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This paper explores the topic of children having restricted rights to engage in conversation
with adults in multiparty interactions. Drawing on the principles of conversation analysis,
and 7 h of video-recorded Finnish and English naturally occurring in-car family interactions, our focus is on moments when a child summons the driver while the driver is
driving and having a conversation with another passenger. We suggest that the composition and position of the child's summons relative to other ongoing conversations play a
crucial role in whether the child receives a response, or whether the summons will be
ignored or suspended by the driver. Positioning and designing summonses in different
ways is a resource for the child to exert agency and mobilize a response from the driver to
different degrees, which affects the child's likelihood of entering in interaction with the
driver at that moment. The analysis suggests that children cannot be a priori determined to
have (or not to have) certain kinds of speaking rights; instead, the “right” to engage in a
conversation is contingent and situated, (re)negotiated and accomplished in situ. Finally,
summons-answer sequences provide adults a resource for socializing children into the
regularities of turn allocation and turn distribution.
© 2021 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC
BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1. Introduction: children's rights to engage and family interaction in cars
In his well-known Lectures on Conversation (1995), Harvey Sacks suggests that children have restricted rights to talk in
interaction, compared to adults. According to Sacks (1995: 265), in adult-child interaction, children have restricted rights
“which consist of a right to begin, to make a ﬁrst statement and not much more”. Due to these restricted rights to talk, children
need to have an efﬁcient way to initiate interaction and get the adult's attention, if they wish to pursue a conversation with
the adult. One way that children may try to initiate interaction with adults is through an open question ‘You know what?’ that
makes relevant a go-ahead response, such as ‘What?’, from the adult in the next turn, which then invites the child to continue
talking. Furthermore, Sacks states that the child establishing that a trouble has occurred functions as an effective “ticket” for
initiating interaction with an adult, especially in situations where the adult is obliged to help the child (Sacks, 1995: 230, 263,
265).
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Sacks' notions of children's restricted rights to talk have been widely referenced. However, as Butler and Wilkinson (2013:
38) point out, Sacks' observations are not based on data, and thus there is a need for more systematic, empirical examination
on the alleged limited speaking rights of children. Butler and Wilkinson (2013) have researched children's limited rights to
talk in adult-dominated interaction, i.e., in situations where multiple adults are already engaged in a conversation. They
suggest that children do not necessarily have restricted rights to speak  i.e., to produce an initiating turn  but instead they
tend to have restricted rights to engage in interaction with adults. According to Butler and Wilkinson (2013: 48), this is evident
at moments when the adult suspends or ignores the child's bid for their recipiency.
One of the explanations for children having restricted rights to talk or engage in an adult-child conversation is that
compared to adults, children may not be considered as “full members” in interaction. This could be partially explained by
children's less developed interactional and linguistic competencies compared to adults, and that they are learning from adults
to achieve the same social skills (Shakespeare, 1998). Nevertheless, having the interactional competencies and mastering the
use of language do not necessarily guarantee children the same membership status and rights that adults have in adult-child
interaction (Forrester, 2010: 46; Ochs and Schieffelin, 1979; see also O'Reilly, 2006). Instead, children's (restricted) rights to
talk and engage are not necessarily dependent on one factor, but rather bound in the interactional situation where the child
attempts to initiate interaction with an adult (Butler and Wilkinson, 2013: 49; Filipi, 2013: 143). Thus, children's possibly
developing linguistic and social skills do not fully explain why they are observed to have limited rights to engage and talk in
adult-dominated conversations. More research that uses audio-video recordings collected in natural settings is needed to
study systematically whether children have restricted rights to talk in adult-child interaction, which is what this article aims
to do.
Family talk, interaction between adults and children, as well as children's talk, have for decades interested researchers in
education, sociology and interaction research. Traditionally, research on interaction in families has focused on static environments, such as the family dinner table. As Gordon (2009) notes, such settings are convenient for recording purposes, and
have provided valuable insights into family talk. However, the everyday life of many families is far from static. As parts of their
everyday routines, family members move around their home (Cekaite, 2010, 2015, 2016), and families travel between home
and school and to different free-time activities multiple times a day (Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012; Noy, 2012).
In this paper, we focus on interaction between children and their parent/carer in the context of a moving car. We use
video-based conversation analysis to investigate situations where children try to engage in interaction with the driver by
summoning them. Even though travelling and interacting in a car is common e especially in Western middle-class families e
the car interior provides a distinctive and socially rich environment for everyday talk, action and interaction. The side-by-side
or back-to-front seating arrangements complicate the ways in which interaction can be organized in cars, e.g., in terms of
embodied action, hearing and seeing (Laurier et al., 2008: 9e12). The passengers in the car cannot move around and utilize
the space for interaction, nor are they able to enter or exit the car as they please. Furthermore, as several participants may
occupy the car, the car journey may be fulﬁlled by multiple simultaneous activities and conversations. Consequently, the
driver, who in our collection is also the parent/carer, often ends up in a situation where they are not just operating the vehicle
and attending to the surrounding trafﬁc, but also partaking in other activities and conversations while dealing with the
demands of a summoning child.
Some earlier studies have focused on cars as sites for family interaction by showing how families inhabit cars, how
mundane family lives are imported into cars, and how family routines are achieved as part of car journeys. These studies have
shown how “being a family” and the car as a context are tied to the ways in which family members engage in activities that are
speciﬁc to the car environment, e.g., wayﬁnding, arguing, the doing of homework (Laurier et al., 2008: 12e14; Goodwin and
Goodwin, 2012; Keisanen, 2012; Laurier et al., 2012; Nevile, 2012; Noy, 2012). Cars are also apt sites for family talk, even
though the seating arrangements and other ongoing activities can present challenges for interaction. However, even at
moments when children do not have the attention of the parent/carer in the car, they are skilled at securing it. As Laurier et al.
(2008: 13) have observed, “being consigned to the back-seats does not preclude children from securing front-seat attention.”
Nevertheless, getting the attention of and engaging in a conversation with the parent/carer is not always possible due to the
parent/carer's other involvements. In these situations, “children as passengers have to deal with their parents' responsibility
as drivers” (Laurier et al., 2008: 12).
In this paper, we are interested in interactional episodes where the driver is driving and having a conversation with
another passenger when the child summons the driver. We ﬁrst give an overview of earlier research of adult-child interactions related to children's ways of summoning adults, and children's understanding of sequentiality and conditional
relevance. We then examine if and how the driver responds to the child's summons turn while engaged in another conversation and driving the car, which constitutes a so-called multiactivity episode (e.g., Haddington et al., 2014; Mondada,
2011; 2014). We show how the position and composition of the child's summons turn relative to the other ongoing activities in the car affect whether the child manages to mobilize a response from the driver. Additionally, we suggest that the
driver's responses, or the lack of them, may be used for socializing children into the regularities of turn-taking in interaction.
Finally, we discuss whether children appear to have restricted rights to engage in a conversation with adult participants in our
data, and what other factors may play a role in the children's chances of receiving a response from the adult.
Generally, this paper contributes to conversation analytic research on children's rights to talk in adult-child interaction,
family interaction on the move, and children's understanding of sequential and temporal progressivity of activities and
interaction. We explore these phenomena by focusing on the social action of summons. In conversation analysis, summonses
have been studied in technological contexts, e.g., how they unfold with (mobile) phones (e.g., Haddington and Rauniomaa,
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2011; Rauniomaa and Haddington, 2012), and the research has largely been based on audio materials (e.g., Arminen and
Leinonen, 2006; DiDomenico et al., 2018; Humphreys, 2005; Licoppe, 2010; Sikveland, 2019). By contrast, the current
paper studies non-technological instances of the action and is based on our analyses of video materials.

