JYVASKYLA STUDIES IN HUMANITIES
163

Heidi Koskela

Constructing Knowledge

Epistemic Practices in Three
Television Interview Genres

¢
I

JYVASKYLAN YLIOPISTO



JYVASKYLA STUDIES IN HUMANITIES 163

Heidi Koskela

Constructing Knowledge

Epistemic Practices in Three
Television Interview Genres

Esitetddn Jyvaskyldn yliopiston humanistisen tiedekunnan suostumuksella
julkisesti tarkastettavaksi yliopiston Historica-rakennuksen salissa H320
marraskuun 26. paivanad 2011 kello 12.

Academic dissertation to be publicly discussed, by permission of
the Faculty of Humanities of the University of Jyvaskyld,
in building Historica, hall H320, on November 26, 2011 at 12 o'clock noon.

®

UNIVERSITY OF H JYVASKYLA

JYVASKYLA 2011



Constructing Knowledge

Epistemic Practices in Three
Television Interview Genres



JYVASKYLA STUDIES IN HUMANITIES 163

Heidi Koskela

Constructing Knowledge

Epistemic Practices in Three
Television Interview Genres

®

UNIVERSITY OF H JYVASKYLA

JYVASKYLA 2011



Editors

Arja Piirainen-Marsh

Department of Languages, University of Jyvaskyld
Pekka Olsbo, Ville Korkiakangas

Publishing Unit, University Library of Jyvéaskyla

Jyviskyld Studies in Humanities
Editorial Board

Editor in Chief Heikki Hanka, Department of Art and Culture Studies, University of Jyvaskyla
Petri Karonen, Department of History and Ethnology, University of Jyvaskyla

Matti Rahkonen, Department of Languages, University of Jyvéaskyla

Petri Toiviainen, Department of Music, University of Jyvaskylad

Tarja Nikula, Centre for Applied Language Studies, University of Jyvaskyld

Raimo Salokangas, Department of Communication, University of Jyvéskyld

URN:ISBN:978-951-39-4507-7
ISBN 978-951-39-4507-7 (PDF)

ISBN 978-951-39-4506-0 (nid.)
ISSN 1459-4323

Copyright © 2011, by University of Jyvaskyla

Jyviskylad University Printing House, Jyvaskyld 2011



ABSTRACT

Koskela, Heidi

Constructing knowledge: Epistemic practices in three television interview
genres

Jyvéskyld: University of Jyvaskyld, 2011, 68 p.

(Jyvaskyld Studies in Humanities,

ISSN 1459-4331; 163)

ISBN 978-951-39-4506-0 (nid.)

ISBN 978-951-39-4507-7 (PDF)

Finnish summary

Diss.

This study analyses epistemic practices in broadcast television interviews,
focusing on three different interview genres: celebrity interviews, sports
interviews and political interviews. In the analysis I examine the linguistic and
interactional practices that are used to construct knowledge in the interviews.
These practices include mobilization of different types of knowledge, use of
assessments to invite first-hand knowledge, negotiation of epistemic stances
while disaligning with the question, and use of assessments for claiming or
contesting epistemic rights to authority and expertise.

The study comprises four articles and a summary. Article I focuses on
celebrity interviews and analyzes how different types of knowledge can be
invoked by the participants in a way that enables them to manage the level of
intimacy of the interview. Article II explores the interviewers” use of
assessments and evaluations in sports interviews in eliciting athletes” personal
experience regarding their preceding performance. Article III examines political
interviews, focusing on instances where politicians, in their answering turns,
resist some aspect of the question and negotiate an independent epistemic
stance. Article IV also investigates political interviews, concentrating on
assessments embedded in questioning sequences. The results of article IV show
how assessments contribute to the negotiation of institutional identities and
rights to knowledge and authority.

The data consists of interviews where English is used as a common
language between participants who come from different linguistic
backgrounds. This study contributes to the literature on second language
interaction by bringing new insights into how second language interaction is
conducted in the media, a public sphere of society. The results of this study
provide new information on how knowledge is socially constructed and
negotiated in different interview genres as part of, and often embedded in,
actions that characterize those genres.

Keywords: epistemics, broadcast interaction, television interviews, conversation
analysis, English as a common language
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1 INTRODUCTION

Knowledge and knowing are something that people orient to when
constructing social identities for themselves and for others. People have
different rights and obligations with respect to knowledge, and their orientation
towards these rights and obligations is present in the very ordinary and
everyday interactions people have with each other (Sidnell 2005:35). Epistemics
in interaction is much more than isolated claims of knowing something and the
consequences those claims might have. It is central to how we act, who we are
and what we do with other people.

Epistemic organization is achieved in social interaction and it is inherently
intersubjective in nature. For example, one participant’s claim to epistemic
primacy in terms of either access to knowledge or right to knowledge places
other participants in a secondary position with regard to access and/or right to
knowledge. Whether these positions are accepted as such, negotiated, or
rejected outright, is a matter of interactional accomplishment. Obligations to
knowledge are also intersubjectively negotiated. The obligation to know
something is especially salient in institutional interaction and linked with the
rights and responsibilities associated with different institutional identities.
Epistemic organization has consequences on a very local level of interaction,
affecting moment-to-moment conversational constructions. These local
organizations and meanings, then, for their part construct the realities and lives
of people on a larger macro level.

When studying epistemics in interaction it is important to move away
from the individual speaker and instead place the focus on social action,
linguistic forms and interactional practices in their sequential context. The
common aim in the individual articles that comprise this study is to describe
how knowledge is constructed in the institutional context of television
interviews.

At the time when I started analyzing my data I selected certain sequential
environments where the participants in a television interview engage in
activities that include joint negotiation of knowledge. I analyzed interviews of
three different interview genres: celebrity interviews, sports interviews and



10

political interviews!. In the selection of the data I have attempted to capture
something essential to and characteristic of each type of interview. My aim has
been to show how knowledge is constructed and negotiated in different
interview genres.

Media interaction creates cultural reality for large audiences. The media as
a site of interaction is special, because media productions are influential for a
large number of people, since they can be seen as “vehicles for the transmission
of ideologies in society” (Jalbert 1999:xvii). The societal impacts of single
interactive events in the media can be, and often are, much larger-scale and
touch the lives of a larger number of people than everyday interactions.
Although some practices occur much more frequently and are used for specific
purposes in media interaction, they are also deployed in other interactional
settings. For example, findings on adversarial questioning in political
interviews can tell us something about the features of challenging questioning
in general. Or findings on assessments in sports interviews might apply, at least
to some extent, to assessments and epistemic organization in other institutional
settings, or in everyday interaction.

The results of this study are also relevant when approaching the possible
differences between contexts from another angle; when studying media
interaction, the results yield information about how different everyday
practices are applied in institutional contexts. For example, within conversation
analysis, a considerable body of research on assessments and their relation to
epistemic rights exists (e.g. Pomerantz 1984, Heritage & Raymond 2005,
Raymond & Heritage 2006); however, until recently these studies have mainly
been conducted in everyday contexts. Lately there have also been studies on
assessments in institutional interaction (e.g. Lindstrom & Mondada 2009), but
these have not included media interactions. Thus, it is interesting to see
whether or not practices in different contexts differ from each other and if so, in
what way.

One of the motivations for this study is to unveil the implicit or tacit
aspects of knowledge construction and to show how knowledge, something
that is often treated as individual mental constructions, is in fact a social
accomplishment dependent on the tasks at hand and the purposes for which the
interactive event is designed. Although the practices that are used in epistemic
organization in television interviews are very much context-specific (both
shaped by the context and at the same time shaping the context) and thus
cannot be reduced to a list of practices or to a set of guidelines to follow to
achieve some desired outcome, it is my aim to shed further light on the

1 News interviews have received most attention within conversation analytic studies
of television interviews. For a comprehensive study of news interviews, see Clayman
& Heritage (2002). Conversation analysis has also been used to analyze talk show
interviews (see, e.g., Livingstone and Lunt 1994; Hutchby 2001; Thornborrow 2007).
The type of celebrity interviews that I have in my data share some similarities with
co-operative talk shows, but they also differ in some substantial ways from talk
shows. Sports interviews have not been studied from conversation analytic
perspective (except for Auvinen 2001). Section 3.1 describes the nature of the genres I
have analyzed in more detail.
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practices that are used to negotiate these social distributions of knowledge and
how these practices are shaped by, and how they in turn shape, the institutional
context. The approach that I have taken focuses on social action, linguistic
forms, and interactional practices in their sequential context. This approach has
been used by scholars who approach their data from a socio-interactional
perspective and take into account the sequential context of interaction, notably
in studies on epistemic stance (e.g. Clift 2006, Karkkdinen 2003a, 2003b;
Haddington 2005).

The participants in the interviews I have analysed come from different
linguistic backgrounds and they use English as their common language.
Because of the type of data I have analyzed, my contribution to previous
research in media interaction is specifically one of shedding further light on
interactions that involve participants from different linguistic and cultural
backgrounds. Epistemic organization in media interaction can take many
different linguistic forms and it can be realized through different actions,
depending largely on the objectives and institutional goals of the interactive
event, in this case the institutional goals of three different interview genres.

Focusing on epistemic organization that is done within and often
subordinate to question-answer sequences, this work aims to illustrate the
heterogeneity of epistemic practices and highlight the importance of context in
studying phenomena of this type. On a general level, the results of this study
add to the existing research findings on the social construction of knowledge
and research in institutional interaction. Beyond the research community, the
contribution of my findings is to increase critical awareness of the practices
used in media interaction. This awareness enables audiences to evaluate the
interaction they see in a new light.

This study has been conducted within the research group VARIENG, the
Centre of Excellence for the Study of Variation, Contacts and Change in
English, where one of the domains in which the use of English is being
researched is the media. The media domain is one where the role of English is
particularly visible to a large number of people. The number of situations in
which English is used as a second language or lingua franca on national
television networks is increasing. This is also true of Finland, where English is
by far the most common foreign language used on television. English as a
second language or lingua franca in television interviews is interesting from the
point of view of foreign language interaction.

Domains of foreign language interaction that have been studied
previously include work-related meetings, business telephone calls, and office
encounters (see, e.g., Firth 1996, Firth and Wagner 1997, Wagner 1996, Gardner
and Wagner 2004). Foreign language interaction in the media has not received
much attention. However, in a study by Piirainen-Marsh and Koskela (2000),
English is used as a common language by participants from heterogeneous
linguistic backgrounds in broadcast interaction. The results of their study show
how interviewer questions can be designed such that membership in a
linguistic group (also in an ethnic or in a national group) is made relevant and
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is used as a resource in invoking specific types of knowledge and in organizing
participation. The results also reveal practices with which the interviewees
display or negotiate membership in such groups and orient to certain aspects of
their identities.

This study provides an insight into the use of English in the Finnish media
and the use of English by Finns in the international media. While there are a
number of studies on broadcast interaction (see section 3.2.1 for an overview of
conversation analytic studies on broadcast interaction), this study adds to this
previous knowledge, in particular by studying a setting that is shaped by
multiple asymmetries. First of all, there is asymmetry regarding access to
professional or institutional knowledge and asymmetrical participation rights
and responsibilities. Because the data comprise second language or lingua
franca interactions there are also possible asymmetries of linguistic knowledge
between the participants.

This study is organized as follows. I will start by positioning the present
study within the previous research on epistemics in interaction, specifically in
broadcast interaction. In chapter 3, I present the data and method used in this
study, and in chapter 4 I report the findings of the individual articles.

Article I focuses on instances in celebrity interviews where the
interviewers” questions about the personal lives of the celebrities invoke
different types of knowledge. I describe how the celebrities are able to resist the
first-hand knowledge invoking agenda set by the IR question and display
general knowledge in their answer (Koskela 2005). In article II sports interviews
are analysed and I focus on how assessments and evaluations are used by the
interviewers to elicit personal experiences from the athletes regarding their
performance (Koskela 2008). Article III, on political interviews, examines
instances where questions including third-party attributed statements are
followed by resistance to some aspect of the questioning turn and the
politicians negotiate their own independent epistemic stances in their
answering turns (Koskela under review). Political interviews are also studied in
article IV (Koskela & Piirainen-Marsh submitted), where the focus is on how
epistemic positions are negotiated through assessments embedded in
questioning sequences.

In chapter 5, I will summarize the main points, discuss the relevance of the
findings of this study, reflect on the research process, and suggest directions for
further study.



2 BACKGROUND

2.1 Epistemics in interaction

Many previous linguistic studies concerned with knowledge and how it is
expressed in language have focused on the individual speaker (e.g. the study of
evidential and epistemic modality)2. While these studies provide information
that is important and relevant to this study, the focus on the individual is not
enough, because it does not tell what actually happens in interaction.

It is important to see that various different linguistic forms can be used in
epistemic marking. While many practices do not function as epistemic markers
as such, in particular sequential positions they can be used as epistemic
markers. In other words epistemic marking is not predetermined, but dynamic
and interactively organized. To highlight the importance interactively
organized practices has for my work, I will now review the various approaches
that have been used in studying epistemics in interaction.

In previous studies on evidentiality, the focus has largely rested on the
individual. Among those studies there are differences in the way evidentiality
is defined. Chafe & Nichols (1986:vii) describe evidentials as linguistic devices
that are used to convey “attitudes towards knowledge”, while Aikhenvald’s
definition on evidentiality as a grammatical category is tighter, arguing that
“evidentiality is a linguistic category whose primary meaning is source of
information (Aikhenvald 2004:3). The study of evidentials (e.g. Aikhenvald,
2004; Chafe & Nichols, 1986) has provided extensive descriptions of evidentials
in different languages. Whether thought of as comprising only the source of
information or of more general attitudes towards knowledge, the linguistic
approach to evidentiality focuses on the linguistic devices, for the most part
omitting the interactional context. Nuyts (2001) and Cornillie (2007) have,

2 Palmer (2001) differentiates these two in the following way: “...with epistemic
modality speakers express their judgments about the factual status of the
proposition, whereas with evidential modality they indicate the evidence they have
for its factual status.” (Palmer 2001:8)
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however, dealt with the intersubjective dimension of evidentiality, taking into
account the (assumed) shared access to the evidence and how this affects the
grammatical and lexical realizations of evidentiality.

Nuyts (2001) approached epistemic modality from a cognitive-pragmatic
perspective, using corpora of both written and spoken language in English,
Dutch and German. He found that orientation to the addressee and what the
addressee knows (intersubjectivity) is indexed in the way source of evidence is
marked in language. Cornillie (2007) also used corpora of written and spoken
language. He examined Spanish semi-auxiliaries and found that the
construction they occurred with is linked with indexing of reliability. For
example, parecer (‘to seem’) is used with a to-infinitive when referring to
subjective interpretation of evidence while a gque-clause construction implies
that the evidence is shared with others.

If the focus lies strictly on the individual, the sensitiveness and
responsiveness to the ongoing talk and action is not accounted for. This has
been the case in many studies of the grammatical marking of evidentiality.
However, there are exceptions, such as Fox (2001), who shows how evidential
marking in English is responsive to the relationship between the participants
and how evidential marking is used to index authority, responsibility, and
entitlement. Fox (2001) studied evidentials in their sequential and interactional
context, emphasizing the importance of 1) the sequential location of evidential
marking and 2) the relationship between the speaker and the hearer. Kim (2005)
studied Korean conversations from a conversation analytic perspective and
demonstrated how interactional functions such as entitlement, objectivity and
detachment are achieved through choices of evidential marking.

Epistemic modality, in other words the way speakers express their doubts
or certainties, can be indicated grammatically or non-grammatically.
Grammatical devices include modal verbs such as must, may, etc., grammatical
mood, affixes and particles. Non-grammatical means of expressing epistemic
modality entail lexical selections, using adverbials (perhaps, probably, surely etc.)
or intonational patterns.

There has been some discussion in previous studies about the relationship
between evidentiality and epistemic modality (De Haan 1999, 2001; Cornillie
2009). It has been asked whether evidentiality is a sub-type of epistemic
modality or if it is distinct from epistemic modality. Some studies (e.g., Palmer,
1986) treat evidentials as part of the category of epistemic modality, while
others see the two categories as clearly distinct from each other. One such view
is supported by Cornillie (2009), who defines the two categories as follows:
“Evidentiality refers to the reasoning processes that lead to a proposition and
epistemic modality evaluates the likelihood that this proposition is true”
(Cornillie 2009:46—47). As I see it, evidentiality and epistemic modality are
very closely related. After all, it is natural to express more certainty about
things one has witnessed directly than about things that are known, for
example, through hearsay.
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In my analysis the relationship between the two categories is not a central
issue, because my approach does not rely on pre-set categories. Instead, I focus
on these aspects of knowing and knowledge that the participants themselves in
interaction treat as relevant at a given moment. The following example shows
how the interviewer in a sports interview orients to the fact that the athlete has
epistemic primacy when the topic of talk is the athlete’s performance. The
interviewer first makes a downgraded assessment on line 1 (for a detailed
analysis of the epistemic downgrading of first assessments, see article III). After
this he orients to the fact that he does not have epistemic primacy based on
subjective experience and evaluates the athlete’s performance by including the
evidential seem as a predicative complement. Seem here marks an epistemic
stance by suggesting that the inference is based on visual evidence. Thus both
the source of knowledge (visual evidence) and the degree of certainty (derived
from knowledge based on something that is directly witnessed, but not
subjectively experienced) are made relevant in the evaluation of the athlete’s
performance.

World Championships Paris 2003

IR Tapio Suominen
IE Periklis Iakovakis

1 IR Periklis congratulations that was good running,

2 - you seem to be running with (a) (.)

3 lots of confidence at the moment.

4 IE hheh (0.5) thank you very much (0.6)

5 I feel very good?

6 (1.3)

7 IE I:: (.)(>it’s<) supposed to be a test (.)

8 training test (0.8) before ten days,

9 and u::h (.) it happens to be in Zurich? (0.5) I run
10 a very good race there? (0.8) forty-eight twenty five,
11 (0.7)

12 and I knew (0.7) since then that (.)

13 I was in very good shape,

Epistemic stance is concerned with source of knowledge, certainty, doubt,
actuality, imprecision, viewpoint and limitation (see, e.g., Biber et al 1999).
Studies of epistemic stance have developed out of the interest in evidentiality,
especially based on the findings of differences in how epistemic modality has
been grammaticized in different languages. This has led to the notion that
epistemic stance consists of and needs to be explained with more than pre-set
categories. For example, Karkkdinen (2003:24) describes epistemic stance as
“responsive to interactional requirements and social contexts within which
speakers and recipients interact.”

Clift (2006) studied reported speech as a practice by which stance is
achieved interactionally. Figure 1 (Clift 2006:585) illustrates how epistemic
stance can be indexed both with stand-alone and interactional evidentials.
Stand-alone evidentials (e.g. seem, reportedly) are generally identifiable as
evidential markers and do not depend on the sequential context to serve an
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evidential function. Interactional evidentials, on the other hand, are resources
that are not explicitly marked or known to be evidential markers, but instead
are dependent on their sequential position (in this case reported speech) to
function as evidentials. According to Clift (2006) stand-alone evidentials are
used in explicitly orienting to accountability with regard to the truth or reliability
of the assertion. Interactional evidentials for their part are used when orienting
to rights to knowledge, epistemic authority, i.e. rights to assess.

Clift (2006) argues that in interaction there are motivations for being
inexplicit with regard to epistemic authority, one reason for this being that
rights to assess are relative to a co-participant, and thus are a potentially delicate
matter. In my analysis interactional evidentials are often used in contexts where
the participants negotiate rights to knowledge. Figure 1 illustrates the difference
between stand-alone and interactional evidentials.

Grammaticalized || Stand-alone N rient to
f evidentials ACCOUNTABILITY
EVIDENTIALITY \1 /
Non- N
grammaticalized Interactional orient to
epistemic stance evidentials AUTHORITY

FIGURE1 Forms of evidentiality (Clift 2006:585)

Mushin (2001) has discussed stance as a form of deixis, noting how (epistemic)
stance indexes the speaker’s position with regard to the things they say
(Mushin 2001:33 —35). Mushin (2001:52 —53) in her study on narrative retelling
steps away from focusing on the linguistic form and instead treats
epistemological® stance as a discourse pragmatic category. Mushin (2001)
describes how several different grammatical or lexical means can be used in
expressing epistemological stance. Agha (2002) has also studied linguistic forms
together with the contexts they are used in and concluded that these are
elements that together form an epistemic stance.

Studies on epistemic stance markers in interaction include work by
Karkkdinen, (2003a) on ‘I think” and Fox (2001) on "hear’, ‘seem’, “evidently”
and other markers. A framework proposed by Du Bois (2002) that treats stance
as a social act and inherently intersubjective phenomenon has been used by
Kéarkkadinen (2003a, 2003b, 2006, 2007), Haddington (2004, 2005, 2006a, 2006b,
2007) and Keisanen (2007). Haddington (2004, 2005) has studied stance taking in
news interviews, focusing on stance taking as an intersubjective activity.
Haddington’s work uses conversation analytic methods to study stance taking.

3 Mushin uses the term epistemological as a synonym for epistemic. Epistemology,
alluding to the philosophical study of knowledge, has also been used in this sense by,
e.g., Whalen & Zimmerman (1990) and Sidnell (2005) who refer to practical
epistenology.
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In his discussion on the relationship between the conversation analytic notion
of action and the notion of stance Haddington (2004:116) states that

In CA an action is first and foremost defined in relation to what an utterance is doing
(@ question, an assessment, an agreement, etc.) and moreover, what the co-
participants understand an utterance to be doing. However, as was already
mentioned above, when we describe a stance (and consequently stance taking), it is
necessary to pay attention to the “content” of the utterance, i.e. the stance that is
indexed by the linguistic practices in the utterance [...]

This approach, especially the emphasis it places on how stance taking is
motivated by the interactional setting and the sequential context (Haddington
2004:116), has influenced my work. Although my study is also based on a
similar type of data, i.e. broadcast interviews, it is different in that it focuses in
particular on epistemic stance, not on other types of stance, as identified in
Biber et al (1999), such as affective (concerned mainly of states, emotions and
attitudes) or manner (style of speech) .

Conversation Analysis endorses the ethnomethodological concept of
knowledge as an accountable phenomenon. The early works by Sacks (1975)
and Pomerantz (1980) show already how utterances are designed to display the
distinction between first-hand and second-hand knowledge. Heritage (1984)
examines “oh”, a change-of-state token and shows how it can be used in
“negotiating the boundaries of knowledge”. The social distribution and
organization of knowledge to which I refer by epistemics in interaction is also
called “practical epistemology” by some researchers (Sidnell 2005, Whalen &
Zimmerman 1990).

Heritage and Raymond (2005) have studied how epistemic authority and
subordination are indexed in interaction. The study by Raymond and Heritage
(2006) also examines issues of negotiating epistemic authority. Both studies
focus on assessment sequences and use ordinary everyday conversations as
their data. They state that “The distribution of rights and responsibilities
regarding what participants can accountably know, how they know it, whether
they have rights to describe it, and in what terms, are directly implicated in
organized practices of speaking.” (Heritage & Raymond 2005:16). Heritage &
Raymond (2005) describe how epistemic claims can be downgraded in first
assessments and upgraded in second assessments, the default assumption being
that the act of making a first assessment itself embodies a claim of primacy.

Practices that are used in downgrading and upgrading epistemic claims
are also used for other purposes, not only indexing epistemic primacy. To use
them in downgrading or upgrading epistemic claims is dependent on the
sequential context in which they occur. This resonates with the findings by Clift
(2006) on reported speech as an interactional evidential that I discussed earlier
(p.17). The following table illustrates the practices of upgrading or
downgrading the epistemic associated with a first assessment.
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TABLE1 Resources for indexing epistemic primacy and subordination in assessments
(summary of Heritage & Raymond 2005)

Downgrading  epistemic | Upgrading epistemic | Upgrading epistemic claims

claims in first assessments | claims in second assessments
in first assessments

Evidentials Negative Repeat/confirmation +

eg, ‘seems’, ‘sounds’, | interrogatives agreement

‘looks like’ e.g. “isn’t she nice?” e.git’s cheap” -2 “it’s cheap
yes”

Tag questions “Oh”-prefacing

e.g. “that’s nice, isnt it?” e.g. “she’s beautiful ->“oh she’s
gorgeous”

Statement + tag
e.g. “she’s beautiful” = “she’s
gorgeous, isn’t she?”

Negative interrogatives
e.g. “their house is nice” - “oh
isn’t it beautiful?”

Epistemic organization in assessment sequences has thus received a fair amount
of attention among conversation analysts for several decades now (see, e.g.,
Pomerantz 1984, Goodwin & Goowin 1992, Heritage & Raymond 2005,
Raymond & Heritage 2006). The study of indexing epistemic stance with
interactional evidentials by Clift (2006) also focuses on assessment
environments, although not on assessment sequences as such. Clift (2006)
studies first person reported speech in talk that is responsive to assessment(s).
Other sequential environments in which epistemic organization has been
studied among CA include the study by Stivers (2005) on modified repeats. The
study shows how modified repeats that 1) are produced after an assertion that
does not make agreement or confirmation conditionally relevant, and 2) include
stress on the copula or auxiliary, are used to claim primary epistemic rights.

A recent study by Heritage & Raymond (in press) focuses on epistemic
practices in questioning sequences. Using interviews, everyday interaction and
doctor-patient interaction as their data, Heritage & Raymond (in press) describe
how with repetitional responses to polar questions (in contrast to type-
conforming yes/no responses) the respondents can claim primary rights to
knowledge. My study builds on the previous conversation analytic studies on
epistemics in interaction, focusing specifically on the institutional setting of a
television interview and actions that are implemented to achieve the
institutional goals, i.e. question-answer sequences that are produced for the
overhearing audience.
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2.2 Epistemics in broadcast interaction

Television interviews are interactive events where knowledge and knowing
occupy a central role. Already the fact that the event takes the form of an
interview, consisting of question-answer sequences, involves an underlying
assumption of an asymmetry of knowledge. Speakers who ask questions claim
lack of knowledge and simultaneously indicate that the recipient is informed
about the topic of the question. This asymmetry, constructed through
differential rights and responsibilities to ask questions, is closely linked with the
situation-specific institutional identities of the interviewer and the interviewee.
Another important aspect of knowledge in television interviews is that often the
institutional function or purpose of the interview is to provide information (in
an entertaining format) for the television audience.

It can be argued that knowledge and entitlement to knowledge have a
dual role in the television interview. First of all, the local management of the
interactive event and the roles associated with that event shape and are shaped
by orientations towards knowledge. Secondly, the larger institutional and
societal agendas of providing the members of society information are
something that, while not the focus of this study as such, are nevertheless
present in the moment-to-moment epistemic organization. Roth (2002)
discusses entitlement to knowledge in broadcast news interviews and in his
study describes the way in which orientations to a social distribution of
knowledge are displayed in broadcast news interviews, and how the practices
through which this is done shape the news interview content, allowing
newsworthy items to be presented either as matters of fact or points of opinion.
According to Roth (2002), question design can be used to differentiate between
interviewees as subject-actors who are entitled to display knowledge derived
from first-hand experiences or as commentators who can present opinions
about matters they have not experienced personally.

Different states of knowledge are always inevitably present in the activity
of questioning. This is true of all types of institutional settings that are based on
question-answer sequences. A television interview as a question-driven form of
interaction creates an asymmetry that is linked to the institutional roles of the
participants (Clayman & Heritage 2002:96). That said, it is important to keep in
mind that epistemic positions are constructed locally, and even though there
are asymmetries from the onset, they are something that are realized in
interaction, by the participants.

An example of the local construction of epistemic stance in news
interviews is illustrated in the study by Haddington (2005), focusing on how
interviewees in their responses to potentially difficult questions use two action
combinations: 1) denial + account or 2) claim for insufficient knowledge +
explanation. Haddington (2005) shows how these two action combinations are
used in responses in a way that at the same time engage with the question’s
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agenda and similarly manage to take a stance that denies a problematic aspect,
e.g. a presupposition, in the question.

In broadcast interaction the television viewer is oriented to as a silent third
party. This means that the primary function of the questions is not to produce
information for the questioner (interviewer), but to a third party (television
viewer) instead (Heritage 1985). Orienting to a third party can be seen, for
example, in how both IR and the IE can produce lengthy turns (much longer
than in everyday conversations) without minimal responses from the other
party (Clayman & Heritage 2002:125). I will now discuss the pertinence of
different dimensions of knowledge for the constitutive element of the television
interview, i.e. the question-answer sequence.

