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Abstract

While a large body of research about advice-giving in institutional settings exists, much less has
been done regarding advice in mundane conversation. Studying advice sequences in mundane
conversation differs because participants do not hold an institutional warrant to deliver advice,
making the establishment of one relevant. Using conversation analysis, this study focuses on a
single-case analysis of an advice sequence in a portrayal of mundane talk between friends. After
transcribing and analyzing the data, the findings revealed two main areas that participants draw
upon to establish a warrant. The first is the enactment of the ‘friend’ identity, in which
participants demonstrate traits often associated with the role of a friend. The second is epistemic
authority. Participants utilize accounts, emotions, and personal experience to claim epistemic
authority, establishing it as a warrant. Overall, these findings are useful in expanding the current

literature on advice giving and providing ideas for future research.

Keywords: advice, warrant, epistemic authority, identity, friend
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Introduction

Advice plays a prominent role in many professional contexts and everyday talk. From a
therapist delivering advice to a patient, to a mother giving words of wisdom to her daughter,
advice is a meaningful part of conversation. Not only can the study of advice help scholars
describe the intricacies of human interaction, but it can also provide best practices for real,

consequential interactions in which people socially support one another through advice giving.

Although advice giving has garnered greater scholarly research over the last couple of
decades, there is still a lack of focus on advice in everyday talk. This thesis will, therefore,
examine a largely ignored aspect in the corpus of literature: advice giving in mundane
conversation, focused on peer-to-peer interaction. Utilizing conversation analysis, this
investigation will use a single-case analysis from reality television to examine an advice
sequence between two friends. Specifically, the establishment of a warrant to deliver advice will

be studied.

Advice in a conversation between friends is particularly interesting because (a) neither is
officially in the role of ‘professional,” and (b) there is no clear warrant to deliver advice. The
findings from this analysis will help diversify the current research on interactional management
of advice because friends, as assumed equals, may deliver and orient to advice differently than in
previously studied contexts. For example, advice giving in an institutional setting comes with the
clear roles of ‘advice giver’ and ‘advice recipient.” Even in recent studies of mother-daughter
interactions (see Shaw and Hepburn, 2013), there are still interactionally relevant epistemic
differences assumed with the roles of ‘mother’ and ‘daughter.” The aim of this thesis, then, is to
examine a different kind of relationship, peer-to-peer, and how advice is interactionally

warranted when there is no clear epistemic difference or warrant for advice.
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To begin, an overview of the conversation analytic literature regarding advice will be
provided. This includes a synopsis of the dimensions of advice, advice giving, responses to
advice, and broadcast advice sequences. Each section will first discuss mundane conversation,
followed by institutional variations. Then, a brief section on broadcast discourse will be
presented, in preparation for the use of reality television as the data for this thesis. Next, the data
and research methodology will be discussed, followed by the guiding research question for this
thesis. The analysis of the data will then be presented, complete with the discussion. Finally,

implications and future directions will comprise the conclusion.
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Literature Review

Dimensions of Advice

Advice is prevalent in both mundane and institutional interactions. Whether it be professional
or peer-to-peer, advice sequences are built through turn design that incorporates two central
elements: ‘normativity’ and ‘knowledge asymmetry’ (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). These key
elements, as well as the assumption that the advice is in the best interest of the recipient (Searle,
1969), provide a foundation to identifying advice sequences. By focusing on these features, the
issues that advice givers and receivers take into consideration can be identified. The following

section will cover the interactional dimensions and broad definition of advice.

Using an interactional lens, Heritage and Sefi’s (1992) research about British health visitors’
conversations with new mothers is most commonly used to define advice. Through their
research, they concluded that advice “describes, recommends or otherwise forwards a preferred
course of future action” (Heritage & Sefi, 1992, p. 368). As part of this study, Heritage & Sefi
(1992) also noted that advice is normative and asymmetric. Normative implies that the talk is
forwarding an idea as to what should happen in the future, but not that it necessarily will be
completed (Shaw, 2013). Future actions are identified with the inclusion of a moral element; in
other words, they are healthy and appropriate (Hepburn & Potter, 2011a). Advice is asymmetric
because the advice giver is positioning themselves as more knowledgeable than the recipient.
Epistemically, the receiver is in a ‘K-’ position and the giver is in a ‘K+’ position (Heritage,
2010), creating an asymmetrical balance between the two. The asymmetric element of advice can
be especially problematic because it may call into question the recipient’s competence and moral

judgment (Heritage & Lindstrom, 1998).
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Although Heritage and Sefi (1992) provide a framework for advice, the explicit term “advice”
is rarely found in interaction. Instead, it is often implicit and similar to actions such as
‘suggesting’ or ‘directing’ (Shaw, Potter & Hepburn, 2015). In some institutions, the giving of
advice may not even be permitted (Pilnick, 1999), meaning that speakers must find ways to
subtly deliver discreet advice. Therefore, talk can only be classified as advice through
participants’ orientation towards each turn (Shaw et al., 2015). Rather than strictly adhering to
advice as a technical term, researchers can focus on actions that are hearable as advice (Shaw &

Hepburn, 2013).

It is important to note that advice sequences are enacted differently, depending on the
situation and setting. Mundane discourse sets the basis for advice practices. These practices,
however, are manipulated for institutional contexts. In mundane interactions, the epistemic
difference and warrant to give advice are not always obvious (Shaw, 2013). On the other hand,
institutional settings provide a clear warrant for the “professional” to give advice to the recipient,
and interactions both fit and form the guidelines and roles of the institution. Finally, broadcast
advice differs in the sense that it is designed for an ‘overhearing’ audience (Heritage, 1985) and

combines elements of both mundane and institutional talk (Hutchby, 2005).

To begin, advice in mundane conversation is less subject to the interactionally enforced
constraints of institutional talk. A vast array of norms, rules and frameworks are used by
participants to reach social goals (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Advice delivery and seeking are not
inherently central in mundane conversation. Therefore, it is not always clear why advice is
occasioned (Shaw, 2013). The epistemic difference is not as defined in mundane conversation as

in institutional conversation, meaning that there is no official “professional” with a clear warrant
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to give advice. Roles of advice giver and receiver are not clear-cut as they are in institutional

settings (Shaw, 2013).

Jefferson and Lee’s (1992) research on ‘troubles-telling’ and the ‘service encounter’ in
mundane conversation exemplifies the sentiment that advice is not inherently central to this type
of talk. In their study, they observed that in a ‘troubles-telling’ sequence, the troubles-teller
sought ‘emotional reciprocity,” and in a ‘service encounter,’ the advice seeker sought advice
(Jefferson & Lee, 1992). When the two environments intersect, it could be potentially
problematic, depending on the placement of the advice (Jefferson & Lee, 1992). A ‘troubles-
telling” may be cause for advice, but, if given too early, that advice may not heed the necessary
‘emotional reciprocity’ (Jefferson & Lee, 1992). This careful placement of advice demonstrates

one of the issues that is more likely to arise in mundane conversation than an institutional setting.

On the other hand, participants in institutional settings may inhibit their interactional
practices, and situational restrictions may be enacted (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Institutional
advice giving is more specialized and defined based on the institution’s requirements (Shaw,
2013) and follows a service encounter framework (Shaw et al., 2015). Likewise, there is a clear
warrant for the “professional” to give advice to the recipient. For example, Kinnell and Maynard
(1996) studied institutional advice sequences in pretest counseling for HIV and AIDS. They
found that counselors often utilize a strategic informational approach that allows for sensitivity
regarding safer sex by making it less personally relevant (Kinnell & Maynard, 1996). Kinnell
and Maynard (1996) suggest that, in this institutional context, goals of the organization that go
beyond the advising session should be considered. Recommendations given by the counselors

were often oriented to the organization’s goals, even when the advice was irrelevant to the client
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(Kinnell & Maynard, 1996). This demonstrates how institutional constraints are oriented to in

advice sequences.

Lastly, the broadcast context blurs the line between mundane and institutional talk. The
structure of discourse in broadcast radio and television, especially in talk and reality shows,
begins with the basic frameworks of everyday talk. However, even in spontaneous, face-to-face
interactions, there are still underlying constraints that exhibit institutional features (Hutchby,

2005).

To conclude, interactions can be hearable as advice under the framework set forth by Heritage
and Sefi (1992). Their definition, that advice “describes, recommends or otherwise forwards a
preferred course of future action” (p. 368), includes two key dimensions. The first, normativity,
insinuates that the proposed action is something that should be done. The second, knowledge
asymmetry, refers to the imbalance of knowledge that is created when a speaker positions
themselves as more knowledgeable than the recipient. Although this definition and framework
are used to identify advice, it is important to note that advice is not a bound category. Research
in mundane, institutional, and broadcast discourse reveals that advice sequences are oriented to
differently, depending on the context. Therefore, using an interactional lens to study advice

requires studying the sequential order of utterances between participants.

Advice Giving

Advice is constructed in various ways to reflect the dimensions of normativity and
asymmetry. Depending on the situation, advice may be given explicitly or implicitly. Explicitly,
using verbs of obligation (such as ‘should”) or responding to a direct request for advice displays
a strong normative stance (Shaw et al., 2015). Implicitly, advice delivered as information

(Silverman, 1997), interrogatives (Butler et al., 2010), and assessments (Pomerantz, 1984; Shaw
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et al., 2015) create greater ambiguity over the intention of the information and allow the recipient
to claim their own knowledge. Interactional difficulties may emerge during advice sequences
because of the assumed knowledge asymmetry, but the formation of implicit advice can work to
avoid potential resistance, soften the asymmetry, and respect the sensitivity of a topic (Kinnell &
Maynard, 1996). To understand how recipient responses are made relevant, construction of
advice must first be studied. This section will further expand on literature regarding the

construction and delivery of both explicit and implicit advice.

Moving forward, this literature review will continue to use an interactional lens and the
definition set forth by Heritage and Sefi (1992, p. 368), stating that advice is something that
“describes, recommends or otherwise forwards a preferred course of future action.” Of particular
emphasis in both delivery and response are the dimensions of normativity and asymmetry. The
proposed course of action should also be in the best interest of the recipient. To identify advice

sequences then, the following criteria is proposed by Shaw (2013):

e A future action is forwarded

e The action is in the interest of the recipient

e The action’s normativity is imposed

e A knowledge asymmetry is invoked between the speaker and recipient

e An accept/reject response is provided for (p. 49).