2. Children's practices of summoning, and their understanding of sequentiality
Securing the attention of an addressee is vital for any communication (Goodwin, 1979, 1981; Kidwell and Zimmerman,
2007; Moore and Dunham, 1995). It is one of the earliest social acts that a child learns (Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976;
McTear, 1985). In this article, we focus on children seeking the driver's attention with a summons. ‘Summons’1 is a social
action that participants employ when they cannot be sure whether they have the recipient's attention, or if they have a reason
to question the recipient's availability to interact, e.g., due to the recipient either observably being involved with another
activity, or if the recipient has not responded to prior talk or action. Thus, summonses are used to mobilize the recipient's
attention. (Schegloff, 1968; 2007: 48e49). Children can implement summonses in different ways. At a pre-lingual state,
children use crying and other sounds signaling distress, as well as gestures, such as pointing, for attracting attention from
adults (Filipi, 2009; Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976). From the age of 22 months, children utilize different vocal and non-vocal
techniques for getting others' attention (Filipi, 2013: 147e148; Mueller et al., 1977; Wellman and Lempers, 1977: 1054), and it
has been suggested that the frequency of seeking addressee's attention increases by age (Mueller et al., 1977). As vocal means
to seek attention from adults, children use e.g., address terms, such as Mommy (Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976; McTear, 1985;
Ochs et al., 1979; Wootton, 1981). Besides, in children's, but also in adults' talk, different courtesy phrases (e.g., Excuse me),
expressive particles (e.g., hey, oh) and questions (e.g., you know what) can be used (Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976; McTear, 1985;
Ochs et al., 1979; Sacks, 1972; 1995: 263e265; Schegloff, 1968; 2007). Children may also employ different non-vocal devices
for seeking attention. They may, e.g., gaze at the addressee or physically tug or poke them. They may also utilize the space and
move closer, lean over to the addressee or turn towards them (Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976; McTear, 1985; Ochs et al., 1979).
Furthermore, these vocal and non-vocal practices may be combined when summoning the co-participants (McTear, 1985: 80;
Ochs et al., 1979; see also Good, 2009).
While the summons action can be implemented in various ways, we focus on one of these ways only: address terms. More
speciﬁcally, we study turns that consist of a standalone address term as well as turns where an address term is in the ﬁrst
position and is followed by another social action (e.g., a question) in the same or following turn-constructional unit (TCU)2.
We focus on address terms because in the car environment, it is difﬁcult for the analyst, and for the participants themselves, to
recognize whose attention the child is seeking if the summons turn is not explicitly directed at someone. Thus, by focusing on
address terms e which nevertheless are the most common way of summoning in our data e it is easier to analyze whether the
intended recipient responds to the summons or not.
A summons makes a response the sequentially relevant next action (e.g., Sacks, 1995; Schegloff, 1968; 2007; Schegloff and
Sacks, 1973), and it is often used for selecting the next speaker, thereby playing a key role in turn-taking organization (see also
Sacks et al., 1974). Summonses and the responses their recipients may provide to them form a summons-answer adjacency
pair.3 Typical answers to summonses are go-aheads, which usually come in the form of verbal turns such as yeah or what, a
redirection of gaze or posture, or another response that indicates the recipient's alignment to the summoner (Schegloff, 2007:
49). Sequentially, go-ahead responses set up an expectation for the summoner to talk again (Wootton, 1981: 143; Levinson,
1983: 310; also Keel, 2016). Alternatively, the recipient of a summons turn can also withhold the go-ahead response, and/or
block the progression of the interaction that the summons turn attempts to initiate with a blocking response, such as Just a
moment or I'm busy (Schegloff, 2007: 51). The adults' responses to children's summonses, and the lack of them, can function as
scaffolding work that helps to shape the child's linguistic and interactional development (Filipi, 2013), since the adult's
response functions as feedback to the child and has implications on the child's next action (Tarplee, 2010).
Children often seek adults' attention at moments when the adults are already involved with other activities, such as
helping other children or talking to someone else (e.g., Good, 2009; Keel, 2016: 81; Butler and Wilkinson, 2013). In these
multiactivity situations (e.g., Haddington et al., 2014), adults may not always provide a preferred response to the children's
summons; rather, they may put on hold or block the interaction that the child's summons attempts to initiate in order to
continue carrying out the activity they were involved with prior to the summons (Butler and Wilkinson, 2013; Good, 2009; in
car interaction Keisanen et al., 2014; in classroom interaction Cekaite, 2009). Alternatively, adults may ignore the child's