221 Question-answer sequences and dimensions of knowledge

By definition, questioning is an action that is carried out to seek information.
Thus, orientations towards knowledge and knowing are inescapable in
question-answer sequences. In institutional settings, question-answer sequences
often have a specific function that is related to the goals of the situation. In the
collection of articles on institutional interaction edited by Drew & Heritage
(1992) the contributors show how question-answer sequences are
predominantly used in institutional settings, to carry out setting-specific tasks.
For example, in courtrooms, extended question-answer sequences are a practice
of doing interrogation. Atkinson (1992) and Button (1992) show how job
interviews are managed with question-answer sequences. Another example of
setting-specific uses of questioning is interaction in classrooms. In classrooms,
teaching is organized around question-answer sequences that typically include
a third turn with which the teacher evaluates the student’s response. On the
whole in institutional settings, questioning is done taking into account the
category-bound rights and obligations that the participants have.

In broadcast interviews the interviewer and the interviewee orient to
situation-specific membership categories and take part in category-bound
activities of questioning and answering, thus achieving the institutional tasks of
presenting information to the television audience and constructing the
interview as an interactive event. There is great variety in the design of turns
that accomplish questioning, and they are not necessarily accomplished
through interrogative syntax. Other resources, such as rising intonation, or
making a statement about a matter that the interviewee has primary access to
(B-event statements, Labov and Fanshel 1977), are frequently used in doing
questioning in interviews. A study of the distribution of different types of
questions in news interviews by Heritage & Roth 1995 illustrates the variety of
forms questions can take. Another major contribution by Clayman & Heritage
(2002) provides an extensive analysis of questioning (and answering) in news
interviews. Heritage & Greatbatch (1991) show how questioning can be
accomplished over the course of multiple turn constructional units, through a
question delivery structure. These previous studies show how questioning can
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take many different structural forms and still be recognizable as questioning.
The fact that questions are followed with answers shows that the participants
have a shared understanding of the actions that take place during the interview.

Questions in television interviews are often multifunctional and they can
be used for doing other actions than questioning. They can be used for setting
agendas, expressing assumptions and opinions, and making presuppositions
(see Clayman & Heritage 2002). Questions can also be used for such actions as
accusing, challenging etc. (Heritage & Roth 1995). Different question formats
are used to accomplish different actions. Practices of resisting or shifting the
interviewer’s agenda in answering have been studied by Clayman and Heritage
(2002), Clayman (2001) and Greatbatch (1986). As the results of this study will
show, in different interview genres some question formats are more used than
others, to accomplish actions that are relevant and appropriate for that
particular interview genre. While questions set agendas, interviewees can
choose to sustain those agendas or to resist them.

As a first pair part of an adjacency pair a question projects and makes
relevant an answer as a second pair part. The design of a question projects a
certain type of answer, e.g. a polar question makes relevant an answer that
includes either “yes” or “no” in the answer. Some types of answers are more
preferred than others, depending on the design of the question. A preference
for agreement (see, e.g., Pomerantz 1984) is present in question-answer
sequences, agreement being more preferred than disagreement. While sequence
organization and preference organization govern interaction, they are
organizations that are flexible, and they do not predetermine next actions.
Interviewees orient to the normativity of the situation, i.e. their responsibility to
produce an answer, but similarly they can answer in a way that enables them to
resist or shift the interviewer agenda.

As I already mentioned, question-answer sequences are a place where
knowledge and knowing is oriented to. First, different kinds of epistemic
positions are invoked in the question in that the design of the question
constructs epistemic positions for both participants. The design of the question
constructs a specific kind of epistemic position for the answerer, i.e. the
answerer is projected as knowledgeable (see Heritage & Raymond in press).
Also claims of the questioner’s pre-existing knowledge about the topic are
visible in the question design. Heritage & Raymond (in press) introduce the
concept of an epistemic gradient, i.e. the idea that questions invoke a claim that
the questioner lacks information and the addressee is projected as
knowledgeable. They refer to these knowledge positions as “K-“and K+”. The
gradient between questioner and answerer is relative, not absolute. Consider
the following examples taken from Heritage & Raymond (in press) (1) Who did
you talk to? (2) Did you talk to John? (3) You talked to John didn't you? (4) You talked
to John? The first question implies that the questioner does not have prior
knowledge about the identity of the person the answerer had talked to.
Question (2) claims that the questioner has access to knowledge, but that the
knowledge in question is not as certain as in questions (3) and (4). Questions
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that are produced with interrogative syntax imply a larger epistemic gradient
between the questioner and the answerer than do declarative questions
(Heritage & Raymond in press, Raymond 2010).

The following example from my data illustrates the use of a declarative
question about a matter that the interviewee has primary access to.

Yé6lento 07/02/1998
IR Maarit Tastula
IE Emir Kusturica

1 IE basically .hhh the: strongest weapon (.)

2 that I had .hh making my movies was

3 .hh tenderness and u:h everything that was

4 basically hidden behind this facgade

5 that was .hh building: on the suburb of Sarajevo.

6 IR - even if uh (.) it was not politically very wise.

7 IR - vyou didn"t care [of that.]

8 IE [T don"t ] care about it

9 because I enjoy being politically incorrect because
10 who the fuck- .hh what does it mean if you are

11 .hh politically correct it means you serve (.)

12 to the certain ideological conception of the world (.)
13 no matter if it”s com- communist or not communist.

The interviewer’s question (lines 6-7) is a declarative with falling intonation. In
other words there are neither syntactic or prosodic elements for the participants
to understand this turn as a questioning action. However, the interviewee
recognizes the turn as a question without difficulties and starts to answer in
overlap with the question (line 8). He uses repetition in his answer, and by
doing so claims epistemic primacy over the matter talked about (see Stivers
2005, Schegloff 1996). An alternative way of answering would have been simply
to reply with agreement (“no”) which would have affirmed the question but not
confirmed it (Schegloff 1996, Heritage & Raymond in press).

According to Levinson (2006) action chains and sequences in interaction
are not controlled by rules, but by expectations. Hence, in the case of question-
answer sequences, “a question expects an answer, but there is no rule that a
question must be followed by an answer” (Levinson 2006: 45). Instead, a side
sequence may be inserted before an answer, or an answer may not be provided
at all. Following Levinson’s ideas, the results of my study are interesting from
the point of view of these action chains and sequences as independent of
language. This universal ability to interact enables interaction for people with
asymmetrical linguistic or cultural competences.

Although different kind of epistemic positions can be invoked in question
design, they can always be negotiated or contested in the answer. A recent
study by Stivers, Mondada & Steensig (2011:10) addresses the negotiation of
epistemic position and talk about epistemic congruence. The term refers to a
situation where the participants share the same presuppositions about each
other’s epistemic position, either in terms of epistemic access or epistemic
primacy. For example, if we look at the above questions from Heritage &
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Raymond (in press) the questioner of question (1) Who did you talk to? implies
that 1) the questioner lacks knowledge and 2) presupposes that the recipient of
the question is knowledgeable. If the recipient then proves to be knowledgeable
and provides the information that is asked for, e.g., by saying: “I talked to John.”
it can be said that epistemic congruence is achieved. However, epistemic
congruence is not always achieved and the participants can claim that wrong
knowledge attributions have been made. Heinemann, Lindstréom and Steensig
(2011) show how, in Danish with jo and in Swedish with ju, the answerer can
address epistemic incongruence and appeal to shared knowledge. This can be
done in affiliative and disaffiliative ways, depending on the positioning of the
adverb and other actions taken by the answerers - placing the responsibility of
epistemic incongruence either on the recipient, as a shared responsibility, or
treating the questioner as responsible for the incongruence.

Stivers, Mondada & Steensig (2011: 9-19) discuss three primary
dimensions of knowledge and epistemic asymmetry in interaction: 1) epistemic
access 2) epistemic primacy, and 3) epistemic responsibility. The practices that
are used to claim or presuppose epistemic access are used to manage degree of
certainty, source of knowledge and directness or indirectness of access to
knowledge. Epistemic primacy, in turn, refers to the participants” relative rights
to know or to claim knowledge, i.e. who has primary authority and/or rights to
knowledge. Epistemic primacy is sometimes linked with social categories
(Stivers, Mondada & Steensig 2011:16, Raymond and Heritage 2006). When
studying question-answer sequences in broadcast interaction, while epistemic
primacy is linked with the institutional roles of the interviewer and the
interviewee, the participants can nevertheless orient to other social categories
and derive epistemic primacy from those categories. The third dimension on
knowledge, epistemic responsibility, refers to what people are expected to
know. In broadcast interviews the interviewees in particular have obligations to
knowledge, derived from their institutional role of being invited to the
interview to answer questions.



3 DATA AND METHOD

3.1 The Data

My data consist of television interviews from three different interview genres:
celebrity interviews, sports interviews and political interviews. The interviewer
and the interviewee do not share the same first language, so they use English as
their common language. Conducting this study as a member of a research
group interested in the use of English in Finland has affected the types of
interviews that I selected to be my data. I initially started the data collection by
recording interviews, broadcast on Finnish television channles, in which
English was used as the language of communication.

At the very early stages of the data collection I found that while there were
many different interview genres in Finnish television where English was used
between participants from different linguistic backgrounds, there were only
some that were shown to the television audience without either the questions
being edited out or other heavy editorial work done. These interview genres
were celebrity interviews, sports interviews and some political interviews. In
these interviews the questions were also included in the broadcast. Sports
interviews were broadcast live, so no editing was involved. The political
interviews that I analyzed seem not to be edited, but that is only my perception
as a television viewer and as an analyst. I have no background information
about possible editorial work done in the case of the political interviews. As for
the celebrity interviews, I contacted the interviewer and asked her about
possible editorial work in the interviews I had selected for analysis. According
to her there was some editing, but not much. The amount of editing depended
on the amount of time that the television crew was allocated for the interview. If
there was little time, almost all of the material was used in the broadcast
interview. If more time was allowed for the interview, some question-answer
sequences were left out of the program. My research interest was in the
interactive practices between the participants, and hence I wanted to analyze
interviews that were not heavily edited and where interaction between the
participants would be visible both to me as an analyst and also to the television
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audience. During the research process I also obtained interview data that were
not broadcast on Finnish national television, but on BBC World (the BBC’s
international news and information channel available in Finland via
cable/satellite services). The BBC data included interviews with Finns, and in
these interviews English was also used as a common language between the
participants.

The data consist of 1) interviews where neither the interviewer nor the
interviewee have English as their first language (i.e. lingua franca interviews)
and 2) interviews where English is used as a second language, that is, where
either the interviewer or the interviewee speaks English as their first language
and the other party comes from some other linguistic background. English as a
lingua franca and English as a second language is discussed in more detail in
chapter 3.1.1 and 3.1.2. What is common in both interview situations is that
(potential) linguistic asymmetry is present in the sense that at least one of the
speakers is not speaking his or her first language. In my analysis I do not treat
the interviews separately as ‘lingua franca interviews’ and ‘second language
interviews’. There are two reasons for that. First of all, to treat them separately
would imply differences in the interactive practices between the two situations
on an a priori basis, and secondly my focus of interest is not on possible
differences in linguistic forms when compared to ‘standard” English.

I chose to use the term ‘common language’ to refer to the use of English in
my data, with the focus on the actual use of English as a means of
communication. Occasionally, however, such as when giving background
information about the participants or when otherwise relevant, I use the terms
‘first/second language’ or ‘native/non-native speaker” as well.

The distribution of the different interview genres and different television
channels in my data is such that the celebrity interviews and sports interviews
that I analyzed were broadcast on Finnish television (YLE - Finnish
Broadcasting Company) and the political interviews were broadcast on BBC
World.
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TABLE 2 Overview of the data

INTERVIEW TELEVISION LINGUISTIC LINGUISTIC

GENRE CHANNEL AND AND
CULTURAL CULTURAL
BACKGROUND: BACKGROUND
INTERVIEWER INTERVIEWEE

Celebrity YLE Finnish Various

interviews (Finnish

*4 interviews, Broadcasting

¢35 - 43 min. Company)

etotal 2,5

hours

Sports YLE Finnish Various

interviews (Finnish

*30 interviews, | Broadcasting

*0,5-2 min. Company)

e total 40 min.

Political BBC World English 3 Finnish,

interviews 4 Various

*7 interviews,

©22-24 min.

etotal 2,5 hours

I have not included much of nonverbal elements in the analysis because in
many cases the camera angles did not permit systematic analysis of embodied
action was impossible. In the celebrity interviews in particular, and to some
extent also in the political interviews, the most frequently used camera angle
was a close-up shot of either the interviewer or the interviewee, concentrating
on the face. The director’s choice of camera angles and what the television
audience has access to is important, but not within the scope of this study. So,
although I acknowledge that the inclusion of nonverbal analysis would have
given me more information about the practices used, I decided to leave
nonverbal elements unanalyzed for the most part. However, throughout the
analytical process I examined both the transcripts and the original videotapes.
All three interview genres that I have analyzed entail properties that
distinguish them from other interview genres. The type of celebrity interviews
that form my data consist of the interview itself, which is conducted in a
television studio, and video inserts, related to the theme of the interview. The
interview together with the video inserts lasts in general for about 30 minutes.
The theme of the interview is typically based on the interviewees” public
identities. For example, an interview with a film director focuses on the films he
has directed, a civil rights activist is invited to talk about civil rights, an author
about themes surrounding his latest novel, etc. The personal life and private
aspects of the celebrities” identities are often also a topic of talk. The celebrity
interviews are characteristically structured so that the interviewees produce
lengthy, almost monologue-type answers to the questions, while the
interviewers engage in various listening practices (see Norrick 2010). Typically,
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the celebrity interviews are quite co-operative in nature and a consensual point
of view is produced collaboratively by the interviewer and the interviewee (see
Martinez, 2003; Lauerbach, 2007; Norrick, 2010).

Sports interviews are a central component of sports broadcasting. The
interviews serve the function of conveying the athlete’s first-hand experiences,
subjective feelings, and accounts of his/her performance to the television
viewer. The interviews allow the audience to follow their favorite athletes as
persons by bringing their personas closer to the audience, and in general
creating a feeling of being “up close and personal” with the athlete. Interviews
with athletes and coaches in televised sports broadcasts take various forms. My
data include interviews where the athlete is interviewed immediately after a
sports performance. Interviews of this type are typically quite short, lasting
from one to two minutes, and they are broadcast live. A feature that is specific
to sports interviews is that the questioning turns often include evaluative
elements, as the interviewers make assessments about the preceding
performance. Assessments function as a way to invite the athletes to provide
first-hand experiences and accounts of their sports performance.

Political interviews as a genre have the institutional goal of producing
neutralistic* knowledge to the television audience in a way that holds the
audience’s attention. The interviewers have the institutional right and
responsibility to act as a representative of the audience and bring up points of
view that are different from the politician’s. Introducing contrasting points of
view and thus maintaining a balance between different perspectives is
frequently realized through adversarial or challenging questioning in political
interviews. Besides being a characteristic feature of a political interview,
adversarial questioning is also an activity where epistemic positions are
negotiated, in other words an activity that is relevant for my analysis.

I approached the data with a basic interest in how knowledge is
constructed in interaction. An unmotivated looking revealed that environments
that included negotiation of epistemic positions seemed to occur especially in
situations that involved aspects of resistance towards the IR agenda. I chose
those instances for closer analysis in order to concentrate on practices that occur
repeatedly in television interviews, and that are integral in both the local, turn-
to-turn management of the interview and in the management and construction
of public identities, also achieved through local practices.

In the following two chapters I will discuss the data that I have used,
concentrating on the approach I have taken to the use of English as a ‘common
language” between participants who come from different linguistic
backgrounds.

4 Clayman (1992) stresses that “neutralism” is not a trait or a state of mind, but rather
an interactionally organized social phenomenon. Neutralism is an achievement, an
appearance of neutrality, constructed by certain interactive practices that the
interviewers employ when avoiding overtly expressing their personal opinions.
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3.1.1 English as a lingua franca

English is a widely used medium of communication between speakers who
have different first languages. The term "English as a lingua franca” (ELF) is
used to describe interaction taking place among non-native® speakers of English
(see, e.g., Jenkins 2006; House 1999; Seidlhofer 2001). The term is also
occasionally used to cover multiparty situations of intercultural communication
that include speakers whose first language is English (Seidlhofer 2005).

Corpora of ELF (Mauranen 2003; Seidlhofer 2004) have been collected and
analysed to describe the nature of ELF as a language in its own right and how it
differs from English as a native language (ENL). The results yielded by larger
corpora provide important insights into the linguistic system, and the basic
assumption of ELF as a ‘user language’ instead of a ‘learner language’
(Seidlhofer et al. 2006) coincides with my premise that the participants are
competent actors in a setting that is in many ways highly demanding. Firstly,
this is because of the public nature of the setting and its consequent visibility to
a large number of people, and secondly because of the participants”
expectations to ‘do well’ in the interview situation and of the need to
accomplish the institutional goals of the interview.

Previous research has observed interactional practices that are
characteristic to English as a lingua franca. Meierkord (2000) and Firth (1996)
both report that in ELF interactions participants engage in face work.
Cooperation, the ‘let-it-pass’ phenomenon and preserving face are general
principles that participants in ELF situations adhere to (see, e.g. Firth 1996;
Meierkord 1996; Wagner & Firth 1997). In my data this is true insofar as the
participants ‘let pass’ such linguistic structures that deviate from the native-
speaker norms - including situations that might otherwise be challenging in
nature, e.g. adversarial questioning in political interviews. For example,
strategic misunderstanding®, which is one way to construct adversarial actions
and disagreement in interaction, is in my data not based on linguistic elements
that deviate from ‘standard” English, but rather on interactional actions that are
used in native speaker disputes as well, e.g. finding inconsistencies in the other
participant’s talk (Goodwin 1990). Wagner (1996:223) stresses that negotiation
of meaning is an activity that is essential in all interactive events, between
native speakers of a same language as well as between people who have
different linguistic backgrounds. Instead of focusing on language form, the
participants hold each other accountable for their interactional behavior. This
leads to the conclusion that interactional competence” is more relevant for the

5 The decision to use the terms first/second language instead of native/non-native
language mirrors the attempt to avoid implying deficiency - an attribute often
associated with the use of the terms ‘native” and ‘non-native’ (see Firth and Wagner
1997).

6 According to Arminen (2005), strategic aspects of interaction are often salient in
institutional interaction, especially in media settings such as political interviews,
where impression management is one of the main goals of the situation.

7 Hua & Wei 2008 p. 24 talk about “co-constructed interactional competence” and
define the term as deployment of intersubjective resources such as turn-taking,
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participants than linguistic competence in the English language system.
Interactional competence allows participants to recognize and utilize context-
specific organization of actions and ordering of practices (Hall et al, in press).

3.1.2 English as a second language

Second language acquisition (SLA) is a wide field of research, with direct
applicability to language teaching. Questions of English as a second language
that have intrigued interaction-oriented researchers have to do with what it is
that second language users (learners) actually do in naturally occurring second
language conversations. Moves toward a social or interactional perspective on
English as a second language includes critique on traditional concepts in SLA
research (see Firth and Wagner (1997, 1998, 2007). Such critique has given rise
to an alternative to traditional perceptions of language acquisition as the
acquisition of forms. Instead of focusing on forms and individual cognition, the
social/interactional paradigm investigates how second language is used to
achieve intersubjectivity and to engage in social action (Gardner and Wagner
2004:13).

In addition to EFL and ESL, other terms that are used to characterize
communication between people from different first language backgrounds
include “English as an international language (EIL) (see, e.g. Jenkins 2000, 2006),
‘English as a medium of intercultural communication” (Meierkord 1996) or
English as a global language (e.g. Crystal 2003). Other terms, such as ESP
("English for Specific Purposes’) or EFL (‘English as a Foreign Language’) are
often used in relation to language learning and language teaching. The use of
the above-mentioned terms has traditionally reflected attempts or desires
towards standardisation, with the standards typically idealizing native
speakers” use of English. Also, the question of which variety of English should
be taught to language learners is related to the attempt at standardisation. Since
my focus in this study is on interactional practices rather than specific linguistic
features of English, it is not in my interests to treat lingua franca and second
language interactions separately. Instead I see both types of interactions —
whether lingua franca or second language — as highly context-specific
interactive situations where participants draw on multiple resources to make
sense of the situation and act as competent members in that particular
community of practice® (in this case the community of practice of the broadcast
interview), the language that is used being only one of the available resources.

Terminology that is used both in ELF and ESL research, such as ‘learner
language” vs. ‘user language’, ‘native speaker’ vs. ‘non-native speaker’, ‘first

repair, sequence organization and emobodied actions. See also Hall et al. (in press),
Markee (2000; 2007)

8 According to Wenger (2004) ‘communities of practice” have the following features:
(1) there is mutual engagement in shared practices; (2) the interlocutors take part in
some jointly negotiated enterprise; and (3) the members make use of their shared
repertoire.
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language’ vs. ‘second language” are all dichotomies that to a certain extent have
an underlying presumption of monolingualism and a view of language as a
unified system. While I use the terms first language and second language to
describe the participants” linguistic backgrounds, I recognize that the use of
these terms is not wholly unproblematic. For instance, these terms do not
adequately take into account fully bilingual speakers, and they also fail to
acknowledge the differing competences that people have depending on the
context they use language in. While these terms retain their utility in
characterizing the type of data I have analyzed, I see it as important not to make
a priori assumptions about their relevance for the participants and so allow the
terminology to steer the analysis away from the essential elements of
interaction in these television interviews: the role of context, the situatedness of
the practices that are used and the multiple and layered competences
(linguistic, interactional, professional, and cultural) that the participants have in
these particular settings and that are not stable but constructed and negotiated
in interaction.

Learning takes place in all interactions. What is learned is not just a
specific language, but social practices, genres, institutional practices etc. If one
concentrates exclusively on the NS/NNS dichotomy, I would argue that
something about the multiple and layered forms of expertise and competence,
and how they are learned, is lost. I hope to demonstrate with my analysis that
the linguistic background of the participants is only one of the asymmetries in
the television interviews that I have analyzed and should be treated as such -
not by attributing a special status to it on an a priori basis, but instead letting
the data speak for itself.

My findings follow those of previous studies in second language
interaction (e.g. Brouwer 2000; Firth 1996; Kurhila 2001, 2006; Rasmussen and
Wagner 2002, Wagner and Firth 1997) that have shown that basically the same
interactional phenomena can be found in both first language and second
language interactions. Language is seen as embedded in wider practices of talk-
in-interaction (Gardner & Wagner 2004: XX). Levinson (2006) argues in the
same vein, asserting that “human interactional abilities are at last partially
independent of both language and culture” Levinson (2006:40). This view is
based on several facts. One fact that supports this idea of a “shared universal
framework for verbal interaction” (Levinson 2006:41) is that people who do not
share a common language or a common culture are still able to interact with
each other. This is possible because humans have a shared “meaning-making
machinery” (Levinson 2006:43). Further proof of the existence of what Levinson
terms the human ”interaction engine” has been found in studies of aphasia,
especially by Goodwin (2003) who shows that loss of language does not mean
loss of interaction. Conversation analytic studies that have been conducted on
different languages and in different cultures show that in many respects the
organization, e.g., turn-taking, sequence organization and repair, of interaction
is rather similar. This is not to say cultural variations do not exist. Levinson
does not deny the existence of variation between different cultures, but states
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the following: “the interaction engine is not to be understood as an invariant, a
fixed machine with a fixed output, but as a set of principles that can
interdigitate with local principles, to generate different local flavors” (Levinson
2006:56).

3.1.3. Multiple and layered asymmetries in broadcast interaction

In my data, the interaction takes place in an institutional setting. The special
characteristics of the setting are also of interest to me, since the participants”
institutional roles often carry with them an asymmetry of participation rights.
Asymmetrical participation rights are closely linked to the asymmetry of
knowledge, or more specifically to how knowledge can be constructed in
interviews in ways that are institutionally appropriate and relevant.
Asymmetry in interviews has been studied by, for example, Drew & Heritage
(1992) and Heritage & Sefi (1992). The results of those studies show how
inequality is present in terms of rights and responsibilities to different turn
types (questions, answers) and different actions (e.g., controlling topic and
eliciting information).

Besides asymmetries of institutional knowledge, there are also possible
asymmetries of linguistic knowledge in my data. The interplay between
institutional and linguistic knowledge or identities has been previously studied
by Kurhila (2004). However, especially in the present type of data, where the
participants have a very high command of English and the use of English in
their professional life is in fact routine for them, it would be misleading to
assume beforehand that linguistic asymmetries are the most relevant for the
participants. As Emanuel A. Schegloff pointed out in an interview with Jean
Wong and David Olsher (2000), even in cases where there are linguistic
asymmetries the asymmetries need not be consequential for interaction. Thus
they should definitely not be assigned a priori relevance for the participants.
By way of explication Schegloff (Wong & Olsher, 2000) discusses grammar as a
resource for accomplishing actions in interactions that involve non-native
speakers. He argues that coparticipants might treat grammatical choices made
by a non-native speaker as not being a “locus of order”, and instead rely on
other resources for meaning-making. Schegloff (Wong & Olsher 2000) also
asserts that that non-nativeness, or any other category such as age, gender, or
ethnicity, is not a relevant category distinction to start with. Such categories
could prove to be relevant in interaction or they could prove not to be relevant
in interaction. For this reason it remains the job of an analyst to show how and
where in interaction they are relevant for the participants. In the analysis, I
follow the principles of conversation analysis and refer to particular aspects of
the participants” social identities - whether ethnic, national, linguistic,
professional or some other identity category - only if they are visible in the
actions the participants engage in (Schegloff 1992, 1997).
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3.2 Method: Conversation Analysis

I have approached my data with the methods used in conversation analysis
(CA). CA is a method that identifies and examines the participants” own
methods of producing and interpreting social interaction. This approach
enables the data to be analyzed from an emic perspective, i.e. examining how
the participants jointly construct the institutional event of a television interview.

CA was developed in the late 1960s and early 1970s by Harvey Sacks,
together with Emanuel A. Schegloff and Gail Jefferson. It derived largely from
ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967), - an approach used to examine how people
produce social order and make sense of the world they live in. Conversation
analysis was also influenced by Goffman’s work on the presentation of ‘self’
and the interaction order in everyday face-to-face interaction (Goffman 1959).
While originally used by sociologists in the United States, CA has become a
prominent approach in a range of disciplines worldwide. It is used by
researchers in anthropology, social psychology, psychology, and linguistics.
Other fields of study, such as workplace studies (Heath & Luff 2000; Luff et al.
2000) also use CA as a methodological tool. Introductory discussions about CA
methodology include works by Psathas (1995), Hutchby & Wooffitt (1998), ten
Have (2007), and, in Finnish Tainio (1997).

According to the basic principles of CA (e.g. Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998,
ten Have 2007), interaction is sequentially organized. The participants realize
and make sense of social actions through orienting to sequentiality, i.e. the way
in which actions and utterances are ordered. The relationship between talk and
action is discussed by Schegloff (1991: 46) who states that talk amounts to action,
referring to how talk is a medium through which people can participate and
make sense of ongoing events (see also, e.g., Schegloff (2006), Perdkyla
(1995:17), Arminen (2005:6). Thus social actions, and more specifically the
participants” own methods of understanding social actions, are the basis of
analysis.

The data in CA studies are ‘naturally occurring’, i.e. consisting of real-life
instances of interaction. The analysis is data-driven, and based on observable
details of interaction. A priori categorizations are avoided and any detail of
interaction is treated as possibly relevant. As suggested by Sacks (1992:484),
“we should try to find order at all points”. Methodically, this means that a careful
transcription of the data is needed in order to capture and scrutinize the details
of interaction that make it ordered. Transcriptions, together with the original
audio and/or video data are the resources that the analyst can repeatedly go
over during the analytical process. The transcription system that is used in CA
was developed by Gail Jefferson (see Atkinson & Heritage 1984, pp. ix—xvi).
Originally the system was used for analyzing audio data. Over the decades, as
technology advanced and video recordings became available, the transcription
system has been further developed to include aspects of visual data. The
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transcription conventions that I have used are based on the system developed
by Jefferson. The notation system is summarized in the Appendix.

