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Abstract:

Meta-communicative practices are generally reflexive in a fairly obvious
sense: Inasmuch as speakers use them to talk about or comment on earlier/
subsequent talk, they use language self-reflexively. In this paper, we explore a
practice that is reflexive not only in this meta-communicative sense but also in
a sequential-interactional one: Prefacing a conversational turn with I was gonna
say. We show that the I was gonna say-preface furnishes the following general
semantic-pragmatic affordances: (1) It retroactively relates the speaker’s sub-
sequent talk to preceding talk from a co-participant, (2) it embodies a claim
to prior, now-preempted, communicative intent with regard to what their co-
participant has (just) said/done, (3) it therefore displays its speaker’s orientation
to the relevance or the appropriate placement of the action(s) done in their own
subsequent talk at an earlier moment in the interaction, and (4) it reflexively
re-invokes, or retrieves, this earlier moment as the relevant sequential
context for their action(s). We then go on to illustrate how speakers draw
on these sequentially reflexive affordances for managing recurrent
interactional contingencies in specific sequential environments. The paper
ends with a discussion of the role that reflexivity plays in and for the
deployment of this practice.
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1 Introduction

The theme of the present volume invites us to think about the relationship between
reflexivity, communicative practices, and meta-communication. Coming from the
perspectives of Conversation Analysis (CA) and Interactional Linguistics (IL), in
this paper we approach this task through the examination of a particular form of
(English) meta-talk, focusing on the specific role that reflexivity plays in its usage
in ordinary conversation.

Expressly meta-communicative practices are generally reflexive in a fairly
obvious sense: Inasmuch as speakers use them to talk about or comment on
earlier/subsequent talk, they use language self-reflexively (Lucy 1993; Bublitz/
Hiibler 2007; Schiffrin 1980; see also Jakobson 1960). Such practices may,
however, also be reflexive in other, perhaps less initially apparent ways. In
addition to being meta-communicatively reflexive, as just described, the practice
on which we focus in this paper is also sequentially so.

Lexico-syntactically, the focal practice consists of the 1%-person sg. pronoun
I and the verbum dicendi say. Moreover, it is characterized by a tense-aspectual
configuration that morpho-syntactically expresses ‘future-in-the-past’ (Quirk et al.
1985, p. 218): I was going to say. It typically occurs in its contracted form (as /
was gonna say) and as a preface to further talk from the same speaker. And while
turn-prefacing elements have received considerable attention in CA/IL research in
recent years (see, e.g., Heritage 2013; Heritage/Sorjonen 2018; Lerner/Kitzinger
2015), most of this work has focused on particles, such that very little is known
about the use of meta-communicative framing devices like I was gonna say (for
a more comprehensive overview of how meta-communicative practices have been
dealt with in prior CA/IL research, see Kiittner 2019). As we will demonstrate
in this article, semantic-pragmatically, the I was gonna say-preface retroactively
relates the speaker’s subsequent talk to preceding talk from a co-participant and
embodies a claim to prior, now-preempted, communicative intent with regard to
what their co-participant has (just) said/done. It therefore displays its speaker’s
orientation to the relevance or the appropriate placement of the action(s) done in
their own subsequent talk at an earlier moment in the interaction, and it reflexively
re-invokes, or retrieves, this earlier moment as the relevant sequential context for
their action(s) (see also Schegloff 2004, p. 142).
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A first illustration of the use of this practice can be seen in excerpt (1), taken
from a phone call between Fran and Ted. Ted is currently visiting Newport Beach
with his family, and his daughter had initiated the call to arrange a get-together
with Fran’s daughter Stephanie. Since Stephanie is currently gone, Fran and Ted
are now in the middle of making loose arrangements for Fran to bring Stephanie
for a visit. As part of this arrangement-making sequence, Fran asks Ted whether
she should give him a call before they get going in order to make sure that Ted and
his family are home when they come down (line 01). Ted disaffirms this in line 02
but does not extend his turn to offer any account or explanation for the answer (see
Heritage 1984a). Following a 0.3-second silence, Fran invites expansion of this
answer with a questioning repeat of the disaffirmation token and by launching a
next unit (beginning with you) in line 04 (Raymond/Stivers 2016; Jefferson 1972).
In overlap with this, however, Ted revises his answer from line 02, explaining that
they might be out of the house when Fran elects to come down (lines 05-06), and
so it might therefore be a good idea to call them in advance after all.

(1) ‘Gone to the beach’ (NB:III:1:R:7, 05:23-05:34)

01 FRA: °hh would i HAVE to give you cA:11 before we co:me,
02 TED: m NO:?

03 (0.3)

04 FRA: n[0:?=[you?]

05 TED: [we?=[we m]ight be down 't the BEA:CH;=
06 =[<<p, dim> though you KNOW;>]=

07 -> FRA: =[ i w'z g'nna SA:Y;]=

08 =you'd prOlly be GO::NE.

09 so maybe i'd better give you a CALL;=

10 =when I decide to come DO:WN.=

11 TED: =oKA::Y;

In overlap with the end of Ted’s conceding turn (Barth-Weingarten/Couper-Kuhlen
2002), Fran produces an I was gonna say-prefaced turn that features two components
(lines 07-10): First, the turn-constructional unit (TCU) that is directly prefaced with
I was gonna say (hereafter, INGS) and, secondly, a formulation of the upshot of the
preceding discussion with regard to the proposed arrangements (lines 09—10). The
IWGS-prefaced unit offers a parallel line of thinking (you’d prOlly be GO::NE,
line 08) as a rationale for, and as having informed, both Fran’s original inquiry in
line 01 as well as her account-soliciting line 04. Through the IWGS-preface, this
line of reasoning is presented as having antedated (i.e., as having been considered
prior to) Ted’s concession. That is, the preface embodies a meta-pragmatic claim to
prior, now-preempted, communicative intent with respect to (the introduction of) this
particular consideration. Note in this regard that Fran’s onset of you in line 04 can
in retrospect be heard to have been on its way toward the formulation of such an
account, rendering this claim at least ostensibly ‘valid’ on this particular occasion.
What we see in this case, then, is that the IWGS-preface reflexively re-invokes an
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earlier moment in the interaction—a moment prior to Ted’s concessive addition in
line 05—as the relevant sequential environment for the interpretation of this action.

