, is given below. In the 
following example Seth and Larry are upstairs in Larry's house, examining the existing 
heating system.  

(49) SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace <T: 00:18:13> 

01 SETH:   (H) the `heat .. the `heat's gonna ^rise, 
02         .. from the `first floor ^anyway. 
03 LARRY:  `Yeah up to- -- 
04         You [know. 
05 SETH:       [`So= I] --  
06 LARRY:  And it'll] ^hold it ^in here `real [2well2]. 
07 SETH:                                      [2`Yeah2]. 
08         .. `Typically, 
09         and- if `anything you have % ^overheating `problems. 
10 LARRY:  .. Mm. 
11         [`Yeah. 
12 SETH:   [On the ^second `floor]. 
13 LARRY:  (H) Well] `see ^that's what we wanted to do, 
14         is `have some kind of a ^system, 
15         that we `know we can `shut ^off. 
16         (1.5) 
17         ^Certain .. certain ^areas. 
18         `Like if w- -- 
19 SETH:   .. One of the `things we could ^do, 
20         I don't `think they have any ^dampers here, 
21         `do they? 
22         .. (H) 
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23         (1.3) 
24 SETH:   Oh they ^do. 
25         (2.4) 
26 LARRY:  (H) Yeah. 
27         (0.6) 
28 SETH:   [So `you can close ^off] -- 
29 LARRY:  [Oh `okay. 
30         .. <X So `that's] how it's X> -- 
31         (0.3) 
32 SETH:   Yeah `you can close ^off [2.. individual d-2] -- 
33 LARRY:                           [2`Close these ^off2], 
34         (0.3) 
35 SETH:   [3(H)3] 
36 LARRY:  [3and then the-3] -- 
37         .. then it'll ^force the `air what. 
38         .. ^Down into -- 
39         (0.8) 
40 SETH:   (H) Downstairs. 

In the first part of the extract Seth is explaining how in two-story houses, like in Larry's 
house, the fact that warm air typically rises up may cause overheating problems on the 
second floor. Larry claims that he is aware of this potential problem by stating (H) Well 
`see ^that's what we wanted to do, is `have some kind of a ^system, that we `know we can 
`shut ^off. (lines 13-15) thus making a request that the new heating system that Seth is 
making a plan for would include such a system. Seth responds to this with a turn that 
begins to formulate a suggestion .. One of the `things we could ^do, (line 19). However, 
instead of completing the suggestion, Seth initiates a confirmation sequence with I don't 
`think they have any ^dampers here, `do they? (lines 20-21). Dampers are those parts of 
the heating system which control the flow of heated or cooled air that goes to different 
rooms in the house. 

The confirmation request is used in deciding how to forward the activity of 
suggestion-giving with respect to the design of the new heating system upstairs. 
Confirmation of the candidate understanding (i.e. there are no dampers upstairs) would 
give warrant to a suggestion that dampers be added upstairs. The adding of dampers 
would take care of the potential overheating problem that Larry is referring to on lines 
13-18. However, disconfirmation of the candidate understanding, which is here provided 
by Seth himself noticing the existence of dampers Oh they ^do. (line 24), means that the 
adding of dampers is not necessary. At this point the suggestion-giving activity is 
therefore temporarily changed to giving instructions on how to use the existing dampers 
to control the flow of air by closing them, if necessary (lines 28, 32). The excerpt ends 
with Larry doing 'online learning' on how the use of the dampers affects the flow of air 
(lines 36-38).  

In the prior two examples the confirmation requests were done with tag questions. 
However, also negative yes/no interrogatives are used for presenting candidate 
understandings and for establishing alignment towards a certain course of action. In the 
following example the interrogative speaker uses a negative yes/no interrogative to 
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redirect the topic back to its original course after disagreement that develops between the 
primary speaker, Stephanie, and Patty, one of the participants (and Stephanie's mother) in 
this multi-party conversation. Stephanie has been telling others about a trip she and her 
friend Samantha took to the Universal Studios in Los Angeles. Just prior to the following 
excerpt Stephanie has mentioned that during their trip to the studios they drove by the 
Sherman Oaks Galleria, which is a shopping center in Los Angeles.  

(50) SBCSAE 0035 Hold My Breath <T: 00:14:49> 

01 PATTY:      You [`wouldn't've had a]ny `money left [2`anyway2] 
   [3probab-3]. 
02 MAUREEN:        [`We have uh] -- 
03                                                    [2`~Roger2]? 
04 ROGER:                                             [2Where was  
   th-2] -- 
05             [3% `Where3] ^was this, 
06             I'm gonna take it ^off, 
07 STEPHANIE:  [^No], 
08 ROGER:      [X][2XX2] -- 
09 MAUREEN:       [2Okay2]. 
10 STEPHANIE:     [2it's ^not2] that I h- `needed ^money, 
11              it's ^the= `Galleria. 
12             ^Every teenage `film, 
13             (H) that has ^ever been `filmed, 
14             .. was ^filmed in .. ^the= `Galleria. 
15 GAIL:       @(Hx)[=][2=2] 
16 STEPHANIE:       [@] 
17 PATTY:              [2See I2] [3don’t ^watch that stuff, 
18 STEPHANIE:                    [3^Valley Gir=l3], 
19 PATTY:      so I3] [4wasn’t ^aware of that4]. 
20 STEPHANIE:         [4@@4] 
21 MAUREEN:           [4~Gail4], 
22             `would you ^go[5= downstairs5], 
23 STEPHANIE:                [5X everything5]. 
24 MAUREEN:    there are ^two bottles .. of, 
25 ERIKA:      ^Wasn’t [Fast Times at `Ridgemont High .. `filmed  
   `there too]? 
26 MAUREEN:            [`burgundy in the `refrigerator, 
27             and bring up a roll of] [2paper towels, 
28 STEPHANIE:                          [2Fast Times at  
   `Ridgemont ^High=, 
29 MAUREEN:    <X since we’re X>, 
30             .. um, 
31             <X okay X>2], 
32 STEPHANIE:  `u2]=[3=m3], 
33 GAIL:            [3Okay3], 
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34             (0.4) 
35 STEPHANIE:  Bill and Ted’s `Excellent ^Adventu=re, 
36             (0.9) 
37             ^everything. 
38             .. The Galleria’s like the `biggest ... `filming .. 
   `place in the ^world. 
38               (0.7) 
40 STEPHANIE:    Oh and I found out where Grease was filmed. 

Patty's remark on line 1 You `wouldn't've had any `money left `anyway probab-. is offered 
as a commentary on Stephanie's mention that she and Samantha had planned to stop at 
the Galleria shopping center. Stephanie receives this by saying it's ^not that I h- `needed 
^money, it's ^the= `Galleria. (lines 10-11). In effect, Stephanie disagrees with Patty's 
interpretation of their motives for stopping at the Galleria, that is, Stephanie makes it 
known they would not have stopped there in order to shop. In addition, Stephanie 
produces the turn constructional units on lines 10-11 with high pitch and tone that display 
annoyance or irritation. Also the lengthening and emphasis put on the definite article 
^the= that prefaces the noun phrase `Galleria is an indication of the special status given 
to the shopping center. This is made verbally explicit in the following intonation units. As 
is fitting with the theme of the trip, according to Stephanie the purpose of stopping at the 
Galleria would have been the fact that ^Every teenage `film, (H) that has ^ever been 
`filmed, .. was ^filmed in .. ^the= `Galleria. (lines 12-14), rather than a need to shop as 
Patty suggests. Patty responds to Stephanie's irritated disagreement with an account See I 
don’t ^watch that stuff, so I wasn’t ^aware of that. (lines 17, 19), by which she claims not 
to be accountable for the mistake Stephanie blames her for, in other words, she does not 
watch teenage films.  

In order to offer evidence for her argument that the Galleria has been used widely as a 
filming location, Stephanie continues to provide ^Valley Gir=l, (line 18) as an example of 
the films that have been shot there. The intonation unit is produced with continuing final 
intonation and with a prosodic contour that projects more to come. In other words, the 
prosodic construction of this intonation unit indicates that Stephanie is starting a listing of 
films, rather than providing just one example. However, she does not carry on with her 
turn immediately, possibly because it is produced in overlap with Patty's account. At the 
same time Maureen initiates a request for Gail (line 21 onwards) which also intervenes 
with the development of the film topic for a while. It is at this juncture that Erika 
produces the negative yes/no interrogative ^Wasn’t Fast Times at `Ridgemont High .. 
`filmed `there too? (line 25).  

Unlike in the earlier cases, the candidate understanding presented with the 
interrogative is produced by a recipient rather than by the speaker who has been mainly 
responsible for taking the activity at hand forward. By providing one candidate film that 
may have been filmed in the Galleria for Stephanie to confirm or disconfirm, Erika aligns 
herself as a participant in the telling sequence, as well as assists Stephanie in picking up 
the topic again. And this is what Stephanie is seen to do. She confirms Erika's candidate 
addition to her list by repeating the name of the candidate list item Fast Times at 
`Ridgemont ^High=, (line 28). The prosodic construction of this intonation unit mirrors 
the one she used on line 18: the continuing final intonation and the general prosodic 
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contour both project more to come. Stephanie thus indicates that Fast Times at Ridgemont 
High qualifies as another film that was filmed in the Galleria, but it by no means 
completes the list. She then provides another list item Bill and Ted’s `Excellent 
^Adventu=re, (line 35) with similar intonation contour, and after a pause (line 36) 
concludes the list with a generalization ^everything. (line 37). After having re-established 
herself as the main speaker Stephanie then brings the topic to a close with a concluding 
assessment .. The Galleria’s like the `biggest ... `filming .. `place in the ^world. (line 38).  

In sum, in the example above a candidate understanding embedded in a request for 
confirmation is used to redirect the talk by assisting the recipient to align in the telling 
sequence which was discontinued due to some intervening talk. The confirmation request 
can be seen to mitigate the disagreement between Patty and Stephanie by leading the talk 
in a non-controversial direction. This is done by focusing Stephanie's attention on 
establishing alignment between her and Erika with regard to a piece of information 
relating to the telling, rather than letting there be room for further escalation of the 
disagreement between Stephanie and Patty, for example. 

In the following example a tag question is used to initiate an insertion sequence, the 
result of which has relevance for the larger course of action. Fred is presenting a loan 
application for the board by an applicant who already has prior loans that amount to a 
large sum of money. 

(51) SBCSAE 0014 Bank Products <T: 00:07:26> 

01 FRED:    I got one small one. 
02          .. The only reason it's in here=, 
03          (0.3) 
04 FRED:    is because the borrowers already ha=ve, 
05          (0.7) 
06 FRED:    three-hundred three thousand borrowed, 
07          so it has to be approved by the board, 

((117 intonation units omitted)) 

125 FRED:    `So, 
126          (H) ^I would `mo=ve, 
127          (0.7) 
128 FRED:    `since it's ^secured for `forty-`five `hundred, 
129          it's on a `twelve-month ^repayment, 
130          which is `relatively ^short, 
131          (H) `I would ^move that we ... `advance the ^funds. 
132 KURT:    .. ^I'll `second it. 
133          (0.3) 
134 KURT:    `Except, 
135          (0.6) 
136 KURT:    they ^owe pretty `much, 
137          `don't they? 
138 FRED:    .. ^Three-hundred three `thousand, 
139          .. and some `odd ^dollars. 
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140          (0.4) 
142 FRED:    But he's ^always `serviced, 
143          .. I mean, 
144          he's ^never been `late, 
145          he's `always paid as ^agreed, 

After presenting the application and the applicant's financial situation (lines 1-7, and the 
omitted lines) Fred forwards a motion that the board accept the application with (H) `I 
would ^move that we ... `advance the ^funds. (line 131). Kurt accepts the motion with .. 
^I'll second it. (line 132). However, this is followed by a short pause (line 133), during 
which no other participant takes the turn to further second the motion, which would be 
relevant. What follows next can be seen as Kurt's solution to this interactional problem: 
he indicates that he withdraws or puts his acceptance of the motion on hold by producing 
`Except, (line 134). Kurt then initiates a confirmation sequence about the applicant's 
already existing loans with they ^owe pretty `much, `don't they? (lines 136-137). A likely 
source of Kurt's candidate understanding of the prior loans that amount to a large sum of 
money is the same conversation: a while back, during the first part of the extract Fred 
mentioned that the borrowers already ha=ve, (0.7) three-hundred three thousand 
borrowed, (lines 4-6). Already marks the amount that follows it, three-hundred three 
thousand, as significant. This is reflected in Kurt's confirmation request by pretty much, 
with which Kurt brings in an explicitly evaluative stance towards on the issue. The 
candidate understanding thus indicates that the borrowers already have a large sum of 
money on loan, which in turn could jeopardize the applicant's ability to handle the 
repayment of a new loan. As such, the confirmation request sequence is used to determine 
whether and how the already existing loan affects the decision making on whether to 
grant a new loan. As the last part of the extract indicates, this is also what Fred interprets 
to be indicated by the confirmation request. However, Fred's initial response that provides 
the confirming second pair part of the confirmation sequence .. ^Three-hundred three 
`thousand, .. and some `odd ^dollars. (lines 138-139) avoids taking an explicit stance on 
whether the prior loan amounts to pretty much or not. Rather, by giving a factual response 
that only mentions the amount of money leaves the recipient to deduce the import of the 
turn. After a pause (line 140), however, Fred provides an account detailing how the loan 
has never caused problems for the customer by saying But he's ^always `serviced, .. I 
mean, he's ^never been `late, he's `always paid as ^agreed, (lines 141-145). Further, the 
account provides evidence in favor of the acceptance of the motion. In this context, then, 
the request for confirmation opens the motion–granting/denial sequence for further 
discussion, while not canceling the relevance of the motion. The participants return to the 
decision making after some intervening talk.  

To summarize, the present section has discussed the relevance of displaying epistemic 
uncertainty in its larger context, as part of ongoing or projected activities such as 
suggestion giving, storytelling and decision making. A display of doubt towards one's 
own state of knowledge or information, combined with a request for confirmation or 
disconfirmation can be used in redirecting talk, redesigning some aspect of it, deciding on 
the proper course of a projected activity, or whether to go forward with the activity in the 
first place. In other words, requests for confirmation may be used for creating alignment 
between the participants with respect to how the interaction will move forward. In so 
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doing the recipient's actions are made visibly relevant for the continuation of the activity. 
This may be particularly relevant in institutional or task-oriented interactions, from where 
most of the examples in this section come, but as example (50) shows, it is relevant also 
in more informal interactions.  

The next section discusses how discourse participants can on some occasions orient to 
interrogatives, which encapsulate epistemically less-than-certain candidate 
understandings, as turns which make more talk by the recipient beyond confirmation 
relevant.  

6.1.3  Inviting more than a confirming 'yes' or 'no' from the recipient 

When a participant displays epistemic uncertainty with a negative yes/no interrogative or 
a tag question, and requests that the recipient confirm or disconfirm their tentative 
understanding, this can be observed to involve treating the recipient as more entitled to 
the knowledge being referred to and/or more knowledgeable in the general topic at hand. 
This, in turn, may on occasion initiate longer turns by the recipient, such as storytelling 
sequences, accounts, explanations or other types of turns which involve more talk beyond 
a mere confirmation (i.e. beyond confirming or disconfirming 'yes' or 'no').  

In the excerpt below, the quality of children's bones is at issue. There are four 
participants in the conversation, Jamie, Harold, Pete and Miles, who are talking about a 
child who had broken his leg. The participants make it noteworthy that the leg seems to 
have healed surprisingly quickly.  

(52) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada <T: 00:01:12> 

01 HAROLD: [3He ^healed very `quickly3]. 
02 JAMIE:  [3<X Guess X> kids' ^bo=nes, 
03         just `like3] .. [4grow4] [5`back5] really `fast (Hx). 
04 PETE:                   [4M4][5^hm=5]. 
05 HAROLD:                          [5Yeah5]. 
06         I `think they're really ^soft to ^start with. 
07 JAMIE:  They're `made of ^rubber. 
08         (0.4) 
09 JAMIE:  Th- that's it. 
10 HAROLD: That's why b-, 
11        .. little ^kids usually don't `break their legs ^anyway. 
12 PETE:  .. Cause they're [so X][2XXX2]. 
13 JAMIE:                  [Cause they're `made] [2of ^rubber2]. 
14 MILES:                        [2But `they have more2]  
   ^cartilage than w-, 
15         (0.5) 
16 MILES:  [3you know3]. 
17 HAROLD: [3`Yeah3], 
18         `aren't they real s-, 
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19          .. `aren't their k- .. `legs [pretty ^soft]? 
20 MILES:                                [^Yeah, 
21         there's] `less ^calcium % `deposits <X in them X>. 
22         (0.6) 
23 MILES:  [2And2] ^also, 
24 PETE:   [2Mm2]. 
25 MILES:  .. they're `still ^growing. 
26         .. And the `way= ... bones ^grow is, 
27         .. you make ^cartilage, 
28         .. and then you `deposit ^calcium in it. 
29         (0.3) 
30 HAROLD: `Oh, 
31          and [then `that turns into hard ^bone]. 
32 MILES:       [`So ^that's why they `always have] ... more  
   ^flexibility. 

In the beginning of the extract Jamie offers her assessment of the speedy recovery of the 
child who had broken his leg with <X Guess X> kids' ^bo=nes, just `like .. grow `back 
really `fast (Hx). (lines 2-3). Harold's turn I `think they're really ^soft to ^start with. (line 
6) offers a slightly differing point of view on the issue by concentrating on the 'soft' 
quality of children's bones. Kärkkäinen (2003a), who presented an analysis of the 
beginning of this same conversational excerpt, observes that Harold marks the difference 
in his stance with the turn-initial I `think. However, instead of providing a direct response 
to Harold's statement, Jamie demonstrates agreement with Harold by taking his turn and 
reformulating it as They're `made of ^rubber. (line 7). The reformulation amounts to a 
quip. It incorporates a non-serious tone with the creative use of the noun phrase rubber, 
which is used as a local synonym for the softness of bones. However, the non-serious 
tone is not taken up or responded to by any of the participants (line 8). Instead, Harold 
continues on his prior line of talk and asserts that softness is the reason why b-, .. little 
^kids usually don't `break their legs ^anyway. (lines 10-11). Pete, Jamie and Miles all 
respond to this argument. Pete and Jamie offer an account or an explanation, while Miles 
initiates a corrective turn that includes more specific information about bones But `they 
have more ^cartilage than w-, (line 14). Harold's acknowledgement token `Yeah (line 17) 
and the confirmation request `aren't they real s-, .. `aren't their k- .. `legs pretty ^soft? 
(lines 18-19) are directed to Miles. Harold reuses material from his earlier turn from line 
6, but this time he formulates the turn as an interrogative and with that, adds an explicit 
request for confirmation to his candidate understanding. Already his prior turn on line 6 
can be taken to invite response or project something more to come, but now the negative 
yes/no interrogative explicitly requests response. Harold also invites Miles to explicate 
pretty soft in more detail: while the noun phrase displays that Harold is aware of the 
special quality of children’s bones, it also demonstrates his lack of knowledge of what 
this actually means.   

The candidate understanding gets a confirming ^Yeah, (line 20) as its response from 
Miles. It is followed by a technical explanation for the softness of children’s bones there's 
`less ^calcium % `deposits <X in them X>. (line 21) and by a further explication of how 
hard bone forms (lines 25-28). In so doing, Miles ratifies Harold's understanding of he 
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being more knowledgeable on this topic. Even though this is not explicitly addressed in 
the excerpt, Miles is a doctor by profession. However, the confirmation request sequence 
provides evidence that both Harold and Miles orient to this as the basis for why Harold 
seeks confirmation to his candidate understanding, and why Miles provides an account of 
how bones grow.  

It is noteworthy that Miles's response begins early, even before Harold finishes his 
confirmation request (line 20). However, the first, interrupted try at the confirmation 
request on line 18 ends with real s- which in view of the prior talk can be seen as 
projecting real soft. In the reproduced confirmation request, however, Harold downgrades 
to pretty soft (line 19). This may be motivated by the need to downgrade the strength of 
the candidate understanding in the face of potential disconfirmation and disagreement 
that can result from it, but also as displaying orientation to Miles’s status as more 
authoritative with respect to the topic at hand.  

Furthermore, both Harold and Miles orient to a difference in their entitlement to 
knowledge with the vocabulary that they use. Miles makes use of specialized lexis such 
as cartilage (lines 14, 27) and calcium deposits (lines 21, 28), while Harold uses a lay 
term soft (lines 6, 19) for bone texture. Moreover, Harold prefaces his third position turn 
that follows the confirmation sequence `Oh, and then `that turns into hard ^bone. (lines 
30- 31) with `Oh, (line 30). With it Harold acknowledges his changed epistemic state 
with regard to bones and how they grow (Heritage 1984a). This further indicates that 
Harold presented the negative yes/no interrogative on lines 18-19 as an epistemically 
less-than-certain candidate understanding.  

Even though confirmation sequences are used to negotiate a shared understanding 
between discourse participants, such negotiation does not necessarily involve all the 
participants. In the excerpt above the shared understanding is negotiated between Miles 
and Harold. For example, neither Harold nor Miles takes up Jamie's invitation to engage 
in non-serious talk on lines 7-9. Also later on line 13, where she redoes the invitation with 
Cause they're `made of ^rubber, Jamie's contribution is treated as irrelevant for the 
factual line of talk that Harold first pursues alone and then with Miles.  

The following example presents another case in which a confirmation request invites 
the recipient to provide a more extensive account regarding the topic of the confirmation 
request. The data are from a three-party discussion between Lynne, Lenore and Doris. 
Lynne is telling Lenore about Debby, a girl that both she and Doris (Lynne's mother) 
know of. Debby had such severe asthma that she died from it.  

(53) SBCSAE 0001 Actual Blacksmithing <T: 00:21:41> 

01 LYNNE:  [`She] (H) ^loved horses [2so `mu=ch, 
02 DORIS:                           [2XXXX <X stuff on it X>2]. 
03 LYNNE:  (H) and she2] was ^always, 
04         like, 
05         (H) she's ^allergic to `horse`hair, 
06         `horse `sweat, 
07         (0.3) 
08 LENORE: `Oh. 
09         [X] 
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10 LYNNE:  [`You know], 
11         `stuff like ^that, 
12         but she `wouldn't quit ^riding em. 
13         so, 
14         (0.9) 
15 DORIS:  [Well XX], 
16 LYNNE:  [she's `allergic to] ^everything, 
17         [2it `doesn't ^matter2]. 
18 DORIS:  [2XXX was saying2], 
19         it `didn't matter `what she ^di=d, 
20         (3.8) 
21 LENORE: [`Did she ever go to a ^allergy] `doctor=, 
22 LYNNE:  [XXXXX]. 
23 LENORE: .. or `anybody like [2`that2]? 
24 LYNNE:                      [2(H)2] ^Oh= `yeah=. 
25         `She= .. t- -- 
26         .. (H) (0.9) Well `they -- 
27         She ^never `did take ^shots, 
28         [^did she]. 
29 DORIS:  [`No, 
30         I don't] `know ^why. 
31         They `should've, 
32         .. they `should have ^gotten her –- 
33         (0.7) 
34 LYNNE:  `I don't know `why they `didn't [either]. 
35 DORIS:                                  [`I -- 
36         % I] w- `always ^wondered about `that, 
37         and `she was s- -- 
38         .. `She had such ^severe `asthma, 
39         that, 
40        (H) `I would have done a `little bit ^more for her I  
  think. 

At a juncture in the telling, in which it seems to be in danger of attrition (line 20), Lenore 
aligns with the telling by inviting Lynne to provide more information relating to the 
telling. Specifically, she requests further information on how the illness was treated (lines 
21-23). Lynne's telling has made it known that even though Debby had severe allergies, 
she did not stop doing things that were potentially dangerous to her health. Lenore's 
question can therefore also be taken to implicate an inquiry whether Debby’s illness was 
treated appropriately.  

Lynne, who has been the primary teller so far, takes a turn in order to respond. She 
produces a rather emphatic response (H) ^Oh= `yeah=. (line 24) confirming that Debby 
had seen a doctor. However, oh at the beginning of a response to a yes/no interrogative 
can be used to mark that the first pair part was somehow unfitting and/or raises a problem 
with its appropriateness by indicating that the question pursues something that should be 
self-evident from the preceding talk (Heritage 1998, Raymond 2000). In the present 
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context Lynne's response therefore indicates that given the severity of Debby's illness, it 
should be rather apparent that she has seen a doctor. However, as Lynne begins to expand 
her response in order to respond to the question of how the illness was treated, she runs 
into trouble. This is indicated by the two truncated intonation units that follow, `She= .. t- 
-- (line 25) and  .. (H) (0.9) Well `they -- (line 26). Lenore's inquiry thus turns out to be 
more difficult than Lynne took it for. Since Lynne is unable to provide an account of 
Debby's medical treatment, and consequently, whether she was properly treated, she 
presents a request for confirmation She ^never `did take ^shots, ^did she. (lines 27-28) to 
another knowing recipient, Doris. She was referred to earlier as having information 
regarding Debby's illness (Lynne initiated the telling by asking Lenore if Doris had 
already told her about Debby: did mom tell you, .. about #Deb at all?). In sum, by 
producing a request for confirmation Lynne displays doubt towards her own knowledge 
state and orients to the recipient as more knowledgeable on the issue. In this specific 
sequential location the confirmation request is also used to transfer the response turn to 
another speaker in order to invite her to provide the details on Debby's medical care, 
specifically with respect to whether she was properly treated. In other words, Lynne is not 
only requesting confirmation or disconfirmation for whether Debby did take shots or not, 
but she is also inviting Doris to provide an account of what this implicates about her 
medical care.  

Doris responds to Lynne's candidate understanding with `No, I don't `know ^why. 
(lines 29-30). It confirms that Debby did not receive medication for her illness, or at least 
confirms the fact that she did not receive shots, which presumably refer to allergy shots 
that are used as one treatment for asthma. However, in the latter part of her response she 
declines to provide an account of the reasons behind this and/or whether the illness was 
appropriately treated by appealing to insufficient knowledge. Nevertheless, there seems 
to be enough evidence of inadequate care as Doris begins to formulate a critical 
evaluation of the actions of the people involved in Debby's care by saying They 
`should've, .. they `should have ^gotten her -- (lines 32-33). However, she does not 
complete the turn constructional unit as she does not provide the object of the clause on 
line 33. In effect, this leads to the truncation of the intonation unit. After a pause during 
which Doris could, but does not initiate completion of her turn, Lynne takes a turn with `I 
don't know `why they `didn't either. (line 34) With that she endorses Doris's point of view 
on the inadequacy of Debby's care, a point of view that Doris did not fully formulate, but 
which is still rather clearly conveyed in her turn. Either at the end of Lynne's turn 
indicates that Lynne agrees with Doris's view, rather than states an independent position 
on it. Lynne's turn thus provides a further indication of how she treats Doris's position as 
the primary one on information relating to Debby. The excerpt ends with Doris's 
evaluation of the overall treatment of Debby's illness, not by the doctors alone, but also 
by her family (lines 35-40). She explicitly criticizes the actions of those involved in 
Debby's treatment by saying (H) `I would have done a `little bit ^more for her I think. 
(line 40).  