Once these dimensions have been used to identify an advice delivery, the construction of that

advice can then be investigated.

Beginning an advice giving sequence requires that the advice giver is warranted to deliver

that advice. Without a warrant, interactional problems are prone to arise. In Heritage and Sefi’s
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(1992) research about health visitors (HVS) and new mothers, they identified a ‘step-wise’ entry

approach that addresses the issue of initiating an advice sequence. The majority of the time, HVs

initiated the advice. By following the ‘step-wise’ entry, they could co-construct the need for

advice by following the subsequent steps (Heritage & Sefi, 1992, p. 379):

Step 1: HV:

initial inquiry.

Step 2: M: problem-indicative response.

Step 3: HV: focusing inquiry into the problem.

Step 4: M: responsive detailing.

Step 5: HV: advice giving.

The following example, from Heritage & Sefi (1992, p. 379) demonstrates ‘step-wise’ entry:

Extract 2.1: Heritage & Sefi (1992, p. 379)

L T v B = 1 T ¥ I - 4N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

HV:

M:

M:

HV:

M:

M:

1-

znd you feel-(0.2) you’'re alright ba:thing
(. her?

I haven’t bathed her ye:t.

Haven't you real[ly.

[Mo:. She had a bath when she
came home from hospital (0.2) but I top and
tail her.

Ye:h=
=but uhm: me mum’s coming over tomorro:w (.)
and I'm gonna ba:th her in front of me mum
‘cos I'm (still) a little bi:t (.) wou
kno:w [( )
[Did they show you how to bath

her[® (when you were in)°®

[They di::d but(0.9) I: |(.) still
wasn’'t— I said to me mum you know wuh- when
you come over tomorrow would you sort'v give
me a ha:nd you know if I nee:d it.
(.)
The main thing is: that you have the things
all together before you sta:rt.

((advice giving continues))
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This step-by-step strategy allows for the HVs to: (1) establish relevance of the advice, (2)
discover the problem, (3) create a solution, and (4) package the advice so as not to appear
criticizing of the mother (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). Line 1 (HV) first initiates the inquiry, followed
by the mother’s response at line 3, which establishes that there is a problem (not bathing the
baby). Line 13, in which the HV asks if the mother was shown how to bath the baby,
accomplishes step 3 of inquiring about the problem. After the mother provides a detailed
response (lines 15-18), the HV proceeds to give her advice at line 20. Overall, this interaction
does not place blame on the mother, but rather manages the sequence to build off the mother’s

responses.

Although the ‘step-wise’ entry method is effective in co-constructing the advice sequence, it
is not the only design that is used to deliver advice. Variations of advice-giving range in the
strength of normative push and the level of implied epistemic asymmetry. Further, the moral
dimension and implication of judgment can be identified in the selection of advice packaging.
Delivery of utterances vary, based on the situational context. Thus, it is important to examine
advice giving in both mundane and institutional discourse. These differences will be discussed as

part of the following advice delivery formats.

Imperatives. The strongest forms of advice include the use of imperatives and verbs of
obligation. In the imperative form, advice is packaged as “do x” (Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). Verbs
of obligation, such as ‘must,” ‘need,” and ‘have to’ are often used in this format and clearly
invoke a strong normative push (Shaw, 2013). The advice is straightforward and leaves little
room for contingencies (Shaw, 2013). Brown and Levinson (1978) describe this clear and
concise delivery as “bald” (p. 69). When delivering a message baldly, the circumstances are

usually as follows (‘S’ symbolizes the speaker, ‘H’ symbolizes the addressee):
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(@) S and H both tacitly agree that the relevance of face demands may be suspended in
the interests of urgency or efficiency; (b) where the danger to H’s face is very small,
as in offers, requests, suggestions that are clearly in H’s interest and do not require
great sacrifices of S (e.g., ‘Come in’ or ‘Do sit down’); and (c) where S is vastly
superior in power to H, or can enlist audience support to destroy H’s face without

losing his own (Brown & Levinson, 1978, p. 69).

For example, the following extract from Shaw and Hepburn (2013) includes a “bald” form of

delivery:

Extract 2.2: Shaw & Hepburn (2013, p. 352)

1 Lucy: So we [were—- 1 (0.3) dancing and singing to that, an:
2 Mum : [ (cough) ]

3 Lucy: "ha®- Eva was getting a little bit fright(h)e(h)n=d
4 {.) hu he=

5 Mum : =ehh heh heh heh

6  Lucy: But [urm: °but® yeah I think she liked it,

7 Mum : [ .HH

8 (0.7)

9 Mum: B Okay well you have to just keep doing it until they
10 get [ussd to it. ]

11 Lucy: [ <¥eah> ]

12 Lucy: B— I know heh huh .h [h It's [pretty— ]

13 Mum : [Are you- [rare you Jgoing to<
14 rhyme time again next week.=

Here, mum is commenting on Lucy’s daughter’s fear of a nursery rnyme DVD. Her advice to
Lucy (line 9) is imperative because it is straightforward, including the phrase “have to.” Mum is
able to deliver this bald advice because the advice is not particularly face-threatening, and it does
not take much effort for Lucy to allow her daughter to continue watching the DVD. Finally, the

advice is in the best interest of both Lucy and her daughter.
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In institutional talk, examples of this “bald” form of delivery can frequently be seen in doctor-
patient or nurse-patient interactions. For instance, Leppanen (1998) studied interactions between
Swedish nurses and patients, finding that nurses often delivered advice in the imperative format
when a patient understood that there was a problem. The following excerpt from Leppanen’s
(1998) data displays a nurse using the imperative form to deliver advice to a potentially diabetic

patient (lines 19 & 22):

Extract 2.3: Leppanen (1998, p. 221)

17 E: ‘mm hm, ©

18 (.)

19 N: so that (.) wou have to be very (.} careful (.} about
20 which shoes you wear.

21 (2.0)

22 and you should inspect your fest every day.

Using Brown & Levinson’s (1978) concept of “bald,” it can be concluded that (a) the patient’s
face demands can be suspended in the best interest of his health, (b) the advice is clearly in the
best interest of the patient, and (c) the nurse is in greater power. Therefore, the imperative format

is used to address an observed medical problem.

Overall, imperatives are a direct way to deliver advice in both mundane and institutional talk.
Verbs of obligation are often used to deliver such advice. However, this can lead to potential
interactional problems because the recipient’s competence and morality are at stake, and no
attention is given to recipient contingencies (Shaw, 2013). The knowledge asymmetry is vast in
this type of delivery because the giver claims to be in a ‘K+’ position (see Heritage, 2010). To
soften this epistemic gradient, speakers can use claims of uncertainty with words like ‘probably,’

‘maybe,” ‘might,” and ‘I think’ (Shaw, 2013). Though the advice may still be straightforward,
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these words mitigate the epistemic authority by allowing the recipient to interject with their own

knowledge (Shaw, 2013). For example:

Extract 2.4: Shaw (2013, p. 78)

1 Mum: That's probably what you nieed=>R [bit of<
2 Katie: [HHH
3 Mum : time together.

In this example, “Mum” uses the word ‘probably’ to lessen the epistemic gradient and allow for
the recipient (her daughter) to propose their own idea. Beyond using claims of uncertainty to
lessen the epistemic difference, advice givers may also select a softer, or more disguised format,

to deliver advice in.

Advice-as-information. Advice can be presented as information in both mundane and
institutional conversation. However, it can be difficult to draw the line between what counts as
advice and what is purely information. Couture and Sutherland (2006) suggest that information-
giving is different that advice because it shares relevant information while still allowing the
recipient to make the final decision. On the other hand, Goldsmith and Fitch (1997) propose that
“information is never just information” (p. 461), and that it may provide a solution to a problem
and assistance with decision making. Heritage and Sefi’s (1992) research draws the distinction
by noting that information is purely factual and presented in a non-normative way, whereas
advice follows a normative framework. Though the most commonly cited research on advice as
information comes from Silverman’s research on institutional advice giving, advice-as-

information can also be seen in mundane talk.

Recipients may orient differently to advice-as-information in mundane talk. Goldsmith and

Fitch (1997) completed an ethnographic study of advice-giving episodes between university
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students and found that advice recipients may receive the advice as either helpful or butting in.
As helpful information, advice may aid in decision-making or problem solving (Goldsmith &
Fitch, 1997). However, as unwanted information, advice could be viewed as butting in.
Delivering advice-as-information positions the giver as having more expertise in the matter than
the recipient (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997). For example, some spouses report resenting advice
from one another because of the power imbalance it creates (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997). Because
there is no clear expert, epistemic asymmetry can cause tensions in advice giving sequences

when the advice giver positions themselves to be more knowledgeable.

On the other hand, roles in institutional contexts denote the expert. Thus, it is more common
to see advice-as-information in these settings. The most commonly cited research on advice-as-
information comes from Silverman (1997) and his work on HIV counseling. Silverman (1997)
coined the term “Advice-as-Information Sequence” (AIS), referring to when advice is packaged
as information that may or may not directly pertain to the recipient (p. 168). By delivering advice
in this manner, recipients are not required to accept or reject the advice. Instead, they may orient
to it purely as information and provide minimal response tokens. This is especially powerful
when the situation is potentially sensitive, and difficulties are prone to occur in the uptake of the
interaction (Silverman, 1997). The recipients are not required to respond, and the deliverer does
not necessarily need to pursue a response because the information can be oriented to as ‘general’

(Silverman, 1997).

The AIS provides an ambiguous delivery, made even more impersonal with pronouns such as
‘we” and ‘our’ (Silverman, 1997). By beginning with an impersonal situation, the advice giver

can cautiously move closer to the recipient’s own situation to create more personalized advice
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(Kinnell & Maynard, 1996). The example below (Silverman, 1997) illustrates how advice can be

formatted as general, impersonal information:

Extract 2.5: Silverman (1997, p. 172)

1 c: THE RECMMENdation is: (0.2) uh: fo:r people: (0.8)

2 who have been been at risk any time=

3 P: =mmhmm=

4 C: =regardless of: (0.4) uh::m (0.6) their (1.2) sexual
5 ac[tividy] whether it being-going from vou know=

6 E: [mmhmm ]

7 C: =z:ero to very active .hhh ah the recommendation is

still that everyone be retested once a yea:r=

F: =yeah
10 (0.4)
11 cC: until there is actually a test for the virus itself=
12 P: =right
13 (1.86)
14 P: (tch) okay=
15 [ =okay” (.) any other gquestions?i=

In this example, the counselor (C) does not refer to the patient (P) directly. Rather, the counselor
discusses the “people” and “their” sexual activity, referring to “the recommendation” and
“everyone.” By doing so, the counselor is packaging the advice as general and impersonal
information. Notice that the patient is not required to accept or reject, and minimal continuers
and response tokens are acceptable. Thus, the information is delivered to the patient in an

ambiguous, undemanding way.