1
Summonses have also been referred to as ‘attention-getting devices’ (McTear, 1985) or ‘attention-drawing devices’ (Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976; Ochs
et al., 1979).
2
Turn-constructional units (TCUs) are the building blocks of turns. They can come in the form of sentences, clauses, phrases and words that hold a
coherent meaning and are recognizable as ‘possibly complete’, based on their syntactic, prosodic and pragmatic features. The ends of TCUs are also possible
places for turn transition (i.e., transition-relevance places, TRP) where another speaker has the option to take the next turn (Sacks et al., 1974; Ford et al.,
1996; Ford and Thompson, 1996).
3
Summons-answer adjacency pairs generally function as ‘pre-sequences’ (e.g., A: Mum? B: Yes.) that precede and project a ‘base sequence’, such as a
request-response adjacency pair (A: Can I have ice cream? B: Yes, after you've ﬁnished your supper.). For this reason, summons-answer pairs have been
called ‘generic pre-sequences’ or ‘generalized pres’ (Schegloff, 1979: 49; 2007: 48). When the speaker only attempts to get the recipient's attention and not
continue further interaction after that, the summons-answer sequence can also function as a base sequence on its own (in adult-child interaction, see Filipi,
2009: 128).
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summons and withhold a response completely. This may be treated as problematic by children, showing their orientation to
the ‘sequential implicativeness’ of actions (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973) and ‘conditional relevance’ (Keel, 2016: 78; Sacks, 1995:
98; McTear, 1985; Wootton, 2007: 181). Earlier research has shown that even at a pre-lingual state, very young children
(around 12 months) can form and orient to (proto-)adjacency pairs, consider a ﬁrst-pair part (FPP) as a turn that makes a
particular next action relevant, and treat the lack of a second-pair part (SPP) to a FPP as problematic (Keel, 2016: 78; Wootton,
1997: 27e31). In situations when an adult's response to a child's FPP is lacking, the child may hold the adult accountable for
not providing a response, identify the reason for not receiving a response, and adjust their own action accordingly. Alternatively, they may repair or repeat their initial turn, partially or fully, or upgrade it, e.g., by pairing a vocal summons turn with
embodied ways of summoning (Filipi, 2013: 155e156; Good, 2009; Keel, 2015: 20e22; Keel, 2016: 78, 111, 114e115; Keenan,
1974; McTear, 1985: 85e86, 99; Sacks, 1995: 98; see also Filipi, 2009: 127; Forrester, 2008; Wootton, 1997: 27e31). In the next
section, we introduce the research materials used in this study and offer an outline of our method.
3. Data and method
The data used in this study come from two corpora of audio-video recordings of naturally occurring family interactions in
cars. The ﬁrst data set is part of the Habitable Cars corpus collected by Eric Laurier, Barry Brown and Hayden Lorimer in
Britain. The participants volunteered to be recorded or to record themselves during their mundane car journeys. We have
focused on the interactions of ﬁve families, totaling 3,5 h of video recordings. The second data set, Talk&Drive, was recorded in
Finland. From these data, we focus on a Finnish-speaking family, whose video recordings total 3 h and 15 min. In both data
sets, the ages of children vary from toddlers to teenagers.
In the data, we have identiﬁed 63 episodes in which a child summons the driver once or multiple times. The collection
shows that the design of the children's summonses varies from standalone address terms to combinations of an address term
and another social action in the same or next TCU. Children also produce summonses at different positions relative to the
other ongoing activities. The summonses may be produced “in the clear”, i.e., when the driver is driving and not partaking in
other conversations. Alternatively, children may produce the summons turn at a transition relevance place (TRP), or at a nonTRP in another ongoing conversation. Table 1 displays the distribution of the episodes and the positions and compositions of
the summons turns in them. It also identiﬁes the episodes where the driver disaligns with the child's summons turn, i.e.,
either produces a blocking response (Schegloff, 2007: 51) or no response at all. In order to gain ecological validity, rather than
listing each summons separately in the table, we have treated the episodes as a whole, also those where the child's summons
project gets temporally extended and the child summons the adult multiple times. Listing each summons separately would
disregard the way in which the summoning episodes emerge as the child's project and misrepresent the ﬁrst summonses in
the project as same as the subsequent summonses. The episodes where the child summons the driver twice have been
categorized based on the sequential position of the second summons turn or another social action the child produces in a next
TCU right after the summons. The episodes where the child summons the driver multiple times have been categorized based
on the sequential position of most of the summons turns produced in the episode.

Table 1
The distribution of the episodes based on the positions and compositions of the summonses produced in them, and the driver's responses.

Address term
Address term and a question
Address term and a request
Address term and an
announcement
Address term and an
announcement of urgency
TOTAL

Summons is produced in the
clear

Summons is produced
at a TRP in an ongoing
conversation

Summons is produced
at a non-TRP in an ongoing
conversation

TOTAL

19 episodes;
disalignment
13 episodes;
disalignment
3 episodes;
disalignment
8 episodes;
disalignment
0 episodes

9 episodes;
disalignment in 6 episodes
2 episodes;
disalignment in 0 episodes
1 episode;
disalignment in 1 episode
1 episode;
disalignment in 1 episode
1 episode;
disalignment in 0 episodes
14 episodes
The driver's disaligning action
in 8 episodes (57% of the
summonses occurring at a TRP)

3 episodes;
disalignment in 3 episodes
0 episodes

31

in 2 episodes
in 1 episode
in 1 episode
in 1 episode

43 episodes
The driver's disaligning action
in 5 episodes (9% of the
summonses that occur “in the
clear”)

1 episode;
disalignment in 1 episode
1 episode;
disalignment in 1 episode
1 episode;
disalignment in 0 episodes
6 episodes
The driver's disaligning action
in 5 episodes (83% of the
summonses occurring at a nonTRP)

