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The article deals with the current state of
conversation analysis (CA) as one of the most
promising methods of sociology. Conversation
analysis has been comprehended within the
framework of ethnomethodological research
paradigm, which is aimed at studying objective
facts, the constant reproduction of social reality in
practice. Scientific sources and ways of method
formation in the West (works of H. Sachs,
E. Schegloff, G. Jefferson) are highlighted, its
relevance and significance are shown. The
causes and nature of the methodological crisis
that conversation analysis is experiencing today
are analyzed. Possible ways to overcome the
methodological crisis are proposed, first of all —
through the expansion of the problem field of CA,
the search for new areas of its application. Some
promising areas of application of the method
have been considered: a) study of different types
of institutional interaction — conversations during
court hearings, parliamentary sittings, official
or semi-official conversations in administrative
institutions, in the army, educational institutions,
etc.; b) research interviews (CA method allows
to explain the orientation of the interview
participants on the normative properties of the
exchange of phrases, which occurs in strict
sequence); ¢) analysis of conversations between
doctor and patient, which allows to consider
both parties as full participants in the interaction;
d) study of various forms of conversational
communication as a component of political
interaction; e) research of the role of the audience
in conversational public communication (the
audience is evaluated by conversation analysts
as a full participant in the dialogue). In addition,
the article focuses on the possibilities and
prospects of using conversation analysis in the
study of common forms of online communication
(eg, chat).

Key words: conversation analysis, ethnome-
thodology, everyday communicative practices,
institutional talks, online communication, metho-
dological crisis.

