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1. Introduction

  This paper will apply Francis and Hunston’s (1992) framework for analyzing

everyday conversation to a professional interview with the purpose of examining the

characteristics of debate-like discourse. It will be argued that the framework reveals the

assertive nature of the discourse in general as well as more specific strategies used in

argumentative situations. After that comment will be offered as to the issues involved in

applying the framework to this specific genre of dialogue. Many issues remain to be

resolved in the analysis of spoken discourse but refining the tools put forward so far will

reveal a course forward.

2. Part I. Analysis

2.1 Literature Review: The System of Analysis

  It will be assumed that the reader is familiar with the Francis and Hunston (1992)

framework for analyzing everyday conversation but a brief review of the system and

background will follow. The framework aims to add detail to the Coulthard and

Montgomery (1981) propositions that modified fundamental elements of the original,

more intricate framework laid out in Sinclair and Coulthard (1975).

  Expanding on ideas like ‘adjacency pairs’ (Sacks, n.d.), spoken discourse analysts

begin with the idea that certain utterances predict or restrict those to follow and set out

to define the structure of larger stretches of spoken language. Sinclair and Coulthard

(1975) examining discourse within the classroom identify the elements of structure I R

F (Initiation, Response, and Follow–up) realized respectively by the moves ‘opening’,

‘answering’, and ‘follow-up’, and place these within a discourse rank-scale hierarchy

based on Halliday’s (1961) ‘Categories of the theory of grammar’ moving from their

largest category ‘Lesson’ to the smallest ‘Act’. They identify and define in detail

elements and classes within the ranks, and the constraints therein. Coulthard and

Montgomery (1981) observing patterns in other types of data, notice that an exchange

Initiation can either be an elicitation or a presentation of new information, and a

Response can be an answer to an elicitation or an acknowledgement of information.

They proposed abandoning the one-to-one correlation between elements of structure and



2

moves, re-labeling the moves realizing I R F as ‘eliciting’, ‘informing’ and

‘acknowledging’ and adding the possibility of an informing move at I or R, and an

acknowledging move at R or F. (See Coulthard and Brazil (1992) for a more detailed

explanation of this.) This new relationship of Exchange structure element to Move is

illustrated below (Fig 1).

Figure 1. The reformed relationship between Exchange structure and Moves

  As well, in order to more clearly define the boundaries of an exchange, I R F was

extended to I (R/I) R (Fn), R/I occurring occasionally, acting as both I and R in order to

clarify or elicit a repeat of an utterance, and F being optional and possibly occurring

more than once. Thus, only I and R then, are obligatory within all complete exchanges.

  Building on this, and utilizing the Hallidayan rank-scale hierarchy, Francis and

Hunston analyzed telephone conversations and other authentic data and set 5 levels to

the rank-scale of spoken discourse as illustrated below (Fig. 2).

Figure 2. Francis and Hunston’s five ranks of spoken discourse.
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!The highest level on the rank, Interaction is hard to define but roughly is the speaking

situation. Next, Transaction is the topic of conversation and is recognized by the

structural element P (Preliminary) or by a high key proclaiming tone initiating an

utterance. There are 2 major types of Exchange: Organizational and Conversational and

within those, 6 sub-classes (2 Organizational, 4 Conversational). Exchanges are

realized by the structural elements I, (I/R), R, and (F.) which are subsequently realized

by the next level down on the rank, Move which possesses 8 sub-classes formed by the

lowest level on the scale, Act of which there are 32 types and which structurally can be

in one of three positions, pre-head, head, or post-head. Details of the restrictions of use

of the various elements and where they can occur can be found in Francis and Hunston

(Ibid) and indeed constitutes the main body of the work. Restrictions on where in an

Exchange a Move can occur when R/I is considered are illustrated below (Fig. 3). The

names of the various elements can be found with a summation of the data in appendix 2.

Figure 3. The restriction of Moves in Exchanges adding R/I

2.2 Source of Data

  The data to be analyzed was selected from interviews featured on the independent

daily news program ‘Democracy Now! airing on over 350 radio and TV stations in

North America. On the show, hosts Amy Goodman and Juan Gonzales typically

interview guests in studio or via video or sound conferencing. In this case it was a video

feed, which interestingly from the point of view of the present analysis, minimized any

communication expressed by body movement or facial expressions. Along with video

files of the interviews, approximated transcripts are available for free from the

production’s website as a resource, but the transcript required major reworking to be

used for this type of analysis in order to adhere to the conventions used by Francis and

Hunston. Aside from special typographical coding used by the researchers to indicate

overlapping, the transcript lacked content such as back channel cues (e.g. ‘Uh hum’),

the use of ‘umm..’ to fill space during a speaking turn, false starts leading into an

utterance (e.g. ‘ah, I, I, wanted to ask you a question.), uncompleted words, and slips of

the tongue. The data was chosen at a point where there were frequent alternations of
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speaker with appropriate beginning and ending points allowing for approximately 2500

words of dialogue. It covers 11 minutes and 17 seconds of the interview. The data

sample coded with the Francis and Hunston system is included as appendix 1.

2.3 Analysis of the Data

  The analysis proceeds from large to small on the hierarchical rank scale. A summary

of the numbers quoted in the analysis are attached in table form as appendix 2

2.3.1 Interaction, Transaction

  Like Francis and Hunston’s data sample, (Francis & Hunston, 1992:157-161).  the

entire data sample takes place within the two highest units on the rank scale, interaction

and transaction. The ‘interaction’ in this case comprises an interview of co-authors

New York Times correspondent Michael Gordon and retired U.S. General Bernard

Trainor concerning their new book about the war in Iraq, ‘Cobra II’. The boundary

transactions preceding the onset of the interview would support this but not necessarily

define it (ibid. 141). The ‘transaction’ starts when the interviewer, Amy Goodman

changes the topic from the new book and the war in general, to interviewee Michael

Gordon’s activities as a journalist leading up to the invasion as, ”the transaction is

basically a topic-unit.”(ibid. 140). The data sample begins at the point where the topic is

changed, but does not continue entirely to the end for reasons of space.

2.3.2 Exchanges

  There were a total of 23 exchanges in the data. Although the data was chosen to have

frequent alternations of speakers, this was a relatively low number of exchanges

considering the amount of data. This is due to the ‘interview’ nature of the situation

characterized by long ‘Elicit’ and ‘Inform’ exchanges.

  ‘Inform’ was the most frequent type of exchange with a total of 12 exchanges

comprising 64 percent of the data in terms of words, 1.9 times more than the next most

frequent exchange ‘Elicit’ which with 8 exchanges covered 34 percent of the words in

the data. The remaining 3 exchanges (2 percent of the words) were ‘Direct’ orders to

relinquish the floor realized by move heads like “ Let me make my point and then you

could answer it” (line 118).

  The lack of other types of exchanges could be a result of the static and stable nature

of the situation; two persons seated in separate TV studios with no problem hearing

each other, but more interesting is the dominance of ‘Inform’ over ‘Elicit’ as it would be

thought that an interview would primarily consist of ‘Elicit’ exchanges where the
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interviewer would ask questions of the interviewee triggering long informing moves at

R. However more characteristic was either the interviewer and interviewee initiating an

‘Inform’ to introduce information that contrasted something that the other party had

introduced before.

  As the interview became more of a debate, one interesting strategy was revealed by

the exchange structure. It seemed that both parties preferred to be the initiator of the

exchange even if it meant deviating from a preferred response or leaving an exchange

incomplete. Related to this were the numerous interruptions attempting successfully or

not to take the floor (lines 10, 11, 13, 16, 30, 33, 36, 41, 76, 116, 136, 270, 294, 299,

302, 311, 313, 315) but these were of a different nature. Twice, at an appropriate starting

point for an ‘R’ move, rather than respond at R the interviewee initiated a new exchange

saying something like “Are you going to let me talk now?” (line 154). The interviewer

would then again re-initiate directing the interviewee to ‘respond’ (line 154,233)

apparently also refusing to be at R and thus leaving the interviewee’s exchange

incomplete. This happened once at line 154 (Example 1below), and once at line 233.

Example 1: Battling for Exchange Initiation

Line of dialogue act e.s. move e.s exchange

150.  A:some well into the night. In the end, nobody

151. was quoted questioning the C.I.A.'s position,

152. as I would have expected. He says.