In the example above the request for confirmation is used to redirect turn-taking: the 
display of epistemic uncertainty is used to assign another participant as the recipient to an 
initiating action, which requires a response due to the conditional relevance it generates 
as the first pair part to a question–answer adjacency pair sequence. The tag question is 
therefore used to rearrange the participation framework in such a way that another 
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knowing recipient gets nominated as the person responding to the inquiry. In so doing 
Lynne treats Doris as more entitled to the piece of knowledge in question, and also as 
having more authority to evaluate the adequacy of Debby’s care in comparison to her. 

One environment in which candidate understandings embedded in negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions are used to seek talk beyond confirmation is their use in 
initiating longer tellings, such as stories. Two such sequences can be found below. Prior 
to the excerpt Lisa has been telling Marie and Kevin about an acquaintance who is a 
born-again Christian.  

(54) SBCSAE 0036 Judgmental on people <T: 00:17:57> 

01 KEVIN:  [And you `don't `get a ^certificate or `anything]. 
02 MARIE:  `They don't (H) -- 
03         `They don't] [2^like XX2] -- 
04 LISA:               [2`You don't2] ^get a `certificate, 
05         it's ^just `like, 
06         you're gonna ^change your ^life kinda [`thing. 
07 MARIE:                                        [`They .. they]-- 
08 LISA:   And `accept] ^God and -- 
09 MARIE:  .. `They like ^are like `totally -- 
10         Weren't `you ^saying that `Barbara was `saying  
   something about ^Ash `Wednesday? 
11         (0.7) 
12 LISA:   @^Ye=s. 
13         (H) [Wha-] -- 
14 KEVIN:      [`What did] [2she ^say2]? 
15 MARIE:      [It made] [2me ^so2][3= ^mad3]. 
16 LISA:                   [2`She's a2] -- 
17                                 [3`She's a ^Pe3]ntecostal. 
18        (H) ^Well, 
19        `she ^said um, 
20        ... `she ^asked if I had .. `went and got ^ashes on my  
   ^forehead `yet. 
21        (H) A=nd um, 
22        ... I don't remember `what she `said. 
23        (H) `Something she just `said, 
24        <VOX well ^Jesus is in `your ^heart, 
25        not on your ^forehead VOX> or `something. 

The participants have discussed whether proclaiming oneself, which is a ritual that born-
again Christians go through when they join the church, is the same thing as being 
baptized. In reference to this on line 1 Kevin formulates a candidate understanding that a 
person does not get a certificate for having proclaimed oneself as born-again Christian. 
Lisa confirms this on line 4. During this exchange Marie has been trying to get a turn by 
talking in overlap but fails, as shown by the truncated intonation units on lines 2-3 and 7. 
When she finally starts in the clear, the beginning of the turn .. `They like ^are like `totally 
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-- (line 9) indicates that she is on her way to add something to the topic of born again 
Christians. However, as shown by the truncation of this intonation unit, and by the rather 
empty content of the turn, she has some trouble formulating her contribution. This may 
be one reason for why she suddenly changes direction in mid-turn, and produces the 
negative yes/no interrogative Weren't `you ^saying that `Barbara was `saying something 
about ^Ash `Wednesday? (line 10). It presents her candidate understanding that a 
conversation between the recipient Lisa and someone called Barbara had included some 
newsworthy information on ^Ash `Wednesday. As such, it can be seen to refer to a 
knowable which Marie has less access than Lisa, and thereby as prompting further talk by 
Lisa (Pomerantz 1980). After a longish pause (line 11), Lisa confirms with @^Ye=s. (line 
12). However, as indicated by Kevin's turn `What did she ^say? (line 14) the confirmation 
is treated as not being enough. By requesting for more information Kevin also aligns 
himself as a recipient of the telling projected with the negative yes/no interrogative. Lisa 
initiates the telling on line 19.  

Even though Marie displays that she is aware of the tellable she is referring to, she 
invites Lisa to provide the details as she has first-hand access to this information. In so 
doing Marie also treats Lisa as more entitled to deliver the telling.  

The same can be seen to take place also in the next example9. It presents a case in 
which a tag question is used to invite the recipient to engage in storytelling. The 
conversation has three participants, even though in the excerpt below only two 
participants, Bob and Ann, are talking.  

(55) SBCSAE Africa (unpublished) 

01 BOB:  You remember that `nurse, 
02       .. from `Britain, 
03       .. (H) that was `killed by an [^elephant]. 
04 ANN:                                [Mhm], 
05       .. [2 <WH yea=h WH> 2] 
06 BOB:     [2 Can 2] you `give us the ^details, 
07       `about that, 
08       I `couldn't [^remember <X that X>] -- 
09 ANN:              [Mh=m], 
10       .. Valerie [2 ^Woodfield 2]. 
11 BOB:             [2 `What was her ^name 2]? 
12 ANN:  .. Valerie ^Woodfield. 
13 BOB:  .. O=kay. 
14       I remember ^that, 
15 ANN:  ((CLAPS)) 
16 BOB:  .. She was just getting ready to -- 
17       (H) .. to `go ^home, 
18       wasn't `she? 
19       [About] X `two or three ^weeks? 

                                                           
9 This data excerpt comes from outside the database used in the study, and is not otherwise included in the 
analyses presented in this study. 
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20 ANN:  [Yea=h], 
21       .. <% No=. 
22       A %> `couple of ^months. 
23       (H) She `should have gone ^ho=me, 
24       <% in= %> ^April. 
25       .. And she `decided to stay until ^Augus=t, 
26       .. (TSK) (H) a=n=d, 
27       the=y went= .. ^out=, 
28       .. Actually, 
29       they `just went out to <% ^Chisera= %>, 
30       .. to go [`out to the ^river]. 

The excerpt begins with a 'reminiscence recognition solicit' (Lerner 1992) (lines 1-3) with 
which Bob seeks recognition from Ann of the person and events being referred to. As 
Lerner (1992) points out, such solicits do not determine who will deliver a possible story 
being foreshadowed with such sequences. In the excerpt above Bob moves to assign Ann 
as the storyteller with an explicit request (lines 6-8). Ann accepts the invitation (line 9), 
but initially provides only the name of the nurse (line 10). After another round of 
reference identification (lines 11-12), Bob presents his candidate understanding .. She 
was just getting ready to -- (H) .. to `go ^home, wasn't `she? (lines 16-18) which invites 
Ann to confirm one of the details of the story, but also to provide a more extensive 
account of the events. Ann confirms (line 20), but does not continue her turn at this point 
as Bob simultaneously begins to produce an increment About X `two or three ^weeks? 
(line 19). It provides a candidate timeframe for the impending return home. After Ann 
first responds to the increment (lines 21-25), she then begins the telling (line 26 
onwards).  

In the sequences above bare confirmation is not treated as an adequate response, in 
other words, the interrogative turns project more talk beyond confirmation. This involves 
designing the interrogative turns so as to indicate that the interrogative speakers is less 
entitled to the information being referred to, or having less knowledge on the issue at 
hand. In example (52), for instance, the interrogative speaker uses a lay term soft in 
talking about the quality of children's bones in order to invite the recipient to provide a 
more specific account of what soft means in relation to bone structure. Interrogative 
speakers may also explicitly claim to have second-hand access to the events in question. 
In example (54) this is done by referring to hearsay evidence and by naming the recipient 
as the source of information, while in example (55) the interrogative is embedded in a 
series of turns in which the interrogative speaker invites the recipient, who is treated as 
more knowledgeable in the matter, to engage in storytelling.  

6.1.4  Summary 

The negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions discussed in the sections above are 
used in presenting candidate understandings for the recipient to confirm or disconfirm. In 
so doing the interrogative speaker displays epistemic doubt or uncertainty towards their 
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own state of knowledge or information. This also involves treating the recipient as more 
knowledgeable and/or more entitled to the information or knowledge being referred to. It 
should be noted that this does not mean that the candidate understandings presented by 
the interrogative speakers are produced without any claim to knowledge. Nevertheless, 
the examples discussed in the sections above provide evidence that the entitlement to 
confirm or disconfirm a candidate claim is constructed and negotiated locally, and 
therefore amounts to a type of social agreement between the participants.  

In their wider context candidate understandings embedded in negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions may be used for ensuring alignment towards the ongoing 
course of action, or inviting the recipient to provide a more extensive account or a telling 
relating to the topic of the interrogative.  

As was discussed in chapter 2, the prosodic construction of the negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions is one of the turn design features which in the previous 
linguistic literature has been argued to contribute to the function of the turn. In the current 
database candidate understandings are rather regularly designed by using rising final 
intonation. However, this is not invariably so, as also falling final intonation is used (see 
examples 48 and 53). As such, this provides support for the idea that there is not a direct 
connection between the final prosodic contour of a negative yes/no interrogative or a tag 
question, and the action that the interrogative turn is used to implement. Rather, the rising 
and falling final intonation contours can more appropriately be connected to the 
organization of turn-taking, e.g. to the signaling of transition relevance (see Ford & 
Thompson 1996, Walker 2004). A more thorough study of the features of final intonation 
contours of candidate understandings could be in order, however.  

Even though both negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are found to do 
similar type of work in the examples above, the different constructions are not 
interchangeable. In excerpts (43), (48) and (53), for example, the interrogative turns 
consist of negative declaratives followed by positive tags, and are used to request 
confirmation for a candidate understanding of negative polarity. On the other hand, the 
negative yes/no interrogatives in excerpts (42) and (50), for example, present candidate 
understandings of positive polarity. However, such differences do not seem to have an 
influence on how the constructions are used in aligning the recipient in the projected or 
ongoing course of action.  

Turn’s position in the sequence in conjunction with turn design features indicate 
whether the interrogative speaker invites alignment or carries out a disaligning action, 
and consequently, what kind of sequential implicativeness such turns have for the 
responding action. The following section examines how negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions can in certain sequential locations be used for doing disalignment, 
specifically by challenging the prior speaker. It is argued that disaligning negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions are designed to display epistemic doubt towards a claim 
made or a position taken in prior talk by the recipient of the interrogative. In addition to 
this the interrogative turns may include evaluative or affective turn design features, for 
example, in the form of marked prosody. 
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6.2  Displaying doubt towards recipient's state of knowledge: 
Challenges 

The present section examines how negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are 
used in doing disalignment. In other words, I will discuss sequences in which the 
interrogative constructions are placed at a slot where they do not follow the trajectory of 
the ongoing or projected course of action. Such negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions are typically used for making salient a problem in the recipient's understanding 
or position with respect to some piece of information or knowledge. I will discuss two 
different sequential contexts in which yes/no interrogatives and tag questions can be 
observed to do disalignment, namely positions in which they are used as responses to 
extended sequences such as stories and other types of personal accounts or tellings 
(section 6.2.1), and as responses to some prior actions (section 6.2.2). It is argued that the 
disaligning interrogative turns are based on calling into question a claim or a position 
embedded in the prior turn, and requesting that the recipient account for this observed 
discrepancy between the participants. When engaging in disaligning actions, speakers 
may include an affective component in their turn by means of marked prosody. Therefore 
also prosodic turn design features such as pitch, stress and the timing of turns are 
discussed, in order to examine their role in the construction of disalignment between the 
discourse participants. 

Most of the negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the following sections 
can be said to implement 'challenges'. Koshik (2003) and Heritage (2002c) are among the 
few interactional studies which offer observations on the features of challenging actions. 
Koshik (2003) examines wh-interrogatives, such as ok how’s it background, which in 
certain sequential contexts are observed to be used for challenging "the basis for or right 
to do an action done by the prior utterance" (2003: 51). Consequently, challenging wh-
interrogatives function as a request for an account for the prior utterance. Such challenges 
are not, however, designed to make a response relevant. This is because they are found to 
convey a negative assertion, e.g. when have I conveys 'I have never' (see section 4.1.4 for 
the data excerpt), which suggests that according to the speaker producing the wh-
interrogative, the grounds for doing the prior action do not exist, and therefore, 
responding is not treated as the relevant next action (Koshik 2003: 51). Moreover, in 
Koshik's study, the wh-interrogatives used as challenges typically occur in an already 
established environment of disagreement (e.g. after accusations) "where challenging is a 
sequentially appropriate next response" (2003: 52). Also Heritage (2002c) offers some 
observations on 'argumentative challenges' in news interviews. Interviewers regularly 
construct such turns by combining negative yes/no interrogatives with critical question 
prefaces and/or other evaluative materials. However, like the wh-challenges discussed in 
Koshik (2003), the interviewers' turns are rendered essentially unanswerable assertions 
due to the fact that they prefer responses that invite the interviewees to assent to critical 
or negative evaluations of their own conduct or that of their allies. The interviewees are 
also observed to treat the interviewers' turns as hostile assertions as they typically 
respond with disagreements and rebuttals. The present section adds to these prior studies 
by describing the ways in which negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are used 
as challenges in the current database.  
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As the following analyses show, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are 
found both in extended disagreement sequences and in sequences in which the 
interrogatives are the first indication of disalignment. In all cases, however, the negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are responsive to the just prior turn.  

6.2.1  Disaligning with the trajectory of an extended sequence 

In the first set of cases to be discussed in the following, negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag questions are responsive to types of personal accounts such as stories, tellings, 
and the like. As part of such multi-unit accounts, participants typically make various 
types of claims and evaluations, as well as design their tellings so as to seek affiliation or 
a certain type of stance display from the recipient(s) (Clift 2000, Ford 2004). The 
disaligning negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions that are responsive to 
extended sequences draw attention to some (explicit or implicit) claim made or a stance 
taken in the telling, by exploiting a place in the sequence in which it would be 
appropriate to align with the teller but in which a response has not actually been solicited. 
It is argued that the disaligning nature of the interrogative turns is based on their 
placement at a slot where they observably do not follow the trajectory of the prior action 
or of the sequence.10 The disaligning actions themselves are constructed by displaying 
doubt towards a claim or a stance embedded in the prior turn, thereby suggesting that this 
stance or claim is problematic, and holding the recipient accountable for it. The following 
examples illustrate and discuss this use of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions in the database.  

Just prior to the excerpt below Sharon has been talking about her experiences as a 
substitute teacher. She has been complaining about how a lot of the children in her mixed 
class of third and fourth graders have trouble with the times table. Sharon blames their 
previous teachers for being bad teachers: they had not taught them times tables in the 
second grade, as she thinks should have happened. Carolyn’s turn that begins on line 2 
responds to Sharon's complaint.  

(56) SBCSAE 0004 Raging Bureaucracy <T: 00.18.31> 

01 KATHY:   The teachers have just8] been [9passing them along  
   XXX9]. 
02 CAROLYN:                               [9Wait a minute, 
03          neither did I=9]. 
04 SHARON:  [Yeah]. 
05 CAROLYN: [I] didn't know them either. 
06          ... I didn't know times tables till s- -- 
07          .. like fifth gra=de. 

                                                           
10 To reiterate, disalignment is conceived of here in sequential terms. A disaligning turn may involve a display 
of negative affect or evaluation, or be accomplished by a disagreement, but this is not necessarily so. Thus, a 
sequentially disaligning turn does not always or even frequently have to involve challenging the person behind 
the prior action in order to provide a disaligning turn in the ongoing sequence of action.  
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08          Only cause I was a dufus. 
09          (H) But, 
10 SHARON:  ... [Well <X were X>] -- 
11 KATHY:       [No, 
12          <X It was] [2because you were a X> lazy butt2]. 
13 CAROLYN:            [2I could not -- 
14          I= could not2] do fractions, 
15          .. I could not do fractions. 
16          .. And I mean with .. ^~Samuel as a `teacher, 
17          who ^wants= to ^tell <X them X>, 
18          .. (H) who `wants to go up <@ to this ^man and say @>, 
19          <VOX `I have a ^problem VOX>. 
20          (0.3) 
21 CAROLYN: (GASP)[=] 
22 KATHY:         [<HI You] ^didn't HI> really ^have Mister  
   ~`Samuel,  
23          ^did you? 
24          (0.3) 
25 CAROLYN: ^Oh=, 
26          hell ^yeah. 
27          [@] 
28 KATHY:   [^Oh], 
29          I `thought you got ^out of being in his `cla[ss]. 
30 CAROLYN:                                             [`Unh]- 
   `unh=. 
31          I ^had him, 
32          .. my ^whole fourth-`grade year. 

Carolyn’s telling of her troubles with learning math at school starts in overlap with Kathy 
on line 2. By demonstrating through her own experiences that difficulties with math are 
common in third and fourth grade, Carolyn’s turn downplays Sharon’s complaint about 
the students and their teachers at Sharon’s school. In effect, Carolyn provides evidence 
that Sharon’s expectations may be unrealistic. In conjunction with this, Carolyn brings in 
her old teacher, Mr. Samuel, by saying And I mean with .. Samuel as a teacher, who 
wants= to tell <X them X>, who wants to go up to this man and say, <VOX I have a 
problem VOX>. (lines 16-19). Mr Samuel’s violent teaching methods were talked about 
earlier; here that is implicitly referred to as one reason for why Carolyn did not learn 
certain things at the same time as others. Carolyn’s extended turn ends with an emphatic 
demonstration of her fear of Mr. Samuel <VOX `I have a ^problem VOX>, (0.3) 
(GASP)= (lines 19-21) which imitates the voice of a little girl, and which is followed by a 
gasping sound that imitates a small girl being scared. In other words, Carolyn designs 
these intonation units by using direct reported speech and an altered voice quality (the 
portion of the transcript marked with VOX), thereby indexing this as the climax of the 
telling (Clift 2000, Drew 1998). Clift (2000) observes that such climaxes seek affiliation 
from the recipient, but in an implicit manner, that is, a response is not explicitly solicited.  
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Instead of affiliating with Carolyn's telling as would be relevant, however, Kathy 
disaligns with the projected course of action by producing a tag question challenge <HI 
You ^didn't HI> really ^have Mister ~`Samuel, ^did you? (lines 22-23). It singles out 
something that Kathy considers to be discrepant in the content of Carolyn’s telling, 
namely the claim that Mister Samuel taught her at elementary school. In so doing, Kathy 
displays doubt towards the accuracy of this claim, and requests Carolyn to provide an 
account for the discrepancy.  

The tag question includes a component that displays Kathy’s affective stance: her 
prosody is marked to show emotion which can vernacularly be called 'surprise'. The main 
prosodic feature that displays affect is the overall high pitch during the turn, and the 
extremely high pitch in the beginning of the turn. Figure 4 below shows the pitch track 
for the tag question (pitch tracks are shown for those interrogative turns which have 
marked prosody in the examples in this section). 

Fig. 4. Pitch trace of You didn't really have Mr ~Samuel, did you? 

As the Figure 4 shows, the tag question is produced above the speaker's median pitch 
range (the proper name which is replaced by the pseudonym Mr. ~Samuel is muted on the 
audio recording in order to protect the anonymity of the person in question, which makes 
definite measures not possible). The tag question is therefore produced in marked, high 
pitch. Another feature which contributes to the affective quality of the tag question is the 
high rising final intonation. Moreover, both parts of the verb phrase didn’t and have on 
line 22 receive primary accent (rather than being unaccented or receiving only secondary 
accent). In conjunction with the adverbial really they mark contrast with the claim that 
Mr. Samuel was teaching Carolyn; this claim was embedded in Carolyn’s turn And I 
mean with ..^Samuel as a `teacher (line 16). The display of affect provides further 
warrant for the challenge embedded in the tag question turn. 

You didn't really have ~Mr. Samuel did you
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Carolyn’s prosodically and lexically emphatic response ^Oh=, hell ^yeah. (lines 25-
26) provides an example of a direct, categorical rejection of the disaligning challenge 
carried out by the prior interrogative turn. It begins with turn initial ^Oh=, which in 
responses to prior inquiries mark that the inquiry “was unexpected, unlooked for or 'out 
of left field'” (Heritage 1998: 294). With her response Carolyn sets the records straight by 
rejecting the challenge carried out with Kathy’s tag turn.  

Also Kathy's third position turn ^Oh, I `thought you got ^out of being in his `class. 
(lines 28-29) begins with a turn-initial ^Oh, (line 28). In this context, in third position, it 
indicates that she has gone through some change in her state of knowledge or orientation 
(Heritage 1984a). It is followed by a statement of her prior, clashing understanding of the 
issue. This turn does not close the sequence, however, since no correction to Kathy's 
inaccurate understanding is offered yet. Carolyn therefore continues to provide an 
extended account of her prior teachers, and the original topic is never returned to.  

In the next example below Michael is telling Jim how he would like to be the person 
whose voice a telephone company has used for the recorded messages one hears when 
calling a wrong number. The motivation behind Michael's wish are the royalties one gets 
from the use of the voice. 

(57) SBCSAE 0017 Wonderful Abstract Notions <T: 00:01:11> 

01 MICHAEL: You know I wish I was, 
02          uh, 
03          the person=, 
04          .. whose voice they used in the .. telephone, 
05          when it tells you, 
06          (0.4) the number has been changed, 
07          .. (H) and that I had uh, 
08          copyright, 
09          @@ 
10          get some royalties. 
11          Like, 
12          (H) that lady, 
13          you know, 
14          h- you hear, 
15          (H) (0.4) <VOX the number you have reached, 
16          da-duh da-duh [da-duh da-duh da-duh da-duh VOX>]. 
17 JIM:                   [They `got a different ^woman], 
18          ^didn't they. 
19          (0.3) 
20 MICHAEL: Hunh? 
21 JIM:     ^Didn't they get a ‘different woman? 
22          (0.2)  
23 JIM:     When she th- tried to do that? 
24 MICHAEL: [I don't know if they did]. 
25 JIM:     [They, 
26          they, 
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27          they hired an]other voi[2ce2]. 
28 MICHAEL:                        [2I2] didn't hear any follow- 
   up. 
29          But, 
30 JIM:     That's what I thought that they did any[ways]. 
31 MICHAEL:                                        [Yeah]? 
32          (0.4)  
33 MICHAEL: Hunh. 
34          (1.4)  
35 MICHAEL: They certainly u=sed her a lot. 

Michael moves into demonstrating what the recorded messages sound like on lines 14-16: 
h- you hear, (H) (0.4) <VOX the number you have reached, da-duh da-duh da-duh da-
duh da-duh da-duh VOX>. As in example (55) these intonation units are designed by 
using direct reported speech and an altered voice quality. At this juncture of the telling it 
would therefore be appropriate for Jim to align with Michael's telling e.g. by laughing, 
offering an assessment or some other aligning turn. However, instead of this Jim’s tag 
question turn They `got a different ^woman, ^didn't they. (lines 17-18) offers an 
observation of a discrepancy in the information content of Michael's telling. This 
observation provides him an opportunity and a warrant to come in at this point of the 
telling. According to Jim, the phone company fired the woman that Michael is talking 
about because she tried to get money from the use of her voice. Jim's tag question 
therefore undermines Michael’s story by pointing out that someone already tried, but 
failed, in carrying out the wishful scheme that Michael is laying out here. Simultaneously 
the tag turn constitutes a display of doubt (to the degree of dismissal) towards Jim's 
knowledge state with regard to one of the presupposed facts of the telling (i.e. that the 
lady is still working for the company).  

Jim's tag question does not sound like it is particularly prosodically marked, but as one 
analyzes his pitch range in more detail, one discovers that the tag question is actually 
produced in high pitch within his own pitch range (Jim's median pitch in a sample of 85 
seconds of data was only 87Hz; see Figure 5 below).  
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Fig. 5. Pitch trace of They got a different woman, didn't they. 

In addition, the pitch jumps observably on woman, as Figure 5 illustrates. The tag 
question as a whole is thus delivered with marked prosody, which seems to suggest that 
the fact that the company stopped using the woman is something that Michael should 
already know.  

After a short pause (line 19) Michael responds to the tag question with a repair 
initiation ^Hunh? (line 20). The repair initiation may be caused partly because of troubles 
in hearing due to the overlap on lines 16-17. On the other hand, hunh belongs to the class 
of repair initiators which have been observed on occasion to indicate troubles in the 
appropriateness, relevance and/or the sequential fit of the prior turn (Drew 1997). Thus, 
^Hunh? may display that Michael does not understand how the tag turn is connected to 
his telling, or further, pre-monitors disagreement. In the repair on lines 21-23, Jim deals 
with both issues. He repeats the candidate claim, but reformulates it as a negative yes/no 
interrogative ^Didn't they get a `different ^woman? (line 21), and adds an account `When 
she th- `tried to do ^that? (line 23) that explicates how the interrogative constructions 
were connected to the telling. In this context the reformulation of the tag question as a 
negative yes/no interrogative can be seen to downgrade the epistemic strength of the tag 
question, and therefore to indicate backdown from the challenge. Also the prosody 
changes, as the final falling intonation is replaced with final rising intonation (see Figure 
6 below). In addition, the pitch of the interrogative is above Jim's median pitch all the 
way through the interrogative.  

They got a different woman didn't they
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Fig. 6. Pitch trace of Didn't they get a different woman? 

In any case, Michael responds by claiming to have insufficient knowledge of the situation 
that Jim is referring to with I don't `know if they ^did (line 24). Such a response enables 
Michael to avoid confirming Jim's inquiry on the factual level, and more importantly, to 
reject the action carried out with the prior turn (cf. Beach & Metzger 1997). Michael 
continues with an account I didn't `hear any ^follow-up. (line 28) with which he 
demonstrates that his lack of knowledge is not a matter of just claiming not to know, but 
that the claim is based on not having any evidence that would support the candidate 
understanding that Jim puts forward with his challenging turn. Jim responds to this with a 
report of his prior understanding That's what I thought that they did anyways. (line 30). 
Even though he uses past tense to display some change or uncertainty towards his prior 
position, he does not offer further accounts or evidence (e.g. the source of knowledge) for 
his challenging turn, and the matter is left somewhat unresolved.  

The following excerpt contains another example of a case in which the recipient of the 
disaligning interrogative denies accountability by appealing to insufficient knowledge. 
Throughout the excerpt Wendy and Marci are involved in doing disaligning actions, 
which in part contributes to the interpretation of the tag question on lines 20-22 as a 
challenge. The excerpt starts with Marci’s complaint about the bad quality of the 
containers of the soda that they are drinking.  