Y cmammi po3ansidaembesi  cyyacHuli cmaH
KoHsepcayjliHo2o aHanisy (KA) sik 00H020 3 Hall-
6irlbLu neperekmusHUX Memoodis coyjosioaii. Kow-
BepcayiliHuli aHa/iz OCMUC/TIOEMBCS B pamkax
€eMmHOMeMmOoOO/I02iYHOI  HayKOBO-00C/TIOHUYBLKOI
rnapaduemu, CripsIMOBaHOI Ha BUBYEHHSI 0O'EK-
MUBHUX ¢bakmig, MOCMIUHO20 BIOMBOPEHHS
coyjasibHoI peasibHocmi Ha. rpakmuyj. Bucsim-
JIEHO HayKOBI depesa ma Ww/isixu (hopMyBaHHsI
memody Ha 3axodi (npayi X. Cakca, E. Ulee-
noghaha, I. [PxeghghbepcoH), nokasaHo Lio2o akmy-
&/TbHICMb | 3HAYYWiCMb. AHa/I3YFOMBCS MPUYUHU
U xapakmep Memodo/102i4HOi KpU3U, SIKY KOHBEP-
cayitinuli aHasi3 nepexusae 8 Haw vac. [porio-
HYrOMbCS MOX/TUBI W/ISIXU 0G0/TaHHs MEemModo-
JI02I4HOI Kpu3u nepedyciMm 4Yepe3 PO3LUUPEHHS
npobriemHo2o ronis KA, nowyk Hosux cgbep
tiozo 3acmocysaHHs. Po3esisi0aromsCcsi Okpemi
repcrieKmusHi cghepu 3acmocysaHHs Memooy:
a) BUBYEHHST Pi3HUX BUOIB IHCMUMYUILHOI B3a€-
MOOIi — po3MOB8 i Yac cydoBUX 3acioaHsb, 3aci-
OaHb rap/iameHmy, ogbiyitiHux abo Harigochiyid-
HUX pO3MO8 8 adMiHiCmpamuBsHUX ycmaHoBsax,
B apMii, Hag4a/IbHUX 3ak/adax mowo; 6) 0ocslio-
HUYbKi iHMeps'to (vemoouka KA dae 3moegy
rosicHUMU  opieHmauii y4acHuKig iHmeps'to Ha
HOpMamusHi  8rnacmusocmi  06MiHy ¢bpasamu,
wo Bi0bysaembcsi 8 CyBopill royepaosocmi);
B) aHa/li3 po3MOB MK JlKapeM i nayieHmom,
wo dae 3mMoay po3znsidamu 06UO8i CMOPOHU 5K
MOBHOMPABHUX Y4aCHUKIB B3aEMOOII; 2) BUBYEHHST
PI3HUX ¢hOpM PO3MOBHOI KOMYHIKaUil siK ck/ao-
HUKa Mo/iimu4Hoi 83aeMO0ii; 3) O0C/TIOKEHHS POri
ayoumopii 8 po3mosHill ny6/iyHIli  KoMyHikauyii
(ayoumopiss  OyiHIEMbCS  KOHBEPC-aHas/limu-
Kamu sik nosHonpasHUll y4acHuk diasoay). Okpim
mozo, y pamkax cmammi 4acmkogo npuoiis-
€MbCA yBaza MOX/IUBOCMSM | Mepcriekmusam
BUKOpUCMaHHST KoHBepcayitiHo2zo aHaslisy o
yac BUBYEHHSI MOWUPEHUX (DOPM OH/AUH-KO-
MyHiKayii (Hanpukniao, CriifikysaHHsl 8 4Yamax).
KniouoBi cnoBa: koHsepcayiliHuli - aHasi3,
emHomMemodosioeisi,  MOBCSIKOEHHI  KOMYyHIKa-
MUBHI MPakmMuKU, iHCMumyyioHasibHi PO3MOBU,
OH/1aliH-KOMYHiKayisi, MemodosioeiuHa kpu3a.
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Formulation of the problem. Conversation
analysis (CA) has declared itself as an empirical
method of sociological research in the first half
of the 70s of the twentieth century. The name
of the method was proposed by the American
scientist H. Sachs. This method was formed
within the framework of an ethnomethodological
research paradigm, which is aimed at studying
objective facts as a constant recreation of social
reality in practice, in the process of every-
day communication’. The article by H. Sacks,
E. Schegloff, G. Jefferson A simplest systematics
for the organization of turn-taking for conversa-
tion (1974) became a programmatic work in this
direction [30]. After that, other studies began to
appear (mainly in the USA, Canada and Western
Europe), in which the CA method is used in var-
ious spheres of everyday communication — for
example, when analyzing friendly conversations
in cafes, telephone conversations of various peo-
ple, conversations between children and etc.
(Sachs, Schegloff, Jefferson, Heritage, Hutchby
and Woot and others). In the 80s, the CA
expanded its area of penetration — the so-called
“institutional talks” began to be studied (that is,
communication in an official or semi-official set-
ting — at court hearings and parliamentary meet-
ings, ininterviews, between adoctor and a patient,
etc.) (Atkinson, Bull, Drew & Heritage, Clayman,
Maynard, Nofsinger, Frankel and others). In
the USSR, this method was regarded with sus-
picion, so until the beginning of the 90s it was
practically not used. And only at the beginning
of this century serious studies began to appear
in the post-Soviet space, mainly of a theoreti-
cal nature, in which the principles and methods
of the CA are described in detail, and the issue
of the areas of practical application of this method
is discussed (Isupova, Turchik, Kolyadov, Kor-
but, Sikorskaya, Ulanovsky). There are very few
works on CA in Ukraine. These are studies that
have appeared relatively recently (Mramornova
2011; Selivanova 2011, 2013; Slobodyanyuk
and Dikan 2013).

Analysis of recent research and publi-
cations. At the same time, in recent years, it
has become increasingly common to talk about
a certain methodological crisis of the CA, about
the exhaustion of its themes and possibilities.
The main claims of the critics of the method are
as follows: a) CA limits the prospects of eth-
nomethodology, introducing a powerful behavio-
ral influence into it [3, p. 447]; b) within the frame-
work of the CA, the local positions of judgments
of the participants in the conversation are

' Ethnomethodology is a direction in twentieth-century sociology that
was begun by H. Garfinkel in 1967. It analyzes everyday practices (lan-
guage use, communication, behavior, customs). The main postulate of
ethnomethodology is that any everyday practice is a structure that is able
to organize itself, proceeding not from general theoretical prescriptions,
but from the characteristics of each specific situation [10].

unreasonably exaggerated to the detriment
of the objective meaning [3, p. 452]; ¢) CA does
not involve consideration of the characteristics
of the participants in the interaction [14, p. 761];
it considers social reality as a sequence of cur-
rent events, as a kind of “existence” that defines
a social essence, and not vice versa; d) the par-
ticipants in the conversation are often perceived
as some faceless figures who are devoid of indi-
viduality and social attributes [4, p. 547].

