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Abstract

This paper examines some transcript from an ethnographic study of CSCW* in the primary
school classroom. It discusses how children organize the *local order’ of CSCW by managing
group positions through categorica work, which Sacks cdls ‘ operative identities . (Sacks
1970) Thisis made explicit in their naturaly occurring talk.

The work for completing CSCW tasks is accomplished through the negotiation of identities.
These ‘trandent identities (Perry 2000) are not persond identities but ‘identities transformed
by a series of identity changes that progressvely provide further transforms at the various
rgection points in talk (my insert) (Sacks 1970).

Within this collaborative work children challenge one another for positionsin the group in
order to establish themselves as ‘first orderer’ (Hegp 1992) at the computer by firmly making
arequest, but cannot completely take over the operation because the group order has aready
been established. An *offer’ or a‘request’ is made for what that particular member wants

to do, rlative to how they assume that they stand in regard to the way that other pupils have
categorized themsalves relative to the group order. As Sacks says ‘when an offer is rejected
another offer is made and maybe changed in some particular way’, in which case that
member changes the request to a more assartive ing stence which now becomes a possible
threet to the dready established order of things.

This paper shows that children’s collaborative work at the computer is atransient ordering of
‘operative identities for getting the work done which draws on the membership
categorization of culture and identity and not on Institutional Talk per se.
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! cscw refersto both Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Computer Supported Collaborative Work.
The former is often apreferred term in use in studies of the workplace (cf. Luff et al 2000) and the latter being
more commonplace in studies of classroom interaction (cf. Littleton and Light 1999).



Thefirst section of thispaper introduces and presents ethnomethodology, conver sation
analysis and member ship categorical work asan interpretive approach to classroom
ethnography both past and present, the second section of the paper describesthe
resear ch situation and discusses the phenomena of Ingtitutional Talk and ‘ordinary
classroom talk’, the third section presents and analyses the data and the last section
presentsthe conclusonsdrawn from the analysis and poses a question for further

resear ch.
This paper is an extended version of apaper | presented at the IEMCA ‘Producing Local Order’ Conference,
Manchester, UK, July 2"%- 4™, 2002.

1.1 An introduction: ethnomethodology, conver sation analysis and member ship
categorization

Ethnomethodology does not look for dructurd  determinants, but rather its inquiries are
concerned with how members interactions produce and reproduce an organised orderliness of
ther every day dffars which is contingent on localy dtuated occasons within a socidly
congtructed framework that these members actions have made manifest

As Garfinkd (1967) says, ‘ Ethnomethodologicd studies andyze everyday activities as

members methods for making those same activities visbly-rationa- and- reportable-for-dl-
practical-purposes, i.e., ‘accountabl€’, as organizations of commonplace everyday activities’
Therefore the following study ‘is directed to the tasks of learning how members' actud,

ordinary activities consst of methods to make practical actions, practical circumstances,

common sense knowledge of socid structures, and practica sociologicd reasoning

andyzeable; and of discovering the formd properties of commonplace, practical common

sense actions, ‘from within' actual settings, as ongoing accomplishments of those settings’

Garfinkd was aradica empiricist who advocated that ‘ one cannot make inferences about the

world based on any kind of report. One must go and look for onesdlf, and one must include

onedf in the observation.’” (Collins 1985)

In 1967 Garfinkel acknowledged the past decade of *a group of increasing size' who had

been carrying out ‘ ethnomethodol ogica studies as day to day concerns', such as‘Egon



Bittner, Aaron V. Cicourd, Lindsay Churchill, Craig MacAndrew, Michael Moerman,

Edward Rose, Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff, David Sudnow, Lawrence D. Wieder and

Don Zimmerman.” Here he particularly mentions Harvey Sacks ‘ because his extraordinary

writings and lectures have served as critica resources.” (Garfinke 1967). Indeed, the
ethnomethodologists from thislist are oft’ quoted today and to be sure the writings of both

Sacks and Schegloff are unquestionable. At that time both Sacks and Schegloff were able to

fully exploit the new technology of the portable tape recorder and develop anew field of

empirica research, Conversation Andyss. This obvioudy made a big difference to

‘participant observation’ where previoudy the ethnographer had to rely on memory and

hagtily written down field notes. Now it was possible, by using a specid transcription system
developed by Gail Jefferson (1974)2, not only to record every word that was spoken but also

to record pausesin utterances, slences, intonation of voice and all the other sounds such as
coughing, laughing, singing, sighing etc. that make up talk-in —interaction. This dearly has

other advantagesin that the actual recordings and transcript of the datais then available to

othersfor their interpretation and andyss.

From studying recordings of conversations Harvey Sacks proposed that members conduct
conversations in particular methodologica congructs, thus producing the next interaction or
reponse through next utterances, these next utterances being contingent on  the previous
utterance. Sacks further proposed that members do this through Membership Categorization
(subject to certain rules of application), and Standard Relational Pairs® and Adjacency Pairs’

in sequential talk.