153. M: Ø

154. M: Are you going to let me talk now?

155. A: If you could respond to that, please.

156. M: Yeah.

157. M: You're not well-informed on this issue,

(rec)

n,pr

inq

rec

i

h

h

h

pre-h

h

(Acknowledging)

Eliciting

Eliciting

Informing

R

I

I

R

Elicit (inc)

Elicit

  It could be construed that the interviewee wanted to continue a point he had failed to

insert earlier rather than respond to the topic at hand, but the utterances following didn’t

do so. It also could be interpreted that the interviewer wanted to make sure the

interviewee didn’t veer off the subject in such a way, but in a previous similar exchange

(line 76) the interviewer had allowed the interviewee’s re-initiation tactic without

witnessing such deviant subject shifting on the part of the interviewee. It is therefore

plausible that the interviewee’s intentions were to, in a manner, clear the way and

appear to be on the offensive at I of a new exchange rather than at a defensive R even

though what he would say would be the same. The interviewer didn’t allow this simply
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in order to retain the upper hand role of ‘interviewer’. These exchange re-initiation

tactics seemed only to serve the needs of a power struggle within the interaction.

  

2.3.3 Moves

  There were a total of 48 moves in the data. Examining the types found also reveals

the argumentative nature of the interview. Compared to 8 Eliciting moves there were 17

Informing, again suggesting that the participants were more interested in asserting

information than asking and answering questions in a more cooperative discourse. Of a

total of 19 Acknowledging moves, 9 were realized by the act ‘protest’ (line 16, 33, 35,

116, 266, 299, 311, 313, 315) when the listener disagreed with what was being said, and

6 were the special implied ‘receive’ act that is coded before a new exchange for lack of

a predicted R in an Inform exchange (ibid.154-5). Of these, three (line 29, 112, 293)

were before a new Inform introducing contrasting information as in example 40 of

Francis and Hunston (ibid), two (line 75,153) were before an Elicit exchange like the

“Are you going to let me talk now?” mentioned before, and one (line 135) was before a

Direct exchange realized by the head “&Let me just quote&”. Lowest in frequency

were three sets of Directing and Behaving moves of the aforementioned ‘Let me talk!’

nature.

2.3.4 Acts

  There were a total of 67 acts. The most numerous type was informative with a total of

14. Of those, only 5 were at R (line 4, 14, 77, 157, 237), and of those, only 3 were

yes/no answers. This again illustrates a tendency for interjecting information in a debate.

There were 10 starters and 3 of these (line 11, 37, 303) were of a hostile nature from the

interviewee, for example “Excuse me! Excuse me! I let you talk. You should let me

talk!” (line 303). This is very similar to the exchange re-initiation technique mentioned

earlier. The interviewer on the other hand tended to use the starter to assert the

factuality of the following utterance, for example, “Well, Let me quote the Times” (line

43). Also at a count of 10 was receive, but it is worth mentioning that 6 of these were of

the implied Acknowledgement move found in Example 1 above so were not vocalized.

  Next in terms of frequency were the 9 instances of protest mentioned earlier, which

need no further elaboration here. More interesting perhaps, is the observation of 6

engage acts, more commonly known as ‘back channel cues’ or ‘feedback’ (Yngve,

1970). These were all vocalized as “Uh hum” from the interviewee and interestingly

none of them came from the interviewer. An plausable interpretation of these, while

perhaps also being a prelude to a bid for a speaking turn, is that perhaps they meant to
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express “Yes, I already know all this.” reinstating the interviewee as the ‘primary

knower’ (Berry, 1981) in an attempt to gain footing in preparation for a defensive

response. It is interesting to further speculate that the interviewer’s lack of back channel

cues reserves her offensive role. She is familiar with, and has already predicted to a

point the argument the interviewee will put forth and doesn’t want to validate it by

engaging. Contrary to this idea however, is the fact that upon examining other

interviews done by this interviewer, it was found that as a matter of course, she doesn’t

back channel when the interviewee is speaking, perhaps in order to give the stage, and

of course knowledge ownership solely to the interviewee as a matter of politeness. This

may be true also of most interviewers or even in a broader sense, most listeners when a

speaker is presenting new, ‘speaker-owned’ information. It could be said then that the

interviewer’s lack of engage was a matter of politeness but that the interviewee’s

repetitive use of it contrary to the fact that the interviewer was presenting new

‘interviewer-owned’ information was both an usurpation of primary knower status, and

also a parting with such manners in preparation to launch a defensive attack. The use of

engage in interviewing situations could be an interesting topic for further research,

  Occurring only once, but indicative of a debate was the terminate at line 36 identified

by its being low key. Having asserted something and having it refuted, the interviewee

was trying to counter that again and shut the interviewer down claiming closure by

ending the exchange with low key.

  There were various other acts of low frequency which will not be mentioned

individually but as a final note it was noticed that there were only 5 neutral proposals

and 2 inquires in producing the 14 informative acts again illustrating the assertive nature

of the discourse.

2.3.5 Summary of Analysis

  Using Francis and Hunston’s rank scale framework for analyzing spoken discourse

brought to light several characteristics of the debate-like nature of the sampled data.

Among these characteristics were the numerous self-initiated Inform exchanges,

techniques for re-initiating exchanges to turn the table and become the initiator, Using

Direct exchanges to usurp the floor, interrupting utterances with an Acknowledge move

realized by the act protest, using the pre-head starter to assert the factuality of a

following utterance (the interviewer) or to complain that one hadn’t been given the

chance earlier to say what would follow (the interviewee), and the use of engage back

channel cues to reassert primary knower status. There were however several issues

involved with fitting the data into Francis and Hunston’s framework, which will be
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commented on in part II of this paper.

3. Part II. Comment

3.1 Introduction to Comment

  While Francis and Hunston’s (1992) framework proved to be a powerful tool in

revealing patterns in the data and the characteristics and strategies of this type of

discourse, there were many issues involved in fitting the data into it. First and foremost,

because of the debate-like nature of the interview there was a tendency for each speaker

to simply react to an exchange initiating Informing move at I, with another Informing

move. This happened often and presented difficulty in the encoding process. Secondly,

interpreting the discourse functions of the utterances presented problems. Thirdly, the

relationships between acts made by the same speaker were left unexamined if they

crossed an exchange. And finally, long utterances were largely left unexamined by the

framework.

3.2 Informs as Responses to Informs

  Inherent in the I (R/I) R (F) framework is the assumption that R is predicted by I. In

other words R is obligatory and an exchange lacking an R is incomplete. This would

seem true if I were a simple question and R were its answer. A question unanswered is

certainly an incomplete exchange. However in the data it often occurred that an

informative act as head of an Informing move at I of an Inform exchange would be

countered by another Informative move realized by an informative act as head. A

summarized version of the conversation surrounding line 113 would look like this:

M: I didn’t write that in the article because the dissenters didn’t come forward with

their opinions at the time.

A: They say they did in this quote…(continues on to cite a newspaper article at length)

 These are both informing moves realized by informative acts and obviously are related

in the discourse, the second line being a response to the first. They should be part of the

same exchange but the system doesn’t allow this because it would cause problems

defining the borders of an exchange. Francis and Hunston (1992) state that in order to

have definable limits to an exchange, “if there are two eliciting or two informing moves

in one exchange, their heads must be realized by different acts”(ibid: 144).
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Compounding this, the definition of an informative act states it shall be found at R of an

Elicit exchange or I of an Inform exchange (ibid. 131) so, an informative act cannot be

at R of an Inform exchange or occur as the head of two informing moves within the

same exchange. Francis and Hunston say that if these conditions aren’t met the

exchange is to be coded as incomplete but this seemed an unacceptable solution for the

data analyzed in this study. An alternative act to describe these Informing moves was

looked for in Francis and Hunston’s framework but none matched. The act protest

seemed close but it cannot realize an informing move (Ibid. 127) and is defined as “yes,

no and their variants” (133) however the same definition says, “it acknowledges the

utterance while disputing its correctness, relevance, …or anything else”. For this reason

the act protest was used at R or F when the utterance directly “disputed correctness”

even if it wasn’t a yes or no, as in this summarized version of the data surrounding line

299:

M: I actually did write that the IAEA challenged the fact that aluminum tubes were to

be used for nuclear weapons.