In this paper, we will conceive of these semantic-pragmatic properties as
generic affordances (see Gibson 1979) of the practice that speakers can draw on
for managing recurrent interactional contingencies in specific sequential environ-
ments. That is, as we consider concrete examples of the use of this practice in
everyday talk, we will show how these affordances are mobilized in the service
of certain actions and particularized in and to their local contexts. Following a
brief outline of the data and methods used in this study, we present and exemplify
the use of this practice in three distinct sequential environments. Where possible,
and as far as our limited space allows, we discuss how these uses relate to other
practices that have been shown to accomplish similar interactional work in these
environments. The paper concludes with a brief summary of our findings and a
discussion of their implications.

2 Data and method

The present study is based on a collection of IWGS-prefaced turns and TCUs,
culled from a large body of audio-recorded phone calls and video-recorded face-
to-face interactions.! To build the collection, we gathered all instances of I was
going to say-prefaces that occurred in the data, as well as modified variants of
this format that feature additional, syntactically optional adverbs (e.g., I was just/
totally gonna say).? These overwhelmingly occur in turn-initial, or what Heritage
(1998, p. 328, fn.5) has called “effective turn-initial”, position, including cases
in which the TWGS-preface occurs alongside other turn-initial particles such
as well or oh, as well as when it is produced as the first element after a turn-
restart or as a mid-turn sequence-initial TCU. Indeed, of the 33 total target cases
in our collection, in only one does the preface appear designedly (rather than
contingently; see examples (6) and (7) below) produced in turn-medial position.>
The degree of prosodic (non)integration with the subsequent turn-continuation was
not criterial; all prosodic realizations were included for analysis.

The cases in our collection were analyzed according to the methodological
principles of Conversation Analysis (see Clift 2016) and Interactional Linguistics
(see Couper-Kuhlen/Selting 2018), which call for detailed scrutiny of the

! On the use of collections, see Clift/Raymond (2018).

2This collection forms part of a larger collection of X was/were going to Verb-formatted turns
and TCUs (e.g., He was going to say, I was going to call you, She was going to send him money,
They were going to go in on a gift, etc.), which we compiled for another project.

3Moreover, in this single ‘turn-medial’ case, it is worth noting that the IWGS-preface occurs at
the onset of the then portion of an if/then turn format, a point where TCU boundaries are, in
Lerner’s (1996) terms, “semi-permeable”.
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sequential workings of the practice, as well as of the action environments in
which it occurs. Given our primary focus in this paper on sequentially reflexive
affordances, in what follows we present three recurrent usages of the practice as
it is mobilized in three different sequential positions. Note that while the ana-
lysis presented here extends to the instances in our collection from face-to-face
interaction, here we prioritize the presentation of publicly available phone-call
exemplars, so as to allow readers to consult the audio data directly (MacWhinney
2007).* All data were (re-)transcribed according to the GAT 2 conventions for
English (Couper-Kuhlen/Barth-Weingarten 2011).

3 IWGS-prefacing in second position: Counteracting
‘secondness’

Let us begin by examining use of the practice to preface actions in second
position, i.e. in the sequential slot following a first-positioned action (Schegloff
2007; but also see Kiittner 2020). In this position, the sequentially reflexive
affordances of the practice are used as a resource to claim sequential independence
for the forthcoming (i.e. prefaced) action. That is, the preface conveys that the
speaker’s forthcoming action should be heard as if it antedated the co-participant’s
prior action, and its production should therefore not be interpreted as having been
informed or occasioned by that prior action, which is cast as just so happening to
have temporally preceded the speaker’s own action.

One action environment in which we commonly find this practice in our data
are stance-taking contexts. In these cases, one participant (A) takes up a stance
toward some entity or event (e.g., by producing an assessment; Goodwin/Goodwin
1987), and the co-participant (B) responds with an IWGS-prefaced turn that
supports A’s stance. This can be diagrammed as in Fig. 1:

(1t position) A: X [takes a stance]
(2nd position) B: -> I was gonna say
Y [supports A’s stance]

Fig.1 IWGS-prefacing in second position

4See https://ca.talkbank.org/browser/index.php (accessed: November 13, 2020).
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In cases of this sort, the IWGS-preface is used to present the second-positioned
stance-taking (Y) as independent from the just-prior one—that is, as not simply
‘going along with’ the co-participant’s prior assessment, but rather as an action
that ‘was going’ to be produced even if it had not been for the interlocutor’s prior
action (see also Deppermann 2014).

As a first illustration of this use, consider excerpt (2), taken from a call between
two Jewish-American women, Madeline and Sarah. Prior to this excerpt they have
been talking about the health condition of Sarah’s father, who appears to live in
Tiberias, Israel. Sarah has just conjectured that his recent dizziness attacks and
chest pains might be induced by the greater humidity in their current residence
compared to Tiberias. In line 01, Madeline offers a candidate understanding
regarding the non-humidity in Tiberias. Sarah confirms this with her assertion
that it’s "DRY: (line 02) and expands her turn to offer a disaffirmation token
ANO: (line 03) and an explicit contrast to the humid climate in Tel Aviv (line 05).
This mentioning of Tel Aviv triggers a simultaneous topic initiation from both
participants, concerning a recent news event—a bombing or some other form of
attack—that took place there (lines 07-08).