2 cf. Appendix for transcription symbols
% Standard Relational Pairs are such category pairs asparent/child; husband/wife ;brother/sister
4 Adjacency Pairs are sequential utterances such asquestion/answer; invitation/reply; complement/acceptance
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The smplest illugration of membership categorization is Sacks now classcd example of the
child's ‘story’ ‘The Baby Cried. The Mommy Picked it Up' (Sacksl966). In Sacks analysis
of these two simple sentences ‘baby’ and ‘mommy’ are both ‘family’ categories, that is they
are membership categories of the membership category device or collective of ‘family’.
Categories, according to Sacks, display a category boundedness or exhibit predicates (Eglin
and Hester 1992), that is, the predicate of the category baby is crying as that is what babies
mogtly do, the predicate of the mommy is picking the baby up as that is what mommies
usudly do on hearing a baby cry. The category bound activity of crying enables the correct
categorization of baby, in this paticular case as a sndl infant homo-sapien, as this is an
activity that babies normdly do, rather than ‘baby’ as a member categorised as an adult
being addressed by a term of endearment as in the utterance ‘Hey, baby d’'ya wanna come out
t'night? or ‘baby’ as a member categorized as acting out of context referent to age as in the
utterance ‘Oh, you're such a baby behaving like that!” Therefore the predicate or the
category bound activity and the context in which it is used enables members to categorize
other members relevant to the particular Stuated occasion encompassed by a particular text or
extract of conversaion in use a that time There are two rules of application for these
andyses, the Consgency Rule in that if a category from a category device is used to
categorize a fird member then categories from that same device may be used to categorize
further members of the population, and the Economy Rule in that a sngle category from any
device can be referentidly adequate for categorizing further members of the population.

1.2 Ethnomethodology as an inter pr etive appr oach: classroom studies past and present

Using EM as an interpretive gpproach the phenomena of educationd activitiesasand in
classroom lessons are locally produced and accomplished by members as participantsin situ.

To study members methods for doing this, collected observations are ordered according to



the relationships between categories, categories that are in place ‘ as socidly sanctioned ways
of describing events which take placein that setting’ (Sharrock and Button,1991). De facto
these methods of interpretation must gpply to both the researcher and the researched.
Ethnomethodologica inquiry * pays close attention to the details of activity organization

not to establish exactly what happened, but to make a case for the possibilities with regard

to how such activities can be organized.” The ways in which these activities are ordered and
organized ‘ can only be known from within a culture, by being, or becoming a member.’
(Heap 1988)

1.3 Sequential talk in the classroom

Applied Ethnomethodology (AEM) as interpretive work explicates the interruptions or
‘repairs as methods of assessment by the teacher towards task competence and task
achievement. Thisis normdly done as I-R-E’s ( Mehan 1979a) in the classroom and has been
found to have adightly different sructure of 1-C-R-E /D-C-R-E’ s a the computer (cf.

Perry 2000 and Wegerif 1994;1995). The classical study by Mehan (1979a) ° was concerned
with the learning of classroom structures as a means of socid organization thet was beneficia
to the teacher and the pupils. The four part structure of I-C-R-E' §/D-C-R-E’sis discussed

further in sub-section 1.4.

Mehan posed that the goal of ‘ condtitutive ethnography is to characterize the organization of
teacher- student interaction in classroom lessons” The * characterization’ of this organization
as condtituted through sequential utterances was shown by Mehan to have athree part

dructure of teacher Initiation pupil Reply or Response- teacher Evaluation of response, or |-

® Cf. Also Mehan 1979b, “What timeisit Denise?” : asking known information questionsin classroom
discourse



R- E. That is, the teacher asks a question as an Initiaton, the pupil (s) Respond with an answer
and the teacher makes an Evauation of that response ie. indicates whether the answer is
correct or not.

Mehan’s concept of I-R-E was not new, indeed Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) in reference to
Pearce (1973) remark that sequences of “Initiation- Response- Feedback” were found to be
inappropriate to ded with dl categories of discourse and that “dternative Structures were
consdered.” ( Sinclair and Coulthard 1975, p.117.) However Sinclair and Coulthard imply
that “ gpeech acts are complete in themsealves, that one need not look beyond the boundaries
of the speech act to determineits meaning.” (Mehan, 1979a, p.63.) For Mehan ‘initiation
reply-evaluation’ acts of teacher-student interaction’ in lessons are not autonomous speech
acts but share ‘ prospective’ and ‘retrogpective’ features, as explicated by Schutz (1962)
Garfinkd (1967) and Cicourel (1973), in that *any given act has arange of potentia
meanings , and the ‘meaning residesin the reflexive assembly of initiation, reply, and
evaudion actsinto interactiona sequences.” (Mehan 1979a)

1.4 The genesis of CA and M CA approaches to classr oom inter action

Mehan's study may be taken as a departure point in respect of the genesis of a conversation
anaytic gpproach to teacher evaluation in reading lessons. It can be argued that the ensuing
ethnomethodological classroom studies that exhibit conversation andytic gpproaches are a
steady progression of Mehan's thought and analysis. More recent classroom studies show in
increasngly rich and rigorous detail, by way of CA and MCA, how children’s socia
organization of classroom lessons are accomplished through the ordering of identities thet are
made relevant through and in their talk. (cf. Danby and Baker1998, 2001a, 2001b; Heap

1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1991, 1992, 2000; Macbeth 2000). Indeed, these are referent to many



previous ethnomethodologica studies and gpproaches to classroom order and understanding
children’s culturesin thisfidd. (cf. Heap 1978, 1979, 1980a, 1980b, 1980c, 1980d; Macbheth
1991, 1992, 1996; McHoul® 1978).

The classroom research conducted by Mehan (1979) differed in many respects from
conventiond ethnography. Indeed, Mehan argues that “congtitutive ethnography” is
advantageous in many ways that conventiona ethnography lacks. The data used for andlysis
is highly retrievable because it has been collected either through audio and/or video

recording. In thisway it is possible to preserve and present the origina data on which the
analysis has been conducted. Further, this dlows for a comprehensive trestment of the data,
which should be a comprehensive treatment of the entire corpus of the data rather than
focussing on corrdations and looking for * co-occurring phenomena . Condtitutive
ethnography amsto ensure that the perspectives of the researcher and participant members
of the research converge in respect that the ‘ normetive order’ of the classroom is made visble
by providing accountsfor absences of expected forms of interaction in the entire corpus of
the data.

