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The Appendor Question in English Talk-in-interaction: 
Focusing on Problems due to Sequential Coherency 

 

JONES, Sally 

 

Abstract 

This  ar t ic le  wi l l  examine a  pract ice  of  other- ini t ia ted repair  in  Engl ish conversat ion cal led 

the  “appendor  quest ion”;  in  par t icular,  I  wi l l  examine how this  l inguis t ic  format  is  used to  

address  problems due to  sequent ia l  coherency.  Such problems are  caused by problems in  

unders tanding how the t rouble  source turn f i t s  in  sequent ia l ly  wi th  the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk .  

While  the  appendor  quest ion has  been ident i f ied as  marking a  “ tying problem” in  Engl ish  

ta lk- in- interact ion previously,  th is  ar t ic le  wi l l  expand on this  and take a  more deta i led look 

at  how problems due to  sequent ia l  coherency are  deal t  wi th  by par t ic ipants  in  in teract ion.  

Pr imari ly,  th is  ar t ic le  wi l l  focus  on why the  appendor  quest ion  ( in  par t icular,  i t s  syntact ic  

format)  i s  used to  address  such problems.  Ut i l i s ing the  methodology of  Conversat ion Analysis ,  

th is  ar t ic le  wi l l  examine natural ly  occurr ing Engl ish conversat ion and delve into  the  

ins tances  where  the  appendor  quest ion was used to  address  problems due to  sequent ia l  

coherency.  I t  was  found that  the  appendor  quest ion is  used in  environments  where  a  topic  

shi f t  or  change has  occurred,  such as  af ter  a  f i rs t  pai r  par t  or  a  topic  in i t ia l  turn .  These  

appendor  quest ions  reveal  the  s t rong grasp of  the  t rouble  that  the  par t ic ipant  in i t ia t ing repair  

has ,  to  the  extent  where  they are  able  to  produce a  miss ing e lement  that  i s  both  a  syntact ic  

and semant ic  extension of  the  t rouble  source.  In  addi t ion,  they are  used in  ins tances  where  a  

shi f t  in  the  topic  ( i .e . ,  less  abrupt  change)  has  occurred.  Compared to  another  pract ice  of  

other- ini t ia ted repair  in  Engl ish ,  the  “open-class  repair  in i t ia tor”  marks  a  much lesser  grasp 

of  the  t rouble  source and a  more abrupt  change between the  topics .  The repair  in i t ia tor  in  

th is  case  does  not  even construe something that  i s  a  semant ic ,  syntact ic  extension.  In  addi t ion,  

the  appendor  quest ion is  minimal ly  s topping the  progress ivi ty  of  the  other  par t ic ipant’s  ta lk  

wi th  thei r  own act ion ( i .e . ,  repair ) ,  but  on the  other  hand,  i t  i s  a lso  maximal ly  a l igned to  

support  the  act ion of  the  other  par t ic ipant .  

 

 

Keywords:  Conversat ion Analysis ,  Appendor  Quest ion,  Sequent ia l  Coherency,  Other-

ini t ia ted Repair  
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2 JONES, Sally 

1. Introduction 

 

Whenever  we ta lk  wi th  others ,  there  a t  t imes can be problems in  the  shared unders tanding 

of  what  we are  ta lking about .  This  ar t ic le  wi l l  examine how par t ic ipants  deal  wi th  disrupt ions  

to  th is  shared unders tanding,  focusing on problems due to  “sequent ia l  coherency”;  that  i s ,  

the  coherency of  a  turn in  i t s  sequent ia l  (conversat ional)  environment .  This  ar t ic le  wi l l  focus  

on a  pract ice  cal led the  “appendor  quest ion” that  can be used for  such problems.  