(58) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T: 00:00:07> 

01 MARCI:   .. Why do these ca=ns, 
02          .. get so warped. 

Didn't they get a different woman
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03          Only the -- 
04          .. Only the Sam's Club cans .. get so [warped]. 
05 KEN:                                           [(H)]= 
06 WENDY:    (H) % [2I think you should2] [3write3] -- 
07 KEN:            [2<X Cause they're X>2] [3X3] -- 
08 KENDRA:                                [3Cause they're3]  
   [4cheap ca=ns, 
09 WENDY:   [4%Just .. %= write a letter to em4], 
10 KENDRA:  that's why4] -- 
11 WENDY:   and complain #Marci. 
12 MARCI:   .. (H)= What I'm gonna complain about, 
13          is that they don't make white grape. 
14          ^This stuff [is] ^g=ood. 
15 >ENV:                [((POP-TOP))] 
16 MARCI:   It's like ^sparkling= `grape `juice .. ^cocktail, 
17          or something, 
18          .. you know, 
19          .. remember that [white] -- 
20 WENDY:                    [(H) <HI<F They] ^only make that  
   F>HI>.. with ^Nutrasweet though, 
21          <X do- X> -- 
22          .. ^don't they. 
23          .. They `don't make (0.4) a ^regular -- 
24          (0.3) 
25 MARCI:   A `regular ^grape? 
26          I don't [know]. 
27 KEN:             [(THROAT)]= 
28          (0.4) 
29 WENDY:   Every time I've looked at <X the X> bot- that bottled  
   water, 
30          .. or the sparkling water, 
31          [it's all] [2with2] -- 
32 MARCI:   [But they don't] [2make2] this kind at a=ll 
   [3any3]more. 
33 KENDRA:             [2(Hx)2] 
34          [3(SNIFF)3] 
35          [4(THROAT)4] 
36 WENDY:   [4.. Oh they4] don't? 
37 MARCI:   .. [5I couldn't find5] it last time [6I was6] in  
   there. 

Ken, Kendra and Wendy react to Marci’s complaint on lines 1-4. Kendra offers the 
cheapness of the soda as an account for the bad quality of the containers (line 8), thus 
implicating that warping is what can be expected from them. Ken also starts to formulate 
an account with <X Cause they're X> (line 7), but cuts off his turn most likely due to the 
extended overlap first by Wendy and then Kendra. Accounts are one type of relevant 
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second pair parts after complaints (Schegloff 1988c). However, Wendy produces a piece 
of advice %Just .. %= write a letter to em, and complain #Marci. (lines 9, 11). Jefferson 
& Lee (1992) observe that advice giving in response to a 'troubles telling' (which can 
perhaps be seen to include also complaining) can function as a precursor of dispute, and a 
way of "declining to align properly as a "troubles recipient"" (1992: 528). This is what 
can be seen to take place also in the present example. Moreover, Wendy's advice is 
produced in a rather sarcastic tone, which functions as a display of negatively evaluative 
stance.  

Wendy's turn receives a counter from Marci in the form of a wh-cleft, `What I'm gonna 
^complain about, is that they ^don't make white `grape. (lines 12-13). Wh-cleft 
constructions have been associated with stance displays (Hopper 2000, Kim 1995). More 
specifically, they have been connected to disjunctive actions, in which the wh-cleft may 
be used to evoke the speaker’s first-hand epistemic experience in the matter (Kim 1995). 
This functions to “facilitate the foregrounding of the speaker’s counteractive stance 
towards the preceding talk” (Kim 1995: 268). In other words, Marci asserts her right to 
complain with the cleft construction. After that she moves on to argue for the good 
quality of the drink with ^This stuff is ^g=ood. It's like `sparkling= `grape `juice .. 
^cocktail, (lines 14, 16). However, her assessment of the drink does not get taken up 
immediately, and so Marci continues the turn with .. you know, .. `remember that white -- 
(lines 18-19). Marci may be working her way into a story or a reminiscence of a shared 
experience of the drink that would provide more evidence of its good quality. However, 
whatever activity is started, it is interrupted by Wendy’s tag question (H) <HI<F They 
^only make `that F>HI>.. with ^Nutrasweet though, <X do- X> -- ^don't they. (lines 20-
22). In other words, instead of joining Marci’s evaluation of the drink, or waiting to align 
as a recipient to a story, Wendy latches on with a turn which questions the quality or the 
healthiness of the drink–Nutrasweet is an artificial sweetener, which by some is 
considered to be toxic. The main accent on line 20 is on the adverbial only, which here 
functions as a marker that restricts a claim made in previous discourse, and carries 
negative connotations towards the use of Nutrasweet. Essentially, then, Wendy’s turn 
constitutes an appeal for the potential unhealthiness of the drink, and provides a 
disaligning turn to the course of action that Marci pursues.  

However, instead of a response, the tag question is followed by Wendy's reformulation 
They don't `make (0.4) a ^regular -- (line 23). The pause within the intonation unit and its 
truncation are used for pursuing a response in an explicit manner: Wendy invites Marci to 
engage in word search and collaborative completion of the turn. This may also be a way 
of slightly backing down from the challenge.  

Marci's response on lines 25-26 consists of two parts. A `regular ^grape (line 25) is a 
candidate offered for Wendy's word search on line 23. The second part of the turn I don’t 
^know, (line 26) contains Marci’s response to Wendy’s claim that the company does not 
make regular soda any more. As in example (56), the response does not confirm Wendy's 
inquiry on the factual level. Moreover, it enables her to avoid conceding to the challenge 
carried out with Wendy's turn, and thereby to also reject the course of action that Wendy 
is pursuing.  

After the challenge is met with a non-committing and disaffiliative response, Wendy 
moves on to provide first-hand evidence for her tag question turn with Every `time I've 
^looked at <X the X> bot- that bottled ^water, (line 29). However, Wendy does not get a 
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chance to finish her turn, because Marci’s disagreeing turn But they don't make `this kind 
at ^a=ll anymore. (line 32) starts in overlap with hers. The turn includes the emphatic at 
^all= which indicates that whether or not the company uses Nutrasweet is not really the 
issue. In short, by pointing out a flaw in Wendy's account as well as in her challenging 
turn, Marci reasserts her right to complain about the state of affairs.  

In the following example the negative yes/no interrogative targets a problem in the 
recipient design of the telling. Ken initiates a telling about a pet shop that was near his 
school and where he used to go as a child to look at the animals. Ken and Joanne are a 
couple, Lenore is their friend.  

(59) SBCSAE 0015 Deadly diseases <T: 00:23:04> 

01 KEN:    [(H) I remember once], 
02 JOANNE: (H)] 
03 KEN:    when I was a kid, 
04         it, 
05         [r_it's] really stuck in [2my mi=nd2]. 
06 JOANNE: [(SNIFF)] 
07                                  [2(H]=2] 
08 KEN:    0h, 
09         [I went, 
10 JOANNE: [(SNIFF)=]= 
11 KEN:    I used to=], 
12         l- u=m, 
13         .. go to an ^elementary `school, 
14         that `had like a p- a ^pet shop. 
15         (H) .. ^Right around the `corner from it. 
16         And I ^used to go into the ^pet stores and `look at all  
   the b-, 
17         the ^ani[mals, 
18 JOANNE:         [(TSK) <HI ^Didn't you guys `go to the same  
  `elemen]tary `school HI>? 
19 KEN:    and the `fish and `stuff all the time]? 
20         <HI Los ^Feliz HI>. 
21         (1.0)  
22 KEN:    (TSK) ^Anyway, 
23          um, 
24         (1.0) 
25 KEN:    [(SWALLOW) (TSK) %] 
26 LENORE: [^Where was y-] el- -- 
25         `Where was the pet, 
26         [(SNIFF)] 
27 KEN:    [^Right around] the `corner, 
28         .. where -- 
29         th_you know `where the ^bank is? 
30         The ^Security Bank? 
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31         .. [(H) And there's] all those little shops, 

In the excerpt above Joanne orients to the accountability of shared experiences and 
shared knowledge, even though such knowledge is only part of the background 
information. More specifically, Joanne's interrogative <HI ^Didn't you guys `go to the 
same `elementary `school HI>? (line 18) draws attention to the preference for 
recognitional forms of reference (Schegloff 1996c), rather than for non-recognitional 
forms such as an elementary school (line 13). In other words, since there are other people 
in addition to Ken who have knowledge about the school, a fact of which Ken must be 
aware, this shared knowledge could be recognized by using a reference form that would 
make it evident. Joanne's negative yes/no interrogative indicates that from her point of 
view Ken's depiction of his past omits something that could or even should have been 
made manifest. Rather than challenging Ken on some claim or position embedded in the 
telling, then, the interrogative can be seen to target a problem in the recipient design as it 
raises the issue of non-mention of the fact that Lenore and Ken went to the same 
elementary school.  

The prosodic construction of the negative yes/no interrogative is typical for many of 
the examples in this section: Joanne produces the interrogative with an overall high pitch 
and high rising final intonation (due to the extensive overlap an accurate pitch trace 
cannot be offered). However, unlike in many cases, the interrogative as a whole does not 
include very clear accents on any of the words. In particular, the lack of contrastive stress 
on the restrictive adjective same indicates that the interrogative turn is not building on 
incoherence observed in prior talk, i.e. Ken had not claimed, for example, that he and 
Lenore went to different schools. Rather, the prosodic design further highlights the fact 
that there simply is not any reference to Lenore in Ken's turn, although there could have 
been.  

Ken's response <HI Los Feliz HI> (line 20) matches the high pitch of the 
interrogative, and provides the name of the school that Lenore and he attended together. 
The slightly annoyed flavor of Ken's response and the lack of the response token yes 
display that Ken points towards some trouble with the design or the action delivered by 
the prior negative yes/no interrogative (Raymond 2000). After a one-second pause (line 
21) Ken resumes the telling, but as shown by the hesitation on lines 23-25, he has trouble 
picking up the story again. At this point Lenore asks further information about the pet 
store (line 25) and thereby displays active recipiency. Even though the story telling is 
suspended for quite a while, the relevance of the story is not cancelled, and eventually 
Ken resumes the telling.  

In the next two cases the challenging interrogatives are preceded by a repair sequence, 
which concerns the same issue as the following interrogative. In other words, the 
challenge is produced after the repair sequence is not successful in solving a problem the 
recipient observes in the telling. Consequently, in such cases the repair sequence is 
employed as pre-disagreement (Schegloff et al. 1977), while the following interrogative 
carries out the fully formulated disagreement, or challenge. In the extract below, Marie is 
telling Lisa and Kevin about taking her son Issac to the doctor’s. Lisa and Marie are close 
friends, Kevin is Lisa’s brother.  
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(60) SBCSAE 0036 Judgmental on people <T: 00:05:55> 

01 MARIE:   I remember the first time I took him for a shot. 
02          [%= You know he was <X just little X>], 
03 LISA:    [(H) He did not] care at all. 
04          [2He’s a=ll2], 
05 KEVIN:   [2@@2] 
06 LISA:    happy-go-lu[3=cky3]. 
07 KEVIN:              [3<VOX<SING De3][4e dee d-dee SING>VOX>4]. 
08 MARIE:                              [4He was all, 
09          <VOX aah=4], 
10         (0.3) aah VOX>, 
11         like that. 
12         And then .. after that it was okay. 
13         (0.6) 
14 MARIE:  And then like, 
15 KEVIN:  @ 
16         (0.3) 
17 KEVIN:  [(H) That’s good]. 
18 MARIE:  [the next time I took him] he’s all, 
19         (H) (SCREAM) 
20         [I was all <VOX oh my] ^Go=d VOX>. 
21 KEVIN:  [@@@@] 
22 MARIE:  And [2then I pick2]ed him up, 
23 LISA:       [2XX2] 
24 MARIE:  and his ^legs were ^bleeding and stuff, 
25         and I had ^blood all on my ‘shirt, 
26         and I was all <VOX ^oh my @^Go=d VOX> [@@@(H)]. 
27 LISA:                                         [^Blood-  
   %(Hx)] -- 
28 MARIE: (H) ^Blood, 
29        cause he ^bleeds. 
30        (0.5) 
31        (TSK) (H) After they give him a ^shot? 
32 KEVIN: But ^don’t they, 
33        like [put a ^thing on it right ‘af]ter? 
34 LISA:       [But that ^mu=ch=]? 
35        (0.4) 
36 MARIE: ^No, 
37        but it was just coming ^out. 
38        Do you know what I mean, 
39        it was like, 
40        [mm], 
41 KEVIN: [<HI Well they] should have HI> put>, 
42        I mean ^usual[2ly you know like when you like2] [3give  
   ^bloo=d, 
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43 MARIE:              [2A ^bandaid2]? 
44 LISA:                                                  [3But   
   it wasn’t ^all= ov3]er, 
45 KEVIN: they use3], 
46 LISA:  it was just like=, 
47        .. a [little ^dr]ibble. 
48 MARIE:      [It had] -- 
49        N_yeah no, 
50        it had .. ‘gotten on my ^shirt, 
51        and I was [just all] <VOX ‘oh my ^Go=d, 
52 LISA:            [Oh], 
53 MARIE: (0.4) my child’s ‘bleeding VOX>. 

The first part of the segment reports of a 'no-problem' visit to the doctor's (lines 1-12). 
However, this is followed by a contrastive account of a subsequent visit where things did 
not go as well (lines 18-26). According to Marie, Issac was crying hard after the shot, in 
addition to which he was bleeding. Unlike earlier where the first part of the story was 
received with recipient appreciation (H) That’s good (line 17), this part of the story gives 
rise to a trouble source: on line 27 Lisa initiates a repair sequence by producing a partial 
repeat of the prior turn Blood- %(Hx) --. Marie repairs the trouble by first reproducing the 
word blood (line 28), and then supplying cause he bleeds (line 29) by way of an 
explanation for why she would have blood on her shirt. This type of repair would be 
sufficient to repair a trouble in hearing or understanding, but as is pre-monitored by the 
pause on line 30, Lisa (by not acknowledging the repair) displays that the trouble lies 
elsewhere. Marie therefore continues to expand the repair turn by complementing it with 
a further turn constructional unit (TSK) (H) After they give him a shot? (line 31). It offers 
an account for why Issac would be bleeding in the first place. However, first Kevin (lines 
32-33) and then Lisa (line 34) move on to produce further turns, which in slightly 
differing ways challenge Marie’s telling of her son's excessive bleeding after receiving a 
shot.  

Kevin’s turn But ^don’t they, like put a ^thing on it right `after? (lines 32-33) begins 
with the contrast marker but which is frequently used in the beginning of disagreeing 
turns (Pomerantz 1984a). It is followed by a negative yes/no interrogative, which 
questions Marie’s account of the procedure that her son underwent. The challenge is 
formulated as a generalization and grounded on knowledge which Kevin has acquired 
through his prior experiences with doctors and needles (as is evidenced by his turn on 
lines 41-42, 45). According to Kevin, the spot should be covered with something, such as 
a bandaid immediately after the needle is pulled out. In short, Kevin’s interrogative 
displays doubt towards Marie's description of the excessive bleeding by voicing his 
suspicion that Marie is presenting an inaccurate or exaggerating account of what 
happened in a sense that what had happened does not match Kevin's idea of what 
regularly would happen after getting a shot.  

However, before Kevin finishes his question, Lisa latches on in overlap with her 
disagreeing turn But that ^mu=ch=? (line 34), which also challenges Marie's description 
of the excessive bleeding. There are thus two challenges on the table, a fact of which 
causes trouble for responding. Marie's response No, but it was just coming out. Do you 
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know what I mean, it was like, mm, (lines 36-40) is slightly ambivalent as to who she is 
responding to, and what kind of response she is formulating. However, it begins with the 
negative item No which indicates disagreement, and can be taken to reject the challenges 
in the two prior turns. The remainder of her turn can be seen as the beginning of a 
correction to her earlier account. She claims that everything happened so fast (i.e. it was 
just coming out) that the doctor did not have time to cover the spot before the blood was 
already all over her shirt.  

Kevin overlaps the last intonation unit of Marie's response with <HI Well they should 
have HI> put>, (line 41). This intonation unit begins his account on lines 41-42 and 45 
for how the procedure should have gone. Also Lisa tries to reformulate a detail in Marie's 
telling by producing But it wasn’t ^all= over, it was just like=, .. a little ^dribble. (lines 
44, 46-47). However, Marie does not back down. She disagrees again (line 49) and goes 
on to redo the climax of the story (lines 50-51, 53) which was interrupted by the other-
initiated repair and challenges discussed above. In effect, Marie restates her position and 
in so doing disregards Kevin and Lisa's disalignment with her telling.  

The example below presents a case of a tag question being preceded by a repair 
sequence. However, in the sequence below the interrogative turn is used to carry out an 
assessment, rather than a challenge. Nevertheless, due to its sequential positioning and 
the fact that it evokes a problem with the telling, it is used to disalign with the projected 
trajectory of the telling. Annette is telling her mother, Alice, about a newborn baby who 
she saw at her workplace.  

(61) SBCSAE 0043 Try a Couple of Spoonfuls <T: 00:06:55> 

01 ANNETTE: Oh this little baby came in XX XXXX, 
02          (H) he w- she was a week and a half old. 
03 ALICE:   .. [%Aw=]. 
04 ANNETTE: [(GASP)] 
05          She was s- -- 
06          Her name was little Madeline, 
07          she was so cute, 
08 ALICE:   [Madeline]? 
09 ANNETTE: [she's -- 
10          (H)] Madeline. 
11          And she was sucking her little thumb, 
12          bar- -- 
13          You know, 
14          (SNIFF) .. and she w- -- 
15          She had her eyes open when I first looked over at her, 
16          sh- w- she's- -- 
17          .. (TSK) (0.8) Sucking her little thumb, 
18          she was <HI so [cu=te HI>]. 
19 ALICE:                  [It seems like] such an ^old-fashioned  
   `name for a little `baby, 
20          [2^doesn't it2]? 
21 ANNETTE: [2Mhm2]. 
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22          (0.4) 
23 ALICE:   (SNIFF) 
24 ANNETTE: But oh=. 
25          (0.7) 
26 ANNETTE: She was just adorable though. 
27          And she was so good the whole time. 
28 ALICE:   .. Hm. 
29         (2.2) 
30 ALICE:   I hardly went anywhere, 
31          out in public, 
32          when you guys were a week and a half old. 

As in the previous example, the recipient of the story initiates repair with a partial repeat 
of the prior turn. Here the repair concerns the name of the baby, Madeline? (line 8), that 
Annette is telling Alice about. Annette does repair by reproducing the trouble source on 
line 10 after which she immediately returns to the story. On line 18 she indicates that the 
storytelling is reaching its end by producing a concluding assessment she was <HI so 
cu=te HI>. This is a reproduced version of an assessment that she already made on line 
7. The first assessment was not taken up, but instead was overlapped by Alice's repair 
initiation. Such self-repeats have been analyzed as a 'resumptive' stance taking strategy 
(Rauniomaa in preparation) by which a discourse participant can display that their earlier 
turn was not adequately dealt with. Self-repeats can be used to direct the recipient's 
attention and invite response to the matter being highlighted with it. However, instead of 
aligning with the projected course of action, which would involve doing a second 
assessment or some other aligning action after Annette's assessment on line 18, Alice 
produces a tag question It seems like such an ^old-fashioned `name for a little `baby, 
^doesn't it? (lines 19-20). Alice has a problem with accepting that the baby was called 
Madeline as she considers that to be an old-fashioned name. 

The tag question turn is used to display a stance which is mainly evaluative in nature, 
as opposed to epistemic or affective. In other words, it draws attention to personal value 
judgments or evaluations (here, what names are modern and acceptable and what are 
not). However, as in earlier examples, the tag question provides a disaligning turn to the 
ongoing trajectory of action due to its sequential positioning: the tag question disrupts the 
development of Alice’s story at a point in which the story is made ready for the recipient's 
uptake for a story response sequence (Sacks 1974).  

Annette only briefly acknowledges Alice's tag question with Mhm (line 21), and 
thereby declines to engage in the matter in more detail. After a pause (line 22) she moves 
on to redo the concluding assessments (lines 26-27) thereby showing orientation to the 
relevance of a story reception sequence, which has not yet taken place as it was replaced 
by Alice’s disaligning tag question. However, Alice disaligns again by questioning the 
mother's decision to take such a young baby out to the public (line 28 onwards).   

In sum, the disaligning negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions discussed 
above provide a resource for story recipients with which they can disalign with the tellers 
and the projected trajectory of action. The sequential placement is the decisive factor in 
the interpretation of the interrogatives as doing disalignment: the interrogatives are 
triggered by the prior turn, but they do not constitute a sequentially relevant next action 
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projected by the current activity, such as alignment as a story recipient who would 
affiliate with the telling with an assessment. The disaligning turns are based on an 
observed discrepancy between the participants with respect to some detail in the telling. 
Such discrepancies may be used to challenge a claim or a position embedded in the prior 
turn, to target some problems in recipient design, or to invoke a problem when none 
seems to exist. In any case, the interrogatives are used for holding the prior speaker 
accountable for their claims or stances, or other problems raised with the interrogative 
turn. The disaligning turns may be marked prosodically, typically with an overall high 
pitch and high rising final intonation in order to display affect. Such displays give further 
warrant for the disaligning actions.  

The recipients may counter the challenges with explicit disagreement (example 56), or 
avoid accountability by appealing to insufficient knowledge (examples 57 and 58). 
However, recipients were also seen to provide accounts (example 56). Also the 
interrogative speakers may provide accounts for their turns (examples 58 and 60). Such 
responses provide further evidence for the disaligning nature of the interrogatives 
discussed above.  

The following section discusses negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
which provide a disaligning response to a prior action. 

6.2.2  Challenging the prior action 

Most of the disaligning turns discussed in this section are constructed by pointing 
towards a discrepancy between the participants with respect to some claim or position 
embedded in the prior turn, thereby calling this claim or position into question, and 
holding the recipient accountable for it. In this section the challenges are not directed 
towards the trajectory of action of an extended sequence, however, but towards the action 
implemented with the prior turn. I will begin by discussing sequences in which negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are used to challenge the appropriateness or the 
relevance of doing the action done in the prior turn. Such challenges bear a resemblance 
to wh-interrogative challenges discussed in Koshik (2003), which were observed to 
challenge the basis or right for doing the prior action. In the example below Alina and 
Lenore are talking about Alina's husband Hector.  

(62) SBCSAE 0006 Cuz <T:00.20.34> 

01 ALINA:  (TSK) `Poor little ^~Hector. 
02         .. `He's been `having a `hell of a ^time. 
03         .. `Pulling his `hair out. 
04         (H) ^He's been `grumpy for `three months. 
05         (H) 
06 LENORE: `Well, 
07         it's ^o[ver now, 
08 ALINA:         [(H)] (SIGH) 
09 LENORE: `isn't it]? 
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10 ALINA:  <HI ^Yeah HI>. 
11         .. He was ^actually ^talkative `tonight. 
12         When I `called him on the ^phone? 
13         .. (H) `He ^tal=ked to me. 
14         For like `fifteen ^minutes tonight. 
15         (H) Do you know how long it's `been since he's been  
   able to k- ^talk to me on [the `phone]? 
16 LENORE: [`Who does he ^work] `with [2`now2]. 
17 ALINA:                             [2(H)2] 
18         (TSK) [3^#Kevin3]. 
19 LENORE:       [3^#Rosen3]blu[4m4]? 

At the beginning of the excerpt Alina initiates a new topic after talking at length about a 
party she went to recently. On lines 1-4 she tells Lenore that her husband Hector (who is 
not present) is going through a difficult period at work. Her turn includes a display of an 
evaluative stance towards the informing. First, it includes the negatively evaluative 
expressions hell of a time and grumpy. Second, her prosody is marked to display that the 
first three intonation units deliver 'bad news': the pitch level is low, the voice quality 
creaky and the pitch range rather narrow (cf. Freese and Maynard 1998). However, on the 
last intonation unit on line 4 Alina moves from characterizing her husband as poor little 
Hector (line 1) to grumpy (line 4). Also the prosody changes: the turn begins in rather 
high pitch, and the pitch range is wider. In other words, Alina moves to positioning 
Hector's situation with regard to herself. One turn design feature that points towards this 
is the adjective grumpy which characterizes Hector's behavior towards Alina. The last 
part of the turn therefore moves more towards complaining than delivering news.  

If Alina's turn were taken up as a complaint (or alternatively, as an informing), an 
aligning response would consist of a co-complaint, an agreement, or other alignment with 
respect to its status as a complaint (Schegloff 1988c). However, Lenore's turn does not 
provide such alignment. She points out with the tag question `Well, it's ^over now, `isn't 
it? (lines 6-7, 9) that Alina’s prior turn includes a claim or a position that requires 
correction, specifically by making available a contrastive formulation of the state of 
affairs at Hector's work (Alina has described the situation as an ongoing one, while 
Lenore depicts it to be over). The also begins with `Well which indicates contrast or some 
kind of discontinuity with the prior turn.  

Lenore's tag question is designed by using high pitch and high rising final intonation. 
Figure 7 below presents the pitch trace for the tag question.  
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Fig. 7. Pitch trace of Well it's over now, isn't it? 

The use of marked prosody adds affect to the turn, and gives the turn a tone which could 
be characterized as displaying slight 'annoyance' towards the prior turn. This provides 
further warrant for the challenge. 

Lenore disaligns with the projected trajectory of the complaint sequence by calling 
into question a claim embedded in Alina's complaint. To put it differently, by calling into 
question Alina's formulation of the situation, Lenore challenges the appropriateness of 
doing a complaint in the first place. On the other hand, the actual content of the 
challenging turn can be seen to display compassion or sympathy: Lenore's tag question 
turn indicates that the situation is not as bad as Alina claims it to be, which could be taken 
also as a positive thing.  

However, as can be seen from Alina's response (lines 10-15), the challenge contributes 
to a complete change in the direction of talk: Alina moves on to provide a positively 
evaluative account of Hector and his behavior towards her.  

The example below presents another case in which the interrogative speaker 
challenges the appropriateness of doing the prior action. It is done by targeting an 
embedded claim (i.e. a presupposition) in the prior turn. The participants are celebrating 
Kendra’s birthday. Just prior to the excerpt a birthday cake has been brought in, and the 
others have sung 'Happy Birthday'. 

(63) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T: 00:18:24> 

01 KENDRA: It's a beautiful cake, 
02         but why do you guys [5always5] give me ice cream cakes. 
03 WENDY:                      [5(THROAT)5] 
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04         (0.4) 
05 KEVIN:  Because [6it's the only kind we're not6] [7allergic  
   to7]. 
06 MARCI:          [6Don't you ^like ice ‘cream6]? 
07 KENDRA:                                         [7I don't ‘like 
   ice7] ^crea=m. 
08          (0.3) 
09 WENDY:  Do you like .. frozen yogurt?  
10         (0.6) 
11 KENDRA: I shouldn’t blow this out. 
12         .. Dad, 
13         do you wanna try <X it X> for me? 

Kendra’s turn on lines 1-2 amounts to a complaint, even though the first intonation unit 
It's a beautiful cake, (line 1) compliments the cake, thus taking off the sharpest edge from 
the complaint. Both Kevin and Marci offer their response to Kendra's complaint. On the 
face of it Kevin aligns with the complaint by offering an account (line 5). However, on 
the level of the content the account is met with some rather bold sarcasm, which is 
designed to counter the complaint. Marci, in turn, explicitly disaligns with the complaint 
by countering it with a negative yes/no interrogative Don't you ^like ice `cream? (line 6), 
which displays that Marci did not expect Kendra not to like the ice cream cake that was 
just offered to her. In so doing Marci can be seen to show some concern for choosing the 
wrong cake. However, her turn also functions as a means of denying accountability for 
any mistake on her part as it displays that Kendra's dislike of ice cream is news to her. 
Moreover, as Kendra’s mother Marci should be familiar with Kendra’s likes and dislikes, 
and it can be assumed that the cake was chosen on the premise that Kendra does like ice 
cream. In short, Marci calls into question a presupposition embedded in Kendra's 
complaint, rather than apologizes for choosing the 'wrong' cake, for example. As one 
should generally be grateful for others’ gifts and such, Kendra's initial complaint can be 
considered as a dispreferred response to the offering of the cake. Thus, the complaint 
cannot be seen as a legitimate, or morally acceptable response turn. This makes it 
difficult to say what kind of turn would actually form an aligning response to Kendra’s 
complaint.  