However in lessons that are conducted as interactions with the computer interface in place of

or in collaboration with the teacher, I-R-E’s in computationd terms can be seen as.

 McHoul was the first, according to Heap, to analyze “formal talk in the classroom” sequentially in reference to
the work of Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974). Heap’ s grounds for criticism were made salient from the
observations of his own empirical classroom research with Brackstone and Hornin 1976& 1977, as part of a

long term study in 1978 of the social organization of reading activities at the Primary Level. Basically they

argue theissues of the “generality claimed for hisrules’ for the organization of turns at formal talk in the
classroom.“McHoul’ steacher ruleis argued not to account for....... undirected questions and overlapping
answers. His student rule is shown to be unable to handle student-student repair sequences.” Further, “his rules
areimmune to data because they define what counts as formal talk in the classroom.” (Heap 1979, Abstract). It
istherefore important to differentiate between the organization of classroom talk per se and the organization of
formal talk in the classroom, asformal talk conceives speakers asrule governed whereas classroom talk
conceives speakers asrule users. Finally, Heap concludes “while the rules are seen as being context -
independent,their use is conceived to be context -sensitive. This context -independent/context -sensitivecharacter
of rulesand their useis central for Sacks et a (1974: 700), but is absent from McHoul’ s formulations.” (Heap
1979, p.14).



| — Initiation as an ingruction from the program running on the machine

R — Response as interaction by the user with the text or graphics as displayed on the
interface of the VDU screen

E — The Evduation of the response of the pupil by the program being used which is displayed
on the VDU screen.

Ipso facto, it was found that interaction at the computer interface amongst groups of children
had afour part structure rather than athree part structure. The four part sequentid structures
found inthe I T setting of * instruction-compliance- request for evaluation or affirmation of

compliance- evaluation or affirmation of compliance’ (I-C-R-E’s) conss of two
consecutively sequentid adjacency pairs of which the second pair is aprocedurd
consequentidity of thefirst pair.(Perry 2000). Wegerif (1994;1995) found the same
sequentid structuresinthe SLANT data but identified them as “directive- compliance-request
for evaluation-evaluation’ (D-C-R-E’s). Thesefind evauative assessments of the |-C-R-
E/D-C-R-E dructure act asthe initiators of ‘repairs that are done by the pupils themselves,
whereasin the |- R-E structure explicated by Mehan the teacher uses this evauation asa
resource for doing ‘repairs ’ which will be sdlient in the next I nitiation utterance. In other
wordsif the pupils did not respond in the expected way thus producing a correct outcome
then the teacher hasto alow for this and reformat the question.

IntheIT setting ‘repairs are routingly carried out by pupils during word processing as

intentional acts. An act is carried out with the intention of the predicted or expected outcome

in accordance with a pupils anticipation of a co-pupils action and how that pupil anticipates

that the co-pupil will interpret the anticipated outcome. Hence ‘repairs are done as the

e, Schegloff (2000) When ‘Others' I nitiate Repair, in which he says, ‘ In these instances, an unproblematic
sequel begins anext turn-some sort of receipt of prior turn or stance toward it-but either after it's completion or
aborting it, it isfollowed by an other-initiation of repair.” p.231



interaction unfolds as an ongoing evaudive practice.

Recipient designed and task oriented interaction will be different in a group and will be
oriented towards a group understanding and an expected group hearability. In collaborative
computer tasks the designated writer or ‘first orderer’ (Heap1992)® may be‘sdf’ or group
gppointed through the negotiation of socid identities, which are contingent on the assumed
rights and obligations and thus membership categorizations by members, of co- membersto
the interaction, and how those members perceive that those co- members categorize
themselves and them.®

1.5 Categorical work: The ‘trangent’ ordering of ‘operative identities

Co-operative work at the computer is done astalk, aswhat is ‘inputted’ is ‘ norméatively’
spoken out loud by the ‘first orderer’ (Heap, 1992) at the keyboard. Collaborative practices
which orient to ‘other’ pertaining to ‘rights and ‘respongbilities ( Sacks 1975) can be sad
to operate within the parameters of ‘normative’ orders. The normative order and practical

reasoning in the organization of CSCW are congtituted as utterances. These predicate on
presuppostions of news worthyness and tellability, which are referent to indexicdity and

reflexivity in context and serve as unrecognised functions'® facilitated by such practices

8 cf. footnote 12, p.16

° Garfinkel (1967) puts this more simply, ‘for the conduct of his everyday affairs the person assumes, assumes
the other person assumes as well, and assumes that as he assumes it of the other person, the other person
assumes it of him, that arelationship of undoubted correspondence is the sanctioned rel ationship between the
actual appearances of an object and the intended object that appearsin a particular way. For the person
conducting his everyday affairs, objects, for him as he expects for others, are as they appear to be. To treat this
relationship under arule of doubt requires that the necessity and motivation for such arule bejustified.’

10 ‘Unrecognised functions' are known to be there and taken for granted, but not physically ‘seen’ or * heard’
and, it can be argued, act as enabling devices for self-directed |earning of which children collaboratively take
‘ownership’.



literacy and IT killsand socid communicative skillswhich in turn are facilitated by

collaborative tasks ™t

Work at the computer keyboard as a collaborative enterprise in successfully accomplishing a

task as s, islocaly managed and socialy organized through the ordering and managing of
socid identities, which are contingent on membership categorization as previoudy

explicated above. Within negotiating identities for collaborative practices the members of the
group are mediating between the group ‘frame of reference and their individud ‘ frames of
reference . Previous andysis (Perry 2000) has shown that children work in collaboration with
one another towards the accomplishment of task achievement and completion by the
membership categorization work of the negotiation of identities, or pogtions, through the
interpretive work of a‘discourse machinery’ ( Hegp 1992). Hegp's * discourse machinery’
which he describes as ‘ (soft) machinery for the production of discourse and action’ and
relatesit to Sacks et a (1974) A simplest systematics for the organization of turn-takingin
conversation, ‘can be used for awide variety of tasks . Heap states that ‘ the actions
accomplished by means of the discourse-action machinery of collaborative computer editing
include speech acts.” ‘ These acts are primarily devices for fostering the accomplishment of
non verba acts (Hegp 1992, p.130) asin arunning commentary of what is going on.