The appendor  quest ion is  one of  many repair  in i t ia tors  found in  Engl ish (see  Sidnel l ,  2011 

for  more about  the  typology of  repair  in i t ia tors  in  Engl ish) .  I t  i s  both a  semant ic  and syntact ic  

extension of  a  pr ior,  poss ibly-complete  turn. 1  That  i s  to  say,  the  appendor  quest ion appends 

to  the  end of  the  turn i t  i s  targe t ing.  I t  i s  a  pract ice  of  other- ini t ia ted repair  that  i s  used as  

an unders tanding check,  making re levant  a  conf i rmat ion or  disconf i rmat ion by the  t rouble-

source speaker.  Appendor  quest ions  were  ini t ia l ly  def ined as  preposi t ional  phrases  wi th  

quest ioning intonat ion (cf . ,  Sacks ,  1992) ,  but  th is  has  expanded to  adjuncts  in  general  

(Hayashi  & Hayano,  2013) .  Moreover,  i t  i s  not  necessary that  a l l  appendor  quest ions  wi l l  

have quest ioning ( i .e . ,  r i s ing)  in tonat ion;  for  ins tance,  there  were  cases  in  the  col lected data  

where  the  appendor  quest ion has  non-quest ioning intonat ion but  i s  s t i l l  being t reated as  

performing repair  by the  recipient .  

Let  us  now look at  one example of  the  appendor  quest ion.  (1)  i s  f rom a group therapy 

sess ion where  the  provided coffee  is  f rom a local  café .  The target  appendor  quest ion,  denoted 

by ‘➞’ ,  i s  in  l ine  8 .  

 

Excerpt  (1) :  Sacks  (1992,  pp.  660-661);  Schegloff  (1997,  p .  511)  

1 Roger:   So we lack feminine attendance. 

2 Dan:     Doesn’t seem so, unless we can get some more in. 

3 Ken:     But the girls – any girl that comes in here has  

4          to take all those tests and stuff, don’t they. 

5          (3.0) 

6 Dan:     Won’t be for several weeks now. 

7 Roger:   They make miserable coffee. 

8 ➞Dan:    Across the street? 

9 Roger:   Yeh  

10 Ken:     Miserable food hhhh 
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Dan proffers  a  candidate  unders tanding of  the  referent  “ they” in  l ine  7  wi th  the  appendor  

quest ion “across  the  s t reet”  in  l ine  8 .  This  appendor  quest ion is  des igned to  be  a  semant ic  

and syntact ic  extension of  l ine  7’s  “ they make miserable  coffee”.  Placing these  together,  we 

wil l  get  “They make miserable  coffee  across  the  s t reet” ,  which is  a  complete  syntact ic  uni t .  

As discussed by Sacks  (1992,  p .  661) ,  the  t rouble  here  could be  due to  a  “ tying problem”.  

This  i s  because the  “ they” in  l ine  7  could be heard as  e i ther  referr ing to  “gir ls” ,  which the  

par t ic ipants  has  jus t  d iscussed,  or  “ the  café” ,  which is  where  the  par t ic ipants  had purchased 

the  coffee .  The appendor  quest ion speaker  here  has  heard and unders tood the  t rouble  source 

turn i t se l f ,  but  the  t rouble  has  been caused by the  underspecif ied referent  “ they”.  Moreover,  

how the t rouble  source turn f i t s  in  wi th  the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk  ( i .e . ,  sequent ia l  coherency)  

is  an interact ional  problem.  

While  Sacks  (1992)  has  ident i f ied the  appendor  quest ion previously,  th is  s tudy wi l l  

examine appendor  quest ion and how i t  i s  being used to  address  problems due to  sequent ia l  

coherency.  This  wi l l  involve a  comparison wi th  another  repair  in i t ia tor,  the  open-class  repair  

in i t ia tor,  that  can be used for  such problems too.  Al though both of  these  are  repair  in i t ia tors ,  

they di ffer  in  that  the  appendor  quest ion is  syntact ical ly  dependent  on the  t rouble  source turn 

and the  open-class  repair  in i t ia tor  i s  not .  In  th is  respect ,  the  ar t ic le  wi l l  delve into  why the  

appendor  quest ion might  be  picked by i t s  speaker,  as  opposed to  a  repair  in i t ia tor  that  i s  not  

syntact ical ly  dependent  l ike  the  open-class  repair  in i t ia tor.  