(2) ‘Terrible news’ (CH-En-4315, 06:57-07:10)

01 MAD: [it's not H]UMid in tibErias in the [ sUmmer? ]

02 SAR: [it's "DRY:;]=

03 ="NO: ;=

04 =it's like\

05 tel atVIV is hUmi[d.]

06 MAD: [ YIA:H;

07 SAR: [°h there was anO:ther]

08 MAD: [ °h did you hEar?]

09 (.)

10 SAR: ~YE[S; ]

11 X MAD: [e? i] can't betLIEVE [ it. ]

12 => SAR: [<<all> i was jus]t gonna>
-> <<wobbly, :-)> SA:Y.>

13 ¥ °h [(.)] TERrible,=

14 MAD: [ °h]

15 SAR: =<<all> i just heard it YESterday;>=

16 =menAsh was IN tel avI:v;=

17 =with the KI:DS;

While Sarah seems to broach this topic in the form of a topic-nominating news
announcement (there was anO:ther, line 07), Madeline chooses an interrogatively
formatted pre-telling format for its introduction (did you hEar; line 08) (Terasaki
1976). Although their simultaneous initiation of these similar actions would be
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sufficient indication of their shared knowledge of the relevant news, Sarah, after
a micropause, nevertheless responds to the pre-telling frame of Madeline’s turn
with a blocking response (*YES in line 10). With the sharedness of the news now
established and its telling no longer relevant, Madeline is then the first to take up a
stance towards it, as is otherwise commonly done after news deliveries (Maynard
2003). She does so with an expression of disbelief (i can’t bet LIEVE it, line 11),
which assesses the news as incredible and orients to the event as bad. This assess-
ment is launched in terminal overlap with Sarah’s blocking response to Madeline’s
pre-telling and creates a sequential context in which any assessment Sarah may
offer of the news will now be heard as being produced in the context of, or as in
response to, Madeline’s first assessment (see Pomerantz 1984). The IWGS-preface
for Sarah’s assessment of the news as TERrible (line 13) works to counteract such
a hearing by reflexively re-invoking the sequential context just prior to Madeline’s
articulation of her stance as the relevant, and perhaps ‘more adequate’, context for
its introduction, highlighted through Sarah’s incorporation of the adverb just in
the preface. With the preface, then, Sarah re-claims ‘firstness’ for her forthcoming
assessment and presents the stance it takes up towards the news as having been
formed up prior to, and thus independently from, Madeline’s stance display.

Notably, this stance is expressed in Sarah’s own words, who assesses the
event(s) as ferrible rather than ‘incredible’. While this assessment supports
Madeline’s stance in that it also orients to the event as bad, Sarah’s selection
of a different assessing term does additional interactional work: It not only
subtly adjusts the “terms of their agreement”, to borrow a phrase from Heritage/
Raymond (2005), it also exerts agency-in-formulation, where the difference in
terms offers second-order support for Sarah’s claim to have formed this stance
independently of Madeline’s first assessment. In choosing a different assessing
term, Sarah orients to Madeline’s turn as having been preemptive on the level of
action (i.e. with respect to assessing the news), but not exactly in terms of how
this stance is (or should be) formulated—another meta-communicative index
of its ‘independence’, as it were. Of course, all of this is done ‘after the fact’ (a
posteriori) and therefore cannot ‘actually’ overturn the inescapable temporality of
the interaction and the resultant sequentiality of the contributions that constitute
it (on which, see also Clift etal. 2013; Raymond et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
it does represent additional interactional effort that Sarah invests to buttress
(the credibility of) her meta-communicative claim to prior, now-preempted
communicative intent and to render it ostensibly valid.

Consider another example of this sort in (3), taken from a phone call between
two nuns, Alice and Barbara. Here, Alice is updating Barbara, who is currently in
France, on recent events and developments in their community.
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(3) “Too many things going on’ (CH-En-6456, 06:05-06:22)

01 ALI: °h and ALso frank (aknOli).

02 the DEAcon:ship thIn[g?]

03 BAR: [ m]_hm,

04 ALT: ((click)) °h he's deciding to WAIT h°.

05 till [the next] TURN.

06 BAR: [ m_hm- ]

07 X ALI: cause there's just entlIrely TOO many things going on.
08 (0.2)

09 -> BAR: °h i was gonna SAY;=

10 ¥ =it's vEry deMA:Nding;

11 ALI: [<<creaky> YEAH;>]

12 BAR: [ betwee]ln his PRA:Ctice,=

13 =an' (.) an' a[ll of THA:T; ]

14 ALI: [<<creaky> yEah;=there's] been a nUmber

of things happening with <<creaky> THA:T.>

After bringing up the next ‘news item’, whose introduction with recognitional
reference forms (frank (aknOli), the DEAcon:ship thing, lines 01-02) and try-
marking intonation (Sacks/Schegloff 1979) suggests that it refers to a known-in-
common plan Frank Aknoli entertained (running for deacon), Alice announces
his decision to postpone his candidacy as the latest update on that front (line 04).
When this does not receive immediate uptake from Barbara (note the delayed
continuer in line 06 which overlaps with Alice’s incremental specification in line
05), Alice appends an assessment of the current circumstances as an account for
this decision (cause there’s just entlrely TOO many things going on, line 07).
While it is not completely clear whose account this is (i.e. whether Alice relays
Frank’s account here, or whether this represents her own take on the matter),
it takes up a stance towards the decision, presenting it as a reasonable and
comprehensible thing to do, and it does so proactively, by going first sequentially.