15
5
10
2
63

The analysis draws on the principles of conversation analysis. Conversation analysis is an empirically grounded method
used for analyzing talk and embodied action. It focuses on social actions as they unfold moment by moment and on how
participants through them produce social order in real time (e.g., Heritage, 1984; Hutchby and Woofﬁtt, 1998; Schegloff,
2007). Conversation analysis has shown that the way social interaction is organized is not coincidental but sequentially
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organized: each turn shows how the previous turn has been understood (Heritage, 1984; Sacks, 1987 [1973]; Schegloff,
2007; Schegloff and Sacks, 1973) and makes relevant or expected a particular type of next action (Schegloff, 2007;
Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). One of the most prominent forms of sequentiality are adjacency pairs, in which the FPP makes
the SPP relevant and expected (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 295e299; Schegloff, 2007). In situations where the SPP is not
delivered, the lack of this relevant next can be treated as sanctionable (Schegloff, 1968, 2007). This paper speciﬁcally focuses
on the adjacency pair formed by a summons (FPP) and the response the summons turn receives (SPP).
The data excerpts presented later in this paper are portrayed with written transcripts and anonymized drawings of
the data. Participants' talk has been transcribed according to transcription conventions developed by Jefferson (2004).
Embodiment and gaze of the participants have been transcribed according to the Mondada style (2016) 4 and are
marked below the talk in gray. In the transcripts and analyses, the participants' names and other identifying information have been changed. Furthermore, abbreviations of the participants' pseudonyms or roles are used in the lefthand side of the transcripts. The abbreviations consist of the three ﬁrst letters of the participant's pseudonym, e.g.,
Lucy's abbreviation is “LUC”, except when referring to the driver, whose abbreviation is “DRV”. The same abbreviations are used for describing the participants' embodiment, apart from the driver's gaze, which is abbreviated as
“drg”.
4. Analysis
Our analysis, based on 63 episodes, focuses on the position of the summons turn relative to other ongoing activities,
as well as on the turn's composition. The analysis is divided into three sections based on the position of the summons,
which reﬂects our observation that the position of the summons turn relative to other conversations plays a bigger role
than the composition of the summons turn in whether the driver will respond to it or not (see Table 1). Next, we
examine summonses that occur when there are no other ongoing conversations. We then focus on situations where the
summons turn intervenes with an ongoing conversation. Here, the summons turn's onset occurs either at a TRP or is
produced at a non-TRP. Alongside the turn's position, we analyze how the composition of the summons turn, and the
bodily action associated with it, may contribute to the mobilization of a response from the driver (see Stivers and
Rossano, 2010).
4.1. The summons turn is produced when there are no other ongoing conversations
In 43/63 episodes in our collection (see Table 1), children summon the driver “in the clear”, i.e., when the driver is not
involved with other conversations. In these situations, the driver is only driving when the summons occurs. Out of these 43
examples, in 38 the driver responds to the child's summons immediately (see Table 1), leading to a situation where the driver
is driving and talking to the child who summoned them.
In Excerpt 1, a mother is driving and talking to her daughter Lucy (approx. 6 years old; see the seating arrangements in
Fig. 1). Prior to the excerpt, they have left home and are on their way to pick up a family friend. Right before the excerpt, the
driver has turned at a junction, after which she sighs (line 1), which reﬂects an activity transition (see Hoey, 2014: 186e188)
from earlier talk concerning the family's hectic departure to the journeying proper. In line 2, Lucy builds on the possibility of
the sigh providing a space for starting a new sequence: she summons and selects the driver as the next speaker with a
standalone address term mum.

Fig. 1. The seating arrangements of the participants speaking in Excerpt 1.

4

Detailed transcription conventions are provided in the Appendix.
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Lucy's summons is followed by an 0.6-second gap, after which the driver provides a verbal response, a SPP to it: yeah (line
4). This response serves as a go-ahead for Lucy to continue (Schegloff, 1990: 61; 2007); it also displays the driver's availability
to interact and makes relevant Lucy's next turn (Wootton, 1981: 143; Levinson, 1983: 310; see also Keel, 2016). Lucy continues
the sequence by announcing (Stivers and Rossano, 2010) I wish I had a friendly dog (line 6), after which they continue the
discussion of having a dog. The driver carries out the activities of driving and talking to Lucy in parallel order (Mondada, 2014).
As Excerpt 1 shows, along with the other episodes in our collection, when the child summons the driver in the clear,
getting the driver's attention and receiving a response is straightforward. Therefore, if the driver is not involved in a conversation with someone else, children themselves display to have a right to engage in a conversation with the adult, and they
are also granted that right. Out of the 43 episodes where children summon the driver in the clear, there are only 5 episodes
where, for various reasons, the driver does not respond (see Table 1); e.g., the driver may be too busy to answer due to
navigating. Thus, getting or not getting the driver's response is always a contingent achievement. Nevertheless, the driver not
having a simultaneous conversation with another passenger appears to be an ideal situation for the child to receive a response
from the driver. In contrast, the composition of the summons turn appears to play no role here: when produced in the clear,
the summons turn receives a response regardless of its composition. Furthermore, getting the driver's attention is not
dependent on the child's position in the car relative to the driver, i.e., whether the child is seated in the back or the front seat;
children manage to secure the driver's attention from both positions when the driver is not talking to anyone else.
Next, we take a closer look at situations where the driver is having a conversation with other passengers when the child
summons them. In these situations, there are more factors that appear to affect the likelihood of the child receiving a response.
4.2. The summons turn is produced at a transition relevance place in another ongoing conversation
In 14 episodes (see Table 1), the child summons the driver at a transition relevance place (TRP) (Sacks et al., 1974: 703) in
the middle of another ongoing conversation that the driver is involved in. In other words, the child tries to engage in a
conversation with the driver in a multi-party context, which makes getting the driver's attention more complicated than in
situations where the summons occurs in the clear (see also Butler and Wilkinson, 2013: 42). In over half of the situations (8/
14) where the summons is produced at a TRP during another conversation, the driver either does not respond to the summons
or produces a verbal blocking response (Schegloff, 2007: 51). Whether the response is produced and in what form appears to
be dependent on the composition of the child's summons turn, as this section aims to demonstrate.
In Excerpt 2, the child seeks the driver's attention with repeated summonses that are positioned at TRPs in another
conversation. Here, the driver e a father e is accompanied by his sons, Aaro (8 years old) and Iiro (5 years old), and his
friend Niklas (see the seating arrangements in Fig. 2). Niklas is telling the driver about his romantic partner, when Iiro

Fig. 2. The seating arrangements in Excerpts 2 and 5.
180

€, P. Haddington and A. Vatanen
T. Eilitta

Journal of Pragmatics 178 (2021) 175e191

€a
€n hotelliin ‘when will we go to a hotel’ (line 4),
initiates a new conversation with the driver by asking millon me menna
which is produced in interjacent overlap (Jefferson, 1986) with Niklas's turn (contrary to the summonses that he produces
later).
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Fig. 3. Line 14.
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Fig. 4. Line 15.