In their two papers ‘ Terror by Categorisation in a Preschool Classroom’ (2001) and
‘Escdlating Terror: Communicative Strategies in a Preschool Classroom Dispute’ (2001)
Susan Danby and Carolyn Baker refer to Sacks notion of how children‘set up flurries of

tak’ to highlight the collaborative work that children do to make ‘witnessable... the talk and

1 Thishas aready been established in my previous research, that in order to be able to complete collaborative
tasks at the computer that demonstrate literacy and I T skills children need social skillsfor that collaboration to
be successful
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conduct of amember of whatever socid category they are intending themselves to appear as .

In the setting up of “flurries’, which according to Danby and Baker, includes members
repetition of amilarly sounding words such as ‘bash’ and ‘smash’ for providing a‘ running
commentary’ for their actions, individud children are making their clams to membership of
the group ‘hearable’ to the others of that group. However, as Danby and Baker show, ‘the
tak and the actions... may remain the same, but membership may differ; the players and their
roles may differ from moment to moment.” (Danby and Baker 2000, p.10)

Asis shown in this research, that children in order to organize their work collaboratively
‘negotiate identities or operate within a series of *transent identities . To ducidate this
further it is necessary to refer to the rlevant Sacks lecture, ‘ Poetics; Requests, offers, and
threats; The ‘old man’ as an evolved natural object’ (vol. 2, p. 322) in which Sackstaks
about ‘flurries and dso talks about the * changing of oper ative identities (as evolved naturd
objects), where the identities they end up with are the identities they have in the world, but
that they weren't employing earlier on.” (p327). That is, the identities that are adopted are
contextualy and dtuationaly relevant to the occason in hand.

2.1 Situating the resear ch

This research emerged from two earlier ethnographic studies of collaborative work at the
computer in the primary school classroom. In these two previous studies it was found that (1)
children’sIT usage, task competency and task accomplishment relied on their socid
organization in the negatiating of identities and (2) that the Sructure of talk in

interaction with the computer interface was different from the structure of (a) ordinary
conversation and (b) ordinary classroom talk.

The school in which this research was conducted isasmadl village school with an

approximate number of one hundred and eighty pupils attending. The village grew around a
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quarrying community, but in spite of this very Welsh background it is extremely Anglicised.
The classroom lessons per se are conducted bilingudly in English and in Welsh but the
computer sessons are conducted in the medium of English.

The smdl group in this study were from a class of mixed ability with an age range of

9to 11 years.

The transcript data was obtained from audio recordings and field notes were taken in direct
observation of classroom interactions. The datais analysed from an ethnomethodol ogical
perspective usng a conversation analytic gpproach and refers to the membership
categorica work of the late Harvey Sacks ( Sacks 1992,1995).

2.2 Ingtitutional Talk, isthere such a phenomena?

| usethe term ‘ordinary dlasssoom tak’ and will refrain from using the term ‘indtitutiond

talk’ because this has been recently contested in McHoul and Rapley (2001), in which Hester
and Francis contest ‘indtitutiond talk’ per se. They maintain that whilst such conversationd
gtructures of the ‘ sequentia ordering’ of ‘relationd pairs asin ‘questions and answers may
support some of the activities engaged in during indtitutiond talk, these same structures do

not make ‘inditutiond’ interaction instantly recognisable or necessarily available. Indeed, the
‘recognisability’ of any phenomena, indtitutional or otherwise, ‘is a situated accomplishment,

and involves a reflexive rdationship between utterances, Stuated identities (my emphasis)

and other circumstantid particulars.” (Hester and Francis 2001).

However, thisis not an origind insight regarding this phenomena, Hegp (1979) said much the
same thing in his criticism of McHoul (1978), that it isimportant to differentiate between the
organization of ordinary classroom talk and the organization of formal talk/institutional talk

in the classroom, as formal talk conceives speakers as rule governed whereas classroom talk



concelives speakers as rule users. Findly, Hegp concludes ‘while the rules are seen as being
context-independent, their use is concelved to be context-sengtive. This context-
independent/context- sengitive character of rules and their useis central for Sacks et d (1974:
700), but is absent from McHoul’ s formulations.” (Heap 1979, p.14).