An orientation to both of these features is visible in Barbara’s response: Her
assessment of the job as vEry deMA:Nding (line 10) affiliates with the stance that
Frank made the right decision, while the IWGS-preface in line 09 orients to the
fact that it is now produced in response to a first stance-taking. The preface works
to retroactively counteract its sequential ‘secondness’ by reflexively retrieving the
moment prior to Alice’s articulation of that account (in line 07) as the relevant
moment for its introduction, thereby casting this stance as independent from the
one it now follows sequentially. The fact that Barbara’s IWGS-prefaced assess-
ment manages to attract another agreement from Alice (see the YEAH in line 11)
provides additional support for the analysis that the IWGS-preface works to (re-)
claim ‘“firstness’ for the subsequent assessment.

Here, too, Barbara invests additional interactional work to buttress this claim. In
what follows the preface, she specifies Alice’s account by naming some of the specific
things that Alice had glossed as TOO many things going on (Jefferson 1985), thereby
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actively demonstrating (Sacks 1992) her knowledge of the situation (see also Enfield
2011). While she is initially successful in naming one of them (his PRA:Ctice), she
fails at naming a second one and opts for a generalized list completer instead (between
his PRA:Ctice an’ (.) an’ all of THAT. lines 12—13, see Jefferson 1990).5

What we see in cases like (2) and (3), then, is that the sequentially reflexive
affordances of the IWGS-preface are mobilized in the service of framing a second-
positioned stance-taking as sequentially independent from a co-participant’s
first-positioned one. In this way, the practice patterns with others—e.g., oh-
prefacing (Heritage 2002), repetitions of different sorts (Heritage/Raymond
2005; Raymond 2017; Stivers 2005)—through which second-positioned speakers
work to disengage the second assessment “from the taint of being produced
merely ‘in agreement with’ or ‘in conformity with’ the first speaker’s opinion”
(Heritage 2002, p. 219). As opposed to delivering a second stance-taking action as
‘acquiescent’ to or ‘parasitic’ on a prior (Heritage/Raymond 2005; Enfield 2011;
cf. Enfield etal. 2019), the IWGS-preface is a sequentially agentive resource
speakers can use to overcome—or, as we have put it here, counteract—the
inescapable temporal second-positionedness of their utterance.®

That there are family resemblances amongst these second-positioned
agentive practices should not be taken to suggest that the interactional work
they do is identical. Comparing IWGS-prefacing to oh-prefacing, for example,
we note that oh-prefaces are more versatile in that they can be used to preface
disagreeing responses to prior assessments in addition to agreeing ones, whereas
IWGS-prefaces only precede stance-takings that agree or affiliate with the
prior. Moreover, oh-prefaced responses appear to tacitly ‘accept’ the second-
positionedness of the prefaced response, whereas the TWGS-preface marks it
as ‘misplaced’ (cf. Sacks/Schegloff 1973, p.319; Bolden 2009) and thereby as
not intended to be produced/interpreted as responsive to the prior assessment.
So while the meta-pragmatic outcome might be similar (i.e., contextualizing a
second-positioned stance-taking as previously and independently held), the precise
mechanisms that underlie this outcome differ for the two practices: While oh-
prefaces exploit the change-of-state semantics of oh (Heritage 1984b) and mark a
change-of-state in awareness occasioned by the prior stance-taking (see Heritage

S As it turns out, even this partially successful attempt at unpacking Alice’s gloss is problematic,
in that Alice’s next turn in line 14 suggests that changes have been going on with respect to
Frank’s practice as well. This not only retroactively accounts for Alice’s use of vague and
general descriptors in her earlier gloss of there being TOO many things going on (line 07), it
also foregrounds her more recent epistemic access to developments in the community. As such, it
seems to push back slightly against Barbara’s claim to an ‘independently held stance’” with regard
to Frank’s decision, as expressed by her use of the IWGS-preface.

SFor more discussion of such second-positioned grammatical resources, see Raymond et al.
(2021) and Thompson et al. (2015).
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2002, pp. 201 & 214), IWGS-prefaces exploit the temporality and sequentiality
of interaction and seek to reflexively retrieve an earlier moment in the talk as the
relevant context for the to-be-produced stance-taking.’

Stance-takings of the assessment sort described here are but one action
environment in which we find the IWGS-preface used in second position. Other
second-positioned uses in our collection cluster around actions such as (counter-)
invitations, alternative proposals and suggestions, as well as recruitment-related
actions (e.g., offers of assistance) (Kendrick/Drew 2016) that emerge in the
aftermath of no-troubles reports of existing plans. While space precludes us from
presenting each of these environments here, we note that what they all have in
common is the meta-pragmatic claim to prior, now-preempted communicative
intent made with the IWGS-preface. And in each case, this claim serves to
counteract a sequential interpretation of these actions as in some way dependent
on, or occasioned by, the preceding one based on their temporal ‘nextness’
(see Sacks 1987; Schegloff 2007). That is, the IWGS-preface serves to set up
what Clayman (2013), in his discussion of the use of prefatory address terms in
responses to questions, has called an “independent action frame”. As Clayman
argues, the agency and autonomy exerted by such a framing “has different self-
presentational and relational ramifications depending on the type of action being
implemented in a given context” (p. 301). It bears mention that we also see this
socio-relational dimension of claiming agency and independence for second-
positioned actions at work in the case of IWGS-prefacing (especially when
considering the kinds of actions that are recurrently prefaced with it). However,
given the sequential focus of the present inquiry, we reserve a fuller treatment of
these issues for another occasion (Kiittner et al., in prep.). In the next section, we
will begin to see that, and how, the sequentially reflexive affordances of IWGS-
prefacing can also be mobilized in other ways when it is produced in a different
sequential environment.

4 IWGS-prefacing in third position: Treating
disagreements/corrections as premature

In addition to IWGS-prefaces produced in second position, we also find them used
in third position, in sequences which proceed as follows: In first position, speaker
(A) produces an action through which they reveal their understanding of some
state of affairs. This action is then met with a potentially disagreement-implicative
other-correction from the co-participant (B) in second position (Schegloff et al.
1977). In third position, (A) then produces an IWGS-prefaced turn that delivers a
revised version of the subject under discussion that is in line with B’s ‘correction’.
This can be schematized as in Fig. 2:

7 Further research is needed to more fully address these differences and to work out in detail how
they shape (e.g., constrain or promote) the use of distinct prefaces.