This  ar t ic le  i s  s t ructured in  the  fol lowing manner.  After  the  int roduct ion,  I  wi l l  out l ine  

the  data  and methodology used for  th is  ar t ic le .  This  i s  fo l lowed by the  analysis  of  the  

appendor  quest ion address ing problems due to  sequent ia l  coherency and then the  open-class  

repair  in i t ia tor.  Last ly,  the  discuss ion and conclusion wi l l  be  presented.  

 

2. Data and Methodology 

 

The analysis  uses  natural ly  occurr ing,  recorded interact ion between speakers  of  Engl ish .  

185 ins tances  of  appendor  quest ions  were  col lected in  to ta l  f rom 135 hours  of  audio-  and 

video-recorded data .  15 of  the  appendor  quest ions  concern problems of  sequent ia l  coherency,  

whi le  the  other  funct ions  of  appendor  quest ions  (namely,  repair  not  concerning sequent ia l  

coherency problems;  af ter  a  topic  in i t ia l  turn;  informat ion seeking;  disbel ief ;  a  harbinger  to  

disaff i l ia t ion)  wi l l  not  be  examined as  they fa l l  outs ide  the  scope of  th is  ar t ic le .  The data  

pr imari ly  came from publ ic ly  avai lable  corpora ,  but  the  corpora  in  quest ion for  th is  ar t ic le  

are :  “Cal lHome” (Canavan,  Graff ,  & Zipper len,  1997)  and “Cal lFr iend – Northern US” 
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(Canavan & Zipper len,  1996) .  These  consis t  of  recorded,  casual  conversat ions  between 

f r iends  and family  members  on the  te lephone.  

The methodology of  th is  ar t ic le  i s  grounded in  Conversat ion Analysis  (hencefor th ,  CA).  

I t  i s  the  s tudy of  natural  ta lk- in- interact ion.  Emerging as  a  discipl ine  in  the  1960s through 

the  work of  Harvey Sacks ,  Emanuel  Schegloff  and Gai l  Jefferson,  a  fundamental  goal  of  CA 

is  to  descr ibe  how par t ic ipants  unders tand and accomplish socia l  act ions  in  conversat ion to  

achieve thei r  in teract ional  goals  (Goodwin & Heri tage,  1990) .  That  i s ,  a  centra l  tenet  i s  

answering the  quest ion of  “why that  now” (Sacks  & Schegloff ,  1973) .  Hence,  th is  s tudy wi l l  

examine how the par t ic ipants  use  and unders tand the  appendor  quest ion,  and i t  wi l l  account  

for  how they (and we)  use  the  appendor  quest ion in  conversat ion.  

Moreover,  CA is  data-dr iven and ut i l i ses  natural  conversat ions  that  have been recorded.  

These conversat ions  are  then t ranscr ibed (please  refer  to  the  “Transcr ipt ion Convent ions” 

sect ion a t  the  end of  th is  ar t ic le  for  the  convent ions  used)  and analysed.  

 

3. Analysis 

 

This  sect ion wi l l  examine three  ins tances  of  the  appendor  quest ion address ing problems 

due to  sequent ia l  coherency.  This  wi l l  be  fol lowed by an examinat ion of  open-class  repair  

in i t ia tors  being used to  address  such problems as  wel l ,  h ighl ight ing the  s imilar i t ies  and 

di fferences  between the  two repair  in i t ia tors .  This  wi l l  revolve around how one format  — the 

appendor  quest ion — is  syntact ical ly  dependent  on the  t rouble  source turn,  whi le  the  other  

— the open-class  repair  in i t ia tor  — is  not  syntact ical ly  dependent .  

Now,  le t  us  turn our  a t tent ion to  the  f i rs t  appendor  quest ion example.  This  f i rs t  excerpt  

comes f rom a case  whereby the  t rouble  source turn  marks  a  shi f t  in  the  topic ;  moreover,  th is  

t rouble  source turn is  the  f i rs t  pai r  par t  of  an adjacency pair.  Adjacency pairs  are  a  sequence 

of  pai red act ions  whereby the  f i rs t  pai r  par t  makes  the  second pair  par t  re levant  and expected 