The data in this study is transcribed without paying attention to speakers”
possible “foreign” accents. This means that utterances are not necessarily
transcribed exactly as they are pronounced, but according to “standard”
English orthography. This decision of not to transcribe accent was based on the
fact that how an accent is represented is filtered through the transcriber’s
cultural and linguistic knowledge. In particular, when the transcriber and the
participants whose talk is transcribed come from different cultural and
linguistic backgrounds, there is a risk that the transcription will be overly
affected by the transcriber’s hearing. In this case, the transcription by a Finnish
speaker of English would not necessarily represent what other transcribers
might hear.

Another reason for not transcribing accent is that I did not want to imply
hierarchies between different accents or make assumptions about what is
standard and what is non-standard English. Choosing not to transcribe accent is
also done to avoid prejudice. For example transcribing a “German” accent
highlights the accent when it is presented in written form (see Oliver et al 2005).
So instead of honoring the participant (Schegloff 1997), the transcription of an
accent could in this case result in biased representations of the participants
(Oliver et al 2005:1279, see also Jaffe and Walton 2000; Preston 1982). While
“borrowing” from a denaturalized transcription approach that removes
idiosyncratic elements of speech and focuses on the informational or meaning
content of speech (see Cameron 2001, Oliver et al 2005) and omitting (foreign
language) accent from the transcripts, I have, however, following CA
conventions, included certain elements that amount to what is considered
speaking with an accent in the transcriptions. These include features that are
recorded in the transcripts of “standard” English as well, such as stress and
lengthening of syllables.

One of the core notions in conversation analysis is that of recipient design
(Sacks 1992, see also Goodwin 1981). Each utterance is created for a particular
recipient in a particular conversation. According to Sacks et al. (1974:727)
recipient design shows how talk is “constructed or designed in ways which
display an orientation and sensitivity to the particular other(s) who are co-
participants” within the conversation.” Recipient design is one key aspect of
epistemic organization in interaction. It is useful in analysing the participants”
assumptions about what the recipients know or do not know and how those
assumptions have an influence on how a turn is designed. For example, an
utterance can be constructed (e.g., through word selection, sequential
ordering) in a way that it makes sense for a particular recipient, taking into
account the knowledge that the recipient is presupposed to have.

An example of instances where recipient design is analysed includes
person reference (Sacks and Schegloff 1979), where an analysis of how a person
is referred to when talking to somebody else and how using a first name
(instead of any other possible referent) presupposes mutual recognition of the
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referred person. Reference to places (Schegloff 1972) also requires orientation to
knowledge that the recipient supposedly has. Terasaki (1976) studied news
delivery sequences and showed how the linguistic design and sequential
organization of news delivery turns are tailored to fit the recipients and to what
they already know or do not know. The recipients can then confirm a news
delivery turn as informing and something that is “news-for-them” (Terasaki
1976:7).

Heritage (1984) in his analysis of oh as a change-of-state token has studied
acts of informing and how through acts of informing recipients are presumed to
be ignorant about a particular matter and how the recipients then confirm this
presumption by producing an oh-prefaced turn, displaying that transmission of
information has taken place. News receipts in general are a way for the
recipients to acknowledge a previous turn as news, and also encourage the
development of news telling. News receipts include, for example, oh, oh really,
oh + assessment (Heritage 1984, Local, 1996, Jefferson 1981).

The actions of both the speaker and the recipient thus both reflect on and
construct who the recipient is and what the recipient knows. Discourse
identities (such as questioner-answerer) and situated identities (such as
interviewer/interviewee) are constructed in interaction, through recipient-
designed utterances and actions.

3.21 Conversation analysis and institutional interaction

Conversation analysis is used to analyze interactions from a wide range of
settings, from mundane to different types of institutional interactions. Although
originally developed for analysis of everyday interactions, CA has been used in
the study of institutional interaction for decades. An important early work on
institutional interaction is Order in Court by Atkinson & Drew (1979). Over a
decade later, Talk at Work, a collection of articles edited by Drew & Heritage
(1992), was also influential in establishing methods for studying institutional
interaction. The settings that have attracted most attention in CA studies of
institutional interaction are medical interactions and media interactions. Other
studies of institutional settings include, for example, counseling and therapeutic
settings (Perdkyld 2005; Arminen 1996, 1998), business meetings (Boden 1994,
1995; Kangasharju 1996) classroom interaction (McHoul 1978, 1990; Seedhouse
2004), and emergency calls (Zimmerman 1992). Overviews of CA and
institutional interaction include the work by Heritage (1997), Drew and
Sorjonen (1997), Ruusuvuori et al (2001), and Arminen (2005). Some CA studies
on institutional interaction have also been motivated by the possible
applications the results of the analysis might have for practitioners. Findings of
applied CA can be used to suggest ways with which practices that are used in
professional settings, such as therapy, medical encounters, journalism or
language teaching, could be developed.

Conversation analytic studies of institutional interaction examine the way
institutional tasks are accomplished and how institutional identities are
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achieved through interaction. According to the basic assumptions held in CA,
talk and action have a reflexive relationship with context. Heritage (1984:242)
states that “...the significance of any speaker’s communicative action is doubly
contextual in being both context-shaped and context renewing.” Thus talk and
action are tied to context, each utterance being affected by and affecting the next
utterance. When the institutional tasks that are achieved through action are the
focus of analysis, the activities that the participants engage in are seen to
produce both micro- and macro structures. With each (context-shaped)
utterance the context is renewed and the institution is “talked into being”.

A large number of the studies on institutional interaction have
concentrated on media interaction. Conversation analysis treats interviews as
interactive events that are constructed through social practices. The social
conventions that are oriented to by the interviewers and interviewees constitute
the interviews as an organized social institution (Clayman & Heritage 2002:6).
Television interviews have been studied from a conversation analytic
perspective by, for example, Clayman (1988, 1992); Greatbatch (1988); Heritage
(1985); Heritage & Greatbatch (1991); Clayman & Heritage (2002), Roth (2002),
and Hutchby (2006). Finnish studies on television interviews include works by
Nuolijarvi & Tiittula (2000); Berg (2001, 2003), Kajanne (2001), and Haddington
(2004, 2005, 2006a., 2006b, 2007).

A prominent feature of broadcast interaction is that it is produced for
public audiences (see Clayman and Heritage 2002, Hutchby 2006). The fact that
talk is directed at an overhearing audience is visible in the participants” actions
(e.g. the IRs do not respond to the IEs” answers with ‘newsmarks’ such as ‘oh’
(Heritage & Greatbatch 1991). Institutional agendas and goals have been
established prior to the interactive event and the representative of the television
institution has the right and the obligation to pursue the goals that have been
set.

By examining the details of interaction it is possible to show how larger
social identities can be built through conversational devices (see, e.g., Goodwin
1987, 1994; Maynard & Zimmermann 1984, Heritage & Raymond 2005). The
situated identities of the IR and IE are constructed in the interaction. Other
categories and their possible relevance for the actions at hand are also
negotiated locally. An example of categorization work and epistemic practices
would be an instance where questioning invokes a group-member identity (e.g.
a nationality or a profession) and that group membership is used as a basis for
treating the interviewee as knowledgeable or not knowledgeable (see Piirainen-
Marsh & Koskela 2000). Typically a person who belongs to a category (whether
national, linguistic, professional or some other category) is seen to have
entitlement to knowledge that concerns that category (see, e.g. Sharrock 1974,
Heritage & Raymond 2005)

This study analyses data from an institutional setting and aims to locate
and specify the epistemic practices that are used by the interviewer and
interviewee in specific television interview genres. The analyses, although not
initially motivated by practical applications, can provide ideas for considering
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the meaning, relevance, or consequences of epistemic practices that are used in
the media. Analyzing situations where English is used as a common language
between participants who come from different linguistic backgrounds shows
how epistemic practices are used in a second language, and also yields
information on the universality of epistemic practices and the relationship
between linguistic structures and interactional practices.



4 RESULTS

4.1 Epistemic organization in three different television interview
genres

The results of the individual articles show how systematic management and
negotiation of knowledge is present in question-answer sequences. In this
process of negotiation, the institutional demands of television with respect to
the rights and responsibilities that the participants have, are taken into account.
The results reveal specific practices by which epistemic stances are taken.

The purpose and institutional goal of each interview genre that I have
analyzed is different, and this can be seen first of all in the way the interviews
are organized and consequently in the way epistemic positions are negotiated.
In terms of co-operation there are substantial differences between celebrity
interviews, which are co-operative in nature, and adversarial political
interviews. The overall goal of a celebrity interview is to get celebrities to open
up and share details of their private life with the television audience, while
political interviews are adversarial by their nature and one of the interviewer’s
institutional tasks is to present conflicting points of view. In sports interviews
the institutional goal is to get an athlete’s “insider’s view” on a performance
that the television audience has just witnessed.

The results of the analysis tell us about the practices that are used in the
management and negotiation of knowledge in question-answer sequences. The
findings of this study add to the body of knowledge on epistemic practices in
question-answer sequences, specifically in broadcast interviews, with a
particular focus on practices that are used in different interview genres. In each
of the individual articles, the question-answer sequence is the locus of analysis,
and all the articles reveal practices used in the question-answer sequence as a
whole. After all, my perspective on epistemics in interaction stresses the idea
that knowledge is constructed in interaction between two (or more) participants
and different dimensions of knowing are negotiated in interaction. However, the
focus of the analysis of the articles differs according to whether the interest is in
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questioning turns or answering turns, or in both. In article I, which considers
celebrity interviews, epistemic practices in both questioning and in answering
turns are analysed. Article II, on sports interviews focuses on practices in
questioning turns, although it also addressess the consequentiality of the
practices that are employed in questioning turns, and selected features of
answering turns. In article III the main focus is on answering turns in which
politicians negotiate epistemic stances in adversarial questioning sequences. In
article IV both questioning and answering are analysed, although the focus lies
more on questioning turns.

4.1.1 Celebrity interviews

The genre of celebrity interviews introduces celebrities or reveals some aspects
of celebrities to the television audience. One goal of the interview is to provide
the television audience with new information, often personal aspects such as
opinions, narratives or personal experiences. The quest to reveal personal
aspects and elicit talk about the celebrity’s personal life requires, and frequently
results in, a relatively high level of intimacy in the interview. However, such
intimacy is not self-evident. Celebrities may not wish to talk about certain
topics in the interview, and when this is the case they can - and do - invoke
different types of knowledge.

The analysis on celebrity interviews in article I focuses on instances where
different types of knowledge are invoked by the interviewer when asking
questions about personal aspects of a celebrity’s life. 1 describe 1) how the
interviewer invokes first-hand knowledge by her questions and 2) how
interviewees can resist the first-hand knowledge-invoking agenda set by the IR
question and display general knowledge in their answer. This practice can be
used in managing the intimacy level of the interview (Koskela 2005). The data
in article I are drawn from a program called “Yo6lento” (“Night Flight”), in
which Maarit Tastula interviews celebrities. The interviews were conducted in a
studio, without a studio audience. The program consists of the interview and
video inserts.

I analyzed four interviews in which the guests were two film directors,
one author, and one civil rights activist. The interviews were aired in January
and February, 1998. The analysis showed that the interviewees construct
epistemic positions for their answers that are both relevant for the interview
and the activities that are at that moment being engaged in in the interview, and
also for management of the intimacy level of the interview. Various practices
were used by the interviewees to construct an epistemic position that was
different from the one proposed by the interviewer. These practices include
topical shifts that enabled the interviewees to move away from the personal
level to displaying general knowledge. One such practice was using impersonal
pronouns such as you. Another practice was tense selection, specifically using
the present tense when answering questions that were designed to invoke lived
personal experiences in the past. Lexical selections were also made that
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emphasized the nature of knowledge as general instead of personal. Impersonal
grammatical constructions were used to distance oneself from the topic at hand.
The interviewees made generalizations and abstractions, moving away from the
suggested personal framework and presenting general facts in their answers
instead

These are the types of actions that claim organized and specialized
knowledge, typically associated with experts (Koskela 2005:112). By mobilizing
different types of knowledge the interviewees manage to resist the agenda in a
way that does not seem evasive and dos not render them accountable. The
following example illustrates the use of generic you (line 3), lexical selections
that suggest general knowledge (segregated, society, community), and the shift ito
the present tense (lines 3-10) The grammatical construction of the answer is
designed to be impersonal, achieved through the second person singular
pronoun you and attributing experience to an unspecified group of people within
a community (when you live.., experience with race within black community is quite
minimum) (Koskela 2005:111).

(1) Yolento 03/01/1998

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
HB = IE, Harry Belafonte

1 MT and when did you have your first personal experience
2 with (.) racism.
— 3 HB when you live within (.) the segregated society (.)
4 or in a segregated community
5 experience with race within the black community
6 is quite minimum.
7 (.)
8 HB (xxx) the restaurants are black, the schools are black,
9 (.) the minute you step outside that society
10 you will have your first experience with race.

In the following excerpt (discussed in more detail in Koskela 2005), the
interviewee’s lexical selections invoke an expert role. The interviewer seeks the
IE’s personal point of view with a questioning turn that describes an eating
disorder that the interviewee had in his teenage years (lines 1, 4). The question
is produced in a declarative form and is about a matter that the IE has first-
hand primary access to. However, in his answer the IE does not display first-
hand knowledge.

(2) Yolento 14/02/1998

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
SK = IE, Stephen Kuusisto

1 MT but it was actually very serious at some moment (.)
2 so you were um:: brought into hospital
3 SK °yeah.°
4 MT [it was only] hundred and five po[unds]

— 5 SK [u:hm ] [u:h ] we- we know
6 SK from psychological studies that the <only way> (.)
7 you can (0.6) uh (.) avoid (.) self-destructive



40

8 tendencies (.) is to: have a belief that 1life is

9 possible, that it”s worth living, that there”s meaning
10 ahead(.) u:h (.) you know (.) anorexic teenagers

11 the ones who stop eating (.) in fact believe (.)

12 that (.) the future will be terrible.

13 you know (.) anorexia is a disease of (.)psychological
14 dimensions >right< you don”t wanna become an adult.

In excerpt (2) the interviewee displays general knowledge about anorexia
nervosa in his answer. The IE uses the language of psychology (self-destructive
tendencies, line 7) and medicine (a disease of psychological dimensions, lines 13-14).
Also, in this excerpt, the generic use of the first person plural pronoun we shifts
the focus away from the interviewee and presents expert knowledge (on the use
of generic we and ‘territories of information’, see Kamio 2001). Generic and
impersonal expressions were used by the celebrities in my data to design their
answers in a way that on the one hand follows the topical agenda set by the IR,
but on the other hand shifts away from the invoked knowledge type so that
they are able to display general or expert knowledge.

The above excerpts show how interviewees can resist the role that is
projected onto them in the questions. Instead of answering in a frame of first-
hand knowledge, interviewees can mobilize a different type of knowledge in
their answer. This enables them to avoid overly intimate topics, and shift the
topic away from a personal to a more general level. Resistance can be done by
1) explicitly orienting to the problematic aspect in the IR’s turn, 2) using a
contrastive device such as but or a spatial adjunct to contrast different domains
of knowledge, and 3) displaying general knowledge. The first two elements
were not always present in the instances I analysed, but celebrities can also
resist by starting their answering turn with a display of general knowledge.
Often, resistance is done very subtly, in a way that retains many elements of the
topical agenda set by the interviewer. Subtle resistance of this kind enables the
interviewee to shift the agenda in a way that does not render the interviewee
accountable (e.g. the IR does not repeat the question) and the IEs do not seem
evasive to the audience watching the television interview.

4.1.2 Sports interviews

One central function of the sports interview is to convey the athlete’s personal
experience and feelings about his or her performance to the television audience.
Typically, IRs invite athletes to describe their first-hand experience by making
assessments of their preceding performance. The results of this study show how
this is done. Sports interviews have certain characteristics that distinguish them
from other interview genres. Sports interviews are often very short when
compared with other interview genres (each interview in my data lasting from
one to two minutes on average), and they are broadcast live, with no editing.
The "here and now” -quality of sports interviews is highlighted by the fact that
the interviews are conducted immediately after the performance, when the
athletes are often sweaty and out-of breath. This is one way of conveying the
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illusion of transmitting the action to the television viewer as it is (Whannel
1992:113). The overtly evaluative nature of the questioning turns is something
that separates the sports interview from news interviews, where a certain
“neutrality” is expected from the IR (Heritage & Greatbatch 1991, Heritage
1985, Clayman 1992).

The sports interviews that I analysed consist typically of the following
phases: assessment/evaluation of the preceding performance, comments or
accounts on a more general level and finally orienting to future performance.
Typically, the sports interview begins with an assessment sequence where the
IR and the IE evaluate the latter’s performance.® The IR makes a first
assessment and the athlete produces a second assessment that is typically
followed by further comments on the performance or an account of failure
related to the performance. After this, usually in the middle of the interview,
there may also be assessments or comments on sports on a more general level.
Towards the end of the interview the participants generally orient to future
performance(s). This can be done, for example, by wishing the athlete luck,
athletes promising to do their best, or a question-answer sequence about the
tactics of future performance(s).

The results of the analysis showed how assessments and evaluations were
used in directing the topic to a specific aspect of the preceding performance,
and in inviting personal experience. This was achieved through question
design. The action of making a first assessment makes relevant the production
of the second pair part of the adjacency pair, i.e. second assessment in the
answering turn. The analysis showed that the athletes very strongly oriented to
the assessment in the questioning turn and made second assessments from their
personal perspective. By doing this, the athletes participated in collaboration
with the interviewers and in a manner that constructs the sports interview as an
interactive event. The analysis also revealed that there are differences in how
positive and negative assessments are made and responded to. Epistemic
primacy is implied in the action of making a first assessment (Pomerantz 1984,
Heritage & Raymond 2005, Raymond & Heritage 2006). The analysis revealed
that epistemic downgrading is linked with the nature of the assessment. The
following excerpts show how, typically, when the IR makes a positive
assessment, this is not downgraded by evidential marking or a tag question.

(3) Paris 2003
IR Tapio Suominen
IE Allen Johnson

1 IR - thl[at wals smooth, (.) and fast

2 IE [hey 1

3 IR are you happy yourself?

4 (.)

5 IE yeah I'm happy, I'm u:h (.)

6 I'm happy that I was able to run that comfortably

9 In my data 76 % of the IRs first turns include an assessment
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7 and run that fast so- °hh so
8 (hopefully) I can (.) feel just as good tomorrow
9 and u:h (.) have a performance similar to that.

The interviewers use direct assessments such as that was x, or your performance
was x. In excerpt (3) the interviewer assesses the preceding performance in line
1. The assessment by the IR, who has limited access to the issue at hand,
functions as a ‘fishing-device’ (Pomerantz 1980), and successfully elicits the
athlete’s first-hand report of the performance.

Excerpt (4) shows how negative assessments are often constructed so that
the interviewer’s lack of first-hand knowledge is visible in the way the
assessment is produced. The interviewer starts by explicitly placing the athlete
in a position where he can evaluate the truthfulness of the assessment (correct
me if I'm wrong, line 1); in other words the athlete is placed in a position with
epistemic authority. This type of turn-beginning projects a negative evaluation
which is later in the turn epistemically downgraded by the framing of the
assessment as something that is based on visual evidence (if looked like... line 2).

(4) Paris 2003
IR Tapio Suominen
IE Sherwin Vries
1 IR — Sherwin (.) correct me if I'm wro:ng

- but it looked 1like you had to f:ight a little bit
there.

(.)

IE .hh yeah I was a bit tired from (x)
hundred meters hh .hh (.)
( ) (you know) hh .hh (.)
I've never run so hardhh .hh (.)
three- three days in a row so uh

.hh (.) I'm just trying to hh .hh (.) go out there

H W o g o Ul W

0 and just give it u- hh
11 .hh my- my be:st shot shot each and every time an-

12 .hh and run each and every race like a final.

Questions of epistemic authority are relevant in sports interviews, showing
how IRs orient to athletes as having epistemic primacy with respect to their
performance over the interviewer, and how this primacy is used to design
questions in a way that 1) directs and limits the topic to a certain aspect of the
preceding performance, and 2) invites the athletes to describe their personal
experience. In their answering turns, the athletes” interpretation of the nature
(positive or negative) of the IR’s first assessment is visible. The way their
answers are constructed to include either further commentary or an account of
failure also shows how athletes orient to their institutional obligations and
accountability.
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The results of the analysis in article II lend support to the view that it is
important for the participants in an institutional setting is to orient to the goals
of the setting and act in a way that is relevant for that particular setting. Shared
knowledge about how to interact in a sports interview seems to be much more
important than linguistic knowledge of a specific language, even among
athletes whose linguistic skills are limited (Koskela 2008:352).

4.1.3 Political interviews

The institutional goals of the political interview are to yield information for the
television audience and to do so in a way that is both neutralistic and entertains
the audiencel? (see, e.g., Clayman and Heritage 2002). Interviewers are expected
to be neutralistic yet also to create conflict and challenge the IEs and their views
in order to make the interview more entertaining. Politicians in turn need to
overcome the challenges posed by the IR and present their political views in a
credible manner. This is important, because they are under pressure to convey a
positive image to all the potential voters among the television audience. In
article III, I examined instances where, after adversarial questions that included
third-party attributed statements, politicians resist some aspect of the
questioning turn and negotiate their own independent epistemic stances in their
answering turns. These sequences were chosen as the focus of analysis, because
they are important in view of the above-mentioned institutional goals of the
interview.

The analysis shows that negotiation of epistemic positions is achieved
through various practices in political interviews. One such practice is to display
independent and detailed knowledge about the third-party attributed statement
(e.g. display knowledge about what exactly has been said or about the manner
in which something has been said) and in this way resist the presuppositions or
propositions in the interviewer’s question. Another practice is to orient to the
authority of the source, relevance or credibility of the third-party attributed
statement. A third practice is to resist the proposed action type when
responding.

The results reveal that declining to engage in the topical or action agenda
set by the question is particularly relevant in defending one’s own perspective.
This is illustrated in excerpt (5) where the IR makes a third-party attributed
statement in lines 30 and 32 and the IE answers in a way that simultaneously
manages to accept the correctness of the quotation and emphasize his own view
about the need for follow-up actions. This excerpt is taken from an argument
sequence where the IR has said that Iran will return to their uranium
enrichment program!! and the IE has replied that it is still “an open issue”. The

10 This is the case with the standard political interview. However, there are program
types that are hybrid, i.e., they blend features of a political interview with exchanges
found in other genres. Hutchby (2011) describes the “hybrid political interview”,
which is characterized by IR non-neutrality.

11 In 2003 the IAEA (the International Atomic Energy Agency) concluded an
investigation stating that Iran had failed to report nuclear activies to the IAEA. After
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IR then, in lines 30 and 32, introduces the third-party attributed statement as an
evidence for his view.

(5) HardTalk [Tuomioja 27/12/2004]
IR Tim Sebastian
IE Erkki Tuomioja

30 IR Ajatollah Khame [nei has ] actually said,
31 IE [(right,) (right,)]

32 IR we will <never? give up, (.) enrichment.>

33 IE and we will continue? engaging them,

34 on this issue.

The resistance to the IR’s action agenda is visible in how the answering turn in
lines 33-34 is designed as a continuation of the IR’s turn, both syntactically and
by using a similar intonation pattern that the IR has used. The intonation
pattern (line 32 & lines 33-34) consists of three prosodic units that are produced
rhythmically in a similar manner, the first one with a rising intonation, second
with a continuing intonation and the third with a final intonation. Instead of
making a counter argument on the current situation the IE manages to shift the
topic to future actions (for a detailed analysis see article III).

Article IV investigates how rights to knowledge and authority are
negotiated through the participants’ orientations to assessments embedded in
questioning sequences. This article is a joint paper written together with my
supervisor. The division of work between the two authors in writing this article
was such that the theme and the research questions in the article arose from
themes that had been addressed in articles I-III. I also undertook the transcripts
and preliminary analyses. The analysis was further developed jointly by the
two authors. The actual writing process was also done in collaboration, both
authors participating in the writing of all parts of the article.

The analysis shows how assessments, together with other linguistic and
interactional resources, are formed to set topical agendas and to build opposing
stances towards the interviewee. It also shows how the interviewees can resist
the proposed stances and negotiate their own epistemic stance. The analysis
illustrates how evaluations can be used in different positions in questions. In
question prefaces assessments can be used to build a critical position towards
the interviewee. Turn final tag questions in our data are used to convey
epistemic and evaluative stances for the politician to either confirm or to
dispute. The analysis also shows how assessments that are embedded in
questions can be used to intersect the answer in progress. An example of this is
seen in excerpt (6), from article IV.

this the so called EU-3 (France, Germany and the UK, acting on behalf of the EU)
attempted by diplomatic means to resolve the questions about Iran’s nuclear
program. This attempt resulted to a temporary suspension of Iran’s uranium
enrichment program in November 2004, one month before this interview was
conducted.
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(6) HardTalk [Margelov 31/10/2002]
IR Tim Sebastian
IE Mikhail Margelov

1 IR =speculation is quite advan[ced that ] he will be
2 IE [ ((coughs))]

3 IR giving up cer[tain respons- if not

4 IE [ I (x)

5 IR retiring completely.

6 IE I really doubt that (.) that can happen,

7 .hh knowing president Yeltsin in person (.)

8 I can hardly imagine that .h u:h he will (.)

9 u::h leave (.) u:h his position (.) uh before (.)
10 u:h the: uh: be-be-before the right time and uh (.)
11 [(x) ]

12 IR - [hasn't-] hasn't he lost the joy of it

13 (0.5)
14 IE I- I don't think so,
15 o-IE smiles--

16 IE - lost his enthulsiasm

17 mmmemmmemmm--- [°heh heh°

18 1IE °hh I- I [don't think-]

19 IR [ °he's® getlting tired.
2 o

21 IE n::o0 I-I- I don't think so,

The question in line 12, together with its reformulation in line 16, challenges the
view that the IE has presented about president Yeltsin. The adversarial nature
of the question in line 12 is visible in that it interrupts the IE’s answer and the
content of the question proposes a contrasting view. The question is about a
matter that the IR has less access to than the IE due to the IE’s personal
relationship with the president. The use of the negative interrogative format 1)
upgrades the IR’s epistemic claim (see Heritage & Raymond 2005) and 2) sets
constraints on the answer, as it prefers “yes” as the answer. The IE seems to
have problems (delayed mitigated disagreement, accompanied with smiling
and laughter) when answering the question in a way that on the one hand is
appropriate in regard to his institutional responsibilities and on the other hand
preserves his credibility (Koskela & Piirainen-Marsh, frth).

The micro-level negotiation of epistemic stances is a joint interactional
achievement, realized grammatically, lexically and sequentially. In television
interviews, the negotiation of epistemic positions is embedded within question-
answer sequences, and it can be done with varying degrees of explicitness. On
the macro-level, which is achieved through micro-level practices, the
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negotiation of epistemic stances is crucial for both the politician and the
journalist in terms of the presentation of self to the television audience.

The following tables sum up the epistemic practices that were used in the
three different television interview genres in the instances that were chosen for
analysis. For reasons of clarity I have placed epistemic practices, linguistic and
interactional resources in separate columns, but I would remind the reader that
linguistic and interactional resources are used in realizing epistemic practices,
and are thus not actually a separate category, but rather a category that is
embedded in epistemic practices. Epistemic practices are also used in
accomplishing a wider action, which is presented in the column on the right.