A: Many months later!

  However, extending protest didn’t capture the idea of a more lengthy presentation of

information in response to, and contradicting a previous informative utterance as in the

case of the citing of the newspaper quote mentioned earlier (around line 113). In these

cases, Francis and Hunston’s ‘implied’ Acknowledging move realized by a receive act

was used as in the examples in their work (Examples 40-42, Ibid. 154-5). To an extent,

they seemed to match. The idea of a silent (thus ‘implied’) Acknowledging move is that

the listener is present, and has heard and processed the speaker’s utterance, and thus

receives it though says nothing. This is coded as R and so the listener reacting to it starts

a new exchange without breaking the rule of an obligatory R predicted by I. This

technique is useful in that it allows the hierarchical system to remain in tact, but it

seems that implied Acknowledging moves could be coded at any number of places in the

data and are in fact omnipresent assuming the listener is being attentive. Francis and

Hunston account for this arguing that “[t]he unrealized elements are ‘understood’ if and

only if what follows in the discourse is consistent with that interpretation”. In any case,

while coding the data within an Inform exchange, it was quite difficult to decide

whether to stretch the definition of protest, or use the implied Acknowledging move, the

later of which denies the relationship of the two utterances in terms of exchange. One

method suggested by Francis and Hunston (1992:156) to deal with difficulties such as
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those previously described is to create new acts that describe utterances particular to a

type of discourse. I would like to propose a new act that would allow utterances such as

those described to exist within the same exchange. A definition could look something

like this:

add-informative  a-i

  Realized by information that adds to, contrasts, or contradicts

information in a preceding utterance. Realizes the head of an

Informing move as a special type of I/R.

  Its function is to supply information that adds to, changes, or

challenges information of a preceding utterance.

3.3 Interpreting Illocutionary Acts

  While coming to terms with the system was the most difficult task in deciding where

to divide exchanges, the most laborious part of fitting the data to the framework was

deciding which discourse functions each utterance realized. The difficulties encountered

are too numerous to mention individually but commenting on a few examples may be

illustrative.

  One such problem was at line 30. The data is as follows (Example 2).

Example 2. Interpreting utterances

30. A: & Michael Gordon, let me

31. just respond. We don’t – we, we have limited time

32. in the program,but I just &

33. M: & Well, then you should let me

34. answer your questions.&

35. A: &I did.&

36. M: &No, you haven’t

s

i

prot

prot

ter

pre-h

h

h

h

h

Informing

Acknowledging

Acknowledge

I

R

F

Inform 4

  The verb ‘let’ in the imperative mood (let me…) would seem to indicate the act

directive realizing a Directing move in a Direct exchange. The response “Well, then you

should let me answer your questions” would be a reject act realizing the pre-head of a

Behaving move. However, the response addresses “we have limited time” as

information presented by A and protests her right to have uttered it. Therefore “we have

limited time” was coded as the head of an Informing move and an informative act. This

use of ‘let me’ was found several times in the data and was coded in various ways
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according to what followed.

  In a similar way, at line 12, “Can I answer your question, since you asked me a

question?” could easily be paraphrased as “Let me talk!” again a directive, but the

response was “Well, no.” treating it (perhaps slightly ironically) in its literal sense, as a

neutral proposal and thus was coded as such. This happened again but without the need

to consider a paraphrase. “If you could respond to that, please.” (line 155), in terms of

form seems to be a directive act; “respond please” being a request for action, but

Francis and Hunston’s definition of directive specifies that it is a request for a non-

verbal response, so ‘respond’ even in imperative mood would not match the criteria. It

realizes an inquire and was coded as such. Often however, utterances requesting that the

other party cease talking, or allow the speaker to interject were taken as a request for a

non-verbal response and because of that were coded as directive.

  Line 36 also mentioned in the analysis, seemed like a protest in that it “dispute(s)

correctness” (Ibid. 133) but the fact that it was low-key identified it as a terminate.

3.4 A Rank Between Exchange and Transaction.

  While this did not pose problems in terms of coding once the system was internalized,

it was noticed that the relationship of utterances made by the same speaker was often

not captured by the system. This relates back to the system’s need to delineate

exchanges as mentioned earlier. One clear example happens at line 137. A’s “Let me

just quote…” is followed by the response “OK” by M after which A goes on to recite at

some length an outside source. In Francis and Hunston’s system “Let me just quote”

followed by “OK” is one exchange, and the actual quote initiates a new one. However,

if adjacent, “Let me just quote” would be a pre-head to the informative move of citing

the quote making the relationship clear but as it stands they are separated and no such

relationship is illustrated. In the same way much of what M had to say throughout the

entire discourse if said continuously would be seen as post-head comment to the

informative act “No, I’m not.” (line 4) in response to “Are you sorry that you did this

piece?” (line 2). It may be that adding one more overarching rank to the scale

somewhere between exchange and transaction would resolve such issues but limitations

to analytic devices are inevitable. Like its predecessors, Francis and Hunston’s

framework primarily focuses on the nature of exchange.

3.5 Long Utterances

  Along the same lines but lower in the rank scale, long utterances are left almost

unexamined by the system. The debate–like nature of the data sampled and interviews
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in general often produce long almost monologue-like uninterrupted chains of spoken

language, which need to be dissected within the rank-scale hierarchy. Descriptions of

stages in long speaking turns or the interpersonal affect certain ways of speaking such as

is reviewed in Eggins and Slade (1997) could be of use. More specifically descriptions

of monologue such as those in Brazil (1995) or Coulthard and Montgomery (1981)

could contribute moves like paraphrase, exemplifier, or repetition to the framework

helping it describe more fully these types of utterances however, it can be seen how this

could complicate things to an unacceptable level unless they are to be used only in the

case of long utterances or monologues as they are in practice.

4. Conclusion

  Most of the problems encountered in fitting the data to the system can be attributed to

its genre and the fact that it differs with the data behind Francis and Hunston’s work.

The framework did however prove to be powerful and was successful at pinpointing

characteristics of the data and even perhaps the genre represented within. It can be seen

that a viable path to push spoken discourse analysis forward is to expand on Francis and

Hunston’s theoretical apparatus. In doing so, it would be necessary to identify genres of

interaction and work out specialized sets of acts, moves, and perhaps even ranks in the

scale to describe them while determining which of such entities are more or less core

and universal to all genres of spoken discourse. These tools can then be turned back on

data representative of the genre to reveal its characteristics in specific terms as this

paper has done.



13

Works Cited:

Berry, M. (1981) ‘Systemic linguistics and discourse analysis: A multi-layered approach

to exchange structure’ IN: M. Coulthard & M. Montgomery (eds.), Studies in

discourse analysis. (p. 126) London: Routledge

Brazil, D. (1995) Classroom and Spoken Discourse. University of Birmingham: Centre

for English Language Studies.

Coulthard, M. (1992)(ed.) Advances In Spoken Discourse Analysis. London:Routledge

Coulthard, M. and Brazil, D .(1992) ‘Exchange Structure’ IN: Malcolm Coulthard (ed.)

Advances in Spoken Discourse Analysis. London: Routledge.

Coulthard, M. and Montgomery, M., and Brazil, D. (1981)’Developing a Description of

Spoken Discourse’. IN: Coulthard, M. and Montgomery, M (eds.)(1981) Studies in

Discourse Analysis. London: Routledge

Eggins S. and Slade D.(1997) ‘Analysing Casual Conversation’ London:Equinox

Francis, F. and Hunston, S. (1992) ‘Analysing everyday conversation’ IN: Malcolm

Coulthard (ed.) Advances in Spoken Discourse Analysis. London: Routledge

Halliday, M.A.K. (1961) ‘Categories of the theory of grammar’, Word 17, 3, 241-92

Sacks, H. (n.d.) ‘Aspects of the sequential organization of conversation’, unpublished

MS.

Sinclair, J. and Coulthard M. (1975) Towards an Analysis of Discourse: The English

Used by Teachers and Pupils. London: Oxford University Press

Yngve, V. (1970) On getting a word in edgewise. IN: Papers from the Sixth Regional

Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society, pp. 567-577.



1
4

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 1
: E

x
cerp

t fro
m

 in
d
ep

en
d
en

t n
ew

s p
ro

g
ram

 “D
em

o
cracy

 N
o
w

!”