(cf .  Schegloff ,  2007) .  However,  the  appendor  quest ion has  been inser ted and becomes a  

roadblock in  the  sequence’s  progress ivi ty;  i .e . ,  i t  delays  the  second pair  par t .  (2)  

demonstra tes  th is .  Alex and Dave knew each other  f rom the  army,  but  only  Alex is  s t i l l  

serving.  Alex was discuss ing how he has  been offered a  job as  depar tment  head for  emergency 

nurs ing ( l ines  omit ted) .  The mil i tary  terminology “deep-selected” is  used in  the  excerpt ,  

which refers  to  someone who has  been promoted ahead of  thei r  peers  to  a  higher  rank.  The 

target  “for  commander”  occurs  in  l ine  15.  
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Excerpt  (2) :  Cal lHome (chm4415)  

1  Dave:   I know you are stil:l <lieutenant commander right?> 

2          (0.6) 

3  Alex:   yeah. 

4          (0.2) 

5  Dave:   okay ah- you are looking towards ho- (.) hh how soon 

6          would commander be coming around the pike for you  

7          Alex. 

8  Alex:   a:h wel:l I’ll be in <zone> next- next year. 

9          (.) 

10  Dave:   okay, so that wouldn't [blow the d]epartment head= 

11  Alex:                          [   but-   ] 

12          =thing if you pick up commander would it? 

13  Alex:   no no a:h but guess who got deep selected. 

14          (0.3) 

15  ➞Dave:  for commander? 

16          (.) 

17  Alex:   ye:ah. 

18          (0.9) 

19  Dave:   °let me think.° (0.8) oh. (0.4) it's got to  

20          be (.) Barney. 

21          (0.3) 

22  Alex:   o:h yeah. 

 

Alex’s  f i rs t  pai r  par t  quest ion is  “but  guess  who got  deep selected” in  l ine  13.  The ‘guess  

+ WH-word’ format  can be used for  pre-announcements  (Schegloff ,  2007) ,  but  Dave t reats  

th is  as  a  quest ion.  This  i s  evidenced by the  lack of  a  go-ahead or  blocking response.  Rather  

than an answer  to  the  quest ion,  Alex ins tead proffers  the  appendor  quest ion “for  commander?” 

in  l ine  15.  This  t reats  Alex’s  quest ion as  pragmat ical ly  incomplete  as  i t  i s  not  response ready 

for  him.  He has  been,  however,  able  to  infer  f rom the immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk  that  the  

unexpressed e lement  of  Alex’s  quest ion is  “commander”  (as  the  terminology “deep-selected” 

refers  only to  ranks  in  the  army) .  This  quest ion would mark a  shi f t  in  topic  f rom Alex’s  future  

job and poss ibly  becoming commander  in  the  mil i tary.  After  receiving conf i rmat ion f rom 

Alex in  l ine  17,  Dave in  l ines  19-20 indicates  that  he  is  searching for  the  answer  (“ le t  me 
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th ink”)  before  f inal ly  giving i t .  In  th is  ins tance,  there  was  an unexpressed e lement  in  the  

t rouble  source turn ,  which the  appendor  quest ion speaker  const rued and received 

conf i rmat ion of  such by the  t rouble  source speaker.  

Now le t  us  turn to  cases  where  the  appendor  quest ion appears  in  is  af ter  a  topic  in i t ia l  

turn .  In  (3) ,  Sue has  been te l l ing May about  how a  former  s tudent  of  hers  in t roduced her  to  

the  novel  Heart  of  a  Dog .  The target  “about  being a  dog” occurs  in  l ine  17.  

 

Excerpt  (3) :  Cal lHome (chm4822)  

1  May:   .hh is heart of a dog is it about (.) what it's like  

2          to be a dog in a way and [it's 

3  Sue:                             [well [it's about this  ] 

4  May:                                   [(speaks how you-)]=  

5         =walks around how the smells are. 

6         (0.2) 

7  Sue:   no it's that he's a dog but he's like being  

8         transformed by some mad scientist soviet scientist  

9         into this- [to this] like ma:n .hh 

10  May:              [  oh.  ] 

11  May:   oh. 

12         (0.7) 

13  Sue:   it's really bizarre. 

14  May:   I've never been able to find that book (1.0) hh pf  

15         that (.) Hester and I read yea::rs ago, 

16         (0.2) 

17  ➞Sue:  about being a dog? 