Watson (2000), however, explains thisin much finer detail in his response to Hester and
Francis smilar article ‘ Ethnomethodology, conversation andysis and ‘ indtitutiond tak’, in
Text 20(3)(2000). As Watson says, the issue of bringing CA/ITP (Indtitutional Talk Program)
and EM into a closer dignment with one another rests on the congderations of ‘ membership
categorization andlyssin relation to rather than in oppogtion to sequentia analys's, such that
consequences may be seen asinformed by and redlizations of categories. Thus categories
may be recognized as built into sequences and sequences may be recognized as, inter alia,
categoricd redizations” That is, the oneinforms the other. | totaly agree with Watson in this
respect in that *the tacit assumption of categorical identities works as one of conversation
analyss sand the indtitutiond talk programy's actud techniques of privileging sequence.
Watson's criticism gppears to be that Hester and Francis' ‘ characterization of categories as
‘dreumgtantid’ presupposes (my emphasis) ‘a separation of ‘category’ and ‘ sequence’ and
that ‘ categorica concerns, as and when they arise’ should ‘be treated asintegrd.’ Further,
Watson suggests thet * a respecified version of membership categorization andysis, utilizing,
inter alia, some of Sacks s later formulations such as, again, ‘turn-generated categories
might asss usin treating categorica order asintegral to sequentid order in talk (Sacks,
Voal.2, 173-73, 360-366 and 542-553). Unless, as he says, we do not ‘explore al the options
within conversation andyss asinitidly set out by Sacks we will be left with *an gpproach
that is areduction even in terms of conversation analysis (and by extenson, of the

inditutiond talk program).’
13



3.1 Examining the data: ‘ mapping on’ categories

The extract below came from some sequences of talk that had taken place among the
computer group that | was studying prior to the teacher setting the task to be completed. This
extract has been included because it was fdt that it has a particular bearing on the way that
the children managed the * operative identities’ in order to organize the collaborative work, or
the ‘local order’ of getting the task done. How they turn this phenomenon into a resource for
the interaction is shown later in section 3.3 extract 3.

R= Resear cher
P's1, 2 &3 =Pupilsin the computer group

Extract 1
01. P.2. Hello microphone= ((speaking directly into the recorder))

(0.3)

02. P.2. =how are you doing today?
03.Ps. 1,2, & 3 ((laughing and giggling))

(0.2)
04. P.2. Hello there microphone (0.2) hello microphone(.) again
05. (0.3) he, he, hello microphone you' re not recording me (.) at al
This pupil is particularly aware of being recorded and performs to the microphone,
wheress the other two do not appear to take any notice, although they must obvioudy
be aware by virtue of pupil 2's performance, and indeed thisis made apparent in the
next utterance.

06. P.3. ((addressing researcher)) Isthat light on when you're recording it? ((the micro-
recorder has ared light showing when it isin recording mode))

In this utterance pupil 3 is exhibiting his awareness that they are being recorded.



07. P.2. Oh, no, he, he
08.R. It doesn't matter
09. P.2. That'swhat you think!

((I explain to them that I'm writing my thesis and need to write 100,000 words
about how they learn in the classroom with computers, although this had aready been
explained to them by their teacher))

Sacks (1969) dso refers to this phenomenon in which the members of a group, who are part
of the research, are aware of being recorded and consequently turn it into a resource for the
interaction. Sacks describes the Stuation in thisway,

‘So, they’re in a situation where they’ re talking to each other, not to the observer, and
while talking to each other they’ re being listened to by somebody to whom they are
not talking. That somebody islegitimately listening to the talk of others who are not
talking to him isafairly peculiar situation, i.e., one does not normally have rights to

overhear, nor does one normally have to bear being overheard.” (Sacks 1969, p.108)

The interaction that Sacks is referring to was the beginning of a group therapy sessionin
which the participants were being audio recorded and observed, and about which he says,

‘What happened was approximately this: | came alittle early and got introduced to the
guys, and they were informed that | would be there. | wasin aroom, sitting behind a
one-way mirror, and they werein an adjoining room. We met in the observation room
and then they went out because it was a little early, then came back into the adjoining
room. There was amicrophonein the ceiling, and the following took place:
Roger: Turn on th’ microphone.

(1.0
Al: T(h)esting,

Roger: We're about to sta(hh)rt. Hehh hh heh
((thump))

Al: We ah gathuhd heah(h), on this day (hh),” (Sacks 1969, p.104)

Theinterest that this fragment had for Sacks ‘turns on the way in which its use involves the
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exhibiting of an attention to the presence of observers.” It can be asked both of Sacks
‘fragment’ and of ‘extract 1’ in ‘exhibiting an attention to the presence of an observer, why
do they do it in the way they do? Sacks askswhy, in hisfragment, ‘do they do it in a play-
like fashion; ‘play’ having two different senses both of which Sacks says are gppropriate:
‘play’ asinagame, and ‘play’ asin apeformance.’ (Sacks, p.105) ... ‘with regard to

the type of sequenceit is, it's‘apiece of play’, again in the two senses of a game sequence
and a performance.” Sacks goes on to say that these characters have picked the analogy of a
theatre performance and ‘ mapped’ on ‘its categories of performer/audience to
patient/observer.” In the same way then, it can be argued that in ‘extractl’ the pupils

have dso picked this andogy and have ‘mapped’ onit’s categories of performer/audience to
pupils'researcher, dthough the difference is that pupil 2 is aso performing to and interacting
with an inanimate object, i.e. the micro recorder in lines 01- 05. However, later inthe
andydisin section 3.3 extract 3 it will be shown how this andlogy changes to that of afilm st
and its categories of film director/actors are ‘mapped’ on to that of pupil ‘first orderer’/pupils
‘helpers 12.

3.2 Setting the task: situating the action

The members of the class and the teacher had gone outsde into the playground with the
classdigita camerain order to take pictures of themselves and the surrounding scenery with
the intention of saving them to the hard drive of the teacher’s lgptop compuiter, transferring
themto ‘A’ drive (saving themto ‘floppy’), transferring them to the hard drive of the class

computers and incorporating them into their work, which was for each group to creste aweb

215 Heap's study he found that the writer at the computer assumed the rights and responsibilities to be the ‘first
orderer’ and maintained the sole rights for inputting, whereas the ‘ helper’ can only assert theright to arrange
under conditions when the writer does not object. Heap suggests that ‘ the relation between the rights and
responsibilities for arranging’ during collaborative word processing ‘ can be seen as an organization of ordered
options. (Heap 1992, p.128)

16



page. The collective aim being to create a school website to be put on the Internet.