61

(1°* position) A: X [shows understanding of some state of affairs]
(274 position) B: Y [other-correction/disagreement-implicative]
(3¢ position) A: -> I was gonna say

7Z [revised version in line with B’s correction]

Fig.2 IWGS-prefacing in third position

With the IWGS-prefaced turn, the speaker points back to their first turn and
claims that it was not actually intended to issue the understanding that B’s other-
correction treated as problematic. It thus works to convey that the two participants
are in fact on the same page and not in disagreement, because they did not have
a divergent understanding of the matter in the first place, such that B’s other-
correction was not really necessary, and indeed premature.

A first illustration of this third-positioned usage can be observed in excerpt (4).
Here, Ben has just told Kerry, who is currently doing military service in Japan,
that he is traveling the United States to reunite and catch up with old friends. He
then expressed his regret at the fact that he cannot meet up with Kerry, since he is
still working overseas. This leads to the following sequence, which begins with
Ben’s inquiry into the overall length of Kerry’s military tour (lines 02-03).

(4) ‘Winding up’ (CH-En-4415, 03:39-03:48)

01 KER: [°h] [ m ]

02 X BEN: [°h] well? [(0.3)] ?tyOur tour is WHAT.=

03 X =THREE years-=kEr;=

04 X =or did you gEt (.)

05 Y KER: °h no:;=it's only TWO;=

06 Y =i've only got about sIx months LEFT over here.
07 -> BEN: <<all> i was gonna SAY;=

08 2 =i thought_ chu> wi:nded UP;=

09 =<<all> (do) you know> where you’re GOing yet? h°
10 KER: YEAH; =

11 =twenty nine STUMPS;

Ben’s inquiry is delivered in the form of an open question ("4 yOur tour is WHAT),
followed by a candidate answer (THREE years) which is offered as a ‘best guess’
(Pomerantz 1988). Just when he is about to continue his turn by incrementally
adding an alternative to the offered candidate (or did you gEt, line 04), Kerry
comes in with a slightly delayed disaffirming correction of Ben’s guess (no:; =it’s
only TWO; =i've only got about slx months LEFT over here, lines 05-06). This
is then receipted with an IWGS-prefaced formulation of Ben’s understanding of
the matter which is in line with Kerry’s correction (i thought_chu wi:nded UP, line
08) and recasts his earlier candidate answer (THREE years) as not actually having
been his ‘best guess’ but one that he himself found implausible, or at least doubtful,
in the first place. The IWGS-preface works to cover up this revision by presenting
the understanding it prefaces as having been there from the outset—as having
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antedated Kerry’s correction, which is thereby treated as having been unnecessary
and premature. What corroborates this meta-pragmatic claim in this case is that
Ben can indeed be seen to have been on his way to backing down from his previous
candidate answer with the beginning of his or-prefaced incremental turn extension
in line 04 (or did you gEt) (cf. Lerner/Kitzinger 2015). Whether Ben was ‘actually’
going to say this as his revision prior to Kerry’s intervention at line 05 or not, the
practice presents this as the case, which frames the co-participants as never having
had divergent understandings. Note that, with the IWGS-prefaced turn, the issue
is treated as resolved and Ben immediately progresses the sequence onward by
inquiring into Kerry’s post-Japan plans (line 09).

In some of our cases, there is a much stronger sense of disagreement surrounding
the co-participant’s engagement in doing other-correction (Schegloff etal. 1977,
pp- 379-380). In these instances, the IWGS-prefaced turn works not only to disclaim
that there had been a misunderstanding, but also to resolve the incipient disagree-
ment, and in so doing smooth over any negative social-relational consequences that
disagreement may otherwise engender (see Brown/Levinson 1987). Excerpt (5), in
which Eric and Paula are talking about a friend of Eric’s whom Paula has recently
met, provides a case-in-point. Following a series of questions from Eric, which Paula
answers as best as she can (lines 01-09), Eric assesses the reported developments
positively (line 10). This leads Paula to offer her take on the matter in line 12—an
assessment that subsequently becomes problematic.

(5) ‘Looking for a job’ (CH-En-5352, 13:51-14:13)

01 ERI: did he find a JOB?

02 PAU: (°hh) u:hm NOT since i've spOken to him;

03 which has been like a wEek or <<creaky> TWO.>

04 ERI: is he LOOKin',

05 any PROspects?=or nO;

06 PAU: uhm i tthInk he's had INterviews.

07 (0.2)

08 ERI: oh HAS he.

09 PAU: yEah;=1i THINK so.

10 ERI: that's a big STEP,

11 PAU: YEA:H.

12 X i mea:n he's dEfinitely like getting more into the
X looking for (a) JOB mode,=<<h> kind of thIng->=

13 X =but [(0.2)[ (no)]

14 Y ERI: [no he['s bE]en in it for a WHI:LE-=

15Y =[he's not <<laughing> ge>]

16 => PAU: [ i was gonna S]AY;=

17 2 =like hE's n[ot One (that) i would ever dOubt]