However, it can be difficult to distinguish between information delivery and advice- giving,
as Pilnick (2003) argues in her research regarding pharmacist patient counseling. Pilnick’s
(2003) research took place in a hospital pediatric oncology clinic, dealing with mainly the parent
or caretaker of the patient. Therefore, advice giving was a delicate matter by producing an

epistemic difference between the pharmacist, who is knowledgeable in the medical aspect, and
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the parent, who has epistemic priority in the situational and lifestyle context. During their
interactions, Pilnick (2003) found that pharmacists often provided information to address parent
questions or proposals, or they instructed the parent on dosing and medication information. This
type of information delivery, Pilnick (2003) asserts, is different than advice. She argues that,
because only minimal uptake is required by the patient/parent and little normative push is
involved, information and instructions are not considered an advice sequence. Out of the patient
counseling approaches studied, Pilnick claims that only one, the stepwise approach, can be

considered advice (2003).

Overall, advice-as-information can be considered advice depending on different factors, such
as the context and recipient response required. In Silverman’s (1997) research, AIS were
established based on the fact that the information may or may not pertain to the patient, only
potentially calling for a response. However, in Pilnick’s (2003) research, the information
delivered by pharmacists was clearly relevant to the patient as instructions, calling for a ‘receipt
marking’ from the recipient (p. 840). Because of the lack of a clearly defined recipient response,

it can be difficult to determine what exactly constitutes advice as information.

Dependent upon the interactional sequence, advice-as-information can provide an ambiguous,
impersonal manner to deliver advice in (Heritage & Lindstrom, 2012; Kinnell & Maynard, 1996;
Silverman, 1997). Because the information is presented as potentially being irrelevant to the
recipient, it lessens the knowledge gradient and does not require an acceptance or rejection.
Compared to the imperative format, advice delivered as generalized information is less

normative and epistemically asymmetrical.

Advice-implicative interrogatives. Although questions are often categorized interactionally

as a way to ask and receive information, they can also be used to forward advice. Questions
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imply that one person has knowledge that someone else is lacking (de Ruiter, 2012), invoking an
epistemic difference that is also present in the dimensions of advice giving. Furthermore,
questions are devised to elicit a preferred or dispreferred answer (Pomerantz, 1984), meaning
that a particular response is expected (Heritage, 2010). Using these two dimensions, advice-
implicative interrogatives (Alls) can be seen to construct advice by a) creating a knowledge

asymmetry, and b) forwarding a preferred course of action.

In mundane conversation, advice-implicative interrogatives may be designed in both simple
and complex ways. First, they may be framed as yes/no or ‘wh’ questions that project a future
action (Shaw, Potter & Hepburn, 2015). By packaging an interrogative as advice-implicative, the
advice giver displays epistemic authority by raising the issue as something the advice recipient
should be thinking about (Shaw, Potter & Hepburn, 2015). An All also makes relevant an
acceptance or rejection and constrains the recipient by specifying the importance of the subject
(Shaw, Potter & Hepburn, 2015). However, unlike explicit advice, the recipient has the
opportunity to resist the course of action in ways other than accepting or rejecting (Shaw, Potter

& Hepburn, 2015).

Interrogatives can also be viewed as pre-sequence to proceeding with more explicit advice
(Shaw et al., 2015). After initially asking if the action has been completed, the advice giver may
or may not move forward with a preferred course of action. This can be observed in the

following example from Shaw et al. (2015):
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Extract 2.6: Shaw et al. (2015, p. 327)

24 Mum: Have you ordered your: glasses?

25 (0.5)

26  Katie: <Ur:m: not vet no.=

27 Mum : =tchtaghhh

28 (.)

29  Katie: Well no ®it’s just®- its ‘ctause I went in
30 there:, an then I had to lteave an I didn't
31 (.) couldn’t get the voucher so .hhh urm:
32 (0.4) >but I'll< see what I can do about that
33 tomorrow.

34 (0.4)

35 Mum: Need to get on with that one,

36 (0.3)

37 Katie: °Yeah.® .HHHH

In this example, Mum’s question about Katie’s glasses (line 24) displays an expectation that the
action should already be complete (Shaw et al., 2015). A ‘yes’ response is strongly preferred,
leaving Katie little room for contingencies (Shaw et al., 2015). It can be concluded that line 24 is
an advice-implicative interrogative because Mum positions herself as “knowing best,” and Katie
orients to it as normative and relevant for her to do. The 0.5 second delay, “urm” (line 26), and
following account display an orientation towards the dispreference of her answer (Shaw et al.,
2015). Further, after receiving Katie’s account, Mum moves into delivering straightforward
advice (line 35). Overall, this example illustrates how asymmetry and normativity can both

packaged into an advice-implicative interrogative.

A different type of question, the tag question, recasts the epistemic gradient by relinquishing
greater epistemic authority to the recipient (Heritage & Raymond, 2005). In this way, the
recipient is treated as already possessing knowledge about the topic (Hepburn & Potter, 2011a).

That being said, the tag question also posits agreement to be the preferred and expected response
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(Heritage & Raymond, 2015). For example, “You’re going to school today, aren’t you?” prefers
an agreement from the recipient. The recipient of such a question can either confirm or
disconfirm, but disagreement is more difficult (Hepburn & Potter, 2011a). So, while tag
questions position the recipient as competent, they also restrict responses by treating them as

already aligning with the declarative.

In institutional settings, advice-implicative interrogatives may be used when the expert or
professional is mandated to withhold giving explicit advice. Butler et al.’s (2010) research
identified Alls in their analysis of an Australian children’s helpline. In their data, they examined
calls between counselors and children seeking help. Although Kids Helpline is built to help
children dealing with problems, counselors were expected not to provide advice. Butler et al.
(2010) demonstrated that, although they could not deliver specific advice, counselors used
questions to forward an action. These interrogatives were presented as both advice-implementing

and advice-relevant interrogatives (Butler et al., 2010).

Advice-implementing interrogatives refer to interrogatives that “inquire into the capacity of
the client to undertake a particular course of future action and can be heard as suggesting or
proposing that the client undertakes this action” (Butler et al., 2010, p. 271). Normatively, the
action being put forth is one in the best interest of the client and an action that they should do.
Epistemic asymmetry is evoked because the counselor has specialized knowledge. However,
advice-implementing interrogatives allow for the recipient to respond with their own knowledge,
softening the epistemic gradient. The following sample from Butler et al. (2010, p. 271)

illustrates how an advice-implementing interrogative can function as advice:
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Extract 2.7: Butler et al. (2010, p. 271)

11 Couns: HHhh e-She’s really a:ngry isn't she.

12 Caller: Yeh ah know. An ah don’t know what to do.

13 Couns: N:y:eah::.

14 (0.2)

15  Couns: .Hhh (0.7) Is there any way that- (0.7) dthat you can:
16 uhm: maybe replace it with an eyeliner th't (.) you
17 can affor:d?

18 (0.7)

19 Caller: I doh’ have any money.

20 (0.2)

21 Couns: Don"t tyou?

22 (0.2)

23 Caller: Nao,

24 (0.2)

25 Couns: Mm:kay, =ye don’ get pocket money?

26 (0.6)

27 Caller: Nup,

28 (0.3)

29 Couns: B:h::.

In the example above, the counselor (lines 15-17) enquires about the capability of the caller to
purchase new eyeliner, forwarding a future action. By asking about the potential for the caller to
complete the action, the counselor is allowing for the caller to claim their own knowledge. This,
therefore, softens the normativity and knowledge asymmetry. As can be seen at line 19, the caller
demonstrates their own epistemic authority by stating that they are not capable of following that
course of action because they do not have any money. Acceptance or rejection of advice is not

required, and recipients do not have to orient to the interrogative as advice (Butler et al., 2010).

Another form of an All identified by Butler et al. (2010) is the advice-relevant interrogative.
This type of interrogative focuses on “whether the client has tried a particular course of action in
the past” (Butler et al., 2010, p. 275), or whether a solution has been attempted (Pudlinski, 2009).
For example, “Have you ever talked to anyone about that stuff?” (Butler et al., 2010, p. 275) can

be heard as a proposal because, if the caller has not “talked to anyone about that stuff,” it can be
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deduced that they should consider doing so in the future (Butler et al., 2010, p. 275). Compared
to advice-implementing interrogatives, advice-relevant interrogatives more ambiguously propose
an action agenda (Butler et al., 2010). Questions may or may not be oriented to as a proposal for
a future action, allowing for less interactional pressure on the recipient to respond by accepting

or rejecting (Butler et al., 2010).

In conclusion, advice-implicative interrogatives function as advice but mitigate the epistemic
asymmetry and normative push present in the imperative format. Advice-implementing
interrogatives suggest a possible future action, contingent upon the recipient’s capabilities.
Epistemically, recipients have the space to claim their own knowledge. Advice-relevant
interrogatives focus on whether the recipient has tried a certain action or solution in the past. In
these instances, recipients are not required to orient to the question as advice, creating a more
ambiguous nature. Questions may also be used as a pre-sequence to deliver advice, potentially
implying that the action should already be complete. Finally, tag questions redistribute the
epistemic authority to the recipient, yet limit contingencies in answering. Next, advice-

implicative assessments will be considered.

Advice-implicative assessments. Advice-implicative assessments function as a disguised
method of delivering advice as a positive or negative assessment. Because of this, they may
involve less normative push. However, because the advice giver is claiming equal access to the
recipient’s assessable matter, the epistemic gradient varies (Mikesell et al., 2017). When a
speaker is assessing, they are claiming knowledge of what is being assessed (Pomerantz, 1984).
For example, in the following data from Shaw (2013), Mum’s shared assessment from Dad (line

5) normatively portrays going to the sunbed as a poor choice and positions Mum and Dad as
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knowing more about the situation (p. 71). By citing “Dad” as the opinion-holder, Mum softens

the assessment.

Extract 2.8: Shaw (2013, p. 71)

1 Sin: .hhh En I think I"11 also start going for some

2 sunbeds like twice a [week*k.]