18         (.) 

19  May:   yeah.= 

20  Sue:   =wasn't call of the wild was it? 

21         (0.8) 

22  May:   the wild? 

23         (.) 

24  Sue:   call of the wild? 

25         (0.5) 

26  May:   no 
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In  l ines  14-15,  the  demonstra t ive  determiner  “ that”  is  being used to  modify the  noun in  

May’s  topic  in i t ia l  turn .  This  turn is  a  shi f t  f rom Sue’s  discuss ion of  Heart  of  a  Dog  to  May 

not  being able  to  f ind a  par t icular  book.  The reference “ that  book” could have been 

problemat ic  for  Sue as  use  of  the  demonstra t ive  determiner  “ that”  suggests  the  referent  i s  

uniquely ident i f iable  and famil iar  to  the  co-par t ic ipant  (Gundel ,  Hedberg,  & Zacharski ,  2001) .  

As such,  i t  i s  hearable  as  invi t ing Sue to  ident i fy  the  referent .  Ins tead,  Sue proffers  the  

appendor  quest ion “about  being a  dog” in  l ine  17,  which appends to  the  end of  May’s  ta lk  in  

l ines  14-15.  I t  i s  evident  that  Sue has  inferred this  f rom the pr ior  ta lk ,  which was lef t  

underspecif ied by May,  that  the  book is  a lso  about  a  dog.  After  conf i rmat ion in  l ine  19,  Sue 

proffers  a  suggest ion for  the  book t i t le  and this  i s  u l t imately  re jected by May in  l ine  26.  Here ,  

the  appendor  quest ion is  used to  target  an underspecif ied e lement  of  the  pr ior  turn.  

(4)  i s  another  example of  the  appendor  quest ion occurr ing af ter  a  topic  in i t ia l  turn.  Adele  

and Kyl ie  are  c l in ical  therapy interns .  Adele  ment ioned that  she has  received the  necessary 

credi ts  needed for  the  next  two years  ( l ines  omit ted) .  She then shif ts  the  topic  to  how she 

might  not  be  where  she is  in  two years’ t ime.  The target  “f rom Guam?” occurs  in  l ine  10.  

 

Excerpt  (4) :  Cal lFr iend – Northern US (engn6278)  

1  Adele:   I don't know=maybe I won't even be here in two more 

2           years=who knows. 

3           (.) 

4  Kylie:   huh? 

5           (0.3) 

6  Adele:   maybe I'll be in Guam hhh .h 

7  Kylie:   <did I miss something cruci:al?> 

8  Adele:   .hh <well> I've been dating somebody. 

9           (0.6) 

10  ➞Kylie:  from ↓Gua::m? 

11           (0.4) 

12  Adele:   $n(h)o:$ 

13           (.) 

14  Adele:   somebody who's in the Navy. 

15           (.) 

16  Kylie:   >oh.< 
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Adele’s  announcement  “wel l  I ’ve  been dat ing somebody” in  l ine  8  has  been designed in  a  

way that  suggests  that  Kyl ie  is  in  a  [K-]  posi t ion regarding the  news.  Thus,  for  Kyl ie ,  th is  i s  

pragmat ical ly  incomplete .  Indeed,  Adele’s  turns  pr ior  to  th is  announcement  have been 

designed in  an ambiguous manner.  In  l ines  1-2,  Adele  announces  that  she would not  be  where  

she is  in  two years ,  to  which Kyl ie  responses  wi th  “huh”.  Then in  l ine  6 ,  Adele  s ta tes  “maybe 

I ’ l l  be  in  Guam”.  In  response,  Kyl ie  in  l ine  7  asks  “did I  miss  something crucia l” ,  which 

suggests  she is  seeking more informat ion to  unders tand the  reason for  Adele  going to  Guam. 