Fig. 5. Line 28.

The driver does not answer to Iiro's question (line 4). Instead, he maintains orientation towards Niklas's telling
throughout the excerpt, which is visible in his verbal and embodied responses to Niklas. He produces short acknowledgement and go-ahead tokens, such as joo ‘yeah’ (line 5) in overlap with Niklas's turn, and njoo ‘yeah’ (line 18)
(Sorjonen, 2001: 238e242). Additionally, he turns his head towards Niklas a couple of times throughout the excerpt (lines
1 and 20).
Since the driver has not responded to Iiro's question, Iiro begins to mobilize the driver's recipiency (see Schegloff,
2007; Stivers and Rossano, 2010). In line 6, Niklas's turn comes to a TRP, which can be seen in his quieter voice
(Ogden, 2004), falling intonation (Tiittula, 1985: 324), and the use of a Finnish generalized list completer ja sillai ‘and like
that’ (Jefferson, 1989). The driver treats this as a TRP, which can be seen in his response to Niklas in line 7 jooh ‘yeah’. Iiro
also orients to this as a TRP: he summons the driver with an address term isi ‘daddy’ (line 8). The driver does not provide
a go-ahead to Iiro, and instead Niklas continues his telling. In line 11, Niklas's telling again comes to a TRP, which is
indicated by the falling intonation (Tiittula, 1985: 324), a very quiet voice (Ogden, 2004), and the use of the conjunction
mutta ‘but’, which in Finnish frequently functions as a turn-ﬁnal particle (Koivisto, 2011). During this TRP, Iiro repeats the
summons isi ‘daddy’ (line 13). Iiro's repeated summonses suggest that he orients towards conditional relevance and holds
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the driver accountable for not answering to him. However, as the driver does not respond to Iiro's summonses, Iiro
appears to recognize his limited rights to talk at this moment and begins to upgrade his summons action (e.g., McTear,
1985). Seated right behind the driver, he starts hitting the driver's seat to attract his attention and invite a go-ahead to
speak (line 14; Figs. 3 and 4; see also Butler and Wilkinson, 2013: 47). The driver reacts to this by turning his head and
casting a brief glance to the back seat (line 15). However, he does not respond vocally and thereby enforces silence upon
Iiro.
In line 15, Niklas's turn can syntactically be analyzed as projecting continuation, but due to his lowering of the pitch and
intonation (Tiittula, 1985: 324), and volume of his voice (Ogden, 2004), both Iiro and the driver orient to there being a TRP
€ ‘daddy’ (line 17), while the driver
in line 16. This can be seen when Iiro raises his volume and summons the driver with iska
in overlap with Iiro's turn responds to Niklas with njoo ‘yeah’ (line 18). Iiro also summons the driver again in line 23, this
time at a non-TRP, which further indicates that he treats the driver's actions (i.e., not answering to him) as insufﬁcient and
problematic (see Sikveland, 2019 on failed summonses). Nevertheless, the driver remains oriented towards Niklas. Niklas's
telling appears to come at least to a temporary end in line 25, indicated by falling intonation (Tiittula, 1985: 324), and soft
voice (Ogden, 2004). In transitional (pre-completor) overlap (Jefferson, 1983: 16e18) with Niklas's turn, meaning that Iiro
anticipates Niklas's telling very soon to come to an end, Iiro summons the driver again (line 26). After this, Niklas stops
talking  either because he has ﬁnished his telling, or because he is giving the driver space to respond to Iiro. In the
meantime, Iiro upgrades his summons action yet again. He reaches forward and touches the driver's neck (line 27; Fig. 5).
He keeps his hand on the driver's neck, produces yet another summons isi ‘daddy’ (line 28), and does not remove his hand
€ ‘what’ (line 29). After this, Iiro repeats his initial question etta
€ nii millon me
until the driver responds with a go-ahead mita
€a
€ .hh (0.4) sinne hotelliin ‘so yeah when will we go to the hotel’ (lines 31e32), to which the driver answers
menna
€kuussa ‘in July’ (line 34).
heina
In line with Butler and Wilkinson's (2013: 48) ﬁndings, Iiro's repeated attempts to mobilize the driver's recipiency are not
positively aligned with by the driver. The driver keeps ignoring Iiro's summonses, which here appears to encourage Iiro to
repeatedly summon him. In Excerpt 2, Iiro appears to have limited rights to engage in a conversation with the driver and also
seems to orient to them as such. This can be seen in his repeated and upgraded summonses, and in the lack of a go-ahead from
the driver until the already ongoing conversation with Niklas has come to a potential end. The driver's withheld response
could be due to two reasons. First, Iiro starts to talk in overlap with Niklas, producing a non-urgent question that is not related
to the ongoing conversation at a moment when Niklas is talking about a personal and sensitive topic. According to O'Reilly
(2006: 563), during family therapy sessions “when children move to interrupt a delicate section of talk it is met with nonattendance and persistence simply elicits a negative receipt.” Second, the child's initial question and most of the later
summons turns occur at TRPs in Niklas's telling, leading to a situation where Iiro and Niklas are competing over the right to
continue. We suggest that in these situations, the composition of the summons turn may mobilize a response to different
degrees. If at these moments the child summons the driver with a standalone address term, or with a combination of an
address term and an announcement that does not require the driver to take action, the driver will most likely either not
provide any response at all or verbally suspend the go-ahead to the summons. However, we have two episodes in our
collection (see Table 1) where the summons turn consists of an address term and a question and is produced at a TRP of
another ongoing conversation. Pairing the address term with a question may increase the likelihood of receiving a response
from the driver, as the following excerpt indicates.
In Excerpt 3, the driver is talking about ponies with a teenage family friend Mia. Prior to the transcript, the driver has
talked with both Mia and her daughter Ella (approx. 9 years old; see the seating arrangements in Fig. 6). This sequence has
come to an end before the beginning of the transcript, and thus there is a TRP. At this point, a 2.6-second-long lapse occurs
(line 1), indicating the end of the previous sequence (Schegloff, 2007: 137). In line 2, Ella summons the driver in the said
TRP with Mummy (meet-). However, also Mia self-selects at the same time in line 3 and initiates a new sequence with the
driver.