3 Mum : [.hh? 1

4 (.)

5  Mum: Ow:: (0.4) Dad’'s not happy about tha:t.

6 Sin: 1Why?

7 (0.7)

8 Mum : Becau::s:e (0.4) in cas:e it's dangerous [: ]
Q Sin: [Ch wel]ll.=
10 I'm »>still gonna do it.< huh=

11 Mum : =Yeah, =

12 5in: =.hhh Yeah.

13 Sin: <Just (0.3) so then I can get a proper tan on

14 holiday.

15 (0.8)

16 Mum: Yeah

It is clear that Sin orients to this assessment as advice because she responds with her future plan
(line 10) and knowledge as to why she needs to tan (line 13). However, Sin is not directly told to
avoid sunbeds, which removes her agency and allows her to share her own knowledge, rather

than accept or reject advice (Shaw, 2013).

The favorability of future actions can be embedded in assessments, allowing for recipients to
go beyond accepting or rejecting (Shaw, 2013). Recipients may agree or disagree and are
allowed a second assessment. This turn design allows for the recipient to claim independent
knowledge (Heritage & Raymond, 2005). Because the recipient’s agency is not necessarily clear,
they may provide a second assessment while, at the same time, not acknowledging that the action

is relevant to them (Pomerantz, 1984; Shaw et al., 2015). This is especially true in mundane
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conversation, where advice is not a central feature or the purpose of the conversation. In an
institutional context, help may be expected, meaning that the assessment is more likely to be

heard as advice (Shaw et al., 2015).

To conclude, advice-implicative assessments soften normativity and shift the epistemic
gradient. Because the recipient is not necessarily central to the assessment, they may provide
possible contingencies, rather than responding to only one possible future action (Shaw et al.,
2015). Second assessments allow for recipients to agree or disagree, granting them the power to
either respond to the assessment itself or the implicit advice (Pomerantz, 1984; Shaw et al.,
2015). Therefore, recipients are not required to affiliate with the assessment as advice at all
(Shaw, 2013). Thus, advice-implicative assessments are made relevant through interactional

choice.

Other forms of advice delivery. Beyond the imperative form, advice-implicative
interrogatives, and advice-implicative assessments, scholars have noted additional formats that
participants recognize as advice delivery. These designs may be used in institutional settings,

where advice is mandated against, or in mundane conversations to soften the delivery.

For example, the ‘T would do X construct allows for advice delivery in a way that removes
agency from the recipient (Hudson, 1990). By stating what they would normatively do, the
advisee insinuates that it is in the best interest of the recipient to do so, as well (Shaw, 2013).
However, because the focus is on the advisee, the recipient is not required to respond by
accepting or rejecting. In institutional settings, this can function as a way for officials, who are
instructed not to deliver advice, to navigate around requests for advice. For example, in

Raymond and Zimmerman’s (2007) research regarding 9-1-1 calls made during the Mountain
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Glade Fire, call-takers can be seen to avoid officially delivering advice by using the ‘I would do

x’ construct. This is illustrated in the following extract from Raymond and Zimmerman (2007):

Extract 2.9: Raymond & Zimmerman (2007, p. 55)

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

C:

[{okay) are we supposed to evacuate
I: don’t think they'wve- ((to ancther CT)) Have they given
any evacuation orders f- forTwo Thirty Five an uh- no
0ld San Pedro Road?

(.)
0ld San Pedro?
Yes.
Yeah=why don’t vou. (.) ¥Yeah. There- we haven’'t (.) had
any evacuation notices er- (.) Oh- ((to other CT)) Rob?
((to caller)) >Hold on uh second<

(0.3)
It's blowin’ (.) serious[ly

[Yeah I know sir=

=Eh- ect (I-)=

=You might- take that under consideration,

Ok- soleh-
[Ok=
We're packin< I'm out [ ( )=
[I would =If it were me:
I would.=

[« )

[I'm not tellin’ ou to evacuate. B'L.l[t uh
Vi
[0k ‘cause the winds

are real bad up here=

In this example, the caller is requesting advice on whether they should evacuate (line 9).

However, the call taker does not have the authority to issue evacuation orders. To get around this

limitation, the call taker uses the ‘I would do x” form (lines 27-28) to discreetly package advice.

Raymond and Zimmerman (2007) describe this as “virtual advice,” in which the recipient can

infer advice from material that is not necessarily delivered as advice (p. 57). The caller

recognizes the virtual advice in the form of ‘I would do x’ because they view it as
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encouragement of what a reasonable person would do (Raymond & Zimmerman, 2007). This

demonstrates how advice is created interactionally.

Similarly, personal experiences may be used as a vehicle to deliver advice. In mundane
conversation, the advice giver may use personal experience to establish expertise (Goldsmith &
Fitch, 1997). Similar personal experiences may qualify the advice giver as more expert on the
matter (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997). Likewise, dissimilar experiences can qualify the advice giver
(Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997). For example, Goldsmith & Fitch (1997) observed that, in some

situations, males sought advice from a female point-of-view, or vice-versa.

Institutionally, Pudlinski’s (1998) research on a consumer-run warm line found that working
consumers incorporated their own problems in calls with clients. This allowed them to establish
commonalities and work towards sharing their solution (Pudlinski, 1998). Sharing their solution
could then be perceived as advice as to what the client should do. By sharing personal problems

and solutions, the normativity and epistemic asymmetry is softened.

Although not face-to-face, it is interesting to note that personal experience is frequently used
in online, anonymous forums. For example, in online, peer-run health communities, sharing
personal experience and stories is a common way to deliver advice (Lindholm, 2017; Sillence,
2013). Experiential information, such as “I can 't tell you what to do but this is the decision I
made and why” (Sillence & Mo, 2014, p. 245) functions as way to establish credibility and
acknowledge that there is more than one option. This way, the advice giver allows the recipient
to make their own decision based on the outcome of a similar situation (Sillence, 2013). Stories
of personal experience help frame the argument as to why or why not a person should follow a

particular plan of action, legitimizing the credibility of the advice (Lindholm, 2017). Though
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online forums are not face-to-face, it is beneficial to consider the tools that users implement to

establish expertise and deliver advice.

Finally, the ‘if-then’ construct has been proposed by Hepburn and Potter (2011b) to function
as advice by providing a future action that is contingent on the advice recipient’s actions. Unlike
threats, the ‘if-then’ format removes agency from the speaker (Hepburn & Potter, 2011b).
Therefore, the advice giver does not participate in the outcome or completion of the action
(Shaw, 2013). Unlike a threat, the outcome proposed is favorable, invoking the normative
dimension by proposing an action worth completing (Shaw, 2013). However, the ‘if* allows for
recipients to provide alternate actions, mitigating the force of the normative dimension (Shaw,
2013). Recipients do not need to accept or reject; rather, they have the option to pursue alternate

paths.

For example, the following extract from Shaw (2013) illustrates the use of an ‘if-then’ format

to deliver advice:

Extract 2.10: Shaw (2013, p. 59)

1 Mum: .HHH tI think if you: straighten it (0.3) an:d (0.3)
2 have it- (0.4) »>in a ponytail< .hh (0.5} I kno:w it
3 would have made you feel better to have it (.)

4 trimmed but .hh (0.7) I think it will be fine.

5 (.)

6  Mum: e# I think what you're wearing is more important.

Prior to this sequence, Mum’s daughter Pat expressed that she was worried about the appearance
of her hair for an interview because she could not afford to have it cut (Shaw, 2013). In response,
Mum uses the ‘if-then’ to forward the notion that if her daughter straightens her hair and wears it
in a ponytail, then it will be okay. Thus, a favorable outcome is forwarded, contingent upon Pat

completing a certain action. The positive outcome may be clear (as it is in this example), or it
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may be left for the recipient to infer (Shaw, 2013). However, present in all ‘if-then’ formations

are alternative options that the recipient may choose to follow (Shaw, 2013).

To conclude, this section has provided an overview of different interactional forms used to
deliver advice. The normative and epistemic dimensions vary, based on the advice design.
Explicit advice, such as the imperative format, provides a strong normative push and exemplifies
the knowledge asymmetry. Implicit advice, including advice as information, advice-implicative
interrogatives, advice-implicative assessments, personal experiences, and the ‘if-then’ construct
deliver advice in a softened format that mitigates the normative and epistemic dimensions. In
order to denote advice sequences, the interaction’s turns must be studied as a whole. This is
because advice is built interactionally, meaning that in order to define a sequence as “advice,”
the recipient must first orient to the talk as advice. Therefore, the next section will present a

broad overview of advice responses.

Responses to Advice

Advice is co-constructed through turn-taking. Depending on the speaker’s orientation to the
piece of talk, the sequence may or may not be categorized as advice. Further, recipients of advice
may reflect a varying degree of perceived normative push and knowledge asymmetry in their
response. In examples of straightforward advice, recipient response may function as a way to
reclaim competency or avoid the accept/reject answers (Shaw, 2013). This section will discuss

varying degrees of advice acceptance and rejection in both mundane and institutional settings.

Acceptance. To begin, acceptance establishes that the recipient orients to the action as advice
and accepts it as such. The recipient is both affiliating with the advice as the proper future action
and aligning with the position of advice recipient (Stivers, 2008). In both mundane and

institutional settings, recipients are hesitant to fill the role of ‘advice recipient’ (Shaw, 2013).
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Frequently, acceptance comes when the recipient has already placed themselves in the role of

‘advice recipient’ (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). By doing so, the recipient has already established that
they lack some piece of knowledge, therefore lessening the chances of a loss of face (Heritage &
Sefi, 1992). In these situations, there may be less at stake for the recipient in accepting the advice
(Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). The recipient’s competence is not threatened, as they align with either

‘already knowing’ or as someone who is not expected to know (Shaw, 2013).

For example, Shaw’s (2013) research on mundane conversation between mothers and
daughters displayed that advice was most commonly accepted when the recipient’s competence

was not threatened. This is demonstrated in the following extract:

Extract 3.1: Shaw (2013, 125)

1 Mum : I wouldn't check- (.) I've just started

2 the engine up to mo:ve it.=So I'd give it
3 another: half hour before you o- (0.3) t-
4 undo the s- top.

5 [(0.3)

6 Mum : [.hhh

7 Lottie: Ckay, <

Here, Lottie accepts the advice with an “okay” at line 7. Because Mum’s advice (lines 1-4) is not
pertaining to something that Lottie would necessarily know or be expected to know, Lottie’s

competence is not in question. Therefore, it is less compromising to accept the advice.

