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3. Premises and Goals of Interactional Linguistic Research 17

accomplishments, actively produced and reproduced in real time, in a context-
sensitive fashion. They are both context-dependent and context-constitutive, and
must be treated as fundamentally flexible entities that are adapted to the local
exigencies and contingencies of interaction. Linguistic units can be constructed
collaboratively and are therefore distributed across speakers (Lerner 1991).
In consequence, these units must be conceived of as emergent in use (Hopper
1988, 1998), being interactively achieved in talk. This is only one example of how
language as used in interaction cannot be adequately conceptualized as the simple
application of an abstract and context-free system. As the following chapters wall
show, there are many others.
In order to describe language as used in interaction, it needs to be carefully
examined in its natural habitat, in a radically empirical fashion and on the basis of
mndamentally constructionist and interactionist premises. This will show how
:; vuistic resources and practices are adapted to and designed for carrying out routine
tasks in the management of interaction. The context of language use, especially its
sequeniial interactional context, must be an integral part of linguistic theory and
practice (see also Duranti and Goodwin 1992). An interactional linguistic description
of language as used in social interaction will lead to a more realistic and therefore
improved basis for, among others, grammars of spoken language; courses on lan-
guage awareness, language teaching, and intercultural communication; speech ana-
lysis and synthesis programs in computerized interactive dialog systems; and
counseling and training programs in rhetoric and communication skills. A0

ii. Relationship to CA

Although they overlap in many respects and build on each other’s results, CA
and Interactional Linguistics have partly different goals and objectives: both are
interdisciplinary endeavors but CA is grounded in sociology, Interactional
Linguistics in linguistics. CA is primarily interested in sequential and manﬂ-
order; on occasion it is also concerned with explaining the “macro™-soci |
phenomena that are reproduced through everyday and institutional ﬂ!ﬂnﬂﬁ :
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accomplishments, actively produced and reproduced in real time, :.h-m mﬂ.:ﬁﬁ?
sensitive fashion. They are both context-dependent and context-constitutive, and
must be treated as fundamentally flexible entities that are adapted to the local
exigencies and contingencies of interaction. Linguistic units can be constructed
collaboratively and are therefore distributed across speakers (Lerner 1991).
In consequence, these units must be conceived of as emergent in use (Hopper
1988, 1998), being interactively achieved in talk. This is only one example of how
language as used in interaction cannot be adequately conceptualized as the simple
w, there are many others.
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guagce awareness, language teaching, and intercultural communication; speech ana-
lysis and synthesis programs in computerized interactive dialog systems; and
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11. Relationship to CA

Although they overlap in many respects and build on each other’s results, CA

and Interactional Linguistics have partly different goals and objectives: both are
interdisciplinary endeavors but CA 15 grounded in sociology, Interactional
Linguistics in linguistics. CA is primarily interested in sequential and social
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accomplishments, actively produced and reproduced in real time, in a context-
sensitive fashion. They are both context-dependent and context-constitutive, and
must be treated as fundamentally flexible entities that are adapted to the local
exigencies and contingencies of interaction. Linguistic units can be constructed
collaboratively and are therefore distributed across speakers (Lemer 1991).
In consequence, these units must be conceived of as emergent in use (Hopper
1988, 1998), being interactively achieved in talk. This is only one example of how
language as used in interaction cannot be adequately conceptualized as the simple
application of an abstract and context-free system. As the following chapters will
show, there are many others.

In order to describe language as used in interaction, it needs to be carefully
examined in its natural habitat, in a radically empirical fashion and on the basis of
qundamentally constructionist and interactionist premises. This will show how
linguistic resources and practices are adapted to and designed for carrying out routine
tasks in the management of interaction. The context of language use, especially its
sequcritial interactional context, must be an integral part of linguistic theory and
sractice (see also Duranti and Goodwin 1992). An interactional linguistic description
of language as used in social interaction will lead to a more realistic and therefore
improved basis for, among others, grammars of spoken language; courses on lan-
guage awareness, language teaching, and intercultural communication; speech ana-
lysis and synthesis programs in computerized interactive dialog systems; and
counseling and training programs in rhetoric and communication skills. G
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