The class gradudly return and start to form into groups of threes, fours and fives around the
five computers that are in the classroom. The teacher returnslast of dl with the digita
camera. Thereis an interactive whiteboard at the back of the classroom thét is connected to a
laptop computer which is situated in front of it. The class computers are placed around the
perimeters of the classsoom asin the diagram below. (Diagram 1)

The computer group under observation in this research are Stuated at computer E next to
the teacher’ s desk with the researcher/author of this paper seated behind them. For most of
the time the teacher is standing in front of the |aptop compuiter.

The teacher addresses the whole class and uses the interactive whiteboard and 1aptop
computer to demonstrate what he expects each computer group to do and thus sets up

the task that is to be completed.

Pupils at the keyboard _

-
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Diagram 1. Thelayout of the classroom

Interactive Whiteboard Class
Class Computer
Computer B
A
L aptop
Computer
Class
Computer Desk Teacher Desk
C
Class
Computer
D
Desk Desk
Desk
R Teacher’s desk
Class
Computer
E
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3.3 Analogies and language games

R= Resear cher

T= Teacher

P’s= Pupils 1,2& 3 of the computer group (the names have been changed in the
transcript for the sake of the ethical practices of anonymity)

In extract 2 below the teacher sets the task.

Extract 2.
26.T.= Ok- , now on the back of this laptop=

((he points and touches the place on the back of the laptop computer))
27. T.= thereé sa specid place caled the USB port (.) right- an’ dl you doisyou
28.  plug it into the back=
((the teacher shows them the place at the back of the laptop computer))
The teacher is taking them through the procedure, which as Levinson (1992) saysin
‘the setting of atask done as requests to follow a procedure, the teacher takes them
through the process, making them familiar with the process and introducing them to
the ‘language game ( cf. Drew and Heritage (1992) Talk at Work, pp. 91-94)
(0.2
29. T.=an’ you use this lead=
((he holds up the lead to show them))
(0.2)

30. T.=an’ put it into your photo or into your camera (0.3) I’ ve ingdled the software

31. on thiscomputer dready (0.2) it's are:ady- onit (.) ok?(.) So, if | switch this
32. on now =

(0.2
33. T.=If | switch the function of the cameraon (0.2) you'll see wha happens (0.4)

34. onthere are (.) are the functions of the camera displayed yeh? () followed by
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35. the pictures that you have teken, dl- forty nine  of them (0.6) ok? So they are
36. dl onthere = (0.2
37. =Now, what | want you to- do- =

(thisis done as arequest to follow a procedure that he has dready outlined)
38. = | want to give you ablank disc for you to sa- ve your picture on to (.) right?I'll
39. cdl youdl herein asecond to thislaptop and | want to go through how you

40. saveyour pictureontoadisc. (0.3) You havethen to transfer ((Ilouder)) your

41. picturethat you've got on disc on to the computer=
(0.2

Here the teacher is defining the rationdity of the procedure towards the god
activities, which

are 'to create your web or page’ in lines 43 and 44.

42. T.=that °you'reusng® [(0.2) ok? And then you're going to create your web
(0.2)=

43.P.2. [((whispering (0.2)))

44, = or page around it (0.1) ok?-
By presenting and ogies different ‘language games can be introduced™ so that a

relationship can be built up between the language used and a pupil’ s view of the
world. A

teacher must present aline of argument or a connectivity so that the pupil’ s answer or
actions

will be able to contribute to the vdidity and verification of the statement of fact thus
securing

gmilar verbd relations. This determines the role that language will play to impart and

organize knowledge which may be done by drawing out important pardlels and
imparting

13 e. Theteacher provides a connectivity between ‘ page’ presented as what they already know asa
page in Microsoft Publisher because they have done this before, and ‘web’ asin ‘webpage’ as part of a
website which is anew thing for them to do, in the utterance ‘to create your web or page’.
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abilities. (Levison 1992). Asis seenin this extract the teacher isin control of the ‘task

setting’ and ‘turn-taking’ and hence controls the rationdity of the procedure towards
the god

activities in which detailed features of activities are organized as ‘ derivative structures
and

pedagogica drategies (Levinson 1992). This seems to hinge on the different
definitions and

the characterizations within the teacher’s utterances to explore the pupils levels of

understanding and their different abilities to take part in ‘language games inwhich
they will

orient to roles presented that are relative to what they dready know from their cultura
backgrounds. This corresponds with that which Hegp (1980) found, that it cannot be

predicted that a‘task’ outcome will necessarily display skills of task competency or
task

accomplishment because it cannot be known that the situational and interactiona
conditions

have produced this. Therefore, as Heap, says ‘ organizationa assessment problems
(Heap

1980) may arise, because it can not be known that a pupil has specificaly understood
the task that has been set. Bearing thisin mind, are correct answers artefacts of task
organizations (Heap 1980)? Indeed, Doug Maynard (2003) aso refersto the fact that
there are differences between correct answers and correct relevant answers and thus
different strategies may be employed to obtain them. Therefore outcomes should not
be used as defining criteriafor claims about knowledge if the task accomplishment is
due to pupils having access to external cultural knowledge resources.