We cannot fully agree with such estimates.
Nowadays, there are many interesting works in
which the CA technique finds new, often unex-
pected areas of application?.

Setting objectives. The relevance of this
issue is due, on the one hand, to the growing
interest in CA in Ukraine and in other countries, as
well as, the expansion of the scope of this tech-
nique, including on online communication; on
the other hand, by the methodological crisis that
CAis currently experiencing and by the extremely
insufficient number of publications on CA in
Ukraine. The purpose of our article is to investi-
gate the most promising areas of using conver-
sation analysis in sociology at present, as well
as possible ways to overcome the crisis that this
method has survived.

Presentation of the main research mate-
rial.

The use of CA in the study of various types
of institutional interaction.

Harvey Sachs called for applying the CA
method exclusively to ordinary conversations [26;
27; 28; 29]. However, already in the late 1970s,
conversation analysis began to be applied to
the study of various forms of the so-called “insti-
tutional talk”. These are discussions in the court-
room, speeches by politicians, parliamentary
meetings, a teacher’s conversation with a stu-
dent, wedding ceremonies and the like. The fact
is that people communicate both informally
and formally; moreover, “institutional talk” is used
by people more often. A conversation in an insti-
tutional context is characterized by a reduction in
many of the rules of communication that are pres-
ent in everyday conversation. In addition, there
are significant restrictions on the set of speech
practices [17; 20; 8]. As noted by one of the most
respected experts in this matter John Heritage,
CA of the ‘institutional talk’, unlike CA of the "ordi-
nary conversation' “focused on more restricted

2 Conversation analysis of online discourse is one of these promising
areas. So, more and more analysts turn to the study of chatting (L. Murphy
&P. Collins 1999, H. Park 2002, R. Parrish 2000, P. Ten Have 2002, R. Vallis
2001, T. Yee 2000). As experts notice, “media as a socialization agent, are
more similar to peers than other agents such as family, school, or commu-
nity. Since adolescents choose both their media and their peer group, they
have more control over their socialization from these agents compared to
their socialization from agents over which they have less control, such as
their family or school. Chat, with its amalgam of media and peers, enables
researchers to look at this socialization process up close and personal”
[31, p. 663].
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environments in which (i) the goals of the partic-
ipants are more limited and institution-specific,
(i) restrictions on the nature of interactional con-
tributions are often in force, and (iii) institution-
and activity-specific inferential frameworks are
common” [8, p. 5; 17, p. 3].

Research interviews are one of the typi-
cal examples of this interaction. Any interview
is a “conversation with a specific purpose”
[23, p. 179]. The communicative situation, which
consists in the interaction between the respond-
ent and the interviewer, is interesting in that it
develops not only due to psychological or cogni-
tive factors, but also under the influence of certain
“laws of conversation”. These laws are in the field
of view of the CA. The method of conversation
analysis allows not only to find and describe
repetitive patterns of this kind of communication,
but also to explain the orientation of the inter-
viewees to the normative properties of replica
exchanges, which are carried out in a strict order.
CA also allows us to outline a special focus on
the analysis of interactive activities: the mechan-
ics of the intersubjective work of interview par-
ticipants, which is expressed in situationally
agreed messaging, as well as the role and fea-
tures of many non-verbal components of speech
interaction (pauses, laughter, booing, applause),
which do not always fall into field of view of inter-
view researchers [32, p. 124].