The negative yes/no interrogative is produced in high pitch and with high rising final 
intonation, which indicates some degree of affect being displayed in the turn (due to 
overlap it is unfortunately impossible to get an accurate pitch trace for the turn). Marci 
also places primary stress on the verb ^like, which singles out the focal portion of the 
interrogative turn, and helps to create a contrast with the prior turn. On discourse level 
these prosodic features contribute to point out the controversialness of the prior turn. In 
short, the negative yes/no interrogative is used to challenge Kendra's complaint by calling 
into question her stance that she does not like ice cream; this position was implicitly 
embedded in the complaint. Kendra's response I don't `like ice ^crea=m. (line 7) asserts 
her stance explicitly. However, she does not provide an account that would inform the 
others of what type of icing she does like, or why she does not like ice cream. Wendy's 
following turn Do you like .. ^frozen `yogurt? (line 9) can be seen to pursue such an 
account. It provides one candidate frosting, ^frozen `yogurt, for Kendra's confirmation or 
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disconfirmation. However, Kendra ignores Wendy's attempt, and moves on to the 
blowing of the candles (lines 11-13).  

It is notable that Wendy returns to the issue after some intervening talk by reproducing 
her question almost word-for-word Do you like frozen yogurt cakes? (data not shown). In 
response to this, and to two further alternatives for what Kendra might like instead of ice 
cream, Kendra produces the following:  

(64) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T: 00.19.35> 

01 KENDRA:  I don't want to hur=t you=, 
02          I mean I like -- 
03          .. Ice [cream's okay], 
04 WENDY:   [<HI Well, 
05 MARCI:   [I didn't n- -- 
06 WENDY:   we're all] [2.. just HI>2] -- 
07 MARCI:   You've] [2never2] told us what you like and don't  
   like,  
07          [3dear, 
08 KEVIN:   [3I guess that would be=3], 
09 MARCI:   you just go off to your3] roo[4=m4]. 
10 KENDRA:                            [4I think4] [5I walk around  
   all5] the ti=me, 
11 KEVIN:                             [4your4] [5fault, 
12          then5]. 
13 KENDRA:  saying, 
14 WENDY:   [(THROAT)] 
15 KENDRA:  [I hate] ice [2cream2]. 
16 WENDY:                [2@@2] 
17 KENDRA:  I hate ice cream. 
18          It makes me too cold. 

As can be seen from the excerpt above, Kendra almost apologizes for having complained 
I don't want to hur=t you=, I mean I like -- .. Ice cream's okay, (lines 1-3); she also 
provides an account for not liking ice cream by using reported speech (lines 13, 15 and 
17-18).  

In the previous example the negative yes/no interrogative presented a positive 
candidate understanding, i.e. the interrogative speaker displayed that she supposed the 
recipient to like ice cream. In the next example, on the other hand, the tag question 
construction presents a candidate understanding of negative polarity. The conversation 
takes place between three participants. Harold and Jamie are a couple, and Pete is their 
friend. Harold and Jamie have been telling Pete at length about their neighbor and her 
children, all of whom they find to be rather annoying. A while back during the telling 
Jamie has announced that the neighbor is pregnant with another child. In the excerpt 
below Harold returns to this piece of news.  
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(65) SBCSAE 0002 Lambada <T: 00:06:21> 

01 HAROLD: I `can't t- -- 
02         `How do you -- 
03         She just ^looks `pregnant? 
04         [`Now]? 
05 JAMIE:  [She's] ^pregnant. 
06         She's ^totally `pregnant. 
07 HAROLD: Oh. 
08 JAMIE:  .. It's ^not .. `eating too `much, 
09         she's `pregnant. 
10 HAROLD: ^So=, 
11         I `guess, 
12         (1.2) 
13 HAROLD: I `mean thi- this- thi- this just ^happened? 
14         Or, 
15 JAMIE:  We're gonna have `babies ^crying. 
16         (0.4) 
17 JAMIE:  [<P In the `middle of the ^night] P>. 
18 HAROLD: [(GROAN)] 
19         (1.2) 
20 HAROLD: Well it's no ^worse than her ^screaming at em, 
21         `is it? 
22         (1.0) 
23 PETE:   `Yeah but `now you'll have ^both. 
24         (0.6) 
25 JAMIE:  `Yeah `right. 
26         (0.4) 
27         Probably be like, 
28         <VOX ^shut up you `ki- VOX>, 
29         you `know, 
30         XX? 
31         `Oh= ^Go=d. 

On lines 1-4 Harold topicalizes the neighbor’s pregnancy that was first mentioned some 
time ago. He asks Jamie for the basis or the source of information for her announcement 
that their annoying neighbor is pregnant again. Harold thereby expresses doubt towards 
the accuracy of the news. Jamie responds by not giving such an account, but by stating 
simply that She's ^pregnant. She's ^totally `pregnant. (lines 5-6). Harold acknowledges 
this briefly with Oh (line 7). Jamie, in turn, continues to attend to the inadequacy of her 
response by excluding one of the most obvious counterarguments against pregnancy with 
.. It's ^not .. ^eating too `much, she's ^pregnant. (lines 8-9). Harold is still doubtful as he 
continues to work towards an understanding of the state of affairs by presenting a request 
for confirmation ^So=, I `guess, (1.2) I `mean thi- this- thi- this just ^happened? (lines 
10-13). However, Jamie does not respond to Harold’s inquiry. Instead, she moves on to 
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complain about the situation by mentioning one negative outcome that the pregnancy will 
have on their lives, We're gonna have `babies ^crying. (line 15). After a pause during 
which no one responds (line 16), Jamie adds <P In the `middle of the ^night P>. (line 
17), thereby upgrading the complaint.  

During the latter part of Jamie’s complaint Harold groans (line 18), which shows 
recipiency, and acknowledges that the complaint requires uptake. However, the long 
pause (line 19) pre-monitors that the complaint will not get the aligning response it 
invites. Harold produces a tag question challenge which targets the basis of the 
complaint: Well it's no ^worse than her ^screaming at em, `is it? (lines 20-21). It presents 
a contrasting point of view on the issue by suggesting that it is not only the noise that the 
children make, but also the noise that comes from their mother screaming at them that 
should be taken into consideration when thinking about the overall noisiness of the 
neighbors.  

In addition to being a challenging second position turn, the tag question is also marked 
with turn initial well to show disagreement or some discontinuity with the prior turn 
(Pomerantz 1984a). Moreover, no worse sets up an opposition with the prior turn, and the 
evaluative verb screaming explicates Harold’s negative stance towards the noise the 
mother makes when communicating with her children.  

As was the case in example (62) with Alina's complaint about her husband's behavior, 
in the current example Harold's challenge is directed at the projected activity 
(complaining), and the actual content of the turn may be seen to include elements that 
show support or the like. The challenge sets the complaint in a wider perspective by 
referring to an earlier part of the conversation where Jamie herself portrayed the neighbor 
as a person who yells and screams at her children. In other words, Harold uses the tag 
question turn to challenge the appropriateness of Jamie's complaint by indicating and/or 
reminding Jamie that the situation is already bad and that it cannot get much worse, no 
matter how much the neighbor's new baby will cry.  

However, instead of Jamie responding to Harold’s challenge, Pete takes a turn to 
counter the challenge with `Yeah but `now you'll have ^both. (line 23). The turn indicates 
that the two scenarios presented by Jamie and Harold are equally bad, and therefore 
equally correct. In other words, Pete counters Harold's challenge by challenging its 
grounds. Jamie, in turn, seconds Pete with `Yeah ^right. (line 25).  

In sum, rather than dealing with Jamie's appeal to affiliation with her complaint, 
Harold challenges the appropriateness of doing complaining in the first place. In all of the 
cases above the challenging interrogatives are responsive to complaints. However, 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions can also be used as disaligning responses 
to other types of prior actions. In the next example a negative yes/no interrogative is used 
to produce a disaligning challenge to a disagreement, which is occasioned by the 
interrogative speaker's prior claim. The general subject matter of the talk relates to 
traveling.  

(66) SBCSAE 0015 Deadly Diseases <T: 00:00:23> 

01 JOANNE:  .. (H) It's an ^interesting `thing though, 
02          `because, 
03          um, 
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04          (TSK) I'm ^wondering, 
05          (0.5) 
06 JOANNE:  `you know, 
07          since `it is `such -- 
08          (0.9)  
09 JOANNE:  % um=, 
09          (0.6) 
10 JOANNE:  (H) it's ^restricted, 
11          you `have to `go through ^Mexico. 
12          (1.0) 
13 KEN:     (TSK) ^No. 
14          `I don't [^think so. 
15 JOANNE:           [Isn't ^Nicara]gua one of the `things  
   you -- 
16 KEN:     <HI<P No P>HI>]. 
17 JOANNE:  [2^places you `can't2] go? 
18 KEN:     [2<HI `I don't ^think `so HI>2]. 
19          [3`No, 
20 JOANNE:  [3`I ^think it ^i=s3]. 
21 KEN:     ^we have -- 
22          `No3], 
23          `I don't ^think so. 
24          We `have f- f- -- 
25          .. (H) ^technically ^speaking, 
26          .. ^full .. ^diplomatic `re[lations with] `Nicaragua, 
27 JOANNE:                             [<HI `Oh yeah= HI>]? 
28 KEN:     ^Yeah, 
29          they `have an, 
30          an ^ambassador, 

Just prior to the excerpt Ken and Joanna have both expressed their interest in traveling to 
Nicaragua. This gives rise to a new, but related topic on the restrictions placed on 
traveling to certain countries. Joanne initiates the topic with .. (H) It's an ^interesting 
`thing though, (line 1), which projects a longer turn. This intonation unit also displays the 
type of uptake she is projecting to her turn (cf. Sacks 1974). However, Joanne has some 
rather serious troubles in continuing her turn (lines 2-9). At last she formulates a claim 
that due to the restrictions placed on traveling to Nicaragua, one would have to travel 
there through Mexico (lines 10-11). However, rather than offering an aligning response, 
for example, by evaluating this information in accordance with Joanne's initial evaluation 
of it on line 1, Ken treats the content of the claim to warrant disagreement by producing 
(TSK) ^No. `I don't ^think so. <HI<P No P>HI>. (lines 13-14, 16). Joanne starts her 
counter already during Ken’s disagreeing turn, while he is incrementing another 
disagreement token No to his turn (line 16). Joanne produces a negative yes/no 
interrogative Isn't ^Nicaragua one of the `things you -- ^places you `can't go? (lines 15, 
17), which calls into question Ken’s position on the issue. Instead of giving up her own 
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position by registering the import of Ken’s turn as news, for example, Joanne requests 
Ken for an account for his position.  

While Joanne is producing her turn, Ken is already disagreeing with her again (lines 
18, 19). Also Joanne now moves to explicit disagreement by producing I ^think it ^i=s 
(line 20). After another round of countering (lines 22-23), Ken provides an account. 
According to Ken, the reason why it is okay to travel to Nicaragua, that is, why there are 
no restrictions on traveling there directly from the United States is because We `have f- f- 
-- .. (H) ^technically ^speaking, .. ^full .. ^diplomatic `relations with `Nicaragua, (lines 
24-26). 

Even though Joanne’s negative yes/no interrogative is produced in slightly higher 
pitch than Joanne's intonation units during the first part of the excerpt, the prosodic 
construction of the disagreeing interrogative is not clearly marked to display affect. In 
this case, then, the prosodic construction of the turn may be said to indicate that the 
disaligning challenge is warranted by the prior disagreement, rather than by some 
unexpected information conveyed in the prior turn, for example. The last two examples in 
this section present cases in which interrogatives are used in treating something in the 
prior turn as contrary to expectation.  

The sequential configuration prior to the interrogatives is such that one of the 
participants is advancing the course of action along a certain line, for example, by 
presenting a first pair part that invites a type-related response. However, the recipient's 
responses to the initiating actions are dispreferred in that they do not align with the 
proposed course of action. The interrogatives discussed in the following are produced as 
third position follow-up turns to such prior sequences, and used in calling into question 
the position taken by the second pair part speaker.   

In example (67) a negative yes/no interrogative follows a failed reference proffer. The 
three participants, Marilyn, Roy and Pete, have been talking about gray water and 
composting. The following discussion takes place between Pete and Marilyn. The 
mention of composting in just prior talk has reminded Marilyn about a man who was not 
very careful with his compost pile, and consequently, it blew up.  

(67) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides <T: 00:18:43> 

01 MARILYN: .. (H) Actually, 
02          you know, 
03          .. ^Zeke the ^sheik .. is a local. 
04          (0.5)  
05 MARILYN: You know, 
06          the `guy whose compost pile ^blew up? 
07          (0.3) 
08 PETE:    Oh `no I don't `know a[bout this]. 
09 MARILYN:                       [<HI Didn't you ^hear] about 
   him HI>? 
10 PETE:    [2^No2]. 
11 MARILYN: [2It -- 
12          It2] ^caught fi- -- 
13          <PAR `Here ^finish these up PAR>. 
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14          (0.2) 
15 MARILYN: It caught ^fire. 
16          (0.7) 
17 MARILYN: And, 
18          .. um, 
19         (0.4) he- -- 
20          He ^used the (1.7) ^compost .. from the, 
21          .. um, 
22         (2.2) place next ^door, 
23         .. that was a (1.1) big big big ^cemetery. 

Zeke the sheik on line 3 is a case of 'recognitional reference' which "convey[s] to the 
recipient that the one being referred to is someone they know (about)" (Schegloff 1996c: 
459). Marilyn thus presents Zeke the sheik as a specific and identifiable referent. 
However, she is mistaken in assuming that Pete recognizes the person or the event being 
referred to: the mention of the referent is followed by a pause rather that recipient 
affiliation (line 4). Recipient affiliation, by which the recipient acknowledges that they 
know or recognize the person being referred to, is part of the practice of referring to 
persons (Schegloff 1996c). Since such affiliation is lacking at this point, Marilyn pursues 
the recognition by providing a more detailed description the guy whose compost pile blew 
up? (line 7). This description is combined with 'try-marked', rising intonation, which in 
first mentions of referents indicates that the speaker only suspects that the referent is 
known (Schegloff 1996c). Here the try-marked intonation can be taken as indicating a 
downgrade from the initial formulation of the referent.  

Pete's response turn Oh `no I don't `know about this. (line 8) marks the content of 
Marilyn's prior turn as news, and promotes the telling of news by explicitly denying prior 
knowledge of the events (Heritage 1984a). On the other hand, with this Pete displays not 
to be knowledgeable of the events, so it may be that he recognizes the person but not the 
events Marilyn is referring to. Upon hearing the initial part of Pete's turn in which it 
becomes evident that Pete indeed does not have prior information about the events, 
Marilyn latches on to his turn with a negative yes/no interrogative Didn't you ^hear about 
him? (line 9). Since Pete's denying response on line 8 satisfies the conditional relevance 
activated by the initial proffering of the referent, asking Pete to re-confirm his previously 
stated position on the issue forms the basis for the disaligning nature of Marilyn’s turn. 
Moreover, the negative yes/no interrogative is recipient-oriented, rather then speaker-
oriented, in other words, the problem is indicated to reside with the recipient's displayed 
position on the issue. 

Marilyn’s turn is produced with marked prosody, which can be taken to display affect, 
and in vernacular terms can be characterized as 'surprise'. Marilyn’s voice during the 
interrogative has a high pitch throughout, averaging over 300 Hz, whereas a moment ago 
during You know, the `guy whose compost pile ^blew up? (lines 5-6) the maximum pitch 
of the utterance is 201 Hz. Since the pitch frequency during the intonation units on lines 
5-6 is closer to Marilyn's natural speaking voice (her median pitch is 215Hz in a 68s 
sample of data), it seems safe to say that the negative yes/no interrogative is produced 
with markedly high pitch. The prosodic design of the turn thus suggests that Marilyn is 
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rather surprised with Pete’s lack of knowledge. Figure 8 below presents the pitch trace for 
the interrogative.  

Fig. 8. Pitch trace of Didn't you hear about him? 

Pete's response to the negative yes/no interrogative, ^No (line 10), is produced rather 
emphatically in comparison to his usual rather flat speech style. The emphasis may be 
taken to display some degree of irritation towards the repetition of the inquiry regarding 
^Zeke the ^Sheik (cf. the next example).  

In sum, interactional contingencies are here seen to intersect with the systematics of 
doing person reference: the too 'strong' a method for formulating reference creates an 
opportunity space for a sequence in which stance, that is, the display of affect and doubt, 
momentarily becomes a salient feature in the flow of action. The example above also 
shows how the course of the sequence can shift contingently: Marilyn's initial turns on 
lines 1-6 do not project a telling, but due to Pete's lack of information regarding Zeke the 
Sheik, she initiates one. In other words, the organization of a sequence of actions is an 
interactional achievement between the participants.  

The following excerpt includes another case of a negative yes/no interrogative in third 
position after a prior adjacency pair sequence. Kendra is moving to a new apartment in 
the near future.  

(68) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T: 00:15:48> 

01 WENDY:  ‘Do you have a] [2dish^wa2]sher in your ... `apartment, 
02 KENDRA: I] [2know2]. 
03         (0.2) ^Nope, 
04         I get to ^handwash everything. 
05 WENDY:  Oh ^honey. 
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06         (0.4) 
07 WENDY:  (H) Oh you're gonna [have so much ^fun]. 
08 KEN:                        [<HI Isn't there a ^dishwasher in]  
   there HI>? 
09 WENDY:  % You're ^moving in the ‘beginning of ^November? 
10 KENDRA: <HI I don't ^think there ^is HI>. 
11         (2.1) 
12 KENDRA: ‘Yeah. 
13         (H) .. <HI X X ‘know how to ^wash ‘dishes HI>. 

The excerpt begins with Wendy asking Kendra for information regarding her new 
apartment, namely, whether it has a dishwasher or not On line 3 Kendra answers Wendy's 
question with a denial, ^Nope, and adds that hand washing is the only option. Wendy 
evaluates this information with two turn constructional units Oh ^honey (line 5) and Oh 
you are gonna have so much ^fun. (line 7). Both of these intonation units are prefixed 
with the 'change-of-state' token oh, which in response to question-elicited informings 
marks that the answer is treated as sufficient in filling the information gap, and that the 
sequence is thereby brought to close (Heritage 1984a). However, Wendy's turn is 
overlapped by Ken, who continues to pursue the issue with the negative yes/no 
interrogative <HI Isn't there a ^dishwasher in there HI>? (line 8). Since Kendra has just 
provided information concerning the dishwasher, Ken's interrogative cannot therefore be 
taken as a genuine request for information, but rather, as a turn that calls into question 
Kendra's previously stated position on the issue. Moreover, the interrogative turn is 
produced in high pitch and with high rising final intonation at the end of it. The marked 
prosody can be taken to display affect which, as in the earlier example, can vernacularly 
be characterized as 'surprise'. It helps to portray the situation as being somehow out-of-
the-ordinary, or otherwise as one that goes against Ken’s expectations.  

Kendra responds to Ken’s inquiry with <HI I don't ^think there ^is HI>. (line 10). 
Even though her response is marked with I don't ^think to display some doubt, Kendra's 
turn essentially amounts to a re-confirmation that the apartment does not have a 
dishwasher. Moreover, her turn is also prosodically marked, as it is produced with high 
pitch and with a fall-rise intonation. The marked prosody displays her objection towards 
the action carried out by the prior negative yes/no interrogative. The response is followed 
by another TCU, <HI X X `know how to ^wash `dishes HI>.11 (line 13), which has the 
same intonation contour as the earlier TCU, but it is produced with even higher pitch and 
stronger intensity. In this context the turns and their prosodic construction displays 
Kendra’s annoyance towards Ken’s inquiry (the intervening Yeah. on line 12 is a response 
to Wendy’s follow-up question on line 9). 

To sum up, this section has examined how negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions can be used as disaligning challenges to prior actions. Similarly to the previous 
section 6.2.1, in the present section the disaligning tag questions and negative yes/no 
interrogatives likewise point towards some discrepancy in information between the 
participants. Such discrepancies can be used to challenge the grounds of the prior action, 
or the relevance or the appropriateness of doing the action in the prior turn. At the same 

                                                           
11 The unclear words in the beginning of the turn could be interpreted as 'dad I' or 'and I'. 
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time, it is possible to view the challenging negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions as displays of interest in the 'tellability' (Sacks 1992) of certain aspects of the 
prior turn, but not on those that the first speaker has displayed to be important or central 
to the tellable.  

6.2.3  Summary 

The speakers of interrogative constructions discussed in section 6.2 initiate a sequence 
that ostensibly concerns some piece of information. However, due to the negatively-
valenced interactional work done with the interrogative turns, on the level of social 
relations these sequences also frequently involve the issue of social cohesion between the 
discourse participants. What is notable is that this negotiation does not surface in the 
interaction explicitly, but as I hope to have demonstrated, is still available to analysis 
through the examination of sequence organization, the distribution of silence and talk, as 
well as through the turn design features of the turns in question. 

Most of the interrogatives discussed in the two sections above are used to implement 
challenging actions. Such negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are based on 
contesting a claim, position or presupposition embedded in the prior turn, in other words, 
they are used to embody an epistemic stance display of doubt towards the recipient's 
(rather than the interrogative speaker's) state of knowledge or information. Challenging 
actions may also be designed to include an affective stance display in the form of marked 
prosody. Such turns provide evidence that sometimes discourse participants can prioritize 
holding prior speakers accountable for claims or stances they have taken, even implicitly. 
So, even though the preference for agreement (Sacks 1987) limits the occurrence of 
disagreement in social interaction, prior stances can be contested or challenged, as the 
interrogative constructions discussed here demonstrate.  

Rather than aligning with the projected or ongoing course of action, challenging 
actions often constitute a disaligning turn in the sequential development of action. On the 
sequential level challenging interrogatives can thereby function as a vehicle with which 
to exert influence on the course of the unfolding action. As was discussed in section 
6.2.1, challenging interrogatives provide a resource which may be used in disaligning 
with the trajectory of an extended sequence. Moreover, section 6.2.2 discussed sequences 
in which the interrogative constructions were used as a disaligning turn in response to a 
prior action. This section discussed data in which the interrogative speakers challenged 
the grounds or the appropriateness of doing the prior action. In both sections the 
challenging turns are designed to hold the recipient accountable for some (explicitly or 
implicitly) assumed position or claim which is deemed problematic.  

Sequential positioning is the central factor in the interpretation of the negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions also here. However, in addition to sequential positioning, 
the placement of the interrogative turns in the stream of talk also contributes to their 
interpretation. More specifically, the smooth transition from a turn to a next with no gap 
and no overlap (Sacks et al. 1974) is regularly disturbed by the challenging negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions. In about half of the cases in the database the 
disaligning turns are placed in overlap with prior talk (e.g. excerpts 57, 61 and 68). 
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Recipients are also observed to rather frequently withdraw or delay their response to the 
disaligning turns (e.g. excerpts 57, 58 and 65). These are some further indications of the 
disaligning and potentially dispreferred nature of the interrogatives discussed in the 
sections above.  

Further, the following linguistic and prosodic turn design features contribute to the 
construction of disalignment. First, the challenges are regularly designed to negate or 
contradict a claim or position embedded in the prior turn, while the interrogative design is 
used for requesting the recipient to account for this claimed discrepancy. The turns may 
also include lexical markers, such as different (example 57), only (example 58), really 
(example 56) and no worse (example 65) which help to identify the problematic portion 
of the prior turn. In terms of linguistic practices of stance taking, these can be seen to 
function as 'restrictive' stance markers in their local context. Moreover, the use of marked 
prosody, especially of high pitch, can be used in adding an affective stance display to the 
disaligning turns. Its contribution to the design of the interrogative turns is sometimes 
more, and sometimes less, but when it does appear, such a display of affect can be seen to 
be used in providing further warrant for the doing of disalignment, or help in portraying 
the situation as-out-of-the-ordinary or contrary to expectation. In such cases the display 
of affect can also be seen as increasing and/or focusing 'tellability' of the event, but by 
way of highlighting some other issue than is initially portrayed as being the reason for the 
telling or the motivation for the doing of a complaint, for example. In a sense, then, 
disaligning turns can perhaps also be seen as displays of involvement and interest in the 
telling, even though such turns do not provide a response which would traditionally be 
considered affiliative or agreeing.  

As was the case in section 6.1, it can be noted also here that even though both negative 
yes/no interrogatives and the two types of tag questions are found to do a similar type of 
work in the two sections above, the different constructions again are not interchangeable. 
In excerpt (56), for example, the challenging turn consists of a negative declarative 
followed by a positive tag, and is used to challenge an (implied) claim or position of 
positive polarity. On the other hand, the negative yes/no interrogatives in excerpts (60) 
and (66) challenge an (explicit or implied) claim or stance of negative polarity. Other 
differences between the constructions are likely to exist, but as stated earlier, the 
discovery of these differences is left for future research.  

One difference between aligning and disaligning actions discussed in sections 6.1 and 
6.2 can be found in the turns following the interrogative constructions. In confirmation 
request–(dis)confirmation sequences the second pair part responses often consist only of 
(dis)confirmation, after which the talk is free to move on to something else. In contrast, 
with disaligning interrogatives the next turns are more complex, or lead to accounts or 
other justifications. Moreover, as pointed out by Pomerantz (1984a) in her discussion on 
agreement in assessment sequences, delay devices such as pauses and repair initiators are 
commonly found in disagreeing turns that are produced in response to turns inviting 
agreement. Delays, repair initiators and reformulations are found also in the sequences 
discussed in the present section. They indicate troubles in turn transition, and point 
towards the interpretation that the recipients regard the interrogatives to do additional 
disaffiliative work that is not present in negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
that are used in seeking alignment. On the other hand, in telling sequences the troubles in 
uptake may also lie in the fact that the interrogative foregrounds something that was not 
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originally presented as contestable or challengeable information as, for example, the 
information conveyed in statements of opinion often is. This may cause trouble for the 
recipient in interpreting the relevance of the interrogative. That is, disaligning negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions can be seen as opportunistic in that they assume 
that some claim or position was provided for uptake when in fact it was not. Such 
interrogatives draw attention to the fact that discourse participants can be held 
accountable for anything that they produce in interaction, even implicitly.  

The data presented here provide further evidence that tag questions and negative 
yes/no interrogatives are not, in the first instance, presented for recipients as requests for 
information. In fact, by singling out some detail in the prior turn, the disaligning negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions discussed in the sections above are used to call the 
validity of information into question. This reflexively attends to the information status of 
both of the interactants, rather than the interrogative speaker alone.  