18 ERI: [ he's been rEally INto (it) ;]
Z PAU: he would DO that.

19 ERI: [m_hm; ]

20 PAU °h [like?]

21 he'll t1bE sucCESSful;=
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As seen in lines 14-15, Eric takes issue with Paula’s formulation of the
friend getting...into the looking for (a) JOB mode, which he overtly rejects and
replaces with an alternative description: no he’s bEen in it for a WHI:LE—=he’s
not ge(tting into it) (Sidnell/Barnes 2013). Eric’s turn not only issues a correction
of the formulation Paula offered, it also thereby issues a disagreement with the
stance toward the friend that Paula’s formulation could be heard as intimating—
i.e., that the friend has been indolent with regard to finding a job (see also Eric’s
subsequent he’s been rEally INto (it), line 18). In overlap with the second part of
Eric’s other-correction, Paula is quick to come in with an IWGS-prefaced turn that
explicitly disclaims such a stance as having been intended in her prior formulation
(hE’s not One (that) i would ever dOubt he would DO that, line 17). With this
turn, Paula frames herself and her recipient as actually on the same page and not
in disagreement as regards the stance they adopt towards this friend. The IWGS-
preface presents this position as having been held before, and thus as independent
from/not occasioned by, Eric’s disagreement-implicative other-correction® by
issuing the meta-communicative claim that Paula was on the verge of introducing
it just prior to his other-correction.’ It therefore attends to this action as
unnecessary and premature, as evoking diverging positions and suggesting discord
where, actually, there is none.

Such third-positioned uses of IWGS-prefacing share a family resemblance with
practices used to effectuate repair after next turn and related practices in which a
response to a first action (here, a correction) is treated in third position as having
been based on a flawed understanding of that first action (Schegloff 1992; Kiittner
2019). As has been suggested in the literature on repair, it is not uncommon for
these practices to be used to manage (and often resolve) incipient disagreement
(e.g., Schegloff 2007; Svennevig 2008; Robles 2017).1°

[T]he cliché that “if we understood one another better we would disagree less” might
as well be reversed. For one basic way that humans have of dealing with disagreement
and conflict is to treat it as a problem in hearing or understanding, and try to “fix” that
problem. Not, then, that misunderstanding breeds conflict; but that conflict is handled by
trying to treat it as a problem of misunderstanding. And the instruments for so treating
it are the practices of repair. (p. 151, fn. 17) For example, one common way in which
speakers routinely disarm designedly disaffiliative responses from their co-participants
consists of them issuing a third-positioned meta-pragmatic claim to have previously
communicated (i.e., said or meant) the same as their co-participant (e.g., with That’s what
I say/mean, see Kiittner 2019). This claim works to insinuate that their co-participant
had simply failed to adequately grasp (the point of) the speaker’s earlier action and that

8 Note the similarity to the second-positioned use of the IWGS-prefaces discussed earlier.

9Note in this regard the conjunction but in line 13. Inasmuch as it indexes an upcoming contrast
and could well introduce a TCU that cancels any implication of criticism of Eric’s friend
contained in Paula’s preceding assessment, this could be seen to corroborate her later claim that
she was about to introduce this point then and there.

10The most explicit version of this observation can be found in Schegloff (2007), who writes in a
footnote:.
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their disaffiliative response was therefore based on a misinterpretation of that earlier
action. Such meta-pragmatic claims occur in similar environments as the IWGS-prefaces
considered in this section, and they do comparable interactional work in those environ-
ments.

Notwithstanding their similarities, it bears mention that IWGS-prefacing does
not resist the potentially disagreement-implicative correction as strongly as
does That’s what I say/mean. Whereas the latter invokes a co-participant’s
misunderstanding of the speakers first action, IWGS-prefaces treat the
understanding on which the co-participant’s correction is based as licensed at
the point at which it is introduced. That is, IWGS-speakers tacitly acknowledge
that their first action could have been heard as displaying the understanding that
the correction takes issue with at the point at which the correction was launched.
What the IWGS-speaker problematizes is the timing of its introduction, which
they treat as having been premature. The alleged prematurity of this correction is
reflexively constituted by the speaker prefacing their next action (which happens
to be in line with the co-participant’s correction) with I was gonna say. In other
words, it is invoked by drawing on the sequentially reflexive affordances of the
IWGS-preface, as they enable the speaker to ‘hark back’ to an earlier moment in
the interaction and to claim prior communicative intent for the to-be-produced
action, which ‘happened’ to have been preempted by the co-participant’s ‘early’
correction. Furthermore, it bears mention that, in the cases in our collection, this
interactional work always appears to be produced in the service of resolving
potential incipient disagreement and restoring mutual agreement, as opposed to
escalating the incipient disagreement.

With regard to the interactional utility of the practice of IWGS-prefacing,
we can note at this point that the IWGS-prefaced turns are often launched in
recognitional overlap (Jefferson 1984; see excerpts (1), (2), and (5)). From a
turn-taking perspective, these early incomings reflect interactional work on the
part of speakers to get these turns in as quickly or as early as possible. Another
corollary of this ‘hastened’ introduction can be found in the acceleration of local
speech rates (marked by <<all>>in the transcripts) which commonly accompanies
the early portions of the IWGS-prefaced turns (see excerpts (2) and (4) above
as well as excerpt (7) below) and is closely intertwined with various forms of
phonetic reduction in the IWGS-preface itself.!! Taken together, these production
features—which we show to be interactionally motivated—create a favorable
environment for a possible pragmaticalization process in which the ITWGS-
phrase (notably, a morphosyntactically quite ‘bulky’ structure for a turn-preface)
gradually develops into a prefacing item with more discourse marker-like qualities
(see also Auer 1996; Auer/Glinthner 2005; Diewald 2011). Such a process would
also be compatible with—if not facilitated or even enhanced by—the fact that the
preface shows recurrent usage patterns across different sequential positions, one
final type of which we will illustrate in the next section.