TABLE 3

Epistemic practices in celebrity interviews (article I)

Questions invoking first-hand | euse of past tense askin .
.. g questions
knowledge eexplicit referen.ce to about personal
personal experience and private
matters

econtrastive devices

(e.g. “but”)
espatial adjuncts
o lexical selections managing level of
euse of present tense intimacy
e use of impersonal

pronouns resisting some

Answers displays of general aspect of question
knowledge eexplicit orientation .
to a problematic constructing
. expertise

aspect in the

question
eabstractions
e generalizations




TABLE 4

1) unmarked first

Epistemic practices in sports interviews (article II)

1) [referent]+
[copula] +
[assessment term]
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inviting the athletes”
personal experience

mitigating devices])

assessments
Questions 2) [referent] + directing the topic
2) downgraded . .
first assessments [evidentials or
references to aresource in
visual or building a turn into a
inferential source question
of knowledge] +
[assessment term]
1) [second [agreement / 1
. 1
assessment]+ disagreement] + Eiozglenr:;gepersona
[elaboration] [referent]+ [copula P
Answers or verb that orienting to
2) [second describes institutignal
assessment] + experience]+ responsibilities &
f fail i ifyi -
[account of failure] ([intensifying or accountability




48

TABLE 5

Epistemic practices in political interviews (article III)

eprosody (stress on
copula in

questioning the
IR’s source
selection

resisting proposed
action types

eexplicit comments
about source
selection & source
characteristics

; third party . adversarial
uestions assertions) > .
° attributed e paraphrases questioning while

statements . . maintaining
e question design neutrality
emultimodal
resources (looking
at papers)
displays of detailed
k}I:.o;vledge,about elexical selections in
third party’s reporting verbs and
actions K
reporting phrases
contesting the e category selections o )
authority of third e explicit denial of dlsahfén ing with the
A .. question
nswers party presupposition

revealing IR agenda




TABLE 6

Epistemic practices in political interviews (article IV)
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authority

esmiling & laughter

ereported building a critical
taking position assessments stance
through .
assessments, *turn f}nal tag contesting the IE’s
Questions questions position
invoking rights to enegative
knowledge and interrogatives building opposition
authority eevaluative stances
in question
prefaces
e irony & sarcasm
esecond assessment
with a shift in the
shifting the focus of | referent
the assessable e explicitly referring
claiming superior v downplaying
62 Et t -lack of knowledge seriousness of attack
Answers access / rights to -alternative third
knowledge .
party public image
downgrading the -IR’s subordinate management
cited third party’s epistemic access




5 DISCUSSION

I have explored epistemic practices in three different broadcast interview
genres: celebrity interviews, sports interviews and political interviews. The
analysis focused on examining the linguistic and interactional practices that are
used to construct and negotiate knowledge in these types of interviews. This
study builds on previous work in studies of epistemics in interaction, especially
studies on epistemic stance (Kérkk&dinen 2003a, 2003b; Haddington 2005, 2006a,
2006b, 2007; Clift 2006) and conversation analytic studies of epistemics in
interaction (Sidnell 2005; Heritage & Raymond 2005; Raymond & Heritage 2006;
Heritage & Raymond in press). Similar practices of negotiating epistemic
positions were found in my data that have been shown to be used by
participants in other contexts.

This study also offers new perspectives on previous research on
epistemics in interaction. First, by focusing on broadcast interviews, I looked
into the relationship between the institutional goals of the interview and the
epistemic practices that the participants use in accomplishing actions that are
relevant for those goals. In particular, findings on celebrity interviews and
sports interviews, which have not been studied before, yield wvaluable
information about practices in different types of broadcast interaction. My
analysis showed that the different types of questioning sequences used in each
of the interview genres gave relevance to particular kinds of epistemic practices.
Second, by analyzing data where English was used as a common language
between participants who come from different linguistic backgrounds, I was
able to show how these participants take part in practices similar to those of
participants in native interactions. This finding supports the idea of a universal
“interaction engine” (Levinson 2006). Thirdly, studying the relationship
between epistemic practices and social identities in an institutional setting
supplements previous studies that have been carried out in everyday settings
(e.g., Raymond & Heritage 2006).

The analysis raised questions that could not be addressed within the scope
of this study. Thus, further studies are needed to complement the findings and
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achieve a more detailed understanding of how knowledge is constructed in
interaction. One aspect of interaction that could not adequately be taken into
account in this study is multimodality. Because of the camera angles that were
used in the interviews in my data, especially in the celebrity and political
interviews, the analysis of multimodal practices was rather limited, and for the
most part had to be left out entirely. The analysis of the use of multimodal
resources would clearly augment understanding of the practices that I have
described. The generalizability of the findings would benefit from a wider data
set, both in terms of variation in participants and variation in types of
programs.

In a dissertation that is based on articles, the temporal process of the study
is more visible than in a monograph, where changes can be made to earlier
versions as the thinking matures and the researcher’s theoretical understanding
and methodical skills evolve. In an article dissertation it is not possible to go
back to the individual articles and change them once they have been published
or if they are under review. This can be seen as both a hindrance and an asset.
Now, when I examine the articles together, the change in my thinking over the
years becomes visible in the articles. However, the review process can
occasionally take a long time, and this in turn can stall further revisions. At the
moment of writing this summary, articles III and IV are still under review, and
consequently I cannot make any changes to them, at least for the time being.
However, I would like to take the opportunity offered by drafting this
summary to draw attention to an alternative way of organizing article III
Category work is an activity that the participants engage in when negotiating
knowledge in question-answer sequences that include third-party attributed
statements. Thus, the paper could be organized in such a way that category
work would constitute one of the themes around which the analysis focuses.
This would group together practices that at present are dealt with separately.

The results of the analysis bring to light practices on different levels.
Interactional and linguistic (and in this study to some extent also multimodal)
resources are used in constructing epistemic practices. Epistemic practices - in
the sequential context in which they occur - are then used to accomplish
actions, which in turn can be part of yet larger actions or action chains, that
ultimately construct the television interview. Hence, practices on different
levels are interconnected and embedded within each other and should be
examined together. The approach that I have taken to analyse epistemic
practices in my data is illustrated by the figure below.
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Social action

. Linguistic and
Sggi%ir;ﬁl interactional
12 & resources

FIGURE 2 Epistemic practices in interaction

To give an example of the relationship of these three aspects, the epistemic
practice of displaying general knowledge in celebrity interviews is realized
through linguistic forms such as contrastive devices, lexical selections, and use
of the present tense. In some contexts these forms are not used for negotiation
of the relevant knowledge type (as discussed in chapter 2.1; see also Clift 2006).
However, in this particular sequential position, i.e., in a second pair part of a
question-answer sequence, and as a part of - and in constructing - the social
action of resisting overly intimate questions, these practices are used in
negotiating knowledge.

The results show how knowledge is socially constructed and negotiated in
different interview genres. The construction of knowledge is a significant
element of identity work between participants in any interactive event, whether
these are everyday settings or institutional settings. The results show how the
local management of the interactive event — in this case a television interview
— and the roles associated with that event shape and are shaped by
orientations towards knowledge. The practices that the participants use are
embedded within actions that constitute the interview. For example, in political
interviews, IRs upgrade their epistemic authority through quotations, reported
assessments, negative interrogatives and negatively formulated questions when
challenging an IE. In turn, IEs can choose to align or disalign with the stance
displayed by the IR. These practices are located within question-answer
sequences, and are used in accomplishing actions that are relevant for the local
management of the interview. In challenging a politician IRs are acting in a way
that is in accordance with the obligations linked to their institutional identities.
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By engaging in such actions they also construct those identities in interaction.
Figure 3 presents the interrelation of identity, knowledge and interaction.

institutional

identities

FIGURE 3 Epistemics in television interviews

The results of the analysis add to the existing knowledge on institutional
practices in television interviews. By describing the local interactional practices
in the three different genres, this study also provides more information about
the features that constitute the genres. The extent to which the participants
manage to act appropriately in each interview context can be - and often is -
consequential for them. The competence of politicians is frequently evaluated
by voters on the basis of the interviews they see on television. Likewise the
market for professional sports and the sponsoring of athletes are influenced by
what attitudes and perceptions the television audience has of a sports team or
an individual athlete. Therefore, alongside their physical training and
competing, interviews are also part of an athlete’s professional responsibilities.
In celebrity interviews, the interviewees are in a situation that can affect their
popularity. The television audience consists of consumers of films, books,
music, etc. For that reason, interviews are important for public image
presentation.

The interviewer’s public image is also subjected to constant srutiny by the
television audience, so there is similar pressure on the journalist to do a
successful interview. Interviewers in political interviews are expected to present
opposing points of view and do this in a way that holds the audience’s
attention - without seeming biased. To do this successfully, they need to
balance between different epistemic positions. Whether or not they succeed is
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evaluated by the television viewers and monitored by the television channel
through viewer ratings.

What it means to succeed in an interview, or to be able to handle the
interview situation, is different in different genres. Often for the television
audience, as well as for newspapers and other media that evaluate the
interaction in interviews, the underlying practices that make an interview
successful or not remain tacit, and interviews are evaluated on the basis of
imprecise impressions. For example, in the parliamentary elections in Finland
earlier this year, a frequent theme in newspaper articles that discussed the
televised election debates was whether a politician seemed to be competent (or
not competent). This study offers an insight into what it is exactly that
constitutes “doing well” or succeeding in managing one’s public image, or
what is it that makes a participant seem knowledgeable or not in an interview.
This is important, because while some ways of indexing epistemic stance are
quite explicit and commonly used specifically for that function (such as ‘I think’
(see Karkkdinen 2003a) or ‘seem’, “evidently” (see Fox 2001), many epistemic
practices are implicit. Thus the impact of those practices remains tacit for both
the television audience and the participants themselves.

The results of this study contribute to our understanding of foreign
language interaction. One decision that I battled with was the extent to which I
would discuss English as a second language or English as a lingua franca in this
summary. The initial reason for collecting data where English is used as a
common language was practical. I was a member of a research group that was
studying the use of English in Finland, and one reason for choosing the data
was to find out how English is used by Finns in television interviews. During
the process, as a matter of fact as early as in conducting the data analysis for
article (I), it became quite clear that the participants were using English in ways
similar to those found in previous studies of television interviews with native
speakers.

At later stages I kept in mind the possibility that there might be
differences when my data were compared to native interaction, but as the
analysis progressed, it became more and more obvious that this aspect of
asymmetry was simply not something that the participants oriented to. How
then would I justify my data selection? Why would I study participants using
English as a common language if there is nothing special about it? I argue now
that this is precisely why it should be studied. English is being used throughout
the world today in a variety of situations, television interviews being one of
them. To leave out data of this kind because the participants are not native
speakers would be to assume a priori that there would be something in the
interaction that is not worth studying. But as Emanuel A. Schegloff points out
in an interview by Wong & Olsher (2000:125), when asked if conversation
analysis would benefit from studies on non-native interaction: “We would
never learn about all the non-native speakers who are not preoccupied with it
[non-nativeness] and for whom it’s a totally incidental thing about their
interaction.” The results of my analysis show that this is true. It is an important
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finding that non-nativeness is a category that is generally not relevant for the
participants in these television interviews.

For researchers who are interested in how English is used as a second
language or internationally, my analysis illustrates how English is used by
participants who do not share a common language. This can be useful when
exploring the role of interactional competence versus linguistic competence, for
example in discussions about language education and language proficiency.
Although the participants do not share the same first language, they do have
shared knowledge about how to act in that specific situation. This finding
resonates once again with the idea of a universal capacity for interaction
(Levinson 2006), and would be useful when planning language education, or
evaluation of language skills.

Besides implications for language education policies, the larger societal
relevance of the results concerns increased critical media literacy. The findings
of this study contribute to research on how social identities can be invoked
through epistemic practices. Because the practices with which knowledge and
identities are constructed in interaction can be very subtle and tacit, it is
important to raise awareness of such practices and to unveil how both
institutional identities and through them also larger social identities are
constructed in interaction.

The data are drawn from the institution of the mass media, but in the data
it is visible how different institutions interact with each other. In political
interviews the journalist is a professional in the broadcasting institution and the
politician a professional in politics. These two institutions meet in the interview
and how they interact is shaped by and shapes both institutions. In sports
interviews the institutional and commercial world of sports interacts with the
media institution in a way that befits both institutions and their goals, thereby
constituting a distinct community of practice.

Studying broadcast interaction is an important undertaking for research,
since “television and radio talk has to be seen as key to the nature of the
relationship between the media, public opinion and public knowledge.”
(Hutchby 2006:4). After all, interviews are social action that shape cultural
reality for a large number of people and are an integral part of today’s society.
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YHTEENVETO

Tietoa rakentamassa: episteemiset kidytanteet kolmessa eri
televisiohaastattelugenressa

Tarkastelen viitoskirjassani tiedollisten asemien rakentamista ja tietimisen ta-
voista neuvottelemista kolmessa eri televisiohaastattelugenressd; julkisuuden
henkildiden haastatteluissa, urheiluhaastatteluissa ja poliittisissa haastatteluissa.
Analyysini keskittyy kielellisiin ja vuorovaikutuksellisiin resursseihin, joilla
haastattelija ja haastateltava rakentavat omaa tietdimystdén, toiselle osapuolelle
tiedollisia asemia vuorovaikutuksessa ja neuvottelevat tiedollisista asemista.

Tutkimukseni on kuvaileva ja laadullinen. Tutkimusmenetelmana kaytan
keskustelunanalyysia. Sen periaatteiden mukaisesti tarkastelen sosiaalista vuo-
rovaikutusta toimintana, joka jasentyy sekventiaalisesti vuoro vuorolta: osallis-
tujat rakentavat paikallisia merkityksid ja omalla toiminnallaan osoittavat ym-
maérryksen kdynnissd olevasta toiminnasta. Tutkimukseni tulokset antavat uut-
ta tietoa siitd, miten tietoa ja tietdmistd rakennetaan ja miten niistd neuvotellaan
vuorovaikutuksessa.

Viitoskirjani koostuu neljéstd artikkelista ja yhteenveto-osasta. Tutkimus-
aineistooni kuuluvat haastattelut on nauhoitettu sekd YLEn kanavilta ettd BBC
World-kanavalta. Analysoimissani haastatteluissa osallistujilla on erilaiset kie-
lelliset ja kulttuuriset taustat ja he kdyttavat haastatteluissa englantia yhteisena
kielenaan.

Artikkeli I kuvaa, kuinka julkisuuden henkiltiden haastatteluissa osallis-
tujat osoittavat erilaisia tiedollisia asemia, mikd mahdollistaa haastattelun inti-
miteettitason sddtelyn. Artikkelissa II puolestaan tarkastelen urheiluhaastattelu-
ja ja analysoin sitd, kuinka haastattelijat kdyttdviat kannanottoja kutsuakseen
esiin urheilijan omakohtaisen kokemuksen edeltdvéastd suorituksesta. Artikke-
lissa III kasittelen poliittisissa haastatteluissa esiintyvdd kolmanteen osapuoleen
viittaamista, eri linjaan asettumista haastattelijan kanssa ja oman tiedollisen
aseman rakentamista. Artikkelissa IV keskityn tarkastelemaan, kuinka poliitti-
sissa haastatteluissa kysymys-vastaussekvensseihin upotetut kannanotot toimi-
vat tiedollisten asemien rakentamisessa.

Tutkimukseni tdydentdd aikaisempaa tutkimusta episteemisestd asennoi-
tumisesta (Kérkk&inen 2003a, 2003b; Haddington 2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Sid-
nell 2005; Heritage & Raymond 2005; Raymond & Heritage 2006) ja televisio-
haastatteluista vuorovaikutustilanteina (Clayman & Heritage 2002, Hutchby
2006, 2011). Tutkimalla institutionaalista vuorovaikutustilannetta tutkimukseni
tuo uutta tietoa siitd, minkélaisia kielellisid ja vuorovaikutuksellisia kdytanteita
kdytetddn kun konstruoidaan tietoa tilanteessa, jossa ovat ldsnd institutionaali-
set tavoitteet, rajoitukset ja resurssit. Tulokset tdydentdvat aiempaa tutkimusta
episteemisten kdytdnteiden ja sosiaalisten identiteettien suhteesta erityisesti
institutionaalisten identiteettien osalta. Tiedosta ja tietimisestd neuvottelemi-
nen ja tiedon konstruoiminen on keskeinen osa televisiohaastattelua ja sitd,
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kuinka osallistujat rakentavat institutionaalisia identiteettejd vuorovaikutukses-
sa.

Televisiohaastattelut koostuvat kysymys-vastaussekvensseistd. Kussakin
haastattelutyypissd kysymys-vastaussekvenssit ovat keskendédn erilaisia haas-
tattelutyyppien luonteesta johtuen. Julkisuuden henkildiden haastatteluissa
kysymykset ovat tyypillisesti luonteeltaan kooperatiivisia ja niissd pyritdan
tuomaan esiin henkilokohtaista tietoa haastateltavasta. Urheiluhaastatteluissa
taas haastattelu itsessddn on lyhyt, ja siind esiintyy runsaasti evaluoivia ele-
menttejd. Poliittiset haastattelut puolestaan ovat luonteeltaan haastavia, jopa
aggressiivisia. Niiden tavoitteena on haastaa poliitikon nikokanta ja tuoda esiin
toisenlaisia ndkokantoja televisiokatsojille. Namid haastatteluiden erilaiset
agendat selittdviat myos sitd, miksi niissd kédytetddn toisistaan poikkeavia kay-
tianteitd, kun rakennetaan tiedollisia asemia.

Analyysini kohteeksi valikoituivat kustakin haastattelutyypistd sellaiset
kysymys-vastaussekvenssit, joissa osallistujat orientoituvat tietoon tai tietdmi-
seen. Keskeisimmait episteemiset kadytanteet julkisuuden henkildiden haastatte-
luissa ovat erilaisten tietimysten osoittaminen upotettuna kysymys-
vastaussekvenssiin. Haastateltava esittdd vastausvuorossaan yleistd tietoa haas-
tattelijan kysymysvuoron implikoiman henkilokohtaisen tiedon sijaan. Epis-
teemisten kdytanteiden avulla osallistujat pystyvit madrittelemddn sitd, kuinka
intiimeistd asioista haastattelussa puhutaan ja haastateltavat pystyvét vastus-
tamaan jotakin kysymykseen siséltyvdd presuppositiota samalla, kun tuottavat
vastauksen, jonka avulla rakentavat asiantuntemusta yleisen tiedon pohjalta.

Urheiluhaastatteluista tutkimuksen tulokset kertovat siitd, miten haastat-
telijat kédyttaviat kannanottoja kysymysvuoroissa kutsuakseen esiin urheilijan
omakohtaisen tiedon edeltdvastad urheilusuorituksesta. Samalla kun kannanotot
kutsuvat esiin omakohtaista tietoa, ne mys ohjaavat puheenaihetta ja toimivat
resurssina, jonka avulla vuorosta rakennetaan kysymys. Urheiluhaastattelujen
vastausvuorojen tarkastelu osoittaa, miten urheilijat orientoituvat kannanottoi-
hin kysymyksina ja esittdavat vastausvuoroissaan omakohtaista tietoa. Analyysi
paljastaa my0s, kuinka positiiviseksi tulkitsemansa kannanoton jialkeen urheili-
jat tuottavat toisen kannanoton ja sen jidlkeen lisdselityksen suorituksestaan.
Negatiivisen kannanoton jilkeen urheilijat puolestaan tyypillisesti esittdvit en-
sin toisen kannanoton, jonka jilkeen tuottavat selonteon epdonnistumiseen joh-
taneista syista.

Aineiston poliittisista haastatteluista nousee ensinnékin se, miten haastat-
telijat tuovat esiin kolmannen osapuolen nidkemyksid kysymyksissddn ja miten
poliitikot rakentavat oman, itsendisen tiedollisen aseman. Vastauksissaan polii-
tikot asettuvat eri linjaan kysymyksen kanssa ja rakentavat episteemisen positi-
on, joka poikkeaa haastattelijan kysymykseen upotetusta positiosta.

Yksi poliittisissa haastatteluissa esiintyva episteeminen kdytanne, jota ana-
lysoin, on kannanottojen upottaminen kysymyssekvensseihin osoittamaan tie-
toa ja oikeutta tietoon. Toinen kdytdnne on esitetyn episteemisen aseman tai
oikeuden riitauttaminen. Ndilld kiyténteilld voidaan tiedollisten asemien neu-
vottelemisen liséksi rakentaa kriittistd asennoitumista ja luoda vastustusta. Po-
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liitikot voivat kayttaa tiedollisten asemien riitauttamista véhatelldkseen toimit-
tajan haastavan kysymyksen vakavuutta ja hallitakseen julkisuuskuvaansa.

Aineistossani haastattelijat ja haastateltavat eivdat puhu keskendan samaa
didinkieltd, joten he kayttavét englannin kieltd yhteisend kielend. Tyoni tuo uut-
ta tietoa siitd, miten englannin kieltd kdytetddn toisena kielend mediassa, kah-
dessa eri kontekstissa: Suomen televisiossa ja kansainvélisessd mediassa. Osal-
listujat eivdt toiminnassaan orientoidu kielelliseen asymmetriaan. Tulokset
osoittavat, ettd vaikka osallistujilla ei ole yhteistd didinkieltd, heilld on jaettu
tieto siitd, kuinka sosiaalisessa vuorovaikutuksessa toimitaan (ks. Levinson
2006). Tama koskee vuorovaikutusta yleensd ja lisdksi myos jaettua tietoa siitd,
kuinka televisiohaastattelussa toimitaan.

Témén tutkimuksen tulokset néyttdvat, kuinka tiedollisista asemista, vel-
vollisuuksista ja oikeuksista neuvottelu tehdddn sosiaalisessa vuorovaikutuk-
sessa intersubjektiivisesti osallistujien kesken. Tiedon ja tietimisen tapojen
konstruointi tapahtuu paikallisesti mikrotason kdytdnteiden kautta. Ne eivét
ole kuitenkaan ohimenevid, vaan hyvin téarkeitd, silld juuri ndilld paikallisilla
kaytanteilld rakennetaan paikallisia institutionaalisia identiteettejd, jotka ovat
osa ihmisen sosiaalista identiteettia.
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APPENDIX 1: Transcription conventions

underlined talk  emphasis on a word, syllable or sound

CAPITALS increased volume
°high circles® decreased volume
ta:lk prolongation of the preceding sound
tal- cut-off word
.hhh inbreath
hh outbreath
) a micropause of less than 0.4 seconds
0.8) a pause, timed in tenths of a second
ta[lk]

[tal]king overlapping utterances
talk=
=talk latching utterances
(talk) uncertain transcription
(%) unintelligible item, probably one word only
(xx) unintelligible items, approximately of phrase length
(xxx) unintelligible items, beyond phrase length
, continuing intonation

falling intonation

? rising intonation
1 high pitch
>fast< speech delivered at a quicker pace than surrounding talk
<slow> speech delivered at a slower pace than surrounding talk

ta(h)lk breathiness, e.g. in laughter
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Abstract

My aim in this paper is to examine how participants in celebrity television interviews
invoke different types of knowledge and move between first-hand and general
knowledge. The data that [ use come from Finnish television interviews where foreign
celebrities are interviewed. In the analysis I describe the resources the participants use
in mobilizing different types of knowledge. First I describe how the interviewer’s
questions invoke first-hand knowledge and then [ move on to describe one way of
resisting the agenda set in the interviewer’s questions — namely that of displaying
general knowledge instead of first-hand knowledge in the answer. These practices serve
the functions of 1) managing the intimacy-level of the topics, 2) resisting some aspect of
the interviewer’s question and 3) constructing expertise that is based on general
knowledge.

1. Introduction

Celebrity interviews introduce celebrities, or some aspect of them, to the
television audience. Celebrity interviews as a genre require careful
negotiation of the level of intimateness. Since the goal of the interviews is
to reveal personal aspects of the interviewees, a certain level of intimacy
has to be achieved. On the other hand, there are topics that the interviewees
do not wish to talk about in a television interview. The aim of this article is
to examine how the participants can invoke different types of knowledge
and move between first-hand and general knowledge in a manner relevant
for the activity-at-hand and for the management of topic and knowledge in
celebrity interviews.

' I would like to thank Pentti Haddington and two anonymous reviewers for their
thorough and most helfpul comments on an earlier version of this paper. 1 am also
grateful to Arja Piirainen-Marsh for her comments and discussions which have helped
me with this text. All remaining errors and inaccuracies are naturally my own
responsibility.

SKY Journal of Linguistics (18) 2005, 93-118
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My data come from Finnish television interviews where foreign
celebrities are interviewed. [ present examples where the interviewer’s (IR)
question invokes first-hand knowledge and the interviewee (IE) resists the
agenda set by the question and displays general knowledge in the answer.
The focus of this paper is to describe 1) how first-hand knowledge is
invoked in the questioning turn and 2) one way of resisting the IR’s
questions about issues that are too intimate, ‘loaded’, or in some other way
problematic matters — namely that of displaying general knowledge instead
of first-hand knowledge in the answer. There are other ways of resisting the
interviewer’s agenda that include, for example, refusing to answer the
question, providing a partial or incomplete answer, and changing the topic
(see Clayman & Heritage 2002: 250-257). Some of the practices of
resisting or shifting the IR agenda are quite overt (for instance explicitly
refusing to answer the question) and others, such as the one that I am
focusing on here, are more covert. When the IR agenda is shifted covertly,
the 1Es do not explicitly acknowledge the shift of the agenda (see Clayman
& Heritage 2002: 269).

Mobilizing different types of knowledge i1s a salient feature of
interaction in television interviews. Different states of knowledge are
always present in the questioning activity one way or another. A television
interview is a question-driven form of interaction and the situation itself
brings with it an asymmetry that is linked to the institutional roles of the
participants. The roles of the interviewer (as a questioner) and the
interviewee (as an answerer) already in themselves involve an asymmetry
of knowledge. Negotiating knowledge, roles and identities are connected
with each other. Each relevant role in the interactive event is linked to a
relevant state of knowledge that is made available for the other participants
through interactive practices.

Knowledge in this study refers not to whatever mental constructions
might be lodged inside the participants’ minds but to positions that are
constructed in interaction. The question that interests me is how knowing
and situationally appropriate or relevant ways of knowing are managed
interactionally. Recently this topic has been approached by Heritage &
Raymond (2005) who studied how knowledge and information are
managed in affiliative assessment sequences in everyday talk. In this article
the management of knowledge is studied in a different environment,
namely question-answer sequences in an institutional context. The practices
of managing knowledge and resisting or shifting the IR agenda that 1
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examine in this paper have not been studied in the context of celebrity
interviews before.

Closely linked with the asymmetry of knowledge is the asymmetry of
participation rights that is also connected with the participants’ institutional
roles. However, it should be remembered that the division of roles is
naturally not this straightforward in the actual interactive event. The
participants may not adhere to their institutional roles throughout the
interview. Instead, they may orient to some other roles as more relevant
ones at any particular moment.

2. Background

[ approach my data from a conversation analytic perspective. 1 examine the
interviews as interactive events constructed through social practices. The
interviewers and interviewees recognize a set of social conventions that are
associated with interviews. These social conventions constitute the
interviews as an organized social institution (Clayman & Heritage 2002: 6).
Practices used in constructing knowledge cannot be studied in isolation
from the interactional context, i.e. the turns and sequences in which the
practices occur. Thus a method that acknowledges the "in-progress”
character of interactive practices, in other words participants analyzing
turns as they unfold, is needed. Conversation analysis provides a method
for capturing the array of features of interaction that are relevant for the
participants and for the analyst.

Conversation analysis has proved to be a useful approach in
examining the practices that sustain the interview. Television interviews
have been studied from a conversation analytic perspective by Clayman
(1988, 1992); Greatbatch (1988); Heritage (1985); Heritage & Greatbatch
(1991); Clayman & Heritage (2002) among others. Finnish television
interviews have been studied by, for example, Nuolijarvi & Tiittula (2000);
Berg (2001, 2003) and Kajanne (2001a, 2001b).

Many conversation analytic studies on television interviews have
focused on news interviews. Other types of interviews have received less
attention among researchers conducting conversation analytical studies
(however, see, e.g., Hutchby 2001b on talk shows and Clayman &
Heritage 2002b on press conferences). There are many different genres of
interviewing in addition to the news interview, e.g., the press conference,
the talk show interview, the sports interview etc. The different interview
genres share certain similar properties, for instance, all interviews are
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primarily organized through questions and answers and there are also
similarities in the interviewer and interviewee conduct in producing talk for
an overhearing audience. Moreover, similar IR techniques are used in the
opening and closing phases of the interview. In the opening phase the IR
produces a monologue addressed explicitly to the audience. This
monologue typically includes an introduction of the guest and a statement
about the topic of the program (see Clayman & Heritage 2002: 59-60). In
closings, the IRs typically initiate the closing, usually by thanking the 1Es
for their participation (Clayman & Heritage 2002: 74).

However, there are also differences in the nature of questioning in
different interview genres. In political interviews the questioning is often
aggressive, attempting to corner the IE or to provoke debate (see, e.g.
Nuoljjarvi & Tiittula 2000: 83, Heritage 1985, 2002). The politicians’
answers in turn are shaped by the questioning style and also by the
institutional norms of politics. In news interviews it is central for the IRs to
retain a neutralistic stance towards the IEs’ statements and opinions
(Clayman & Heritage 2002: 120). In talk show interviews the function of
the questions is to get the guests to talk about themselves and the
questioning is often done in a way that enables the host to express their
own views and share their own experiences with the guests and the
television audience (Nuolijarvi & Tiittula 2000: 85-88). Typically in talk
shows an audience is present in the studio, which also influences the shape
the interaction takes. The purpose of a celebrity interview is different from
other interview genres and that can be seen in the way the interview is
organized. The practices | analyze in this paper in part organize the
interview so that it meets its purpose of introducing the celebrities to the
television audience.