The following section turns to negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions that are 
used to display evaluation, and are mainly involved in doing assessments.  

6.3  Evaluative stance displays in assessments 

This section concentrates on examining how discourse participants use displays of 
evaluation embedded in negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions for assessing 
and for doing alignment and disalignment. As was established in chapter 5, the relational 
verb type, which identifies or classifies, is found to occur in about half of the negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in the database. Predicate adjectives were found 
to form the most common complement type of such utterances as half of the relational 
interrogatives in the current database have an adjective complement. Relational 
utterances therefore make good candidates to be used for constructing evaluative stance 
displays in interaction. As it turns out, many such interrogatives are found in assessment 
sequences. It should be noted, however, that while not all relational interrogatives in the 
database are used as assessments, also interrogatives with other verb types may be used 
for displaying evaluation. Nevertheless, doing assessments can be seen as one of the most 
salient practices that discourse participants have for displaying their stances not only with 
respect to objects or events in the world, but also towards each other.  

After a general overview of the prior research on assessment activity within studies on 
interaction, I will present two rather typical aligning assessments from the current 
database. I will then discuss sequences in which the interrogative constructions, and the 
evaluative stance displays embedded in them, do disalignment by being used to call into 
question a prior speaker's conduct, either by assessing it directly or by challenging it. The 
section is concluded with a discussion of how negative assessments can be used in 
inviting alignment in contexts which give rise to a potential critique towards items or 
other objects within the interrogative speaker’s domain. 

Assessment activity has received a rather great deal of attention among conversation 
analysts (Goodwin 2003, Goodwin & Goodwin 1987, 1992, Heritage 2002b, Heritage & 
Raymond 2005, Pomerantz 1984a). The above-mentioned studies have examined the 
participation framework of assessment activity, its preference structure, and the 
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relationship between assessment activity and epistemic authority or subordination. For 
example, in her seminal article Pomerantz (1984a) describes the general sequential 
organization of assessment sequences. Her analyses also include a description of the 
preference structure of assessment sequences: the author shows how preferred 
assessments, which are produced in response to assessments preferring agreement, 
typically follow the first assessment immediately, and often in upgraded form. 
Dispreferred second assessments, on the other hand, are often prefaced with delay 
devices or other turn-prefaces, and preceded by gaps.  

Goodwin & Goodwin (1987, 1992) have approached assessment activity from the 
point of view of participation framework. They demonstrate how assessments are co-
produced between discourse participants through their active and 'heightened' 
involvement. In the course of their analyses Goodwin & Goodwin describe some aspects 
relating to alignment in assessment sequences; the onset of the second assessment in 
overlap with the first, for example, indicates strong agreement with the prior speaker and 
their emerging assessment (1992: 166). In contrast, Heritage & Raymond (2005) and 
Heritage (2002b) concentrate on the interplay of sequential positioning, epistemic 
authority and turn design in assessment sequences. Heritage & Raymond (2005) argue 
that the differential rights to assess referents, or 'epistemic authority' is implicated by 
whether the assessment is provided as the first or second assessment in the assessment 
sequence (see section 4.3 for a review).  

The first two excerpts below, examples (69) and (70), present two negative yes/no 
interrogatives from the current database that are found to function as assessments, and 
used for aligning with the ongoing storytelling sequence. In the first sequence a negative 
yes/no interrogative is placed in a story response sequence (Sacks 1974). The excerpt 
below is part of an extended storytelling sequence in which Marilyn has been telling 
about her parents' fishing trips to the coast of Oregon. 

(69) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides <T:00:07:26> 

01 MARILYN: .. You `know, 
02          they ^eat it, 
03          ... `when they're ^up there, 
04          .. `and [I ^guess they] have `some ^frozen, 
05 PETE:            [`Right]. 
06 MARILYN: but `they have it ^canned and, 
07 PETE:    Un`hunh. 
08 MARILYN: .. (TSK) <VOX `put it in `our ^stockings, 
09          for `Christ[mas VOX>]. 
10 PETE:               [`Aw]=. 
11 ROY:     .. `Isn't that ^great. 
12          (1.9) 
13 MARILYN: `It's ... ^nice for `them. 
14          `They have some ^recreation with it. 

After recounting what her parents do with the fish they catch (lines 1-6), Marilyn makes 
the story response ready by designing the next intonation units <VOX `put it in our 
^stockings, for `Christmas VOX>. (lines 8-9) as the climax of the story by using altered 
voice quality (Clift 2000, Drew 1998). Both Pete and Roy align with the telling. Pete 
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aligns with a display of affect (line 10) while Roy produces a negative yes/no 
interrogative .. `Isn't that ^great. (line 11). In contrast to Pete, however, Roy evaluates the 
whole story, and the fact that the parents have a good time in their fishing trips, as 
becomes evident from Marilyn's second position assessment `It's ... ^nice for `them. (line 
13). This is followed by a concluding upshot of the story `They have some ^recreation 
with it. (lines 13-14).  

Also in the next example the interrogative is located in a story reception sequence, 
where it provides an aligning assessment. Prior to the following example Jeff has been 
telling how he had read about some scientists who had discovered a star with two planets 
somewhere outside of our own solar system.  

(70) SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie <T:00:20:20> 

01 JILL:  (H) .. `God, 
02        `that's ^so `incredible. 
03 JEFF:  And ^heat `waves. 
04        % I% t- i- it's ^unbelievable, 
05        `how .. @ .. ^man has, 
06        .. (H)= .. `you know `like, 
07        .. (Hx) 
08 JILL:  .. From [`this] `little ^point, 
09 JEFF:          [(Hx)] 
10 JILL:  (H) in `the ^whole= `universe. 
11        like, 
12        .. `we've been able to `tell ^so `much, 
13        just with .. (H) ^science. 
14        (0.9) 
15 JEFF:  `I ^know, 
16        [`isn't] it ^wild? 
17 JILL:  [XX] 
18        .. (H) `Just with, 
19        (0.8) 
20        `aw, 
21        that's `so= ^incredible. 

The excerpt begins with Jill's assessment of the telling (lines 1-2). The first intonation 
unit of Jeff's turn (line 3) relates to his prior turn, but in response to Jill's assessment, he 
begins to formulate something which seems to be leading into some kind of concluding 
evaluation or upshot of the story (lines 4-6). However, he runs into some trouble as can 
be seen from the stumbling production of the turn and the interruption of the turn 
constructional unit on line 5. At this point Jill presents her upshot of the story (lines 8-
13). She seems to be building her turn on Jeff's interrupted idea; one indication of this is 
the use of the reference term we on line 12, which is co-referential with man that Jeff 
used on line 5. Jeff agrees with `I ^know, (line 15), which displays that he holds a stance 
on the issue independently of Jill. In the following intonation unit Jeff makes an aligning 
assessment `isn't it ^wild? (line 16). However, as Heritage & Raymond (2005) have 



150 

argued, first position assessments designed with negative yes/no interrogatives can be 
used to make a claim to epistemic authority on the matter being referred to. In other 
words, as the teller and the source of information in this conversation concerning the 
planets, Jeff displays his position to be the primary one to be agreed with. Jill adheres to 
it by interrupting her already ongoing turn constructional unit (line 18) to produce an 
agreeing, second position assessment `aw, that’s `so= ^incredible (lines 20-21).  

The two excerpts above include rather typical assessments, which are used for 
displaying positive evaluation and doing alignment in a story reception sequence. 
However, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions may also be used for doing 
disalignment. More specifically, in excerpts (71)-(74) negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions are used as vehicles for negative evaluations of the conduct or the actions of 
a co-present party. 

In the first example below Kevin is telling others about an incident that involved a cat, 
a couch and some new clothes he had recently bought.  

(71) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T:00:16:26> 

01 KEVIN:   [9I bought -- 
02          (H) I `bought a `coo=l `bei=ge ^jacket, 
03 KENDRA:  `That was a `great ^place, 
04          `man9]. 
05 KEVIN:   that9] `I thought was ^just like a -- 
06 KENDRA:  .. [`That was a ^great `place]. 
07 KEVIN:      [(H) `just like a ^scientist] `jacket. 
08          [2%@And @I2] -- 
09 KENDRA:  [2(SNIFF)2] 
10 KEVIN:   (H)[3=3] And [4`I had a4] `pair of `blue-^jeans, 
11 WENDY:      [3@3] 
12 KENDRA:               [4@@4] 
13 KEVIN:   and `I had a .. ^yellow, 
14          .. or a, 
15          ... I think it was a `yellow ^Adidas `shirt, 
16          (H) and a [`new ^b]elt. 
17 WENDY:             [U=m], 
18 MARCI:   S= -- 
19 WENDY:   you are [2a <X @clothes @freak2 X>]. 
20 KEVIN:           [2And I ^laid it `all2] [3out on the ^couch, 
21 MARCI:           [2`Isn't he a2] [3^clo=thes ^frea=k3]. 
22 KEVIN:   and3] `Tigger .. ^puked on it @. 
23 KENDRA:  [4@@@@@4] 
24 MARCI:   [4@@@4] 
25 KEN:     [4@@@4][5@@5] 

Kevin has already told the others that a cat had once puked on some new clothes he had 
bought. In response to this Wendy has asked Kevin to tell more about the clothes. Kevin 
begins his lengthy response on line 1. However, instead of responding to Kevin’s 



151 

description with alignment, the recipients treat it as too extreme or detailed as it gives 
warrant to a negative evaluation of Kevin's character: Wendy and Marci almost 
simultaneously produce disaligning assessments you are a <X @clothes @freak X>. (line 
19) and `Isn't he a ^clo=thes ^frea=k (line 21). It can be noted that these two assessments 
also show that Marci and Wendy are in agreement with respect to each other regarding 
the problematic nature of Kevin's response. The assessments are constructed by using the 
negatively evaluative noun phrase clothes freak, which draws attention to Kevin's 
description of the clothes. The assessments deem his response to Wendy’s inquiry 
somewhat problematic as both Wendy and Marci display that Kevin is too concerned with 
clothes and consequently, his appearance.  

The following excerpt presents another example of a negative assessment of the 
recipient's conduct. This is produced in response to the recipient's less-than-enthusiastic 
uptake to a suggestion.  

(72) SBCSAE 0019 Doesn’t Work in This Household <T: 00:16:31> 

01 MELISSA: But ^really, 
02          I `think `everyone in this `family should ^read this  
   `book. 
03          (1.6) 
04 BRETT:   But ^I `really. 
05          (1.4) 
06 MELISSA: It `would be -- 
07          You would ^enjoy `it ~Brett. 
08          (1.7) 
09 BRETT:   `Yes I'm ^sure. 
10 JAN:     (YAWN) 
11 MELISSA: (Hx) 
12          (0.6) 
13 MELISSA: `Gee, 
14          aren't ^we in a .. `nice `mood today. 
            (0.3) 
15 BRETT:   <VOX `Yes we ^are. 
16          (1.0) 
17          [I'm ^all] `cheerful VOX>. 

In the beginning of this excerpt Melissa makes a suggestion I `think `everyone in this 
`family should ^read this `book. (line 2), which is directed at three other co-present family 
members. However, this is not taken up immediately (line 3), so Melissa narrows down 
the group of recipients by directing her attention to Brett with You would ^enjoy `it 
~Brett. (line 7). After a lengthy pause (line 8) Brett responds rather sarcastically with `Yes 
I'm ^sure. (line 9). Brett agrees that he might like the book, but does not explicitly 
respond to the suggestion by accepting or declining it. This gives rise to a negatively 
evaluative interrogative `Gee, aren't ^we in a .. `nice `mood today. (lines 13-14), with 
which Melissa topicalizes Brett's behavior as somewhat deviant and/or problematic. The 
royal we is used intentionally to draw attention to Brett’s behavior. Melissa's evaluation 
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also disaligns with Brett's response, even though both turns have a similar ironic quality 
to them and in a sense thereby form a matching pair. Nevertheless, Melissa can be taken 
to use her assessment to call into question the import of Brett's turn as a disagreeing and 
perhaps also dispreferred response to her suggestion. Brett's ironic response <VOX `Yes 
we ^are. (1.0) I'm ^all `cheerful VOX>. (lines 15-17) is designed on the level of form as 
an aligning response to the prior interrogative, but on the level of content the turn is 
designed to counter the negatively-evaluative assessment carried out with the prior turn 
(cf. Clift 1999).  

Speakers can also display negative evaluation towards the recipient's conduct or 
actions by challenging them. In examples (73) and (74) negative yes/no interrogatives are 
used to draw attention to the prior speaker's conduct or actions, which is deemed 
problematic. The challenges make explicit some inference that the prior talk gives rise to, 
and point towards some contradiction in the recipient's conduct or actions. This forms the 
basis for the negatively evaluative import of such turns. It can be noted that examples 
(73) and (74) could have been discussed also in section 6.2. where other types of 
challenging interrogatives were examined. However, since the interrogatives are 
presented as challenges to the recipient's conduct, and thereby bear a resemblance to the 
assessments in examples (71) and (72), they are discussed here.  

The example below is from a telephone conversation between Jeff and Jill, who are a 
couple. The two are studying in different towns and therefore the main means they use to 
stay in touch is by phone. Prior to the excerpt below Jill has told Jeff that her period is 
late. As an indication of possible pregnancy such a situation may be a source of concern 
for a dating couple. 

(73) SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie <T: 00:02:44> 

01 JEFF:  Like could you get -- 
02        Is it possible that you could still be posi- ..  
   positive? 
03 JILL:  .. (H) I think .. there'd be a slight chance, 
04        .. of it being a false .. negative. 
05        .. (H) But 
06        .. I don't think so, 
07        cause I'm pretty late? 
08        And I think I'm late enough, 
09        (H) where I would have, 
10        .. like, 
11        .. enough of .. the hormone that .. the pregnancy test  
   tests for? 
12        (H) I think I would have enough of that in my urine, 
13        that .. of course it would show up. 
14        .. if I had any in there? 
15 JEFF:  .. [Yeah=]? 
16 JILL:     [(H)] You know? 
17        So I -- 
18        I I'm pret- -- 
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19        I took that as a pretty good (H) sign. 
20 JEFF:  ... Oh [my god]. 
21 JILL:         [You know]. 
22 JEFF:  ^Honey, 
23        how come `you've been .. ^keeping all this `in[side]. 
24 JILL:                                                [(TSK) I] 
   ^know-, 
25        .. I didn't ^mean to keep it `in[2side2]. 
26 JEFF:                                  [2X2]. 
27 JILL:  (0) I mean- -- 
28        I didn't [`mean] -- 
29 JEFF:           [`Don't] you ^love me? 
30 JILL:  @@ <@Oh[2=@>2]. 
31 JEFF:         [2@@ <@Oh2]=[3=3@>]. 
32 JILL:                     [3`I didn't3] ^mea=n to `not tell you  
   at ^all. 
33        It was just, 
34        we would `hang up the ^phone, 
35        then I `thought, 
36        ^oh= yeah=, 
37        I `forgot to ^mention that I'm kinda `late. 
38        (H) Cause `I didn't think it was a .. `huge ^deal, 
39        (H) but then, 
40        (0.3) 
41 JILL:  I `guess `I wasn't `trying. 
42        (0.4) 
43 JILL:  I `think I was in a .. `bit of ^denial. 

In order to find out whether she is pregnant or not, Jill has taken a pregnancy test, which 
has shown a negative result. In the beginning of the excerpt Jeff presents a question 
regarding the possibility that Jill might still be pregnant even though the test has shown 
that she is not. Jill provides a lengthy answer (lines 3-14) in which she tries to reassure 
Jeff (and perhaps also herself) that there is little chance that she is pregnant. In response 
to this Jeff moves on to evaluate the news with Oh my god. (line 20). This is followed by 
him reprimanding Jill for not telling him sooner that her period was late (line 22-23). In 
so doing Jeff challenges Jill’s decision not to tell him. As we will see a little later, not 
telling your boyfriend about such distressing matters can also be interpreted as a sign of 
distrust and indicate possible problems in the relationship. However, Jill acknowledges 
having been wrong, and states that she did not deliberately keep the possible pregnancy 
as a secret with (TSK) I ^know-, .. I didn't ^mean to keep it `inside. (lines 24-25). She then 
begins to expand her turn, but becomes interrupted with Jeff's negative yes/no 
interrogative `Don't you ^love me? (line 29). The interrogative addresses, although under 
the cover of a non-serious or light tone, the possible reasons for withholding such 
important news. At the same time, Jeff again challenges Jill's decision not to share the 
information, and requests that Jill account for it. Jeff can be seen to suggest that since Jill 
did not mention such an important matter, this can implicate that she does not love him 
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anymore. However, the interrogative is produced in a rather light tone by using 'baby-talk' 
which mitigates the degree of the negative affect displayed. As its initial response the 
interrogative turn receives laughter (line 30); Jeff also joins in the laughter (line 31). 
However, serious matters may be disguised as laughables, as Jill's response from line 32 
forward testifies. Instead of appreciating Jeff's interrogative turn only as a laughable, Jill 
continues to provide an extensive account of why she did not tell Jeff, thereby working to 
mitigate the negative consequences her actions (i.e. withholding information about the 
possible pregnancy) may have caused for the relationship.  

The next example presents another case of a negative yes/no interrogative, which is 
used to evaluate the recipient’s conduct in negative terms, and provides a non-aligning 
turn in the ongoing activity. Joanne, Lenore and Ken are talking about vitamins and other 
supplements. Joanne has noticed that Lenore has a large stock of pills with her, and has 
asked Lenore to show them to Ken and her.  

(74) SBCSAE 0015 Deadly diseases <T: 00:08:31> 

01 LENORE: .. `This is, 
02         (2.0) 
03 LENORE: ^pepsin I `think. 
04         .. I'm not [`sure]. 
05 JOANNE:            [Well you] [2^thi=nk? 
06 KEN:                          [2%= ^pep2][3sin3]? 
07 JOANNE:                                  [3You-3] -- 
08 LENORE:                                  [3`This3] [4is4] -- 
09 JOANNE:                                            [4`How4] can  
   you `remember `all of them. 
10         Do you- -- 
11         `Don't you [`keep ^notes]? 
12 LENORE:            [<@ I ^know all] of em, 
13         [2and @>2], 
14 JOANNE: [2`Real2]ly? 
15 KEN:    [2@@2] 
16 LENORE: (SNIFF) and `these smell ^real neat. 

The excerpt begins with Lenore presenting another type of pill from her arsenal, which 
according to her is pepsin (line 3). However, she displays epistemic uncertainty towards 
this claim by tagging the turn with post-positioned I think (line 3) as well as with .. I'm 
not `sure. (line 4). Joanne taps on this display of uncertainty with Well you ^thi=nk? (line 
5), following it with a wh-interrogative How can you `remember `all of them. (line 9). 
The wh-interrogative is followed by a yes/no interrogative Do you- -- (line 10) which is 
on its way to restrict the scope of the initial inquiry (Linton 2001), by way of providing 
one candidate means of assisting the memory, for example, by keeping notes. However, 
the intonation unit is cut off, and the trajectory of the turn is changed in mid-turn with a 
negative yes/no interrogative `Don't you `keep ^notes? (line 11). The repair from a 
positive yes/no interrogative to a negative yes/no interrogative changes the candidate 
understanding presented, and contributes to the turn’s import as a challenge: as there is 
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evidence that Lenore has some trouble keeping track of all the pills (lines 1-4), there 
seems to be a need to aid the memory somehow. The negative yes/no interrogative 
suggests that keeping notes would provide the means for this. Moreover, it challenges 
Lenore on not doing so, and suggests that keeping notes would be beneficial as it would 
help to avoid mixing the different pills, which could be dangerous for health.  

The assessing and challenging interrogatives in the sequences above are used for 
portraying the recipient and/or their conduct in somewhat negative terms, and for 
conveying the interrogative speaker's evaluative stance display. Even though interrogative 
speakers may index their stance explicitly by using evaluative lexical materials such as 
clothes freak (example 71) and nice mood (example 72) and love (example 73), the 
interrogative `Don't you `keep ^notes? in example (74) can be seen to convey as 
evaluative a stance display as the other interrogatives. This provides further evidence for 
the emergent nature of stance. Moreover, the fact that the interrogative aren't ^we in a .. 
`nice `mood today. in example (72) can be observed to convey a negative stance display 
towards the prior speaker's actions also demonstrates that stance displays and their 
valence rise from the sequential context in which the interrogatives are located.  

On the other hand, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions may also be used 
to carry out other types of negatively-valenced evaluations, ones which are not used for 
assessing or challenging the previous speaker, but for pointing out potential troubles in 
the interrogative speaker’s own conduct or actions. In other words, negative assessments 
may be used for assuming responsibility for some state of affairs, before the recipients 
evaluate the situation in critical terms, for example. Three such sequences are discussed 
in excerpts (75)-(77). The situation in the first extract below is that Melissa has been 
doing her homework, but she has had some trouble in concentrating because she is 
working in the family room where also everybody else is. Jan, Melissa's mother, has 
already told Melissa to go and work downstairs, but she has refused.  

(75) SBCSAE 0019 Doesn't Work in This Household <T: 00.01.56> 

01 JAN:     (H) This is your ^fi[3nal3] & 
02 MELISSA:                     [3(H)3] <F<VOX> ^Mo=m VOX>, 
03          (H) [4you ^gave me F>4] `another ten `minutes. 
04 JAN:     & [4^warning4]. 
05          ^No I [5didn't, 
06 FRANK:         [5^No, 
07          no `longer5]. 
08 JAN:     I have ^retracted5] it. 
09 MELISSA: (TSK) [6(H)6] 
10 JAN:           [6You ^argued6] with me ^long enough, 
11          I ^changed my `mind. 
12 MELISSA: .. `Okay, 
13          `I= retract `all my `arguing. 
14          I ^totally `agree. 
15          I should `go ^downstairs. 
16          Now can I ^stay up `here? 
17 JAN:     .. ^No. 
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18         (0.8) 
19 RON:    (SNIFF) .. (Hx) (Hx)= 
20         (0.5) 
21 BRETT:  ^Doesn't work in `this household. 
22         (4.0) 
23 FRANK:  `You may `use my ^desk. 
24         (1.5)  
25 FRANK:  Well ^wait a minute, 
26         it's a `royal ^mess, 
27         `isn't it. 
28         (0.5) 
29 MELISSA: ^Yes it `is. 
30 FRANK:   ^You'll just have to `carefully set `things `aside. 

At the beginning of the excerpt Jan gives Melissa a final warning (lines 3-4) and 
therefore indicates that it is time for Melissa to comply with her order. While Jan is 
producing her turn, Melissa already begins a counter argument by appealing to the fact 
that earlier Jan gave her some extra time for finishing up her homework. However, it 
came with a condition that if Melissa was not finished during the ten minutes, she would 
have to go and work downstairs. Jan uses her maternal right for retracting her earlier 
promise. In sum, Jan and Melissa have come to a dead end. It is at this point that Frank, 
Melissa's father, suggests a solution to the situation by offering Melissa the use of his 
desk. Since Melissa is not willing to comply with her mother's order, working at the desk 
offers a compromise to the disagreement between Jan and Melissa, by accommodating 
both Jan's orders for Melissa to work in some other location, and helping Melissa to 
finish her homework. The turn starts with an offer that is directed to Melissa, `You may 
`use my ^desk (line 23). However, instead of acceptance the offer is followed by a 
noticeable pause (line 24). This indicates some kind of trouble with the offer. Due to lack 
of audible uptake Frank continues with a tag-formatted noticing concerning the table: 
Well ^wait a minute, it's a `royal ^mess, `isn't it. (lines 25-27). The tag turn carries out a 
negative assessment which explicates a problem with the offer. The messiness of the table 
could cancel the offer, or at least delay the starting of work until the desk is cleared up.  

In the face of possible criticism, which could be used as a basis for constructing a 
counter or for declining the suggestion, Frank deflects such responses by voicing the 
critique himself. In short, Frank offers Melissa an assessment to align with. Designing the 
turn with an assessment which projects agreement, Frank displays that he is aware of the 
mess, and takes responsibility for it. Melissa seizes the opportunity to agree on line 29. 
The agreement is emphatic: her voice quality is rather animated and has an accusatory 
flavor to it.  

In the following extract the assessment does not follow an offer, but follows a 
noticing. Marilyn and Pete are talking about the fish they are preparing for dinner; 
Marilyn has bought the fish. 

(76) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides <T: 00:00:20> 

01 PETE:    `Oh, 
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02          <X it `smells like `that ^stuff X>. 
03          (0.3) 
04 MARILYN: `I ^know. 
05          .. It's `kind of ^smelly, 
06          `isn't it. 
07 PETE:    `Mhm. 
08          (2.0) 
09 ROY:     WHISTLE>> 
10 MARILYN: <VOX But I ^got it at a `reputable `market VOX>. 

Marilyn's assessment .. It's `kind of ^smelly, `isn't it. (lines 5-6) provides a response to 
Pete's noticing on lines 1-2. The X’s in angle brackets mark the transcription of line 2 to 
be based on unclear hearing, so one can only take the words as a suggestion for what is 
actually said. However, Marilyn's turn on lines 4-6 indicates that she has heard Pete's turn 
as something that relates to the fish they are preparing.  

Pete’s turn `Oh, <X it `smells like `that ^stuff X> (lines 1-2) can be taken to suggest 
that there could be something wrong with the fish. Because Marilyn is the one who 
bought the fish, Pete's turn opens up a possibility for critique. Marilyn’s `I ^know on line 
3 shows that Marilyn is aware of the smell, independently of Pete. She reuses Pete's 
reference to the olfactory evidence in her negative assessment .. It's `kind of ^smelly, `isn't 
it. (lines 5-6), which is offered to Pete to align with. Pete does this with his short response 
token `mhm on line 7. The minimal agreeing response attends to the interrogative form of 
the assessment, but does not take up the action of assessing in any obvious way with an 
explicit second assessment. Pete’s response turn may be constrained by the fact that 
Marilyn has bought the fish they are talking about: in this case a another negative 
assessment by him could be interpreted as further enforcing the critique. In other words, 
the withdrawal of an assessment is perhaps influenced by its morally consequential 
nature. 

Marilyn's tag-formatted assessment can be taken as an indication that she takes 
responsibility for the fish, both for its smell and its possible spoilage. More evidence for 
this can be found a little later in the extract where Marilyn displays her understanding 
that the mention of the smell could imply critique: she provides evidence for why the fish 
should be of good quality with <VOX But I got it at a reputable market VOX>. (line 10). 
This account is used to counter the possible critique involved in assessing the fish 
negatively, by proposing that the smelliness of the fish does not necessarily equal bad 
quality.  

The following excerpt provides the last case of a negative assessment, which is used in 
inviting aligning agreement with the interrogative speaker. Larry has asked Seth to redo 
the heating system in a house that he has recently bought. The two are going around the 
house checking the existing system and deciding on what should be done.  