Fig. 6. The seating arrangements of the participants speaking in Excerpt 3.
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The driver orients to Mia's initiation and does not respond to Ella's summons in line 2 (it is also possible that the
driver does not hear Ella, since her turn is in overlap with Mia's turn). Right after the summons, there is a one-second
pause (line 4) that follows Mia's incomplete utterance in line 3. In line 5, the driver completes Mia's turn-at-talk by
saying big horses (see Lerner, 1991). While Mia's incomplete turn and the pause could offer a slot for the driver to
attend to Ella's summons, by completing Mia's turn-at-talk she chooses to progress the conversation with Mia
instead.
After this, in lines 6e32, Mia and the driver continue their conversation about ponies. In line 29, Ella says yeah Billy, which
could be her bid to join the ongoing conversation. In line 32, a sequence in Mia and the driver's conversation comes to an end,
leading to a TRP. There is an 0.6-second gap (line 33) during which neither the driver nor Mia continues. Due to this, it is
possible that Ella interprets their conversation to have come to an end. This can be seen when Ella attempts to join the
conversation by self-selecting at the TRP and summoning the driver with an address term and a polar question that occur
within the same TCU: mum did you ride Billy (line 35). Even though Mia continues to talk in line 34, and Ella's turn in line 35
overlaps with Mia's turn with its onset at a ‘blind spot’ (Jefferson, 1986: 167), this time the driver answers to Ella's question,
already in overlap with Mia's turn by saying I don't know (line 37). Here the driver's answer to Ella may function as a practice
to cut short the interaction that Ella initiates, so that the driver can continue pursuing the conversation alone with Mia (see
Keevallik, 2016). Further evidence for this could be that the dialogue between the driver and Mia continues without Ella after
the excerpt.
Excerpts 2 and 3, as well as the rest of our data, show that when children seek the driver's attention while someone is
talking, they seem to have limited rights to engage in a conversation with the driver. This appears to stand in situations when
the child tries to initiate a conversation on a new topic, but also when the child attempts to join the ongoing conversation.
However, as Excerpt 3 shows, engaging in a conversation with the driver with a combination of an address term and a
question in the same TCU, producing them at a TRP, appears to effectively mobilize a response compared to situations in
which the driver is summoned with a standalone address term at a TRP. This could be due to two reasons: ﬁrst, the added
question may increase response pressure, thus the likelihood of eliciting a response from the driver. Second, the driver may be
more likely to answer when the child has introduced the reason for seeking their attention (here, receiving an answer to a
polar question). Knowing why the child is seeking attention may help the driver to assess whether responding to the child's
summons is possible or relevant, especially while driving and being involved with another conversation. Nevertheless, the
two examples in our collection (see Table 1) where a child summons and directs a question to the driver at a TRP show that at
these moments the driver only provides an answer to the child's question and then continues the earlier conversation. This
suggests that combining a summons and a question in the same turn may be an effective way of getting the driver's attention
and mobilizing an answer to the question, but it does not necessarily mean that the conversation between the child and the
driver continues after this. Next, we analyze situations where the child's summons turn is produced at a non-TRP in another
ongoing sequence. We examine how the child mobilizes a response and engages in a conversation with the driver in these
moments.
185

€, P. Haddington and A. Vatanen
T. Eilitta

Journal of Pragmatics 178 (2021) 175e191

4.3. The summons turn is produced at a non-TRP
In six episodes the child's summons is produced at a non-TRP in an already ongoing conversation (see Table 1). Thus, the
child's summons turn intervenes with another ongoing sequence. In ﬁve of these six episodes, the child does not receive a goahead from the driver, but instead the driver remains silent or suspends the child's summons verbally with a blocking
response (Schegloff, 2007: 51). We can see this in Excerpt 4, in which the driver e a mother e is driving with three children:
her son Noel (approx. 3 years old), daughter Lucy (approx. 6 years old), and her children's friend Emily (approx. 6 years old;
see Fig. 7 for seating arrangements). Prior to the excerpt, the participants have discussed the card game Top Trumps, and Emily
has revealed that she does not know its rules. Now the driver is explaining the rules to Emily. Prior to the excerpt, the driver
has asked Lucy to help explaining the rules. As we will see, also Noel attempts to participate in the conversation.