1T'We thank the editors of this volume for raising this point.
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5 IWGS-prefacing post possible sequence closure:
Accounting for an earlier inapposite action

In this section, we turn to a sequentially even later use of ITWGS-prefaces.
Although the action environments we find in this set are more variable than in
earlier sequential positions (hence the lack of a diagram here), the cases resemble
each other positionally in that the IWGS-preface is used to reopen (or post-
expand) a sequence that could otherwise be understood as potentially closed
(Schegloff 2007, Chap. 7). The IWGS-prefaced turns and TCUs in this position
are characterized by two main features: i) they typically introduce actions that
have been obviated by the preceding sequence, but are carried out nevertheless and
reopen or post-expand that sequence; and ii) they typically issue an account for an
earlier, (now deemed) inapposite action from the IWGS-speaker.

A first illustration can be seen in excerpt (6) in which Stefanie and Belinda are
talking about troubles that each of them has recently had with their car. Stefanie has
just announced with some amusement that her father has put a bulldozer battery in
her car, which is what the THA:T in Belinda’s question in line 01 refers to.

(6) ‘Bulldozer battery’ (CFEngs6750, 23:36-23:48)

01 BEL: [<<h> how did he] manage THA:T.>=

02 =1Oh [my t7GO:D.]

03 STF: [hE ha:d ] ONE;=

04 =an' it (.) i(h)?

05 my car's so “1BI:G;=

06 =it fit 1IN thelre.]

07 BEL: [ Ol::H;=

08 -> =I was Jjust gonna 1”SA:Y;=

09 BEL: =[seems like he]'d blow it "U:P;

10 STF: =[ a:n' ]

11 STF: “NO::;=

12 =i mean I can power (u)??

13 I can (.) <<voiceless> psh(u)>

14 I can light up all of <<laughing> LExington;>=
15 =if [ i WANted to:; ]
16 BEL: [<<laughing> O:h> <<:-)> my “GO:D,>]

Belinda’s question orients to the out-of-the-ordinary nature of the reported
news (see also her subsequent 1Oh my “GO:D, line 02) and invites further
explanation of it. Specifically, the lexical choice of manage (cf., e.g., do) frames
the reported mechanic operation as a challenging endeavor and conveys Belinda’s
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understanding that Stefanie’s father must have had to overcome certain obstacles
in carrying it out. Stefanie’s response in lines 03—06 counters this displayed
understanding by delivering an explanation that rectifies a false premise on
which Belinda’s question can be seen to have been built—namely that ‘fitting” a
bulldozer battery into a regular car may be problematic in terms of size. Stefanie’s
self-repair (Schegloff 2013; Wilkinson/Weatherall 2011) to include my car’s so
MBI:G (line 04) illustrates her convergent orientation toward an explanation of
size being what will resolve Belinda’s misapprehension. And indeed, Belinda
receipts this with a drawn-out change-of-state token O::H (line 07), which
proposes a revised understanding of the matter and serves as a potential sequence-
closing third (SCT) (Schegloff 2007, p. 118; Heritage 1984b).

In the environment of this now-potentially-closed sequence, Belinda quickly
appends an IWGS-prefaced TCU, which re-opens the sequence and formulates
one of the potential troubles she had (ostensibly) anticipated (seems like he’d
blow it "U:P, line 09). Not only has this concern just been obviated by the
preceding sequence (i.e., Stefanie’s car is big enough such that the bulldozer
battery is not expected to blow it up), but it also grants the recipient insight into
the line of thinking that informed Belinda’s question in line 01. By unpacking
the reasoning behind her question in line 01, the prefaced TCU in line 09
furnishes an account for why the question was asked in the way it was asked.
The IWGS-preface serves to reflexively mark the introduction of this line of
reasoning as being sequentially ‘out-of-place’, now that it has been obviated
by prior talk, but to introduce it nevertheless in the service of accounting
for an earlier action—an action that turned out to have been based on a false
presumption. In this case, this turn then paves the way for further affiliative
expansion regarding the large size of the battery (lines 11-16, and beyond the
data reproduced here).

The same sequential configuration can be observed in excerpt (7) in which
Rodney—roughly 15 minutes into the call—asks about the required timeframe
for the recording setup that he and his cousin Jason are participating in (line
01). Jason’s answer (line 02) is received with a display of ritualized disbelief
(line 03) and ultimately engenders a follow-up question from Rodney
concerning the consequences of terminating the call earlier than the thirty-
minute mark (line 06).
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(7) ‘Shit’ (CFEngs6285, 15:22-15:45)

01 ROD: well (0.7) how long do you have to TALK on this
thI:ng;

02 JAS: like (0.2) twEnty or thirty MINutes.

03 ROD: are you SERious,

04 JAS: yea:h it'll SAY something.

05 (0.2)

06 ROD: what happens if you get OFF <<:-)> too soon,> h° °h

07 JAS: <<h, all> did i_ever> press O:NE,

08 ROD: YEA:H,

09 JAS: okay GOO:D.

10 h°

11 -> <<all> I was gonna SAY;>=

12 =well ~SHI:T.

13 ROD: <<nasal, f> hh°>

14 (0.4)

15 JAS: °h heh?

16 (0.3)

17 JAS: ( (burps)

18 thirty (one/more) MINutes,

19 (0.9)