T
o
tal tim

e 11
 m

in
u
tes 1

7
 seco

n
d
s (3

9
:1

0
- 5

1
:2

7
)

 

K
ey

 to
 sy

m
b
o
ls:

(#
)=

 p
au

se

&
 =

 in
terru

p
ted

, in
terru

p
tin

g
, o

r o
v
erlap

p
in

g
 start o

r fin
ish

(in
c)=

in
co

m
p
lete ex

ch
an

g
e

L
in

e o
f d

ia
lo

g
u
e

a
ct

e.s.
m

o
ve

e.s.
exc

h
ex

tr

B
efo

re th
is p

o
in

t, N
ew

 Y
o
rk

 T
im

es rep
o
rter an

d
 au

th
o
r M

ich
ael G

o
rd

o
n
 (M

) is recallin
g
 ev

en
ts p

reced
in

g
 th

e in
v
asio

n
 o

f Iraq
 to

‘D
em

o
cracy

 N
o
w

!” in
terv

iew
er A

m
y
 G

o
o
d
m

an
 (A

).

1
. A

: L
et m

e ju
st ask

 so
m

eth
in

g
 o

n
 th

at.

2
. A

re y
o
u
 so

rry
 y

o
u
 d

id
 th

e p
iece? A

re y
o
u
 so

rry
 th

at

3
. th

is p
iece &

4
. M

: &
 N

o
, I'm

 n
o
t.

5
. I m

ean
, w

h
at –

 I d
o
n
't k

n
o
w

 if y
o
u
 u

n
d
erstan

d

6
. h

o
w

 jo
u
rn

alism
 w

o
rk

s, b
u
t th

e w
ay

 jo
u
rn

alism

7
. w

o
rk

s is y
o
u
 w

rite w
h
at y

o
u
 k

n
o
w

, an
d
 w

h
at y

o
u

8
. k

n
o
w

 at th
e tim

e y
o
u
 try

 to
 co

n
v
ey

 as b
est y

o
u
 can

,

9
. b

u
t th

en
 y

o
u
 d

o
n
't sto

p
 rep

o
rtin

g
.

sn
.p

r

ico
m

p
re-h

hhp
o
st-h

E
licitin

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

IR

E
licit

1
1



1
5

1
0
. A

: W
ell, let m

e, let m
e &

1
1
. M

: &
 C

an
 I an

sw
er y

o
u
r q

u
estio

n
,

1
2
. sin

ce y
o
u
 ask

ed
 m

e a q
u
estio

n
?

1
3
. A

: &
W

ell,

1
4
. n

o
,

1
5
. I w

an
ted

 to
 g

et –
&

1
6
. M

: &
N

o
, w

ait a seco
n
d
,

1
7
. if y

o
u
 ask

 m
e a q

u
estio

n

1
8
. –

 I'm
 h

ap
p
y
 to

 an
sw

er all y
o
u
r q

u
estio

n
s,

1
9
. b

u
t w

h
at I'm

 try
in

g
 to

 ex
p
lain

 to
 y

o
u
 is o

n
e th

in
g
.

2
0
. T

h
at w

as w
h
at I k

n
ew

 at th
e tim

e. It's tru
e th

at it w
as

2
1
. th

e k
ey

 ju
d
g
m

en
t. It’s th

e sam
e in

fo
rm

atio
n
 th

ey

2
2
. p

resen
ted

 to
 C

o
lin

 P
o
w

ell, b
y
 th

e w
ay, an

d
 it's w

h
at

2
3
. p

ersu
ad

ed
 h

im
 to

 g
o
 to

 th
e U

n
ited

 N
atio

n
s an

d
 m

ak
e

2
4
. th

e case o
n
 th

e n
u
clear tu

b
es. I w

ro
te th

e co
n
trary

 case,

2
5
. g

iv
in

g
 th

e IA
E

A
 eq

u
al tim

e. T
h
ey

 d
isp

u
ted

 it. I d
o
n
't

2
6
. h

av
e a d

o
g
 in

 th
is fig

h
t. I d

id
n
't k

n
o
w

 w
h
at w

as th
e

2
7
. u

ltim
ate tru

th
. W

h
en

 th
e IA

E
A

 cam
e o

u
t in

 Jan
u
ary

2
8
. an

d
 d

isp
u
ted

 it, I rep
o
rted

 it.&

2
9
. A

:Ø

3
0
. A

: &
 M

ich
ael G

o
rd

o
n
, let m

e ju
st resp

o
n
d
.

smip
ro

t

si(rec)

s

hshp
re-h

hhp
re-h

(u
n
co

d
ab

le)

E
licitin

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

(u
n
co

d
ab

le)

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

(A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g
)

In
fo

rm
in

g

IRFIRI

E
licit

In
fo

rm

In
fo

rm

234



1
6

3
1
. W

e d
o
n
’t –

 w
e, w

e h
av

e lim
ited

 tim
e

3
2
. in

 th
e p

ro
g
ram

,b
u
t I ju

st &

3
3
. M

: &
 W

ell, th
en

 y
o
u
 sh

o
u
ld

 let m
e

3
4
. an

sw
er y

o
u
r q

u
estio

n
s.&

3
5
. A

: &
I d

id
.&

3
6
. M

: &
N

o
, y

o
u
 h

av
en

’t

3
7
. let m

e an
sw

er y
o
u
r q

u
estio

n
.&

3
8
. A

: &
A

re y
o
u
 so

rry
 th

en
, th

at th
e N

ew

3
9
. Y

o
rk

 T
im

es w
as so

rry
 th

at th
is p

iece ap
p
eared

 as it

4
0
. d

id
 o

n
 th

e fro
n
t p

ag
e o

f th
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es.&

4
1
. M

: &
I d

o
n

't th
in

k
 "so

rry
" is

4
2
. th

e w
o
rd

 th
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es u
sed

.

4
3
. A

: W
ell, let m

e q
u
o
te th

e T
im

es.

4
4
. In

 th
eir p

iece th
at th

ey
 w

ro
te to

 th
e read

ers,

4
5
. th

at said
, “F

ro
m

 th
e E

d
ito

rs, th
e T

im
es in

 Iraq
,”

4
6
. th

at m
an

y
 referred

 to
 as th

e m
ea cu

lp
a o

f th
e T

im
es,

4
7
. th

ey
 said

, “O
n
 S

ep
tem

b
er 8

, 2
0
0
2
, th

e lead
 article o

f

4
8
. th

e p
ap

er w
as h

ead
lin

ed
, ‘U

.S
. S

ay
s H

u
ssein

4
9
. In

ten
sified

 Q
u
est fo

r A
-B

o
m

b
 P

arts.’ T
h
at

5
0
. rep

o
rt co

n
cern

ed
 th

e alu
m

in
u
m

 tu
b
es

5
1
. th

at th
e ad

m
in

istratio
n
 ad

v
ertised

 in
sisten

tly
 as

ip
ro

t

p
ro

t

ter

sn
.p

r

rej

si

hhhhp
re-h

hhp
re-h

h

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

E
licitin

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

RFFIIRI

In
fo

rm
(in

c)

E
licit

In
fo

rm

567



1
7

5
2
. co

m
p
o
n
en

ts fo
r th

e m
an

u
factu

re o
f n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s

5
3
. fu

el. T
h
e claim

 cam
e n

o
t fro

m
 d

efecto
rs b

u
t fro

m

5
4
. th

e b
est in

tellig
en

ce so
u
rces av

ailab
le at th

e tim
e.

5
5
. S

till, it sh
o
u
ld

 h
av

e b
een

 p
resen

ted
 m

o
re cau

tio
u
sly.