The interviewer's institutional role as the controller of the topic and
the agenda has previously been studied by Clayman and Heritage (2002).
Previous research on the ways in which the IEs resist IR agenda include
studies by Clayman (1993, 2001) and Greatbatch (1986). Clayman and
Heritage (2002: 196) describe how agendas are set in questions by setting a
specific topical domain as the relevant domain in the response. If the
interviewee fails to address the question's topical agenda, the failure is
made noticeable and accountable (see also Schegloff 1972). According to
Clayman (2001), when interviewees resist the interviewer agenda covertly
they minimize the possible negative consequences of being evasive. In the
data extracts that are presented here resistance is done in a similar manner,
in a way that makes resistance less conspicuous.
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3. The data

The data I use come from Finnish television interviews. The IR is Finnish
and the 1Es come from a variety of linguistic and cultural backgrounds. The
language the participants use in the interviews is English. The data come
from a larger collection of data of using English in the Finnish society in
the domains of media, education and business life.”> Because the
participants do not share a common native language, they use English as an
international language in the interviews. However, they generally do not
seem to orient to the fact that they are using an international language.
Instead, they ortent to the norms of the interview or ‘do interview talk’ and
do similar things with language as native speakers in a similar situation.

The data analysed here come from four different interviews, which are
part of a series of interviews called "Yolento" (“Night Flight”), hosted by
Maarit Tastula. The data are transcribed using the notation system
summarized in the Appendix. The interviews consist of the participants’
talk that takes place in a television studio (without a studio audience) and
video inserts that are placed within the talk. The genre could best be
described as celebrity interviews. The general theme has to do with some
aspect of the interviewees that they are famous for, their public roles or
identities. For example, a film director is invited to talk about his films, a
civil rights activist is invited to talk about civil rights etc. Whether the
interviewees speak as their private selves, being 'experts' of their own life
and of things that they personally have experienced, or as 'experts' of some
specified field (usually a profession, but also a nationality etc.), is
something that is jointly negotiated in the interaction. One means of such
negotiation is the mobilization of different types of knowledge.

4. Questioning and knowledge

Questioning is an activity that has a central role in constituting the news
interview as a social institution (Heritage & Roth 1995: 2). Questions are
often complex and multifunctional. Questioning turns can also serve as
vehicles for doing other actions besides questioning. Agendas can be set,
assumptions and opinions can be expressed and presuppositions can be

? The project English Voices in Finnish society: the use of English in media, education
and professional settings is based at the University of Jyviskyld and financed by the
Academy of Finland (project number 7102075).
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made in questioning turns (see Clayman & Heritage 2002). Questions can
be used to accuse, challenge etc. (Heritage & Roth 1995). Because
questions are multifunctional, they can also be studied from many different
perspectives. The perspective 1 take in this paper to questioning is how
different types of knowledge are mobilized in question/answer sequences.

Aspects of the interviewer’s and interviewee’s institutional or public
roles and also their private identities can be invoked in questions (see
Clayman & Heritage 2002; Roth 1998). For example, a question can be
designed in such a way that the interviewees are treated as members of a
nationality, and through that membership as knowing participants in
relation to their home country, or as members of a profession and through
that membership knowledgeable about matters relevant to their profession.
Categorization work is being done in these instances where a question
invokes an identity of a member in some group and because of that
membership treats the interviewee as a knowing (or unknowing) participant
(see Piirainen-Marsh & Koskela 2000). A person belonging to a certain
category has entitlement to certain knowledge (cf. Sharrock's (1974) idea of
"ownership of knowledge"); for instance, when talking about matters
concerning one participant’s home country that participant has entitlement
to that knowledge.

This paper focuses on instances where the interviewer’s question
invokes first-hand knowledge and the interviewee displays general
knowledge. I attempt to identify the resources that the participants use in
mobilizing these two types of knowledge. 1 suggest that the function of
invoking first-hand knowledge has to do with managing the intimacy level
of the interview. In these data the genre of the interviews (human interest,
personal matters) calls for talk about the private aspects of the
interviewees’ identities. While the IRs attempt to build positions from
which the IEs could answer the questions on the basis of first-hand
knowledge, the IEs sometimes resist these positions for their own purposes.
Something in the questions is either too intimate or somehow ‘loaded’.
Instead of offering first-hand knowledge, the IEs’ answers are designed in
such a way that they invoke general knowledge.

Before moving on to the examples that are the focus of my analysis I
will present an example of a case where the interviewer’s question that
invokes first-hand knowledge is not resisted, but the interviewee produces
talk that displays first-hand knowledge in response to the question. This
type of question-answer sequence is very typical of celebrity interviews. In
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this example it can be seen what happens if the question is not treated as
problematic in any way and the IE designs his answer to fit the IR agenda.

(1)

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula

EK = IE, Emir Kusturica
Video insert
1 MT - so (.) how did you (.) react yourself (.)
2 when you first uh heard about(.) the war (.)
3 that the war had be{gun]
4 EK {it ] was very painful it was awful
5 EK I just couldn’t believe that=
6 MT =you were (.) where (.) at that time.=
7 EK =u-uh Paris. I was editing the movie and I was (.)
8 crippled up (.) you
9 know I was °hh it was (.) the (.) uh really the point
10 in which (.) my existence was {(.) like under the (.)
11 strongest (.)
12 uh atomic bomb uh- i- if if (.)
13 if (.) I will (.) see atomic bomb destroying the- the the
14 earth °hh I would say (.) even (.)
15 that it happened to me (.)
16 °hh my father and mother who were in Hertsegnovy?
17 and I was (.) openly: (.) like uh dying
18 because the war started I was °hh twenty-four hours
19 on the phone, (.) trying to connect to do: (.)
20 and I'm very proud because when the war- uh-n-
21 little bit (.) uh th-th- one detail when the war started,
22 (1.0)
23 I was calling the general who was (.)
24 keeping Sarajevo trying to do (.) something (.)
25 that (.) they do in (x) and other places together now.
26 to- to do the ( . ) uh military:
27 and the police that was (.) mixed in between (.)
28 muslim serbs and croats.
29 because I’'ve heard about this formula.
30 °hh but everything failed ( . )
31 because it was not in the hands of any individual. (.)
32 it was °hh mostly in the hands of d-
33 c:f of the dogs of the war.

The IR asks about the 1E’s past experiences (lines 1-3). The question about
. past reactions (how did you (.) react yourself () when you first uh heard
about () the war...) invokes first-hand knowledge. Reactions can include
feelings, emotions, or actions. All of these are something that the person
who has experienced the feelings or emotions or taken the actions has first-
hand knowledge of. The invoking of first-hand knowledge is further
strengthened by the reflexive pronoun yourself in the question. After the IE
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starts to answer the question (lines 4-5) the IR interrupts the answer and
asks another question (you were () where () at that time, line 6) This
question is treated as a side-sequence and answered briefly by the IE before
moving on to continue the previous answer. In his answer the IE answers
from the position that is built for him in the question and tells about his
feelings (crippled up in line 8, like dying in line 17) and also the actions
that he took (I was twenty-four hours on the phone, lines 18-19 and / was
calling the general, line 23).

Example (1) shows a typical and unproblematic question-answer
sequence in a celebrity interview: the IR asks a question that invokes first-
hand knowledge and the IE designs his answer to accommodate the type of
knowledge that is attributed to him. In the examples that are the focus of
my analysis I will examine question-answer sequences that are somehow
problematic and in which the IR agenda is shifted. These sequences,
although not very frequent, are still recurrent and an interesting part of
constructing a celebrity interview and negotiating the limits of questioning
in a celebrity interview.

5. Invoking first-hand knowledge

The IRs can formulate their questioning turns so that specific knowledge
positions are built as relevant for the answers. In the following I am going
to introduce different practices of invoking first-hand knowledge in the
questions: 1) directing topic to matters that the [E has personally
experienced or otherwise has first-hand access to and 2) explicitly voicing
the ‘personal’ viewpoint that is called for.

5.1 Directing topic to matters to which the IE has first-hand access

There seem to be specific ways to invoke first-hand knowledge in a
questioning turn. One of these, and perhaps the most obvious, is to select
the topic so that it deals with matters that the interviewee has first-hand
access to. This could mean things the IE has personally experienced or
witnessed in the past or knowledge that the IEs, because of their
membership in a certain category, have entitlement to. In example (2) the
host invokes knowledge based on personal experience by her question
about the guest’s father (was your father a patriarch of the family?, lines
12-13).



INVOKING DIFFERENT TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE IN CELEBRITY INTERVIEWS 101

(2

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula

EK = IE, Emir Kusturica

- 12 MT ="hh but by the way, was your (.) father

13 a patriarch of the family.
14 (.)
15 EK somehow vyes.
16 (.)
17 MT in which way.
18 EK °hh >but< you know, patriarchs here are very much (.)
19 u:h uh like uh uh th- they are-
20 it’s not like (on) the west you know if you are father
21 in the family:,
22 MT mm-h
23 EK you have to deser::ve to be liked (.) to be loved
24 by your family members There (.) you are very u:h
25 ( . ) comfortable with uh you know if you are father.
26 °hh you want- it- it’s understandable that everybody
27 has to like you even if you don’t do all the time
28 the best things for the family.
29 which is u:h (.) pattern of: uh of a life here.
30 so, °hh- my father was a patriarch and uh (.)
31 somehow he was u:h (.) I would say that (.) u:h uh uh
32 (.) remembering now, certainly I'm (.) over forty now
33 and I- °hh when I remember him and everything
34 that was going on it- it is uh °hh (.) uh uh
35 already memory: and a memory always has
36 (.) uh certain em:otion and certain sentiments
37 involving to this.

The question that invokes first-hand knowledge about the IE’s father (lines
12--13) is produced in the form of a “yes/no” question, which projects a
certain, limited, answer type including an affirmation or a negation. The
IE’s answer (line 15) is very short and produced after a pause. Clayman
and Heritage (2002: 113) have found that interviewees tend to offer such
brief responses when faced with questions that they object to. Delaying the
answer with a pause can also be seen as an indicator of disalignment with
(some aspect of) the question. In this example we can see different ways in
which the interviewee treats the question as somehow inappropriate: first,
the answer is delayed, then the IE disaligns with the question and does not
provide the answer type (affirmation or negation) that is projected by the
question as such but instead answers somehow yes, which implies that the
question cannot be answered simply by affirming or negating, but requires
more. Although the question is treated as somehow inappropriate, the
answer still accommodates both sides by including in it the projected
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answer type (even if it is not produced in the pure form of either an
affirmation or a negation) and thus the risk of threatening the IR’s face is
reduced.

In many environments a brief answer to a “yes/no” question is
appropriate. However, in television interviews, and especially in this
television interview genre, a closed question followed by a brief answer
does not adhere to the institutional norm. Short answers can make the
interaction seem halting and disrupted, which would not support the
institutional aim of producing entertaining or informative interaction for the
viewers to watch. In general, questions in celebrity interviews elicit talk
about the 1Es themselves and introduce the IEs to the television audience
and “yes/no” questions have the same function. After a micropause (line
16), which would still be an opportunity for the IE to go on with his
answer, the interviewer continues with a follow-up question (in which way,
line 17) that invites the IE to explicate how his father was a patriarch.

In this example the IE does not treat the question (lines 12-13)
entirely appropriately in its context (a celebrity interview) because he
provides a very brief answer. Thus a follow-up question (line 17) needs to
be added. In most cases in my data after the type of question that 12-13
represents, the IE produces an elaborated answer that contains the
affirmation or negation followed by additional talk on the topic. Clayman
and Heritage (2002: 245) have called this type of answering "minimal
answer plus elaboration". In this answer type the orientation to the
institutional requirements of the interaction are clearly oriented to. As
example (2) shows, if the institutional demands are not met, the IR orients
to those demands by adding a follow-up question.

In example (2) the IE does mobilize first-hand knowledge and a
“minimal answer plus elaboration”-type of answer later, starting in line 30
(my father was a patriarch and uh () somehow he was u:h () [ would say
that () wh uh uh () remembering now,..) but does this only after
displaying general knowledge about the topic (lines 18-29). The IE’s
answer 1s designed in a way that enables him to deal with the problematic
aspects of the question first, before displaying first-hand knowledge.

In example (3) the participants have been talking about the fact that
the IE has suffered from anorexia nervosa as a teenager. The IE has talked
about developing anorexia and the feelings that he had at that time (lines 1
4). After this the IR asks a question about the reasons for developing the
eating disorder (lines 5-6). The IR smiles while asking the question and the
IE answers the question also smilingly. The next question (lines 11-12)
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contrasts the mood set by the previous question and returns the talk back to
serious mode. This can be seen both in the verbal elements of the question
(contrasting the question with the previous talk with but and the follow-up
it was actually very serious at some moment) and the change in the IR’s
facial expression (she stops smiling at this point). In this turn (lines 11-12),
which is then continued further (line 14) the IR invokes first-hand
knowledge and the IE starts displaying general knowledge in his answer
(line 15 onward).

(3)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
SK = IE, Stephen Kuusisto

1 SK I felt very very (.) sa:d about who I was you know
2 I didn't fit in anywhere I (.) I felt ugly
3 I felt that I didn't belong in the world you know (.)
4 and I stopped eating. I became jvery depressed u:h
5 MT did you start admiring (.) John Lennon,
o----- IR smiles-----
6 [his ] skeletal [figure]
_____________________________ 5
7 SK [yeah] [well ] yeah I wanted to look (x)-
0-~~IE smiles—=-=~==~—=
8 SK I wanted to look like all those <rock boys>
9 who were really skinny. you know (.) that’s how
___________________________ °
10 it started.
- 11 MT but it was actually very serious at some moment (.)
— 12 so you were um:: brought into hospital
13 SK °yeah.®
Y 14 MT [it was only] hundred and five po[unds]
15 SK [u:hm ] [u:h ] we- we know
16 SK from psychological studies that the <only way> (.)
17 you can (0.6) uh (.) avoid (.) self-destructive tendencies (.)
18 is to: have a belief that life is possible,
19 that it’s worth living, that there’s meaning ahead (.)
20 u:h (.) you know (.) anorexic teenagers
21 the ones who stop eating (.) in fact believe (.)
22 that (.) the future will be terrible.
23 you know (.) anorexia is a disease of (.)psychological
24 dimensions >right< you don t wanna become an adult.
25 because you think (.) boy that will be worse (.)
26 it’s bad now it’1l be worse at the next age (.)
217 >you know< I'm getting off the train right here (.)
28 you know I'm gonna stop (.) right here I'm not going on.
29 u:hm I think that’s what was going on with me,
30 I really felt £oh my godf you know I mean
31 .hh I've been (.) beaten up on the playgrounds
32 I've been called a martian, (.)

33 u:h they've (.) you know made me feel (.)
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34 u:h you know small and and u:h (.)
35 treated me to cruelties and uh I don't fit in,
36 I don’t belong,

The IR’s question (but it was actually very serious at some moment (.) so
you were um:: brought into hospital [..] it was only hundred and five
pounds) does not have interrogative syntax, but it is a question in the form
of a declarative. Declaratives about issues which the IE has particular
knowledge about have been called “b-event questions” (see Clayman &
Heritage 2002: 102, also Pomerantz 1980). They function as questions that
require confirmation from the IE. They are often constructed in the ’you +
progressive/imperfective verb”-format (see Clayman & Heritage 2002:
102). In this example one element of the question (so you were um::
brought into hospital) is produced in this format.

The question (lines 11-12 and line 14) continues to invoke first-hand
knowledge, just like the previous question, but now returning back to
serious mode. The question deals with an issue that the IE has first-hand
access to because of his personal experience. In the question the IR
displays knowledge about things that have happened to the IE, but the IE
has stronger rights to this knowledge. The IE orients to the IR’s turn,
produced in the form of a declarative, as a question. Instead of displaying
first-hand knowledge he starts to answer the question by displaying general
knowledge.

There are different linguistic and interactional resources the IR can
use in invoking first-hand knowledge. Often this is done through directing
the topic to matters that deal with the IE’s personal history or past conduct
or events that the IE has witnessed. When the IR asks such a question, it is
often asked using the past tense. This is in line with the topical content of
the questions. When asking a question about matters that somebody has
experienced or witnessed in the past, the past tense is naturally a logical
tense to use, as the following examples will illustrate.
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4
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
EK = IE, Emir Kusturica
- 12 MT =°hh but by the way, was your (.) father
13 a patriarch of the family.
(5)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
EK = IE, Stephen Kuusisto
— 11 MT but it was actually very serious at some moment (.)
12 so you were um:: brought into hospital
13 SK °yeah.”®
14 MT [it was only] hundred and five po[unds]
15 SK [u:hm ] [uth ] we- we know
(6)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
HB = IE, Harry Belafonte
- 1 MT and when did you have your first personal experience

2 with (.) racism.

While past conduct, past experiences and events that the IE has witnessed
form one basis for first-hand knowledge, as has been the case in the
previous examples, another basis for first-hand knowledge is subjectivity
and people’s primary access to their current thoughts, opinions, feelings
etc.

5.2 Explicitly voicing the “personal”

Besides directing the topic to personal matters and asking questions about
personal history or past experiences, invoking first-hand knowledge can be
done by explicitly voicing the “personal” point of view that is sought for.
This is done both in questions on topics where the 1E’s epistemic authority
is based on personal experiences in the past and in questions about the IE’s
current mental processes (i.e. thoughts, opinions) where the ownership of
mental processes is the basis of epistemic authority. An environment where
this type of action seems to occur is in questions that include a shift in
topic. IRs voice the “personal” aspect especially when shifting the topic
from a more general level to the same topic matter, but now including a
personal perspective. Voicing the “personal” in the question imposes quite
strong constraints on the way the question is appropriately answered.
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(7
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
HB = IE, Harry Belafonte

1 HB much that is wrong with America today, .hh within
2 the black community.
3 °hh can be directly related to the fact that u:h (.)
4 °hh the elite of that community (.)
5 has left to go live elsewhere
6 °hh and those who cannot afford to leave, are trapped.
7 MT °mm°=
8 HB =and they have no (.) icons they have no (.) role models
9 °hh when I was a boy u:h all the (.) great minds (.)
10 lived right next door.
11 MT m(m ]
12 HB [now] you- they live (.) very far away.
— 13 MT and when did you have your first personal experience
14 with (.) racism.
15 HB when you live within (.) the segregated society (.)
16 or in a segregated community
17 experience with race within the black community
18 is quite minimum

In example (7) the topic prior to the IR’s question in line 13 has dealt with
racism in the United States. When the IR asks the question about the IE’s
personal experiences with racism the topic is shifted from a general to
personal level.

In example (8) a video insert precedes the IR’s question about the
meaning of love (lines 1-3). In the video insert (taken from one of Woody
Allen’s movies), a monologue about the definition and psychological
explanations of love is shown. After the video insert the IR shifts the topic
so that it now includes a personal perspective. The background statement
(line 1) which precedes the question is still quite general, but as the
question emerges, the focus moves more and more to the personal level.

(8)

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula

WA = IE, Woody Allen
1 MT love is very important in your films.
— 2 what is the meaning of love (.) for you in your-
— 3 °hh uh in your movies, and in your (.) own life=
4 WA =well. It- it’s too big a question to ask-
5 [ to answer ] so °hh u::h uh uh succinctly at all
6 MT [°((laughs)) °]
7 WA °hh y-you know but the- the- the human interaction
8 °hh u:m th- between (.) a man and a woman,
9 between ((coughs)) a mother and a chi:ld,
10 or °hh brother and sister, brother and brother,



INVOKING DIFFERENT TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE IN CELEBRITY INTERVIEWS 107

What all of the above questions have in common is that they invoke first-
hand knowledge. In example (2) was your father a patriarch of the family
invokes first-hand knowledge that is gained through living in the family.
The IE is expected to talk about the characteristics of his father that are
based on his own experiences with him. In example (3) but it was actually
very serious at some moment... the first-hand knowledge is based on the
IE’s past experiences. In example (7) the first-hand nature of the
knowledge that is invoked is emphasized through including the “personal”
or first-hand aspect explicitly in the question (your...personal experience).
Similarly, in example (8) the IR makes first-hand knowledge relevant
through the explicit mention of your own life (line 3).

Now that I have examined the IR's questions and seen how first-hand
knowledge is invoked by 1) selecting the topic so that it is about things that
the IE has personally experienced or has first-hand access to or 2) explicitly
voicing the 'personal' aspect, I can take a look at how the IEs handle these
questions.

6. Resisting IR agenda: Displaying general knowledge in the answer

Usually in celebrity interviews when first-hand knowledge is invoked in
the questioning turns the IEs answer in a way that accommodates the type
of knowledge attributed to them. However, they can design their answers
in other ways as well. In this section I will analyze instances where the 1Es
display general knowledge in their answers. In some cases, if the question
is treated as somehow problematic (e.g. too intimate, somehow ‘loaded’ or
containing an incorrect presupposition), the 1Es can first orient to the
problematic aspect of the IR’s question and after doing this answer the
question on a more general level. In the following I will first show how the
IEs can orient to the question (or some part of it) as problematic, then I will
analyze how the 1Es mobilize a different knowledge type and display
general knowledge in their answer.

6.1 Orienting to (some aspect of) the question as problematic
One of the resources the IEs use in resisting the IR agenda is orienting to

that aspect of the question which is somehow problematic by using
contrasts to mark the difference in knowledge types in questions and
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answers. In (9), instead of following the line of the IR’s questioning and
talking about his personal experiences, the IE offers a general rule about
fathers (and patriarchs) in his native country. When he does this, he marks
the contrast between the question and the answer he is about to provide by
saying but you know.

9

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula

EK = IE, Emir Kusturica
12 MT =°hh but by the way, was your (.) father
13 a patriarch of the family.
14 (.)
15 EK somehow yes.
16 (.)
17 MT in which way.

— 18 EK °hh >but< you know, patriarchs here are very much (.)

19 u:h uh like uh uh th- they are-
20 it’s not like (on) the west you know if you are father
21 in the family:,
22 MT mm-h

The but in line 18 does not mark a contrast with the topical content of the
other person’s talk. As a matter of fact the utterance that is being contrasted
(in which way, line 17) does not have a topical content in itself, but rather
invites the IE to elaborate on the topic in his answer. So in this example but
marks a contrast with the activity that is done in the previous utterance,
which is asking the IE to specify how his father was a patriarch. The IE
does not do this, but singles out the word ‘patriarch’ as something that
needs to be dealt with before answering the question. But contrasts with the
follow-up question in a manner that enables the IE to continue his own
answering turn. The contrast also marks resistance to the invitation to talk
about personal experiences and a shift to an alternative teller role.

After the contrastive “but” the [E produces the word patriarchs in first
position. He resists implications that the term patriarch carries and shows
that specific cultural knowledge is needed to answer the question in an
appropriate way. The IE also makes visible a contrast between the west
(where the IR is from) and the IE’s home country (line 20). At the same
time he displays knowledge about how things are in the “west”. Thus he
places himself in a position where he has enough knowledge about two
different cultures to contrast them. The word here ties the talk to a
specified body of knowledge — that of things about the IE's culture. The use
of spatial adjuncts seems to be one way to contrast the question and the
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answer and make relevant the different bodies of knowledge that the
participants have.

The contrast between the question and the answer can be voiced
explicitly, as is done in example (10). After the IR’s question (lines 1-3)
the IE does not produce an answer, but first makes a complaint about the
question not being reasonable (it’s too big a question to ask-). He follows
this complaint by stating the implications that such a question has in this
context (...to answer so °hh u::h uh uh succinctly at all...). However, after
making the complaint he moves on to answering the question and starts his
answer with the contrasting but (line 7) and then answers in a way that
displays general knowledge.

(10)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
WA = IE, Woody Allen
1 MT love is very important in your films.
2 what is the meaning of love (.) for you in your-
3 °hh uh in your movies, and in your (.) own life=
- 4 WA =well. It- it’s too big a question to ask-
- 5 [ to answer ] so °hh u::h uh uh succinctly at all
6 MT [°((laughs))®]
- 7 WA °hh y-you know but the- the- the human interaction
8 °hh u:m th- between (.) a man and a woman,

Contrasts are sometimes used to mark the difference in knowledge types in
questions and answers, but this is not always the case. Some of the
examples in the following will show that it is possible to start displaying
general knowledge in the answer without first explicitly orienting to the
question as somehow problematic.

6.2 Displaying general knowledge

The differences of knowledge types in the question and in the answer can
be seen in the lexical choices that the participants make. In example (11)
the IE shifts away from a proposed participation role of teller of first-hand
knowledge and starts to display more general knowledge. Like in the
examples above the IE mobilizes a different type of knowledge than is
asked for and, from line 5 onwards, does not talk about his personal
experiences, but instead shifts to an “expert” role and displays general
knowledge. The IE constructs expert knowledge through lexical choices,
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using vocabulary from the fields of psychology (self-destructive tendencies,
line 7) and medicine (a disease of psychological dimensions, lines 13—14).

(amn
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
SK = IE, Stephen Kuusisto

1 MT but it was actually very serious at some moment (.)
2 so you were um:: brought into hospital
3 SK °yeah.®
4 MT [it was only] hundred and five po[unds]

— 5 SK [u:hm ] [u:h Jwe-we know from
6 SK psychological studies that the <only way> (.) you can
7 (0.6) uh (.) avoid (.) self-destructive tendencies (.)
8 is to: have a belief that life is possible,
9 that it’s worth living, that there’s meaning ahead (.)

10 u:h (.) you know (.) anorexic teenagers

11 the ones who stop eating (.) in fact believe (.)

12 that (.) the future will be terrible.

13 you know (.) anorexia is a disease of (.)psychological
14 dimensions >right< you don’'t wanna become an adult.

15 because you think (.) boy that will be worse (.)

16 it’s bad now it’ll be worse at the next age (.)

17 >you know< I'm getting off the train right here (.)

18 you know I'm gonna stop (.)right here I'm not going on.
19 u:hm I think that’s what was going on with me,

Instead of telling his personal experiences about being brought into the
hospital, the IE displays general knowledge about anorexia. The topical
agenda remains the same, but a different type of knowledge is mobilized.
The use of generic we (we know from psychologocial studies..., lines 6-7)
implies that the knowledge the IE has is generalizable expert knowledge.
Later on in the answer he does mobilize first-hand knowledge (I think
that’s what was going on with me, line 19), but by constructing his answer
as he does, the first-hand knowledge that is displayed later on in his answer
is framed by general knowledge. This way he is able to demonstrate
expertise that includes, but goes beyond, first-hand knowledge.

In (12) it can be seen how the IR emphasizes the “personal” aspect of
the question, and the IE can still choose to answer in a different framework
of knowledge. Here the IE shifts away from the role of a teller of first-hand
knowledge and adopts the role of a teller of ‘expert’ knowledge. He
produces an answer that offers a fact, using general, abstract words
(segregated, society, community), and is designed to be impersonal (when
you live.., experience...is quite minimum).
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(12)

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula

HB = IE, Harry Belafonte
1 MT and when did you have your first personal experience
2 with (.) racism.

— 3 HB when you live within (.) the segregated society (.)
4 or in a segregated community
5 experience with race within the black community
6 is quite minimumn.
7 (.)
8 HB (xxx) the restaurants are black, the schools are black,
9 the minute you step outside that society
10 you will have your first experience with race.

By answering the question from a general point of view the IE shows how
the presupposition that is included in the question (that the IE has had
personal experiences with racism as a child) is not entirely appropriate.
When he answers the question from a more general framework of
knowledge the IE manages to correct the presupposition and let the IR and
the television audience know that because the races were segregated,
experiences with racism were not that common in everyday life, but
something that were encountered only when going outside your own
community. By subtly shifting to a different knowledge type the IE can
answer the question (as he is supposed to do in an interview), not overtly
disagree with the question, and still manage to point out what is ‘wrong’ in
the question.

In (13) the IE answers in such a way that displays general knowledge.
A question about Woody Allen’s personal love life soon after his marriage
to his ex-wife’s adopted daughter is a ‘loaded’ question and understandably
one that might be resisted.