Al though Adele  has  s ta ted she might  not  be  where  she is  in  two years  as  she wi l l  be  in  Guam,  

the  reason why she wi l l  be  in  Guam in  the  f i rs t  p lace has  not  been given.  Adele  then announces  

that  she has  been dat ing somebody.  In  the  next  s lot ,  Kyl ie  in  l ine  10 proffers  the  appendor  

quest ion “from Guam?”.  She infers  f rom the immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk  that  the  reason is  

something to  do wi th  Guam.  Kyl ie  seeks  conf i rmat ion f rom Adele  — via  the  appendor  

quest ion — that  th is  unders tanding is  correct ,  but  Adele  disconf i rms this  and then reveals  

she has  been dat ing someone f rom the Navy.  Kyl ie’s  “oh” in  l ine  16 s ignals  that  Kyl ie  has  

moved f rom a s ta te  of  not  knowing to  knowing (Heri tage,  1984) .  As soon as  she  is  able  to  

infer,  she uses  an appendor  quest ion.  Hence,  Kyl ie  here  has  used the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk  

to  infer  the  topical  connect ion between the  announcement  and the  pr ior  ta lk ,  which is  made 

expl ic i t  v ia  the  appendor  quest ion.  

From what  we have seen wi th  these  excerpts ,  the  appendor  quest ion is  making something 

that  was  lef t  “miss ing” expl ic i t .  The appendor  quest ion i t se l f  makes  minimal  disrupt ion to  

the  progress ivi ty  as  i t  requires  a  s imple  conf i rmat ion or  disconf i rmat ion,  ra ther  than an 

e laborat ion,  by the  t rouble  source speakers .  Al though the  appendor  quest ion speaker  is  

in i t ia t ing a  new act ion ( i .e . ,  repair )  wi th  the  appendor  quest ion,  th is  act ion minimal ly  hal ts  

in  the  progress ivi ty.  Another  considerat ion is  that  the  appendor  quest ion is  both a  syntact ic  

and semant ic  extension,  which in  turn  means  that  the  appendor  quest ion is  a  hearable  as  being 

a  cont inuat ion of  what  the  t rouble  source speaker  could have said  for  themselves .  The 

appendor  quest ion speaker  reveals  through thei r  use  of  the  appendor  quest ion that  they have 

a  s t rong unders tanding of  what  the  miss ing e lement  is .  

Now,  whi le  the  appendor  quest ion can be used for  sequent ia l  problems,  another  repair  

in i t ia tor  can a lso be used:  the  open-class  repair  in i t ia tor  (Drew,  1997) .  This  i s  demonstra ted 

in  (5)  wi th  the  target  open-class  repair  in i t ia tor  “pardon” occurr ing in  l ine  10.  
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Excerpt  (5) :  Drew (1997,  p .  75)  

1  Gordon:   .tch Eh:m (0.4) are you goin' tonight,  

2             (.) 

3  Norm:     Mm. 

4  Gordon:   .hhh (0.2) Would you mind givin' me a lift[t.  

5  Norm:                                               [No  

6  Norm:     that's a'right, 

7  Gordon:   .hhh (0.3) Very kind of you. 

8            (.) 

9  Norm:     Caught me in the ba:th a[gain. 

10  ➞Gordon:                          [.p.hhhh Pardon?=  

11  Norm:     =heh Caugh[t me in the ba:th  

12  Gordon:             [.t .h h .h h Oh(hh) I'm sorr(h)y 

 

There  is  an abrupt  change in  topic  f rom Gordon’s  request  for  a  l i f t  ( l ine  4)  to  Norm’s  

announcement  that  he  was  in  the  bath  ( l ine  9) .  This  has  caused a  problem in  unders tanding 

the  connect ion between the  t rouble  source turn and the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk .  Gordon 

proffer ing “pardon” in  l ine  10 is  evidence for  th is .  The excerpts  f rom Drew’s  ar t ic le  a l l  

feature  an abruptness  in  the  topic  shi f t  between unrela ted topics ,  but  in  the  cases  f rom my 

appendor  quest ion col lect ion,  the  topics  are  re la ted and mark a  shi f t  in  the  topic’s  focus .  This  

i s  perhaps  re la ted to  ordered typology for  the  di fferent  other- ini t ia ted repair  formats  (Sidnel l ,  

2011) ,  which is  organised in  terms of  thei r  power  for  locat ing the  repairable:  

 