5
6
. T

h
ere w

ere h
in

ts th
at th

e u
sefu

ln
ess o

f th
e tu

b
es in

5
7
. m

ak
in

g
 n

u
clear fu

el w
as n

o
t a su

re th
in

g
, b

u
t th

e

5
8
. h

in
ts w

ere b
u
ried

 d
eep

, 1
,7

0
0
 w

o
rd

s in
to

 a 3
,6

0
0
-w

o
rd

5
9
. article, ad

m
in

istratio
n
 o

fficials w
ere allo

w
ed

 to
 h

o
ld

6
0
. fo

rth
 at len

g
th

 o
n
 w

h
y
 th

is ev
id

en
ce o

f Iraq
's n

u
clear

6
1
. in

ten
tio

n
s d

em
an

d
ed

 th
at S

ad
d
am

 H
u
ssein

 b
e d

islo
d
g
ed

6
2
. fro

m
 p

o
w

er. ‘T
h
e first sig

n
s o

f a sm
o
k
in

g
 g

u
n
,’ th

ey

6
3
. arg

u
e, ‘m

ay
 b

e a m
u
sh

ro
o
m

 clo
u
d
.’ F

iv
e d

ay
s later,

6
4
. th

e T
im

es rep
o
rters learn

ed
 th

e tu
b
es w

ere in
 fact a

6
5
. su

b
ject o

f d
eb

ate am
o
n
g
 in

tellig
en

ce ag
en

cies, th
e

6
6
. m

isg
iv

in
g
s ap

p
eared

 d
eep

 in
 an

 article o
n
 p

ag
e A

-1
3
,

6
7
. u

n
d
er a h

ead
lin

e th
at g

av
e n

o
 in

k
lin

g
 th

at w
e w

ere

6
8
. rev

isin
g
 o

u
r earlier v

iew
. T

h
e h

ead
lin

e w
as, ‘W

h
ite

6
9
. H

o
u
se L

ists Iraq
’s S

tep
s to

 B
u
ild

 B
an

n
ed

 W
eap

o
n
s.’

7
0
. T

h
e T

im
es g

av
e v

o
ice to

 sk
ep

tics o
f th

e tu
b
es o

n

7
1
. Jan

u
ary

 9
, w

h
en

 th
e k

ey
 p

iece o
f ev

id
en

ce w
as

7
2
. ch

allen
g
ed

 b
y
 th

e In
tern

atio
n
al A

to
m

ic E
n
erg

y
 A

g
en

cy.



1
8

7
3
. T

h
at ch

allen
g
e w

as rep
o
rted

 o
n
 p

ag
e A

-1
0
. It m

ig
h
t

7
4
. w

ell h
av

e b
elo

n
g
ed

 o
n
 A

-1
.” 

 
(in

au
d
ib

le)&

7
5
. M

: Ø

7
6
. M

: &
C

an
 I an

sw
er y

o
u
r q

u
estio

n
?

7
7
. A

: Y
es.

7
8
. M

: O
k
ay. I'm

 th
e p

erso
n
 th

at w
ro

te

7
9
. th

e IA
E

A
 sto

ry
 w

h
en

 th
ey

 ch
allen

g
ed

 it. I'm
 th

e p
erso

n

8
0
. th

at su
g
g
ested

 th
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es co
v
er it. I w

ro
te it

8
1
. tw

ice. T
h
e seco

n
d
 tim

e I w
ro

te it w
ith

 a rep
o
rter

8
2
. n

am
ed

 Jim
 R

isen
, w

h
o
 y

o
u
 m

ay
 h

av
e h

eard
 o

f. S
o
 I'v

e

8
3
. w

o
rk

ed
 w

ith
 a lo

t o
f d

ifferen
t p

eo
p
le. T

h
is issu

e, th
is

8
4
. d

eb
ate as to

 w
h
eth

er th
ese tu

b
es w

ere in
ten

d
ed

 fo
r

8
5
. n

u
clear p

u
rp

o
ses, w

as p
resen

ted
 in

 a p
u
b
lic fo

ru
m

 in
 th

e

8
6
. U

n
ited

 N
atio

n
s w

ell b
efo

re th
e in

v
asio

n
, so

 ev
ery

b
o
d
y

8
7
. k

n
ew

, th
e C

o
n
g
ress, th

e A
m

erican
 p

u
b
lic, an

y
o
n
e w

h
o

8
8
. p

aid
 an

y
 atten

tio
n
 to

 th
is, k

n
ew

 th
ere w

as a d
eb

ate.

8
9
. In

 fact, C
o
lin

 P
o
w

ell, in
 h

is p
resen

tatio
n
, ack

n
o
w

led
g
ed

9
0
. th

ere w
as a d

eb
ate w

ith
in

 –
u
h
, am

o
n
g
 ex

p
erts ab

o
u
t

9
1
. th

e u
tility

 o
f th

e tu
b
e. T

h
e u

ran
iu

m
 is a v

ery
 d

ifferen
t

9
2
. issu

e. T
h
at's so

m
eth

in
g
 th

at em
erg

ed
 after th

e w
ar.

9
3
. A

n
y
b
o
d
y
 w

h
o
 d

id
n
't k

n
o
w

 th
at th

ere w
as a d

eb
ate

(rec)

n
.p

r

ii

hhhh

(A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g
)

E
licitin

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

RIRI

E
licit

In
fo

rm

89



1
9

9
4
. ab

o
u
t th

e u
tility

 o
f th

e tu
b
es, w

h
eth

er th
ey

 w
ere fo

r

9
5
. n

u
clear p

u
rp

o
ses o

r fo
r m

erely
 ro

ck
ets, sim

p
ly

 w
asn

't

9
6
. p

ay
in

g
 atten

tio
n
 to

 th
e d

eb
ate. T

h
is w

as all v
en

tilated

9
7
. b

efo
re th

e w
ar. H

ad
 I h

ad
 p

erfect in
fo

rm
atio

n
, an

d
 h

ad

9
8
. I h

ad
 -- m

an
y
 o

f th
ese ex

p
erts w

h
o
 h

av
e n

o
w

, after th
e

9
9
. w

ar, lik
e Jo

e W
ilso

n
, d

ecid
ed

 to
 sh

are th
eir reserv

atio
n
s

1
0
0
. w

ith
 u

s. H
ad

 th
ey

 sh
ared

 all o
f th

is w
ith

 u
s at th

e

1
0
1
. tim

e, I w
o
u
ld

 h
av

e h
ap

p
ily

 p
u
t in

 m
o

re cav
eats an

d

1
0
2
. d

issen
tin

g
 v

iew
s, b

u
t th

e d
issen

ters w
ere

1
0
3
.  

n
o
t d

issen
tin

g
 to

 th
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es at

1
0
4
. th

e tim
e. B

u
t as so

o
n
 as th

e

1
0
5
. IA

E
A

 w
en

t p
u
b
lic w

ith
 its assessm

en
t, I

1
0
6
. co

v
ered

 it, an
d

1
0
7
. b

y
 th

e w
ay, if y

o
u
 k

n
o
w

 h
o
w

 n
ew

sp
ap

ers w
o
rk

, I

1
0
8
. actu

ally
 d

o
n
't d

ecid
e w

h
at g

o
es o

n
 th

e fro
n
t p

ag
e o

f

1
0
9
. th

e N
ew

 Y
o
rk

 T
im

es, an
d
 I th

in
k
 th

e N
ew

 Y
o
rk

 T
im

es

1
1
0
. d

id
 its b

est, y
o
u
 k

n
o
w

, an
d
 h

ad
 n

o
 ag

en
d
a certain

ly
 in

1
1
1
. th

is issu
e, in

 try
in

g
 to

 co
v
er th

is issu
e.

1
1
2
. A

; Ø

1
1
3
. A

: T
h
e d

issen
ters th

em
selv

es

1
1
4
. d

isag
ree, an

d
 th

ey
 say

 th
ey

 d
id

 co
n
tact th

e N
ew

 Y
o
rk

(rec)

i

hh

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

RI
In

fo
rm

1
0



2
0

1
1
5
. T

im
es. F

o
r ex

am
p
le &

1
1
6
. M

: &
 N

o
, I’m

 so
rry, th

at’s

1
1
7
. n

o
t tru

e.&

1
1
8
. A

: &
L

et m
e m

ak
e m

y
 p

o
in

t,

1
1
9
. an

d
 th

en
 y

o
u
 co

u
ld

 an
sw

er it.&

1
2
0
. M

: &
 O

k
ay.