An interview as a way of communication
is also interesting because it is an institu-
tional form of communication only partially.
Indeed, any interview is based on a clear-cut
scheme for accepting Q&A. In addition, neither
the interviewer, nor the respondent can circum-
vent the strict rules, without which the interview
loses its meaning (for example, the interviewer
cannot enter into discussions with the respond-
ent, his goal is to ask questions that are aimed
at obtaining the maximum amount of informa-
tion; any interview should be saturated with facts;
the interview has its own strict style, to a large
extent formalized; the interviewer is obliged to
let his interlocutor speak out; one cannot ask too
easy or too complicated questions; one cannot
give vent to emotions and so on). At the same
time, any interview is a conversation between
two people interested in mutual communication.
Consequently, an interview is colloquial speech,
which is largely spontaneous and situational.
“Interaction during the interview is based on
mechanisms similar to those used by people in
everyday conversation,” which “allows us to con-
sider the interview as a certain transformation
of the basic and primary model of communica-
tion — conversationalinteraction; < ... > thisallows
you to apply the basic methodological principles
of conversation analysis to the study of any type
of interview, including research and standardized
interviews ” [24, p. 2; 32, p. 126].
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Conversation analysis of interaction between
a doctor and a patient.

The beginning of research of this kind was laid
by Frankel [21; 22], Heath [15; 16], and West
[33], which appeared in the mid-80s of the twen-
tieth century. These studies developed and deep-
ened the sociological analysis of interactions in
the medical field, the normative concept of which
back in 1951, Talcott Parsons proposed in line
with the ideas of structural functionalism [25].
Nowadays, such studies are very popular. They
cover a wide field — surgical operations, medical
consultations, primary medical care and so on. If
in many other studies of the interaction between
the doctor and the patient the leading role is inev-
itably given to the doctor, then the conversation
analysis allows us to consider both sides as equal
participants in the interaction. And this approach
is very important: “First, interactional practices
through which persons conduct themselves
elsewhere are not abandoned at the threshold
of the medical clinic. <...> Second, practices for
effecting particular kinds of actions — describing
a problem or trouble or telling bad and good news
are also carried across the threshold of the doc-
tor’s office and affect how doctors and patients
go about addressing particular interactional
tasks. Third, <...> CA begins from the presump-
tion that physician and patient, with various levels
of mutual understanding, conflict, cooperation,
authority, and subordination, jointly construct
the medical visit” [19, p. 362].

Conversation analysis in the study of political
interaction.

One of the most common types of institutional
interaction is political interaction. In the mid-80s,
the first significant studies of communication
between politicians have been appeared. It was
an analysis of communication during the presi-
dential debate, as well as during parliamentary
meetings and parliamentary hearings, in which
the CA was the main method. As you know,
the media play a key role in modern politics.
Very often, a mediocre politician gains weight
and influence in society, wins elections only
because of his image, ability to use the media:
“Politicians are not only seen and heard, they are
seen and heard in close-up; their appearance,
indeed their every action are open to close scru-
tiny. Thus, what matters is not just what is said but
how it is said: demeanour, tone of voice, facial
expression and body movement may all affect
voters’ perceptions of their political representa-
tives” [5, p. 79].

Conversation analysis in its application to polit-
icalinteractionisable toidentify primarily three key
features of the interaction: a) how, in the course
of interaction, politicians build a communica-
tion structure, what factors are crucial in build-
ing a political dialogue; b) the process of index-
ing the statements by each of the participants
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in the interaction to the context®; ¢) the small-
est details of the interaction of politicians, since
any, even a short phrase is important for the CA,
and without exception, all the features of a live
conversation occurring in vivo are updated in
each interaction detail.

Studying the role of the audience in the inter-
action.

At the very beginning of the use of our method,
the audience of public speech interactions was
not the object of research for conversation ana-
lysts. Only in the mid-80s the role of the audience
begin to be taken seriously. The audience of any
speech event (an audience of a television talk
show, hearers of a political speach at a stadium
or in a crowded room, an audience of mass enter-
tainment events) is always a very important part-
ner in interaction. Analysts came precisely to this
conclusion, although this did not happen right
away, but during about two decades of analysis
of audience participation.