(13)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
WA IE, Woody Allen

MT love is very important in your films.
what is the meaning of love (.) for you in your-
°hh uh in your movies, and in your (.) own life=
WA =well. It- it’s too big a question to ask-
[ to answer ] so °hh u::h uh uh succinctly at all
MT [° ((laughs))®]
WA °hh y-you know but the- the- the human interaction
°hh u:m th- between (.) a man and a woman,
between ((coughs)) a mother and a chi:ld,
or °hh brother and sister, brother and brother,
°hh u:m (.) you know, (.) is is o-one of the ways
that we have and (.) maybe our most effective way

W Joy s WP
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13 °hh of (.) dealing with a very: (.) uh cold (.)
14 unforgiving (.) uh implacable: universe.

15 and uh (.) people (.) get a lot of comfort

16 ((swallows)) from their love relationships

17 °hh and so (.) uh they have many needs (.)

18 and it’s very complicated but

19 °hh it- uh >you know< it’s very very comforting
20 and makes life (.) a tiny bit more bearable.

The 1E’s answer is not based on first-hand knowledge, but consists of
generalizations such as human interaction (..) is one of the ways that we
have..., and people get a lot of comfort. These types of generalizations
claim knowledge of the “facts” that are stated. This is an example of what
in courtrooms would not be acceptable talk from a lay witness, only from
an expert witness (see Matoesian 1999). Making abstractions and
generalizations requires knowledge that is organized and specialized and it
is thus not seen as knowledge that a lay person would have. By displaying
general knowledge instead of first-hand knowledge the IE manages to
answer a ’loaded’ question in a manner that does not seem evasive.

The answer follows the topical agenda set by the IR, but is designed to
be very impersonal. This is achieved through the use of generic "man", and
"woman" (line 8), and then moving on to categories such as “mother” and
“child” (line 9) that make it explicit that the IE is not speaking about
personal experiences, but his talk is to be understood on a more general
level. The IE continues to use impersonal expressions throughout his
answer and uses terms like “people", "we" and "they". Similar use of
generic and impersonal expressions is employed in examples (11) and
(12).

In the examples that we have looked at the [E displays general
knowledge by approaching the topic from a general level of knowledge.
Besides lexical choices one way of moving to a more general framework of
knowledge is the use of the present tense. In the following examples the
use of the present tense is particularly visible, since it differs from the tense
used in the IR's questions. The interviewer invokes first-hand knowledge
and uses the past tense. In their answers the interviewees do not start telling
about their experiences in the past, but instead shift to a more general
framework of knowledge and accomplish this partly through the use of the
present tense.

(14)

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
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EK = IE, Emir Kusturica

12 MT =°hh but by the way, was your (.) father
13 a patriarch of the family.
14 (.)
15 EK somehow yes.
16 (.)
17 MT in which way.
- 18 EK . °hh >but< you know, patriarchs here are very much (.)
19 u:h uh like uh uh th- they are-

(15)
MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
HB = IE, Harry Belafonte

1 MT and when did you have your first personal experience
2 with (.) racism.
-~ 3 HB when you live withig (.) the segregated society (.)
4 or in a segregated community
5 experience with race within the black community
6 is quite minimum
(16)

MT = IR, Maarit Tastula
SK = IE, Stephen Kuusisto

4 MT [it was only] hundred and five po[unds]
- 5 SK fu:hm ] fu:h 1] we- we know
6 SK from psychological studies that the <only way> (.)
7 you can (0.6) uh (.) avoid (.)self-destructive tendencies
8 is to: have a belief that life is possible,
9 that it’s worth living, that there’s meaning ahead (.)
10 u:h (.) you know (.) anorexic teenagers
11 the ones who stop eating (.) in fact believe (.)
12 that (.) the future will be terrible.

By selecting the present tense in their answers the IEs manage to shift the
focus of talk from lived personal experiences to things that are
generalizable. The IEs can talk about generalizable things as matters of fact
and as something they have "expert" knowledge of. A similar practice of
claiming greater certainty of knowledge in a response to a question that
solicits the IE’s personal view has been identified in American news
interviews (see Roth 2002: 372).°

Matoesian (1999: 491) has found that lay witnesses can testify only to
facts that they have first-hand knowledge of, while expert witnesses can

? This shows how participants who are using English as an international language in
television interviews employ similar practices to those used by native speakers in
television interviews.

(.

)
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give opinions and explanations about facts on a more general level, based
on their training, qualifications, skill, experience and knowledge. The link
between first-hand knowledge and lay participants is also presented by
Hutchby (2001a), who shows how °‘lay’ participants legitimate their
opinions through claiming first-hand knowledge.

7. Conclusion

In the data 1 have analysed the interviewers can invoke first-hand
knowledge through topic-selection or explicit voicing of the 'personal’
viewpoint in the question. In their answers there are several resources the
interviewees can use to resist the agenda in the IR’s questions and to
mobilize a more general body of knowledge.

The IEs can explicitly orient to the aspect of the questions that is in
their eyes somehow inappropriate. To do this they use contrasts to mark the
shift to a different type of knowledge. The contrastive devices used are the
contrastive “but”, and other lexical elements that contrast with the previous
talk (e.g. the spatial adjunct “here”). After showing the problematic aspect
of the question they then change the topical content of the talk to a more
general level.

The IEs can also start answering the question from a more general
framework of knowledge without producing contrasts or explicitly
orienting to the previous question as problematic. When displaying general
knowledge, the lexical choices that the [Es make in their answer are in line
with the more general topic. The IEs can also use a shift to the present
tense to mark the mobilization of general knowledge. In some cases the IR
has used the past tense, which is the logical tense to use when asking
somebody about things that they have experienced, but in his answer the
interviewee uses the present tense, which is typically used when describing
general facts/state of affairs.

What functions might mobilizing different types of knowledge serve
in television interviews? The first of the functions here involves the
management of the intimacy-level of the topics. In these types of television
programs the invoking of first-hand knowledge might be an attempt by the
interviewer to make the interaction seem more intimate and to reveal
aspects of the interviewees' private personae to the television viewers. The
IEs clearly recognize (and demonstrate their understanding of) the IR's
attempt to invoke first-hand knowledge. The use of the contrasting devices
is an indication of this. However, in answering the questions the IEs do
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something different instead. The interviewees' resistance to take on the role
of a teller of first-hand knowledge while mobilizing a different type of
knowledge serves to avoid topics that are too intimate, or topics in which
some presupposition needs to be dealt with before answering, and to shift
the topic away from a personal to a more general level. The resistance is
done very subtly. Many elements of the topical agenda set by the
interviewer remain the same — only a different type of knowledge is
mobilized. This enables the interviewees to manage a shift in the agenda in
a way that is not made accountable (e.g. the IR does not repeat the
question) and also the IEs manage to avoid seeming evasive to the
television viewers.

The second function of this type of action is the construction of
‘expert’ knowledge. The IEs present themselves as experts of some field, as
people who have a specified body of knowledge that is not based only on
first-hand knowledge. Mobilizing a more general type of knowledge is a
resource to display 'expert' knowledge of a specified field.

Appendix: Transcription conventions

underlined talk emphasis
CAPITALS increased volume
°high circles® decreased volume
ta:::lk prolongation of the preceding sound
tal- cut-off word
°hhh inbreath
hh outbreath
) a micropause of less than 0.4 seconds
(0.8) a pause, timed in tenths of a second
ta[lk]
[tal]king overlapping utterances
talk=
=talk latching utterances
(talk) uncertain transcription
(x) unintelligible item, probably one word only
(xx) unintelligible items, approximately of phrase length
(xxx) unintelligible items, beyond phrase length

, continuing intonation
. falling intonation
? rising intonation
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T high pitch

>fast< fast speech

<slow> slow speech

£ altered tone of voice, e.g. when quoting somebody
ta(h)lk breathiness, e.g. in laughter
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That was smooth and fast
Kannanotot englanninkielisissa
urheiluhaastatteluissa.

Heidi Koskela

Johdanto

Tarkastelen tissd artikkelissa kakkoskielistd institutionaalista vuo-
rovaikutustilannetta — urheiluhaastattelua. Artikkeli perustuu osaan
tekeilld olevasta viitoskirjatutkimuksestani, jossa tutkin tiedolli-
sia asemia televisiohaastatteluissa, joissa kdytetddn englannin kieltd
osallistujien yhteiseni kielend. Téssd artikkelissa kdyttimaéni aineisto
koostuu televisioiduista YLE:n urheiluhaastatteluista, joissa haastatte-
lija on suomalainen ja haastateltava urheilija on ulkomaalainen.

Aineistossani englannin kielen kiytté on vilttimittdmyys ym-
martdmisen kannalta, koska haastattelijalla ja haastateltavalla ei ole
yhteistd didinkieltd. Englanti toimii itse haastattelutilanteessa aino-
ana kaytettavini kielend. Televisiokatsojalle suomen kieli néyttaytyy
niissd haastatteluissa 14hinni kontekstina, joka ympiréi haastattelua.
Haastattelun jilkeen seuraa toimittajan kd4nnés tai yhteenveto haas-
tattelusta katselijoille suomeksi, jolloin katsojille ldhetettivissa tele-
visio-ohjelmassa englanti ja suomi vuorottelevat sen mukaan, onko
haastattelija vuorovaikutuksessa haastateltavan vai televisioyleisén
kanssa.

Englannin kieli on nidkyvissi asemassa suomalaisissa urheiluld-
hetyksissd. Ulkomaalaisia urheilijoita haastatellaan paljon, ja katsoja
nilkee ja kuulee haastattelut sellaisenaan, ilman tekstitystd. Haasta-
teltavien urheilijoiden kielitaito vaihtelee paljon, ja joukossa on niin
syntyperiisid englannin kielen puhujia kuin urheilijoita, joiden eng-
lannin kielen kiytts voi sisdltdd paljonkin ei-idiomaattista kielenai-
nesta. Sanoisinkin, ettd urheiluhaastattelu ndyttaytyy tassd mielessd
sallivana ympéristéna vieraan kielen kiytén kannalta. Adnensi saavat
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kuuluviin eritasoiset kielentaitajat, ja heidan selviytymisensa haastat-
telutilanteesta vaatii erityisesti tietoa haastattelun normeista eiki vilt-
tamittd niinkdén tietoa juuri tietyn kielen normeista.

Muista Euroopan maista ainakin Ruotsissa SVT toteuttaa ulkomaa-
laisten urheilijoiden haastattelut samaan tapaan kuin Suomessa teh-
ddin; toimittajat haastattelevat suorissa lahetyksissd my6s muulla kie-
lelld kuin omalla didinkielellddn. Ruotsissakin selvisti eniten kaytetty
vieras kieli on englanti. Eteld-Euroopassa taas englannin kieli ei ole
yhté nikyvissd asemassa urheiluhaastatteluissa. Esimerkiksi Italiassa
muita kuin italialaisia urheilijoita haastatellaan hyvin harvoin RALn
urheiluldhetyksissa. Silloin kun haastatteluja kuitenkin tehdéin, ne
danitetadn paille italiaksi. Eri kulttuureissa on siis suuriakin eroja sii-
ni, kuinka nikyvini osana televisioldhetystd urheiluammattilaisten
kdyttima englanti vilittyy televisiokatsojille.

Urheiluhaastattelut ovat olennainen osa television urheilulidhetyk-
sid. Ohjelmien kokonaisrakennetta ajatellen haastatteluilla on oma
funktionsa. Whannelin (1992, 122) mukaan urheiluhaastattelut tuo-
vat esiin urheilijan (tdhden), jolla on viihdearvoa. Haastattelut tuovat
myds esiin urheilijan persoonana, ja tilld tavoin saavutetaan ja ylla-
pidetdan yleisdn mielenkiinto. Lisiksi haastatteluiden avulla saadaan
lahetyksissd urheilijat toimimaan osaltaan myds urheilunarratiivin
kertojina.

Urheiluhaastattelun tarkoituksena on vilittda katsojalle urheilijan
kokemus ja tuntemukset urheilusuorituksesta. Néin ollen henkils-
kohtaisen kokemuksen esiin kutsuminen on keskeinen osa urheilu-
haastattelua, ja tdima nakyy myos kysymysten muotoilussa. Urheilijan
ndkokulman kutsumiseen liittyen urheiluhaastatteluille ovat tyypil-
lisid toimittajan evaluoivat ja arvottavat vuorot. Tyypillinen keino
houkutella esiin kuvausta omakohtaisesta kokemuksesta on esittid
kannanottoja tai arvioita urheilijan edeltivastd suorituksesta. Yksi
urheiluhaastattelun tirkeimmisté tehtdvistd on saada urheilija kerto-
maan henkilékohtaisia kokemuksiaan urheilusuorituksestaan.

Tissd artikkelissa tarkastelen sitd, miten toimittaja pyrkii saamaan
urheilijan kuvaamaan henkilokohtaisia kokemuksiaan kannanotto-
jen avulla. Kannanotto on sellaista kielellistd toimintaa, jolla arvioi-
daan jotain henkil6d, asiaa tai tapahtumaa (Pomerantz 1984, 57;

Goodwin ja Goodwin 1987, 6). Kannanotot ovat yksi keino, jolla
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rakennetaan urheiluhaastattelua. Kuinka kannanottoja kiytetddn
kakkoskielisissd urheiluhaastatteluissa? Tahidn kysymykseen pyrin
vastaamaan tdssd artikkelissa. Aloitan kuvaamalla aineistoani ja kayt-
timaini lihestymistapaa. Tdman jilkeen havainnollistan esimerkin
avulla urheiluhaastattelun rakentumista. Seuraavaksi késittelen kan-
nanottojen institutionaalisia tehtdvid urheiluhaastatteluissa, minki
jilkeen siirryn analysoimaan sitd, kuinka kannanottoja esitetdin
kysymysvuoroissa. Lopuksi keskityn vastausvuoroissa esitettyihin
toisiin kannanottoihin.

Aineisto ja Idhestymistapa

Aineistoni koostuu YLE:n urheiluldhetyksissd esitetyistd urheilu-
haastatteluista, jotka on poimittu kahden suuren urheilutapahtuman
televisioinneista. Osa haastatteluista on tehty yleisurheilun maail-
manmestaruuskisoissa Pariisissa vuonna 2003 ja osa jiikiekon maa-
ilmanmestaruuskisoissa Suomessa vuonna 2003.! Yhteensi aineistoni
koostuu 54 haastattelusta. Lisdksi olen tdhan artikkeliin ottanut mu-
kaan kolme suomenkielisti urheiluhaastattelua vertailuaineistoksi.
Englanti on suomen jilkeen yleisin yhteiseksi kommunikoinnin
vilineeksi valittu kieli suomalaisessa televisiossa. Muitakin kieli, ku-
ten ruotsia ja jonkin verran my6s saksaa, ranskaa ja viime vuosina
myds vendjid, kiytetddn haastattelukieling, mutta selvisti vihemman
kuin englantia. YLE pyrkii tekeméin haastattelut mahdollisuuksien
mukaan haastateltavan didinkielelld, mutta haastattelukielen valin-
ta madrittyy viime kidessd toimittajan kielitaidon perusteella. Pyr-
kimyksend on kiyttdi sitd yhteistd kieltd, jolla seki haastattelija ettd
haastateltava pystyvit parhaiten kommunikoimaan. (Nordell 2007.)
Kaikki analysoimani haastattelut ovat suoria, ns. kenténlaitahaas-
tatteluja, jotka on tehty vilittomasti urheilusuorituksen jilkeen.
Haastateltavien joukossa on sekd englantia ettd jotain muuta kieltd
gidinkielendén puhuvia urheilijoita. En kuitenkaan luokittele haasta-
teltavia heidén didinkielensd mukaan syntyperdisiin ja ei-syntyperii-
siin englannin puhujiin, koska se ei nouse esiin aineistosta asiana, jota
osallistujat itse késittelisivit relevanttina haastattelutilanteessa.
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Lihestyn aineistoani keskustelunanalyysin menetelmin. Keskus-
telunanalyysi on induktiivinen, aineistosta lahtevd tutkimustapa,
joka nikee vuorovaikutuksen yksityiskohtiaan myéten jasentyneeni
toimintana. Keskustelun osapuolet orientoituvat vuorovaikutuksen
sagnnonmukaisuuksiin, ja tutkijana pyrin 16ytimédédn aineistostani
niitd jisennyksid ja toiminnan rakenteita, joiden avulla osapuolet
tekevat ymmdrrettaviksi sosiaalisia tilanteita. Keskustelunanalyysin
perusteita kisittelevit esimerkiksi ten Have (1999) ja Tainio (1997).

Toisella kielelld kdytdvad vuorovaikutusta ovat tutkineet keskuste-
lunanalyyttisesti esimerkiksi Wagner (1996), Firth ja Wagner (1997)
ja Kurhila (2001, 2003). Gardner ja Wagner (2004) nostavat kokoo-
mateoksessaan esiin sen, kuinka kakkoskielisessd vuorovaikutuksessa
ei ole perustavanlaatuisia eroja didinkielelld kédytaviain vuorovaiku-
tukseen. Silloin kun eroja on, osallistujat pyrkivit minimoimaan ne
vuorovaikutuksessa niin, ettd kielellisia ongelmia ei korosteta. Ver-
rattuna toisen kielen omaksumisen tutkimusperinteeseen keskuste-
lunanalyyttiselld lihestymistavalla on pyritty osoittamaan — ja pystyt-
ty havainnollistamaan — kuinka osallistujat pystyvit rajoittuneillakin
kielellisilld resursseilla kompetentisti suoriutumaan moninaisista
vuorovaikutuksellisista tehtivisti. Oma analyysini tukee titi tulosta
ja tuo uutta tietoa tilanteesta, jota ei ole aikaisemmin kakkoskielisessi
vuorovaikutuksessa tutkittu. Erityisesti se, ettd televisiohaastattelu on
julkinen tilanne, joka vilittyy suurelle joukolle ihmisid, on erilaista
aikaisempiin kakkoskielisiin tutkimuksiin verrattuna. Julkisuus ja na-
kyvyys ovat mybs tirkeid syy siihen, ettd kakkoskielisti televisiovuo-
rovaikutusta on syytd tutkia, kun puhutaan kielitilanteesta ja kielen
kiytostd Suomessa.

Keskustelunanalyysissd merkitysten madrittely on aina tilannesi-
doksista. Jokainen vuoro on seki edeltivin keskustelun muovaama
ettd seuraavaa keskustelua rakentava. Seki keskustelun osapuolten etti
analysoijan kannalta tima kontekstin jatkuva ldsndolo on ensisijaisen
tarkedd, kun tarkastellaan sitd, kuinka vuoroja keskustelussa ymmar-
retddn ja tulkitaan. Tdmi on yksi syy, minkd takia keskustelunanalyysi
sopii hyvin institutionaalisen aineiston tutkimiseen; keskustelun-
analyysin mukaan institutionaalisuus rakentuu puhujien toiminnas-
sa ja institutionaalisuutta rakennetaan vuoro vuorolta. Toisin sanoen
institutionaalisuus ndhddan keskustelussa tekijani, joka on muuttuva
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ja muokattavissa oleva, eiki sité tarkastella ennalta madrattyni ja se-
littavana tekijani (Raevaara, Ruusuvuori ja Haakana 2001, 24).

Keskustelunanalyysi on osoittautunut tehokkaaksi metodiksi haas-
tattelua muokkaavien rakenteiden ja kdytinteiden tutkimisessa. Tele-
visiohaastatteluja onkin tutkittu keskustelunanalyysin piirissi laajalti.
Clayman (1988, 1992) on tutkinut neutraaliuden rakentumisesta ja
ylldpitamisestd uutishaastatteluissa ja Heritage (1985) muun muas-
sa sitd, kuinka televisioyleisén, ns. kolmannen osapuolen, lisniolo
vaikuttaa sithen, minkilaiseksi kysyjin ja vastaajan roolit muotou-
tuvat haastattelussa. Uutishaastattelun vuorottelun periaatteita ovat
tutkineet mm. Greatbatch (1988) seki Heritage ja Greatbatch (1991).
Kattava teos uutishaastatteluiden keskustelunanalyyttisestd tutkimuk-
sesta on Claymanin ja Heritagen vuonna 2002 ilmestynyt The News
Interview. Journalists and Public Figures on the AT. Suomessa televi-
siokeskusteluja ja -haastatteluja ovat tutkineet Nuolijirvi ja Tiittula
(2000), Berg (2001, 2003) ja Kajanne (2001a, 2001b).

Keskustelunanalyytikoiden parissa erityyppisistd televisiohaastat-
teluista on tutkittu eniten uutishaastatteluja, muita haastattelugenreji
vihemmin. Urheiluhaastatteluista ei ole juurikaan tehty tutkimusta
(ks. kuitenkin Auvinen 2001). Televisiotutkimuksen piirissé televi-
siourheilua ja eri aspekteja urheiluldhetyksistd ovat tutkineet esim.
Whannel (1992) ja Rowe (1999), mutta néissikin tutkimuksissa haas-
tattelut ovat jadneet sivuun. Kakkoskielisid urheiluhaastatteluja ei ole
tutkittu aiemmin. Koska televisiohaastatteluilla on omat erityispiir-
teensi ja vield spesifimmin urheiluhaastatteluilla omansa, kakkoskie-
lisid urheiluhaastatteluja tutkimalla voidaan saada tietoa, joka tayden-
td4 aikaisempaa tutkimusta seki kakkoskielisesta vuorovaikutuksesta
ettd televisiovuorovaikutuksesta.

Urheiluhaastattelun genre

Urheiluhaastattelu televisiohaastattelun lajityyppini noudattelee tie-
tyiltd osin muiden televisiohaastattelujen muotoa. Sille on tyypillistd
kysymys—vastaus-rakenne, jossa haastattelutilanteen institutionaaliset
vaatimukset asettavat rajoituksia osallistujien kaytossa oleville vuo-
rotyypeille. Yksinkertaistettuna: haastattelijan tehtivini on esittdd
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kysymyksii ja haastateltavan tehtivind on vastata hinelle esitettyi-
hin kysymyksiin. Kiytinnossd myds muuntyyppisid vuoroja esiintyy
haastatteluissa, mutta osallistujat orientoituvat niihin huomionarvoi-
sina tai ongelmallisina (ks. esim. Clayman ja Heritage 2002, 98).

Urheiluhaastattelussa, niin kuin muissakin televisiohaastatteluis-
sa, orientoidutaan tv-katsojaan kolmantena osapuolena. Kysymysten
ensisijaisena tehtdvini ei ole tuottaa tietoa haastattelijalle vaan vilit-
tdd se kolmannelle osapuolelle eli televisiokatsojille (Heritage 1985).
Tédmi kolmanteen osapuoleen orientoituminen on kdytannossd nah-
tdvissd muun muassa siing, kuinka seké haastattelija ettd haastateltava
voivat tuottaa arkikeskusteluun verrattuna suhteellisen pitkid vuoro-
ja ilman toisen osapuolen minimipalautteita (Clayman ja Heritage
2002, 125).

Urheiluhaastattelulla on my®és tiettyja erityispiirteits, jotka erot-
tavat sen muista haastattelutyypeistd. Haastattelut ovat kokonais-
kestoltaan lyhyitd, ja ne esitetddn yleensa suorana “kentin laidalta”,
ilman editointia. Urheiluldhetysten "t4ssd ja nyt” -luonnetta korostaa
se, ettd haastattelut tehddin valittdmdsti suorituksen jilkeen, kun ur-
heilijat ovat usein vield hikisia ja hengéstyneitd. Tilld tavoin voidaan
korostaa vaikutelmaa siitd, ettd katsojille vilitetddn toiminta sellaise-
naan silloin, kun se tapahtuu (Whannel 1992, 113). Kysymykset ovat
luonteeltaan sellaisia, ettd ne kutsuvat esiin urheilijan nikékulmaa ja
subjektiivista kokemusta. Kysymysvuorojen arvioiva luonne erottaa
urheiluhaastattelut selkeisti uutishaastatteluista, joissa haastatteli-
jan rooliin kuuluu tietty "neutraalius” (Heritage ja Greatbatch 1991;
Heritage 1985; Clayman 1992).

Analysoimistani esimerkeistd nikyy, kuinka urheiluhaastattelu
rakentuu tyypillisesti seuraavista elementeistd: edellisen suorituk-
sen arviointi, yleisemmén tason kommentointi tai selitys ja tulevaan
suoritukseen orientoituminen. Tillaiseksi urheiluhaastatteluksi tun-
nistettavaksi kokonaisuudeksi haastattelu rakentuu osallistujien yh-
teistoiminnassa.

Tyypillisesti haastattelun alkupuolella seki haastattelija ettd haasta-
teltava arvioivat ja kommentoivat edeltivad suoritusta. Tdssa vaihees-
sa esiintyy kannanottoja edeltivistd urheilusuorituksesta. Toimitta-
jan esittimad ensimmiista kannanottoa ja urheilijan esittimi4 toista
kannanottoa seuraa joko edeltidvin suorituksen tarkempi kommen-
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tointi tai selonteko epdonnistumisen syistd. Haastattelun keskivaiheil-
la voi esiintyd myos toisen urheilijan tai joukkueen arviointia tai ylei-
semmain tason kommentteja urheilusta. Haastattelun loppupuolella
osapuolet orientoituvat yleiselld tasolla tulevaan suoritukseen. Tami
voidaan tehdi esimerkiksi haastattelijan onnentoivotuksella, urheili-
jan lupauksella yrittd4d parhaansa tai kysymys—vastaus-parilla tulevan
suorituksen taktiikasta.

Ensimmainen esimerkki havainnollistaa edelld mainittuja urheilu-
haastattelun erityispiirteitd. Esimerkissa toimittaja haastattelee mies-
ten 200 metrin matkalla oman alkuerinsa juuri voittanutta juoksijaa.
Haastattelu koostuu edeltdvin suorituksen arvioinnista (r. 2), ylei-
semman tason kysymyksesti (r. 10—11) ja viittauksesta tulevaan suo-
ritukseen (r. 15-16).

1. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen (T = toimittaja)

JC John Caple

1 T Jo::hn uh (0.6) >how would youc comment your racing today=
2 =it looked like you were {.) cru:ising.

3 JC oh >it was just< fun you know,

4 .hh (>try to get f-<) you gotta make it fun.
5 you ca:n‘t (0.5)

3 can't get too serious ( ) not this early,
7 (.) so we're just making it fun.

8 just do what we do.

9 (.)

10 T is it (.) hard to run fast at this (0.7)
11 early in the morning.

12 (.)

13 JC nope. h{h nu:h ] no:t at all,

14 T (hah hah (hah)]

15 T but I'm sure you can go a lot faster

16 when it [really counts.)

17 JC fo::h ] yeah.

18 oh yeah. .hn I will. I promise you that
19 T allright thanks.

20 JC no prob(lem)

Haastattelijan lausuma rivilld 1 voisi toimia kysymykseni sellaise-
naankin, mutta haastattelija lisdd vuoroonsa vield arvioivan elemen-
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tin (r. 2). Edeltdvin suorituksen arviointia tapahtuu myos urheili-
jan vastausvuorossa (r. 3). Mydhemmin téssa artikkelissa kisittelen
tarkemmin ilmiétd, joka ndkyy myés tissd esimerkissi: haastattelija
muotoilee arvioivan vuoronsa tavalla, joka tuo esiin haastattelijan ra-
joittuneen tiedollisen aseman, tdssd tapauksessa nikéhavaintoon pe-
rustuvan tiedon, arvioitavaan asiaan. Haastateltava taas vuorostaan
tuottaa oman arvioivan vuoronsa ensisijaisen tiedon haltijana. Hinen
arvionsa perustuu omakohtaiseen kokemukseen (oh it was just fun
you know) rivilla 3.

Téssa esimerkissd on mielenkiintoista my6s pronominien kayttd,
joka liittyy ndkokulman siirtdmiseen edeltidvin suorituksen arvioin-
nista yleisemmille tasolle. Keneen viitataan pronominilla we (we ‘re
just making it fun ja just do what we do riveilld 7 ja 8)? We toimii
tassd yhteydessi kategorisena pronominina, joka ei viittaa johonkin
tiettyyn, lueteltavissa olevaan joukkoon ihmisid, vaan se viittaa ylei-
sempdin kategoriaan, joka tissd tapauksessa on "urheilijat” tai mah-
dollisesti tdsmillisemmin ”juoksijat” tai ”pikajuoksijat” (ks. McHoul
1997; Sacks 1992). Kategorisen we-pronominin avulla urheilija siirtyy
oman suorituksensa arvioinnista yleisemman tason kommentointiin
urheilusta.