Institutionally, Heritage and Sefi’s research (1992) suggests that recipients most often accept
advice through ‘marked acknowledgments’ (p. 391). Marked acknowledgments, such as ‘oh
right,” demonstrate that the recipient orients to the advice as news, in which the ‘oh’ signifies
that the advice is news, and the ‘right” signifies that the recipient accepts it (Heritage & Sefi,

1992, p. 394). Partial repeats may also function as a form of marked acceptance, in which the
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recipient repeats a key element of the advice (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). For example, the following
extract from Heritage and Sefi (1992) illustrates both a marked acknowledgment and partial

repeat:

Extract 3.2: Heritage & Sefi (1992, p. 393)

1 M: I haven’t ba::thed her yet. Is once a wesk

2 enough.

3 HV: We::11 (0.2) babies do: sweat a lo:t.

4 (0.3)

5 HV: So I would recommend giving her a ba:th

5] every da:y.

7 M: 1 Every da::vy,

g HV: So that she gets used to it an sh-that’s her
9 little pl:aytime for helr.

10 M: 2= [Oh ri::ght.

Here, the mother (M) can be seen to accept the advice with a partial repeat of “every day” in line

8 and a marked acknowledgment of “oh right” in line 11 (Heritage & Sefi, 1992, p. 393).

In more recent research, Waring (2007) proposes that “simple advice acceptance” may be
accomplished through ‘okay’ (p. 116). In his study regarding peer tutoring sessions, he found
that ‘okay’ was used as an acknowledgment of understanding and alignment (Waring, 2007).
Further, ‘okay’ was often combined with tokens such as ‘right’ and ‘got it,” resembling Heritage

and Sefi’s (1992) notion of a ‘marked acknowledgment’ (Waring, 2007).

To conclude, advice is most frequently accepted when the recipient’s competence is not
threatened. Though these straightforward forms of acceptance are not frequently found, they are
usually present when the recipient has already accepted the role of ‘advice recipient’ (Heritage &
Sefi, 1992; Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). In this role, the recipient is less likely to lose face and their

competence is not at stake (Heritage & Sefi, 1992; Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). However, if there is
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more at stake, or the recipient’s competence is being questioned, there are more complex ways of

navigating acceptance.

Partial acceptance. Beyond simple acceptance of advice by marked acknowledgments,
advice may be accepted partially in a more complex manner. These response forms often align
with the advice but resist the position of advice recipient. Epistemically, this positions the
recipient as knowledgeable and the advice as unnecessary. This section will cover the ways in
which a speaker acknowledges the future action is appropriate but resists the role of advice

recipient.

Research regarding advice sequences in mundane conversation has shown that recipients of
advice may resist the role of advice recipient by displaying their prior knowledge (Shaw &
Hepburn, 2013). Shaw (2013) terms this “claiming prior commitment,” by which she means that
recipients may commit to completing a future action, while still resisting that the advice was the
catalyst for that commitment (p. 97). According to Shaw (2013) there are three ways this may be
done: (1) displaying established intent, (2) elaborating on the action component, and (3) claiming

“firstness’ (p. 98).

Displaying established intent involves a recipient response claiming to have arrived at the
advised action independently (Shaw, 2013). An “already-established-commitment” may be made
through the use of present-tense words, such as ‘am’ rather than ‘will’ (Shaw, 2013, p. 98). This

can be seen in the following example from Shaw (2013):

Extract 3.3: Shaw (2013, p. 98)

1 Murm : Cw you are Ei:ed. You need to [go to be:d.]
2 Gen: [ (Got our 1frie-)z
3 (0.3)

4 Gen: — Yeah: I am in a minute,
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In this extract, Gen displays established intent in line 4 by using the present-tense ‘am,” instead
of saying that she ‘will’ go to bed. By doing this, she is not straightforwardly accepting the

advice (Shaw, 2013), but she is aligning with the advised action.

Elaborating or reformulating the action component of the advice allows the recipient to align
with the action but also claim ownership of it (Shaw, 2013; Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). For

example, in the following extract from Shaw (2013), ‘Mum’ reformulates Gen’s advice:

Extract 3.4: Shaw (2013, p. 103)

1 Gen: =<You been to the doctors about it.=Have you?=

2 Mum: - =>Well I've gotta go- I've gotta go to the< doctors
3 on Thursday anyway. So I'11 [ask her about] it then.
4 Gen: [Oh: right. 1

By affiliating with the action of going to the doctors, but rewording it, ‘Mum’ displays

competence in the matter and resists the role of advice recipient.

Finally, Shaw (2013) suggests that “claiming ‘firstness’ in agreement” functions as a way to
affiliate with the action but also claim knowledge and prior commitment (p. 104). When a
speaker responds second in an interaction, they may go to great lengths to declare that they
already knew the advice being put forth (Shaw, 2013). This may be completed by providing an
upgraded agreement to an assessment (Pomerantz, 1984; Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). For example,
in the following extract from Shaw and Hepburn (2013), ‘Pat’ and ‘Mum’ are discussing Pat’s

housing situation:
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Extract 3.5: Shaw & Hepburn (2013, p. 356)

1 Pat: I wanna go with a clean sla:te.

2 Mum: Yeah.

3 (.)

4 Mum: =But- (0.2) but it would be a great position if: if:
5 you had somes savings: (0.3) you know, (0.2} to
6 [add to ]

7 Pat: r— [ Bbso]lltrutely.

g Mum: to add to while you're away.

9 Pat: =1 knto:w.=°I know.°<Imagine if we could put lik*e
10 (0.2) .hhh tbecause the cost of+ living’s so low and
11 we're not paying rent,

12 Mum: >Mm. <]

13 Pat: [We ] could- we could realistically put five
14 hundred pounds a month,=In savings,=

15 [t leals:t*.=[Ea ]sily.

16 Mum: [t+Mm. ] [+Mm]

Here, Mum provides the assessment that it would be a good idea for Pat to have some savings
(line 4). Pat claims ‘firstness’ by providing an upgraded agreement in line 7, then providing the
details of her plan to demonstrate her knowledge (lines 9-11). By doing so, she avoids the

position of advice recipient but affiliates with the proposed future action.

As can be seen above, claiming ‘firstness’ is often a response to an advice-implicative
assessment. Research on assessments by Pomerantz (1984) offers insight as to how claiming
‘firstness’ is made relevant. By offering an initial assessment, the deliverer presumes access to
the recipient’s knowledge (Pomerantz, 1984). In doing so, an agreement or disagreement is made
relevant to the recipient (Pomerantz, 1984). Second assessments provide a vehicle for the
recipient to agree or disagree (Pomerantz, 1984), and it is through these second assessments that

“firstness’ is claimed. By upgrading an agreement and referring to prior access to the assessment,
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a recipient may reclaim epistemic authority through claiming ‘firstness’ (Pomerantz, 1984;

Shaw, 2013).

Claims of ‘firstness’ may also be made through the phrase ‘I know’ (Shaw, 2013). By
responding with ‘I know,” the recipient claims their own knowledge and rebalances the epistemic
asymmetry imposed by advice-implicative assessments (Mikesell et al., 2017; Shaw, 2013). In
responding with ‘I know,” a recipient accepts the grounds for the advice but rejects the role of
advice recipient (Mikesell, et al., 2017). Essentially, the recipient is proposing that the advice is
unnecessary (Mikesell et al., 2017). Therefore, the epistemic incongruence is resisted through

claiming ‘firstness.’

Similarly, ‘I know’ is often used in ‘assertions of knowledge or competence,’ as identified by
Heritage and Sefi (1992) in institutional talk. In such assertions, the recipient of advice aligns
with the content but strongly resists the role of advice recipient. This may be completed with
phrases like ‘I know’ or ‘I do,” claiming competency, and ‘no,’ resisting the newsworthiness of
the advice (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). By strongly resisting the role of advice recipient, the speaker
rejects the notion that they may be ignorant or unable to deal with the situation (Heritage & Sefi,
1992). This is especially clear in Heritage and Sefi’s (1992) research regarding first-time mothers
and health visitors, because of the epistemic difference. Health visitors have the medical
knowledge, whereas the mother is knowledgeable about her baby. Furthermore, advice from the

health visitor may imply judgment or criticism of the mother’s caring abilities.

The following extract from Heritage and Sefi (1992) illustrates an assertion of knowledge at

line 11:



WARRANTS FOR ADVICE GIVING 37

Extract 3.6: Heritage & Sefi (1992, p. 405)

1 HV: Listen to your ‘iccups. Just listen to your
2 ‘iccups.

3 B: { (hiccups))

4 M: I know what cures those. (.} More milk [o

5 HV: [More
6 [mi:1lk is-

7 M: [heh heh heh heh

8 HV: Huh

9 (0.3)

10 HV: 1- Don’t worry about (h)iccups.

11 M: 2 Ye:eah [I kno:w (.) she ha[s them nearly every,
12 HV: [e ) e

13 HV: Does shle.

14 M: 2— [fee:d.

In response to the health visitor’s (HV) advice not to worry, the mother (M) responds with an
assertion of knowledge by stating that she knows, and, further, her baby has them often. This
response aligns with the advice but strongly resists that it is news to her by asserting that she is
already aware that hiccupping is okay. By doing this, the mother is resisting the potential

implication that she is unknowledgeable about her baby’s actions.

Research on the institutional context of tutoring sessions exhibits that recipients may accept
advice using “complex advice acceptance” (Waring, 2007). This term, proposed by Waring
(2007), refers to methods that do more than simply accept. While acceptance tokens are still
present, the recipient reconfigures the epistemic asymmetry by resisting the role of advice
recipient. Waring (2007) suggests that there are two ways this is accomplished. The first,
accepting with ‘claims of comparable thinking,” includes an acceptance token, followed by a
‘claim of comparable thinking’ (Waring, 2007). This combination treats the advice as non-news,
which lessens the epistemic asymmetry (Waring, 2007). For example, the following extract

illustrates a ‘claim of comparable thinking’ at line 4:
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Extract 3.7: Waring (2007, p. 118)

1 H: L:n' em >I was wondering< if you could

2 collapse community and caring [relationships.

3 Le: 1- [.hhh I think I can.
4 2a— [Yes. I thought the same thing.=

5 H: [Ckay.

[ Le: 23— =[Uh exactly. [Yes.