Open-class  ➞  Q-word ➞  Repeat  + Q-word ➞  Repeat  ➞  Unders tanding Check 

WEAKER         STRONGER 

 

Figure  1:  Typology of  other- ini t ia ted repair  f rom Sidnel l  (2011)  

 

On this  scale  and of  par t icular  in teres t  to  us ,  unders tanding checks  ( including appendor  

quest ions)  have the  s t rongest  grasp of  what  the  t rouble  source is ,  whereas  open-class  repair  

in i t ia tors  have the  weakest .  The scale  could a lso be re la ted to  the  grasp that  the  speaker  

in i t ia t ing the  repair  has  of  the  re la t ionship between the  t rouble  source turn and the  pr ior  ta lk .  

That  i s ,  open-class  repair  in i t ia tors  display the  leas t  grasp due to  a  greater  degree  of  

sequent ia l  incoherency.  This  re la t ionship is  reversed for  the  appendor  quest ions ,  where  i t  
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shows a  higher  grasp due to  a  lower  degree of  sequent ia l  incoherency.  Fur thermore,  in  the  

case  of  open-class  repair  in i t ia tors ,  i t  would be di ff icul t  to  use  the  appendor  quest ion in  i t s  

p lace ( l ike  in  (5))  because i t  would be s ignif icant ly  more di ff icul t  to  infer  the  connect ion 

between the  t rouble  source turn and the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk .  In  saying so,  the  appendor  

quest ion can be used for  when there  has  been an abrupt  topic  change,  l ike  in  (1) ,  as  the  

par t ic ipants  have knowledge  per ta ining to  the  topic  in i t ia l  turn and thus  do not  have to  re ly  

on the  ta lk  pr ior  to  the  t rouble  source turn to  infer  the  topical  connect ion.  

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

 

Appendor  quest ions  are  semant ical ly  and syntact ical ly  t ied to  the  t rouble  source turn,  but  

they are  a lso used to  make expl ic i t  how the t rouble  source is  t ied to  i t s  sequence context .  

That  i s ,  i t  i s  used to  conf i rm the  sequent ia l  re la t ionship between the  t rouble  source turn and 

the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk .  I t  was  shown that  speakers  re ly  on the  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk  to  

infer  the  re la t ionship,  which then requires  e i ther  a  s imple  conf i rmat ion or  disconf i rmat ion 

by the  t rouble  source speaker.  This  seems to  suggest  that  the  speaker  of  the  appendor  quest ion 

is  support ing the  act ion of  the  t rouble  source speaker  by requir ing jus t  a  minimal  response 

(a  conf i rmat ion or  disconf i rmat ion) .  

In  addi t ion,  the  appendor  quest ion is  maximal ly  f i t ted to  the  end of  the  host  u t t erance in  

a  syntact ic  way,  helping to  make expl ic i t  something lef t  underspecif ied or  unexpressed.  In  

other  words ,  the  appendor  quest ion speaker  is  u t ter ing what  the  t rouble  source speaker  could 

have feas ibly  added to  the  end of  the  host  u t terance themselves .  In  choosing the  appendor  

quest ion over  something l ike  the  open-class  repair  in i t ia tor,  the  speaker  reveals  that  they 

have const rued a  miss ing e lement ,  bui lding upon the  syntax of  the  t rouble  source  turn.  Not  

only this ,  but  that  there  is  (a t  leas t  some)  c la imed,  shared unders tanding wi th  the  appendor  

quest ion speaker.  The open-class  repair  in i t ia tor  di ffers  because i t  i s  not  an extension of  what  

the  t rouble  source speaker  could have said ,  h ighl ight ing the  breakdown in  mutual  

unders tanding.  