What does an incorrect or insufficient task outcome display? Isthis areflection on the
pupils competence or the teacher’ s? According to Hegp (1980) there is waysthe

possibility of other reasons such as those fostered by the test or task itself. Whether



the outcome is successful or not rests on how it is managed, asin the next extract of
data. How the task is managed, particularly how pupil 2 manages the rest of the group

in extract 3 below, is contingent on both the setting up of the task and the ‘language
game

of the‘camera, ‘photo’, ‘picture’, resulting in the ‘mapping on’ of categories, in light
of

Sacks analys's and premised on the utterances that had taken place previoudy in
section 3.1

extract 1 concerning the ‘microphone’ and being ‘recorded’. (lines 01-09)

3.4 ‘'Requests, offersand threats

Extract 3
51.P.1.I'vego aphoo ((looking a the image on the VDU screen))
(0.3)

Pupil 1 has ‘sdlf sdlected’ (Sacks et al 1974) to bein charge and takes ownership of
the page,

becauseit is his photo that he has transferred from the *floppy’ and imported into the
document in ‘Microsoft Publisher’ that they are working on.

52.P.2. I’'m the director
(0.2

In this utterance pupil 2 contests pupil 1's position and takes on the oper ative identity
of a

film director which it can be argued, stlems from his previous performance in section
31

extract 1 with the microphone. However pupil 1 makes afurther clam to ownership
inline

53 because after dl it is his photo that is displayed on the computer screen.

53.P.1. I'minthephoo
(0.2

54.P.2. I'm, I'm the director



Pupil 2 isnot going to accept this and intends having the find say in hisidentity as
‘director’

about how thisis going to be managed in line 54.
55.P.1. I'mintheword ((he starts to type in his name at the keyboard))
Meaning, well the text is going to be about me because it's my photo. Then pupil 3

joinsin, and thisinteraction is crucid to how the interaction continues from this point
on.

56.P.3. Danny?
57.P.1. I'mlooking &

Pupil 1 isreferring to his picture and the text that he has typed in and is pointing to it
onthe

computer screen.
(0.9
58.P3. Danny?DANNY ?look what Danny done
Pupil 3isdrawing pupil 2's atention to the fact that he' s not happy with what pupil 1
is doing because pupil 1 isnow filling in borders around his picture and thus taking
ownership of the page.
59.P.1. I, | made ((inaudible (0.2)))
(0.9
60.P.3. Look2hatDanny?lone, Ben, Aook2vhat Danny done?
Pupil 3 is negoatiating with and gppedling to pupil 2 to direct the operations and at the

sametime heisusing this srategy asa‘ subterfuge’ to issue awarning to pupil 1 that
he's

not happy with him taking on the identity of that which Heap (1992) refersto asthe
‘first orderer’.
61.P.1. ((inaudible (0.3)))

62.P.2. Edit, (.) undo ((‘ offer’))
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Inline 62 pupil 2 ismaking an offer of advice to change what has been done. Thisis

donein response to pupil 3'swarning in lines 58 and 60 and is suggesting that pupil 1
should

et rid of the borders that he has put in place and his photo and the text as well.
63.P.1. 790? away? g::0? away?? ((‘ rejection point in talk’))

Pupil 1 rgjects pupil 2's offer in line 63

64. P.2. Look, edit undo, edit undo ((makes the ‘offer’ again as a ‘request’))

In line 64 pupil 2 takes over in hisidentity of ‘director’ again and he makes a definite
request to carry out this action which then becomes an insistence because he doesiit.
65.P.1.(0.5) ?2thanks?? ((said sarcadticaly))

Thisis said in response to pupil 2's action because he has now taken the mouse and
carried

out ‘edit undo, edit undo’
66.P.2. No? hit!?

In this utterance pupil 2 is making an evaluation of what he hasdoneand line 66 is
sadasan

expletive of this assessment because he has now deleted the whole page with an extra
‘edit,

undo’.

(0.2)
67.P.1. Look, look?dl he did, yeh?was

Pupil 1 has physically regained control of the mouse and has reconfigured the page,

S0 that what is going on now is a contest about whose picture and text is put on the
page.

68.P.2. Edit, undo (caps lock agen’) ok an’ then edit, undo ok? yeh but look?

Pupil 2 has taken the mouse and has ‘undone’ al of pupil 1's previous actions, and at
this

point pupils 1 and 2 are physcdly fighting over the mouse.
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70. P.3. Danny .hh, Danny (.) don’'t do anything, ok, ok?
Pupil 3'swarning now becomes more of athreat which isindicated by the urgency

and emphadis of the utterance and the intonation of voice and he is now telling pupil 1
that he

does not want him to carry out any actions at al.
71. P.2. Ok, the director says what goes on, the trouble with you Danny is that you
72. won't take 2orders?

It can aso be said that pupil 2is‘resuming’ (Turner 1968), in lines 71-72, the
operative

identity of ‘the director’. Turner argues that ‘when a person engages in ‘ doing
resuming’ he

therefore offers an identification” (original emphasis). In doing this pupil 2 is
collaborating

with pupil 3inthe ‘issuing of athrest’ by putting pupil 1 in his place and implying
thet he

should take orders from him as‘director’ . In ‘resuming’ the operative identity of ‘the

director’ pupil 2 isgiving the threat an *authority for action’ which is further
corroborated

and reiterated in the next utterance of pupil 3in line 73 below.
73. P.3. Now we definitely decide what goes on, ok

Inthis particular caseit isas Turner describes, *that socidized members are able both
to ‘see’

the identification which the style of entering an encounter proffers each other, and that
they

are able to make the same assessment concerning third parties.” Their assessment
being of

pupil 1, who in their eyesis the third party to the interaction and the *actor’ who is
expected

to do asthe ‘director’ tells him. In the utterance of line 73, pupil 3 collaboratively
agreesthat
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‘ok now we are definitely going to carry out thisthreat’” and take over the direction of
the

actions. Thisthen posesthe question asto who isthe ‘first orderer’ in thisingtance,
pupil 2

or pupil 3, or are they both ‘first orderer’ in collaboration?