7 H: [Ckay. [Ckay.

Here, a conversation is taking place between Heidi (H), the tutor, and Lena (Le), the student.
After Heidi delivers her advice in a downgraded format, Lena responds with a ‘claim of
comparable thinking’ (line 4) that accepts with a “yes” and immediately claims that she thought
the same thing. Rather than orienting to the role of advice recipient, Lena’s ‘claim of
comparative thinking’ positions the advice as validating her own thoughts, rather than changing

her mind (Waring, 2007).

Similarly, Waring (2007) suggests that recipients may accept advice with an account. By
accepting with an account, a recipient may justify their selected course of action over the advised
course of action (Waring, 2007). In this format, the recipient may accept the advice but
downgrade the epistemic asymmetry by sharing the process they used to reach their decision

(Waring, 2007).

Finally, both mundane and institutional talk encompass a moral element. Shaw and Hepburn
(2013) expanded on the moral implications of advice in their research regarding mother and
adult-daughter conversations. They suggest that a judgment may be packaged within advice,
leading to strong assertions of knowledge from the recipient (Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). This is
especially true when the critical dimension relates to a social responsibility, such as being a
mother (Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). When advice regarding the recipient’s actions is morally

compromising, such as their parenting skills, it is not surprising that they strongly resist the role
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of advice recipient through claims of competence. This is similar to Heritage and Sefi’s (1992)
institutional research, in the sense that the advice is regarding a mother’s ability to care for her
new baby. Interestingly, but perhaps not surprisingly, Shaw and Hepburn’s (2013) findings on
claims of knowledge all concerned “the recipient’s conduct in relation to another person” (p.
353). In these situations, the resistance to the role of advice recipient and clear assertation of

knowledge may be enacted to preserve the recipient’s reputation.

To conclude this section, speakers may respond to advice in a way that both aligns with the
content of the advice yet rejects the role of advice recipient. Without the use of acknowledgment
tokens, Shaw (2013) suggests that speakers may resist the role of advice recipient by ‘claiming
prior commitment.” They may do this by displaying established intent, elaborating on the
proposed action, or claiming ‘firstness’ (Shaw, 2013). Heritage and Sefi (1992) proposed that the
role of advice recipient may be strongly resisted through ‘assertions of knowledge and/or
competence,” which display that the recipient is already knowledgeable about the advisable
action. Waring (2007) demonstrated that recipients may use acknowledgment tokens to accept
the advice but provide ‘claims of comparable thinking’ or accounts to display prior knowledge.
Overall, these response methods work to affiliate the speaker with the future action but resist

conceding epistemic authority by accepting the role of advice recipient.

Unmarked acknowledgments. In the previous examples, advice was either fully or partially
accepted. Unmarked acknowledgments differ from these because, by providing little
acknowledgment, recipients implicitly resist advice (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). This form of
response functions as passive resistance through minimal response tokens, such as “yeah” or
“mm” (Heritage & Lindstrom, 2012; Heritage & Sefi, 1992; Shaw, 2013). The response tokens

do not (a) register the advice as news, or (b) offer any commitment to follow through on the
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advised action (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). Rather, they work as continuers for the sequence to
progress (Heritage & Sefi, 1992; Pilnick, 2003). Therefore, unmarked acknowledgments do not

actually acknowledge the talk as advice (Heritage & Sefi, 1992).

In both mundane and institutional talk, unmarked acknowledgments can be categorized as
implicit resistance based on the interaction that unfolds after it. This is because, upon receipt of
advice, a recipient’s appropriate response would be marked acknowledgment (Heritage & Sefi,
1992). By withholding a marked acknowledgment, the recipient neither aligns with the content
of the advice or the position of advice recipient. This can be seen in the following extract from

Heritage and Lindstrom (2012):

Extract 3.8: Heritage & Lindstrom (2012, p. 176)

1 M: - What about shm

2 (0.6)

3 HV: Vitamin drops[::.

4 M: [Yes when [do you start giving th'm

5 H [Yes=

6 M: those.

7 HV: Well you can start no:w.=In face the next tims you
g come to clinic (.h) if you shm buy one of the

9 little bottles a:nd it's five drops a da:y.

10 - (0.7)

11 H -+ Just once a day give her tho:se

12 - (1.0}

13 M (*¥Yeah*)

14 H -+ Mm .hh and ehm (0.2) pt .hh if you “stopp:ed

15 breast feeding *.hh* and she went on to kottle (.)
16 feeds you stop the vitamin drops.

17 M Cause they’'wve got it in them.

18 H pt Because they've got it in,

19 0.2

20 H But shm as she i:=3 being breastfed

21 0.3

22 H (You give [‘em)

23 M [Ehm: if I give her a kbottle feed how
24 many ounces do you think I should give her
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In this example, also between a mother and health visitor (HV), the mother can be seen to offer
little to no acknowledgment to the advice. After the HV delivers advice in lines 7-9, the mother
is silent at line 10. The HV then recompletes her advice in line 11, eliciting a quiet “yeah” from
the mother (line 13). The mother’s unmarked acknowledgment is treated as resistance because it
does not register the advice as news or offer commitment to follow the advice. The HV orients to

it as such, by continuing on with an extended version of her advice (lines 14-16).

In Heritage and Sefi’s (1992) research concerning new mothers and health visitors, they
found that unmarked acknowledgments were commonly present in sequences where advice was
initiated by the health visitor. Similarly, Kinnell and Maynard’s (1996) research about safe sex
counseling found that unmarked acknowledgments and silence were the most frequent type of
response. This may be because, in an institutional setting, the advice giver has interactional
“rights” to deliver advice on their subject of expertise, and the recipient can do little to stop it

(Heritage & Sefi, 1992).

On the other hand, Shaw and Hepburn (2013) suggest that unmarked acknowledgments in
mundane conversation occur when there is little at stake for the recipient. For example, in advice
regarding headache medication from a mother to adult-daughter, an unmarked acknowledgment
does limited harm because there is little at stake regarding the daughter’s competence (Shaw &
Hepburn, 2013, see p. 358). However, if the conversation were about the adult-daughter’s
parenting skills, unmarked acknowledgment may be avoided because there is more at stake in
terms of the daughter’s competence and mothering abilities (Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). Therefore,
the adult-daughter may respond with a more explicit claim of competence or rejection. Thus, it
can be concluded that participants utilize unmarked acknowledgments differently, depending on

the context.
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Overall, unmarked acknowledgments function as implicit resistance through minimal
response tokens (Heritage & Lindstrom, 2012; Heritage & Sefi, 1992). By providing little
acknowledgment, recipients do not align with the content or the advice, nor the role of advice
recipient. However, they do not explicitly reject the advice, either. Therefore, it is dependent
upon the participants as to how they orient to the unmarked acknowledgment in an advice-giving

sequence.

Rejection. While unmarked acknowledgments provide passive resistance, rejection is the
only response that explicitly rejects the content of the advice. In rejecting the advice, the
recipient is providing a dispreferred response to an action in which acceptance is preferred
(Silverman, 1997). Therefore, advice givers and recipients manage their utterances in a way that
manages the rejection in order to prefer agreement (Silverman, 1997). This section will cover the
ways in which rejection is stated, how and why rejection is interactionally relevant, and the ways

an advice giver may respond to rejection.

Because rejection is the dispreferred response to advice, it may be delivered in a mitigated
fashion (Shaw, 2013; Silverman, 1997; Riccioni et al., 2014). This can occur through
dispreference features such as lexical markers, such as ‘well,” and delays (Heritage, 1984;
Silverman, 1997). Alignment with the content of the advice may be hedged with pauses and
contrastive words, such as ‘but’ (Shaw, 2013). Likewise, accounts or exceptional circumstances
may be provided to mitigate a rejection (Heritage, 1984; Shaw, 2013). Or, rejection may take
place in a stronger format by using the word ‘no’ (Shaw, 2013). For example, in the next extract

from Shaw (2013), Pat rejects advice from her Mum on what to wear for an interview:
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Extract 3.9: Shaw (2013, p. 115)

1 Mum : You're gonna have to wea::r (0.2) a j_a:ket an:=

2 Pat: —=.hh tWell no because: (.) Suzzie was saying that-
3 (0.6) urm: (0.4) don't go as formal. =Because it's
4 (0.5) .hhh «<Thailand,>

Here, Pat begins her response with a ‘well,” signaling dispreference and then explicitly rejects
the advice with a ‘no’ (line 2) (Shaw, 2013). Finally, her account solidifies why she does not

agree with the advice.

The rejection of advice may unfold differently depending on the context of the conversation.
Jefferson and Lee (1981) propose that rejection in mundane conversation may occur in a
“troubles-telling” encounter, in which the recipient wants to remain in the troubles-telling role.
In this situation, the recipient may reject the content and role of advice recipient because they
want the focus to remain on their telling of the trouble (Jefferson & Lee, 1981). Further, the
troubles-teller may value “emotional reciprocity” more than the delivery of advice (Hepburn &
Potter, 2011; Jefferson & Lee, 1981). If advice is produced too early in the sequence, the
troubles-teller may reject it out of feeling as though their “emotional reciprocity” was not

attended to (Hepburn & Potter, 2011; Jefferson & Lee, 1981).

Rejection of advice may present differently in institutional settings, and, henceforth, be dealt
with differently. For example, in a service encounter, advice may be produced as an alternative
to a service or good (Hepburn & Potter, 2011). Hepburn and Potter (2011) provide an example
of a physician offering advice, rather than the parents’ sought-after antibiotics. This may provoke
rejection from the parents, upon not receiving what they came for. Similarly, Hepburn, Shaw,

and Potter (2018) found that callers to a child protection helpline may reject advice after
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requesting a different type of service, such as Social Services. Thus, it can be concluded that

advice rejection may occur interactionally when the recipient did not ask for advice.

44

Rejection may also occur because of the epistemic difference between client and professional.