1
2
1
. M

 <
 g

iv
es flo

o
r to

 A
m

y
>

1
2
2
. A

: &
 F

o
r ex

am
p
le,

1
2
3
. D

av
id

 A
lb

rig
h
t, w

h
o
 is th

e U
.N

. w
eap

o
n
s

1
2
4
. in

sp
ecto

r, an
d
 I am

 q
u
o
tin

g
 fro

m
 M

ich
ael

1
2
5
. M

assin
g
's letter to

 th
e ed

ito
r, resp

o
n
d
in

g
 to

 y
o
u
r

1
2
6
. o

b
jectio

n
 to

 h
is p

iece in
 th

e N
ew

 Y
o
rk

 R
ev

iew
 o

f

1
2
7
. B

o
o
k
s.U

m
, A

lb
rig

h
t w

ritin
g
, ah

, th
at th

e T
im

es’

1
2
8
. S

ep
tem

b
er 1

3
sto

ry, w
h
ich

 y
o
u
 also

 co
-au

th
o
red

1
2
9
. w

ith
 Ju

d
ith

 M
iller,&

1
3
0
. M

: &
U

h
 u

m
&

1
3
1
. A

:&
w

as h
eav

ily
 slan

ted
 to

 th
e C

.I.A
.'s p

o
sitio

n
,

1
3
2
. an

d
 th

e v
iew

s o
f th

e o
th

er sid
e w

ere triv
ialized

.

1
3
3
. A

lb
rig

h
t say

s–
 an

d
 th

is is th
e m

an
 w

h
o
 co

n
tacted

1
3
4
. th

e T
im

es.&

1
3
5
. M

; Ø

p
ro

t

drec

b
e

si(en
g
)

(rec)

hhp
re-h

hp
re-h

hH

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

D
irectin

g

B
eh

av
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

(A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g
)

RIRIR

D
irect

In
fo

rm

111
2



2
1

1
3
6
. M

: &
C

an
 I%

1
3
7
. A

:&
L

et m
e ju

st q
u
o
te&

1
3
8
. M

: &
O

K
&

1
3
9
. M

: <
sto

p
s talk

in
g
>

1
4
0
. &

fo
r o

u
r au

d
ien

ce, th
is is A

lb
rig

h
t

1
4
1
. say

in
g
, “A

n
 ad

m
in

istratio
n
 o

fficial w
as q

u
o

ted
 as

1
4
2
. say

in
g
 th

at th
e b

est tech
n
ical ex

p
erts an

d
 n

u
clear

1
4
3
. scien

tists at lab
o
rato

ries lik
e O

ak
 R

id
g
e su

p
p
o
rted

 th
e

1
4
4
. C

.I.A
. assessm

en
t.

1
4
5
. M

: U
h
 h

u
m

.

1
4
6
. A

:T
h
ese in

accu
racies m

ad
e th

eir w
ay

1
4
7
. in

to
 th

e sto
ry, d

esp
ite sev

eral d
iscu

ssio
n
s th

at I h
ad

1
4
8
. w

ith
 M

iller o
n
 th

e d
ay

 b
efo

re th
e sto

ry
 ap

p
eared

,

1
4
9
. M

: U
h
 h

u
m

1
5
0
. A

:so
m

e w
ell in

to
 th

e n
ig

h
t. In

 th
e en

d
, n

o
b

o
d
y

1
5
1
. w

as q
u
o
ted

 q
u
estio

n
in

g
 th

e C
.I.A

.'s p
o
sitio

n
,

1
5
2
. as I w

o
u
ld

 h
av

e ex
p
ected

. H
e say

s.

1
5
3
. M

: Ø

1
5
4
. M

: A
re y

o
u
 g

o
in

g
 to

 let m
e talk

 n
o
w

?

1
5
5
. A

: If y
o
u
 co

u
ld

 resp
o
n
d
 to

 th
at, p

lease.

1
5
6
. M

: Y
eah

.

drec

b
e

i(en
g
)

(en
g
)

(rec)

n
.p

r

in
q

rec

hp
re-h

hhhhhp
re-h

(U
n
co

d
ab

le)

D
irectin

g

B
eh

av
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

(A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g
)

E
licitin

g

E
licitin

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

IRIRIIR

D
irect

In
fo

rm

E
licit (in

c)

E
licit

1
3

1
4

1
5

1
6



2
2

1
5
7
. M

: Y
o
u
're n

o
t w

ell-in
fo

rm
ed

 o
n
 th

is issu
e,

1
5
8
. b

ecau
se –

 I d
o
n
't h

av
e an

y, y
o
u
 k

n
o
w

,

1
5
9
. criticism

 o
f y

o
u
 as an

 in
d
iv

id
u
al, b

u
t y

o
u
're n

o
t v

ery

1
6
0
. w

ell in
fo

rm
ed

 o
n
 th

is, b
ecau

se if y
o
u
 w

ere

1
6
1
. w

ell-in
fo

rm
ed

 o
n
 th

is –
 I'm

 frien
d
s w

ith
 D

av
id

1
6
2
. A

lb
rig

h
t. I th

in
k
 D

av
id

 A
lb

rig
h
t's an

1
6
3
. u

p
stan

d
in

g
 p

erso
n
 w

h
o
 is d

o
in

g
 v

ery
 g

o
o
d
 w

o
rk

.

1
6
4
. I'm

 actu
ally

 n
o
t Ju

d
y
 M

iller, so
 I'm

 n
o
t th

e p
erso

n

1
6
5
. h

e h
ad

 th
e co

n
v
ersatio

n
 w

ith
, b

u
t D

av
id

 certain
ly

1
6
6
. to

o
k
 th

e v
iew

 early
 o

n
, an

d
 h

e d
eserv

es a lo
t o

f

1
6
7
. cred

it fo
r th

is, th
at th

e alu
m

in
u
m

 tu
b
es w

ere

1
6
8
.  