Haastattelun loppuosassa (riviltd 15 eteenpiin) osapuolet orientoi-
tuvat tulevaan suoritukseen. Haastattelijan I 'm sure you can go a lot
faster when it really counts riveill 15 ja 16 on arvio urheilijan kyvyista
liittyen siihen, minkélainen suoritus tarvitaan kilpailun eri vaiheissa
(alkuerit, vilierit, loppuerit). Urheilija vastaa esittimailld samanmie-
lisen arvion riveilld 17 ja 18. Tdmin jilkeen hin esittdd lupauksen
juosta nopeammin ja tilld tavoin osoittaa tulkinneensa haastattelijan
arvion nimenomaan tulevaan suoritukseen liittyviksi.

Kannanotot ja urheiluhaastattelujen institutionaaliset
tehtavat

Kannanotto, eli henkildiden, asioiden tai tapahtumien arviointi, on
hyvin yleinen ilmi6 jokapéiviisessd vuorovaikutuksessa. Kannanot-
toja ovat tutkineet mm. Pomerantz (1978, 1984), Heritage ja Ray-
mond (2005) sekd Goodwin ja Goodwin (1992). Kannanotto voi
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saada erilaisia kielellisid ilmiasuja, ja erilaisten kielellisten resurssien
lisdksi kannanotto voi rakentua my®s ei-kielellisen toiminnan, kuten
eleiden, ilmeiden ja d4nensdvyn kautta (Tainio 1996, 82). Tyypillistd
kannanotoille on, ett4 niit4 seuraa toinen kannanotto. Puhutaankin
kiintedstd vierusparirakenteesta, jossa ensimmainen kannanotto toi-
mii etujésenend ja virittdd odotuksen jilkijdsenesti eli toisesta kan-
nanotosta, joka voi olla joko samanmielinen tai erimielinen ensim-
mdisen kannanoton kanssa (ks. esim. Pomerantz 1984; Tainio 1996).

Kannanottoja esiintyy runsaasti urheiluhaastatteluissa. Auvinen
(2001) on tutkinut suomalaisia urheiluhaastatteluja, ja hinen aineis-
tossaan 87 prosenttia toimittajan vuoroista, jotka tavalla tai toisella
kisittelevat edeltdvdd urheilusuoritusta, ovat arvottavia. Erityisen
usein kannanottoja esiintyy haastattelijan ensimmaisessd vuoros-
sa. Omassa aineistossani 76 prosenttia haastattelijan ensimmaisisti
vuoroista sisiltdd kannanoton. Urheiluhaastatteluissa kannanottoja
kdytetdin institutionaalisten tehtivien hoitoon. Ensinnakin niit4 kiy-
tetdin puheen suuntaamiseen relevantteihin aiheisiin. Haastattelija
esittdd kannanoton haastattelutilannetta edeltavisti urheilusuorituk-
sesta (esim. that looked good tai it looked like you had to fight), jolloin
puhe suunnataan edeltiviin suoritukseen tai johonkin tiettyyn as-
pektiin edeltdvisti suorituksesta.

Kannanotot ovat my®s yksi resurssi, jolla vuoro voidaan rakentaa
kysymykseksi. Tassd tehtdvassd kannanotot toimivat niin vahvasti,
ettd ne voivat esiintyd kysymyksena sellaisenaan, ilman kysymys-
muotoilua (ks. esimerkki 1). Keskustelunanalyyttisesti tarkasteltuna
kysymys ndhdédn osana vierusparia ja kysymisti tarkastellaan vuoron
esittdjin ja vastaanottajan yhteiseni toimintana. Vuorosta ei siis tee
kysymystd yksinain puhujan intentio tai vuoron muotoilu vaan osan-
ottajien yhteinen merkitys. (Raevaara 1996, 24; Heritage 1984, 242,
259-260.) Haastatteluissa viitelauseiden toimiminen kysymyksini on
mahdollista silloin, kun kysymys koskettaa haastateltavan subjektii-
vista ja ensisijaista tietoa (Clayman ja Heritage 2002, 102).

Esimerkissd 2 haastatellaan T3ekin jaikiekkojoukkueen hyskkaa-
jdd alkulohkon ensimmdisen pelin jilkeen. T3ekki on voittanut pelin
Sloveniaa vastaan lukemin 5-2.
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2. Jadkiekon MM-kisat, Helsinki 2003

T Bror-Erik Wallenius

RR Robert Reichel

T - Robert (.) quite an easy game for you t- today.
(1.0) '

RR >I'm sure< it wasn’t easy you know
firs- first game ba:ck after after two years?
and uh (.) it’s always tough
you know especially when you (.) when you play
on the big ice (surf) and (0.7)
but obviously our team was playing very well
and uh (.) make easy for me.

W o N0 W

Esimerkissd 2 kysymysvuoro rakentuu pelkistd viitelauseessa esite-
tystd kannanotosta (r. 1); kysymysvuorossa ei ole kysymyssanaa eiké
muita kysymyslauseen syntaktisia elementteji. Haastateltava kuiten-
kin ilman ongelmia tulkitsee vuoron kysymykseksi, miki on nahtavis-
sd siitd, ettd hin tuottaa vastauksen, jossa hidn erimielisen kannanoton
(I'm sure it wasn't easy you know, rivilld 3) jilkeen tekee selonteon
edeltdvain suoritukseen vaikuttaneista tekijoista.

Kuten edeltévissd esimerkissd on nihtivissd, kysymyksen muotoi-
lu vaikuttaa siihen, minkilaiseksi vastaus muotoutuu. Esimerkissd 2
haastateltavalle on selvid, ettd haastattelijan vuoro rivilld 1 on kysy-
mys, koska urheiluhaastattelu tilanteena koostuu pddosin kysymys—
vastaus-vieruspareista. Tieto niistd toimintatavoista, joita kiytetddn
televisioinstituutiossa ja tarkemmin tissd haastattelutyypissd, auttaa
osallistujia tulkitsemaan tilannetta ja toimimaan tarkoituksenmukai-
sella tavalla. Kysymysvuoron muotoilu kannanotoksi kutsuu vastaus-
ta, jossa tuotetaan toinen kannanotto.

Myos seuraavassa esimerkissd kysymysvuoron muotoilu vaikuttaa
sithen, kuinka vastauksessa tuodaan esille henkilékohtainen koke-
mus selonteon muodossa. Esimerkissé 3 haastateltavana on Slovakian
joukkueen hyokkidjd. Haastattelu tehdéin Sveitsid vastaan puolivili-
erissd pelatun pelin jilkeen. Slovakia on voittanut pelin lukemin 3-1.
Esimerkkiin poimittu ote on haastattelun keskivaiheilta (haastattelun
alku esimerkissi 5).
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3. Jadkiekon MM-kisat, Helsinki 2003
T Bror-Erik Wallenius
MS Miroslav Satan

1 Ms we- we had to show uh lot of character,

2 and uh(.) and a- lot of will to- to come back in the game
3T but correct me if I'm wrong (.}

4 your team sidn‘t- uh didn‘t seem (.) as alert (.) as

5 in the earlier games.(.) {in the-] in the first period.

6 MS [ °uh-¢}

7 (.} .

8 MS I think uh I think we were alert I I think it was just

9 uh everybody was nervous because uh (.)

10 it was u:h (.) basically a new beginning

-
-

in the tournament and uh every- everybody
g-starting from zero,

-
~

Esimerkissa 3 haastattelija esittdd kannanoton riveilld 4 ja 5. Sitd seu-
raa haastateltavan toinen kannanotto (r. 8). Tdmai toinen kannanotto
on erimielinen ensimmadisen kannanoton kanssa (I think uh I think
we were alert, rivi 8). Toisen kannanoton jilkeen haastateltava jatkaa
tuottamalla selityksen sille, miksi joukkueen peli saattoi vaikuttaa
tarkkaamattomalta.

Kannanottoihin suhtaudutaan tyypillisesti seuraavassa vuorossa
niin, ettd ensin tuotetaan toinen kannanotto ja sen jilkeen haastatel-
tavat orientoituvat kannanottoon kysymysvuorona ja tuottavat joko
1) tarkemman kuvauksen edeltivistd suorituksesta tai 2) selonteon
epdonnistumiseen johtaneista syistd. Tarkempi kuvaus tuotetaan
yleensi silloin kun ensimmadinen kannanotto on ollut positiivinen,
ja selonteko epdonnistumiseen johtaneista syistd tuotetaan yleensi
silloin kun ensimmiinen kannanotto on ollut negatiivinen.

Seuraavaksi tarkastelen tarkemmin sit4, kuinka kuvausta henki-
lokohtaisesta kokemuksesta kutsutaan kannanottojen avulla. Aloitan
kysymysvuoroihin sisiltyvien kannanottojen tarkastelusta ja siirryn
sitten analysoimaan sit4, kuinka urheilijat vastaavat sellaisiin kysy-
mysvuoroihin, joihin sisdltyy kannanotto.
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Kannanotot houkuttelemassa kuvauksia
omakohtaisista kokemuksista

Kannanoton esittdminen kysymysvuorossa

Kannanotot tekevit relevantiksi erilaisiin tiedollisiin asemiin asettu-
misen ja niistd neuvottelemisen. Yleensi ensimmadisen kannanoton
esittdjille rakentuu implisiittisesti ensisijaisen tietdjin rooli (Pome-
rantz 1984; Heritage ja Raymond 2005). Toisen kannanoton esittdji
puolestaan on asemassa, johon liittyy vdhdisempi tietiminen. Naitd
rooleja voi kuitenkin erilaisin kielellisin keinoin muuttaa ja niistd voi
neuvotella (ks. Heritage ja Raymond 2005). Haastattelijan on kyettava
tasapainottelemaan erilaisten tiedollisten asemien vililla niin, ettd hdn
esittdd jonkinasteista tietoa ja osoittaa tietyn tason asiantuntijuutta
siitd asiasta, jota hidn arvioi, mutta ei kuitenkaan implikoi suurempaa
tiedollista asemaa kuin haastateltavalla. Tavoitteenahan haastatteluti-
lanteessa on kuitenkin tarjota haastateltavalle paikka tuottaa kuvaus,
joka perustuu hdnen henkilokohtaiseen tietoonsa edeltévisti suori-
tuksesta.

Esimerkissda 4 on nahtivissi urheiluhaastatteluissa esiintyville
kannanotoille hyvin tyypillinen haastattelijan tiedollisen aseman
rakentuminen. Esimerkissi haastatellaan oman puolivilierdnsi 200
metrin matkalla voittanutta juoksijaa. Haastattelijan kannanotto on
muotoiltu niin, ettd siiti tulee ilmi se, kuinka hénen tietonsa arvioita-
vasta asiasta perustuu nikohavaintoon ja on niin ollen ulkopuolisen
katselijan arvio.

4. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen

DP Darvis Patton

1 T Darvis what's going ton.

2 twenty thirty seven and with an ea::se

3 -» that looked (.) that locked pretty gocd

4 ()

5 DP i- it felt pretty good >I mean I didn‘t-< (.)

6 () as fast as I probably would’'ve (0.6)

1 try not to go so hard at the beginning but hh

8 >like I said< I‘m gonna get through the ro:unds, (.)
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9 .hh one by one worry about the ra- next round
10 (later on) tonight (eh) (.)

11 hopefully keep doing that and hh (.}

12 .hh come out victorious.

Rivilld 3 haastattelijan that looked (.) that looked pretty good tuo esiin
ulkopuolisen katselijan nikékulman ja siihen liittyvin rajoittuneen
tiedon muotoilemalla kannanoton niin, ettd se perustuu visuaaliseen
havaintoon. Haastattelijan kiyttami ulkopuolisen nikdkulma on toi-
miva, koska haastateltavalle tarjoutuu paikka tuottaa henkilékohtai-
seen kokemukseen perustuva kuvaus edeltavasti suorituksesta.
Joissain tilanteissa on tarpeellista muuttaa voimakkaammin ensim-
madisen kannanoton esittijille implikoituvaa ensisijaisen tietdjan roo-
lia. Alla olevassa esimerkissi haastattelija korostaa siti, kuinka hénelld
ei ole ensisijaista padsyi arvioitavaan asiaan. Esimerkissa haastatellaan
Slovakian joukkueen hyokkaajad. Slovakia on juuri voittanut Sveitsin
lukemin 3-1 puolivilierissi. Haastattelija aloittaa haastattelun onnit-
telemalla pelaajaa vilieriin padsystd ja esittdd sitten kannanoton, jossa
arvion kohteena on Slovakian joukkueen suoriutuminen pelisti.

5. Jadkiekon MM-kisat, Helsinki 2003
T Bror-Erik Wallenius
MS Miroslay Satan

first of a:11 (.) congratulations to you and your team
-+ for the place in the semi-final, (.) but to me it
- seemed that the game was not very easy for your team.
(.)
no your- you're right it was u::h (.) very- very
tough game for us and uh (.) especially the beginning
>you know< they- they:: score a goal five on three?
on power play, and u::h (.)
all of a sudden u:h we- we were behind one goal

=]

(- A N U
=
w

10 and u:h (.) it was very nervous beginning of the game
11 for us and very nervous u:h (.) first period and u:h (.)
12 >you know< we- we had to show uh lot of character,

13 and uh (.) and a- lot of will to- to come back in the
14 game
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Haastattelija tuo eksplisiittisesti ilmi, ettd hinelld on rajoittunut pédsy
arvioitavaan asiaan (to me it seemed that the game was not very easy for
your team riveilld 2 ja 3). Pelin helppous tai vaikeus on jotain, jota vain
urheilijat itse voivat arvioida ensisijaisina tietdjini, ja haastattelijan
ulkopuolisen ja subjektiivisen arvion luonne rakentuu kannanotossa.
Ensinnikin haastattelija aloittaa kannanottonsa rajaamalla nikoha-
vainnon itseddn koskevaksi (to me it seemed). Vastauksessaan pelaaja
vahvistaa haastattelijan nikemyksen (you’re right rivilld 5) ja tuottaa
sen jalkeen selityksen siitd, miksi peli ei ollut joukkueelle helppo.

Aineistossani se, kuinka tiedollisia asemia ilmaistaan, niyttis liitty-
vin esitettyjen kannanottojen luonteeseen: kun haastattelijat esittévit
positiivisia kannanottoja eli kehuvat edellista suoritusta, he eivit aina
vilttimattd laske kielellisin keinoin sitd tietimisen ensisijaisuutta,
mikd ensimmdisiin kannanottoihin liittyy, vaan voivat myds esittdi
arvion suoraan, esimerkiksi that was x tai your performance was x.
Téllainen suora arviointi, jossa ei heikennetd omaa tiedollista ase-
maa, on nahtivissi seuraavassa kahdessa esimerkissa. Esimerkki 6 on
haastattelusta, jossa haastateltavana on miesten 110 metrin aitojen
oman alkuerinsd voittanut urheilija. Haastattelija arvioi urheilijan
suoritusta (that was smooth and fast, rivi 1).

6. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen

A]J Allen Johnson

1 T -+ thfat wa]s smooth, (.) and fast

2 AJ {hey ]

37T are you happy ycurself?

4 (.)

5 AJ yeah I‘m happy, I'm u:h (.)

6 I'm happy that I was able to run that comfortably

7 and run that fast so-

8 °hh so (hopefully) I can (.} feel just as good tomorrow
9 and u:h (.) have a performance similar to that.

Esimerkissa 7 haastattelija ei mydskéan kielellisin keinoin alenna tie-
timisen ensisijaisuutta. My®s tassd esimerkissid haastattelija arvioi
positiivisesti edeltdvaa suoritusta. Arvio on muotoiltu niin, etts siitd
ei kiy ilmi, arvioidaanko urheilijan yksildsuoritusta vai joukkueen
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suoritusta. Vastauksessaan urheilija kisittelee arvioita koko jouk-
kueen suoritusta koskevana.

7. Jadkiekon MM-kisat, Helsinki 2003
T Tapio Suominen
DH Dany Heatley

1 T + Dany:: congratulations »>it was< a great game.

2 (.)

3 DH yeah you know we played uh played pretty well

4 I think we: - you know couple of ()

5 second period but-

3 .hh we fought back hard, u:h we've been fighting back
7 all tournament and uh .hh (.)

8 w-when they >tied it up< we grew very calm,

9 and just kept on going and uh

10 >eventually< won the game.

Edeltivissd esimerkeissd kannanotot olivat positiivisia, niissi kehut-
tiin edeltdvad suoritusta. Negatiiviset kannanotot puolestaan muo-
toillaan usein niin, ettd niissé tulee esille se, kuinka haastattelijalla ei
ole ensisijaista, toimijan ndkdkulmasta periisin olevaa tietoa kisitel-
tdvistd aiheesta. Seuraavassa esimerkissé urheilija on juuri voittanut
oman alkuerdnsid 200 metrin matkalla. Haastattelija esittdd arvion,
jossa nikyy negatiivisen kannanoton muotoilu riveilla 1 ja 2. (Katso
myds esimerkkid 3, jossa negatiivinen kannanotto on muotoiltu sa-
malla tavoin.)

8. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003

T Tapio Suominen

SV Sherwin Vries

1 T -+ Sherwin (.) correct me if I'm wro:ng

2 + but it looked like you had to f:ight a little bit there.
3 {.)

4 sV .hh yeah I was a bit tired from ( }

5 hundred meters hh .hh (.)

6 () (you know) hh .hh (.)

7 I've never run so hardhh .hh (.)

8 three- three days in a row so uh

9 chh (L) I'm just trying to hh .hh (.) go out there

—
o

and just give it u- hh
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11 .hh my- my be:st shot shot each and every time an-
12 .hh and run each and every race like a final.

Haastattelija aloittaa vuoronsa tuomalla esiin sen, ettd urheilija on
asemassa, jossa voi pdittdd haastattelijan viitteen oikeellisuudesta
(correct me if [ 'm wrong, rivi 1), toisin sanoen tiedollinen auktoriteetti
annetaan urheilijalle. Téménkaltainen vuoronaloitus antaa jo ennak-
ko-oletuksen tulossa olevasta kriittisestd arviosta ja myds pehmentdd
sitd. Myohemmin samassa kysymysvuorossa haastattelija esittda kan-
nanoton, joka perustuu ndkéhavaintoon (it looked like... rivilld 2)
ja vuoron lopussa liséd negatiivista arviota pehmentavin a little bit
-mddritteen.

Suomenkielisissd urheiluhaastatteluissa kaytetddn kannanottoja
pédpiirteittdin samalla tavoin kuin omassa aineistossanikin, toisin sa-
noen niilld suunnataan puhe edeltiviin suoritukseen ja kutsutaan ur-
heilijan henkilokohtaista kokemusta edeltdvastd suorituksesta. Myos
tiedollisia asemia ilmaistaan samaan tapaan kuin englanninkielisissa
haastatteluissa. Esimerkeissi 9 ja 10 haastattelija esittdd kannanoton
tavalla, jossa hin alentaa omaa tiedollista asemaansa kdyttimalld epa-
varmuutta ilmaisevaa modaaliverbii taitaa (taisi ottaa, taisi olla). Li-
siksi esimerkissd 9 haastattelija perustelee arvionsa nikéhavainnolla
(sen verran irvistelit).

9. Yhdistetyn maailmancup, Lahti 2007
T Laura Raittila
HM Hannu Manninen

T Hannu: onnittelut (.) kolmannesta sijasta:
taisi ottaa aika tiukille:: (.)
sen verran irvistelit t(h)uos(h)sa £maalissat.
HM no joo kylla se (0.6) koville otti etta (.)
tosi rankka keli ja hh koko ajan piti teha toita (0.6)
y-yritettiin saaha- kirkee kiinni ja hh
ja tota (0.5) siina tota:: (1.2)
mitaha ois hiihetty joku:: (1.0) reilu kuus kilometria
nii (.) sen jalkeen (0.5) uh viimeset yheksan kilometria

VW ® AN e W N

10 vedin sitte koko (0.5) koko: ajan
11 periaatteessa tota letkaa etta hh kylla siina (.) k-koville
12 ja keli oli (.) todella raskas tandan.
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10. Yhdistetyn maailmancup, Lahti 2007
T Jussi Eskola
VK Virpi Kuitunen

T voitto taisi (.) olla (.) tiukemman tydn takana
kun (.} m-muutaman kerran aikasemmin.
(.)

VK no oli joo aika: kova: (.) taistelu et
ihan sai loppuun asti kylld hiihtdd ettd
joka toinen metri, oli varma ettd Petra menee ohi
ja joka toinen olin varma etta ite voitan etta
.hh oli tosi tiukka kisa.

[ I ST TR R

Kuten kahdesta edeltdvasta esimerkistd voi nahda, myds suomen-
kielisissd haastatteluissa kdytetdan usein kysymystyyppid, jossa kysy-
myksen muodostaa urheilijan ensisijaiseen tietoon tai kokemukseen
kohdistuva viitelause. Seuraava suomenkielinen esimerkki on otettu
Auvisen (2001) tutkimuksesta. Esimerkissa 11 toimittaja esittda kan-
nanoton, joka on viitelauseen muodossa. Toimittaja esittdd positii-
visen arvion urheilijan suorituksesta eikd heikenni omaa tiedollista
asemaansa kayttimalla kielellisid keinoja, joiden avulla olisi mahdol-
lista osoittaa tiedon perustuminen nikdhavaintoon.

11. [Auvinen 2001:44]

T: Tassd on paivan mestari, =Vesa Hietalahti,=
<se olic, =jos kdyttdd nyrkkeilykieltd, (.) se
oli etyr:miys@ heti alusta alkaen. hh

(1.0)

.h no joo, =se lahti tietenki tuo ammunta
(0.5) puoli kul (u)kemaan hyvi ja hh eiha sita
5iinad vaihees vield h .hh tvield tienny ettad
mikd se tulee hh se loppu olemaa mut, =ammunta
kul(u)ki t&ndd ja hh .h (.) se (ratkasi) ()

10 () (eduksi). hhh

LN R T R e
(=]

Suomenkielisissd urheiluhaastatteluissa voidaan my6s siis havaita,
kuinka haastattelija voi tilanteesta riippuen joko esittdd kannanoton
suorana arviona tai samantyyppisin kielellisin keinoin kuin englan-
ninkielisissikin haastatteluissa muuttaa ensimmiisen kannanoton
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esittdjille implikoituvaa ensisijaisen tietdjin roolia. Myos vastausvuo-
roissa suomenkielisissd haastatteluissa haastateltavat tuottavat toisen
kannanoton, jonka jilkeen seuraa tarkempaa kuvausta tai selontekoa
suorituksesta. Seuraavaksi siirrynkin kisittelemiin tarkemmin vas-
tausvuoroja.

Kannanottoihin vastaaminen

Haastattelija ja haastateltavat rakentavat haastattelua yhteistoimin-
nassa. Jokainen vuoro on tulkintaa edellisestd vuorosta ja muokkaa
omalta osaltaan sitd, minkélaiseksi haastattelu muotoutuu. Kysymys-
vuorossa esitetyt kannanotot vaikuttavat vastauksen muotoutumiseen
niin, ettd vastausvuorossa tuotetaan jilkijasen, toinen kannanotto, ja
timin toisen kannanoton jilkeen haastateltavat tuottavat joko ku-
vauksen suorituksesta (yleensi positiivisen ensimmadisen arvion jl-
keen) tai selonteon epionnistumisen syistd (ndin tapahtuu yleensi
negatiivisen ensimmadisen kannanoton jilkeen). Toisen kannanoton
jilkeinen toiminta voikin toimia vihjeeni sille, onko haastateltava tul-
kinnut ensimmiisen kannanoton positiiviseksi vai negatiiviseksi. Seu-
raavassa esimerkissi urheilija vastaa haastattelijan positiiviseen kan-
nanottoon tuottamalla toisen kannanoton, kuvauksen suorituksesta
ja vield samassa vuorossa lopuksi orientoituu tulevaan suoritukseen.

12. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen

DP Darvis Patton

1T Darvis what’'s going ton.

2 twenty thirty seven and with an ea::se

3 that looked (.) that looked pretty good

4 (.}

5 DP -~ i- it felt pretty good >I mean I didn't-< {.)
6 () as fast as I probably would’'ve (0.6)

7 try not to go so hard at the beginning but hh
8 >like I said< I‘m gonna get through the ro:unds, (.)
9 -hh one by one worry about the ra- next round
10 (later on} tonight (eh) (.)

1 hopefully keep doing that and hh (.}

12 .hh come out victorious.
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Esimerkissd 12 haastateltava tuottaa toisen kannanoton vastaukses-
saan ja esittdd ensisijaista tietoa (it felt pretty good rivilld 5). Haas-
tateltava toistaa ensimmiisessd kannanotossa kiytetyn syntaktisen
rakenteen ja siind kiytettyji leksikaalisia elementteji ja muuttaa vain
demonstratiivipronominin ja verbin, miké kertoo siitd, minkatyyp-
piseen tietoon (nikéhavainto vs. henkilokohtainen kokemus) arvio
perustuu (ks. Schegloff, Jefferson ja Sacks 1977). My®s seuraavassa
esimerkissa esiintyy kysymysvuoron elementtien toistoa, kun haas-
tattelijan arviota seuraa urheilijan toinen, samanmielinen kannanotto
riveilld 6 ja 7 (I was able to run that comfortably and run that fast).

13. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen
AJ Allen Johnson

T thlat wa]s smooth, (.) and fast

AT [hey ]

T are you happy yourself?

(.)

yeah I'm happy, I‘m u:h (.)

> I'm happy that I was able to run that comfortably

-+ and run that fast so-

°hh so (hopefully) I can {.) feel just as good tomorrow
and u:h (.) have a performance similar to that.

W @ g W B W N e
+

Urheilija aloittaa vastausvuoronsa vastaamalla ensimmiiseksi suo-
raan kysymykseen (r. 5). Huomionarvoista tdssa esimerkissi on se,
ettd tuottamalla toisen kannanoton (rivit 6 ja 7) urheilija orientoituu
kysymysvuoron alkuosassa olevaan kannanottoon jilkijdsentd tar-
vitsevaksi, vaikka sijaintinsa puolesta haastattelijan kannanotto voisi
olla tulkittavissa myds pelkistddn varsinaista kysymysté (r. 3) poh-
justavaksi elementiksi. Myos tidssd esimerkissd urheilija orientoituu
vastausvuoron lopussa tulevaan suoritukseen.

Seuraavassa esimerkissé urheilija vastaa kysymykseen tuottamalla
toisen kannanoton rivilld 4 yeah I was a bit tired, minki jilkeen riveilld
7 ja 8 hin tuottaa selityksen siitd, miksi juoksu ei kulkenut.
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14. Yleisurheilun MM-kisat, Pariisi 2003
T Tapio Suominen

SV Sherwin Vries

17T Sherwin (.) correct me if I'm wro:ng

2 but it looked like you had to f:ight a little bit there.
3 (.)

4 sV -+ .hh yeah I was a bit tired from ( )

S hundred meters hh .hh (.)

6 () (you know) hh .hh (.)

7 1‘ve never run so hardhh .hh (.)

8 three- three days in a row so uh

9 Jhh (L) I'm just trying to hh .hh (.) go out there
10 and just give it u- hh

11 .hh my- my be:st shot shot each and every time an-

.hh and run each and every race like a final.

-
~

Urheilijan vastausvuorossa tuottama selonteko vaikeuksiin johtaneis-
ta syistd kertoo siitd, kuinka hin on tulkinnut kannanoton negatii-
viseksi. Selonteon jilkeen (riviltd 9 alkaen) urheilija siirtdd puheen
edeltdvasta suorituksesta yleisemmalle tasolle.

Lopuksi

Olen tissd artikkelissa kuvannut sitd, kuinka kannanotoilla voidaan
houkutella kuvausta henkilokohtaisesta kokemuksesta urheiluhaas-
tatteluissa. Haastattelijat pystyvit kannanotoilla suuntaamaan puheen
edeltivadn suoritukseen. Kannanotto jo toimintona kutsuu siihen
kiintedsti liittyvaa jalkijasentd eli toista kannanottoa. Tamén lisdksi
se, etti haastattelija esittad arvion suorituksesta, johon urheilijalla on
ensisijainen paisy, luo odotuksen vastaukselle, jossa urheilija tuo esiin
oman nikdkulmansa arvioitavaan asiaan. Vastausvuoroissaan urhei-
lijat orientoituvat kysymysvuorossa esitettyyn kannanottoon, ja ndin
henkilokohtainen nidkékulma tulee esiin.