For example, in the child protection help-line calls, the caller has epistemic access to their life,

whereas the call-taker has the professional knowledge (Hepburn & Potter, 2011; Hepburn et al.,

2018). This is illustrated in the following extract from Hepburn et al. (2018):

Extract 3.10: Hepburn et al. (2018, p. 162)

1 [nd =]

2 Caller:
3 CPO:

4

5 call:

[

7 “BO:

g Call

a CER

10 call:
11 cp:
12

13 Call:
14

15 CPO:
16

17

18 call:

19

20 CPO:

21 Call:
2

23 Ccall:
24 CPO:

25

26

27

28 Call:

29

R:ight.= [would it not be possible for you to]

[.hhhhhh hhhhbh
maybe take some lea:ve while-while she’s
Livin [wiv you.]
[ .shih] 1I:'ve only jus’ started this
jo:b.=I [ mean ] er i’ possible but you
[Ri:gh".]

know I°d be unpaid 'n I'm [just st]artin a

new mhor (hh)tghage (hhjan [I-]

Ri]:ght
Ri[ght. ]
[Ye kn]ow it"s::
(0.46)
"%k (.) """tk Yerh:.=.hh I mean- ye know at
the end of the day 1-it’s about ;:iy;;tlEE

isn’ it.=an [ye know olbviously she:’s got
[I know::.]
to come fir:st in all of this.=

=[bacause sha's fthc~}j

=[Yeah but if I've got] nowhere

to li{hh}ve then she sh- .hh
[ye know,] [.hh]
[MO::.. 1 =But [y"kn]ow I mean social

services would be sayin to jyou:, y-ye know

that th-the job would have to come secondary.

=I mean ultimately [( as I said)]

[But it ~ca:n]lt.~
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In this conversation, the caller wants her teenage daughter to be taken in by Social Services.
However, the call-taker (CPO), unable to provide that service, suggests that the caller take some
time off to be at home with the daughter. The caller provides rejection in the form of an account
(line 5) that, epistemically, only she would know. Throughout the sequence, the caller continues
to reject the advice by stating issues that she has privileged access to. However, the call-taker
responds with her own epistemic insight as to how Social Services would respond (line 24). This
example exemplifies the rejection of advice when (a) a service is requested, and (b) there is an

epistemic difference between the recipient and deliverer.

In responding to rejection, advice givers may employ two strategies that make further advice
hard to resist. First, they may utilize an idiomatic formulation (Hepburn et al., 2018). Idioms can
interactionally minimize resistance because they are hard to directly counter and often transition
into a new topic (Hepburn & Potter, 2011). For example, in the previous extract from Hepburn et
al. (2018), lines 15-17 from the call-taker provide the idiomatic formulation “at the end of the
day i-it’s about priorities” (p. 163). This phrase is difficult to reject because the “it” and
“priorities” are not specified, and by defining them, there may be more trouble for the caller

(Hepburn et al., 2018).

Second, advice givers may use tag-questions to minimize resistance (Hepburn et al., 2018;
Hepburn & Potter, 2011). Tag-questions treat the recipient as knowledgeable and agreement as
expected and preferred (Hepburn & Potter, 2011; Heritage & Raymond, 2005). They
sequentially position the recipient as already supporting the advice (Hepburn & Potter, 2011).
Also in the extract above, the call-taker uses a tag-question (line 16-17, “i-it’s about priorities

isn’t it””), which functions as a question that the caller can confirm (Hepburn et al., 2018, p. 162).
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By confirming the question, the caller is therefore confirming the advice she had been previously

resisting (Hepburn et al., 2018).

To conclude, rejection is uncommon in advice sequences. However, recipients may reject the
content of advice for different reasons, including that they want to remain in the troubles-teller
role (Jefferson & Lee, 1981), were seeking a service, or have epistemic knowledge that the
deliverer does not. Rejection is viewed as the dispreferred response to advice (Silverman, 1997),
meaning that mitigation phrases, delays, and accounts are often incorporated in rejection
responses. After rejection, advice givers may attempt to continue on with the sequence using
idiomatic formulations or tag questions. Overall, these turns display that both advice giver and
recipient orient to the preference organization of advice sequences by managing rejection to

preserve the agreement preference (Silverman, 1997).

Advice in Broadcast Talk

Advice sequences in broadcast talk come with their own unique characteristics. Unlike typical
mundane or institutional discourse, broadcast talk is oriented not only to the participants in the
conversation, but also to an overhearing audience (Hutchby, 2005). Talk is designed in a way
that addresses both the private and public sphere (Hutchby, 1995). In doing so, broadcast talk

exhibits features of both mundane and institutional talk.

Broadcast talk closely follows the patterns of mundane conversation, yet certain variations are
present as understood in institutional talk. First and foremost, the structures and patterns of
interpersonal, mundane conversation are the building blocks for broadcast discourse (Hutchby,
2005). However, participants produce the broadcast context by organizing turns of talk that

exhibit an awareness of their role and understanding of the situation (Hutchby, 2005).
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Drew and Heritage (1992) distinguish that, within institutional talk, there are two types of
speech exchange systems: formal and non-formal. Formal settings display an embodiment of the
institutional role in a way that notably differs from mundane conversation (Drew & Heritage,
1992). For example, classrooms, legal proceedings, and news interviews follow a distinctive
turn-taking structure that would be considered formal (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Non-formal
settings do not result in role asymmetries due to pre-allocated turn-taking procedures (Drew &
Heritage, 1992). Talk is more likely to resemble conversation, and the lines between mundane
and institutional talk are permeable (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Rather than exhibiting an
orientation to the context through turn-taking, participants do so through a variety of
interactional practices, including opening and closings, information exchange, and expressions
(Drew & Heritage, 1992). Because this analysis focuses on a non-formal exchange, non-formal

broadcast interactions will be the focus of this section.

For example, Hutchby (2005) compared how tasks in mundane conversation compare to the
same tasks in radio phone-ins. Doing so allows for the identification of participant orientation to
the constraints of radio phone-ins. In everyday phone calls, participants establish their identities
and move into routine enquiries in a four-part sequence (Hutchby, 2005; see Schegloff, 1986).
However, radio phone-ins are condensed to a two-part sequence that quickly move into the
caller’s reason for calling (Hutchby, 2005). In a mundane call, participants may be calling for a
variety of different reasons and must select from a number of possible identities (Hutchby,
2005). In a radio phone-in, the caller aligns with the institutional setting by identifying with a
role (caller and host) and moving quickly into the agenda (Hutchby, 2005). Although not the
only way, the openings of mundane versus institutional calls demonstrate how turns are specially

designed in radio phone-ins to align with the institutional properties.
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As discussed above, broadcast discourse not only blurs the lines between mundane and
institutional talk, but it is also designed with an overhearing audience in mind. This type of talk
exhibits characteristics of both private, casual conversation and talk directed at an audience
(Hutchby, 2005). Hutchby (1995) describes this as a ‘generalising orientation.’ In his research
about advice giving sequences in a call-in radio show, he found that expert advice was designed
to first address the caller’s question, then address the public audience as a whole (Hutchby,
1995). This two-part format (answer plus auxiliary) goes beyond answering the caller’s question

to recommend general advice to the public (Hutchby, 1995).

This same phenomenon can be seen in talk-show television. Private talk is made public,
meaning that it is produced for both the participants and overhearing audience (Hutchby, 2005).
While an expert-caller advice dynamic often results in a two-part answer, television shows with
multiple guests and a host may exhibit ambivalence towards the audience (Hutchby, 2001). In
this sense, guests may confront one another in a way that it seems the audience is simply looking
on (Hutchby, 2001). Shows that are apparently spontaneous and unscripted maintain a ‘liveness’
through frameworks that allow space for participants to confront another (Hutchby, 2001). A
space is set up for the ‘spectacle of confrontation’ (Hutchby, 2001). For example, Hutchby’s
(2001) research on the Ricki Lake show demonstrates that the first guest is framed as ‘having
problems’ and complaints, to which a response from the second guest is sequentially relevant.

Thus, the framework allows opportunities for confrontation that the audience can overhear.

Although talk shows and reality television are considered “spontaneous,” the frameworks put
into place suggest that they are not simply mundane conversation being aired for the public.
Rather, the management of turn-taking maximizes the opportunity for confrontation and conflict

that television viewers desire (Wood, 2001). Television discourse is performed, following
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discursive frameworks embedded in the institutional setting (Wood, 2001). Wood (2001)
suggests that talk shows, though considered spontaneous and unique, are actually highly rule-
governed and often repeat unoriginal ideas. Careful research goes into planning television shows,
and talk is produced with an overhearing audience in mind (Wood, 2001). Ultimately,

entertainment value is produced through careful orchestration of discourse and events.

Although the authenticity of actions and discourse on television may be called into question,
participants’ talk still reflects the patterns and resources used to make sense of everyday talk
(Hutchby, 2001). Especially in the case of face-to-face confrontation in “unscripted’ television, it
is not always clear how much the overhearing audience impacts the speakers (Hutchby, 2005).
By studying broadcast discourse, the extent to which institutional frameworks are oriented to

may be revealed.
Literature Review Conclusion

To conclude, advice is created interactionally by participants who attend to it as such.
Heritage and Sefi (1992) laid the framework of advice delivery by suggesting that it is both
normative and epistemically asymmetric. Building upon these features, subsequent studies
provide a deeper understanding of how advice is managed interactionally. Delivering of advice
may take the form of imperatives, information, interrogatives, or assessments. Recipients may
respond to advice through ways that (a) accept the advice, (b) align with the advice but resist the
role of advice recipient, (c) passively resist both the content and role of advice recipient, and (d)
explicitly reject the content and role of advice recipient. Overall, participants co-construct advice
through different delivery formats and responses that display their epistemic knowledge and

level of agreement.



WARRANTS FOR ADVICE GIVING 50

Because advice sequences differ in mundane, institutional, and broadcast discourse, future
research should focus on how these sequences unfold differently. In institutional settings, roles
often provide a warrant for the advice (Shaw & Hepburn, 2013). This is not to say that troubles
do not arise, but utterances can be framed in ways to manage tension (Hepburn et al., 2018). Less
research, however, has been done on mundane conversation. Advice in everyday talk is more
difficult to find because it is more opportunistic, inexplicit, and contingent (Shaw & Hepburn,
2013). While advice in institutional settings is often organized around a goal, advice in mundane

conversation is organized around rules that are less obvious (Hepburn et al., 2018).

Much of the research on advice in mundane interaction has been completed by Shaw and
Hepburn, with their work on mother and adult-daughter interactions. Further research is needed
to build upon this, especially because it could be argued that Shaw and Hepburn’s research on
mother-daughter interactions inhibits an institutional facet of its own, given that daughters often
orient to the mother role as having epistemic authority. Therefore, participants may enact their
roles through selections of advice delivery and response. Research concerning different
relationships, such as peer-to-peer, will reveal further insight to advice construction in mundane

conversation.