20 JAS: °hhh (0.5) <<voiceless> haah®>

21 y you ready to get OFF,

Jason, in the next turn (line 07), does not address Rodney's question at all but
requests confirmation from him that he pressed the ‘1’ button on his phone earlier,
used in the data-collection process to give consent to being recorded. That is, he
completely sidesteps the sequential relevancies established by Rodney’s question
and launches a new sequence instead. This, in itself, is an action that is highly
accountable and normally requires some sort of justification (Robinson 2016;
see also Clayman 2001 as well as Kiittner 2020). Nonetheless, Rodney aligns
with this new sequential trajectory and produces a confirmation (line 08), which
Jason receipts with a composite SCT okay GOO:D (Schegloff 2007, pp. 127-142)
and a laugh pulse (lines 09—10). At this point, as we saw in the prior case (6),
the sequence is potentially closed, and it is here that Jason launches an IWGS-
prefaced expletive TCU (well ASHI:T, lines 11-12). This expletive delivers an
enactment of what Jason’s response would have been, had Rodney not confirmed
but disconfirmed Jason’s request for confirmation in line 07. That is, it delivers a
response in a hypothetical scenario which has been obviated by the way in which
the preceding sequence developed.
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While it may initially seem strange to reopen a sequence in order to report a
now-obviated counterfactual scenario, this accomplishes important interactional
work: Offering a display of frustration (however feigned at this point in the
sequence) in response to a version of the world in which he did not press ‘1’
retroactively endows his earlier request for confirmation with a sense of urgency
and personal importance; that is, it puts on display that whether he pressed the
button or not matters to him (note also Jason’s positive assessment of this
fact as GOO:D, contextualizing some form of relief, in response to Rodney’s
confirmation, line 09).!2 Inasmuch as this would warrant his earlier disregard of
Rodney’s question, it offers an account for the sequential disalignment embodied
in his sidestepping of the question with his request for confirmation in line 07. The
inappositeness of this action, which, as we argue, gives rise to Jason’s re-opening
of the sequence, therefore does not reside in the formulation of the speaker’s
earlier action and the presumptions it conveys (as it did with Belinda’s question
in excerpt (6)) but is sequential in character. With his return to Rodney’s earlier
concerns for ‘getting off’ the phone (line 21, note the lexical repeat here), Jason
displays an orientation to the fact that he accountably left this question (and the
request to end the call it might have implicated) unaddressed thus far.

In this section, we have shown that IWGS-prefaces can be used to re-open a
sequence post a point of possible sequence closure. In this position, the IWGS-
preface is used to introduce actions that have been obviated by the preceding
sequence, but which are introduced nonetheless, because they do important
interactional accounting work for an earlier action from the IWGS-speaker that
can subsequently be seen to have been somehow inapposite.

6 Concluding discussion: The doubly reflexive
character of IWGS-prefacing

In this paper, we have examined the use of a specific meta-communicative
practice (I was gonna say-prefacing) in ordinary English conversation, such that
we are now in a position to discuss the role that reflexivity plays in and for its
deployment. We have shown that the practice exhibits sequentially reflexive
affordances that participants can draw upon in different sequential positions to
manage particular, recurrent interactional exigencies which emerge from the
inescapable temporality of interaction (e.g., Clift etal. 2013; Deppermann/
Giinthner 2015; Enfield/Sidnell 2014; Raymond et al. 2021; Schegloff 2007). It
is, after all, the local, real-time management of turn-taking in conversation that
yields sequentiality as the main organizing principle for contributions to it—
and furnishes a major interpretive resource for participants (Sacks et al. 1974;

12The reasons for this are irrelevant to our argument, but it may have to do with the fact that
Jason, as the caller, would have received $20 upon successful completion of the call, a prospect
which a failure to initiate the recording properly would have jeopardized.
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Schegloff 1992, 2007; Enfield 2011). As we have demonstrated, the explicit meta-
pragmatic claim to prior, now-preempted communicative intent embodied in
IWGS-prefaces serves as a practical device to get out from under the unavoidable
sequential constraints that govern ordinary conversation, enabling the speaker to
retrieve an earlier moment in the interaction as the relevant sequential context for
the forthcoming contribution (see also Schegloff 2004). This meta-communicative,
retrospective re-invocation of an earlier interactional moment is evidently one way
in which reflexivity figures centrally in the deployment of this practice.!?

There is, however, at least one other sense in which IWGS-prefacing is
reflexive in its usage. To get at this, it is useful to recall that the practice serves
to meta-pragmatically frame the speaker’s forthcoming talk as having been
preempted by a co-participant’s prior talk, and therefore as being produced ‘out-
of-place’ sequentially. The significance of the fact that this meta-pragmatic claim
is itself issued a posteriori (‘after the fact’) must not be overlooked, as it entails
a ‘choice’ on part of the IWGS-speaker. That is, even if it is true that the co-
participant’s preceding contribution preempted a prior communicative intent on
their part (which it need not have done), the speaker could decide to ‘let it pass’
and move on with the interaction. In these cases, however, they don’t. Instead,
they elect to bring to the conversational surface and “talk into being” (Heritage
1984a) a putatively preemptive relationship between the two contributions—a
relationship which, without the preface, would have gone ‘unnoticed’, and indeed
be unrecognizable as such. It is not the case, then, that IWGS-speakers simply
‘missed the right moment for their actions’ (cf. Bolden 2009), but that, by using
the IWGS-preface, they reflexively constitute a ‘missed moment’ for their actions
(Heritage 1984a, pp. 106-110).

These observations resonate with Garfinkel’s (1967) remarks concerning the
reflexive accountability of action. He repeatedly points out that there is “no time
out” from interaction and the sense-making processes that underpin it (Garfinkel
2002, p. 118; see also Goffman 1955, p.233; Heritage 1984a, p. 100, 156 et
passim), so that each action will reflexively reconstitute the circumstances in
which it is produced (Garfinkel 1967, p. 1; see also Heritage et al. 2019). The
practice of IWGS-prefacing a next action is a textbook example of this point:
Although it is of course impossible to actually overcome the temporality and
sequentiality of interaction, speakers can use this preface as a resource for
reflexively re-invoking an earlier interactional moment for their forthcoming
talk—i.e., to ‘go back in time’. As we have shown, this practice is highly
functional in that it can be deployed in a range of specific sequential environ-
ments and for specifiable communicative aims, a fact that further undescores the
fundamental import of sequentiality as a participants’ concern in human social
interaction.

BInasmuch as this is given linguistic expression through the morpho-syntactic encoding
of ‘future-in-the-past’ (Quirk et al. 1985) in the verb phrase of I was gonna say, it may be
considered an integral, if not essential, part of the practice.
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