(77) SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace <T: 00:16:56> 

01 SETH:    `How about `the uh ^thermostat. 
02          (2.3) 
03 LARRY:   ^This `guy? 
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04          (1.3) 
05 SETH:    `Okay. 
06          .. `I would ^definitely go with a `new ^thermostat. 
07          (0.5) 
08 LARRY:   `Yeah. 
09          (1.8)  
10 LARRY:   `Kind of a [.. X ^antique, 
11 SETH:               [But that's `probably a good -- 
12          .. That's `probably] a good ^spot. 
13 LARRY:   `isn't it]. 
14 SETH:    `Yeah, 
15          that `should be in a ^museum. 
16          (0.3) 
17 LARRY:   @@@@@ 

In response to Larry's inquiry on line 1, Seth suggests that the thermostat they are 
currently looking at should be replaced with a new one (line 6). However, Seth does not 
give any reasons for this suggestion. After accepting the suggestion (line 8), Larry 
pursues such an account with a negative assessment `Kind of a .. X ^antique, `isn't it. 
(lines 10, 13). By designing his assessment as an interrogative, Larry requests Seth to 
confirm his inference that the old age of the thermostat formed the basis of Seth’s 
suggestion. Seth's response `Yeah, that `should be in a ^museum. (lines 14-15) both 
confirms Larry's inference and upgrades Larry's assessment. Carrying out a negative 
assessment that also the prior speaker could have, but did not make, can be seen as an 
indication that discourse participants may be sensitive to assessing negatively items that 
the other has more direct access to or ownership of. On the other hand, in the example 
above this does not prevent Seth from agreeing with Larry's assessment. However, in this 
way Seth agrees with Larry's evaluation of the situation, rather than the other way around.  

This section has discussed negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions which 
involve stanced linguistic materials that display evaluation, and are used in interaction for 
implementing assessments. However, as the two challenging negative yes/no 
interrogatives which are used to call into question the prior speaker's conduct in examples 
(73) and (74) illustrate, also other types of actions may be used in displaying evaluation. 
Moreover, as with interrogatives that involve displays of epistemic stance, the display of 
evaluation can be embedded in actions that are used to disalign with the trajectory of the 
prior action or the sequence (e.g. example 71), but also in actions that align with the 
trajectory of action (e.g. examples 69 and 70), or that invite alignment with the 
interrogative speaker’s position on the issue (e.g. examples 76 and 77).  

The next section discusses sequences in which interrogative speakers use the 
interrogatives for negotiating alignment in terms of agreement and disagreement.  

6.4  Negotiating agreement and disagreement 

One environment in which negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are found in 
the current database is in an environment of general epistemic turbulence, that is, one in 
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which multiple, possibly conflicting understandings regarding the same general topic are 
emerging. In such an environment the negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
may be employed in the negotiation of agreement and disagreement between the 
discourse participants. As was discussed in section 4.4, agreement refers here to a type of 
action with which the current speaker submits to the action implemented in a prior turn. 
In contrast, a disagreeing action declines to do this. Moreover, in the sequences discussed 
below the interrogatives may be observed to constitute a stronger display of epistemic 
stance than that found in the sequences discussed in section 6.1 where the interrogatives 
were implementing requests for confirmation.  

In the first example a negative yes/no interrogative is employed for making salient a 
contrastive point of view on the issue at hand, and in inviting aligning agreement with the 
interrogative speaker's position. Marie has been telling the other participants how she 
once had to take her son to the emergency room because of high fever.  

(78) SBCSAE 0036 Judgmental on people <T: 00:00:47> 

01 MARIE:   [2(H)2] He said ^actually `f=evers ... %=are -- 
02          (H) .. How did he ^explain it, 
03          he said something like, 
04          ^fethers -- 
05          ^fevers are like, 
06          (0.3) 
07          `um, 
08          .. (H) .. ^good for `babies like, 
09          when they’re i- b- `getting ^sick, 
10          because `they ^help .. the ^immune system fight  
  `harder. 
11          Somehow. 
12          (0.2) 
13 LISA:    (H) [= <HI Well ^tha]t’s what the HI>-- 
14 MARIE:       [I don’t `know], 
15          (0.5) 
16 LISA:    I mean ^that’s what -- 
17          The ^reason the `body gets that `hot, 
18          is like to `kill the ^germs or `whatever I think. 
19          (0.4) 
20          `Isn’t that `part of it? 
21          (1.2) 
22 MARIE:   ^Yes doctor ~`Kevin, 
23          ^tell us. 
24          [@ @@@@@@] 
25 KEVIN:   [@@@@@@@@] 
26 LISA:    [.. ^No I’m pretty -- 
27          I’m] pretty ^sure, 
28          I’m pretty ^sure that’s `part of it, 
28          (H) `but %=uh it’s just that you `have to `watch ^out, 



160 

29          cause `then, 
30          if it gets ^too `hot it’s bad for the ^brain. 
31 MARIE:   `It’s like a ^car, 
32          it ^overheats. 
33          [@@@ 
34 KEVIN:   [@@@@@ (H) 
35 MARIE:   <@ And ^stalls out= @>]. 
36 KEVIN:   <@ ^M=ay]be, 
37          ^I don’t @> -- 
38          I % -- 
39 LISA:    <VOX `Are you gonna ^stall [out <L2 `jito L2>VOX>]. 
40 KEVIN:                              [`I'm not ^su=]=re. 

Just prior to the excerpt Lisa has expressed her concern that high fever can cause damage 
to the brain. The turn can be taken to refer directly to Marie's son, and also to implicitly 
indicate that he may not have received appropriate care when he was taken to the 
emergency room with high fever. The excerpt begins with Marie's response in which she 
gives a third-party account by the pediatrician who had treated her son. Marie reports the 
doctor to have said that instead of being a bad thing, fevers are actually good because 
`they ^help .. the ^immune system fight `harder. (line 10). However, hesitations (lines 1, 6-
7), trouble displayed in remembering the words of the doctor (lines 2-3) and the addition 
of the modifying increments Somehow. (line 11) and I don't `know, (line 14) are used to 
display epistemic doubt towards the accuracy of her report. In overlap with the latter 
intonation unit Lisa begins a turn (H)= <HI Well ^that’s what the HI>-- (line 13). The 
high pitch and turn initial well indicate that she is on her way to produce a somewhat 
argumentative or disagreeing turn. However, after recycling the beginning of the TCU 
(line 16) she abandons it and moves on to produce a claim regarding what a high fever 
means for the immune system by saying The ^reason the `body gets that `hot, is like to 
`kill the ^germs or `whatever I think. (lines 17-18). The epistemic tentativeness displayed 
with or `whatever as well as the use of post-positioned I think (Kärkkäinen 2003a) are 
used to invite response to the claim. 

However, as is evident from the gap that develops, no uptake ensues (line 19). Lisa 
therefore produces a negative yes/no interrogative `Isn’t that `part of it? (line 20) in order 
to explicitly invite agreement with her turn. The interrogative does not include new 
information, it only connects high fever with the killing of germs. However, the 
interrogative also fails to get an immediate response (line 21). When uptake is finally 
done, instead of providing a second pair part to the interrogative Marie only passes the 
turn on to Kevin and/or reinforces Marie's speaker selection12 with ^Yes doctor ~`Kevin, 
^tell us. @ @@@@@@ (lines 22-24). Marie jokingly refers to Kevin as doctor, i.e. she 
categorizes him as a type of person who could confirm or disconfirm whether Lisa's 
claim is accurate or not.  

However, even though Kevin responds by laughing (line 25), he does not provide aa 
response to Lisa either. Lisa, on the other hand, resists the invitation to laugh by 
                                                           
12 Due to the lack of video, it is impossible to say whether it is Lisa who in fact selects Kevin as the next 
speaker by using gaze or some gesture, for example, or whether Marie first does the speaker selection with her 
turn. 



161 

continuing with the serious line of talk with .. ^No I’m pretty -- I’m pretty ^sure, I’m 
pretty ^sure that’s `part of it, (lines 26-28). Schegloff (2001) has shown that turn initial 
'no' (like the one on line 26) can be used to mark transition from non-serious talk to 
serious talk; usually the non-serious talk and the 'no' are produced by the same speaker. 
Such a switch can perhaps be seen to be happen also here. In this case, however, the turn-
initial 'no' is not done by the 'joker', but by the recipient, which, in addition to introducing 
the switch, may indicate that her turn was wrongly interpreted by Marie to invite and thus 
be in need of confirmation. Moreover, by claiming to be pretty ^sure displays that the 
negative yes/no interrogative and the turn constructional units preceding it did involve 
taking a position on the issue in order to invite agreement (cf. Heritage 2002c). The 
following account `but %=uh it’s just that you have to `watch ^out, cause then, if it gets 
^too `hot it’s bad for the ^brain. (lines 28-30) provides further evidence for this, as it 
combines the two sides of the coin by explicating how high fever can be both beneficial 
(by killing germs) and harmful (by causing brain damage, if it gets too high).  

Kevin provides his response to the interrogative after some intervening talk by Marie 
on lines 31-32 and 35. By responding, even if the response does not follow immediately, 
Kevin displays orientation to the conditional relevance of a response, which in this case is 
enhanced by the fact that on lines 22-23 Marie nominates Kevin as the person who 
should provide a response. Kevin's response indicates that even though he was directly, 
albeit jokingly, nominated by Marie as having the final word on the issue, he declines to 
assume that position by claiming to be uncertain with ^M=aybe (line 36) and `I'm not 
^su==re (line 40).  

The excerpt below presents another example of a situation in which a negative yes/no 
interrogative is seeking agreement from the recipient. The data are from a multi-party 
book club discussion on E.M Forster's book Howard's End; the participants have been 
trying to figure out when the British empire began to dissolve.  

(79) SBCSAE 0023 Howard's End <T: 00:10:55> 

01 DIANE:   But ^England didn't really start ^losing her  
   `colonies=,  
02          (0.7) 
03          `did she,  
04          until `more like ^Second `World `War?  
05          (2.2) 
06 EVELYN:  (H) [`That's when] [2they div- ..2] ^divest[3ed. 
07 DIANE:       [Well `maybe] -- 
08 LINDA:                     [2Mhm2]. 
09                                                   [3Mhm3]. 
10 EVELYN:  .. was ^af3]ter r- [4`Second `World4] [5`War5]. 
11 LINDA:                      [4Mhm4]. 
12 DIANE:                                      [5`Okay5]. 
13 LORI:    Mhm. 
14 DIANE:   `May[be the] ^power over them was `becoming `weak?  
15 EVELYN:      [XXX] --  
16          .. `Mhm=.  
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17 LORI:    .. [I % --  
18 DIANE:      [By `this time]?  
19 LORI:    .. `Wasn't that] `part of the ^problem they `had? 
20          Cause they were `trying to, 
21          (H) .. `hold the ^colonies `together, 
22          and then they ^also had to ^deal with the `war in  
   `Europe?  
23          (0.5) 
24 PATTY:   (TSK) (H) ^I [`thought so].  
25 LORI:                 [I mean `was]n't ^that the `prob[2lem2]? 
26 DIANE:                                                [2`M2]hm. 
27 LORI:    [3That they had to be3] -- 
28 PATTY:   [3Was that World3] War Two, 
29          or World [4War One4]. 
30 LORI:             [4I don't know4]. 
31          ... I don't know. 
32          .. But I think that was part of the problem, 
33          [because they couldn't be] -- 
34 DEBORAH: [More World War Two], 
35          XXX. 

Due to Diane and Evelyn's turns during the first 14 intonation units of the excerpt there 
are two understandings or ideas on the table that are relevant here. First of all, Diane's tag 
question on lines 1-4 and Evelyn's response to her on lines 6 and 10 establish that the 
British colonies divested after the Second World War. Secondly, the tag question 
sequence is followed by Diane's turn `Maybe the ^power over them was `becoming 
`weak? (line 12). With it Diane refers to an earlier part of the conversation where it was 
stated that the changes in the British empire had already begun to emerge during the time 
of the events in Howard's End, that is, around 1910. Diane's turn can therefore be seen to 
bring forth the earlier idea that Britain's power over its colonies had began to weaken 
already during the early twentieth century. Lori's negative yes/no interrogative on line 17, 
.. `Wasn't that `part of the ^problem they `had?, connects the import of Diane and 
Evelyn's turns, and thereby brings in a new aspect for consideration. However, the 
negative yes/no interrogative is not explicit in how exactly it relates to and/or rises from 
the prior talk even though it refers to it with that. Therefore Lori continues with an 
account Cause they were trying to, (H) .. hold the colonies together, and then they also 
had to deal with the war in Europe? (lines 20-22), which spells out Lori's candidate 
understanding that the war in Europe contributed to the collapse of the British empire, 
while the empire was becoming unstable also otherwise. Patty responds with (TSK) (H) ^I 
`thought so. (line 24) thereby agreeing with Lori. In overlap with Patty's turn Lori 
continues to pursue agreement by producing another version of the negative yes/no 
interrogative I mean `wasn't ^that the `problem? (line 25). This receives another aligning 
response `Mhm. (line 26). Further evidence for the fact that Lori is seeking agreement can 
be found on lines 32-33 where she reformulates her prior negative yes/no interrogative as 
a claim .. But I think that was part of the problem, (line 32), and follows it with an 
(interrupted) account because they couldn't be -- (line 33).  
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In the next two examples the interrogative speakers disagree with the prior speaker. In 
the excerpt below the three participants Roy, Marilyn and Pete are discussing a book 
called The End of Nature. Roy and Marilyn have read the book and are telling Pete about 
its contents. 

(80) SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides <T: 00:12:12> 

01 ROY:     `Outside of, 
02          .. ^compl=etely `faith-`based `belief in ^God, 
03          (0.7) 
04 ROY:     `you know, 
05          which `is, 
06          .. % `irrespective of `any .. `relationship to  
   ^nature, 
07 PETE:    .. Mhm. 
08 ROY:     .. `there is `now, 
09          ^absolutely `nothing, 
10          .. in the ^world, 
11          (0.8) 
12 ROY:     to `which we `are ^beholden. 
13          (1.4) 
14 ROY:     And `he w- -- 
15          ^his question `was, 
16          `what ^impact is `this gonna ^have, 
17          (0.4) 
18 ROY:     `on the & 
19 MARILYN: .. Sort of ^fucks `up the ^animists. 
20 ROY:     & ^cultural `growth, 
21 MARILYN: @[@]@ 
22 PETE:     [`Right]. 
23 ROY:     of -- 
24          of the `human ^species. 
25 MARILYN: Mhm. 
26          (0.7) 
27 ROY:     `Do we `even ^want `this. 
28 PETE:    [Right]. 
29 ROY:     [`Do we] ^want to be the `guy in `charge of the  
   `world. 
30          (0.7) 
31 MARILYN: [2Unhunh2]. 
32 PETE:    [2On2] the `other hand, 
33          isn't he ^saying it’s `too ^late? 
34          (0.6) 
35 ROY:     `Well he ^is kind of `saying it’s `too late. 
36 PETE:    `So, 
37 ROY:     `This is `why it’s such a `depressing ^book. 
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38 PETE:    ^Right. 
39 ROY:     .. He's `saying, 
40          we ^already `did it, 
41          .. and we `haven't [even thought about, 
42 MARILYN:                    [So much for culture]. 
43 ROY:     whether we] wanted to do it [2or not2]. 
44 MARILYN:                             [2@2] 
45 PETE:    .. Right. 

Prior to the extract Roy has reported the basic premise of the book which is that the 
mankind has become the <MRC ^highest (0.4) ^active (0.3) ^principle MRC> in the 
world, and consequently, is solely responsible for what will happen to the world we live 
in. According to Roy, the author of the book is concerned with what this will mean for the 
^cultural `growth, of the `human ^species. (lines 20, 24). After Marilyn's 
acknowledgment Mhm (line 25), there is a long pause (line 26) during which speaker 
change could take place. However, since this does not happen, Roy continues with two 
affirmative yes/no interrogatives `Do we `even ^want `this. `Do we ^want to be the `guy 
in `charge of the `world. (lines 27, 29). These interrogatives can be taken as 'rhetorical 
questions', rather than are presented as questions in search of information, for example. In 
other words, they can be seen to convey 'reversed polarity assertions' (Koshik 2003) 
along the lines 'we do not want this' and 'we do not want to be in charge'. As such they 
invite a response that aligns with the negative polarity of the assertions that they convey, 
that is, no or its equivalent (Koshik 2003).  

However, instead of immediate uptake, there is a long gap (line 31). Moreover, neither 
Marilyn nor Pete provide an aligning response when uptake ensues. Marilyn responds 
with an acknowledgment Unhunh (line 31), while Pete produces a disagreeing turn On 
the `other hand, isn't he ^saying it’s `too ^late? (lines 32-33). The first intonation unit on 
line 32 functions as a preface to the disagreement. Pete points out an incongruity between 
the questions Roy poses and the talk that preceded it: based on what Roy reported the 
author to have said (lines 8-12), it is too late to think about whether mankind wants to be 
in charge or not, there is no choice left.   

Roy's response `Well he ^is kind of `saying it’s `too late. (line 35) follows after a long 
pause (line 34) and it begins with the disagreement marker `Well. These are indications of 
resistance towards Pete's disagreeing turn. Besides the addition of the hedge kind of, the 
rest of the turn repeats Pete's negative yes/no interrogative almost word for word. Roy 
can be seen to concede to Pete's suggestion that the questions posed on lines 27 and 29 
are incongruous in comparison to his prior talk, but to do this in his own terms. After his 
initial response, Roy claims his first-hand access to the information by evaluating it (line 
37), and by re-iterating the essence of Pete's interrogative turn (lines 40-41, 43).  

In the previous example the negative yes/no interrogative initiated a disagreement 
sequence. In the following example a disagreeing tag question is found in an already 
established environment of disagreement (lines 24, 26). Wendy, Kendra and Marci are 
talking about Trish, a woman they all know. Wendy has introduced her as a topic by 
delivering news about her pregnancy. Kendra has received the news in a 'no news' style, 
thus displaying to have prior knowledge of the situation. In other words, both Kendra and 
Wendy have claimed to have knowledge about Trish and the current events in her life.  
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(81) SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster <T: 00:04:34> 

01 WENDY:   Does, 
02          she doesn't ^have to `work, 
03          ^does she? 
04          (0.9) 
05 KENDRA:  `She doesn't ^have to, 
06          `unless=, 
07          (0.2) 
08          `you know, 
09          I ^guess #Scott's `making some good ^bucks. 
10 MARCI:   .. `Yeah but they ^bought like three `cars in a ^row. 
11          She `had that ^one, 
12          and they `sold ^that, 
13          and [`bought ^two `other=s], 
14 KENDRA:      [`Yeah but at ^that point, 
15           `she was] ^still on an n- -- 
16          (0.7) `in= (0.3) `unending (0.8) ^money .. `streak. 
17          (1.2) 
18          Cause of the ^policy she `took out on her ^husband. 
19          (0.7) 
20          <P `Ex-husband. 
21          .. [`Well], 
22 MARCI:      [(TSK)] `Yeah but has [2`that ^finished2]? 
23 KENDRA:                           [2^deceased `hus2]band P>. 
24 MARCI:   `That hasn't ^finish[ed, 
25 KENDRA:                      [^Yeah. 
26 MARCI:   [has `it]? 
27 KENDRA:  It `fin]ished when she got `married to ^#Todd. 
28 MARCI:   .. `Oh ^real[ly]? 
29 KENDRA:              [Th]ey `gave her like a b- (0.6)  
   ^thirty= `something lump ^sum. 

The extract begins with Wendy presenting a candidate understanding for confirmation, 
which concerns the idea that Trish does not ^have to `work (lines 1-3). Kendra confirms 
this understanding (line 5), and gives an account I ^guess #Scott's `making some good 
^bucks. (line 9) thereby indicating that Trish’s husband makes enough money to provide 
for her. However, Marci disagrees with the understanding Wendy and Kendra have 
reached by suggesting that without Trish working, they could not have afforded to buy 
three cars in a row (line 10-13). Kendra responds by providing more information that 
accounts for how the couple could afford those cars, namely, Trish was receiving regular 
payments from a life insurance she had taken with her late husband. However, also this 
account gives rise to disagreement. Marci first produces a yes/no interrogative `Yeah but 
has `that ^finished? (line 22), but due to overlap by Kendra (line 23), reformulates this as 
a tag question `That hasn't ^finished, has `it? (lines 24, 26). It presents an epistemically 
upgraded version of the initial yes/no interrogative. With the tag question construction 
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Marci goes on record that it is her understanding that the payment has not finished, and 
disagrees with Kendra's position that it has; this position was embedded in Kendra's prior 
turn. Kendra responds to Marci's disagreeing turn with a denial (line 25), and by 
providing an account for why the policy has ended: It `finished when she got `married to 
^#Todd. (line 26).  

A sequence may turn into a negotiation of agreement and disagreement if the 
interrogative speaker’s candidate understanding is disconfirmed, but she/he nevertheless 
continues to pursue a confirming response from the recipient. This is the case in the 
example below. It should be noted that the negotiation of agreement and disagreement 
follows after the interrogative turn, and that the interrogative turn as such is not involved 
in it. In other words, this example could have been discussed also in section 6.1. where 
the focus was on requests for confirmation.  

Three participants, Angela, Sam and Doris, all of whom are elderly ladies, are talking 
about herbs and spices. The fragment of the excerpt that is here discussed in more detail 
can be found on lines 36-48, where Doris and Sam negotiate what exactly it was that Sam 
had given to the neighbor some time ago. Doris's understanding is that Sam had given 
him some basil, but Sam herself remembers giving him a red pepper. 

(82) SBCSAE 0011 The Retirement Bit <T: 00:03:00> 

01 ANGELA: (H) Can I grow some basil? 
02         (0.5) 
03 ANGELA: From seed? 
04         (0.3) 
05 SAM:    Yes, 

((23 intonation units omitted)) 

29 SAM:    Just- -- 
30         No problem. 
31         It comes [right] up. 
32 ANGELA:          [Yeah]. 
33         (0.3) 
34 ANGELA: Yeah. 
35         (1.3) 
36 DORIS:  Isn't [`that] what you `gave the ^neighbor one `time? 
37 SAM:          [I-] -- 
38         (1.3) 
39 DORIS:  You gave ^him some [2kind of ^herb2]. 
40 SAM:                       [2Did I `give him some2] -- 
41         .. I `gave him a red ^pepper. 
42         (1.0) 
43 DORIS:  ^I think you- -- 
44         `I think you `gave him .. some (0.7) ^herb of some  
   [`kind]. 
45 SAM:    [^I may have] given- `given him some `basil, 
46         [2^yes2]. 
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47 DORIS:  [2Yeah2], 
48 SAM:    .. (H) I don't have any this year, 

Herbs are established as topic in the first part of this excerpt where Angela asks whether 
it is possible to grow basil from seed (lines 1-3). After discussing this for a while, the 
basil growing topic is brought to a close with Sam's final reassurance: No problem. It 
comes right up. (lines 30-31). After Angela's acknowledgement (lines 32, 34) a short 
silence follows. Then Doris, the third participant to the conversation, initiates a new but 
related topic by presenting a candidate understanding Isn't `that what you `gave the 
^neighbor one `time? (line 36). However, instead of a response, a pause of 1.3 seconds 
ensues (line 38), which indicates some trouble with the first pair part and possibly pre-
monitors disagreement (Pomerantz 1984a). As an indication of this, Doris goes on to 
reformulate her inquiry as a statement, You gave ^him some kind of ^herb. (line 39). The 
statement attends to the possibility that the reference to basil was not articulated clearly 
enough in the interrogative turn (it was only referred to as `that). At the same time, 
however, the scope of the referent is widened by changing from the specific referent basil 
to the super-ordinate category ^herbs. The fuzziness of the referent is also indicated by 
prefacing the noun phrase ^herbs with the modifying phrase some kind of. This 
downgrades the certainty of the referent. However, the turn is designed as a declarative, 
and it thereby epistemically upgrades the candidate claim made with the negative yes/no 
interrogative.  

Sam begins her response during the reformulation on line 40. The initial part of her 
response Did I `give him some -- (line 40) indicates that she has trouble remembering 
what exactly she gave to the neighbor, and whether it happened in the first place. She cuts 
off her response in mid turn, however, and produces the statement .. I `gave him a red 
^pepper. (line 41). It denies Doris's candidate claim, and offers red pepper as a 
replacement for some kind of ^herb that was proposed by Doris. The main accent on 
^pepper on line 41 indicates that Sam offers it as a contrasting item to Doris's ^herb on 
line 39. However, instead of treating this response as sufficient, Doris presses on to seek 
agreement with her original candidate understanding by countering Sam's response with 
disagreement ^I think you- --`I think you `gave him .. some (0.7) ^herb of some `kind. 
(line 43-44). Kärkkäinen (2003a: 147-148), who has analyzed this sequence and the use 
of I think in it, observes that in the turn above I think is used in pursuing a certain type of 
preferred response from the recipient, that is, agreement. She further observes that during 
the first mention of I think on line 43 I receives primary accent, thereby increasing the 
relative certainty of the utterance and reinforcing disagreement. However, this intonation 
unit is cut off, and in the restart on line 44 the primary accent is removed from I in order 
to downgrade the strength of the disagreement. It is further softened by hesitations and 
hedging the noun phrase herb with pre- and post-modifiers some and of some `kind. Such 
modifications do the work of making the disagreement less abrupt.  

Doris’s disagreeing counter is successful in that it manages to persuade Sam to 
concede with her position on the issue. However, it is noteworthy that though Sam 
provides a conceding response ^I may have given- `given him some `basil, ^yes on lines 
45-46, her turn is modified with the modal verb may which indicates some reservations 
towards whether she did give the neighbor some basil or not.  
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In sum, this section has discussed negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in 
sequences in which multiple understandings are emerging and in which the negotiation of 
agreement and disagreement becomes relevant. In such sequential environments the 
interrogatives can be said to embody a stronger display of epistemic stance than is 
embedded in requests for confirmation discussed in section 6.1. The stance display 
constituted by the interrogatives emerges from the combination of action and the 
sequential context in which the constructions are produced.  

The next section concludes the chapter with a discussion of some other functions that 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are used for in the current database.  

6.5  Some other functions 

Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions can also be observed to carry out other 
actions than those discussed above, and outside the database even many more are likely 
to be found. However, since these 'other functions' are relatively infrequent in the current 
database, in addition to which the focus in this chapter has been on the interactional 
practices relating to the construction and display of stance, I will only briefly discuss 
these other functions with the help of two examples. 

In example (83) below a tag question is used to implement a suggestion. Three 
discourse participants, Julia, Dolores and Shane, are tasting the food that is being 
prepared in order to decide whether it needs more salt. Julia and Dolores have mainly 
been responsible for the preparation of the food. The tag question on lines 12-13 
continues on the topic, but the issue is now whether the food needs more garlic. 