Fig. 7. The seating arrangements in Excerpt 4.
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Even though Noel has not been invited to explain the rules of the game, he attempts to make a contribution to the ongoing
conversation between the driver, Lucy and Emily. His turn in line 3 intervenes with the driver's turn in lines 1e2, but none of
the participants in the car respond to it. This leads Noel to summon the driver at a non-TRP and repeat what he has just said:
mummy but if you lose that (line 4). It is possible that Noel's summons turn is an attempt to entice his mother to invite him to
join in the explaining of the rules. However, after still failing to secure a response from the driver, Noel summons her with but
mummy (line 7), which is at a non-TRP, in overlap with Lucy's turn in lines 5e6. Still no one responds to Noel's summons, and
he initiates a new turn by shouting if you lose (line 9). The driver still does not orient or respond to him. Noel appears to treat
the driver's lacking response as problematic, since he persistently continues to summon the driver with address terms (lines
13, 18 and 21), which are all positioned at non-TRPs, two of them initiated in overlap with the other participants' turns.
Noel's summons mummy (line 13) is produced during Lucy's longish turn (lines 10e15). It is also preceded and followed
(partly in overlap) by the driver's turns in which she suspends the SPP to Noel's summons by telling him to wait (line 12) and
hushing him (line 14; see also Filipi, 2013: 156). Following these blocking turns (Schegloff, 2007: 51), Noel leans forward in his
seat and summons the driver twice with mummy (lines 18 and 21), both at non-TRPs, in overlap with Emily's turns. Again, the
driver acknowledges that Noel is summoning her: she suspends the response to the summons by attempting to silence Noel
(line 19) and by asking him to wait and accounting for that with wait till Emily's ﬁnished then you can speak (lines 22e24). With
these turns, the driver can be seen to socialize Noel into the norms of turn-taking in conversation: only one person talks at a
time (see Sacks et al., 1974). Finally, there is a 1.1-second gap right after the driver's suspension turn (line 26), after which
Emily does not continue further. This offers Noel a possibility to self-select and tell about the rule of Top Trumps that he
knows of (lines 27e28).
Excerpt 4 is in line with other episodes in our data where children seek the driver's attention with summonses that occur
at non-TRPs in another ongoing conversation: when the summonses intervene with other turns in this way, it is unlikely that
they will receive a go-ahead. It does not seem to matter whether the child is trying to initiate conversation with a new topic,
or whether they are trying to join the already ongoing conversation. If the child's summons turns intervene with someone
else's turns, in our data they will not receive a go-ahead or a permission to pursue talking before the ongoing sequence has
ended.
However, we have one episode (Excerpt 5) that is an exception to this. Here the child summons the driver with an address
term, and announces an urgent matter soon in a subsequent turn, which leads the driver to suspend the other ongoing
conversation in order to respond to the child. In Excerpt 5, the driver is engaged in a conversation with the front-seat passenger Niklas. The driver is talking about his work, which could, similarly to Excerpt 2, be considered a personal and sensitive
topic that children are necessarily not allowed to interrupt (O'Reilly, 2006: 563). The driver's sons, Iiro (5 years old) and Aaro
(8 years old), are seated in the backseat (see Fig. 2). In the middle of the driver's telling sequence, Aaro ﬁrst summons the
driver and then announces that Iiro needs to go to the toilet.
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€ ‘daddy’ (line 6) while the driver is preparing for his next utterance,
Aaro summons the driver with an address term iska
implied by the end of the turn ni tuota ‘so uhm’ (line 4). Here, the Finnish word tuota implies that the driver is not yet ﬁnished
€ma
€ki and Jaakola, 2009: 189). So, while there is a 1.2-second pause, which Aaro treats as a TRP, granting
with his telling (Etela
him enough time to self-select, the design of the driver's previous turn e the wording and slightly rising intonation (Ogden
and Routarinne, 2005; Routarinne, 2003) e indicates that he has not yet ﬁnished his turn. Aaro's summons is followed by an
0.3-second-long gap, after which the driver indeed continues talking to Niklas in line 8, conﬁrming the interpretation of the
preceding pause as a non-TRP. Thus, he does not respond to Aaro's summons. Aaro ignores the absence of a go-ahead to his
summons and announces on Iiro's behalf, this time at a non-TRP in overlap with the driver's turn in line 8, that Iirolla on
€ ta
€ ‘Iiro needs to go to the toilet’ (lines 9e10). This suggests that Aaro orients to Iiro's need to pee as a matter of urgency
vessaha
that the driver must address immediately; he treats himself as entitled to speak and interrupt the adults' conversation with
the matter (see also Sacks, 1995: 229; on entitlement and contingency, see Curl and Drew, 2008; Craven and Potter, 2010).
Right after Aaro has launched his turn in line 9, the driver stops talking mid-turn and thereby momentarily halts his telling in
€ma
€ki and Jaakola, 2009: 189; this
line 8 after niin tuota ‘so uhm’, which again implies that he is not ﬁnished yet (Etela
interpretation is conﬁrmed when the driver continues his telling on the same topic; data not shown). Furthermore, at this
moment the driver suspends his own telling in order to attend to the interaction Aaro's summons is initiating. Iiro also
conﬁrms here what Aaro has said on his behalf by very quietly saying nii ‘yeah’ (line 12) (Sorjonen, 2001). The driver responds
€ ta
€ ‘need to go to the toilet’ (line 14) using high
to Aaro's announcement by repeating the key element in Aaro's turn vessaha
pitch onset, which indicates some kind of unexpectedness (Stevanovic et al., 2020). After what is shown in the transcript, Iiro
and the driver continue to discuss the matter of needing to go to the toilet. The driver concludes that Iiro is able to wait, and
thus Iiro's problem has been at least interactionally resolved. The driver then resumes the earlier discussion with Niklas.
Excerpt 5 strengthens the argument that if a child summons the driver while the driver is already talking with someone
else, the driver is not likely to provide a response to the child's summons, especially if the summons consists of a standalone
address term only. Excerpt 5 also shows that if the reason for the child's summons is urgent, the driver is more likely to
respond to the child, even if the child's turn intervenes with an already ongoing sequence. When the child accounts for
summoning the driver, the driver is also able to assess the situation and prioritize one activity over another. This is what
happens in Excerpt 5: Aaro's announcement about Iiro's need to go to the toilet is treated as more important than the ongoing
conversation with Niklas, and in this way the driver prioritizes the “emergency” e the urgent need to pee e over the ongoing
conversation with Niklas.
To sum up, the analyses in Section 4 show that children's “right” to engage in a conversation with adults is a contingent
achievement and accomplished step by step. Based on our data, when a child summonses a driver when there are no other
ongoing conversations and the driver is not busy with another activity, such as navigating, the child appears to have a right to
engage and pursue further talk with the driver regardless of the turn design (Section 4.1). Instead, if the summons turn
intervenes with another ongoing sequence and is produced at a TRP (Section 4.2) or a non-TRP (Section 4.3), both the position
and the composition of the summons turn affect whether the driver will respond to the child or not. Furthermore, other
factors, such as the reason for the child's summons or the sensitivity of the conversation that the child's summons intervenes,
play a role in whether the child receives a response from the driver. Next, we discuss these ﬁndings and their relevance and
implications in more detail.
5. Discussion and conclusion
Children summoning adults is very common in family interaction. In this article, by using conversation analysis and video
recordings of family interactions in cars, we have focused on the ways in which children seek the driver's (i.e., parent's/carer's)
attention with summons turns. As initiative actions, summonses (e.g., by a child) make relevant a response from the recipient
(e.g., a parent). Our analysis also suggests that depending on the sequential position (relative to the conversation) and the
design of the child's summons turn, the summons mobilizes (Stivers and Rossano, 2010) a preferred response (i.e., a goahead) from the driver to different degrees. In other words, different response-mobilizing features related to the position
and the composition of the child's summons action build different levels of “response pressure” for the parent/carer to answer
to the summons.
As shown in Section 4.1, if children summon the driver when the driver is not partaking in other conversations or activities,
in 38/43 episodes (see Table 1) the driver provides a go-ahead to the child's summons, regardless of the composition of the
summons turn. However, if the child's summons intervenes with another ongoing conversation by occurring at a point where
a turn-at-talk is possibly complete (i.e., at a TRP) or not (i.e., at a non-TRP) e either when the child is trying to join an already
ongoing conversation or to start a new one e the child needs to “do more” (than a summons action) to engage in a conversation with the driver. In these situations, if the child summons the driver with a standalone address term, the driver is
likely to verbally suspend the response turn or to enforce silence upon the child and not provide a response at all. However,
the analysis suggests that pairing the summons with another social action, e.g., a question or an announcement of urgency, in
the same or subsequent TCU, increases response pressure, making it more likely that the driver responds to the child's
summons.
We began this article with the argument promoted by Sacks (1995) and Butler and Wilkinson (2013) about children's
restricted rights to talk to or engage in a conversation with adults, especially in adult-dominated multiparty interactions. The
brief, but common, interactional moment of a child's summons turn and whatever comes after it is one of the many situations
188