Moreover,  appendor  quest ions  tend to  be  used when there  has  been a  shi f t  in  the  topic’s  

focus ,  whereas  for  open-class  repair  in i t ia tors ,  they are  used when there  has  been an abrupt  

topic  change between unrela ted topics .  This  marks  a  re l iance on inferr ing f rom pr ior  ta lk;  

however,  as  shown in  (1) ,  appendor  quest ions  can be used for  abrupt  topic  changes  i f  the  

appendor  quest ion speaker  has  knowledge per ta ining to  the  t rouble  source turn outs ide  of  

pr ior  ta lk .  
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While  th is  ar t ic le  has  looked at  the  appendor  quest ion in  Engl ish,  the  use  of  an equivalent  

l inguis t ic  format  has  been examined in  another  language too.  The Japanese equivalent  of  the  

appendor  quest ion,  “Proffer ing Inser table  Elements”  (hencefor th ,  PIE) ,  can a lso  occur  af ter  

a  topic  in i t ia l  turn (Hayashi  & Hayano,  2013) .  PIE and appendor  quest ions  are  s imilar  in  that  

both are  increments ;  however,  they di ffer  in  the  regard that  PIEs are  “ inser tables”  that  are  

heard as  being inser ted into  a  pr ior  turn,  whereas  appendor  quest ions  are  a  “glue -on” and 

append to  the  end of  a  pr ior  turn (cf . ,  Couper-Kuhlen & Ono,  2007) .  Al though there  is  a  

typological  d i fference between the  two languages ,  there  does  not  seem to  be  an in teract ional  

difference in  how they funct ion.  The appendor  quest ion,  l ike PIE,  makes the topical  

connect ion expl ici t  and is  a lso a  minimal  disrupt ion to  the progressivi ty  of  the t rouble 

source speaker.  

Future research should dive into the other  interact ional  funct ions of  the appendor  

quest ion,  as  wel l  as  examining more broadly how sequent ial  coherency problems are  dealt  

with in  conversat ion.  Moreover ,  in  this  ar t ic le ,  only two repair  ini t ia tors  have been 

examined.  Further  invest igat ion is  needed to delve into the other  repair  ini t ia tors  and how 

(or  even whether)  they can be used to address  problems related to  sequent ial  coherency. 

This  wil l  help to  explain i f  there  is  a  general  re lat ionship between the format  of  the repair  

ini t ia tor  and how i t  is  used to address  problems due to sequent ial  coherency.  

In al l ,  this  ar t ic le  has  shown how the par t ic ipants  themselves use and understand the 

appendor  quest ion in  Engl ish ta lk- in- interact ion,  and how i t  is  used to  achieve shared 

understanding again.  

Notes 

 

⑴  Appendor  quest ions  di ffer  f rom a turn that  has  been col laborat ively  completed by another  

speaker.  That  i s ,  a l though the  ut terance is  a  syntact ic  and semant ic  extension of  a  pr ior  

turn,  the  other  speaker  is  cont inuing the  act ion of  the  previous  speaker  ra ther  than 

ini t ia t ing a  new act ion ( i .e . ,  repair )  (Lerner,  2004;  Sidnel l ,  2012) .  

 

Transcription Conventions 

 

[  over lapping ta lk  onset  

]  over lapping ta lk  terminat ion  

= ‘ la tching’ ;  no gap or  over lap between the  complet ion of  one ut terance and the  

beginning of  another  
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(x .x)  e lapsed length of  s i lence;  measured in  tenths  of  seconds  

( . )  very shor t  pause or  micropause ( less  than 0 .2  seconds)  

,  cont inuing intonat ion;  cont inuing contour  wi th  a  s l ight  r i se  

.  f inal  in tonat ion;  fa l l ing terminal  contour  

?  f inal  in tonat ion;  r is ing contour  

word s t ress  in  ta lk  through pi tch or  ampl i tude or  both  

°word°  quieter  in  comparison wi th  surrounding ta lk  

WORD louder  than surrounding ta lk  

:  prolongat ion of  immediate ly  pr ior  ta lk;  mul t iple  colons  indicate  fur ther  

prolongat ion 

↓  ↑  marked shif ts  in to  lower  or  higher  pi tches  

>word< fas ter  than surrounding ta lk  

<word> s lower  than surrounding ta lk  

-  cut -off  

hh audible  aspira t ions;  outbreath  

.hh audible  inhala t ions;  inbreath  

(h)  wi thin  speech plos ive;  e .g . ,  laughter ,  crying e tc .  

$word$ laughing whi le  ta lking (audibly  detectable)  

(word)  poss ible  hear ing 
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