4.1 Conclusions: ‘resuming and collabor ative identities

In switching identities, which Sacks calls ‘ operative identities (Sacks 1970) or
‘transient identities (Perry 2000), pupils positions at the computer are managed and
transformed by ‘a series of identity changes that progressively provide further
transforms, at the various regjection points (ie. rgections of offers made) in order to
proceed one has to find not Ssmply another offer-form to proceed with which is usable
for and by the one to whom you are offering. Offers are made under the various

relationships that parties might have to each other.’” (Sacks 1970)These are ‘done’ ‘by
the

virtue of aseries of pogtions that a member has ‘rdlative to the place and the co-
members

present and how they see themselvesin relation to other.

When an offer is rgected, another offer is made and maybe changed in some
particular way,

it may be offered in amore acceptable form or as a different version. So, how does an
‘offer

become a ‘threat’ ? * In some Stuations, Sacks says, an ‘offer issmply the first
verson of

getting the person to do something’ . Therefore as Sacks says, ‘an offer 'isseen ‘as

something different than a‘request’ or a‘warning’ or a‘threat’ rather thereisan ex-
gradibus

progresson in which argected offer then becomes an inastence which ismore likely
to be

accepted. A rejected insstence or arequest, ie”’ would you like to do ‘X7 becomes
‘please
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do ‘X’! and can then become a“‘warning’ asin, ‘do ‘X’ or d<e...
you don't

implying thet ‘if

accept thisthen | shdl have to adopt this Srategy. In turn argected warning may then
become a‘threat’, ie. if you don't comply then | shal do “Y’, which ismore likely to
indigate a compliance with the origind request.

It can be seen from these sequences that in managing the ‘local order’” a the
computer pupil 1 initidly takes charge of the task organization but thisis overtly
contested by pupil 2 through the categorical work of the identity transforms of his

operative identity of ‘director’. Pupil 3 also contests pupil 1's management of the
task

organization by covertly negatiating pupil 2's postion and ataining a collaborative

agreement through implying ‘requests, offers and threats which he ‘manages pupil 2
into

carying out. However, bearing in mind Turner’ s notion of resuming that pupils 2 and
3

‘are able both to *see’ the identification which the style of entering an encounter
profferseach

other, and that they are able to make the same assessment concerning third parties
and that in

line 73, pupil 3 collaboratively agrees that ‘ ok now we are definitely going to carry
out this

threat’ and take over the direction of the actions, it can be asked who isthe ‘first
orderer’ in

this instance, pupil 2 or pupil 3?1 would suggest thet in this particular case pupils 2
and 3

have both taken on the identity of ‘first orderer’ in collaboration. This has obvioudy

generated atopic for further research and requires amore detailed andysis for which
thereis

not scope for in this paper.

4.2 Conclusions: culture and identity
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Culture hinges on the socid heritage of acommunity represented by systems of
symbols,

idess, beliefs and aesthetic perceptions, values etc; demongtrable through digtinctive
formsof

behaviour which is embedded in our collections of menta and spiritua
artefacts.(Bauman

1999) Wetherdll (2003) asks, ‘How do children and adolescents categorise others,
recognise

and represent difference and develop loca practicesin relation to socid category
based

identitiesin nurseries, schoals, colleges and in family settings? Wetherdl dso sates
that,

‘Little is known about children’s identity cultures (my emphasis) (Wetherell 2003).
To

reiterate Heap, the ways in which these activities are ordered and organized ‘ can only
be

known from within a culture, by being, or becoming amember.’ (Heagp 1988) and as
Bauman

(1999) indicates, ‘the identity of a society is ultimately rooted in amore or less
invariant

network of socid relations; the ‘societd’ nature of the society conssts above dl ina
web of

interdependencies devel oped and sustained by and through human interaction.’

What is aready known and taken for granted, thet is, what members have culturaly
derived, becomes apparent in ‘members everyday practices. So what provides for
these *cultura dimensons in members everyday interactions? In this particular case
the physicd artefacts of the digitd camera that was being used and built into the

actual lesson as part and parcd of the practica demondtration as the teacher’s
ingtruction, and the audio recorder which was part of the research action, in that the
children were aware of being part of the research and used it as aresource to perform

and interact as part of it. Thiswas ‘don€ by way of the categorica work of ‘mapping
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on' categoriesto transform from their current identities to usefully oper ative idertities
inatransient manner as described by Sacks whichin part answvers Wetherdl’ sinquiry
and serves to make Watson's point more sdient that sequentid talk, ie. I-C-R-E's
(formal talk/institutional talk), isreliant on the redlization of categories, categories
that draw culture and identity.

Appendix: Transcription conventions

These transcription symbols are taken from those described in the gppendicesin
George Psathas (1995) and is based on the system devel oped by Gail Jefferson for use

in Conversation Andyss

() word(s) spoken but not audible
(was)  best guess for word(s) spoken
(@) transcriber’ s description
but emphasis of word
Edit emphasis of |etters, thus certain sounds within the word
BUT louder emphasis, dmost shouting
[no the point a which an overlgp occurs
[[no the point at which multiple overlgps occur
= latches on to next line s a continuation of utterance

not rigng intonation
orders? lower intonation

‘up° talk that has a noticeably softer volume than the surrounding talk
do:on't  extended sound

(h) or.h anin-breath, asin agasp or sobbing

hh. an out- breath, asin asigh or laughter

(0.3)  pauses timed in tenths of seconds

) pause, one tenth of second

Punctuation marks do not denote grammatical correctness, they indicate speech
inflection

please? aquestion mark indicates arisng intonation



away! an exclamation mark indicates an animated tone
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