The most important and crucial work in this
direction is the work of the British scientist Max
Atkinson [1; 2], as well as a number of his follow-
ers, especially C. Goodwin [11; 12; 13], Heritage
& Greatbatch [18], P. Bull [5], S. Clyman [6; 7],
A. Duranti [9]. Analysts pay special attention to
suchmoments: a) addressing the speaker’s state-
ments to the audience (to whom exactly, when
and to what extent the statements are directed);
b) the role of non-verbal statements (gestures,
facial expressions, pauses, etc.) in the interaction
“speaker —audience”; c) the response of the audi-
ence (approving or disapproving reactions -
applause, exclamations, shouts, whistles, etc.).

A very thorough transcription of the conver-
sation, which is always used in the CA, allows
you to record every minute, for example, at what
point in time and how many times the speaker’s
speech was interrupted by the audience, when
and how the speaker encouraged the audience to
his desired reactions, and when, conversely, his
speech caused negative or unanticipated reac-
tions of listeners. The results of such an analysis
allow us to trace what is good and what is bad in
the interaction of a politician, artist or any other
public figure with the audience, and also to find
out what moods dominate among the masses.

Conclusions. The method of conversation
analysis has very broad capabilities. It allows you
to capture those details of the interaction that may
simply not be noticed when using other methods.
The results of using this method in the study of var-
ious forms of conversational interaction allows us
to argue that at present conversation analysis is
one of the most effective methods of sociology.
The most promising, in our opinion, directions

3 According to one of the fundamental principles of conversation anal-
ysis, the contribution of each participant in the interaction should be con-
textually oriented.

of CA we analyzed in the framework of this arti-
cle: analysis of everyday informal communication
of small groups of people; analysis of institutional
conversations; study of communication “doc-
tor-patient”; analysis of conversational interac-
tion in politics; analysis of online communication.

REFERENCES:

1. Atkinson J.M. Our Master’s Voices: The Language
and Body Language of Politics. L. ; Methuen : Psycho-
logy Press, 1984. 203 p.

2. Atkinson J.M. Public Speaking and Audience
Responses: Some Techniques for Inviting Applause.
Atkinson J.M., Heritage J. (eds.). Structures of Social
Action: Studies in Conversation Analysis. Cambridge ;
N.Y. : Cambridge University Press, 1984. P. 370-409.

3. Atkinson P. Ethnomethodology: a critical review.
Annual review of sociology. 1988. Vol. 14. P. 441-465.

4. Billig M. Whose terms? Whose ordinariness?
Rhetoric and ideology in conversation analysis. Dis-
course and society. 1999. Vol. 10. P. 543-558.

5. Bull P. The Microanalysis of Political Discourse.
Philologia Hispalensis, 2012. P. 79-93.

6. Clayman S.E. Booing: The Anatomy of a Disaffil-
iative Response. American Sociological Review. 1993.
Vol. 58. Ne 1. P. 110-130.

7. Clayman S.E. Caveat Orator: Audience Disaffilia-
tion in the 1988 Presidential Debates. Quarterly Journal
of Speech. 1992. Vol. 78. Ne 1. P. 33-60.

8. Drew P., Heritage J. Analyzing Talk at Work: An
Introduction // Talk at Work | ed. by P. Drew, J. Heritage.
Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1992. P. 3—-65.

9. Duranti A., Brenneis D. (eds.). The Audience as
Co-author. Text. 1986. Vol. 6. Ne 3. P. 239-347.

10. Garfinkel H. Studies in Ethnomethodology.
Englewood Cliffs ; N.Y. : 1967.

11. Goodwin Ch. Conversational Organization: Inter-
action between Speakers and Hearers. N.Y. : Academic
Press, 1981. 195 p.

12. Goodwin Ch. Co-Operative Action. N.Y. : Cam-
bridge University Press, 2018. 521 p.

13. Goodwin C., Heritage J. Conversation analysis.
Annual review of anthropology. 1990. Vol. 19. P. 283-307.

14. Hammersley M. Conversation analysis and dis-
course analysis: methods or paradigms? Discourse and
society. 2003. Vol. 14. P. 751-781.