(83) SBCSAE 0037 Very Good Tamales <T: 00:03:26> 

01 DOLORES: It ^needs some `sa=lt. 
02 SHANE:   .. `Yeah you're `right. 
03          (1.0) 
04          @@@ 
05 JULIA:   @@@ 
06 DOLORES: .. <L2 `Chingao L2>. 
07          (0.5) 
08 SHANE:   <X ^I gao. 
09          .. I [`gao X>. 
10 DOLORES:      [It `needs a little ^garli-] -- 
11 SHANE:   .. I `stand] -- 
12 DOLORES: It `needs a little ^garlic `too, 
13          ^doesn't it? 
14          (0.3) 
15 SHANE:   I `stand `corrected, 
16 JULIA:   <WH ^Yeah WH>. 
17          (0.4) 
18 DOLORES: `Hunh? 
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19          (0.9) 
20 JULIA:   ^Yeah, 

Just before the excerpt above Shane has heard Julia and Dolores discuss whether the food 
they are preparing needs more salt. He has objected to this plan by saying you put all that 
... garlic .. peppers .. chili stuff in there, ... plenty of salty stuff in there. Dolores has then 
asked Shane to taste the food, in order to judge for himself whether it needs more salt. On 
line 1 Dolores asserts that in her opinion the food does need more salt. Shane agrees with 
Dolores .. `Yeah you're `right. (line 2), after which there is a bit of banter: `Chingao (line 
6) is a Mexican-Spanish swearword roughly equivalent to 'fucked'13. Dolores's first try 
(line 10) at suggesting that they should also add some garlic to the food is overlapped by 
Shane's reply to Dolores (line 9), and by his interrupted attempt at acknowledging that he 
was wrong about the saltiness (line 11). Dolores therefore redoes her suggestion It `needs 
a little ^garlic `too, `doesn't it? (lines 12-13). However, before Dolores receives a 
response to her turn, Shane redoes and completes his earlier acknowledgment of being 
wrong, I `stand `corrected, (line 15). This shows that he does not consider himself to be 
the person from whom acceptance or agreement with the suggestion is sought. Julia as 
one of the main cooks, however, takes on this role and accepts the suggestion (lines 16 
and 20). As a result, the participants reach a shared understanding based on which the 
food gets an extra serving of garlic.  

In example (84) a tag question is designed to do reporting and it is used in persuading 
the recipient to comply with a request.  

(84) SBCSAE 0007 A Tree’s Life <T:00.18.59> 

01 ALICE:  I was gonna `ask ^you and ^m=om, 
02         `too, 
03         if you `could um, 
04         (3.0) 
05 ALICE:  take care of ^#Trace for a couple `days next `week. 
06         (1.5) 
07 MARY:   (TSK) `Oh? 
08         .. What you `got in ^mind. 
09         (0.8) 
10 ALICE:  I need to get `caught up on my ^work. 
11         (1.5) 
12 MARY:   (DRINK) ^Wednesday I have an `appointment at nine  
   `thirty. 
13         (1.4) 
14 ALICE:  Mom's ^off, 
15         isn't `she? 
16         (0.7) 
17 MARY:   `Oh, 
18         that's ^righ=t. 

                                                           
13 I thank Dana Olsen for help with the translation.  
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19         (2.6) 
20 MARY:   (TSK) That's ^right. 
21         (0.8) 
22 ALICE:  `Yeah I think `that'd, 
23         (3.9) 
24 ALICE:  I think `that'd um, 
25         (1.1) 
26 ALICE:  (TSK) work ^out, 
27         (1.5) 
28 ALICE:  like if `she had to go ^shopping or `something maybe  
   you could go `with her, 
29         and ^help her `with him? 
30         (1.5) 
31 ALICE:  And ^#Nicky `helps her .. with him a `lot ^anyway. 
32 MARY:   ^Yeah. 
33         ... And then of course he adores me. 

The excerpt begins with Alice's request to her sister Mary regarding whether Mary could 
look after her son for a couple of days during the following week (lines 1-5). Instead of 
immediately granting the request to look after Alice's son Trace, Mary postpones her 
response to the request by asking for the reason behind the request with Oh? .. What you 
`got in ^mind. (lines 8-9). After Alice provides an account I need to get `caught up on my 
^work. (lines 10), Mary then provides a potential obstacle for the request by reporting that 
she already has some plans for the following week: ^Wednesday I have an `appointment 
at nine `thirty. (line 12). Such reports have been shown to be used for declining an 
invitation: rather than blankly refusing an invitation, for example, invitations are often 
turned down by resorting to reports on some circumstances or previous engagements 
(Drew 1984). Such reports leave the inviter to glean himself or herself the upshot of the 
report. In the example above Alice uses a similar reporting for potentially declining 
Mary's request for baby-sitting as it identifies one day the following week during which 
baby-sitting would not be possible.  

Alice continues to pursue the issue with a tag question Mom's ^off, isn't `she? (lines 
14-15). It reports of a situation that aims to facilitate the granting of the baby-sitting 
request even if Mary has already indicated some reluctance towards doing so. In other 
words, Alice's report informs Mary that her appointment does not provide an 
overwhelming obstacle to Alice's request since Mary and their mother could jointly take 
care of Alice's son. Alice has already referred to their mother on line 1, where she 
indicated that in addition to asking Mary, she will also ask their mother to baby-sit Trace. 
However, it has not become clear whether Alice intends that Mary and their mother baby-
sit together or consecutively. The tag question Mom's ^off, isn't `she? makes the reasoning 
behind the initial mention of the mother a bit more explicit, and also provides further 
information about how Alice had envisioned to organize the baby-sitting.  

In short, the tag question is designed to continue the request activity in order to 
persuade the recipient to accept the request. Even though in a sense Alice's tag question 
can be seen to present a challenge to Mary's decision to turn down the request, in 
comparison to the challenging interrogatives discussed in section 6.2, the tag question 
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does not explicitly contradict an assumption or a stance embedded in the prior turn, or 
request that the recipient account for their position. Rather, the tag question does a 
reporting, which is designed to convince Mary to grant the favor by informing her that 
the expected inconvenience that the granting of the request may cause her is diminished 
because she would not need to baby-sit alone. Mary's news receipt response Oh, that's 
^righ=t. (lines 17-18) acknowledges that the tag question managed to remind and/or 
inform her of the situation. However, she declines to take up the implications of this for 
the baby-sitting request. The repetition of the response (TSK) That's ^right. (line 20) after 
a long pause (line 19) further stalls the progression of the sequence. Alice is therefore 
forced to elaborate on how the fact that their mother is off from work would help Mary in 
looking after Trace.  

In the example above the tag question is a follow-up to a request–granting/denial 
adjacency pair sequence. The reporting carried out with the tag question seems innocent 
enough in not imposing further pressure on Mary: it does not point out directly how its 
import is relevant for the prior request (this takes place on line 22 and onwards after 
Mary does not display recognition of the upshot of the tag turn herself). Nevertheless, the 
reporting which concerns their mother's availability for baby-sitting is designed to invite 
Mary to grant the request.  

The two examples above illustrate some of the less frequent functions that the negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are used to implement in the current database, 
namely suggesting and informing. More data would be needed to examine the practices 
of stance taking involved in such actions in more detail.  

The next section draws together the discussion on the interactional practices of stance 
taking in the current database. 

6.6  Summary: Stance as an interactional achievement 

The previous sections have discussed the functions of negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions with reference to their positioning in the flow of unfolding action. The 
focus has been on examining how the interrogative constructions are used in displaying 
alignment or disalignment with respect to the ongoing action, and the ways in which the 
interrogative speakers convey their epistemic, affective or evaluative stance in so doing.  

Analyses in the sections above provide evidence for stance as an intersubjective and 
interactional achievement between discourse participants. Thus, discourse participants are 
not only observed to display their stances in order to engage with stances displayed by 
others, but also to use all the resources that language provides, whether linguistic, 
prosodic or semantic, in the construction of their stances. In section 6.1 I examined 
sequences in which the interrogative constructions were observed to embody a speaker-
oriented display of epistemic uncertainty. That the interrogative speaker explicitly 
requests that the recipient confirms or disconfirms the interrogative speaker's tentative 
understanding provides evidence that to display some stance in interaction is not a matter 
of explicitly voicing some subjective point of view on the issue at hand, but that the 
construction of a stance is an intricately intersubjective, collaborative act between the 
conversational co-participants. Displaying doubt and requesting for a confirmation or 
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disconfirmation to some candidate understanding therefore provides one resource that the 
discourse participants can use for involving the recipient in the interactional construction 
of stance.  

Section 6.2 examined sequences in which negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions were used to contest a claim, position or presupposition embedded in the prior 
turn, and for displaying epistemic doubt towards the recipient's (rather than the 
interrogative speaker's) state of knowledge or information. Such interrogatives provide 
evidence that sometimes discourse participants can prioritize holding prior speakers 
accountable for their (even implicit) claims or positions they have taken, rather than align 
with the projected course of action. Such sequences provide further evidence for the 
interactional nature of stance taking: by singling out some (explicitly or implicitly 
expressed) claim or position in the prior turn, discourse participants can call the 
interactional positioning implicated in the voicing of such claims or positions into 
question. On these occasions, then, taking a stance can be treated as an accountable 
action.  

Moreover, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions may also be used for 
incorporating a display of evaluation towards some matter in the local context. This is 
particularly evident in assessment sequences which were discussed in section 6.3. But as 
was shown in section 6.2, also other types of negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions can embody evaluative or affective stance displays. More specifically, the use 
of marked prosody to index affect provides one resource which may be employed in the 
design of challenging actions. This for its part also demonstrates that the display of 
evaluative stance may form an integral part of interaction also outside explicitly 
evaluative assessment sequences.  

Since participants use negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions both for 
inviting alignment, for example by requesting confirmation, and for doing disaligning 
actions such as challenges and disagreements, the aim of the present chapter has been to 
show that it is the sequential placement which determines the direction and the target of 
the epistemic, evaluative or affective stance display embedded in a negative yes/no 
interrogative or a tag question. Rather than being separate from the practices of 
interaction and its sequential organization, then, the display of stance is firmly 
intertwined in and deployed through the general practices of interaction.  

Even though the focus in this part of the study has here been on how negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions are employed as assessments, challenges and requests for 
confirmation, the implementation of such actions is not restricted to these linguistic 
resources. A complementary study to the present endeavor could examine what other 
linguistic forms are used for accomplishing these actions, and whether and how stance 
displays possibly differ across the linguistic board and in terms of their sequential and 
interactional import.  

To conclude, the data examined here provide evidence that stance displays emerge 
from the interaction between discourse participants, and that the resources available for 
their construction expand well beyond linguistically explicit stance markers, and cover a 
range of practices only a few of which have been discussed here. 

 



7 Conclusion 

This study has approached language and stance as emergent, interactionally constructed 
phenomena. With the help of the theoretical and methodological orientations of 
interactional linguistics, the study set out to examine discourse level patterns of language 
and stance taking, by adopting the forms and functions of negative yes/no interrogatives 
and tag question constructions as the starting point. In the first part of the study the focus 
was placed on examining the relative frequency of linguistic and grammatical features by 
which discourse participants display their evaluative, affective, evidential or epistemic 
stance in the current database. This part of the study established that negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions in the present corpus of naturally occurring English data 
are regularly formed by using a rather restricted set of linguistic resources: both negative 
yes/no interrogatives and tag questions were found to typically appear in the present tense 
and to have third person singular subjects and relational predicates. These findings for 
their part provide support to other studies which have argued that even though one can 
imagine a host of different ways of instantiating various syntactic or phrasal 
constructions, in practice people only use a restricted set of more or less sedimented 
constructions. 

The first part of the study also established the prevalence of explicit stance-related 
linguistic material in the database. Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions 
involve a significant amount of linguistic and semantic material which can be used as 
resources for displaying the interrogative speaker's evaluative, affective or epistemic 
stance. As such, these findings provide further support for the idea that when interacting, 
people are more concerned with reporting how things are from their perspective than 
simply describing events, for example (Thompson & Hopper 2001). Negative yes/no 
interrogatives and tag questions are conventionalized as structures which are frequently 
involved in categorizing and evaluating events, objects or other discourse participants. 
Combined with the fact that these constructions are interrogatives (rather than 
declaratives), negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions can be seen by default to 
involve the recipient in the construction of an evaluation, categorization or identification 
of some locally relevant matter and its features.  

The findings of the first part of the study were subsequently incorporated into the 
analyses of the interactive construction of stance, and of the functions that the 
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interrogatives could be observed to implement. In the second part of the study I analyzed 
how the turn design features established in chapter 5, as well as other locally constructed 
stance displays of epistemicity, evaluation and affect function as a resource in the 
construction of social actions and activities. In the interactional analyses in chapter 6 the 
local context of the interrogative constructions was considered central for the 
substantiation of the analyses of the interactional stance taking practices that the 
discourse participants engage in with negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions in 
the database. The immediately preceding and following utterances were also treated as 
essential analytic resources for examining the discourse participants' understanding of the 
import of an interrogative turn. 

The interactional analyses in the second part of the study discussed the ways in which 
the interrogative constructions are used in doing alignment or disalignment and how they 
are involved in carrying out the actions of requesting confirmation, challenging and 
assessing, and used in negotiating agreement and disagreement. The sequential position 
was considered the deciding factor in analyzing the function of a particular interrogative. 
It was established that one and the same form can be used for implementing different 
actions. For example, in the extract below the negative yes/no interrogative is employed 
as a confirmation request in order to seek alignment with the interrogative speaker. The 
interrogative rises from the details of the prior talk, but it initiates a new sequence, and 
does not directly concern the prior speaker's talk. The participants in the excerpt all 
happen to have the same name. Tom_1 has organized a block party, where Tom_2 and 
Tom_3 attend. The last two participants have not met before this evening.  

(85) SBCSAE 0032 Handshakes All Around <T: 00:16:41> 

01 TOM_2:  % And ^your `friend on the `corner now is `named, 
02         (0.6) 
03 TOM_1:  `John .. `~Neville. 
04 TOM_2:  `~Neville. 
05         [Was he here `to]night? 
06 TOM_1:  [`Down there]. 
07         (0.4) 
08 TOM_1:  (H) [2^No=. 
09 TOM_3:      [2The `banker2]. 
10 TOM_1:  Uh he2]'s been ^away, 
11         we did- -- 
12         we y- -- 
13         (0.4) 
14         `You know, 
15         we didn't `put this `together until the `last two or  
   three `days, 
15         [and we] haven't been `able to ^reach him. 
16 TOM_2:  [Yeah]. 
17 TOM_1:  So `I think he's .. ^away. 
18         Or [`somewhere]. 
19 TOM_2:     [Mhm]. 
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20 TOM_3:     [Isn't ^he] the `banker? 
21 TOM_1:  ^Ye[2ah. 
22 TOM_3:     [2He was a ^banker, 
23 TOM_1:  `He was a -- 
24         `Yeah2]. 
25 TOM_3:  Yeah2]. 
26         .. Yeah. 
27 TOM_1:  `First [`Interstate] ^Bank. 
28 TOM_2:         [Mhm]. 
29 TOM_3:  `Yeah. 

At the beginning of the excerpt, on lines 1-5, Tom_2 makes an inquiry regarding Tom_1's 
friend and a neighbor, John Neville. More specifically, he wants to know if he came to 
the party. Tom_1 responds by disconfirming (line 8). He continues to ward off any 
implication that they did not invite him by explaining that they were not able to get hold 
of him on time since the party was organized on a very short notice (lines 10-18). In 
overlap with Tom_1's explanation Tom_3 produces a noun phrase The `banker (line 9). 
He can be seen to use this reference to John Neville's occupation for ascertaining that he 
has identified the referent correctly, and also making it known to others that 
independently of this occasion, he has prior knowledge of the person he assumes that the 
others are talking about. However, due to the overlap, and the fact that Tom_1's attention 
is engaged in responding to Tom_2 inquiry, Tom_3 redoes his turn, this time formulating 
the turn as a negative yes/no interrogative Isn't ^he the `banker? (line 20), which 
explicitly requests for confirmation. This receives a minimal confirming response `Yeah 
(line 21) from Tom_1. However, as Tom_1 is producing his response, Tom_3 begins to 
formulate yet another version of his turn due to the fact that also the confirmation request 
was partly overlapped with Tom_1's account on John Neville's supposed whereabouts. He 
was a ^banker, (line 22) receives another agreeing `Yeah on line 24. Acknowledgment 
tokens Yeah. .. Yeah. (lines 25-26) from Tom_3 bring the sequence to a close. 

In short, the interrogative on line 20 is used to seek alignment with the interrogative 
speaker, and it embodies a display of epistemic doubt towards the interrogative speaker's 
own state of knowledge or understanding. In contrast, the negative yes/no interrogative in 
the extract below does disalignment as it is used to call into question the position of the 
prior speaker, as well as to request him to provide an account for his just previously 
claimed position on the issue.  

(86) SBCSAE 0015 Deadly Diseases <T: 00:00:23> 

01 JOANNE:  .. (H) It's an ^interesting `thing though, 
02          `because, 
03          um, 
04          (TSK) I'm ^wondering, 
05          (0.5) 
06 JOANNE:  `you know, 
07          since `it is `such -- 
08          (0.9)  
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09 JOANNE:  % um=, 
09          (0.6) 
10 JOANNE:  (H) it's ^restricted, 
11          you `have to `go through ^Mexico. 
12          (1.0) 
13 KEN:     (TSK) ^No. 
14          `I don't [^think so. 
15 JOANNE:           [Isn't ^Nicara]gua one of the `things  
   you -- 
16 KEN:     <HI<P No P>HI>]. 
17 JOANNE:  [2^places you `can't2] go? 
18 KEN:     [2<HI `I don't ^think `so HI>2]. 
19          [3`No, 
20 JOANNE:  [3`I ^think it ^i=s3]. 
21 KEN:     ^we have -- 
22          `No3], 
23          `I don't ^think so. 

Just prior to the excerpt Ken and Joanna have both expressed their interest in traveling to 
Nicaragua. This gives rise to a new but related topic on the restrictions placed on 
traveling to certain countries. Joanne initiates the topic with .. (H) It's an ^interesting 
`thing though, (line 1), which projects a longer turn. This intonation unit also displays the 
type of uptake she is projecting to her turn (cf. Sacks 1974). However, Joanne has some 
rather serious trouble in continuing her turn (lines 2-9). At last she formulates a claim 
that, due to the restrictions placed on traveling to Nicaragua, one would have to travel 
there through Mexico (lines 10-11). However, rather than offering an aligning response, 
for example by evaluating this information in accordance with Joanne's initial evaluation 
of it on line 1, Ken treats the content of the claim to warrant disagreement by producing 
(TSK) ^No. `I don't ^think so. <HI<P No P>HI>. (lines 13-14, 16). Joanne starts her 
counter already during Ken’s disagreeing turn, while he is incrementing another 
disagreement token No to his turn (line 16). Joanne produces a negative yes/no 
interrogative Isn't ^Nicaragua one of the `things you -- ^places you `can't go? (lines 15, 
17), which calls into question Ken’s position on the issue. Instead of giving up her own 
position by registering the import of Ken’s turn as news, for example, Joanne requests 
Ken for an account for his position.  

When implementing such actions as assessing, requesting confirmation, disagreeing 
and challenging, the interrogative speakers can be observed to convey various types of 
displays of epistemicity, affect and evaluation. To a degree the linguistic construction of 
negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions reflects the adaptation of these structures 
to the actions and activities they are used in and for. A particularly clear example, which 
has been observed also previously, is that linguistically explicit evaluative material 
concentrates in assessment sequences. However, drawing on evidence from the 
participants' observable behavior, discourse participants frequently display their stances 
also without resorting to any explicit stance markers. The epistemic stance displays of 
doubt or uncertainty embedded in requests for confirmation, for example, is not 
necessarily tied to such materials. Rather, these stance displays emerge from the 
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combination of sequential context and the action carried out with a particular 
interrogative. On the other hand, interrogatives which are used to carry out actions such 
as challenges may be enhanced with a display of affect which is implemented 
prosodically, rather than lexically.  

In terms of the research on interrogatives and questions in interaction, the present data 
provide support for Pomerantz's (1988) finding that the difference between an 'assertion' 
and a 'question' in the information seeking sense is a gradient matter, rather than a clear-
cut division. Moreover, sometimes this division is not even relevant for interrogative 
constructions and their use in interaction, as is the case in assessment sequences, or in 
making a suggestion or a request. Nevertheless, practices relating to the display of 
various epistemic states such as certainty or doubt form one resource for doing 
knowledge-related work in interaction, and thereby give an opportunity to examine how 
discourse participants manage the distribution and construction of information and 
knowledge interactively (cf. C. Goodwin 1996).  

The import of this study for the practical and theoretical development of stance 
research is the following. The findings of the study provide support for a view of stance 
as an interactional achievement, and therefore essentially as an intersubjective, rather 
than primarily a subjective phenomenon. Rather than talking about stance as something 
that an individual possesses or that resides in his or her head, similarly to knowledge or 
information, stance can be seen as a phenomenon that is located and is available to 
analysis in and through the interaction between discourse participants. Moreover, the 
practices and resources available for stance taking in interaction should be seen to exceed 
well beyond inherently stance-related linguistic materials, to cover all types of linguistic 
expression, and all levels of language. The analyses of the interrogatives in the database 
also reveal that stance is not without direction or valence. Interrogative turns may be used 
to incorporate both positively and negatively valenced positions, which may not only be 
used for converging with or diverging from the prior speaker's claims or stances for 
example in disagreement sequences, but also for calling into question the stances or 
positions put forward by the prior speaker by challenging them.  

However, as one examines stance and stance taking in interaction in more detail, the 
picture of stance as a coherent phenomenon soon begins to diffuse into practice-specific 
configurations. As the negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions that function as 
requests for confirmation demonstrate, the most relevant feature of stance in such turns 
relates to the display of the degree of epistemic certainty, one which can be heightened to 
certainty if the recipient confirms the candidate understanding, or lowered to zero if the 
candidate understanding is disconfirmed. Moreover, while for example both challenges 
and requests for confirmation involve epistemic stance in the sense of constituting a 
display of doubt, the valence of the action, and the 'direction' of the stance display that is 
embedded in it (as speaker- or recipient-oriented), is decided by the placement of the turn 
in the sequence.  

Moreover, assessments may be used for disaligning with the development of the 
sequence, and in displaying disaffiliation towards the prior speaker in order to point out 
problems in their conduct or with the action carried out in the prior turn, as well as for 
aligning with the storytelling sequence by initiating a story reception sequence, for 
example. Such assessment sequences provide evidence that the doing of an assessment, 
which regularly includes explicit evaluative materials, can involve matters beyond the 
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simple display of evaluative stance. Thus, even though stance displays and stance 
markers can be seen as ubiquitous in interaction, they can perhaps most appropriately be 
conceived of as features of action design, whose meaning and import are 
intersubjectively established on a case-by-case basis in the context in which they are 
produced. In other words, while a discourse participant is engaged in doing actions such 
as assessing, disagreeing, challenging or requesting for confirmation, at the same time 
she or he can also be seen to engage in displaying doubt, certainty, evaluation or affect, or 
carrying out some other locally relevant stance display. As mentioned earlier, such stance 
displays are not necessarily tied to explicitly stanced materials, even though these 
frequently play an important part in the interactional practices of stance taking. Moreover, 
the salience of the stance display can be seen to vary from action to action. Thus, it is the 
specification of the interactional features of actions that give some stance display its 
character and meaning on an action-by-action basis. However, this does not mean that 
stance displays cannot form recurrent and oriented-to practices that are employed in the 
construction of action in the flow of interaction.  

This study adopted the framework of interactional linguistics for examining how the 
chosen linguistic constructions are formed and used in naturally occurring American 
English interactions. It is now in order to account for the benefits and shortcomings of 
adopting this approach. One benefit of working at the intersection of two research 
traditions, linguistics and sociology, is that it enables one to examine the issues or topic 
under study from multiple perspectives. As chapter 5 illustrates, a linguistic analysis of 
person, verb type and tense provides a means to account for the shape of the chosen 
constructions as they are found in discourse data, as well as a means to examine the 
frequency of stanced linguistic materials in the database. On the other hand, the sustained 
focus on sequence organization and on the action-by-action management of talk 
according to conversation analytic principles in chapter 6 provides methodological 
leverage for examining the ways in which the functions of the interrogative constructions 
emerge from the interaction, and how stance displays are interactionally and 
intersubjectively achieved. In other words, following the views of interactional 
linguistics, in my dissertation research language has been seen from a double perspective, 
as a resource for social action, but also as a system of signs. It is my opinion that these 
two views are not contradictory, and that both aspects should be seen as important 
components in the meaning making process in interaction. Interactional factors relating to 
how discourse participants use language in a sequentially ordered and dialogically 
constructed manner, and how the participants position themselves with respect to each 
other and the topic at hand should clearly be included in a coherent overall account of 
language.  

However, one possible shortcoming from the conversation analytic point of view 
results from the decision to trace the uses of a certain linguistic form, rather than begin 
with 'unmotivated looking' as would be ideal within the CA framework. Even though the 
analyses and the resulting categorizations and findings are not based on preconceived 
ideas of what interrogatives 'should do' in interaction, the initial focus on form has 
resulted in an explication of a range of functions that negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions are used in implementing, some of which are more prevalent in the database 
than others. A complimentary study to the present one could take up one of the actions 
discussed here, and examine what other types of turn constructional formats are used in 
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implementing these actions, and whether and how such formats possibly differ from each 
other.  

The categorization of different functions mainly in terms of alignment and 
disalignment in chapter 6 reflects my best effort in adhering to categories that raised from 
the data during the analyses and to which the participants seemed to orient to as 
consequential with regard to the use of the interrogatives and the construction of stance. 
However, the use of these concepts has not been without its complications, as there are 
cases in which it is not entirely clear whether a certain turn would qualify either as an 
aligning or a disaligning response. One environment where this seems to be particularly 
problematic is in third position turns after second position dispreferred responses to some 
prior initiating actions (for example, recall excerpt (63) and the negative yes/no 
interrogative Don't you ^like ice ‘cream.). If a negative yes/no interrogative or a tag 
question is found in this position, the actions they carry out seem rather regularly involve 
disagreement or challenging. However, whether such actions are also disaligning is not 
entirely clear, since it is in my view not unproblematic to determine what an aligning 
response to a dispreferred action could be like in everyday interaction. Further research 
on the relationship between the concepts alignment/disalignment and preference, as well 
as between (dis)alignment, (dis)agreement and (dis)affiliation would therefore be in 
order.  

Even though it has not been my aim to search for differences between tag questions 
and negative yes/no interrogatives in their use in implementing the same action, or to 
map out their preference structures, for example, this does not mean that differences 
between the use of these constructions do not exist. On the other hand, within the 
conversation analytic framework comparisons between different turn design formats have 
to be based on participants' observable behavior: if the participants cannot be observed to 
orient to a difference in function between different types of turn design, then such 
accounts cannot be offered. Nevertheless, from the point of view of developing linguistic 
description and context-sensitive grammars it pays the effort to track the recurrent uses to 
which grammatical constructions such as interrogatives are put in interaction.  

Another potential shortcoming of this study results from the use of audio data, as the 
analyses could have benefited from access to how the participants orient to each other 
through gaze and other embodied resources. On the other hand, linguistic-interactional 
studies that pay more than sporadic attention to embodiment have thus far been rather 
rare in general. However, the inclusion of embodied resources to the analyses of 
grammar-in-use and of stance taking can be seen as a fruitful area for further study.  