€, P. Haddington and A. Vatanen
T. Eilitta

Journal of Pragmatics 178 (2021) 175e191

where children's rights to talk and engage are (re)negotiated. In general, the analysis shows that the ways in which children's
“rights to talk” emerge and unfold are contingent; children do not by default have “lesser” rights to talk but have ways to exert
agency in these moments. Some patterns are discernible. First, summons turns are a practice for children to achieve different
interactional goals. In multiparty situations (Sections 4.2 and 4.3), when children attempt to join an ongoing conversation or
initiate a new one, the summons action is a practice for getting the driver's attention and securing a go-ahead, which would
then give the child the opportunity to continue talking. When no one else is talking (Section 4.1), children use the summons
for checking the driver's availability and for selecting the driver as the next speaker (Excerpt 1). It seems that producing a
summons turn to initiate a conversation with the driver or to join an already ongoing conversation is an indication of the
children's orientation to “limited rights to engage” (see also Butler and Wilkinson, 2013: 48). This is particularly evident at
moments when the child has not received a response to their prior turn (Excerpts 2 and 4). At the same time, repeated
summonses are a tool to actively seek the driver's attention and to gain a right to pursue further talk. Similarly, the driver's
suspension of the response turn is indicative of the child's restricted rights e at that moment e to engage in a conversation
(Butler and Wilkinson, 2013: 48).
However, as the analysis suggests, pairing the summons with another social action, e.g., a question or an announcement of
urgency, in the same or subsequent TCU, seems to add response pressure (Stivers and Rossano, 2010), resulting in the driver
granting the child a permission to continue further talk. Children can also accompany the summons with the use of material
and embodied resources to mobilize a response, such as hitting the driver's seat or touching the driver's neck (Excerpt 2).
Thus, children's rights to engage are not pre-determined; by designing and positioning summons turns in different ways, and
by using non-verbal interactional resources, children can (re)negotiate their rights to engage with the driver. Consequently,
children use the summons as a tool to manifest and exert agency in interaction.
Finally, we argue that children's summons turns and what follows them are important moments for children's socialization into the regularities of the distribution and allocation of turns-at-talk in social interaction (Sacks et al., 1974); how, in
what situations, and for what reasons they are able to engage with the co-participants, especially in multiparty contexts. In
20/63 episodes in our data collection, children summon the driver either at a TRP or at a non-TRP during another sequence,
which suggests that children act in ways that indicate their developing competencies on recognizing whether something is
interactionally complete or not. For instance, children may not realize that completing a turn is not the same as completing a
sequence, or that a sequence may still be unﬁnished even if no one is talking or if the speaker changes (see also Schegloff,
1989: 140). As we have shown in the analyses, if the child summons the driver mid-sequence, the driver's response is
often missing or verbally suspended. In this way, the driver can be seen to socialize the child into recognizing when a
sequence has come to an end, and when it is appropriate to start a new conversation (see also Filipi, 2013). In many situations,
the socialization into the organization of turn-taking is not verbalized, e.g., when the driver (Excerpt 2) keeps silent and does
not give the child a go-ahead to start a new conversation. However, such socialization can also be verbalized and made public,
as in Excerpt 4, where the driver requests Noel to wait until Emily, who started talking ﬁrst, has ﬁnished, thereby organizing
turn-taking between children and calling to the “one speaker at a time” rule (Sacks et al. 1974). In this way, by communicating
inability to attend to multiple conversations simultaneously, parents/carers also guide children to recognize the multiple
activities unfolding around them and the interactional demands the situation poses for everybody. Thus, it is worth
considering that adults' missing or suspended responses do not solely communicate children's restricted rights to engage.
Rather, they can also be used as scaffolding work that helps to shape the child's linguistic and interactional development (see
also Filipi, 2013; Tarplee, 2010).
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Appendix
Transcription symbols used for describing embodiment (Mondada, 2016).
þþ

Symbols used for referring to the gaze of the driver. Descriptions of the gaze are delimited between the symbols, and are synchronised with
corresponding stretches of talk.
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Symbols used for referring to the embodiment of a child.
The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.
The action described continues across subsequent lines.
The end of the earlier described action.
Actions preparation.
Action’s apex is reached and maintained.
Action’s retraction.
The action described continues until the excerpt’s end.
Symbols used for referring to the placement of ﬁgures in the speech.
The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken.
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