Studying advice in talk-show or reality broadcast settings also provides a challenge because
of the blurring of mundane and institutional lines. On one hand, the basics of advice interactions
in mundane conversation are exhibited in broadcast. However, participants still orient to the
institutional constraints that are part of creating content for an overhearing audience. Thus, it is
important to take this into consideration when studying advice sequences in the broadcast

context.
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Overall, the literature on advice through an interactional lens provides a base of research to
begin from. The difficult and potentially delicate matter of giving and receiving advice is
handled differently, depending on the context and content of the situation. By using these
fundamentals to analyze future data, researchers can provide insight to advice giving that has

implications for both professionals and everyday relationships.

Methodology

This section will cover the methodology of this analysis, as well as the data selection. To

begin, the methodology and rationale will be presented.

Method

Conversation analysis (CA) will be used for this thesis, in order to analyze a piece of advice
data. This method of analysis was selected because it allows exploration and the ability to notice
things that may be unexpected or would have gone unnoticed. Conversation analysis aims to
cultivate an understanding of participants’ methods of interaction (Heritage, 1984). By closely
analyzing transcribed data, situated practices can be explicated and examined. Rather than
studying the opinions or emotions influencing talk, CA’s focus is on how recipients treat talk
through turn-taking (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974). In other words, CA focuses on how
participants orient to one another through turns of talk (Halkowski & Gill, 2013). Because of this

focus on turns of talk, CA is grounded in data (Sacks et al., 1974).

Conversation analysis is appropriate for this study because advice is created interactionally
and treated accordingly. So, in examining peer-to-peer advice sequences, interactions will reveal
the relevance of participants’ roles. Further, the interactional resources employed by participants

to recognize talk as advice can be examined by using CA. Rather than beginning with relevant
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characteristics or identity traits of peer-to-peer communication, CA allows for an inductive
approach that treats the context as being interactionally constructed (Heritage, 2005). The
phenomena previously studied in advice sequences may be observed in the present data, but new

concepts may emerge, as well.

Data

The focus of CA is on naturally occurring interactions. Although different forms of data, such
as surveys and interviews, are useful for other methods, naturally occurring interactions are
essential in CA because that is the only way the performative and situated nature of talk can be
captured (Shaw, 2013). Therefore, data often takes the form of audio and visual recordings that
are transcribed. Recording interactions allows for coding of not only what was said, but also how
it was said (Clayman & Gill, 2004). Body language is also observable, and the video can be

played repeatedly to ensure complete transcription (Clayman & Gill, 2004).

This analysis will take the format of a single-case analysis (see Schegloff, 1987), in which a
single clip of data will be used. As a single-case analysis, a “range of phenomena” from past
work will be used to analyze a “single fragement of talk”” (Schegloff, 1987, p. 101). Prior
knowledge from conversation analytic studies will be used to highlight elements of the data
(Schegloff, 1987). Schegloff (1987, p. 102) writes that the “locus of order” lies in a single
occasion of interaction. In a single episode of talk, participants organize their talk to be orderly

or adjust to lack of order, as stated by Schegloff (1987):

...social action done through talk is organized and orderly not, or not only, as a matter of rule

or as a statistical regularity, but on a case by case, action by action, basis. Particular

complements of participants on singular occasions of interaction proceed in, to them, orderly
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ways; or, failing this, have ways of coping with the apparent lack of order which also operate
on a single case basis (p. 102).

Therefore, although this is only a single case, knowledge from prior studies can be used to

analyze the orderliness of participant interactions.

Due to time and resource constraints, a media representation of advice giving between friends
will be used. Specifically, a clip from the show Bachelor in Paradise will be transcribed and
analyzed. Bachelor in Paradise, aired on ABC, is a reality television show in which past
contestants from The Bachelor and The Bachelorette travel to “paradise” to find love.
Contestants get to know one another, and, in some cases, form relationships. The end goal is to

leave paradise in a relationship or engaged.

In this particular clip, two friends, Raven and Tia, discuss the turmoil in Tia’s current
romantic relationship. It is unclear how long Raven and Tia have been friends, but they were
friends before the show began. In this scene, Raven and her boyfriend (Adam) are on a double-
date with Colton and Tia. Raven pulls Tia aside to discuss her relationship with Colton. This clip
can clearly be defined as an advice sequence because (a) Raven is presenting a strong normative
push for Tia to reconsider her relationship, and (b) Raven is positioning herself as more

knowledgeable about romantic relationships.

Although this data provides a clear example of an advice sequence, there are some
methodological issues. One is that CA focuses on naturally occurring data, and this is a media
representation. Therefore, there is concern over how ‘natural’ the data is. However, it is
important to remember that, while filmed for reality television, the participants’ interactions still

provide an idea of the norms and tools used in everyday interaction.
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Broadcast discourse is neither strictly mundane nor institutional. However, because the focus
of this analysis is on mundane talk, this clip from Bachelor in Paradise will be analyzed as a
portrayal of mundane talk, rather than institutional talk. While the conversation between Raven
and Tia has been edited and shaped for entertainment purposes, it still reflects the fundamental
properties of mundane talk. Further, it has been edited by members of conversation culture, for
an audience of conversation culture. Both the editors and audience expect and implement

conversational norms that are conveyed in this advice sequence.

Finally, this analysis will not necessarily be broadly generalizable. Because it is a single piece
of data, it will not necessarily be representative of the entire population or any category. Still,
orderliness of this single case may be observed, with patterns going beyond the reach of this
analysis. Overall, the sequential implications of advice giving will be still be present and

analyzable.

Analysis

In order to analyze the data, it will first be transcribed using the Jefferson Transcription
System (Jefferson, 1983). This transcribing method was selected because it is frequently used in
conversation analysis and allows the transcriber to account for laughter, overlaps, pauses,
speaking volume and minute details of the conversation (Jefferson, 2004). Both what was said
and how it was said are accounted for (Drew, 2005). By accounting for all the details, the

intricacies of the conversation can be analyzed as relevant to the interaction.

After transcribing the data, interactions will be examined using the “unmotivated looking
approach” (ten Have, 1997). Rather than approaching the data with a preformulated theory, this
approach suggests exploring results with an open-mind (Psathas, 1995). Conduct of the

participants is the focus when using the unmotivated looking approach (Psathas, 1995).
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Assumptions about patient motivations, purpose and emotions are not taken into consideration,
unless they are explicitly displayed in the conversation (Psathas, 1995). Using this approach
allows the researcher to focus on what is happening and how it is happening, rather than why it is

happening (Halkowski & Gill, 2013).

While analyzing the data, the core concepts of CA will be drawn upon. For example, ‘turn
taking’ and ‘turn design’ establish the organization of talk and the way that responses are formed
(Drew, 2005; Sacks et al., 1974). On a larger scale, turns of talk form adjacency pairs and the
sequence as a whole (Drew, 2005). In this analysis, sequencing is of extra importance because

advice is interactionally created through participants’ turns and orientation.

Conclusion

To conclude this section on methodology, the research question will be presented. Using CA,
aspects of advice giving will be examined, including advice delivery, responses, normativity,
epistemics, and identity enactment. In investigating these concepts, the aim of this analysis is to
identify how advice delivery is both warranted and ratified by two peers in mundane

conversation. Therefore, the research question is as follows:

RQ: How is advice interactionally warranted in a media-representation of mundane conversation

between two peers?

Analyzing this data will allow for an investigation into how advice sequences are managed in
mundane conversation. Specifically, the establishment of a warrant by the advice giver and
ratification by the recipient will be looked at. Prior to conducting the following analysis section,
the conversation from Bachelor in Paradise was transcribed using standard Jefferson

transcription conventions, as described by Hepburn and Bolden (2013).
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Analysis

Advice Giving

Advice may be delivered in a variety of ways, ranging from explicit to ambiguous. Depending
on the construction selected, the level of normativity and knowledge asymmetry varies. In this
data, Raven delivers advice to Tia using several different formats. To identify advice sequences
between Raven and Tia, elements of normativity and knowledge asymmetry are accounted for
through their turns. Further, the warrant to deliver advice through identification as friends is

examined in this analysis.

Prior to Raven and Tia’s conversation used for this analysis, there is no footage of their
discussion. Thus, it is difficult to pinpoint how the advice sequence began. Whether Raven’s
input was solicited or not cannot be determined from this segment. Likewise, because this is a
media representation of mundane conversation, it is impossible to know if this conversation was

prompted. Therefore, entry to the advice sequence cannot be examined.

However, the conversation itself holds many examples of advice delivery and response.
Based on layout of the prior literature review, this analysis will be organized according to the
different types of advice giving, followed by responses. To begin, examples of advice delivery

through the imperative format will be examined.

Imperatives. Advice formatted as an imperative is the strongest form of advice, providing
both a clear normative push and epistemic difference. This type of delivery is produced with the
preferred response of acceptance or rejection, leaving little room for contingencies (Shaw, 2013).
Brown and Levinson (1978) describe this as “bald” delivery, in which a number of

circumstances are typically present. These circumstances include that the situation is urgent or
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requires efficiency; danger to the recipient’s face is small; following the advice does not demand
great sacrifices from the advice recipient; or, the advice giver is clearly in a position of greater
power (Brown & Levinson, 1978). Because the epistemic gradient in this type of delivery is

substantial, straightforward advice can attribute to interactional difficulties.

In the case of Raven and Tia, advice is delivered a number of times in the imperative format.

For example, the following extract displays Raven delivering “bald” (Brown & Levinson, 1976)

advice:
Extract 4.1 (0:39 — 0:51)
21  Raven: I'm r:illy conce:rned.
22 Raven: I do not want to see::[(.) yo:u in heartbreak.
23 [{(very slight nods from Tia))]
24 (2.4)
—p25 Raven: <You ha:ve ta rilly:: se:ek(.)the true> person that Colton 1is.
26 (1.7)

Prior to this sequence, Raven shared concerns about Colton’s intentions. Although Tia expressed

that she is “good at reading him,” Raven persists in delivering advice.

Before giving explicit advice, it is interesting to note that Raven shares a deep sense of
concern about Tia’s potential heartbreak (lines 21-22). This functions as a way for Raven to
justify her assessments and advice. By establishing herself as a ‘concerned friend,” Raven builds
her warrant to give advice. Implicitly, she is also forwarding the potential that Tia’s relationship

may end in heartbreak.

Prior to the advice at line 25, no explicit advice has been given. Rather, Raven has been
building a case for her concern. After notable silences from Tia, Raven delivers advic