Mité analyysini kertoo kakkoskielisestd televisiovuorovaikutuk-
sesta? Nayttad siltd, etta kannanottoja kdytetddn padpiirteittdin sa-
maan tapaan seki suomenkielisissd urheiluhaastatteluissa ettd omas-
sa aineistossani. T4mid puolestaan kertoo siitd, kuinka osallistujat
orientoituvat ensisijaisesti kielenkéyttotilanteeseen ja sen asettamiin
resursseihin ja rajoituksiin vuorovaikutuksessa. Osallistujille on oleel-
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lista suorittaa ne toiminnot, jotka rakentavat urheiluhaastattelua,
kaytettivistd kielestd riippumatta. Mahdolliset kielelliset ongelmat
sivuutetaan, eikd niihin orientoiduta haastattelutilanteessa. Kakkos-
kielistd vuorovaikutusta tutkittaessa kannattaakin muistaa, ettd osal-
listujien tieto siité tilanteesta, missd vuorovaikutus tapahtuu — téssi
tapauksessa siis heidén tietonsa institutionaalisesta tilanteesta ja sen
toimintamalleista — on hyvin tirkeaa.

Ei ole olemassa yhti ainoaa tapaa kiyttdd englannin kieltd suoma-
laisessa televisiossa. Sen sijaan on tilanteen ja sen institutionaalisen
tehtivin mukaan rakentuvaa kielen kaytto4. Esimerkiksi urheiluhaas-
tatteluita tutkimalla saadaan tietoa haastattelijan evaluoivista ja arvot-
tavista toiminnoista sekd haastateltavan toiminnasta suhteessa niihin.
Jos tutkimusaineistona olisivat esimerkiksi uutishaastattelut, saisimme
tietoa jostain muusta, mutta emme juuri néista toiminnoista. Timan
takia on tirkeda tutkia vuorovaikutusta aineistolihtoisesti.

Englannin kielen kiytté haastattelukielend ja se, kuinka kyky
suoriutua haastattelutilanteesta englannin kielelld on kiinted osa ur-
heilijan tyotd, kertoo television ja urheilun kansainvilistymisesta.
Kilpaurheilun parissa liikutaan yhteiséssd, jossa kaikilla jasenilli ei
vilttamatti ole yhteisté kieltd. Oleellista on kuitenkin se, ettd yhteison
jasenilld on jaettu tieto yhteison sisdisistd toimintatavoista eli tassa
tapauksessa jaettu tieto siitd, miten urheiluhaastattelu toimii ja miten
urheiluhaastattelussa toimitaan.

Viitteet
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TakATs, Jozser, Modszertani berek. Irdsok

az irodalomtorténet-irasrol. - The Grove

of Methodology. Writings on Literary
Historiography. 164 p. Summary 3 p. 2006.
MikkoLa, LEeNA, Tuen merkitykset potilaan ja
hoitajan vuorovaikutuksessa. - Meanings of
social support in patient-nurse interaction.
260 p. Summary 3 p. 2006.

SAARIKALLIO, Suvl, Music as mood regulation
in adolescence. - Musiikki nuorten tunteiden
séddtelynd. 46 p. (119 p.) Yhteenveto 2 p. 2007.
Hujanen, Erkki, Lukijakunnan rajamailla.
Sanomalehden muuttuvat merkitykset
arjessa. - On the fringes of readership.

The changing meanings of newspaper in
everyday life. 296 p. Summary 4 p. 2007.
Tuokko, Eeva, Mille tasolle perusopetuksen
englannin opiskelussa pééstiaan? Perusope-
tuksen pédttovaiheen kansallisen arvioin-
nin 1999 eurooppalaisen viitekehyksen
taitotasoihin linkitetyt tulokset. - What level
do pupils reach in English at the end of the
comprehensive school? National assessment
results linked to the common European
framework. 338 p. Summary 7 p. Samman-
fattning 1 p. Tiivistelméd 1 p. 2007.

Tuikka, Tivo, “Kekkosen konstit”. Urho
Kekkosen historia- ja politiikkakasitykset
teoriasta kaytantoon 1933-1981. - “Kekkonen’s
way”. Urho Kekkonen’s conceptions of history
and politics from theory to practice, 1933-1981
413 p. Summary 3 p. 2007.

Humanistista kirjoa. 145 s. 2007.

NIEMINEN, LEA, A complex case:

a morphosyntactic approach to complexity

in early child language. 296 p. Tiivistelméd 7 p.
2007.

TorveLAINEN, PArvi, Kaksivuotiaiden lasten
fonologisen kehityksen variaatio. Puheen
ymmiarrettdvyyden sekd sananmuotojen
tavoittelun ja tuottamisen tarkastelu.

- Variation in phonological development

of two-year-old Finnish children. A study

of speech intelligibility and attempting and
production of words. 220 p. Summary 10 p.
2007.
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SHTONEN, MARKO, Social interaction in online
multiplayer communities. - Vuorovaikutus
verkkopeliyhteisoissd. 235 p. Yhteenveto 5 p.
2007.

STJERNVALL-JARVI, BIRGITTA,
Kartanoarkkitehtuuri osana Tandefelt-suvun
elaméntapaa. - Manor house architecture as
part of the Tandefelt family’s lifestyle. 231 p.
2007.

SULKUNEN, SARl, Text authenticity in
international reading literacy assessment.
Focusing on PISA 2000. - Tekstien
autenttisuus kansainvilisissa lukutaidon
arviointitutkimuksissa: PISA 2000. 227 p.
Tiivistelma 6 p. 2007.

Ko6szechy, PETER, Magyar Alkibiadés. Balassi
Balint élete. - The Hungarian Alcibiades. The
life of Balint Balass. 270 p. Summary 6 p. 2007.
MIKKONEN, SIMO, State composers and the

red courtiers - Music, ideology, and politics
in the Soviet 1930s - Valtion séveltdjid ja
punaisia hoviherroja. Musiikki, ideologia ja
politiikka 1930-luvun Neuvostoliitossa. 336 p.
Yhteenveto 4 p. 2007.

SIVUNEN, ANU, Vuorovaikutus, viestintd-
teknologia ja identifioituminen hajautetuissa
tiimeissi. - Social interaction, communication
technology and identification in virtual teams.
251 p. Summary 6 p. 2007.

Larpr, Tuna-Rirra, Neuvottelu tilan
tulkinnoista. Etnologinen tutkimus
sosiaalisen ja materiaalisen ympériston
vuorovaikutuksesta jyvaskylaldisissa
kaupunkipuhunnoissa. - Negotiating urban
spatiality. An ethnological study on the
interplay of social and material environment
in urban narrations on Jyvéskyla. 231 p.
Summary 4 p. 2007.

Hunramaki, ULLa, ”Heittdaydy vapauteen”.
Avantgarde ja Kauko Lehtisen taiteen murros
1961-1965. - "Fling yourself into freedom!”
The Avant-Garde and the artistic transition of
Kauko Lehtinen over the period 1961-1965.
287 p. Summary 4 p. 2007.

KeLA, MARIA, Jumalan kasvot suomeksi.
Metaforisaatio ja erddan uskonnollisen
ilmauksen synty. - God’s face in Finnish.
Metaphorisation and the emergence of a
religious expression. 275 p. Summary 5 p.
2007.

SAARINEN, TAINA, Quality on the move.
Discursive construction of higher education
policy from the perspective of quality.

- Laatu liikkeessd. Korkeakoulupolitiikan
diskursiivinen rakentuminen laadun
ndkokulmasta. 90 p. (176 p.) Yhteenveto 4 p.
2007.

MAkiLA, Kimmo, Tuhoa, tehoa ja tuhlausta.
Helsingin Sanomien ja New York Timesin
ydinaseuutisoinnin tarkastelua diskurssi-
analyyttisesta nakokulmasta 1945-1998.
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- "Powerful, Useful and Wasteful”. Discourses
of Nuclear Weapons in the New York Times
and Helsingin Sanomat 1945-1998. 337 p.
Summary 7 p. 2007.

KANTANEN, HELENA, Stakeholder dialogue

and regional engagement in the context

of higher education. - Yliopistojen
sidosryhmévuoropuhelu ja alueellinen
sitoutuminen. 209 p. Yhteenveto 8 p. 2007.
ALMONKARI, MERJA, Jdnnittdminen opiskelun
puheviestintatilanteissa. - Social anxiety in
study-related communication situations. 204 p.
Summary 4 p. 2007.

VALENTINI, CHIARA, Promoting the European
Union. Comparative analysis of EU
communication strategies in Finland and in
Italy. 159 p. (282 p.) 2008.

PuLkkiNEN, HanNu, Uutisten arkkitehtuuri

- Sanomalehden ulkoasun rakenteiden jérjestys
ja jousto. - The Architecture of news. Order
and flexibility of newspaper design structures.
280 p. Yhteenveto 5 p. 2008.

MERILAINEN, MER]A, Monenlaiset oppijat
englanninkielisessa kielikylpyopetuksessa

- rakennusaineita opetusjérjestelyjen tueksi.

- Diverse Children in English Immersion:
Tools for Supporting Teaching Arrangements.
197 p. 2008.

Vares, Marl, The question of Western
Hungary/Burgenland, 1918-1923. A

territorial question in the context of

national and international policy. - Lansi-
Unkarin/Burgenlandin kysymys 1918-1923.
Aluekysymys kansallisen ja kansainvilisen
politiikan kontekstissa. 328 p. Yhteenveto 8 p.
2008.

Ara-RuoNa, Esa, Alkuarviointi kliinisena
kaytantond psyykkisesti oireilevien
asiakkaiden musiikkiterapiassa - strategioita,
menetelmid ja apukeinoja. - Initial assessment
as a clinical procedure in music therapy

of clients with mental health problems

- strategies, methods and tools. 155 p. 2008.
OravALA, JuHa, Kohti elokuvallista ajattelua.
Virtuaalisen todellisen ontologia Gilles
Deleuzen ja Jean-Luc Godardin elokuvakasi-
tyksissa. - Towards cinematic thinking.

The ontology of the virtually real in Gilles
Deleuze’s and Jean-Luc Godard’s conceptions
of cinema. 184 p. Summary 6 p. 2008.
KEecskeMETl, IsTvAN, Papyruksesta
megabitteihin. Arkisto- ja valokuvakokoelmien
konservoinnin prosessin hallinta. - From
papyrus to megabytes: Conservation
management of archival and photographic
collections. 277 p. 2008.

SuNI, MINNa, Toista kieltd vuorovaikutuksessa.
Kielellisten resurssien jakaminen toisen

kielen omaksumisen alkuvaiheessa. - Second
language in interaction: sharing linguistic
resources in the early stage of second language
acquisition. 251 p. Summary 9 p. 2008.
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N. PAL, Jozser, Modernség, progresszio, Ady
Endre és az Ady-Rékosi vita. Egy konfliktusos
eszmetorténeti pozici6 természete és
kovetkezményei. 203 p. Summary 3 p. 2008.
BarTis, IMRE, , Az igazsag ismérve az, hogy
igaz”. Etika és nemzeti identitas Stit6 Andras
Anyam konny almot igér cimt miivében

és annak recepciéjaban. 173 p. Summary 4 p.
2008.

RANTA-MEYER, TUIRE, Nulla dies sine linea.
Avauksia Erkki Melartinin vaikutteisiin,
verkostoihin ja vastaanottoon henkils- ja
reseptiohistoriallisena tutkimuksena. - Nulla
dies sine linea: A biographical and
reception-historical approach to Finnish
composer Erkki Melartin. 68 p. Summary 6 p.
2008.

Korvisto, Kenjo, Itsendisen Suomen kanta-
aliupseeriston synty, koulutus, rekrytointi-
tausta ja palvelusehdot. - The rise, education,
the background of recruitment and condi-
tions of service of the non-commissioned
officers in independent Finland. 300 p.
Summary 7 p. 2008.

Kiss, MIKLOs, Between narrative and cognitive
approaches. Film theory of non-linearity
applied to Hungarian movies. 198 p. 2008.
RuusuneN, Amvo, Todeksi uskottua. Kansan-
demokraattinen Neuvostoliitto-journalismi
rajapinnan tulkkina vuosina1964-1973.

- Believed to be true. Reporting on the USSR
as interpretation of a boundary surface in
pro-communist partisan journalism 1964~
1973. 311 p. Summary 4 p. 2008.

HARMALA, MARITA, Riittdadko Ett 6gonblick
ndytoksi merkonomilta edellytetysta kieli-
taidosta? Kielitaidon arviointi aikuisten néyt-
totutkinnoissa. - Is Ett 6gonblick a

sufficient demonstration of the language
skills required in the qualification of
business and administration? Language
assessment in competence-based qualifica-
tions for adults. 318 p. Summary 4 p. 2008.
CoELHO, JacQues, The vision of the cyclops.
From painting to video ways of seeing in the
20th century and through the eyes of Man
Ray. 538 p. 2008.

Brewis, KIELO, Stress in the multi-ethnic cus-
tomer contacts of the Finnish civil servants:
Developing critical pragmatic intercultural
professionals. - Stressin kokemus suomalais-
ten viranomaisten monietnisissé asiakaskon-
takteissa: kriittis-pragmaattisen kulttuurien-
vilisen ammattitaidon kehittdminen.

299 p. Yhteenveto 4 p. 2008.

BEeLIK, ZHANNA, The Peshekhonovs” Work-
shop: The Heritage in Icon Painting. 239 p.
[Russian]. Summary 7 p. 2008.

MoiLANEN, LaURA-KRIsTIINA, Talonpoikaisuus,
sddadyllisyys ja suomalaisuus 1800- ja 1900-
lukujen vaihteen suomenkielisen proosan
kertomana. - Peasant values, estate society
and the Finnish in late nineteenth- and early
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and early twentieth-century narrative litera-
ture. 208 p. Summary 3 p. 2008.

PAARNILA, Ossl, Hengen hehkusta tietostrate-
gioihin. Jyvéskylan yliopiston humanistisen
tiedekunnan viisi vuosikymmenta. 110 p.
2008.

KancasNiemr, Jukka, Yksindisyyden kokemi-
sen avainkomponentit Yleisradion tekstitele-
vision Nuorten palstan kirjoituksissa. - The
key components of the experience of loneli-
ness on the Finnish Broadcasting Company’s
(YLE) teletext forum for adolescents. 388 p.
2008.

Gajpo, Tamas, Szinhaztorténeti metszetek a
19. szézad végétdl a 20. szézad kozepéig. -
Segments of theatre history from the end of
the 19th century to the middle of the 20th
century. 246 p. Summary 2 p. 2008.

CATANI, JOHANNA, Yritystapahtuma konteksti-
na ja kulttuurisena kokemuksena. - Corpora-
te event as context and cultural experience.
140 p. Summary 3 p. 2008.
MAHLAMAKI-KAISTINEN, RikkA, Métdnevan
velhon taidejulistus. Intertekstuaalisen ja
-figuraalisen aineiston asema Apollinairen
L’Enchanteur pourrissant teoksen tematii-
kassa ja symboliikassa. - Pamphlet of the
rotten sorcerer. The themes and symbols that
intertextuality and interfigurality raise in
Apollinaire’s prose work L'Enchanteur
pourrissant. 235 p. Résumé 4 p. 2008.

PieTILA, JYRK], Kirjoitus, juttu, tekstielementti.
Suomalainen sanomalehtijournalismi juttu-
tyyppien kehityksen valossa printtimedian
vuosina 1771-2000. - Written Item, Story, Text
Element. Finnish print journalism in the light
of the development of journalistic genres
during the period 1771-2000. 779 p. Summary
2 p. 2008.

Saukko, PArvi, Musiikkiterapian tavoitteet
lapsen kuntoutusprosessissa. - The goals of
music therapy in the child’s rehabilitation
process. 215 p. Summary 2 p. 2008.
LassiLA-MERISALO, MARIA, Faktan ja fiktion
rajamailla. Kaunokirjallisen journalismin
poetiikka suomalaisissa aikakauslehdissa.

- On the borderline of fact and fiction. The
poetics of literary journalism in Finnish
magazines. 238 p. Summary 3 p. 2009.
KnuutineN, ULLa, Kulttuurihistoriallisten
materiaalien menneisyys ja tulevaisuus. Kon-
servoinnin materiaalitutkimuksen heritolo-
giset funktiot. - The heritological functions of
materials research of conservation. 157 p.
(208 p.) 2009.

NIIRANEN, SUSANNA, «Miroir de mérite».
Valeurs sociales, roles et image de la femme
dans les textes médiévaux des trobairitz.

- ” Arvokkuuden peili”. Sosiaaliset arvot,
roolit ja naiskuva keskiaikaisissa trobairitz-
teksteissd. 267 p. Yhteenveto 4 p. 2009.
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ARro, MAR, Speakers and doers. Polyphony
and agency in children’s beliefs about langu-
age learning. - Puhujat ja tekijit. Polyfonia ja
agentiivisuus lasten kielenoppimiskasityksis-
sd. 184 p. Yhteenveto 5 p. 2009.

JanTuNeN, Tomm, Tavu ja lause. Tutkimuksia
kahden sekventiaalisen perusyksikon ole-
muksesta suomalaisessa viittomakielessa.

- Syllable and sentence. Studies on the nature
of two sequential basic units in Finnish Sign
Language. 64 p. 2009.

SARkkA, Timo, Hobson’s Imperialism.

A Study in Late-Victorian political thought.
-J. A. Hobsonin imperialismi. 211 p. Yhteen-
veto 11 p. 2009.

LAmHONEN, PeTTERI, Language ideologies in the
Romanian Banat. Analysis of interviews and
academic writings among the Hungarians
and Germans. 51 p. (180 p) Yhteenveto 3 p.
2009.

MArvyAs, EMEsE, Sprachlernspiele im DaF-
Unterricht. Einblick in die Spielpraxis des
finnischen und ungarischen Deutsch-als-
Fremdsprache-Unterrichts in der gymna-
sialen Oberstufe sowie in die subjektiven
Theorien der Lehrenden tiber den Einsatz
von Sprachlernspielen. 399 p. 2009.
Paraczky, Acnes, Nakeekd taitava muusikko
sen minké kuulee? Melodiadiktaatin ongel-
mat suomalaisessa ja unkarilaisessa taidemu-
siikin ammattikoulutuksessa. - Do accomp-
lished musicians see what they hear? 164 p.
Magyar nyelvii 6sszefoglalé 15 p. Summary
4 p. 2009.

ELomaa, Eeva, Oppikirja eldkoon! Teoreet-
tisia ja kdytannon ndkokohtia kielten oppi-
materiaalien uudistamiseen. - Cheers to the
textbook! Theoretical and practical consi-
derations on enchancing foreign language
textbook design. 307 p. Zusammanfassung

1 p. 2009.

HELLE, ANNA, Jéljet sanoissa. Jalkistrukturalis-
tisen kirjallisuuskasityksen tulo 1980-luvun
Suomeen. - Traces in the words. The advent
of the poststructuralist conception of litera-
ture to Finland in the 1980s. 272 p. Summary
2 p. 2009.

PviA, TENHO ILARI, Tdhtédin iddssd. Suomalai-
nen sukukansojen tutkimus toisessa maail-
mansodassa. - Setting sights on East Karelia:
Finnish ethnology during the Second World
War. 275 p. Summary 2 p. 2009.

Vuorio, Kayja, Sanoma, ldhettdjd, kulttuuri.
Lehdistohistorian tutkimustraditiot Suomes-
sa ja median rakennemuutos. - Message, sen-
der, culture. Traditions of research into the
history of the press in Finland and structural
change in the media. 107 p. 2009.

BENE, ADRIAN Egyén és k6z0sség. Jean-Paul
Sartre Critique de la raison dialectique cim@
miive a magyar recepci6 tiikrében. - Indivi-
dual and community. Jean-Paul Sartre’s
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Critique of dialectical reason in the mirror of
the Hungarian reception. 230 p. Summary

5 p. 2009.

DRrAKE, MER]A, Terveysviestinnan kipu-
pisteitd. Terveystiedon tuottajat ja hankkijat
Internetissd. - At the interstices of health
communication. Producers and seekers of
health information on the Internet. 206 p.
Summary 9 p. 2009.
ROUHIAINEN-NEUNHAUSERER, MAIJASTIINA,
Johtajan vuorovaikutusosaaminen ja sen
kehittyminen. Johtamisen viestintdhaasteet
tietoperustaisessa organisaatiossa. - The
interpersonal communication competence
of leaders and its development. Leadership
communication challenges in a knowledge-
based organization. 215 p. Summary 9 p.
2009.

VaaraLa, Hemr, Oudosta omaksi. Miten
suomenoppijat keskustelevat nykynovel-
lista? - From strange to familiar: how do
learners of Finnish discuss the modern short
story? 317 p. Summary 10 p. 2009.
MARJANEN, KaArINA, The Belly-Button Chord.
Connections of pre-and postnatal music
education with early mother-child inter-
action. - Napasointu. Pre- ja postnataalin
musiikkikasvatuksen ja varhaisen diti-vauva
-vuorovaikutuksen yhteydet. 189 p. Yhteen-
veto 4 p. 2009.

BonM, GABOR, Onéletiras, emlékezet,
elbeszélés. Az emlékez6 proza
hermeneutikai aspektusai az
onéletiras-kutatés tjabb eredményei
tiikrében. - Autobiography, remembrance,
narrative. The hermeneutical aspects of the
literature of remembrance in the mirror of
recent research on autobiography. 171 p.
Summary 5 p. 2009.

LEPPANEN, SIRPA, PITKANEN-HUHTA, ANNE,
NikuLA, TArjA, KYTOLA, SAMU, TORMAKANGAS,
Tmvo, NissINEN, KARI, KAANTA, LEILA, VIRKKULA,
TuNa, LAITINEN, MIKKO, PAHTA, PA1vi, KOSKELA,
Hemi, LAHDESMAKI, SALLA & JousMmAKl, HENNA,
Kansallinen kyselytutkimus englannin kie-
lestd Suomessa: Kéytto, merkitys ja asenteet.
- National survey on the English language in
Finland: Uses, meanings and attitudes. 365 p.
2009.

HeixkiNeN, OLLi, Adnitemoodi. Adnite musii-
killisessa kommunikaatiossa. - Recording
Mode. Recordings in Musical Communica-
tion. 149 p. 2010.

LinpesmAki, TuuLl (Ep.), Gender, Nation,
Narration. Critical Readings of Cultural Phe-
nomena. 105 p. 2010.

MIKKONEN, INKA, “Olen sitd mieltd, ettd”.
Lukiolaisten yleisonosastotekstien rakenne ja
argumentointi. - “In my opinion...” Struc-
ture and argumentation of letters to the
editor written by upper secondary school
students. 242 p. Summary 7 p. 2010.
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NiemINEN, Tommi, Lajien synty. Tekstilaji
kielitieteen semioottisessa metateoriassa. -
Origin of genres: Genre in the semiotic
metatheory of linguistics. 303 p. Summary
6 p. 2010.

KAANTA, LEILA, Teacher turn allocation and
repair practices in classroom interaction.

A multisemiotic perspective. - Opettajan
vuoronanto- ja korjauskéytanteet luokka-
huonevuorovaikutuksessa: multisemiootti-
nen nikokulma. 295 p. Yhteenveto 4 p. 2010.
HUOM: vain verkkoversiona.

SAARIMAKI, Pasl, Naimisen normit, kdytannot
ja konfliktit. Esiaviollinen ja aviollinen sek-
suaalisuus 1800-luvun lopun keskisuoma-
laisella maaseudulla. - The norms, practices
and conflicts of sex and marriage. Premarital
and marital sexual activity in rural Central
Finland in the late nineteenth century. 275 p.
Summary 12 p. 2010.

Kuuva, Sari, Symbol, Munch and creativity:
Metabolism of visual symbols. - Symboli,
Munch ja luovuus - Visuaalisten symbo-
leiden metabolismi. 296 p. Yhteenveto 4 p.
2010.

Skaniakos, TerHI, Discoursing Finnish rock.
Articulations of identities in the Saimaa-
IImi6 rock documentary. - Suomi-rockin
diskursseja. Identiteettien artikulaatioita
Saimaa-ilmi6 rockdokumenttielokuvassa.
229 p. 2010.

KaurpPINEN, MERJA, Lukemisen linjaukset

- lukutaito ja sen opetus perusopetuksen
gidinkielen ja kirjallisuuden opetussuun-
nitelmissa. - Literacy delineated - reading
literacy and its instruction in the curricula
for the mother tongue in basic education.
338 p. Summary 8 p. 2010.

PExkoLa, Mika, Prophet of radicalism. Erich
Fromm and the figurative constitution of the
crisis of modernity. - Radikalismin profeetta.
Erich Fromm ja modernisaation kriisin figu-
ratiivinen rakentuminen. 271 p. Yhteenveto
2 p. 2010.

KokkoNeN, Lotta, Pakolaisten vuorovaiku-
tussuhteet. Keski-Suomeen muuttaneiden
pakolaisten kokemuksia vuorovaikutus-
suhteistaan ja kiinnittymisest4ddn uuteen
sosiaaliseen ymparistoon. - Interpersonal
relationships of refugees in Central Finland:
perceptions of relationship development and
attachment to a new social environment.

260 p. Summary 8 p. 2010.

Kananen, Hewr Kaarina, Kontrolloitu sopeu-
tuminen. Ortodoksinen siirtovéki sotien
jéilkeisessd Yla-Savossa (1946-1959). - Con-
trolled integration: Displaced orthodox Finns
in postwar upper Savo (1946-1959). 318 p.
Summary 4 p. 2010.
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Nissi, Rukka, Totuuden jéljilld. Tekstin tulkin-
ta nuorten aikuisten raamattupiirikeskuste-
luissa. - In search of the truth. Text interpre-
tation in young adults’ Bible study conversa-
tions. 351 p. Summary 5 p. 2010.

LiLja, NiNA, Ongelmista oppimiseen. Toisen
aloittamat korjausjaksot kakkoskielisessa kes-
kustelussa. - Other-initiated repair sequences
in Finnish second language interactions.

336 p. Summary 8 p. 2010.

VARaDI, ILDIKO, A parasztpolgarosodas

»finn ttja”. Kodolanyi Janos finnorszagi
tevékenysége és finn ttirajzai. - The “Finn-
ish Way” of Peasant-Bourgeoization. Janos
Kodolanyi’s Activity in Finland and His
Travelogues on Finland. 182 p. Summary 3 p.
2010.

HankaLA, MARI, Sanomalehdella aktiiviseksi
kansalaiseksi? Nakokulmia nuorten sanoma-
lehtien lukijuuteen ja koulun sanomaleh-
tiopetukseen. - Active citizenship through
newspapers? Perspectives on young people’s
newspaper readership and on the use of
newspapers in education. 222 p. Summary 5
p. 2011.

SaLMINEN, ELiNA, Monta kuvaa menneisyy-
destd. Etnologinen tutkimus museokokoel-
mien yksityisyydesti ja julkisuudesta. - Im-
ages of the Past. An ethnological study of the
privacy and publicity of museum collections.
226 p. Summary 5 p. 2011. HUOM: vain verk-
koversiona.

JArvi, ULLA, Media terveyden ldhteilld. Miten
sairaus ja terveys rakentuvat 2000-luvun
mediassa. - Media forces and health sources.
Study of sickness and health in the media.
209 p. Summary 3 p. 2011.

ULLakoNoJa, Rikka, Da. Eto vopros! Prosodic
development of Finnish students” read-aloud
Russian during study in Russia. - Suoma-
laisten opiskelijoiden lukupuhunnan prosod-
inen kehittyminen vaihto-opiskelujakson
aikana Vendjilld. 159 p. (208 p.)

Summary 5 p. 2011.

MaRriTA Vos, RAGNHILD LUND, Zvi REICH AND
Harrikt Harro-Lorr (Eps), Developing a Crisis
Communication Scorecard. Outcomes of

an International Research Project 2008-2011
(Ref.). 340 p. 2011.

PUNKANEN, MARKO, Improvisational music
therapy and perception of emotions in music
by people with depression. 60 p. (94 p.)
Yhteenveto 1 p. 2011.

D1 Rosario, GiovanNa, Electronic poetry.
Understanding poetry in the digital environ-
ment. - Elektroninen runous. Miten runous
ymmarretddn digitaalisessa ymparistossa?
327 p. Tiivistelma 1 p. 2011.

Tuury, Kal, Hearing Gestures: Vocalisations
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