n
o
t in

ten
d
ed

 fo
r n

u
clear p

u
rp

o
ses. T

h
at's

1
6
9
. ab

so
lu

tely
 tru

e, an
d
 as a p

erso
n
 o

u
tsid

e g
o
v

ern
m

en
t,

1
7
0
. h

e d
id

 th
at an

aly
sis. H

o
w

ev
er, an

d
 th

is is a

1
7
1
. v

ery
 im

p
o
rtan

t p
o
in

t fo
r y

o
u
 an

d
 y

o
u

r v
iew

ers

1
7
2
. to

 k
eep

 in
 m

in
d
, D

av
id

 A
lb

rig
h
t, at th

e v
ery

 sam
e

1
7
3
. tim

e h
e m

ad
e th

is an
aly

sis, b
eliev

ed
 Iraq

 w
as

1
7
4
. p

ro
b
ab

ly
 p

u
rsu

in
g
 n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s, an

d
 at

1
7
5
. th

e v
ery

 sam
e tim

e th
at D

av
id

 A
lb

rig
h
t

1
7
6
. ch

allen
g
ed

 th
e tu

b
es, h

e p
u
b
lish

ed
 a p

ap
er o

n
 h

is

1
7
7
. w

eb
site, say

in
g
 th

ere w
as a su

sp
ect site at A

l-K
h
aim

i
h



2
3

1
7
8
. in

 w
estern

 Iraq
, th

at co
u
ld

 p
o
ssib

ly
 b

e in
v
o
lv

ed
 in

1
7
9
. th

e p
ro

cessin
g
 o

f u
ran

iu
m

 fo
r n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s

1
8
0
. p

u
rp

o
ses. A

n
d
 I'v

e talk
ed

 to
 D

av
id

 ab
o
u
t th

is. D
av

id
's

1
8
1
. v

iew
 is an

 in
terestin

g
 v

iew
, an

d
 it w

as a tech
n
ical

1
8
2
. v

iew
. D

av
id

 b
eliev

es S
ad

d
am

 w
as in

terested
 in

1
8
3
. n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s, an

d
 h

e m
ig

h
t v

ery
 w

ell b
e

1
8
4
. p

u
rsu

in
g
 th

em
. H

o
w

ev
er,

1
8
5
. D

av
id

 d
id

 n
o
t b

eliev
e th

at th
e alu

m
in

u
m

 tu
b
es w

ere

1
8
6
. fo

r th
at p

u
rp

o
se. T

h
at's D

av
id

 A
lb

rig
h
t's v

iew
, an

d

1
8
7
. w

h
at p

eo
p
le lik

e M
ich

ael M
assin

g
 an

d
, u

n
fo

rtu
n
ately,

1
8
8
. y

o
u
 h

av
e d

o
n
e n

o
w

 is y
o
u
'v

e ch
erry

-p
ick

ed
 D

av
id

1
8
9
. A

lb
rig

h
t's v

iew
 to

 m
ak

e it lo
o
k
 lik

e it w
as clear to

1
9
0
. h

im
 th

at S
ad

d
am

 ,u
h
, w

as n
o
t in

v
o
lv

ed
 in

 n
u
clear

1
9
1
. p

u
rp

o
ses. D

av
id

's v
iew

 is v
ery

 m
u
ch

 lik
e th

e B
ritish

1
9
2
. g

o
v
ern

m
en

t. T
h
e B

ritish
 g

o
v
ern

m
en

t b
eliev

es th
e

1
9
3
. tu

b
es w

ere n
o
t fo

r n
u
clear p

u
rp

o
ses. B

u
t th

ey
 to

o
k
 th

e

1
9
4
. p

o
sitio

n
 th

at S
ad

d
am

 w
as rev

iv
in

g
 h

is

1
9
5
. n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s p

ro
g
ram

. S
o
 it w

as a co
m

p
licated

1
9
6
. series o

f ev
en

ts to
 b

e su
re, an

d
 –

 b
u
t it's

1
9
7
. im

p
o
rtan

t to
 –

 a lo
t o

f p
eo

p
le in

 h
in

d
sig

h
t ,

1
9
8
. y

a, y
’k

n
o
w

, reflect o
n
 -- see th

eir p
o
sitio

n
 as



2
4

1
9
9
. d

ifferen
t th

an
 it w

as at th
e tim

e.

2
0
0
. A

: B
u
t th

e tu
b
es w

ere k
ey, an

d

2
0
1
. w

h
at w

as so
 im

p
o
rtan

t to
o
 w

as th
e tim

in
g
. V

ice

2
0
2
. P

resid
en

t C
h
en

ey, o
f co

u
rse, h

av
in

g
 T

h
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

2
0
3
. T

im
es in

 fro
n
t o

f h
im

, say
in

g
: “If y

o
u
 d

o
n
't b

eliev
e

2
0
4
. w

h
at I say, refer to

 T
h
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es to
d
ay.” B

u
t

2
0
5
. g

o
in

g
 o

n
 w

ith
 M

assin
g
's p

iece, referrin
g
 to

 A
lb

rig
h
t,

2
0
6
. w

h
o
 d

id
 n

o
t b

eliev
e th

at th
e tu

b
es w

ere b
ein

g
 u

sed
 fo

r

2
0
7
. th

is, th
o
u
g
h
 th

e T
im

es d
id

 assert th
is,

2
0
8
. M

: U
h
 h

u
m

2
0
9
. A

lb
rig

h
t g

o
es

2
1
0
. o

n
 to

 n
o
te th

at h
e w

ro
te a series o

f rep
o
rts criticizin

g

2
1
1
. th

e ad
m

in
istratio

n
's claim

s ab
o
u
t th

e tu
b
es an

d
 its

2
1
2
. m

isu
se o

f in
fo

rm
atio

n
 to

 b
u
ild

 a case fo
r w

ar an
d
 th

at

2
1
3
. th

ese b
ecam

e th
e b

asis fo
r an

 article in

2
1
4
. T

h
e W

ash
in

g
to

n
 P

o
st

2
1
5
. M

: U
h
 h

u
m

2
1
6
. o

n
 S

ep
tem

b
er 1

9
th

, 2
0
0
2
, th

at d
isclo

sed
 th

e &

2
1
7
. M

: &
 In

sid
e th

e p
ap

er.&

2
1
8
. A

: &
 d

o
u
b
ts so

m
e ex

p
erts h

ad
 ab

o
u
t

2
1
9
. th

e tu
b
es' su

itab
ility

 fo
r u

se in
 cen

trifu
g
es&

.

i(en
g
)

(en
g
)

ref

hh

In
fo

rm
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

IR

In
fo

rm
1
7



2
5

2
2
0
. M

: &
U

h
 h

u
m

&

2
2
1
. A

:&
A

s A
lb

rig
h
t g

o
es o

n
 to

 n
o
te, th

e T
im

es’s

2
2
2
. S

ep
tem

b
er 1

3
th

 article, b
y
 carry

in
g
 th

e categ
o
rical

2
2
3
. d

en
i…

 d
ism

issal b
y
 sen

io
r o

fficials o
f th

e

2
2
4
. d

issen
ters' v

iew
s, m

ad
e th

ese d
issen

ters n
erv

o
u
s

2
2
5
. ab

o
u
t d

iscu
ssin

g
 th

e issu
e fu

rth
er.

2
2
6
. B

y
 co

n
trast, rep

o
rters at K

n
ig

h
t R

id
d

er n
ew

sp
ap

ers,

2
2
7
. after w

ritin
g
 ab

o
u
t th

e d
issen

t in
 th

e in
tellig

en
ce

2
2
8
. co

m
m

u
n
ity, b

eg
an

 receiv
in

g
 calls fro

m
 so

u
rces eag

er

2
2
9
. to

 talk
. T

h
u
s th

e T
im

es h
eav

y
 relian

ce o
n
 o

fficial

2
3
0
. so

u
rces an

d
 its d

ism
issal o

f o
th

er so
u
rces m

ay
 h

av
e

2
3
1
. d

isco
u
rag

ed
 p

o
ten

tial d
issen

ters fro
m

 d
iscu

ssin
g
 th

eir

2
3
2
. v

iew
s w

ith
 its rep

o
rters.

2
3
3
. M

: D
o
 y

o
u
 w

an
t m

e to

2
3
4
. say

 so
m

eth
in

g
?&

2
3
5
. A

: &
Y

o
u
r resp

o
n
se, p

lease.

2
3
6
. M

: Y
eah

, I d
o
n
't ag

ree w
ith

 th
at.

2
3
7
. A

n
d
 I actu

ally
—

in
 th

e m
o
n
th

s o
f, y

o
u
 k

n
o
w

,

2
3
8
. N

o
v
em

b
er, D

ecem
b
er, I actu

ally
 w

asn
't in

 th
e U

n
ited

2
3
9
. S

tates, I w
as o

u
t in

—
sp

en
t m

o
st o

f tim
e

2
4
0
. actu

ally
 in

 th
e, y

o
u
 k

n
o
w

, A
rab

ian
 P

en
in

su
la

(en
g
)

n
.p

r

in
q

si

hhp
re-h

h

E
licitin

g

E
licitin

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

IIR

E
licit (in

c)

E
licit

1
8

1
9



2
6

2
4
1
. area co

v
erin

g
 m

ilitary
 d

ev
elo

p
m

en
ts,

2
4
2
. so

 I w
asn

't alw
ay

s p
resen

t w
h
en

 all

2
4
3
. th

ese th
in

g
s w

ere u
n
fo

ld
in

g
. I d

o
n
't ag

ree th
at th

is

2
4
4
. d

isco
u
rag

ed
 th

em
. I th

in
k
 th

ese p
eo

p
le n

ev
er cam

e

2
4
5
. fo

rw
ard

. T
h
ey

 cam
e fo

rw
ard

 after—
y
o
u
 k

n
o
w

, at b
o
th

2
4
6
. after th

e w
ar, th

e W
ash

in
g
to

n
 P

o
st d

id
 an

 ex
cellen

t jo
b

2
4
7
. an

d
 so

 d
id

 T
h
e N

ew
 Y

o
rk

 T
im

es o
f u

n
rav

elin
g
 th

e

2
4
8
. tu

b
es issu

e in
 g

reat d
etail, talk

in
g
 to

2
4
9
. p

eo
p
le w

h
o
 w

eren
't m

ak
in

g
 th

em
selv

es

2
5
0
. av

ailab
le at th

e tim
e. B

u
t I’m

2
5
1
. g

o
in

g
 to

 m
ak

e ju
st o

n
e—

an
d
 I th

in
k
 y

o
u
 can

 b
eat th

is

2
5
2
. d

ead
 h

o
rse fo

rev
er, b

u
t I th

in
k
 I'm

 g
o
in

g
 to

 m
ak

e o
n
e

2
5
3
. p

o
in

t. I, th
e sam

e g
u
y
 th

at w
ro

te th
at sto

ry, w
ro

te an

2
5
4
. article -- tw

o
 articles in

 early
 2

0
0
3
, th

at said

2
5
5
. M

o
h
am

ed
 E

l B
arad

ei, th
e S

tate D
ep

artm
en

t's B
u
reau

2
5
6
. o

f In
tellig

en
ce, th

e B
ritish

 G
o
v
ern

m
en

t, an
d

 th
e

2
5
7
. E

n
erg

y
 D

ep
artm

en
t, all (#

) d
isag

reed
 w

ith

2
5
8
. th

e d
o
m

in
an

t v
iew

 o
f th

e C
.I.A

. th
at th

e tu
b

es

2
5
9
. w

ere fo
r th

at p
u
rp

o
se. A

n
d
 I w

ro
te th

at

2
6
0
. o

n
 o

n
e o

ccasio
n
, u

n
d
er m

y

2
6
1
. o

w
n
 n

am
e, an

d
 an

o
th

er o
ccasio

n
, in

 a co
-au

th
o
red

 



2
7

2
6
2
. p

iece w
ith

 Jim
 R

isen
. A

n
d
 th

ese articles, if m
em

o
ry

2
6
3
. serv

es, ap
p
eared

 in
 th

e Jan
u
ary

-F
eb

ru
ary

 tim
efram

e.