15. Heath C. The display of recipiency: an instance
of sequential relationship between speech and body
movement. Semiotica. 1982. Vol. 42. P. 147-167.

16. Heath C. Body Movement and Speech in
Medical Interaction. Cambridge, UK : Cambridge Univ.
Press, 1986.

17. Heritage J. Conversation Analysis and Insti-
tutional Talk: Analyzing Distinctive Turn-Taking Sys-
tems. S. Cmejrkova, J. Hoffmannova, O. Millerova and
J. Svetla (1998) (eds.) Proceedings of the 6th Interna-
tional Congress of IADA (International Association for
Dialog Analysis), Tubingen : Niemeyer. P. 3-17.

18. Heritage J., Greatbatch D. Generating Applause:
A Study of Rhetoric and Response at Party Political
Conferences. American Journal of Sociology. 1986.
Vol. 92. Ne 1. P. 110-157.




FABITYC

19. Heritage J. & Maynard D. W. Problems and
Prospects In the Study of Physician-Patient Interaction:
30 Years of Research. Annual Revue of Sociology. 2006.
Issue 32. P. 351-374.

20. Hutchby I., Wooffitt R. Conversation Analysis:
Principles, Practicies and Applications. Cambridge :
Polity Press, 2002.

21. Frankel R.M. The laying on of hands: aspects of
the organisation of gaze, touch and talk in the medical
encounter. The Social Organization of Doctor-Patient
Communication | ed. S Fisher, AD Todd, pp. 19-54.
Washington, DC : Cent. Appl. Linguist, 1983.

22. Frankel R.M. From sentence to sequence:
understanding the medical encounter through micro-in-
teractional analysis. Discourse Process. 1984. Vol. 7.
P. 135-170.

23. Maynard D.W., Schaeffer N.C. Opening and Clo-
sing the Gate: The Work of Optimism in Recrouting Sur-
vey Respondents. Standartization and Tacit Knowledge:
Interaction and Practice in the Survey Interview | ed. by
D.W. Maynard, H. Houtkoop-Steenstra, N.C. Schaeffer,
J. van der Zouwen. New York : John Wiley & Sons, 2002.
P. 179-205.

24. Nofsinger R.E. Everyday Conversation. London :
Sage, 1991.

25. Parsons T. The Social System. New York : Free
Press, 1951.

26. Sacks H. Lectures on Conversation. Oxford :
Blackwell Publishing, 1992.

vJ))p| Bunyck 18.T. 1. 2020

27. Sacks H. An Initial Investigation of the Usability
of Conversational Data for Doing Sociology. Studies
in Social Interaction | Ed. by D. Sudhow. N.Y. : Free
Press, 1972.

28. Sacks H. On the Analysability of Stories by Chil-
dren. In: Directions in Sociolinguistics: The Ethnography
of Communication | Ed. by J.J. Gumperz, D. Hymes.
N.Y. : Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1972.

29. Sacks H., Schegloff E. Opening up Closings.
Semiotica. 1973. Ne 7.

30. Sacks H., Schegloff E., Jefferson G. A Simplest
Systematics for the Organization of Turn-Taking for
Conversation. Language. 1974. Vol. 50. Ne 4 (part 1).
P. 696-735.

31. Subrahmanyama K., Greenfield P.M., Tynes B.
Constructing sexuality and identity in an online teen
chat room. Applied Developmental Psychology. 2004.
Vol. 25. P. 651-665.

32. Turchik A. Konversaczionny'j analiz instituczio-
nal'nogo vzaimodejstviya: kommunikativny'e strate-
gii uchastnikov “prervannogo” telefonnogo interv'yu
[Conversation analysis of institutional interaction: com-
munication strategies of participants in the “interrupted”
telephone interview]. Socziologiya viasti. 2013. Ne 1-2.
P. 122-154 [In Russian].

33. West C. Routine Complications: Troubles with
Talk Between Doctors and Patients. Bloomington :
Indiana Univ. Press, 1984.