This study was designed to contribute to data-based, interactional studies on the 
English language. One possible area of application for the findings presented here is in 
second language teaching and learning. To date, ESL teaching materials at least in 
Finland do not really include materials that show how native speakers use language in 
their everyday lives for carrying out such interactional actions as asking for confirmation. 
It could be beneficial to design teaching materials that would give the learners a chance 
to learn not only forms but also the functions of the linguistic constructions they are 
learning. On the other hand, language teaching materials rarely include sections on how 
to do disalignment–even if interaction is based on the preference for agreement, the 
practices of doing disalignment by challenging the prior speaker, for example, are as 
important to understand and be able to use as are practices associated with doing 
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alignment. Knowing when and also when not to use negative yes/no interrogatives and 
tag questions, or any other linguistic construction, is a necessary skill for any English 
language user, and not just for linguists interested in charting the usage-based grammars 
of different languages and speech communities.  

To conclude, negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions provide one resource 
which discourse participants can use in the intersubjective and interactional construction 
of stance in interaction. The stance display conveyed by a negative yes/no interrogative 
or a tag question varies according to the range of actions and activities that these 
constructions are used in implementing. I have here examined the ways in which 
interrogative speakers constitute stance displays in assessing some state of affairs, in 
challenging or disagreeing with prior speakers, and in requesting confirmation. Many 
other actions and activities that negative yes/no interrogatives and tag questions are 
employed for and have a role in may yet be identified. However, a unifying feature for all 
of the interactional functions of the interrogative constructions discussed in this study is 
that discourse participants use language for displaying and coordinating their moment-to-
moment understandings of the context, and of the social reality in which the talk is 
produced.  
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 Appendix 1 Information on data 

The listing below offers further information on the data. The information includes the 
date and the place of the recording and some ethnographic information on the speakers, 
where available. The categories used for speaker information include age, ethnicity, the 
state of residence at the time of the recording, occupation, and the relationship to other 
speakers.  

SBCSAE 0001 Actual Blacksmithing 
Recorded in Montana in 1988, in the living room of a house trailer.  
Lenore: age 30, Caucasian, lives in California, student 
Doris: age 50, Caucasian, lives in Montana, horse rancher, Lynne's mother 
Lynne: age 19, Caucasian, lives in Montana, student 

SBCSAE 0002 Lambada 
Recorded in northern California in 1990, in a private home. 
Harold: age 34, Caucasian, lives in California, software engineer, Jamie's husband 
Jamie: age 26, Caucasian, lives in California, dance teacher 
Miles: in his thirties, African–American, lives in California, doctor 
Pete: age 36, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 

SBCSAE 0003 Conceptual Pesticides 
Recorded in southern California in the 1990s, in the kitchen of a private home.  
Pete: age 36, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 
Roy: age 34, Caucasian, lives in California, designer, Marilyn's husband 
Marilyn: age 33, Caucasian, lives in California, writer 

SBCSAE 0004 Raging Bureaucracy 
Recorded in New Mexico in 1990, in the kitchen of a private home.  
Carolyn: age 19, Caucasian, lives in Colorado, student, daughter of Pam 
Kathy: age 28, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student, daughter of Pam 
Sharon: age 24, Caucasian, lives in Texas, teacher, daughter of Pam 
Shane: age 23, Chicano, lives in Texas, med student, Sharon's fiancée 
Pam: age 43, Caucasian, lives in New Mexico, housewife 
Warren: age 34, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, veterinarian 
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SBCSAE 0005 Book about Death  
Recorded in southern California in 1989, in the bedroom of a private home.  
Darryl: age 33, Caucasian, lives in California, employed in communications  
/computer graphics, Pamela's husband 
Pamela: age 38, Caucasian, lives in California, actress /film maker 

SBCSAE 0006 Cuz 
Recorded in southern California in 1988, in the living room of a private home. 
Lenore: age 30, Caucasian, lives in California, student, Alina's cousin 
Alina: age 34, Caucasian, lives in California, housewife, 

SBCSAE 0007 A Tree’s Life 
Recorded in Montana in 1992, in the living room of a private home. 
Alice: age 28, Native American (Crow), lives in Montana, student, Mary's sister 
Mary: age 27, Native American (Crow), lives in Montana, part-time jobs as cook,  
fire-fighter 

SBCSAE 0008 Tell the Jury That 
Recorded in northern California in 1993, in an attorney's office in a courthouse.  
Rickie: in her early twenties, African–American, lives in California, clerk, Arnold's  
wife 
June: age 21, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 
Rebecca: age 31, Caucasian, lives in California, attorney 
Arnold: in his early twenties, Caucasian, lives in California, US Army 

SBCSAE 0009 Zero Equals Zero 
Recorded in Alabama in 1993, in the family room of a private home. 
Kathy: age 17, Caucasian, lives in Alabama, student, Nathan's girlfriend 
Nathan: age 19, Caucasian, lives in Alabama, student 

SBCSAE 0010 Letter of Concerns 
Recorded in New Mexico in 1993, in an office. 
Kathy: age 31, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 
Brad: age 45, Caucasian, no state information, director of arts society 
Phil: age 30, Hispanic, lives in New Mexico, graphic designer 

SBCSAE 0011 This Retirement Bit 
Recorded in Arizona in 1993, in the kitchen of a private home. 
Doris: age 83, Caucasian, lives in Arizona, retired teacher 
Angela:age 90, Caucasian, lives in Arizona, retired teacher and journalist 
Sam: age 72, Caucasian, lives in Arizona, retired school nurse 

SBCSAE 0012 American Democracy is Dying 
Recorded in California in 1993, in a classroom.  
Bev: age 20, Caucasian, lives in California, student 
Montoyo: age 51, Chicano, lives in California, political scientist 
Maria: age 26, Hispanic, lives in California, dispatcher 
Gilbert: age 22, Hispanic, lives in California, student 
Carolyn: age 18, Caucasian, lives in California, student 
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Laura: age 23, Japanese–American, lives in California, student 
Frank: age 24, Caucasian, lives in California, owns a business 
Ramon: age 19, Hispanic, lives in California, student 
Ruben: age 27, Hispanic, lives in California, teacher 

SBCSAE 0013 Appease the Monster 
Recorded in Indiana in 1993, in the dining room of a private home. 
Kendra: age 25, Caucasian, lives in Indiana, administrator, Ken and Marci's daughter 
Ken: age 51, Caucasian, lives in Indiana, director, Marci's husband 
Marci: age 50, Caucasian, lives in Indiana, counselor 
Wendy: age 26, Caucasian, lives in Indiana, missionary, Kevin's wife 
Kevin: age 26, Caucasian, lives in Indiana, missionary, Ken and Marci's son 

SBCSAE 0014 Bank Products 
Recorded in southern Illinois in 1993, in the conference room of a bank. 
Jim: age 41, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, banking 
Fred: age 47, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, loan officer 
Joe: age 45, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, banking 
Kurt: age 70, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, retired coal-miner 
Vivian: age 55, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, banking 

SBCSAE 0015 Deadly Diseases 
Recorded in southern California in 1987, in the living room of a private home. 
Lenore: age 30, Caucasian, lives in California, student 
Ken: age 34, Caucasian, lives in California, student/photographer, Joanne's husband 
Joanne: age 29, Caucasian, lives in California, teacher 

SBCSAE 0016 Tape Deck 
Recorded in southern California in 1991, in a store. 
Brad: age 25, Chicano/Caucasian, lives in California, salesman 

SBCSAE 0017 Wonderful Abstract Notions 
Recorded in southern California in 1989, in the living room of a private home. 
Jim: age 45, Caucasian, lives in California, sound editor 
Michael: age 34, Caucasian, lives in California, musician /computers 

SBCSAE 0018 Vet Morning 
Recorded in Wisconsin in 1992, in a vet clinic.  
Heidi: age 34, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, no occupation given 
Marcia: age 28, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, veterinarian 
Kristen: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, veterinary technician 
Lindsey: age 28, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, veterinarian 
Trent: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, veterinarian 

SBCSAE 0019 Doesn’t Work in This Household 
Recorded in Michigan in 1992, in the living room and dining room of a private home. 
Ron: age 31, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 
Frank: age 42, Caucasian, lives in Michigan, teacher /proprietor of decorating  
business, Jan's husband 
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Jan: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Michigan, homemaker /volunteer 
Melissa: age 14, Caucasian, lives in Michigan, student, daughter of Frank and Jan 
Brett: age 12, Caucasian, lives in Michigan, student, son of Frank and Jan 

SBCSAE 0020 God’s Love 
Recorded in Illinois in 1993, in a conference center. 
Jeff: age 78, Caucasian, lives in California, teacher 
Dan: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, campus minister 

SBCSAE 0021 Fear 
Recorded in Massachusetts in 1993, in a school gymnasium. 
Walt: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, evangelist and minister of gospel 

SBCSAE 0022 Runway Heading 
Recorded in Oregon in 1993, in an air traffic control tower. 
Randy: age 40, Caucasian, lives in Washington, FAA air traffic control specialist 
Lance: age 28, Asian–American, lives in Washington, air traffic controller 
Bill: no information available 

SBCSAE 0023 Howard’s End 
Recorded in Kansas in 1993, in a private apartment. 
Linda: age 56, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, consultant /part-time college instructor 
Nora: age 65, ethnicity not given, lives in Kansas, housewife 
Sue: age 53, ethnicity not given, lives in Kansas, accountant 
Deborah: age 85, ethnicity not given, lives in Kansas, retired 
Janice: age 59, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, homemaker 
Evelyn: age 82, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, retired 
Lori: age 47, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, accountant 
Diane: age 46, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, self-employed 
Lois: age58, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, teacher 
Patty: age 53, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, occupation not given 
Kim: age 62, Caucasian, lives in Kansas, housewife /volunteer 

SBCSAE 0024 Risk 
Recorded in Massachusetts in 1993, in the living room of a summerhouse.  
Jennifer: age 23, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, student 
Dan: age 23, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, chef 

SBCSAE 0025 Egg Which Luther Hatched 
Recorded in Delaware in 1993, in a classroom at a church.  
Foster: age 65, Caucasian, lives in Pennsylvania, occupation not given 

SBCSAE 0026 Hundred Million Dollars 
Recorded in Illinois in 1994, in a college auditorium.  
Patty, Grant, Rose, Karen, Dan, Derek, Bernie, Paul, Cheryl: no information on the  
speakers given  

SBCSAE 0027 Atoms Hanging Out 
Recorded in Illinois in 1994, in a museum.  
Phil: age 27, African–American, lives in Illinois, science performer 
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SBCSAE 0028 Hey Cutie Pie 
Recorded in 1994, telephone conversation.  
Jill_1: age 22, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student, Jeff's sister 
Jill_2: age 23, Caucasian, lives in Pennsylvania, student, Jeff's girlfriend 
Jeff: age 24, Caucasian, lives in California, student, Jill_2's boyfriend 

SBCSAE 0029 Ancient Furnace 
Recorded in northern California in 1993, in various rooms of a private home.  
Larry: age 53, Caucasian, lives in California, sales 
Seth: age 33, Caucasian, lives in California, HVAC engineering  

SBCSAE 0030 Vision 
Recorded in Illinois in 1993, in a church.  
Bradley: age 39, Caucasian, lives in Illinois, minister 
Tammy: age 51, Caucasian, lives in California, professor 

SBCSAE 0031 Tastes Very Special 
Recorded in Washington in 1987, in a restaurant.  
Rosemary: age 57, Caucasian, lives in Washington, teacher at elementary school,  
mother of Sherry and Trish 
Sherry: age 28, Caucasian, lives in Washington, student 
Trish: age 25, Caucasian, lives in Washington, accountant 

SBCSAE 0032 Handshakes All Around 
Recorded in New Mexico in 1993, in the lawn of a private home.  
Tom_1: age 60, Caucasian, lives in New Mexico, graphic designer, host of the party 
Tom_2: age 70, Caucasian, lives in New Mexico, retired government consultant 
Tom_3: age 68, Caucasian, lives in New Mexico, retired judge 

SBCSAE 0033 Guilt 
Recorded in Massachusetts in 1993, in the living room of a vacation home.  
Lisbeth: Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, sociology professor, Bill's wife, Jenn's  
mother, Laura's sister 
Bill: age 52, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, chemistry professor 
Jenn: age 23, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, student 
Laura: age 54, Caucasian, lives in New Jersey, college professor, mother of Leanne  
and Richard, Don's wife 
Don: age 60, Caucasian, lives in New Jersey, executive 
Leanne: age 24, Caucasian, lives in New York, student 
Richard: age 27, Caucasian, lives in New Jersey, works in sales 
Mary: age 22, Caucasian, lives in New York, fabric assistant, friend to all 

SBCSAE 0034 What Time Is It Now 
Recorded in Massachusetts in 1993, in the bedroom of a private home.  
Karen: age 22, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, clerk at a bookstore, Scott's wife 
Scott: age 24, Caucasian, lives in Massachusetts, works at a library 

SBCSAE 0035 Hold My Breath 
Recorded in Pennsylvania in 1993, in the kitchen of a private home.  
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Genevieve: age 80, lives in Pennsylvania, Dale's husband, Patty's mother-in-law 
Erika: age 17, Caucasian, lives in Pennsylvania, student, Stephanie's friend 
Stephanie: age 16, Caucasian, lives in Pennsylvania 
Gail: no information given 
Patty: age 53, Caucasian, lives in Pennsylvania, teacher, Stephanie's mother 
Maureen: Patty's sister  
Dale: age 81, lives in Pennsylvania, civil engineer 
Roger: no information given 

SBCSAE 0036 Judgmental on People 
Recorded in New Mexico in 1993, in a private home. 
Lisa: age 20, Caucasian, lives in New Mexico, student, Kevin's sister, Marie's friend 
Kevin: age 22, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 
Marie: age 20, Chicano, lives in New Mexico, works in service industry 

SBCSAE 0037 Very Good Tamales 
Recorded in Texas in 1993, in the kitchen of a private home 
Shane: age 23, Chicano, lives in Texas, medical student 
Dolores: age 56, Chicano, lives in Texas, active in local politics, Julia's daughter,  
Kate's mother 
Julia: age 80, Chicano, lives in Texas, homemaker 
Kate: age 20, Chicano, lives in Texas, student 

SBCSAE 0041 X-units of Insulin 
Recorded in southern California in 1994, in a dietician's office. 
Kristin: age 35, Caucasian, lives in California, nutrionist 
Paige: age 37, Caucasian, lives in California, grad student 

SBCSAE 0042 Stay Out of It 
Recorded in Washington in 1995, in a car and in the kitchen and patio of a private  
home.  
Kitty: age 41, Caucasian, lives in Washington, secretary, mother of Kendra, Marlena,  
Sabrina 
Kendra:age 15, Caucasian, lives in Washington, student  
Sabrina: age 18, Caucasian, lives in Washington, student 
Marlena: age 13, Caucasian, lives in Washington, student 
Gemini: Kendra's friend 
Curt: age 56, Caucasian, lives in Washington, friend of Kitty, works in construction 

SBCSAE 0043 Try a Couple Spoonfuls 
Recorded in Idaho in 1995, in the living room of a private home.  
Alice: age 49, Caucasian, lives in Idaho, nurse, Annette's mother 
Annette: age 24, Caucasian, lives in Idaho, banker/student 

SBCSAE 0044 He Knows 
Recorded in Wisconsin in 1993, in the family room of a private home.  
Cam: age 30, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, network administrator, friend of Lajuan 
Lajuan: age 35, African–American, lives in Wisconsin, retail manager 



199 

SBCSAE 0045 The Classic Hooker 
Recorded in Wisconsin in 1996, in the living room of a private home. 
Patrick: age 25, Caucasian, lives in Wisconsin, works in customer service, friend of  
Corinna 
Corinna: age 26, Native American, lives in Wisconsin, student 



 Appendix 2 Transcription conventions  

Based on Du Bois et al. (1992, 1993) 

Units 
Intonation unit      {carriage return} 
Truncated intonation unit   -- 
Truncated word     - 

Transitional continuity   
Final      . 
Continuing     , 
Appeal      ? 

Accent and lengthening 
Primary accent (prominent pitch   ^ 
movement carrying intonational meaning) 
Secondary accent     ` 
Unaccented 
Lengthening     =  

Speakers 
Speech overlap    [  ]  
(numbers inside brackets index overlaps) 

Transcriber's perspective 
Uncertain hearing      <X   X> 
Unintelligible     XXX, one per syllable 
Analyst comment     ((words)) 
Pseudonym name, address etc.  ~Jane 
Real name, address etc.   #Jim 

Vocal noises 
e.g. (SNIFF), (YAWN), (DRINK) 
Glottal stop    % 
Exhalation     (Hx) 
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Inhalation     (H) 
Laughter (one pulse)   @  
Click     (TSK) 

Pause 
Long and medium      ...  
Short (brief break in speech rhythm)   .. 
Latching      (0) 

Quality 
Special voice quality   <VOX  VOX> 

Loudness 
Forte: loud     <F    F> 
Piano: soft     <P    P> 

Pitch 
Higher pitch level     <HI     HI> 
Lowered pitch level    <LO     LO> 
Parenthetical prosody    <PAR     PAR> 

Tempo and rhythm 
Allegro: rapid speech    <A     A> 
Lento: slow speech    <L     L> 
Marcato: each word distinct and emphasized  <MRC     MRC> 
Arrhythmic: halting speech    <ARH     ARH> 

Voice quality 
Whispered      <WH     WH> 
Breathy      <BR     BR> 
Creaky      <%     %> 
Yawning     <YWN     YWN> 

Specialized notations 
Duration      (N), where N = time in seconds 
Intonation unit continued   & 
Code switching     <L2     L2> 
Nontranscription line    $ 

 



 Appendix 3 Negative yes/no interrogatives and tag 
questions in the database by verb type 

Verb type   Total 

cognition (H) Don't you remember that?  

  
.. can't you just picture Jeff, (H) sitting on his couch, .. and watching MASH, 
(H) with some orange juice, .. with ice cubes?  

  
Don't you remember, we looked through like Sears catalogues, and stuff like 
that,  

  [2It works2] fine, don't you think, the way it [is]?  
  [4Wouldn't the State Department know, everybody4] that went to Nicaragua.  
  [Don't you] think it's it's more that you were just- ... [2nervous at the time 2],  
  [They don't] believe in baptism, do they?  
  didn't she think she really had to be married?   
  Don't they know you're marrie=d VOX>?  
  Don't you think we should charge them an extra eightee=n?  
  don't you understand that, .. you know, things are different now,  
  Wouldn't they know.  
Total cognition   12 
corporeal You smoked it down into the .. cork, didn't you.  
  [2they2] ended up [3living in Howard's3] End, didn't they?   
  she never did take shots, [did she].  
  you haven't .. r- really lived in the house .. during the winter, have you?  
 (H)= .. You've really haven't been fed, have you.  
Total corporeal   5 

existential 
.. (H) There's like a way you always can get rid of those absolute value bars. ... 
In problems, isn't there?  

  .. Shall you not be s- sustained?   
  .. the love and the service go together. Don't they.  

  
don't you have like, .. i- or is less than, ... a=nd is less than or equal to, ... 
negative two thirds?  
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  They had a choice. Didn't they?   
  they owe pretty much, don't they?  

  
Well isn't there any way, like we -- .. That we could just m=eet him up there 
and,  

  [<HI You] didn't HI> really ^have Mister ~Samuel, did you?  
  [Isn't there a dishwasher in] there?  
  I don't think they have any dampers here, do they?  
  Isn't there right?  

  
there are passages in the Scriptures, .. are there not? Many. .. Which see=m to 
teach, that ma=n is responsible for his deeds,  

Total existential 12 
feeling (H) Don't you like that?  
  Didn't you want chili powder?  
  Don't you care if we drown Q>?  
  We all= ... cr=ave that. .. Don't we?  
  [6Don't you ^like ice `cream6]?  
  [Don't] you love me?  

  
<Q you wouldn't mind if I came back and got a whole ba=g full, would you 
Q>?  

  It needs a little garlic too, doesn't it?  
  you don't [like that], do you but --  
  you don't mind, do you Q>?  
 You want me to start, don't [you].  
Total feeling   11 
material (H) we're looking for friendship. Aren't we?  
  .. Are we not attacking each other until we get rid of the striped guy?   
  .. You can't -- ... You can't multiply=, .. square roots like that, can you?  
  judges in New Mexico don't do something like that, do they?  
  You can find it though, can't you.  
  [(H) A- aren't you going to] see him soon?  
  [(H) They] only make that .. with Nutrasweet though, <X do- X> -- .. don't they.  
  [(TSK) Didn't you guys go to the same elemen]tary school?  
  [2<X Don't2] you wanna X> try on the men's clothes?  

  
[3Don't- -- Don't they teach3], (H) don't they teach you to go, one two three=, 
one two three=,  .. one two three=, like that?  

  
[3Well they were transferring3] the power in India, [4weren't they=4], ... more 
like World War Two.   

 [5She mowed him down5], [6didn't she6].  
  [That helped] a lot, [2didn’t it2].  
  [they got a different woman], didn't they.  
  Aren't you guys gonna stick up for me?  
  But doesn't he come up here ever?  
  But don’t they, like [put a thing on it right af]ter?  
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But England really didn't start losing her colonies=, (0.7) did she,  until more 
like Second World War?   

 But I don't have time to rewrite it, do I?  
  D- we- we didn't do this last time, did we.  
  didn't they get a different woman?  
  Doesn't that cripple you?  
  don't you [keep notes]?  
  don't you want to come up here,  
  I thought I turned this o=ff, <X though, didn't I X>]?  
  it's like coming un- ... wrapped. Isn't it?  
 [#Rosenblum's coming back though, isn't he.  
  She doesn't] have to work, does she?  
  That hasn't finished, [has it]?  
  Wasn’t [Fast Times at Ridgemont High .. filmed there too]?  
  we turn always to the Gospel records, don't we.  
  Well I can do -- find one side by doing that, can't I?  
  Wouldn't the whole place just laugh?  
  you .. you put the pepper already, didn't you?  
  You're not gonna let me finish, are you.  
Total material   35 

no verb 
Now are we still required to w- -- write, like, the Empires that coming in 
through the gates VFR? .. Don't they?  

  [3(H) doesn't the State Department3]?  
  [Don't] you,  
Total no verb   3 

perception 
(H) [would]n't they love to see .. the photograph of the EPT, with the positive 
sign on it?  

  (H) Didn't you notice em,  
  [Didn't you hear] about him?  
Total perception 3 
possessive .. you don't have a floor plan of the house, do you by any chance?   
  [3(H) Did Helen3] not have enough money to support them I wonder?   
Total possessive 2 
relational [It's] off of North ^Quinn, isn't it?  
  That's kind of gross, isn't it.  
  <X was[n't X> that sweet VOX>].  
  (H) Cause wasn't it,  
  (H) Isn't that clear in the Scriptures?   
  (H) Now isn't that,  
  (H) Well .. isn't she healthy?  

  
(H) wouldn't that be funny if your heart monitor went (BUZZ)[3=, and @then 
leveled out,  

  (H) Wouldn't that be funny?  
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  .. (H) I mean he was a pretty wild guy, wasn't he.  
  .. aren't their k- .. legs [pretty soft]?  
  .. I mean <X that's X> a pretty scary thing. Isn't it?  
  .. I was just absolutely soaked. .. Wasn't I.  
  .. Isn’t that part of it?  
  .. Isn't that great.  
  .. It's kind of smelly, isn't it.  
  .. This isn't from Africa, is it?  
  .. wasn't that] part of the problem they had?   
  .. Well he was weak.  .. Wasn't he?   
  .. Wouldn't it be funny if she taught English, and you got to [sit in] --  
  .. wouldn't that be funny]?  
  (H) Isn't that incredible,  
  [That's progress, isn't it.  
  <VOX<F this isn't gonna be every Friday now, is it F>VOX>?  
  aren't they when they c- --  
  Isn't [that] what you gave the neighbor one time?  
  Isn't that [retarded]?  
  Isn't that where #Deb .. kinda was?  
  Isn't= a book part of what goes on [around you]?  
  Kind of a [.. X antique, isn't it].  
  Mom's off, isn't she?  
  That sounds like it was right in front of my house, doesn't it.   
  Well ^that's interesting, ^isn't it.   
  Well it's no worse than her screaming at em, is it?  
  Well, it's o[ver now, isn't it]?  
  [(TSK) (H)] Wouldn't that be f- a fascinating [2experiment2].  
  [.. Isn't he] the banker?  
  [<X isn't that what you're saying X>]?   

  
[2Doesn't that sound like2] something that would happen on like on Chips, or 
[3something3].  

  [2Isn't he a2] [3clo=thes frea=k3].  
  [2Isn't that2] [3in3]teresting,   

  
[3That was kind of3] unbelievable, [4@wasn't @it @4][5@5][6@@6][7@@@ 
(H)7].   

  [4Well, is4][5n't that5] a surpri=se?  
  [I mean was]n't that the prob[2lem2]?   
  [Isn’t that in Burbank] California? Universal [2Studios=2]?  
  [Isn't Nicara]gua one of the things you -- [2places you can't2] go?  
  [Isn't that weird]?  
  [isn't] it wild?  
  [It seems like] such an old-fashioned name for a little baby, [2doesn't it2]?  
  [Well aren't you neat].  
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  <@ Isn’t that [5what5] [6you6] [7XX XXX @>7],  
  <X She’s X> pretty] [2nice, isn’t @she2].  
  All of us have been afraid of something, haven't we?  
  and isn't th- always that your homecoming?  
  and it really wasn't, [was] it.  
  aren't they boring,  
  aren't they real s-,   
  aren't we in a .. nice mood today.  
  but isn't that] awfully thin?  
  But, ... well they're kinda related, aren't they?  
  Can't it be like all of us once in a while?  
  doesn't that look good VOX>?  
  is he gay or isn't he gay,  
  Isn't it .. also basically .. a woman's --   
  Isn't Libya as well?  
  Isn't that an oil tank?  
  Isn't that disgust --  
  isn't that great @>.  
  Isn't that true.  
  Isn't that true.  
 Isn't that true.  
 Isn't that] mar[2velous2]?  
  Isn't this pretty?  
  It's a good reason to be afraid, isn't it?  
  it's a royal mess, isn't it.  
  Tha- that was where [uh]=, a- a- Wilcox made his money. Wasn't it?   
 they look alike, don't they,  
  was- isn't that is name?   
  Well that would be nice to have a little jazz band next [4door4], wouldn't it.  
  weren't those pretty ones up, in= Dillards the other day,  
  wouldn't that [3be a @pity3] @@@.  
Total relational   81 
verbal (H) Didn't we say --  
  .. doesn't the media tell us that there's only a two-party system in this country?  
  .. weren't we saying that when we XX to see you in Indonesia?  
  (TSK) return return the prophets said, did they not to ancient Israel.   
  Didn't you say they filed in [eighty-seven]?  
  isn't he saying it’s too late?  
  Weren't you saying that Barbara was saying something about Ash Wednesday?  
Total verbal   7 

Total   171 
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