2
6
4
. S

o
, I m

ean
, y

o
u
 can

 g
o
 ch

eck
 it o

n
 th

e p
u
b
lic reco

rd
,

2
6
5
. an

d
 it's all th

ere.

2
6
6
. A

: T
h
e p

u
b
lic reco

rd
 o

ften
 sh

o
w

s

2
6
7
. th

is, b
u
t w

h
at isn

't em
p
h
asized

 is w
h
ere it ap

p
ears in

2
6
8
. th

e p
ap

er. T
h
at w

as o
n
 p

ag
e A

9
, p

ag
e 1

0
—

m
u
ch

2
6
9
. sh

o
rter article. A

n
d
 in

 fact,

2
7
0
. M

:(in
au

d
ib

le)

2
7
1
. A

: L
et m

e m
ak

e a p
o
in

t,

2
7
2
. M

: &
G

o
 ah

ead
&

2
7
3
. M

:<
rem

ain
s q

u
iet>

2
7
4
. A

:&
o
n
 th

at w
eek

en
d
 th

at y
o
u
r first p

iece ap
p
eared

&

2
7
5
. M

: &
U

h
 H

m
m

&

2
7
6
. A

:&
S

ep
tem

b
er 8

th
, th

at w
as th

e w
eek

en
d
 th

at B
ritish

2
7
7
. P

rim
e M

in
ister T

o
n
y
 B

lair an
d
 P

resid
en

t B
u
sh

 w
ere

2
7
8
. at C

am
p
 D

av
id

, u
m

, an
d
 th

ey
 talk

ed
 ab

o
u
t an

 IA
E

2
7
9
. rep

o
rt th

at sh
o
w

ed
 n

ew
 in

fo
rm

atio
n

2
8
0
. M

:&
U

h
 h

u
m

&

2
8
1
. A

: &
ab

o
u
t th

e co
n
cern

 o
f S

ad
d
am

 H
u
ssein

2
8
2
. g

ettin
g
 w

eap
o
n
s &

p
ro

t

drec

b
e

i(en
g
)

(en
g
)

hp
re-h

hh

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

(U
n
co

d
ab

le)

D
irectin

g

B
eh

av
in

g

In
fo

rm
in

g

FIRI

D
irect

In
fo

rm

2
0

2
1



2
8

2
8
3
. M

: &
U

h
 h

u
m

&

2
8
4
. A

: &
 o

f, ah
 , ah

, m
ass d

estru
ctio

n
, p

articu
larly

 n
u
clear

2
8
5
. w

eap
o
n
s. In

 fact, P
resid

en
t B

u
sh

 said
, &

2
8
6
. M

: &
U

h
 h

u
m

&

2
8
7
. A

: &
“I d

o
n
't k

n
o
w

 w
h
at m

o
re ev

id
en

ce w
e n

eed
.”

2
8
8
. M

:&
U

h
 h

u
m

&

2
8
9
. A

: &
W

ell, actu
ally, an

y
 ev

id
en

ce w
o
u
ld

 h
av

e

2
9
0
. h

elp
ed

. T
h
ere w

as n
o
 su

ch
 IA

E
A

 rep
o
rt, b

u
t few

2
9
1
. m

ain
stream

 A
m

erican
 jo

u
rn

alists, in
clu

d
in

g
 th

e T
im

es

2
9
2
. at th

e tim
e, q

u
estio

n
ed

 th
e lead

ers' o
u
trig

h
t lies.

2
9
3
. M

: Ø

2
9
4
. M

: C
an

 I u
m

 (#
)

2
9
5
. –

 I n
ev

er w
ro

te th
e

2
9
6
. IA

E
A

 -- I w
ro

te th
e ex

act o
p
p
o
site. I w

ro
te th

at th
e

2
9
7
. IA

E
A

 ch
allen

g
ed

 it, I d
id

n
’t say

 th
e IA

E
A

 su
p
p
o
rted

 it.

2
9
8
. B

u
t I w

an
ted

—
&

2
9
9
. A

: &
 M

an
y
 m

o
n
th

s later.

3
0
0
. T

h
at's Jan

u
ary. I’m

 talk
in

g
 S

ep
tem

b
er at

3
0
1
. th

e tim
e o

f y
o
u
r p

iece co
m

in
g
 o

u
t.&

3
0
2
. M

: &
 I, I, co

u
ld

n
’t

3
0
3
. E

x
cu

se m
e. E

x
cu

se m
e,

(en
g
)

(en
g
)

(en
g
)

(rec)

sip
ro

t

s

hhhp
re-h

(ack
n
o
w

led
g
in

g
)

In
fo

rm
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

(u
n
co

d
ab

le)

In
fo

rm
in

g

RIRI

In
fo

rm

In
fo

rm

2
2

2
3



2
9

3
0
4
. I let y

o
u
 talk

, y
o
u
 sh

o
u
ld

3
0
5
. let m

e talk
.

3
0
6
. I w

ro
te th

e IA
E

A
 assessm

en
t

3
0
7
. w

h
en

 -- as so
o
n
 as th

e IA
E

A
 m

ad
e

3
0
8
. its p

u
b
lic assessm

en
t. Y

o
u
 k

n
o
w

, I co
u
ld

n
't

3
0
9
. w

rite w
h
at th

e IA
E

A
’s assessm

en
t w

as b
efo

re

3
1
0
. th

ey
 m

ad
e it.&

3
1
1
. A

: &
 B

u
t y

o
u
 co

u
ld

 h
av

e ch
allen

g
ed

3
1
2
. P

resid
en

t B
u
sh

 at th
e W

h
ite H

o
u
se &

3
1
3
. M

: &
 I w

asn
’t at..I w

asn
’t at th

e

3
1
4
. W

h
ite H

o
u
se, I’m

 so
rry, I w

asn
’t at th

e -- can
 I –

&

3
1
5
. A

: &
 T

h
e article, th

e T
im

es co
u
ld

3
1
6
. h

av
e ch

allen
g
ed

 P
resid

en
t B

u
sh

 an
d
 T

o
n
y

3
1
7
. B

lair, say
in

g
 th

at a n
ew

 IA
E

A
 rep

o
rt h

ad
 sh

o
w

ed

3
1
8
. th

at Iraq
 w

as six
 m

o
n
th

s aw
ay

 fro
m

 b
u
ild

in
g

3
1
9
. n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s, w

h
en

 in
 fact it

3
2
0
. d

id
n
't co

m
e o

u
t w

ith
 su

ch
 a rep

o
rt. A

n
d
 in

stead
, th

e

3
2
1
. T

im
es cam

e o
u
t w

ith
 a fro

n
t-p

ag
e p

iece th
at v

ery

3
2
2
. w

eek
en

d
, w

h
ich

 w
as y

o
u
rs, talk

in
g
 ab

o
u
t S

ad
d
am

3
2
3
. H

u
ssein

 g
ettin

g
 n

u
clear w

eap
o
n
s, th

e alu
m

in
u
m

 tu
b
es.

ip
ro

t

p
ro

t

p
ro

t

hhhh

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

A
ck

n
o
w

led
g
in

g

RFF

C
o
n
tin

u
ed

…



30

Appendix 2: Summary of Data from Analysis
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2. Moves
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